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PREFACE

T idea of making a translation of Blund’s text was first suggested
to me by my colleague Professor James McEvoy, who knew of the im-
portance of thework fromhis own studies onOxford’s first chancellor,
Robert Grosseteste. The project was warmly welcomed by Professor
David Luscombe, then the General Editor of the Academy’s Medi-
eval Texts Editorial Committee, who has remained a constant help
and supporter of my work in the years it has taken for the project to
come to fruition. My thanks are also due to the support and encour-
agement given by his successors, Professor Richard Sharpe and Pro-
fessor JohnMarenbon. In the preparation of the volume Iwas assisted
by Ann Gleeson, who typed the manuscript, by Michael Regan, who
helped in preparing a summary of the text, and by Denise Ryan, who
compiled a list of translated Latin terms. Conleth Loonan assisted in
the preparation of the appendix. Much of the work of translation was
done in the tranquil setting of the lovely town of Auzances (Creuse) in
central France over a number of summer holidays, so my thanks for
their patience are due to my wife Mary Rose Walker (who also com-
piled the subject index) and to our four children, Kate, Killian, Erika,
and Carla.

M W. D
National University of Ireland, Maynooth
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PREFACE TO THE

LATIN EDITION OF 1970

F D C was the first modern scholar to call at-
tention to John Blund’s Tractatus de anima. He gave a brief prelimi-
nary account of the work and printed the list of chapters in his paper
on ‘The Introduction of Aristotelian Learning to Oxford’, which was
published in the Proceedings of the British Academy,  (), –
, –. He prepared an edition of the text from the Cambridge
manuscript which was then the only one known, and he did much
work on the investigation of sources. In  he contributed a further
paper on John Blund to the volume in honour of Mgr A. Mansion
(Autour d’Aristote, Louvain, pp. –). In an addendum to this pa-
per he announced the discovery of a second manuscript in the Vatican
Library. Shortly afterwards Père B.-G. Guyot O.P. discovered a third
manuscript in Prague. The discovery of these two new manuscripts
was very welcome, but it made necessary a reconstitution of the text.
At the time of his death in  Fr. Callus had completed the text and
apparatus criticus, but the apparatus fontium was in its final form only
down to no. . It was the wish of Fr. Callus that I should complete
the edition. The introduction is my work: the notes which Fr. Callus
left were not sufficiently full for publication. I am also responsible for
the indexes.

I found no note of the acknowledgements which Fr. Callus wished
to make, and Imust ask the forgiveness of those whose help is not ack-
nowledged. I know that he would have wished to thank Mlle Marthe
Dulong and Mr. Walter Mitchell for their help. Acknowledgement
of the help of Dr. L. Minio-Paluello is found in the apparatus, and
I have to thank him on my own behalf. Mrs. S. P. Hall helped Fr.
Callus in various ways, and I have to thank her for indispensable
help in checking references and in striving for consistency in the cita-
tions in the apparatus fontium. Dom G. D. Schlogel helped me with
the unfinished part of the apparatus fontium. Mlle M.-T. d’Alverny,
Fr. Leonard Boyle O.P., Dom David Knowles, Monsieur l’Abbé P.
Michaud-Quantin, Miss B. Smalley, and Professor R. W. Southern,
all friends of Fr. Callus, have been good enough to answer my ques-
tions. Mlle d’Alverny supplied me with the reference to the ‘dator
formarum’ in Avicenna (see no. ). Fr. Callus was in the habit of
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viii PREFACE TO THE LATIN EDITION OF 1970

consulting Dr. A. B. Emden on questions relating to the early history
of Oxford, and he has kindly given me the benefit of his advice on
the career of John Blund. My considerable debt to Dr. Brian Lawn is
acknowledged in the introduction. Miss D. W. Pearson, the assistant
secretary of the Academy, has been an unfailing source of strength.
Finally I should like to thank the Printer and his learned readers for
the skill with which they have handled a difficult task.

Fr. Daniel Callus was a great and much-loved man, and those who
did not know him may like to be referred to the notices of him by
Professor R. W. Southern in Oxford Studies Presented to Daniel Cal-
lus (Oxford Historical Society, .. , ), by M. D. Knowles in
New Blackfriars (), –, and by A. Vella O.P. in the Journal
of the Faculty of Arts of the University of Malta III (), –.

R. W. HUNT
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INTRODUCTION TO

THE NEW EDITION

S the publication of the edition of John Blund’s Tractatus de
anima by the British Academy in  there has been widespread ac-
ceptance of the importance of this text for the history of thought. As
Dag Hasse has noted: ‘John Blund is the first master of arts we know
of who wrote a treatise on the soul.’ Moreover, Blund was probably
one of the first commentators on the libri naturales at Paris before the
prohibition of , and later introduced them to Oxford. As James
McEvoy has remarked: ‘Blund is a significant figure in the develop-
ment of philosophy in England, for his is the first writing we have
from a master who was teaching the liberal arts . . . at Oxford.’

Indeed, apart from the prohibitions of  and , theDe anima
of Blund is the one text which sheds light on the first reception of
Aristotle at Paris. The text was probably composed at Paris, before
 since Alexander Nequam drew upon it in his Speculum specu-
lationum (c.). When Nequam quotes Aristotle’s definition of the
soul as ‘the soul is the perfection of an organized body potentially hav-
ing life’, he did so in the form found in theTractatus de anima (ch. . i,
), and Nequam’s source for his teaching on sight and vision in the
De naturis rerum was also Blund’s text.

John Blund (c.–) taught arts at Paris c.–, then
at Oxford around –. He returned to study theology at Paris
during the interdict (–) and the contemporaneous suspension

 Iohannes Blund, Tractatus de anima, edd. D. A. Callus O.P. and R. W. Hunt (Auctores
Britannici Medii Aevi II), London: published for the British Academy by the Oxford Uni-
versity Press, .

 D. N. Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima in the West: The Formation of a Peripatetic Philo-
sophy of the Soul – (Warburg Institute Studies and Texts ), London and Turin,
, p. .

 For details of Blund’s life see C. H. Lawrence, ‘Blund, John (c.–)’, in The
Oxford Dictionary of National Biography, Oxford, .

 J. McEvoy, ‘Liberal Arts, Science, Philosophy, Theology and Wisdom at Oxford,
–’, in Jan A. Aertsen and Andreas Speer (eds.), Was ist Philosophie im Mittel-
alter? Akten des X. Internationalen Kongresses für mittelalterliche Philosophie der Société
Internationale pour l’Étude de la Philosophie Médiévale, . bis . August  in Erfurt
(Miscellanea Mediaevalia, ), Berlin and New York, , pp. – at p. .

 See F. Van Steenberghen, La Philosophie au XIIIe siècle, nd rev. edn., Paris, ,
p. : ‘Quant aux premières années du siècle, à part le De Anima de Jean Blund, seules
les interdictions de  et de  jettent un certain jour sur la période immédiatement
antérieure, qui a été témoin de la première pénétration de l’aristotélisme à Paris.’

 McEvoy, p. .
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x INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW EDITION

of the schools at Oxford (–). He was regent in theology at
Paris for twelve years, and taught theology at Oxford after . The
Tractatus is the only known writing of John to have survived, and
even it is ascribed to him in only one of the three extant manuscripts
of the work.

With the Tractatus a whole area of philosophical speculation,
namely Greek and Arabic psychology, arrived at Oxford, where it
would continue to grow and be debated throughout the century.
Although the work of a master of arts, Blund’s text set the agenda
for psychology, something which would be fully taken up by theo-
logians within a generation. Blund did not know Averroës but he
reflects the state of Latin Aristotelianism during the first third of
the thirteenth century. Like his contemporaries, he regarded the
De anima of Avicenna as a commentary on Aristotle: indeed, they
found it clearer than the text of Aristotle and were guided by it.
Blund is faithful to Aristotle and to Avicenna, rejecting, for example,
the binarium famosissimum drawn from the Fons vitae of Avicebron.

In expounding the doctrine of Aristotle and following the plan laid
out by Avicenna, he considers the arguments for and against before
offering his own reasoned position in the solutio. He defends the role
of the philosopher as considering the nature of the soul and as distinct
from theological considerations.

As Hasse has observed, few have taken Avicenna seriously as a
philosopher because in the history of medieval Western philosophy
he loses out in comparison with Aristotle and Averroës. Certainly,
the time in which his influence dominates is merely a few decades, as
against the centuries of influence of Aristotle and Averroës. There is
therefore the danger ofmisrepresenting not only the work of Avicenna
as a commentator but also that of Blund as an Aristotelian manqué.
Again, as Hasse argues, Blund was not trying to use Avicenna as a
guide to understandingAristotle—his aimwas to understandwhat the
soul was, and ‘He had two new sources at his disposal, Aristotle’s Peri
psychēs and Avicenna’s De anima, and of these he very much preferred
the latter.’

 Ibid.
 Ibid.
 As Van Steenberghen comments (La Philosophie au XIIIe siècle, p.  n. ), the

fact that Blund rejected the theories of Avicebron, namely universal hylomorphism and the
plurality of forms, shows that they were not as ‘traditional’ as Kilwardby and Peckham later
insisted.

 Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima, preface, p. v.
 Ibid., p. .
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INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW EDITION xi

Blund’s sources

Blund, it seems, regarded the De anima of Avicenna as a ‘commen-
tary’ on the homonymous treatise of Aristotle. He had access to both
but, like Gundissalinus before him, made a conscious choice in favour
of Avicenna over the relative obscurity of Aristotle’s text. It might
also have been the case that the text of Avicenna fitted in better with
what his expectations of a ‘Peripatetic’ commentary might have been.
There was the ‘national’ tradition in scientific enquiry going back to
Adelard of Bath, and he would have been aware of the new ‘medical’
texts, translated, for instance, by Constantine the African. The De
anima was written as part of the Kitāb aš-šifā (Book of Healing, Suf-
ficientia in Latin) some time between  and  at Hamadān. In
his introduction Avicenna makes it clear that he had neither the time
nor the inclination for close textual analysis, which is what later came
to be expected from a ‘commentary’ in the Latin West. Instead he
wrote a work which deals comprehensively with the topics that one
would discuss when writing within the Peripatetic tradition.

Therefore, it might be suggested that when he came to write a trea-
tise on the topic of the soul, Blundwas primarilymotivated by the aim
of giving a clear answer to the kinds of topic that had become part
of the canon of psychology. Thus, Blund also refers to al-G· hazālī,
Ps. Alexander of Aphrodisias, and to many of the physical and logical
works of Aristotle. Among Latin authors he cites above all Augustine,
Boethius, and Anselm, but also the more recent Sentences of Peter
Lombard. This, again, might explain why he adds a section dealing
with free will, since it would have been judged to be a major omis-
sion by Avicenna of a central topic as the discussion had developed
in the Christian West. Indeed, it would seem that Blund’s framework

 The best treatment of Blund’s sources is to be found in John Blund, Traktat über die
Seele, ed. and trans. Dorothée Werner, Freiburg i.Br., , pp. –, ‘Zu Blunds Quel-
len’. Indeed, the most extended and comprehensive treatment of Blund’s text is that given
by Werner in her introduction, pp. –.

 As Hasse notes (Avicenna’s De anima, p. ), Blund’s use of the term commentator for
Avicenna and commentarium for the text is quite exceptional, since the usual term was the
Liber de anima or theLiber sextus de naturalibus. Thismight have been his own idiosyncrasy,
since he also refers to the Metaphysica of al-G· hazālī as a commentum primae philosophiae.

 As Werner comments (p. ), ‘Das . Jahrhundert war geprägt von einem Auf-
schwung in der Kosmologie, ermöglicht vor allem durch naturkundliches und medizini-
sches Wissen, vermittelt durch Werke wie die Pantegni des Constantinus Africanus, die
Naturales quaestiones Senecas, den Traktat De natura hominis des Nemesius von Emesa und
nicht zuletzt Platons Timaios in der Übersetzung und Kommentierung des Chalcidius. Die
Psychologie spielte dabei allerdings eine eher untergeordete Rolle. Ihre dominante Ein-
scheinungsform war die Einbindung in umfassendere Sammlungen von Quaestiones na-
turales, wie zum Beispiel diejenigen des Adelard von Bath, die Quaestiones Salernitanae
oder Wilhelms von Conches zwei Schriften Philosophia mundi und Dragmaticon.’
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xii INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW EDITION

is not Aristotelian or indeed Avicennian, but that through integrat-
ing these with the Christian tradition, he produces something new.

We should also avoid considering Blund only from the perspective of
what would be achieved later on in the century. If we look at what
came before him, then what he succeeded in doing with the material
at his disposal can be seen to be ground-breaking.

The text of Avicenna which Blund uses is that which was translated
between  and  by Avendauth Israelita and Dominicus Gun-
dissalinus. There were two versions of this translation, identified by
S. Van Riet as versions A and B. Van Riet has shown that someone
in the late twelfth or early thirteenth century reworked the transla-
tion from the original Arabic, especially at . . However, it was the
possibly earlier version A that was used by Blund. As Hasse points
out, version A was used by Gundissalinus in his Liber de anima
(c.), by Blund around , and then by Jean de la Rochelle in
his Tractatus de anima (c.–). However, version B was used by
Jean de la Rochelle in his Summa de anima (c.–) and by Albert
the Great in his Summa de homine (–). Thus, B seems to have
been a later version which entered into circulation some time in the
mid-s.

In any case, Avicenna’s work proved to be very popular, and since
it was somewhat consonant with the already existing Western spe-
culation on the soul, rather than being seen as running counter to it
(as Aristotle and Averroës came to be seen), it gave rise to increased
reflection on and renewal of traditional sources. Whatever the criti-
cisms of Latin Avicennism (or Avicennized Augustinianism), it aimed
at reconciliation rather than rupture. Again, Christian treatises on the
soul had a long tradition and had shown themselves capable of adapt-
ing to new ideas. The new medical theories coming from the School
of Salerno regarding the four elements and humours, the theory of
the three spirits (vital, animal, and spiritual) in the body and their
respective organs (liver, heart, and brain), and the explanation of the
functions of the external senses had, in a sense, prepared the way for
the reception of a work such as that of Avicenna. From a religious
point of view, of course, much of this medical and philosophical in-
formation is neutral; the crisis when it comes will centre on the per-

 Werner, p. : ‘so scheint Blund in einem durch Aristoteles legitimierten avicenni-
schen Rahmen Material nicht nur aus Avicennas und Aristoteles’ Schriften, sondern auch
aus denen der klassischen Autoren der christlichen Tradition und der frühmittelalterliche-
europäischen naturwissenschaftlichen Forschung zu integrieren, obwohl weder Aristoteles
noch die frühmittelalterliche naturwissenschaftliche Abweichungen von Avicenna verant-
wortlich gemacht werden kann.’  Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima, p. .
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INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW EDITION xiii

sonal nature of the human intellect, and the associated issues of free
will, personal immortality, reward and punishment. Here again, in
trying to understand the nature of the intellect from the sources at
his disposal, Blund’s achievement is quite considerable. In particu-
lar, on the relationship between the intelligentia and the intellectus,
Blund had to make sense of five different new terminologies—those
of Aristotle, Alexander of Aphrodisias, al-Fārābī, Avicenna, and al-
G· hazālī—and then to synthesize them. Again, whereas he had the
notions of the agent and potential intellect from Aristotle, he had to
integrate Avicenna’s four intellects with this, and in view of later
developments, he does quite a good job.

Nature and readership of the text

According to Hasse, ‘Blund’s work is an early example of a fully
fledged quaestio scheme in psychological literature.’ To be sure, this
is confirmed by the structure of the text itself, since it presents a ques-
tion to be answered, arguments for and against, the authoritative de-
termination by the master (dicendum quod), and then the replies to the
objections. Olga Weijers, however, voiced some doubts as to whether
Blund’s text was written on the basis of his teaching at Paris. While
conceding that it does have many of the characteristics of quaestio-
nes, she holds that it is still far from being a commentary, or con-
sisting of disputed questions. I think it will readily be agreed that
Blund’s text is not directly a commentary per modum sententiarum et
quaestionum but is a treatise on a topic using the form of the dispu-
tatio. In this respect one could compare it to the Summa theologiae
of Aquinas, where the form of the disputatio is followed without its
being the record of actual teaching. Incidentally, it was the question
form that would emerge triumphant in the fourteenth century, when
‘commentaries’ are only loosely bound to a text. The structure of
Blund’s treatise, however, is somewhat uneven and may never have
been finalized by the author. As Weijers notes, the text is essentially
made up of questions, some of which have features of disputed ques-

 See D. N. Hasse, ‘Das Lehrstück von den vier Intellekten in der Scholastik: Von den
arabischen Quellen bis zu Albertus Magnus’, Recherches de théologie et philosophie médié-
vales,  (), –.  Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima, p. .

 O. Weijers, La ‘disputatio’ à la Faculté des arts de Paris (– environ): esquisse
d’une typologie (Studia artistarum ), Turnhout, , p.  n. .

 I have already noted this progression in th- and th-cent. commentaries on the De
longitudine et brevitate vitae: see M. Dunne, ‘Thirteenth- and Fourteenth-Century Com-
mentaries on Aristotle’s De longitudine et brevitate vitae’, Early Science and Medicine, 
(), –.
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xiv INTRODUCTION TO THE NEW EDITION

tions, though this is by no means true in all cases. Still, there seems
to be clear evidence in some cases at least that the text did begin as part
of a disputatio, especially in ch. , no. : ‘Moreover, the sensitive
soul is a corporeal substance, as the Respondent says, and is extended
throughout the human body.’ It may be the case that the text as it
has come down to us began as a record of actual teaching in the form
of disputed questions, that this text was then incompletely edited or
partially restructured either by the author or by someone else, with
a view to publication. In any case, nothing in the above observations
detracts from the importance of the text for the history of both the
University of Paris and the University of Oxford.

If the Treatise originated in the classroom, then the textbook was
the De anima of Avicenna and not that of Aristotle. Indeed, Blund
was mostly interested (see Treatise, chs. –) in the arrangement of
the faculties of the soul as given by Avicenna in his De anima, part ,
ch.  (something which is to be found in later authors). However—
and this may have been incidental to the aims of the author—Blund’s
Treatise marks the entry of Aristotle’s psychological theories into the
Latin West and into the universities. As Henry of Avranches’s poem
of  noted, Blundwas ‘the first man to investigate deeply the books
of Aristotle, when the Arabs had recently handed them over to the
Latins, and the man who lectured on Aristotle first and with the most
renown in both Oxford and Paris’.

Summary of the text

Broadly speaking, Blund follows the plan of Avicenna but adds a
chapter on free will (necessary, it would seem, to counteract the de-

 Weijers, p.  n. : ‘Ce traité est composé essentiellement de questions, et certaines
d’entre elles sont semblables aux questions disputées. Mais c’est loin d’être le cas de toutes
les questions: parfois l’auteur cite simplement plusieurs opinions, avec des arguments à
l’appui, et puis sa propre opinion (solutio), suivie de quelques autres questions (voir par ex.
la question IV); dans d’autres cas, il cite des opinions accompagnées d’objections pour les
refuter, suivies de sa propre opinion (par ex. qu. III); quelquefois aussi la question consiste
en une objection et la réponse (cf. par ex. la qu. II. i). Bref, ce texte paraît dans l’ensemble
assez différent des commentaires sous forme de questions disputées.’

 Already noted in D. A. Callus, ‘The Treatise of John Blund “On the Soul”’, in Re-
cueil d’études de philosophie ancienne et médiévale offert à Msgr. A. Mansion, Leuven, ,
pp. – at p. .

 Although there is at present no English version of Avicenna’s De anima, there is a
translation of the Kitāb al-najāt, , c. vi, in F. Rahman, Avicenna’s Psychology, Oxford,
, where much of the same material is treated.

 Quoted in Callus, ‘The Treatise of John Blund’, p. . Translated by C. Burnett,
‘The Introduction of Aristotle’s Natural Philosophy in Great Britain: A Preliminary Sur-
vey of theManuscript Evidence’, inAristotle in Britain in theMiddle Ages, ed. J.Marenbon,
Turnhout, , pp. – at p. .
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terministic trend of Arabic thought). D. A. Callus has already shown
how the plan of the Treatise (apart from the final chapter, where the
influence is the De libero arbitrio of Anselm) follows the De anima of
Avicenna by placing the chapter headings in parallel columns.

The present descriptive arrangement of the edited text is based
upon chapter headings given in two of the manuscripts. A more ana-
lytical approach is found in the layout proposed by Werner and her
description of the contents based upon the quaestiones and objections.

. Introduction (chapters –)

Blund begins with an enquiry into the existence of the soul (anima)
and associated questions regarding the distinction between voluntary
movement and natural movement. Following Aristotle, he espouses
the principle that all grounded and justified knowledge is derived
from sense data. Voluntary movement either pertains to the nature
of the body in itself, or not; if it were from the nature of the body,
then every body would be moved voluntarily (which does not hap-
pen), so voluntary movement arises from soul. Taking the example
of the movement of the heavenly bodies (and that of the sun in parti-
cular), Blund examines (–) whether their movement is natural or
voluntary. Again, he proposes that nothing in itself, consistent with
its nature, desires and flees from one and the same thing. Applying
this principle to circular motion, Blund concludes that a body such
as the sun would not naturally return to a point from which it had
moved unless a will is involved. Therefore, the circularity of solar mo-
tion emanates from soul, as does the orbital motion of other heavenly
bodies. Ultimately, however, all movement is due to the First Intelli-
gence, which contemplates the First Cause as the Highest Good and,
moving because of desire, communicates motion to the rest of the uni-
verse.

Blund now moves on to examine the essence of the soul (–),
quoting the famous definition of Aristotle that it is what completes
an already organized body which has the potential for life. An inter-
esting demarcation of subject areas now follows (–) when Blund

 Callus, ‘The Treatise of John Blund’, pp. –.
 The status of the chapter headings is problematic. As Hunt pointed out (Introduction,

p. xl below), the list of chapters at the beginning may have been a plan for the work which
was not revised after the work was finished. This would explain why some of the chapter
headings (e.g. .iii and .iv) do not correspond to the contents of the text. Again, the
last chapter (), on divine providence, is not announced in the list of chapters. This
might suggest that the text was left in an unfinished state by the author.

 See Werner, pp. –, ‘Textrekonstruktion’.
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asks whether the topic under consideration, namely the soul, should
be examined by the natural philosopher or the metaphysician. It is
acknowledged that both study the soul but from different aspects and
considerations. Blund, however, seems particularly keen to restrict
the scope of the theologian in this area. The theologian is not to in-
vestigate what the soul is or how it comes to be in the body, but only
how the soul gains or loses merit and what leads to its salvation.

Various opinions concerning the soul are next surveyed by Blund
(–): some have claimed that the soul is blood, nature, or air. It
is interesting to note that many of the arguments employed by Blund
to dismiss these theories are drawn from experience or natural philo-
sophy. He concludes, however, that the soul is both a substance and
incorruptible.

None the less, as Blund expounds (–), each soul is not devoid
of corruption, such as the vegetative soul (found in trees) and the sen-
sitive soul (located in brute animals). The case of the rational soul
is different. How, then, is the word ‘soul’ used in these three cases?
Surely not in a univocal manner? The solution offered by Blund also
allows him to reject the notion that there are three souls in the human
person and to assert that there is one only.

. Vegetative soul (chapter )

Investigating the powers of the vegetative soul, Blund classifies its tri-
partite structure (–): (i) the nutritive faculty, which converts food
from a material state into a semblance of the body and so preserves
the body; (ii) the augmentative faculty, which increases the size of a
body by means of the assimilation of another body; (iii) the genera-
tive faculty, which takes a part of the body (potentially similar to the
body) and ultimately engenders an entity which is akin to the original
body. Taken abstractly, the word ‘power’ denotes solely the capacity
of the soul only in relation to some or other of its effects; concretely,
it signifies both the soul itself and the power of the soul in general at
the same time (). For Blund, the aforementioned faculties are not
subsumed within an individual power: the separation process of the
generative faculty is at variance with the nutritive faculty, while the
replenishment process of the nutritive faculty may indeed occur ex-
clusive of bodily growth (as observed in the elderly and the decrepit).
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. Sensitive soul

 (a) Its powers (chapters –)
Surveying the sensitive soul, a division of two general powers is
formulated by Blund (–): () the motive power—with the sub-
divisions (a) motive and directing power (concupiscible/desire and
irascible/rejection), and (b) motive and motion-making power (nerves
and muscles); () the perceptive power, with the subdivisions (a) ex-
ternal perceptive power (five senses), and (b) internal perceptive
power (central sense, imaging, estimative, memorizing, and recollec-
tive). Pertaining to the five categories of external perceptive power,
Blund presents a distinction between (i) active understanding, (ii) the
material understanding, (iii) the formal/obtaining understanding,
(iv) the understanding which radiates, as it were, into an effect. For
instance, the active sight is a faculty of the soul which perceives en-
tities endowed with colour, the material sight receives modifications
from a bright entity acting upon it, the formal sight is the modification
received, and the radiated sight is active sight’s perception of formal
sight’s similitude in the effect. Thus all senses, in so far as they are
active, are most specifically of the same species. Nevertheless, the
divergent bodily organs and their associative modifications refer to
differing kinds.

Blund next turns to the concupiscible power and the irascible power
(–). Concretely, ‘power’ connotes a definite understanding of the
soul and a correlative accident by way of the verb ‘to be vigorous’ ().
Taken as such, the concupiscible and irascible powers are one and
the same in the subject. Taken abstractly, however, they are differ-
ent powers in so far as they signify diverse acts, the soul desiring that
which is pleasurable and rejecting that which is detrimental. Against
the notion of these faculties being perceptive powers, Blund () ar-
gues that the appetitive power does not perceive what the soul desires
by means of it, but rather the soul perceives either through the power
of sense or through the imagination. Again (), against the notion of
these powers being parts of prudence, he clarifies that prudence de-
rives from reason and from the comparison of goodwith evil, while the
concupiscible power is devoid of a discriminative capacity. Against
the notion that desire and the will stem from the same source, he dis-
tinguishes () between (i) the sensual will derived from the concupis-
cible power and (ii) the rational will derived from the rational power.
Moreover, justice, he states (), dwells in the soul following temper-
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ance (concupiscible power), fortitude (irascible power), and prudence
(rational power).

With regard to the perceptive powers of the sensitive soul (–),
Blund holds that only the particular is seen. Following Avicenna,
he holds that being is the first impression on the soul and so in
itself comes under the understanding. However, being also comes
under the power of sensation. Blund argues that being as such does
not comes under sensation but only by way of sensible accidents
(). Again, following Boethius, Blund states that the particular and
the universal refer to the same thing, particular when grasped by
sense, universal when grasped by thought. Therefore, the universal
is sensed, yet not the universal per se.

(b) External senses (chapters –)
Concerning sight, Blund begins () by explaining that the vitreous
humour in the eye is aqueous and so can receive, yet not retain, any
impression or semblance of the form acting upon it. That which is
seen is perceived within an angle, the lines of which converge at the
eye and are not extended equidistantly, thereby permitting perception
of entities larger than the eye itself (–). Al-Fārābī points out ()
that an active bright object forms an impression upon the eye through
the medium of air; however, the air is not subject to the same im-
pression. Again, while colour is a proper object of sensation, Aristotle
holds that size, number, and movement are not but are grasped by the
central sense. Further problems concerning vision are discussed more
geometrico (–). Examples of the refraction of light are discussed
and the chapter finishes with problems associated with the contem-
porary beliefs regarding diseases of the eye (–).

When discussing light (–), Blund holds that while both light
and colour comprise distinct accidents (translucence and colour, res-
pectively), both are subsumed under one subject—light being essen-
tially the perfection of translucence, and colour being light, solely
inasmuch as it yields brightness or colours its subject. Additionally,
he clarifies that the light of the sun and the light of fire are not of
the same most specific kind, yet ‘light’ in a universal abstraction is
a genus in respect of both (–). Taking darkness next (–),
Blund notes that it can be said in two ways: (i) as opposed to light in a
privativemanner, where both light and darkness can arise with respect
to a single subject via the reversible order—that is, the same thing is
now bright, now dark; and (ii) as opposed in a possessive manner,
where darkness and light cannot exist in a single subject where light is
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an accident which is inseparable from its subject, as in the case of fire
and the sun. Can darkness be seen (–)? When it is in darkness, the
eye is not subjected to any impression, likeness, or modification, and
thus darkness cannot be seen by way of the organ of sight. Following
Aristotle, who states that sensing can be said in many ways, according
to the body and according to the soul, Blund states () that darkness
may be ‘sensed’ in that we can be aware of the absence of light.

Geometrical propositions concerning darkness are next depicted by
Blund (–; see also the appendix below): (a) if a bright body and
a dark body are dimensionally equivalent, the former projects an infi-
nitely long cylindrical shadow; (b) if the dark body is smaller than the
bright body, a finite conical shadow will be cast; (c) if the dark body is
greater than the bright body, a ‘basket-shaped’ shadow is cast. In the
case of (b), the nearer the dark body approaches the bright body, the
smaller the shadow it casts, while the more it recedes, the greater
the shadow. In the case of (c), the nearer the dark body approaches
the bright body, the greater the shadow it casts, whereas the more it
recedes, the smaller the shadow. In the case of (a), the equidistant
sides in question give rise to an infinitely long shadow.

Citing Avicenna (), Blund portrays hearing as a faculty residing
in an extended nerve so as to perceive the form of an external disturb-
ance of air that emanates from the compression of bodies. Further-
more, as Blund states, while sound is the proper sensible of hearing,
and thus is in the air, air is heard in an accidental manner, whereas
sound is heard essentially (). He argues that the pleasure stemming
from sound dwells in the soul (), for there is on the one hand the
movement and the undergoing of action in the body and, on the other
hand, in the soul there is a species attained by means of the motion
which gives rise to pleasure. All sounds which share a common mea-
sure are concordant, but discordant when not commensurate with a
comparable aliquot part (). One and the same sound may appear
harmonious to some and dissonant to others as a consequence of the
variety of dispositions in the hearers. Blund elaborates (), stating
that, for instance, if the hearer enjoys good health and constitution,
with a proportionate symmetry of humours, he will grasp the sound
as concordant and agreeable. For, in order that the being of the soul
may be preserved in a good constitution, the soul encounters pleasure
when the being of the body is preserved.

Blund next examines the reverberation of sound or the echo (–
). It is asserted that the air acted upon through a collision commu-
nicates a movement which is successively formed as proportionate to
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the initial formation. When this air encounters resistance in a solid
concave body, this gives rise to a rebound of the initial noise. In the
case where sound is near to a solid object, the hearing of the rebound
and the first sound formed are not grasped as distinct occurrences
owing to the rapidity of movement throughout the air (). Blund
highlights the fact that while one sound is received in two ears, yet
two sounds do not appear to the soul (). Modifications are like-
nesses of corresponding sounds, and the eye of the mind intuits them
by correlating them with one and the same sound. In addition, given
that the sense of hearing is a composite organ, diverse representations
of sounds can be found in different parts of the ear at the same time
(). Thus, since the likenesses are distinct, the soul assesses that the
sounds are different also. Moreover, the soul’s preference regarding
sound may be due to chance and fortune; at times, however, there is a
habitual inclination. Furthermore, that the organ of hearing is more
influenced by sound than by any other modification is owing to its
predominantly airy quality ().

Blund next examines the sense of smell (–), which, following
Avicenna, he locates in the front part of the brain. What, however, is
a smell? Various writers have said that it is a ‘fume’ emitted from an
odorous body, mainly composed of water and air. When it receives the
modification, the soul directs itself towards the impression and per-
ceives the odour. A distinction is made between a fume and an odour
().Does the organ of smell itself have a smell (–)?The solution
is found in the words of Aristotle: like cannot be acted upon by like,
and thus, if the organ of smell were of a certain odour, it would not
receive an impression from something else. Yet it does receive such
an impression. Thus, the organ of smell is devoid of a certain smell.

Blund next portrays taste as a power in an extended nerve upon
which an impression is collected by means of flavour (–). The
will focuses the eye of the mind towards the modification (in the sense
of taste) and the soul perceives the external flavour through a correla-
tion with the said modification. Thus, it is the eye of the mind, rather
than the nerve or power of the nerve, that perceives. Again, according
to the words of Aristotle (), saliva is the medium which transports
flavour to taste, and the tongue’s flexibility, mobility, and malleability
are attributable to its moist nature.

Touch (–) is more prevalent in the body than the aforemen-
tioned senses, for its role is to safeguard its subject and evade in-
jurious contact. Such prevalence, Blund clarifies, is exclusive of the
brain, bones, and lungs, as the nerves of touch do not extend to these
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parts (). In addition, those properties perceived by touch are either
primary qualities (hot, cold, dry, moist) or derived from primary qua-
lities (viscosity from humidity, aridity from dryness, heaviness from
coldness, lightness from heat and dryness). Furthermore, that which
is received in the organ of touch is obtained by the flesh or skin which
presses upon the nerve (). Finally, in accordance with Aristotle’s
On Generation and Corruption, Blund echoes the principle that the
lesser is destroyed by the greater; when something is destroyed it is
acted upon, as when skin is burnt by fire; therefore pure elements such
as fire can be sensed.

(c) Internal senses (chapters –)
Concerning the central sense (–), Blund first of all points out
that sensation is not abstractive as it solely treats of particulars,
whereas the intellect alone is abstractive, dealing as it does with
universals by way of abstraction from particulars and their accidents.
As maintained by Avicenna and Augustine (), the central sense is
a ‘common’ faculty residing in the frontal lobe of the brain, which
receives impressions derived from the five external senses. Further-
more, the will of the soul directs the eye of the mind towards the
likeness of the body, which is situated in the central sense, and joins it
with what gives rise to it, which is situated in the external sense ().

The imagination or imaging power is located in the furthest ex-
tremity of the front part of the brain, the first ventricle, which receives
impressions from the central sense (). The imagination treats of
absent entities, so how does it differ from memory and recollection
()? Blund states that in imagination only the image of the thing
perceived is preserved but no apprehension of a ‘before’ is found as in
the case of memory, nor any linking or separating of any property as
occurs in recollection.

The estimative faculty is positioned in the middle ventricle of the
brain to facilitate the perception of non-sensed intentions which dwell
in individual and sensed entities (). It judges whether something
should be shunned because of a harmful intention or else desired
because of a useful intention. Estimation, Blund argues, perceives
only individuals. Thus, it does not perceive that wolves should be
fled from, but more accurately that this wolf should be fled from.
Moreover, while there is composition or division in the estimative fa-
culty, it is not through the estimative power that truth or falsity is
perceived, but more precisely through the intellect and reason, and so
it follows that this perception is deficient in brute animals.
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Memory, positioned in the rear ventricle of the brain, receives
impressions from estimation and retains them (). When the will
focuses the eye of the mind towards memory, it detects images
there by means of which it intuits entities formerly perceived. Cer-
tainly, the image of ‘previousness’ arises in memory through that of
‘presentness’—that image which is a semblance of the present will be
a semblance of the past, after the impression occurs. Furthermore,
Blund notes, numerous images are deposited in memory (), yet a
knowledge of the associated entities may be absent, for knowledge of
something is not attainable through a single perception but rather by
means of various perceptions. Blund highlights the fact that if some-
thing is wholly forgotten (), memory is incapable of recollecting
that it has forgotten the thing in question. On the other hand, if
memory preserves a component of the thing, it recalls the knowledge
of it.

. Rational soul (chapters –)

The remainder of the text is devoted to the examination of the rational
soul. The rational soul, an incorporeal substance, has its being in the
body in order to attain its perfection through the acquisition of vir-
tue and knowledge (). However, although a soul is in a body and
can intuit images formed in the body itself, it is not to be regarded
as, essentially, one with the images themselves (). Thus, if I see
a wall I am not in the wall, and if I feel a pain in my finger I am not
my finger. Again, although the soul gives life to all of the body, the
soul does not have to be extended throughout all of the body. Just as
the bright centre of a circle can illuminate all of the circle while be-
ing at the centre and without having extension, so life and growth can
emanate from the soul, go forth into all of the body, and be diffused
throughout, yet the soul itself is devoid of extension and is incorporeal
(). Perhaps, then, a human being has three souls, a mortal vegeta-
tive soul, a mortal sensitive soul, and an immortal rational soul ().
Blund argues against this, relying on arguments drawn from natural
philosophy against the impossibility of a vegetated body and a sensi-
tive body occupying the same space. A final argument centres on the
nature of the nerve impulses running throughout the body, asking
whether they are corporeal or incorporeal ().

Blund next examines the question as to whether the rational soul is
mortal or immortal (–). In giving his solution () he proposes
that the soul has a twofold being: (i) from its first perfection, its initial
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creation, it has an immortality of which it cannot be deprived; (ii) from
the acquisition of knowledge and virtue it has a being of which it can
be deprived through turning away from the truth and giving way to
falsity. A human being is made up of two components, a body and a
soul. At death, the human body returns to its first material elements,
the soul to its source in God. Furthermore, Blund argues that the
soul is simple (–) rather than composed. The First Cause, thus,
is the most simple and so those entities immediately derived from it
(the soul and the Intelligences) have a simple being ().

In examining the powers of the rational soul (–), Blund lists
two faculties: (i) the power to act and (ii) the power to know. The
former entails the individual actions of man, which are chosen in ac-
cordance with the judgement and intention of reason. This power can
be construed in three ways: (a) as regards its correlation with the vi-
tal and appetitive power and in proportion to the temperament with
which one is affected; (b) as regards its correlation with itself in so far
as it produces skill and understanding in itself; (c) as regards the con-
nection of the active power to the imaginative and estimative power,
directed in line with the judgement of the contemplative power. The
power of knowing is a contemplative faculty by which wisdom is ge-
nerated (and virtues perfected) in man though the intuition of those
things which are above him (). Following Avicenna, Blund states
that the human soul comprises, as it were, two faces, one directed
below (towards the production ofmorals) and the other directed above
(towards the production of wisdom).

As regards the understanding, Blund gives its fourfold division as
derived from Avicenna (–): (i) the material intellect, the soul
without acquired dispositions, also called the intellect in potency as
it is devoid of form; (ii) acquired or formal understanding, which is
a modification produced in the soul that is a likeness of an external
thing; as such it completes the material intellect by giving it being in
effect; (iii) intellect in effect, a correlation between (i) and (ii); (iv) the
agent intellect which grasps universals through abstraction. Blund
concludes this section by stating () that there is from nature a pre-
paration in an organized body so that it will be better disposed towards
receiving the rational soul than any other. The soul is, subsequently,
infused into the body, a potentially vivified organized body, by the
first Giver of Forms. This leads on to the subsequent topic: is every
soul which is infused into a body a new one? In other words, is re-
incarnation possible? It would seem good that no soul would in the
end be damned and that each would be given further opportunities to
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acquire merit and turn away from evil (). Blund’s answer () is
that a soul which has already freely spurned the good and submitted
itself to evil should not be given another chance to turn away from
good. Hence, the infusion into the body of a new soul is argued for
so that it may, through utilizing reason and understanding, conserve
the uprightness of its will with the choice of reason for the sake of
that uprightness. It follows, thus, that the will shall be preserved in
uprightness solely when one wishes that which God desires one to
wish. Additionally, it is argued that the soul, when separated from the
body, is capable of using the intellect (–bis). The rather amus-
ing question as to whether the separated soul of a philosopher knows
more than the separated soul of an idiot is also debated ().

A penultimate question deals with the location of the soul (–
), which seems to mirror the discussion above (–), in which the
soul was identified with a material thing. Two locations are proposed,
the heart or the brain—or, towards the end, blood (). One possible
solution is that the soul is complete in every part of the body ().
No clear conclusion is reached, and the argument in this section is far
from satisfactory.

Finally, Blund examines the difference between reason and the free-
dom of the will (–). He propounds that there is solely an acci-
dental difference between the former and the latter. In the will there
is reason, which is a power of judging by way of reasoning what is
good and evil, what is true and what is false (); and again, in the
will there is freedom because, given judgement or discernment, it is
able to pursue truth and preserve itself in goodness. Furthermore, the
power to sin is not derived from free will, for free will cannot be in-
different with respect to the choice of good or evil (). If the will
opts for the good with the intention of love, it is good, while if it opts
for evil, it is evil. Through no necessity does it sin, but rather solely
by means of the will. The ability to sin is, in fact, an inability, for it is
from the weakness of the mind that the choice of evil occurs.

The final chapter deals with whether there is free will in God and
the angels, since presumably they cannot and will not sin (–).
Anselm is quoted to the effect that it would be absurd to say that God
cannot choose to do what he wishes, and since freedom of the will is
related to reason, it must be found in angels, who are higher in reason-
ing than men. The problem is solved by stating that the ability to sin
does arise from weakness and imperfection rather than from freedom

 A promised chapter on divine providence given in the list as chapter  is missing,
either because it has not survived or because it was never written.
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itself. The ability to sin is not a power but a lack of power (), since
it is better never to fail in preserving a good will. Finally, Blund asks
whether animals have free will (–), since they appear to have
desires and to make choices from among various objects. They also
clearly distinguish between what is good and what is harmful. Blund
acknowledges that on the basis of sense knowledge they distinguish
between various things, but denies that they do so on the basis of rea-
son, which is the true mark of freedom. Discernment and judgement
derive from reason, and although human beings may be affected by
desire or flight, reason can overrule emotion ().

Blund’s use of Avicenna

It has been observed that in the solutiones and descriptive passages
which are not part of a quaestio Blund is far more reliant upon
Avicenna than Aristotle for his doctrine. Indeed, Hasse notes
that ‘all of the theories of Aristotle mentioned can also be found in
Avicenna but that most of Avicenna’s theses go beyond Aristotle’s
philosophy. This is especially true of the Avicennian definitions
and descriptions of the external and internal senses.’ Thus, rather
than supposing, as some have, that Blund represents an intermediate
stage in the reception of Aristotle when the thought of the Stagirite
was not fully appreciated because not fully understood, we should
conclude, on the contrary, that Blund consciously chose Avicenna
over Aristotle on these topics because of the superiority of the former
over the latter. In doing so he was followed by later authors such as
Roland of Cremona, William of Auvergne, and Jean de la Rochelle,
who also seem to have preferred Avicenna. As Hasse writes:

Avicenna and his psychology dominated the structure and much of the
content of psychological writings in the West for over half a century, from
John Blund to Albertus Magnus and Petrus Hispanus. Avicenna had de-
veloped a theory of the soul which combined Peripatetic philosophical ar-
gumentation with an elaborate system of faculties, based on a great deal of
physiological material. Avicenna’s De Anima offered the latest and best in
philosophical subtlety and comprehensiveness and in terms of scientific dis-
coveries. It was for these reasons that he was preferred even to Aristotle by
many writers of the period examined. A factor which contributed greatly to
Avicenna’s success was the compatibility of his theory with the teachings of
the medical tradition, which had begun to influence even theological discus-

 Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima, pp. –.  Ibid., p. .
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sions of the soul. Aristotle’s treatise could not compete with Avicenna’s on
the level of physiology.

Nor should it be surmised that Blundmerely repeats what he finds.He
occasionally chooses a compromise between Aristotle and Avicenna,
as in his views on the organ of touch. Moreover, he has an excel-
lent understanding of Avicenna’s theory of aestimatio and intentiones,
which he carefully paraphrases for the sake of the reader, and he trans-
forms the doctrine of the four intellects. Again, evidence of inde-
pendence of thought is to be found in the fact that although Blund is
indebted to Avicenna for his theory of the vegetative and animal facul-
ties, he is less so where the intellect is concerned. Indeed, he cannot
be counted among the Avicennized Augustinianists since he does not
identify the active intellect with God.

Perhaps something of the quality of Blund’s achievement can be
seen in his explanation of Avicenna’s teaching on estimation.

The Commentator (Avicenna) calls an intention an individual quality
which is not picked up by sensation, which is either harmful or useful to
a thing. Harmful, such as that property which is in a wolf and because of
which the sheep flees from it; useful, such as that property which is in the
sheep and because of which the lamb approaches it. ()

Avicenna’s theory of estimation was quite successful among Western
authors, since it seemed to offer an explanation for the seemingly ra-
tional behaviour of animals, crediting them not only with sensation
but with discernment as well. Blund has, it seems, a very accurate
understanding of Avicenna’s theory of intentiones as being the quali-
ties and attributes of perceived objects. This allows Blund to puts
his finger on a central issue within Avicenna’s theory. If the inten-
tiones reach the power of estimation after first passing through sense
perception and the imagination, why are they not picked up by the
latter? Blund puts forward an objection which sees intentiones as an
equivalent of sense data:

Moreover, since the wolf is a separate thing from the sheep, in what way
is a likeness of the intention which exists in the wolf constituted in the esti-
mation unless there was first of all an impression formed in the sensation of

 Ibid., p. .
 Ibid., pp. , , . As Hasse points out, Avicenna does not speak of a medium

where the sense of touch is concerned, but believes instead that touch is located in the
nerves and the flesh, and is affected there directly. Aristotle would oppose the view that
there is no medium, and locates the organ of touch near the heart. Blund (whether inten-
tionally or not) compromised by accepting from Avicenna that the organ of touch is to be
found in the nerves and from Aristotle the view that the flesh or skin is the medium.

 Ibid., p. .  Ibid., p. .
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the sheep by the intention which exists in the wolf, since sensation is a me-
dium between the thing sensed and the estimation? For in what way can a fire
which is far off from a man heat the man, unless the air in between receives
heat from the heat of the fire? ()

Avicenna’s text does not provide an answer, but Blund himself does,
by stating that estimation directly perceives the intentiones without
any intermediate perception by the senses:

However, because this might seem to someone to be difficult to under-
stand, it can be said that a likeness of the intention occurs in sensation and
in imagination, but the soul does not perceive according to them, because
sensation and imagination are not by nature in agreement with the proper
subject of the intention. Yet the organ of estimation is of a similar nature to
that which is in itself and properly the subject of an intention, and thus ac-
cording to the estimative power the perception of an intention occurs. ()

As Hasse clarifies (p. ), by ‘the proper subject of the intention’
Blund means the wolf, and its likeness or image is that which reaches
the power of estimation. The intentions are in the object only and
their likenesses are to be found in the mind. Blund then concludes
that the estimative power grasps only particulars and not universals.
Hasse concludes: ‘The quality of John Blund’s discussion is excep-
tional. Most writers of the first half of the thirteenth century simply
adopt the doctrine.’ It may well be the case that Blund contributed in
no small way to the widespread adoption of the doctrine of the virtus
existimativa, whereas other famous Avicennian doctrines such as the
separate agent intellect were known but not accepted.

Avicenna’s idea that the Agent Intelligence plays an intermediary
role in abstraction was also taken up by Blund. Here again he was one
of the first to explain the idea:

With regard to this it should be said, as has been shown above, that the soul
has to turn itself towards the body which it has to direct, and towards its dis-
positions, and towards the likeness of images found in memory. The formal
intellect is impressed on the soul by means of the First Giver of Forms; or, as
many authors seem to wish, that form is an impression from an Intelligence
as its servant, and from the First Giver of Forms as by its authority. That
Intelligence is said by many authors to be an angel, who is a servant of the
soul of man. For a man has two angels, one good and one bad, each of whom
is an attendant of the human soul. ()

While this is taken from Avicenna’s De anima . , it seems to have
been Blund’s idea to introduce the notion of the Dator Formarum
in an epistemological context, and the term intellectus formalis may
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well be Blund’s own invention to parallel the notion of the intellectus
materialis. The section on angels will find an echo in Roland of Cre-
mona and may have been suggested by Gundissalinus or even Peter
Lombard.

Note on the translation

It goes without saying that the decline in the teaching of Latin in
schools in the English-speaking world means that the vast majority
of undergraduate students are unable to read medieval philosophical
texts in the original language and must rely upon translations. The
question remains, however, as to what kind of translation would be
best for such students: a free or a literal one. I have chosen to fol-
low the latter course, rendering complex philosophical terms into
their long-established English equivalents, reasoning that it gives a
flavour of the original and that it allows one to follow the argumenta-
tion closely. A literal translation also has the advantage that it enables
the reader to compare the translation and the original more closely,
so that it will be of use to the student of medieval philosophy who is
beginning to learn how to read such university texts in their original
Latin.

Even the decision to follow the model of a literal translation is not
without its problems. Despite the fact that we possess a centuries-old
scholastic vocabulary in English, sometimes there is no meaning-
ful English equivalent for a Latin word, or if there is, sometimes
that word has also changed its meaning with time. To take one
example, the Latin passio cannot now be translated by ‘passion’,
and one struggles to find the right word for such a central technical
term, which means ‘the state of being acted upon’. Perhaps one can
take some consolation from the fact that the original translators of
Avicenna into Latin, Avendauth and Gundissalinus, also had their
difficulties, as is clear from their efforts to express Avicenna’s teach-
ing on light. As Hasse points out, they translated the terms which
Avicenna uses for two kinds of light, dau’ and nūr, as lux and lumen.
Both words in Arabic and Latin mean ‘light’, and the distinction
which Avicenna makes is between the ‘natural’ light of a source
such as the sun or a flame, which is seen but has no colour, and the
reflected light from an object which does have colour. The problem,
as Hasse notes, is that the Latin translators did not use the two terms
consistently but interchangeably, and also had a liking for splendor,

 See Hasse, Avicenna’s De anima, p.  n. .  Ibid., p.  n. .
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which they sometimes used for either lux or lumen. When Blund came
to discuss the matter, the addition of the term splendor did not help.
He wrote:

In the commentary 〈of Avicenna〉 a distinction is made between light,
brightness, and brilliance [inter lucem et lumen et splendorem]. The Commen-
tator (Avicenna) calls light the perfection of the translucent; brightness, how-
ever, he calls the modification produced in the translucent, such as in air;
brilliance, however, he states to be an effect produced by any colour in a
translucent thing, such as by redness or something similar. ()

Hasse comments (p. ):

There are several remarkable features about this passage. Firstly, the defi-
nition of lux is quoted in an abbreviated version which omits the core concept
of lux as a natural quality of certain bodies.What remains is part of Avicenna’s
definition which sounds most Aristotelian. Secondly, lumen is defined as an
effect created in the translucent—instead of, correctly, the non-translucent—
which turns Avicenna into an Aristotelian. Thirdly . . . what appears as a
definition of splendor is in fact Avicenna’s definition of lumen.

It was hardly Blund’s fault that he sought to make sense of an unre-
liable text. He was not alone, since most of the writers who followed
(with the exception of the careful reading of Albert) adopted the same
consistent (mistaken) interpretation.

* * *

Blund’s philosophical achievement was considerable. As McEvoy
points out, it is a pity that we have none of his theological works
that would allow us to examine how his thought developed. How-
ever, it is enough to know that with his arrival and the circulation of
hisTractatus at Oxford, Greek and Arabic psychology came to a place
where it was to maintain its presence through considerable develop-
ments in the centuries that followed.

Note on the Latin text

All of the original preliminary material from the  edition has
been reset to take into account, among other things, the changes in
the cross-references necessitated by the new pagination. However, the
pages of the edition proper are reproduced from the  publication,
as are also the Index auctorum and the Index nominum et verborum
potiorum.

 McEvoy, ‘Liberal Arts’, p. .
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T fixed dates in the career of John Blund are that he was a clerk
in the service of Henry III, king of England, from , that he was
elected archbishop of Canterbury on  August , but never con-
secrated, that he was made chancellor of York Cathedral in , and
that he held this office until his death in . Our only source of in-
formation about the earlier part of his life is the poem which Master
Henry of Avranches addressed to Pope Gregory IX in  in sup-
port of John’s election to the see of Canterbury. It is a poem of nearly
 lines, but it is only necessary to quote the passage on his studies
and on his career as teacher:

Adde quod a puero studiis electus inhesit,
primus Aristotilis satagens perquirere libros,
quando recenter eos Arabes misere Latinis,
quos numquam fertur legisse celebrius alter
aut prius, ut perhibent Oxonia Parisiusque.
Non tamen est contentus eo quasi fine, nec artis
illi mundane suffecit adeptio, donec
humanos regeret divina sciencia sensus,
ad quam translatus lustris duobus et annis
insudans totidem rexit dominanter in ipsa.

From these verses we learn that he had lectured on Aristotle both at
Oxford and at Paris, and that he had gone on to the study of theology
in which he was regent (rexit) for twelve years.

It is not possible to fix with certainty the periods at which he stu-
died at Oxford and Paris. The most probable hypothesis is that he was
born about , that he studied first at Paris, and that he had incep-
ted as Master of Arts by about . A period of teaching the arts in
Oxford followed. It was perhaps brought to an end by the dispersal of
masters and scholars during the interdict laid upon England by Pope
Innocent III, which lasted from  to . He then returned to

 The details were discussed by Callus, Aristotelian Learning, pp. –, and The Trea-
tise, pp. –. See also A. B. Emden, Biographical Register of the University of Oxford to
, i, Oxford, , –.

 The Shorter Latin Poems of Master Henry of Avranches Relating to England, edd. J. C.
Russell and J. P. Heironimus, Cambridge (Mass.), , p. , ll. –.

 Dr. Emden (Biog. Reg. of the University of Cambridge, , p. xii) suggested the possi-
bility that John Blundwas one of the Oxfordmasters whomigrated to Cambridge as a result
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Paris and studied theology. According to Matthew Paris he was one
of the Englishmen who left Paris at the great dispersal of masters and
students in , but he had probably left somewhat earlier, since he
was receiving instructions for a mission to the Roman curia in May
 on behalf of King Henry III.

Whatever may be thought about the details of this reconstruction,
it is reasonably certain that the period of John’s regency in arts fell
within the first decade of the thirteenth century. This is important,
because the Tractatus de anima is the work of an artist, not of a
theologian. Its composition, therefore, must fall within the same
period. Among contemporary writers the closest connection so far
established is with the Englishman, Alexander Nequam (–).
In his unfinished summa, theSpeculum speculationum, whichwas writ-
ten about , Alexander appears to be drawing on the Tractatus
when he quotes the Aristotelian definition of the soul in the same
wording as that used by John Blund (no. ), which differs from other
versions then current: ‘Gaudeat ergo philosophus sua consideratione
animam sic describens: Anima est corporis organici perfectio vitam
habentis in potentia.’ This impression is strengthened by the words
which immediately follow in the Speculum speculationum:

Cumenim omnis perfectio sit ex forma, videtur secundumhoc quod anima
sit forma. Quid? Immo omnis anima substantia est.

These words should be compared with the section of John Blund
which immediately follows his enunciation of the definition (no. ).
There is another passage in theSpeculum speculationumwhichwas not

of the dispersal, since a master of that name is found witnessing charters of Eustace, bishop
of Ely (–). The question is complicated by the fact that two men with the name
‘John Blund’ and with the title ‘Magister’ are found as witnesses to episcopal charters in the
early thirteenth century. They were very close contemporaries, since our John Blund died
in , and the other in , and the separation of the career of the one from the other
is very difficult; see the notices in Emden’s Oxford and Cambridge registers. Fr. Benedict
Hackett in his forthcoming edition of the earliest Cambridge statutes shows with some per-
suasiveness that the move from Oxford to ‘that distant marsh town’ which Rashdall found
so inexplicable was due to the presence at Oxford of several natives of Cambridge who are
among the first group of Masters at the new university. He shows that, for example, both
Grim (Emden, op. cit. ii.  and p. ) and Blund were well-known Cambridge names.
The John Blund who migrated was therefore most probably not our John Blund. [M. B.
Hackett, The Original Statutes of Cambridge University: The Text and its History, Cam-
bridge, , –.]

 Callus, The Treatise, pp. –; see the text below, especially nos. –. The numbers
here and elsewhere refer to the sections into which Fr. Callus divided the text; see p. .

 Callus, ibid., pp. –. The passage from the Speculum speculationum is in London,
British Museum, MS. Royal  F. I, fol. vb. [Speculum speculationum, . , ed. R. M.
Thomson, Alexander Nequam: Speculum speculationum (Auctores Britannici Medii Aevi,
), Oxford, , .]  Callus, op. cit., p. ; ed. Thomson, loc. cit.
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considered by Fr. Callus in this connection. It is part of the chapter
‘De sensualitate’:

Virium ergo sensitivarum quedam est vis motiva, quedam vis est appre-
hensiva. Vis motiva continet appetitivam et animositatem et vim effectivam
motus, que operatur in nervis et musculis. Vis apprehensiva dividitur, ut
aiunt, in illam que est apprehensiva deforis et eam que est apprehensiva dein-
tus. Vis apprehensiva deforis est sensus qui dividitur in quinque species. Vis
apprehensiva deintus dividitur in sensum interiorem et ymaginationem et
estimationem et vim memorialem.

The corresponding passage in John Blund is nos.  and  (below,
pp. , ). The main source is Avicenna De anima . v, but detailed
comparison makes it probable that Alexander derived his knowledge
of Avicenna through John Blund. Compare in the passage just cited

Avicenna: Vis motiva secundum quod est efficiens est vis infusa nervis et
musculis.

John Blund: Vis autem motiva et efficiens motum est illa vis que operatur
in nervis et musculis.

The probability is turned to certainty by the appearance of ‘animosi-
tas’ in Alexander Nequam, which is not found in Avicenna, but which
appears in John Blund.He had stated that two parts of the ‘vis motiva’
were ‘vis concupiscibilis’ and ‘vis irascibilis’, and, he continues, ‘this
“vis” is sometimes called by Aristotle in the Topics “animositas”’.

Father Callus had begun by supposing that John Blund had bor-
rowed from Alexander Nequam, a very natural first view, since John
was the youngerman. On further consideration he became convinced,
surely rightly, that the borrowing was the other way. He had noted in
the apparatus to the text the close resemblance between a passage in
the Tractatus and a part of the chapter on sight in the De naturis re-
rum of Alexander Nequam, but he had not considered its possible
chronological implications. First it is necessary to set out the texts:

John Blund Alexander Nequam
nos. –

Item. Quod sub maiori angulo vi- Generale est quoniam quanto res
detur, maius videtur, et quod sub remotior est, tanto videtur minor . . .
minori minus, et quanto res visa ma- In geometricis etiam speculationibus
gis elongatur ab oculo, tanto minor accidit quiddam admiratione di-

 . , fol. rb–va.
 Alexander Neckam, De naturis rerum, ed. T. Wright (Rolls Series), London, , .

, pp. –.
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videtur. Unde quanto aliquid a re- gnum. Est enim aliquid quod quanto
motiori videtur tanto minus videtur, remotius est tanto videtur maius.
quanto a propinquiori tanto maius. Angulus enim contingentiae quanto
Ergo quanto periferia a remotiori propinquior est, tanto videtur mi-
videtur, tanto minor videtur. Sed nor. Cuius rei haec est causa. Quanto
quanto periferia est minor, tanto circulus maior est tanto angulus
angulus contingentie est maior. Ergo contingentiae est minor. Et quanto
quanto periferia a remotiori videtur, circulus minor, tanto angulus con-
tanto angulus contingentie maior tingentiae maior est, ut est videre in
videtur: non ergo quanto aliquid subiecta figura. Sed quanto circulus
a remotiori videtur tanto minus
videtur.

est remotior, tanto videtur minor.
Quanto namque est remotior, tanto
sub minore angulo videtur. Quanto
autem circulus videtur minor, tanto
angulus contingentiae videtur maior.
Igitur quanto angulus contingentiae
remotior est, tanto videtur maior . . .

Solutio. Hec argumentatio non valet: Videtur tamen quibusdam quod haec
quanto periferia est minor tanto an- argumentatio non valeat. Quanto cir-
gulus contingentie est maior; ergo cumferentia est minor, tanto angulus
quanto periferia a remotiori videtur contingentiae est maior, ergo quanto
tanto angulus contingentie minor circumferentia videtur minor, tanto
videtur. Quia sicut decrescit an- angulus contingentiae videtur maior.
gulus sub quo videtur circulus per Quia sicut decrescit angulus sub quo
elongationem ipsius ab oculo, ita videtur circulus per elongationem
decrescit angulus sub quo videtur ipsius ab oculo, ita decrescit angulus
angulus contingentie per elongatio- sub quo videtur angulus per remo-
nem anguli contingentie ab oculo, tionem. Sed quid? Sub quo angulo

videtur angulus contingentiae?quia quanto plus et plus recedit an-
gulus ab oculo tantomagis minoratur
angulus linearum concurrentium in
oculo, ut ipse recessus sit proportio-
nalis diminutioni ipsius oculi.

These passages are clearly related, and no common source has been
found. Alexander quite often borrows passages of some length from
other writers without naming them. An example is found on the next
page of the De naturis rerum, where thirty lines are copied word for
word from Urso of Calabria without any indication that they are a
borrowing. John Blund does not proceed in this way, as the reader
of the text may see. Further, the run of the passage makes it probable
that Alexander is drawing on John Blund. Compare

 pp. –: ‘Vide quod quaedam animalia . . . nimia disgregatione’ from Urso, Apho-
rismi, Comm. on Aph. , ed. R. Creutz, Quellen and Studien zur Gesch. der Naturwissen-
schaften and der Medizin,. i, Berlin, .
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John Blund Alexander Nequam

Hec argumentatio non valet. Videtur tamen quibusdam quod haec
argumentatio non valeat.

In the elaboration of this argument there is close verbal correspon-
dence. If this is a correct reading of the evidence, the Tractatus must
have been written before the De naturis rerum. Now the De naturis
rerum can be dated within fairly narrow limits, c.–. The
Tractatus, therefore, was written not later than , and probably
not later than about .

An early date gains further support from comparison with the sur-
viving fragments of the Quaternuli of David of Dinant, which must
be earlier than , the year in which they were condemned to be
burnt. If John Blund had been teaching in the Faculty of Arts at Paris
at a time when David’s views became known there, he could hardly
have failed to take notice of them, and of such notice there is no trace
in the Tractatus.

Even if we did not know the name of the author, therewould be little
doubt that the Tractatus was written by an Englishman. Its peculiar
mark is a fondness for dwelling on topics of natural science, which
is a special characteristic of English scholars at this period. Where
it was written is more difficult to determine. All the evidence points
to Paris or Oxford, but we have no firm ground for deciding between
these two possibilities. It is not, however, a question of great moment,
since Oxford at this time was dependent on Paris. It is almost certain
that John Blund first became acquainted with the libri naturales and
the Commenta on them in Paris. For him, as for the authors of the
condemnation of , the De anima of Avicenna was a commentum
on the De anima of Aristotle. The great interest of the Tractatus lies
in the fact that we can study in it the ways in which a master of the
beginning of the thirteenth century used the new philosophical and
scientific texts.

 The limiting dates are fixed because Alexander was already an Augustinian canon
at Cirencester when he wrote the work, and the date of his entry to the abbey is c..
The lower limit is given by a reference to the ‘invictissimi cives Rotomagenses’ (. ,
pp. o f.), which must have been written before the news of the fall of Rouen on  June
 reached him.

 Ed. M. Kurdzialek, Davidis de Dinanto Quaternulorum Fragmenta (Studia mediewi-
styczne ), Warsaw, .  Callus, The Treatise, p. .

 The words of the condemnation of  are: ‘Nec libri Aristotelis de naturali philo-
sophia nec commenta legantur Parisius publice vel secreta’ (H. Denifle and Ae. Chatelain,
Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis,  (), p. ). For John Blund see especially no. 
below: ‘Dicit Aristoteles in libro de Anima . . . Et Avicenna idem dicit in commento super
librum de Anima.’
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No other work by John Blund is known, but in the library cata-
logue of St. Augustine’s Canterbury there is a volume of Collectiones
of Abbot Roger II (–) which contained ‘Quidam sermones Jo-
hannis Blond’. Whether they were the work of our John Blund is,
of course, uncertain, but no other John Blund is known to have left
written work.

Three manuscripts of the Tractatus de anima are at present known.
They are:

C. Cambridge, St. John’s College MS. , saec.  med.

Themanuscript is made up of several parts originally distinct. Only
the fourth part (fols. –,–) concerns us here.

fol. ra List of Chapters.

fols. rb–v, –Text headed in red ‘Tractatus de anima secundum
Iohannem Blondum.’

The text is followed (fol. ) by extracts from Seneca, Ps. Boethius
De disciplina scolarium, Boethius De consolatione philosophiae, Cicero,
Isaac De diffinitionibus, a short treatise on the cardinal virtues, and
Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics –, –. The intervening leaves
(fols. –) were misplaced in binding, and belong to the third
part of the manuscript. They should follow fol. . The spaces for
the initials were never filled in, but the guide letters were written
in the margin.

The medieval provenance of the manuscript is unknown. It was
given to the college by ‘master Gent’, either John, rector of Bird-
brook, co. Essex, –, or his brother, Nicholas, rector of the same
place, –. Three other manuscripts were given to the college by
the same donor (, , ).

P. Prague, University Library IV D.  (). saec.  med.

This manuscript was discovered by Père B.-G. Guyot OP, who
published a full description of it in Archivum fratrum praedicatorum
 (), –. The part which concerns us here is the beginning
of the manuscript, A.I in Guyot’s description, but originally eleven

 M. R. James, Ancient Libraries of Canterbury and Dover, Cambridge, , p. ,
no. ; A. B. Emden, Donors of Books to S. Augustine’s Canterbury (Oxford Bibliogra-
phical Society Occasional Publication, no. , ), p. .

 M. R. James, Descriptive Catalogue of the Manuscripts in the Library of St. John’s Col-
lege, Cambridge, Cambridge, , pp. –, corrected by Callus, The Treatise, pp. –.

 James gives ‘De diversis opinionibus circa anime essentiam’ before the capitula. It is
the title of c. , which was accidentally omitted by the scribe in its place, and was added
in the top margin by another hand.
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quires preceded it, since the two surviving quires are numbered XI
and XII. It contains:

. fol. ra–vb. Anon. Quaestio de substantia corporea et incorporea.
. fol. ra. Blank. It should have contained the capitula for the

Tractatus of John Blund.
fols. rb–rb. Text of the Tractatus without heading or author’s
name.

. fols. rb–va. Anon. Quaestio de synderesi.
–. fols. va–vb. Three anon. Quaestiones de conscientia.
. fol. ra–va. Anon. Quaestio de lege naturali (perhaps by Guiard).
–. fols. ra–rb. Anon. Quaestio de libero arbitrio (by Alexander of

Hales ‘antequam esset frater’).
. fols. va–vb. Short anonymous treatise on the soul.

The bulk of the manuscript is taken up with extracts from the
quaestiones of Alexander of Hales, from the quaestiones and quodlibeta
of Guerric of St. Quentin and of other masters at Paris, chiefly of
the years –. There are also extracts from the Commentary of
Richard Fishacre on the Sentences. The manuscript was written by a
number of different copyists, who appear to have been set to work by
a master who wrote a few short stretches of text and added annota-
tions throughout. Guyot calls him ‘la main D’. This hand wrote three
notes in the margins at the beginning of the text of the Tractatus:

fol. rb. Definitions of the soul.
fol. v. Schema on the composition of the soul.
fol. vb. Views of Greek philosophers on the essence of the soul.

The arrangement of the quaestiones that follow this part of the manu-
script appears to be haphazard, but from fols.  to  the figure
‘IIII’ is written in the top margin, and the subject-matter is arranged
in accordance with that treated in Book IV of the Sentences.

The conclusion of Guyot is that the manuscript contains the col-
lections of a master or bachelor made for purposes of teaching. The
number of copyists suggests that he was working in a house of regu-
lars where he could command the help of socii. Some of the scripts,
including the part that concerns us, appear to be English, and the de-
coration is English in style. Three of the writers excerpted or copied,
John Blund, Richard Fishacre, Alexander of Hales, are Englishmen.
The manuscript may probably be regarded as the product of some
Franciscan or Dominican convent in England, despite the fact that
the majority of the quaestiones are by Parisian masters. There is no in-
dication of the way the manuscript reached Czechoslovakia, but there
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is on fol. v a draft of a letter written with a plummet. It is not
continuously legible, but a few words can be read, including fr. S. de
ordine sancti Benedicti and Moraviam.

V. Vatican City, MS. Vat. lat. . saec. .

This manuscript contains:

fols. –v. Aegidius Romanus In rhetoricam Aristotelis.
fols. –v. AlbertusMagnusDemineralibus, incomplete at the end owing

to the loss of two gatherings.
fol. . Table of chapters of the Tractatus.
fols. –v. Text of the Tractatus without heading or author’s name.

The manuscript belonged to Coluccio Salutati, Chancellor of
Florence. On fol. v is liber est Coluccii pyeri and on fol. v liber
Colucci de Salutatis cancellarii Florentie. It was bought from his heirs
through the Florentine bookseller, Vespasiano da Bisticci, by Tom-
maso Parentucelli of Sarzana, who in  became Pope Nicholas V.
On fol. v is Liber Thome de Sarzana emptus Florentie ab heredibus
ser Colucii per manum Vespasiani.

The three manuscripts are not closely related to each other, an in-
dication that the text had a wider circulation than would appear in
the present state of our knowledge. They all share one common fault,
that of frequent omission by homoeoteleuton. It is a fault to which
a text is particularly liable where the argument is cast in syllogistic
form. In most instances each manuscript stands alone in making the
omission, but in a few either P or V singly contains the omitted pas-
sage, e.g. p. , ll. – P against CV, p. , ll. – V against CP.
The two earlier manuscripts are the work of scribes who were often
very careless. There are stretches in C where the carelessness is espe-
cially noticeable, e.g. pp. –, –, –, –. The singular
merit of C is that it gives us the name of the author and the title of
the work. The peculiarity of V is that it contains a number of short
additional passages which are not found in CP. To give one example:
after a discussion of the reasons why some sounds are consonant and
others dissonant, the conclusion is reached (p. , ll. –):

Unde commensuratio est causa consonantie, incommensurabilitas est
causa inconsonantie.

V adds:
 A. Pelzer Bibl. apostolicae Vaticanae codices manuscripti recensiti. Codd. Vat. lat. Pars

prior, t. , Vatican City, , p. .
 B. L. Ullman, The Humanism of Coluccio Salutati, Padua, , pp. , .
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Et tamen non quelibet superparticularis proportio in sonis facit consonan-
tiam.

This and other additions appear to be glosses of some later student
which have crept into the text. They have accordingly been relegated
to the apparatus criticus.

There are a small number of instances where V alone is right against
CP, usually in supplying omissions of single words. At p. , l.  V
is certainly right in reading ‘augens’ against ‘agens’ CP, and at p. ,
l.  in reading ‘humore’ against ‘humido’ C ‘humano’ P. There are,
however, a certain number of instances of agreement between PV
against C where ordinary scribal carelessness does not appear to be
the explanation. Consider the following passages:

p. , l.  Ea sunt contraria opposita que sunt sub contrariis oppositis
potentiis C

Preterea. Contrarii actus a contrariis potentiis sunt PV
p. , ll. – quoniam similiter contingit frigiditatem videri si albedo sit

effectus frigiditatis C
quoniam similiter posset concedi (credi V) frigiditatem videri si albedo

esset in frigiditate PV
p. , l.  Sequitur de gustu C

Dicto de olfacto dicendum est de gustu P
Consequenter dicendum est de gustu V

p. , l.  quia nec exigitur C
ita quod non exigatur PV

p. , l. –p. , l.  sicut superius dictum est de visu, fit ymago rei
vise C

sicut superius dictum est de visu, quod ymago rei vise sit in visu PV

In these passages C offers a text which makes sense, but is more
clumsy in expression than that offered by PV. It is tempting to sup-
pose that PV contain a slightly revised text, but as so often in matters
of textual criticism, the question is not so simple as this. There are
instances where V agrees with C against P, where the differences are
just those which we have been illustrating, for example,

p. , l.  Si corpus tenebrosum fuerit equale corpori luminoso CV
Si corpus luminosum et corpus tenebrosum sunt equalia P.

 See the apparatus at pp. , l. ; , ll. –; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; ,
l. ; , ll. –; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; , ll. –. There is one place (p. ,
ll. –) where an addition of V has been admitted into the text.

 At pp. , ll. , ; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; , l.  V supplies single words
omitted by CP. At pp. , ll. , ; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; , l. ; ,
ll. ,  P supplies single words omitted by CV.

 Cf. p. , l. , where all three manuscripts read ‘Sequitur de tactu’.
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The truthmay be that we have one of those cases where scribes copied
what they thought to be the sense without too nice a regard for the ac-
tual words of the author. It is a situation that came to be all too com-
mon in university texts of the thirteenth century. Fr. Callus had in
these passages adopted the readings of P, and I have thought it best
not to make alterations in the text on which he had lavished such care
and attention. Only in one place have I ventured to make a change.
At p. , l.  (no. ) PV read ‘Zenonis’, where C has the unin-
telligible ‘mentionis’. The context shows that the correct reading is
‘Menonis’, which it seemed best to put in the text.

In working over a text prepared by another hand it is inevitable that
one should occasionally question the choice of reading. Nearly always
it is a choice which does not affect the sense. For instance, at p. ,
l.  the text reads ‘servandi’ with PV (and the source, Anselm), where
C gives ‘conservandi’, but at pp. , l.  and , l.  the text reads
‘conservandi’ with CV, where P had ‘servandi’. There are, however,
one or two places where the sense is affected, and where the readings
of CV seem preferable to those of P which are in the text:

p. , l.  Et ideo ponebant aera esse id quod corpus vivificat CV
Et ideo ponebant aera esse animam, quia illud quod corpus vivificat P

p. , l.  coloris CV corporis P
p. , l.  inconcinnus CV concinnus P

l.  alia CV illa P.

The chapter headings call for a word of comment. As we have seen,
there is a list of chapters at the beginning in CV, and space left for
one in P; but the headings in the text are only found in C, except for
c.  and c.  which are added in the margin in V. Both in P and
in V there are breaks between the chapters, but not space enough for
the headings. The wording of the headings in the text often differs
from that given in the list of chapters at the beginning, sometimes
only slightly, as in c. :

List: De diversis opinionibus circa anime essentiam.
Text: De diversorum opinione de anima.

sometimes more widely as in c. :

List: Ostensio quod sensus communis sit, et ad quid sit sensus communis.
Text: De sensu communi. (C, V marg.)

 Cf. A. Dondaine, Secrétaires de Saint Thomas, Rome, , especially his conclusion,
pp. –.
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Further there are subordinate headings in the text in C in cc. , ,
, . In c.  they show a certain correspondence with the list:

List: De olfactu et odore, et quare odor potius immutet olfactum quam
aliquem alium sensum.

Text: . i De olfactu. . ii De odore, et quare potius inmutat olfac-
tum quam alium sensum. . iii Utrum instrumentum odoratus sit
alicuius odoris.

Sometimes there is no subordinate heading where one would expect
to find it, as in c. :

List: De vi contemplativa, et ratione et intellectu; et utrum mundus habeat
animam sicut corpus humanum habet animam.

But there is no subordinate heading at no. , where the discussion
of the anima mundi begins, and the text is so articulated that one could
not conveniently be inserted. In fact we find:

Text: . i De viribus anime rationalis. . ii De intellectu.
. iii Inquirit utrum nova anima infundatur corpori vel antiqua.
. iv In qua parte corporis sit anima.

There is nothing in the list to correspond with the last two headings.
It looks as if the list of chapters at the beginning was a draft for the
work which was not revised after it had been written. Nothing corres-
ponding to the last chapter () in the list of headings ‘De divina
providentia’ is found in any of the manuscripts.

I regret that I had not studied these discrepancies until the text was
set up in type, and the apparatus criticus is not always consistent. In
cc. , , –,  to the end the apparatus is silent. It should be
noted that the headings in the text in cc. . i, ii, and . i are editorial
additions.

All the numbering is editorial, both in the list of chapters at the be-
ginning, and in the text. The chapters of the Tractatus are too long
for convenience of citation, and Fr. Callus divided the text into short
numbered sections, which I have used in this introduction and in
making the indexes.

There is no general agreement about the orthography to be adopted
for editions of Medieval Latin texts. Fr. Callus, rightly it seems to me,
decided to keep the spelling of the manuscripts, and in particular of
C. Variant spellings of note are included in the index. It is sometimes
difficult to distinguish between a genuine medieval form and a scribal
mistake. For example, at p. , l.  ‘decontinuationem’, which is
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written out in C, has not been changed to ‘discontinuationem’. It is a
possible form, although I have not been able to find another instance
of its use.

The most difficult part of the task of an editor of a text like the
Tractatus is the investigation of the sources. Fr. Callus has shown
in his papers the indebtedness of John Blund to Avicenna De anima.
‘There can be no doubt’, he says, ‘that Blund’s main inspiration is
Avicenna.’ The student of the text will find in the apparatus not only
references and parallels to Avicenna but also to Algazel and Ps. Alex-
ander of Aphrodisias and to many works of Aristotle. But John Blund
was grafting this newer learning onto older stocks. To quote Fr. Cal-
lus again: ‘There are other influences at work . . . particularly Wil-
liam of Conches in the chapter “De umbra”. Nor is Adelard of Bath
to be ruled out; certain quaestiunculae closely resemble the Quaestio-
nes Naturales, though it is possible that both are based on a common
source.’ Fr. Callus had made a very wide search for relevant mater-
ial, as will be plain from the apparatus; but he did not live to gather
up all the threads, as he had intended. For me to have attempted this
task would have further delayed his long-awaited edition; and I have
judged it better to confine myself to the verification of the passages he
had cited in that part of the text which he had completed. Apart from
the passage already mentioned (no. ), I have only once altered his
apparatus (no. ), where the source that certainly lies behind John
Blund’s text has been discovered by Dr. Brian Lawn. In nos. 
to the end I have tried to follow the method which Fr. Callus had
used.

It is now nearly forty years since Alexander Birkenmajer drew at-
tention to the important part played bymedical writers and naturalists
in the spread of new philosophical and scientific ideas in the twelfth
century. Very little has been done since then tomake their works avail-
able in print, and without editions it is not easy to study the texts.
Recently Dr. Lawn, to whose edition of the Salernitan Quaestiones
phisicales Fr. Callus referred in the apparatus to no. , has been
exploring this field, and he has very generously spent much time on
the Tractatus. I have to thank him for supplying valuable references,
which I have incorporated in the apparatus from no.  onwards.
Those on the earlier part of the text I print here, together with other

 The Treatise, p. .
 Le rôle joué par les médecins et les naturalistes dans la réception d’Aristote auXIIe etXIIIe

siècles (La Pologne au VIe Congrès international des sciences historiques), Warsaw, .
 The Salernitan Questions, Oxford, .
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addenda. I regret that it has not been possible to insert a reference
to more than a few of these passages in the apparatus, but all the ad-
ditional references are included in the index of authors cited, where
they are marked with an asterisk.

The edition of AvicennaDe anima, books –, by Simone van Riet,
did not come intomy hands until the text was printed, but I have been
able to rectify the quotations from these two books, and I have given
the page references to her edition in the index of authors cited.
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ADDENDA TO TEXT

AND APPARATUS (1970)

No. , ll. –. Cf. Callus The Treatise, p.  and n. . To the refer-
ences there given Fr. Callus added in his own copy a reference to Sententie
Atrebatenses, ed. Lottin, Psychol. et morale  (), , nos. –.

No. , ll. –. Cf. Constantin. Pantegn. theor. . i (xivvb): ‘Nutrimentum
est in membris restauratio dissolute rei ut animal permanere queat’.

No. , p. , ll. –. Cf. Maurus Super Isagoge Ioannitii: ‘Perfecta igitur
celebrata digestione inferior porta stomachi aperitur, et residuum predicte
sucositatis pure ad portonarium mandatur, in quo puri a non puro fit sepa-
ratio . . . In eo igitur purior pars illius sucositatis ab impura sequestratur, et
pura pars per venas meseriacas ad epar transmittitur, impura vero ad duo-
denum mandatur’ (cod. Paris. lat. , fol. ). A similar passage is found
in Anatomia magistri Nicolai phisici, ed. Franz Redeker, Leipzig Diss. ,
pp. –, which is probably based on Maurus. Cf. also no.  below.

No. , ll. –. Cf. Guill. de Conchis Glosae super Platonem (); Maurus
op. cit.: ‘Dum ergo aliquid calens vel frigens vel cuiuslibet proprietatis pro-
pinquat instrumento sensus, spiritus existens in illo instrumento immuta-
tur secundum proprietatem rei sense. Spiritus immutatus ibidem representat
anime illas immutationes, et sic in membro sensus perficitur’ (fol. v). Avic.
De An. . ii (ra B).

Nos. –. This is a small group of quaestiones naturales. The same ques-
tions are found in the English collection of Salernitan questions (Oxford,
Bodl. Lib. cod. Auct. F. . ), for which see Lawn, Salernitan Questions,
pp. –, but the answers given to nos. – are not the same. The ques-
tions posed in nos.  and  are found in the Problemata of Ps. Alexander
of Aphrodisias (. , .  Ideler), and those posed in nos.  and  in
Ps. Aristotle Problemata . ,  (b, a). Neither of these collections
was translated into Latin until later, Ps. Aristotle by Bartholomew of Mes-
sina in the middle of the thirteenth century, Ps. Alexander of Aphrodisias
by Peter of Abano in  (Lawn, op. cit., pp. –). David of Dinant had
access to a manuscript of the Aristotelian Problemata in Greek.

No. . Cf. Guill. de Conchis Dragm.  ().

Nos. , . The question comes up in the Salernitan questions mentioned
above in answer to the question: ‘Quare quidam habent oculos fascinantes?’:
‘Aer ab animali spiritu inficitur, quod potest videri in lippo, quia si lippus ali-

 Dr. Lawn is preparing an edition of these quaestiones, which will form the next volume
in this series [ABMA V, ].
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xliv ADDENDA TO TEXT AND APPARATUS (1970)

quem sanos oculos habentem recto intuitu respiciat, lippus efficitur et ille.’
Cf. Guill. de Conchis Glosae super Platonem (–).

No. , ll. –. Cf. Constantin. Pantegn. theor. . vii (iiv): ‘Homo enim om-
nibus temperatior est animalis speciebus’.

No. , ll. –. Cf. Macrob. Sat. . . –.

No. . Cf. Isaac Liber dietarum universalium,  (xxxiirb–va): ‘Omne autem
cibarium duobus modis dividitur, aut enim sensui est passivum aut nichil
sensui illativum. Nichil enim inferens dupliciter dividitur, aut enim corpus
compositum, sicut albugo ovi et similia, aut simplex, sicut aqua et cetera ele-
menta . . . Passionem inferentes qualitates sunt diverse . . . Nullam vero pas-
sionem gustui inferentes si sunt simplices nil erga sensus sunt operantes cum
sint simplices. Nam res sensus operantes sunt composite, sensus enim com-
positi. (Nam res . . . compositi om. ed. Lugd. restitui secundum codd. Bodl.
Auct. F. . , fol. v et Bodl. , fol. vb). Singularia vero non faciunt in
compositis quod composita in compositis . . . Non ergo elementa sunt sensui
passionem inferentes, cum sensus sint compositi, et ipsa simplicia.’

No. , l. . For the phrase ‘celebrata digestione’ cf. the passage of Maurus
cited above (no. ).

No. , l. . Read ‘effectu’ with V.

No. , ll. –. Cf. Constantin. Pantegn. theor. . iv (iira): ‘Quecumque de-
struuntur necesse est ad hec quatuor (scil. elementa) revertantur . . . Elementa
ergo ex toto non destruuntur, quia hec destructa que ex ipsis construuntur ad
suum principium particulariter revertuntur’, and the passages cited in Lawn
op. cit., p. , n. .

No. , p. , l. . mores: Avic. De An. . i (p.  van Riet). Cf. .

No. , ll. –. inquisitionem: The sense requires ‘adquisitionem’, which
is the word used in the parallel phrase in no. .

No. , p. , l. . habeatur intellectum: The text is corrupt. Dr. L.
Minio-Paluello suggests ‘habet uti intellectu’. For this use of ‘habet’ cf.
no.  ‘habet convertere suas intentiones’.

No. , l. . et per hoc: A new section should start here, since it is the
solution of the question propounded in no. .

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.50 hours page xliv



SIGLA CODICUM

C Cantabrigiae, Bibl. Collegii S. Iohannis, cod. 

P Pragae, Bibl. Universitatis, cod. IV. D.  ()

V Civitatis Vaticanae, cod. Vat. lat. 

Tituli operum in apparatu fontium adhibitorum plenius
in indice auctorum (pp. –) reperientur
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INDEX CAPITULORUM

i. Primum capitulum est ad ostendendum quod anima est, et ad
inquirendum quo motore moveatur firmamentum. [p. ]

ii. Secundum capitulum est de essentia anime, et perscrutatione
cuius artificis speculationi subiaceat anima. [p. ] 

iii. De diversis opinionibus circa anime essentiam. [p. ]
iiij. Quomodo anima vegetabilis se habeat ad animam sensibilem

et rationalem; et utrum anima bruti animalis sit incorruptibi-
lis sicut anima rationalis. [p. ]

v. De anima vegetabili et eius viribus, scilicet, vi nutritiva, aug- 

mentativa, generativa. [p. ]
vi. De anima sensibili et eius viribus primis, scilicet, de vi mo-

tiva et vi apprehensiva; et utrum omnes sensus exteriores sint
eiusdem speciei specialissime. [p. ]

vii. De vi concupiscibili et vi irascibili; et quid dictum sit quod 

aliquod est in aliqua vi, ut temperantia in vi concupiscibili et
fortitudo in vi irascibili. [p. ]

viii. De vi apprehensiva deforis; et utrum universale sensu appre-
hendatur vel singulare tantum. [p. ]

viiij. De visu et eius dispositionibus. [p. ] 

x. De luce et oppositione inter tenebras et lucem. [p. ]
xi. De umbra et diversitatibus umbrarum. [p. ]
xii. De auditu et sono et eorum dispositionibus. [p. ]
xiii. De reverberatione soni, ut de echo. [p. ]
xiiij. De olfactu et odore, et quare odor potius immutet olfactum 

quam aliquem alium sensum. [p. ]
xv. De gustu. [p. ]
xvi. De tactu, et quare tactus non possit relinquere animal. [p. ]
xvii. Ostensio quod sensus communis sit, et ad quid sit sensus com-

munis. [p. ] 

xviii. Quid sit ymaginatio, et quid sit ipsius differentia a memoria.
[p. ]

xviiij. Quid sit estimatio; et utrum estimatione possint apprehendi
universalia, et vera et falsa. [p. ]

Index capitulorum deest in P.  firmamentum: et quid sit anima add. C
 capitulum om. C  oppinionibus V  et om. V – incorruptibilis:
corruptibilis V  vi om. C  aliqua: aliquam V ut om. V  eorum:
eorundem V  soni: sonitu V ut om. V echo: hecco C  aliquem alium
om. C
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CHAPTER INDEX

i. The first chapter is to show what the soul is and to investigate
by which mover the heavens are moved. [p. ]

ii. The second chapter is about the essence of the soul and the
consideration of whose expertise speculation about the soul
falls under. [p. ]

iii. Concerning the various opinions regarding the essence of the
soul. [p. ]

iiij. In what manner the vegetative soul relates to the sensitive and
to the rational soul; and whether the soul of a brute animal is
incorruptible just like the rational soul. [p. ]

v. Concerning the vegetative soul and its powers, namely, the
nutritive power and the augmentative and generative. [p. ]

vi. Concerning the sensitive soul and its powers, namely, the
motive power and the perceptive power; and whether all of the
external senses are of the same most specific kind. [p. ]

vii. Concerning the concupiscible power and the irascible power;
and what is said that a certain thing is in a certain power, so
that temperance is in the concupiscible power and strength in
the irascible power. [p. ]

viii. Concerning the external perceptive power; and whether the
universal is grasped through sensation or only the individual
is. [p. ]

viiij. On sight and its organization. [p. ]
x. On light and the distinction between darkness and light. [p. ]
xi. On shadows and different kinds of shadow. [p. ]
xii. On hearing and sound and their organization. [p. ]
xiii. On the reverberation of sound, as with the echo. [p. ]
xiiij. On smell and odour, and why odour affects smell more than

any other sense. [p. ]
xv. On taste. [p. ]
xvi. On touch, and why touch cannot leave an animal. [p. ]
xvii. A presentation that the central sense exists and what it is for.

[p. ]
xviii. What the imagination is, and what its difference from memory

is. [p. ]
xviiij. What estimation is; and whether by means of estimation it is

possible to grasp universals, and true and false things. [p. ]
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xlviii INDEX CAPITULORUM

xx. De memoria; et utrum agnoscere antecedat hoc ipsum remini-
sci, vel e contrario. [p. ]

xxi. Utrum oblivio possit accipi a memoria, cum oblivio sit privatio
memorie. [p. ]

xxii. De anima rationali et eius viribus. [p. ] 

xxiii. Utrum anima sit mortalis aut immortalis. [p. ]
xxiiij. Utrum anima rationalis sit simplex aut composita. [p. ]
xxv. De vi contemplativa, et ratione et intellectu; et utrum mundus

habeat animam sicut corpus humanum habet animam. [p. ]
xxvi. De libero arbitrio. [p. ] 

xxvii. De divina providentia. [deest]
 vel: et V  xxvii. De divina providentia om. V
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CHAPTER INDEX xlix

xx. On memory; and whether recognizing comes before reminis-
cing itself or vice versa. [p. ]

xxi. Whether forgetting can come from memory, since forgetting
is a lack of memory. [p. ]

xxii. Concerning the rational soul and its powers. [p. ]
xxiii. Whether the soul is mortal or immortal. [p. ]
xxiiij. Whether the rational soul is simple or composed. [p. ]
xxv. Concerning the contemplative power, as well as reason and

understanding; and whether the world has a soul just as the
human body has a soul. [p. ]

xxvi. On free will. [p. ]
xxvii. On divine providence. [missing]
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TREATISE ON THE SOUL
BY JOHN BLUND

. As we know from Aristotle, all knowledge is from the soul and
is rooted in the soul as its source. And so, since it would be shameful
not to know that from which knowledge is, we should speak about the
soul and how it is arranged. Whence, since the first question about
anything is whether it is, in the first place we should enquire as to
whether the soul exists.

. i. Does the soul exist?
. That the soul exists can be shown as follows. We can see that

there are some things that are moved voluntarily and every learned
subject and every branch of knowledge takes its origin from sense
knowledge. Thus, from what we have from the senses we can demon-
strate that the soul exists. For that which is moved voluntarily is either
moved according to the nature of the body in itself and precisely in so
far as the body is, or it is not. Not from the nature of the body in
so far as it is, because then every body would be moved voluntarily.
Therefore, it is moved by something which is other than the nature of
the body. Whatever this is, it is the soul. Thus, we know that the soul
exists.

. ii. Whether circular motion is natural or voluntary
. However, among those things that are moved, a doubt arises

regarding many of them as to whether a movement giving motion to
somethingmoveable is from the soul or from nature, as in those which

 P adds: And after that whether the soul is corporeal or incorporeal; whether it is cor-
ruptible or incorruptible; and further whether or not it is composed of matter or form; and
a number of other matters for discussion [dubitabilia] are appended.
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I. ii. CONCERNING ORBITAL MOTION 

are moved in an orbital fashion. Thus, we have to examine whether
orbital motion is natural or voluntary.

. That it is not natural can be shown in the following way. Noth-
ing is moved naturally except when it finds itself in a place which is
not natural to it. This proposition is sufficiently known at the begin-
ning of understanding: for something which exists in a place which is
natural to it will remain at rest there, such as a heavy body existing
at the centre of the earth. If, however, the heavy body were up high
it would have a tendency to go downwards; thus if it were left to its
nature, it would be moved from the place up high to the place below.
Therefore, if we accept this proposition, since it is known in itself in
the understanding, nothing is moved naturally except if it exists in
a place which is not natural to it. Therefore, when the sun is at any
point it will not be moved from there unless it is not in its own proper
place, and it is moved to the place which is proper to it, in which, since
it is the place natural to it, it has the tendency to be at rest. If, then,
when the sun is in the east, it is moved naturally towards the west,
when it reaches the west it is the case that then it is in a place which is
natural to it, and will be at rest there according to its nature. If, there-
fore, the sun moves from that position, it would not move from there
because of its nature, but because of violence; and thus the motion of
the sun from west to east would not be natural—on the contrary, it
would be violent. Just as, if fire were to move downwards, that is a
violent and unnatural motion, because the proper place of fire is up.
However, the reason why the movement from west to east is not na-
tural is the same reason why the movement from east to west is not
natural. But the former motion is not natural, therefore neither is the
latter. In like manner it can be shown that other orbital movements
do not arise from nature.

. Again, nothing in itself and according to its nature desires and
flees from one and the same thing. This proposition is self-evident.
Therefore, if something naturally flees from something else, it will
not naturally return to the same. Therefore, if the sun naturallymoves
away from a certain point, it will not return to the same point natur-
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I. ii. CONCERNING ORBITAL MOTION 

ally. However, since its motion is circular, it moves away from one
point and returns to that very same point. It follows, therefore, that
its movement does not arise from nature. Now its movement arises
either from nature or from a soul; therefore, it can only follow that it
arises from a soul.

. The same can be shown with regard to any part of the heavens if
it moves in a circular way. Thus, by means of this argument it seems
that we can know that the firmament and the other heavenly bodies
have a soul as a mover.

. Furthermore, in the bookOn theConsolation of Philosophy, when
speaking about the soul in the chapter which begins ‘You who rule the
universe’, etc., Boethius says: ‘The soul in going round returns to it-
self, it encirclesMind, and changes the heavens into an image of itself.’
So in this way Boethius holds that the heavens are moved by soul.

. Again, in homogeneous things, the whole and any of its parts
are of the same nature. For this reason Aristotle states in his natural
philosophy that the same nature is to be found in all of the earth and
in a piece of soil, since the whole earth and any part of it seeks to be
round the centre. Now the firmament is a homogeneous thing since
it is not composed of things with varied natures; therefore any of its
parts is of the same nature as its whole. However, the firmament of
its nature tends to move specifically towards the centre of the earth;
therefore any part of it as well; which is false. Now, if we take the
hemisphere of the firmament to be divided into two equal parts from
one pole to the other, and if one part stays and we take the other part
to be removed, it will not have the centre of the earth as its centre.
However, if it is moved by nature, it will have that centre. Yet it does
not have that centre, therefore it is not moved by nature. Now, either
it is moved by nature or by a soul; not by nature, therefore by a soul.

. Moreover, the firmament is a body; therefore it is an animated
body and can be moveable voluntarily; therefore it has awareness. For
it is not moved by the vegetative soul, because the vegetative soul is
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I. ii. CONCERNING ORBITAL MOTION 

that which, through its vegetative activity, moves different parts up-
wards, downwards, and sideways, as is clear in plants and trees. Again,
inasmuch as it is a vegetative soul, it is a generative, nutritive, and aug-
mentative power and together with six kinds of movement. However,
these kinds of movement are not to be found in the heavenly bodies.
Therefore, if it is said that the firmament has awareness, it follows that
it would share in the five animal senses, namely, taste, smell, sight,
touch, hearing, which is false.

. Solution: We state that the firmament, as well as the other hea-
venly bodies, is moved by nature, not by a soul, and this motion is
natural owing to the perfection which is to be found in lower bodies.
For it is through the motion of the superior bodies that the lower bo-
dies are regulated, and when the lower bodies have acquired perfec-
tion in every way, the superior bodies would cease to move, and would
achieve a natural state of rest. Thus, it must be the case that the su-
perior bodies which are moved partake in dispositions there which are
unnatural for them and are moved to a state of rest which is natural
for them.

. Regarding that which was objected, that nothing naturally
flees from and desires the same thing, it should be said that this is true
on condition that the statement is understood to be taken without
qualification. If, however, it is understood in an accidental manner,
the statement is false. For example, if a stone which is up high seeks
to be at the centre of the earth, each intermediate position would
be desired in an accidental manner, because it is desired because of
another position.

. In a similar way, that part of the firmament which is now in
the east will be in the west later, and it moves from the east in an ac-
cidental manner and returns to the same accidentally. This is due to
another factor, namely, in order to achieve a state of rest. Nor is all
natural motion in a straight line, rather some motion is curvilinear, as
in the case of the motion of the planets.

 V adds: and this is what Abū Ma’shar affirms the philosophers to have stated: the phi-
losophers said that the planets themselves are round luminous bodies moved by a natural
motion.

 See above, no. .
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I. ii. CONCERNING ORBITAL MOTION 

. There are, however, many people who say that the heavenly
bodies are moved by soul, saying that they know this from Avicenna
and from other authors. Indeed, they say that from an Intelligence
contemplating itself, inasmuch as this has a possible being, the soul of
the sphere and perfection of the sphere flows into it, and that the soul
through imagination apprehends the First Cause which is the Highest
Good. Now the movement of intense desire having been ignited, it
moves so that it can obtain for itself that which is the Highest Good;
and thus it is moved by the First Cause just as a lover by its beloved.
As al-G· hazālī and Avicenna say, just as the lover moves the beloved
and the desired solution to a problem gives rise to the studying and
striving to acquire that knowledge, so it is that Pure Goodness, the
highest thing desired and imagined by the soul of the heavens, moves
the soul of the heavens so that it acquires Pure Goodness for itself so
that it is enjoyed and becomes like it.

. i. On the essence of the soul
. Now that we know that the soul exists, we must next see what

the soul is. From Aristotle, we have that the soul is the perfection of
an organized body potentially having life.

. However, it is objected: It is the form which gives existence,
and matter in itself is incomplete, so all perfection is from form.
Therefore, since the perfection of an organized body potentially
having life is from the soul, the soul is the form. But no form is a
thing existing in itself separate from a substance. Therefore, since
the soul is a form, the soul should not be said to be a thing existing
in itself separate from a substance. Therefore, the soul cannot be
separated from the body, but perishes with the body.

. With regard to this, it should be said that this word ‘soul’ refers
to its object in a concrete manner. For it connotes a substance sub-
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II. i. ON THE ESSENCE OF THE SOUL 

sumed under a certain accident in relation to an organized body inas-
much as the latter is animated and vivified by the soul, and thanks to
this accident it is said to be the perfection of the body, namely because
the soul animates the body.

. ii. Whose task it is to investigate the soul
It now follows that we should examine whose task it is to investi-

gate the soul, whether it is that of the metaphysician or the natural
philosopher.

. That it is the task of the metaphysician is shown in the follow-
ing manner. The being of the soul is a being which comes from cre-
ation; therefore its being does not arise from nature. However, the task
of the natural philosopher is to deal only with natural things; therefore
he does not treat of the soul. Furthermore, a being which arises from
creation surpasses natural things. Now the task of the metaphysician
is to consider those things which surpass natural things; therefore the
investigation of the soul falls under his consideration; and thus it is
the task of the metaphysician to treat of the soul.

. Moreover, from Aristotle and from Avicenna we know that the
area of competence of the natural philosopher is the moveable body
inasmuch as it is subject tomovement and rest. However, no branch of
study investigates those things which surpass its area of competence;
rather whatever attributes it examines, it must do so within its area of
competence. But the being of the soul cannot be classified as a move-
able body, nor as an attribute of one; therefore it does not come under
the consideration of the natural philosopher. Now it comes under
the consideration of either the natural philosopher or metaphysician;
therefore it comes under the consideration of the metaphysician.

. Against this: We know from Aristotle that the soul is the per-
fection of an organized body potentially having life, and an organized
body is something which pertains to the investigation of the natural
philosopher; therefore, the perfection of the organized body does as
well. But the soul is its perfection; therefore the soul comes under the
consideration of the natural philosopher.

. Moreover, the infusion of the soul is the end of a natural mo-
tion, just like fieriness; and the soul is that towards which a process/
activity of nature aims. Since the end of a natural motion and its per-
fection is part of the consideration of the natural philosopher, the soul
comes under the consideration of the natural philosopher.
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II. ii. WHOSE TASK IT IS TO INVESTIGATE THE SOUL 

. Solution: We state that this word ‘soul’ [anima] is a concrete
term, which conveys the understanding in a concrete situation of the
substance which underlies an accident, which is linked to the sub-
stance by the verb ‘to animate’ [‘animo’, ‘animas’]. However, with re-
gard to that accident, we state what Aristotle said, that the soul is the
perfection of an organized body, etc., and in this relation of the soul
to the body, the soul is the perfection of the latter, namely inasmuch
as the soul vivifies the body. Thus, when one stays within this rela-
tion the soul comes under the consideration of the natural philoso-
pher. However, when considered apart from that accident it comes
under the consideration of the metaphysician. Thus this very same
soul according to its concrete being partially is the concern of natural
philosophy and partially of metaphysics. Just as a triangle in a certain
respect is a quantity, and for this reason comes under the study of
geometry; however, with regard to the form from which the term is
applied, the triangle is a quality and is not the concern of the discipline
of geometry.

. Perhaps someone might suggest that it is the task of the theo-
logian to deal with the soul.

Against this: It is the task of the theologian to investigate the way in
which the soul obtains or loses merit, and what leads to salvation and
what to punishment. It is not his task to enquire into what the soul
is, and in which category it lies, nor how it is infused into the body.
From which it follows that to know these things is rather the concern
of another expertise. Therefore, it follows that the task of the theolo-
gian is only to teach how one gains or loses merit; it is not his proper
task to teach what the soul is nor what its essence is.

. On the opinion of various authors concerning the soul
. The next thing which should be known is that various authors

had diverse opinions concerning the soul. For some said that the soul
was blood, some that it was nature, some indeed that it was air.

. They held that blood was the soul, through this observation:
As a result of the extraction of blood the soul is necessarily drawn out
of the body. Moreover, all things are procreated out of heat and hu-
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mour. But blood is warm and moist; for this reason they said that the
production of life arose out of blood; and thus blood is the soul.

. Against this: The more something participates in its cause, the
more there is of the cause in the effect; therefore if bloodwere the soul,
the more someone had of blood, the more there would be of the soul
itself in the effect; therefore it would be more vivified; which is false,
because an abundance of blood can be so great that it leads to the de-
struction and corruption of the animal.

. Those, however, who said that the soul is nature held it to be so
for the following reason: just as fire moves upwards by its own nature,
and something heavymoves downwards by its own nature, in the same
way they posited that animals have their own nature which would be
the cause of their movements.

. But it is objected: Everything which is moved by a natural
mover is moved by its own nature towards one precise and definite
end, as is clear in the case of fire and the other elements. However,
the movement of an animal is not towards one end only, therefore,
the movement of an animal does not come from a natural mover. And
so, since an animal is moved sometimes upwards, then downwards,
then sideways, and that movement is from the soul as a mover, the
soul is not a nature.

. Those, however, who posited that the soul is air tried to prove
this by means of the following argument. They saw, indeed, that for
as long as an animal breathes in and breathes out, it lives; as soon as
it no longer breathes in and out, it dies. And so they posited that air
is the soul, since it is that which vivifies the body; and thus they said
that the soul is air.

. But it is objected: when someone breathes in they draw air in,
and when they breathe out they emit air. And even though the power
for these acts belongs to the lungs, yet this power is from something
else which enlivens the whole body. And that is not air since it draws
in nothing to itself; and whatever that power is, it is the soul. There-
fore, the soul is not air.

. Again, a corporeal power is unable to grasp incorporeal things
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since incorporeal things are not grasped by either the senses or the
imagination. But universals and incorporeal things do come under the
grasp of the soul. Therefore the soul is not corporeal. And it is either
corporeal or incorporeal; therefore the soul is incorporeal.

. Moreover, the similarity between the soul and an intelligence
consists in the following: an intelligence understands those things
which are simple, and these fall outside of the sensitive and imagi-
native powers. The same is true of the soul. But an intelligence ac-
cording to its own proper essence understands those things which it
understands, and it is a substance, a separate thing existing in itself.
Therefore so also the soul, since it apprehends in a similar way, will
be a thing existing in itself; and thus the soul will be a substance.

. Again, regarding the same: from Avicenna in his commentary
on the Metaphysics we have it that every substance is either a body or
not a body. If it is not a body, it is either part of a body or is not part
of a body. If it is part of a body it is either matter or form. If it is not
part of a body, either it is such that it has a link with bodies, so that
it moves them, and is said to be a soul; or it is such that it does not
have a link with bodies in order to move them, and is said to be an
intelligence; and thus we know from what has been discussed that the
soul is a substance and is incorporeal.

. Moreover: all corruption is because of a contrary. But since the
soul is an incorporeal thing, it does not have any cause of contrari-
ety in itself. Therefore the soul cannot be corrupted; therefore it is
incorruptible. Which we readily concede.

. Both Aristotle and Augustine as well as other authors put for-
ward many other views concerning the soul; and they show that the
soul does not derive its existence from propagation; but it is not the
place to touch on them here, since these authors have adequately put
forward these views and refuted them.
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. Whether the vegetative soul, the sensitive
soul, and the rational soul are the same soul

Next we must see whether the vegetative soul, the sensitive soul,
and the rational soul are the same soul in human beings or are many.

. That they are the same soul is shown in the following way. This
same word ‘animated’ is predicated univocally of an animated body,
both that of an animal and that of a human being. But something is
said to be animated by a soul. Thus just as ‘animated’ is predicated
according to the samemeaning of the word in each one of them, so this
same word ‘soul’ applies to each with one and the same meaning, and
so the soul of an animated body, both of an animal and of a human
being, is the same.

. Moreover, this same word ‘substance’ is predicated univocally
of a body and of an animated body as well as of each one of its in-
feriors; and this same word ‘substance’ by the addition of differences
in descending order specifies more and more, as when the same word
‘corporeal’ is added to ‘substance’, and followed by ‘animated’, and
thirdly ‘sensitive’ is then added, and so on. In the same way, this word
‘soul’ by means of the addition of what is vegetable is applied to the
species and then the word ‘sensitive’ is added, and thirdly ‘rational’.
Therefore, for this reason, substance is a genus in respect of those
things which are specified bymeans of differences applied in descend-
ing order, and the soul will be a genus with respect to those which are
specified by means of differences applied in a descending order. But
it will not be said of any substance that there are many substances in
it, rather one sole substance specified by means of differences. For the
same reason, it should be said that there are not three souls in a human
being, rather only one soul specified by three differences, namely by
‘vegetative’, ‘sensitive’, ‘rational’; and thus the vegetative, sensitive,
and rational soul are not three souls in a human being but rather one
soul only.

. Moreover, if there were various souls, it would mean that in
effect a human being would have three souls, which is against what

 V adds: to the vegetative soul, and the sensitive soul and the rational soul. Therefore,
since the rational soul is an incorporeal substance, and every incorporeal substance is incor-
ruptible, which must be false if the vegetative, sensitive, and rational soul is not the same
in man, it thus follows that the rational, vegetative, and sensitive is the same soul in man.
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Avicenna says, that vegetation, sensitivity, and rationality are in the
human being from the soul.

. However, that there are various souls can be shown in this way.
If the vegetative soul and the rational soul are the same soul, since
therefore the rational soul is incorruptible, so also the vegetative soul
will be incorruptible, since in themselves the accidents of things of
the same species are the same. Therefore once the animated body is
destroyed, such as a certain tree or a certain animal such as an ass, its
perpetual soul remains because it has a necessary existence. And thus
in this way, just as the rational soul can be separated from the soul
while having a perpetual existence, so also can the vegetative soul and
similarly the sensitive soul.

. Again, perfection is not to be found in the genus but rather
in the species; so it is that no animal is to be found such that it
does not come under some species of animal, and no genus can be
made the equal of its species, because every genus is something
more than any of its species. Therefore, since each difference has
the effect of specifying its genus, a difference which first specifies
its genus has a difference which is opposite to it, differences which
in the first place divide the genus itself. Therefore, since this differ-
ence ‘vegetative’ specifies in the first place this genus ‘soul’, it has
a certain coeval difference, one opposite to itself. That difference
is neither this difference ‘sensitive’ nor this difference ‘rational’,
since both of these differences come after the vegetative. And if
this is the case, then there is another species of soul which is not
the vegetative soul, which, it seems, cannot exist. But the vegeta-
tive is proper to the soul, applying to each soul; whence it is not
a difference divisive of the soul, nor is it perfective of it; rather it
accompanies the perfective difference of the soul. For if the vegeta-
tive is the perfective difference of the essence of the soul, then this
statement ‘vegetative soul’ is a tautology, like this ‘rational man’.
For if the vegetative were a divisive difference of the soul, then there
would be a certain soul in the body which does not enliven the body,
and a certain enlivened body which would not be animated. And this
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seems to agree with what some people say, namely that the stars and
the planets are moved by the soul.

. Solution: We state that this word ‘soul’ signifies the genus of
the vegetative soul as well as the sensitive soul and the rational; and in
a human being there is one soul only, from which comes vegetation,
sensation, and reason. And the sensitive soul is a subalternate genus,
because the sensitive soul is a genus of the rational soul and a species
of the vegetative soul.

. Regarding that which is asked by someone, whether the soul ac-
cording to its general meaning is a corporeal or incorporeal substance:
it should be said that it is an incorporeal and incorruptible substance,
because every universal is incorruptible. Yet neither is just any soul
incorruptible, such as the vegetative soul which is in trees and the
sensitive soul which is in brute animals: for these souls according to
their specific being can be corrupted, but not according to their ge-
neral being, by virtue of which they are incorporeal substances. And
this happens because its specific being cannot be preserved except in
an organized body; whence if the organized body is destroyed both
its being and that of its soul are destroyed, which is simple whether
vegetative or sensitive.

. Again it is asked: Since the intellect and the imagination are
powers of the soul just like reason, why should rationality be more of
a perfective difference of the species of soul than the ability to under-
stand or imagine.

. In this regard, it should be said that the imagination and intel-
lect proceed from rationality, and the imagination apprehends noth-
ing that was not first in the senses. Thus, it is necessary that neither
the power of imagining nor the power of understanding is a perfective
difference of species, since they are found together with these differ-
ences.

. Again, as has been said, perfection is not to be found in the
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genus. Therefore, since the vegetative soul is a genus, there will not
be any soul such that it will be under a certain, most specific species of
this genus. Therefore, since the vegetative soul is in trees and plants,
there is a certain species of the vegetative soul there, flowing from
the vegetative soul by means of a certain substantial difference. But
it does not seem possible to show what that difference is, since it is
neither this rational difference nor this sensitive difference. Thus, it
seems that the vegetative soul is not a genus.

. Regarding this, it should be said that the vegetative soul is a
genus and it is divided into two differences, of which one is the sensi-
tive and the other is insensate, just as the sensitive soul is divided into
the rational and irrational.

. On the powers of the vegetative soul
. The next thing which should be known is that there are three

powers of the vegetative soul: the nutritive power, the augmentative
power, and the generative power. The nutritive power is a power
which converts the food from thematerial condition in which the food
was into a likeness of the body inwhich the nutritive power is. It unites
the food to itself in order to restore that which has been lost from its
body, and it is a power which preserves the individual by restoring
what was lost. The augmentative power increases the body in which
it is by means of another body which it assimilates to proportional
growth in every dimension, namely, length, breadth, and depth. This
is a power which preserves the perfection of quantity determined by
nature to this individual. The generative power is a power which takes
a part from the body in which it is, which is potentially similar to the
body, and it works on it by means of the attraction of all of the bodily
organs, and produces something similar to the body in generation and
bodily constitution.

. However, it seems that it can be shown as follows that the aug-
mentative power, the generative power, and the nutritive power are
one power and not various powers. Generation is from the generative
power, yet the nutritive power strips the nourishment of its own
substantial form, conferring the form of matter of the thing which is
to be nourished. Thus there is the corruption of one substantial form
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and the generation of another substantial form. However, that is from
the nutritive power, and all generation is from the generative power;
therefore it follows that the nutritive power is the generative power.

. In the same way it can be shown that the nutritive is the aug-
mentative power, since the nutritive power in stripping away the form
of the nourishment gives it a new form of matter similar to the form
of the thing to be nourished and unites that to the thing to be nour-
ished and thus adds a quantity to a quantity. Therefore, it introduces
growth because, as Aristotle says in the book On Generation and Cor-
ruption, growth is the increase of size. However, all growth is from
the augmentative power, and this growth is from the nutritive power.
Therefore, the nutritive power is the augmentative power, and so the
aforementioned three powers are one and the same power.

. Moreover, growth and decrease are opposite movements, and
from opposite powers come opposite movements. Now decrease and
growth are opposite movements, therefore they come from opposite
powers. Therefore, the augmentative power and the power from
which decrease comes, namely, the diminutive power, are diverse
powers. Therefore, since we have a diminutive power just like an
augmentative, there are more powers of the vegetable soul than the
three already assigned.

. In the same way it could be shown that we have a corruptive
power opposite to generation.

. Solution: A distinction should be made. This word ‘power’ is
sometimes taken abstractly and sometimes concretely: abstractly, in
so far as it stands for the power of the soul itself in relation to some or
other of its effects only; concretely, according as it stands for the soul
and the power of the soul itself in general at the same time. For this
reason, many authors say that all of the powers of the soul are one
power, because all of these are the same in a subject. Therefore, since
the generative power in so far as it is a power of the vegetative soul
is something which separates a part which is potentially similar to it
from the body inwhich it is, and the nutritive power does not separate,
in this way the nutritive power is one thing and the generative power
is another. However, that the augmentative power is one thing and the
nutritive power is another will be clear below, where it will be shown
that nourishment can take place without growth. However, the final
objection is solved as follows: decrease does not flow from any power,
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rather it goes into effect by means of the feebleness and weakness of
the nutritive power. The same should be said of corruption.

. Again, it seems that it can be shown that nourishment can-
not take place without growth for the following reason. The nutri-
tive power strips the nourishment of its own form and confers a form
on it similar to the form of the thing to be nourished, and it adds
to it by nourishing. So if there is flesh to be nourished, the nourish-
ment is stripped of its own form and the form of flesh is conferred
on it, and the new flesh is added to the original flesh which was to
be nourished. However, in this adding there is the addition of one
quantity to another. Therefore, there is growth there and nourish-
ment does not happen in any other way. Therefore nourishment can-
not take place without growth. Indeed, we know from Aristotle in
the book On Generation and Corruption that in order for growth to
be present three things are required: because if something is added
growth happens; the thing which grows is preserved; any part of the
increased-size magnitude must be bigger. However, these three are
to be found in the flesh which has been nourished, since each part is
nourished proportionately, and thus nourishment, as has already been
said, does not take place without growth.

. Moreover, the movement of the nourishment itself is a move-
ment of growth, because in the uniting of the nourishment with the
one who is nourished there is a movement in every direction, namely,
in length, width, and depth. But that movement is a movement of
growth, therefore the movement of nutrition and growth is the same.
However, if this is conceded, we would have an exception in the old
and decrepit, who are nourished and yet do not grow.

. Solution: We state that nourishment is one thing and growth
another, and one happens without the other. For where flesh or some-
thing similar is nourished there is no entering in there of matter into
matter, nor a continuity between the nourisher and the nourished,
but rather a certain addition, so that when the nourishment is consti-
tuted by its own properties it increases the properties which nourish,
namely the cold, hot, moist, and dry: for what is like increases like, so

 Reading subintratio with V.
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that if food is of a hot or cold constitution it will always nourish what
is like itself. And just as the food is received in the body to be nour-
ished, so all of its matter is ejected after digestion has taken place. In-
deed, those who say that when digestion happens the pure is separated
from the impure, and the pure is retained and the impure is ejected,
and that when the pure is retained and stripped of its own form and
given the form of the thing to be nourished, also say that it happens
sometimes that nourishment takes place without growth, because the
loss is greater through dispersal than it is through the replenishment
of nourishment.

. On the sensitive soul
Having spoken about the vegetative soul and its powers, it follows

that we should next deal with the sensitive soul and its powers.
. The sensitive soul is the soul which moves the body voluntar-

ily. There are, however, two general powers of this soul, one of which
is said to be themotive power and the other the perceptive power. One
motive power is a motive and directing power and another is a motive
motion-making power. A certain motive and directing power is the
concupiscible power and another is the irascible power. The concu-
piscible power is a power which desires the good and those things
which come near to the Highest Necessity, and this is a power direct-
ingmotion together with the desire of pleasure. The irascible power is
one which rejects what it regards as harmful, or that which it regards
as destructive of its hope of winning. Sometimes this power is called
‘spiritedness’ by Aristotle in the Topics. Indeed, spiritedness is found
together with the hope of obtaining victory. The motive and motion-
making power is that power which operates in the nerves and in the
muscles, and it pulls the tendons and the ligaments together. Now the
perceptive power is a power of the soul by means of which it can per-
ceive those things which are regarded as being harmful or pleasurable
or those which lie in between. However, a certain part of this power is
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the external perceptive power and another is the internal perceptive
power. The external perceptive power is sensation, which is divided
into five kinds, namely, sight, taste, touch, smell, and hearing.

. It can, however, be asked whether sight, taste, touch, smell,
and hearing are of the same kind or of differing kinds. It seems that
they are of differing kinds by the fact that taste, touch, sight, smell,
and hearing are different powers and have different proper objects.

. That they are of the same kind can be shown in the following
way. The tool for a job is neither of the essence of the job nor of the es-
sence of the workman. Therefore, a difference in kind does not come
about due to amover since differentmovers in kind do not come about
because of different tools. Therefore, even if the eye and the ear and
the other organs of sense are of different kinds, the powers of the same
perceptive soul will not be of differing kinds because of those organs.

. Moreover, if a blow is made with a stone or a stick or something
else, it is not because of this that one blow is of a different kind from
another. For the same reason, if a sensation of the soul occurs, be this
through touch or hearing, it is not because of this that this sensation
and that are of differing kinds, and so also with similar cases.

. Solution: One should distinguish, as Aristotle does in the book
On the Understanding and the Understood, between the active under-
standing and the material understanding and between the formal or
obtaining understanding and the understanding which goes out into
an effect, as will be seen below. Similarly, there is active sight, namely
a power of the soul according to which it perceives the things which
are seen according as these are endowed with colours. Again, there is
material sight, namely the eye, which is a smooth and even body that
receives modifications from a bright body acting upon it. Again, there
is formal or obtaining sight, namely the modification received in the
eye, which is an image and a likeness of the external thing which is
perceived. The sight which goes into an effect is the formal sight in
the material sight ‘going out’ according as the active sight perceives in
the effect that thing of which the formal sight is the likeness. A similar
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distinction is to be made concerning taste, smell, and the others. And
because of the sensation existing in the effect, Aristotle says in the
book On the Soul that sensing is made up out of two things, namely,
undergoing and judging: undergoing is in the body, judging, however,
is in the soul.

. Therefore, if it is asked whether all of the senses are of the same
kind, according as this word ‘sense’ is taken concretely as regards the
judgement of the soul together with the change received in the bodily
organ, it should be said that all the senses are of the same kind as re-
gards the perception of the soul; for all senses inasmuch as they are
active are most specifically of the same species. However, with regard
to the various bodily organs such as the eye and the ear, and regarding
the modifications received in them, they are of differing kinds. Thus,
for this reason it can be said that there are different kinds of touch
because of the various organs of touching and because of the various
impressions received in them such as heat, coldness, sharpness and
smoothness, heaviness and lightness, and others like these. However,
with regard to active touch, this touch is the most specific kind.

. However, the internal perceptive power is the central sense, the
imaging power, the estimative power, the memorizing and recollec-
tive power. These will be discussed below in turn.

. On the powers of the sensitive soul taken in order
. Next we shall deal with the powers of the sensitive soul in order.

Thus, the first question which arises is whether the concupiscible
power and the irascible power are one and the same power in essence
or are different powers.

. That they are different powers can be shown in the following
way. From Aristotle in the Topics we know that there are two con-
traries in the same power, such that when love is in the concupiscible
power, hate will be in the same power; and in this way he shows that
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hate is not in the irascible power; and so, according to him they are
different powers, namely the concupiscible power and the irascible
power.

. Moreover, Aristotle says in the book On the Soul that the con-
cupiscible power and the irascible power are different powers. Again,
Avicenna says the same thing in the commentary on the book On the
Soul.

. Again, that something naturally rises is from one power and
that it falls is from another power. However, just as rising and fall-
ing are opposite acts, so rejecting and desiring are opposite acts, and
to reject is from the irascible power and to desire is from the concu-
piscible power. Therefore, the concupiscible power and the irascible
power are different powers.

. Moreover, contrary acts are from contrary potencies. However,
rejecting and desiring are opposite acts, therefore they are from con-
trary potencies; and to reject is from the irascible power and to desire
is from the concupiscible power. Therefore, the irascible power and
the concupiscible power are different powers.

. That they are the same power can be shown in the following
way. Medicine is one and the same science of health and sickness, nor
is there one science to induce health and another to expel sickness.
For the same reason there will not be one power by which something
pleasing is desired and another through which its opposite is rejected.
However, the power of desiring the good or the pleasing is the con-
cupiscible power and the power of rejecting its opposite is the iras-
cible power; therefore the irascible power and the concupiscible are
the same.

. Again, contraries are in the same power; but to reject and to de-
sire are contraries, therefore they are in the same power. However, one
of them is in the concupiscible power and the other is in the irascible
power. Therefore, the concupiscible power and the irascible power
are one and the same power.

. Again, it is asked what it means when it is said that something
is in the concupiscible power or in the irascible power, since it is not
like an accident in a subject.

. Moreover, hate relates to that which is regarded as being harm-
ful, therefore it is in the irascible power and is contrary to love. There-
fore, since love is in the concupiscible power, hatred is in the same
power. However, nothing is one and the same in different powers.
Therefore, either the irascible power and the concupiscible power are
one and the same power, or else hatred is not in the irascible power.
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. Solution: Regarding the first objection, we state that this word
‘power’ is sometimes taken concretely and sometimes abstractly. Con-
cretely, when it conveys a concrete understanding simultaneously of
the soul and of that accident which is linked to it through the verb ‘to
be vigorous’, and in this way the concupiscible power and the iras-
cible power are one and the same in the subject. However, inasmuch
as this word ‘power’ is taken abstractly, they are the same, and yet the
concupiscible power and the irascible power are different powers inas-
much as these refer to different acts, since the concupiscible power is
said to exist inasmuch as the soul is said to desire something which is
pleasant; the irascible power, however, is said to exist from the fact
that the soul rejects something which is harmful and which it hopes
to overcome.

. With regard to the next objection, it should be stated that some-
thing is said to be in the same power either as something following on
from the operation of that power, or as something coming before the
operation of that power: as following from it as when love is in the soul
according to the concupiscible power; or as coming before it inasmuch
as temperance is in the soul, directing the operations of the concupis-
cible power, and is said to be in the concupiscible power. Again, forti-
tude is in the soul directing the irascible power, and is said to be in
the irascible power; prudence, however, is in the soul according to the
rational power. Moreover, in addition, we make the distinction that
something can be in the same power, either in itself or in an accidental
manner: For example, medicine is the study of health and sickness; of
health in itself, and of sickness accidentally, since medicine in itself
is concerned with inducing health and preserving the same, but acci-
dentally it drives out sickness. Similarly, love in itself is in the concu-
piscible power and hate is in the same power in an accidental way.

. Again, it seems that it can be shown as follows that the concu-
piscible power and the irascible power are perceptive powers, even if
Avicenna says that they are motive and not perceptive powers. The
appetitive power, in so far as it desires what it regards as pleasing,
perceives it, since there cannot be any desiring without perceiving.
Therefore, the concupiscible power, inasmuch as it is appetitive of a
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pleasant thing, is itself perceptive of the same thing. Thus, the con-
cupiscible power is a perceptive power and is a motive power, as has
been said above. This division is not, therefore, due to opposites: of
the powers of the sensitive soul, one is the motive power and another
the perceptive power.

. Solution: It should be stated that the appetitive power does not
perceive that which the soul desires bymeans of it; rather it is through
another power that the soul perceives, either through a sense or by
means of the imagination.

. Again, it seems that it can be shown for the following rea-
son that the concupiscible power and the irascible power are parts
of prudence. Prudence is a power which distinguishes between good
and evil by choosing good and hating evil, so the choosing of good
and the hating of evil are from prudence. However, the choice of the
good is from the concupiscible power because it is the desire of the
good, and the hatred of evil is from the irascible power because it is
that which rejects evil. Therefore, both the concupiscible power and
the irascible power are parts of prudence, since one and the same ef-
fect does not come from different powers such that the effect comes
from both. However, prudence is in the rational power, therefore the
concupiscible power and the irascible power are in the rational power
since they are parts of prudence.

. Solution: It should be stated that the choice of the good which
is part of prudence comes both from reason and from the compari-
son of good with evil. Thus, this is not from the concupiscible power,
for the concupiscible power is concerned with sensible things and not
with comparing and distinguishing.

. Again, to desire and to will have the same source. However, to
desire is from the concupiscible power, so to will is from the concupis-
cible power. Yet, that which is from the concupiscible power is in the
concupiscible power, therefore the will is in the concupiscible power,
which is against what Aristotle says in the Topics, that all of the will
is in the rational power.

. Solution: A distinction should be made: the will is twofold, a
sensual will and a rational will. The will which comes from sensuality
is in the concupiscible power, and the will which proceeds from reason
is in the rational power. Moreover, concerning the latter (the rational
will and not the sensual will), it is said that all of the will is in the ra-
tional power. It is also said of it (namely with regard to the rational
will and not the sensual will), ‘have love and do what you wish’.
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. Again, it is asked in which of the powers of the soul is justice.
If it is in the rational power it can also be shown that it is in the iras-
cible power, since justice cannot be attained without fortitude, and
whatever the soul attains through fortitude it attains through the iras-
cible power. For the same reason it will also be in the concupiscible
power, since justice cannot be attained without temperance, and tem-
perance is in the concupiscible power.

. Solution: It should be stated that justice is in the soul not ac-
cording to one power alone but according to all of the powers of the
soul. For justice comes into effect, following temperance, fortitude,
and prudence; for he who is just must be temperate, prudent, and
strong.

. Again, sorrow and joy are opposites. However, joy is in the con-
cupiscible power, therefore sorrow is in the same power. On the con-
trary, sorrow is that which is regarded as being harmful, therefore
sorrow is in the irascible power. To this it should be stated that sor-
row is in the irascible power in itself and is in the concupiscible power
in an accidental manner, since when two contraries are in the same
power, one is in a certain power as such, and the other is in the same
power in an accidental way.

. Again, it is the same to reason as it is to understand—and so
from this we have reason and understanding. However, reason is a
perceptive power and the rational power is a motive and directing
power. Therefore following the same argument, since the understand-
ing is a perceptive power, the intellective power will be a motive and
directing power. And thus, just as there are two motive and directing
powers of the sensitive soul, namely the concupiscible and the iras-
cible power, for the same reason there are two motive and directing
powers of the rational soul, namely the rational power and the intel-
lective power, but they are different when compared. If, however, it
were to be said that the rational power and the intellective power are
one and the same power, but different when compared, by the same
token reason and intellect are one and the same in essence but differ
in an accidental way.—Which is something we willingly concede.

. On the perceptive powers of the sensitive soul
. What comes next concerns the perceptive powers of the sensi-

tive soul. First of all, we shall discuss the external perceptive power,
namely sensation. Therefore, we should investigate first of all what
sensation is and what types of senses there are.
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. Sensation is a power which perceives a thing which is present
inasmuch as it is present by means of some modifications received in
a bodily organ which come to it from outside. One of the first things
we can ask is what sensation is of—in other words, whether a sense
perceives only the particular or both the particular and the universal.
All of the authors who talk about sensation hold that only the parti-
cular is sensed. However, it seems that it can be shown that sensation
does perceive universals.

. Being is the first impression on the soul, as Avicenna states.
Thus in itself it comes under the understanding. However, what
comes under the sense-power is being. What comes under the under-
standing, however, is both being and non-being. Therefore, it would
be preferable to say that being as such comes under sensation rather
than the understanding, and being should be said to be the first im-
pression on the soul as regards sensation and not from understanding.
Yet being is the first universal which gathers everything together in a
universal intention; therefore the universal comes under sensation.

. Moreover, a bright object is seen properly and in itself. How-
ever, to be ‘bright’ as such is a universal. Therefore a universal is seen
properly and in itself.

. Solution: It should be stated that only something which is par-
ticular is seen. Again, being is said to be the first impression on the
soul as regards the understanding, because when the understanding
combines it begins from being, and when it divides it remains in uni-
versal being, nor does it go further in dividing since being is an indivi-
sible intention. Moreover, being as such never comes under sensation
except inasmuch as it does under some sensible accident such as heat
or whiteness and others of the same kind. Nor is this reasoning valid:
‘“Bright thing” inasmuch as it is bright properly and in itself comes
under sight and “bright thing” is a universal, therefore a universal
comes under sensation.’ For here there is a fallacy of the accident be-
cause the particular which is bright as such comes under sensation,
and afterwards the aforementioned becomes universal thanks to uni-
versality. However, because Boethius says in his second commentary
on Porphyry that the particular is the same as the universal, particu-
lar when sensed, universal when thought, it can be conceded that that
which is universal is sensed but not the universal as such.
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. Sensation, however, is divided into five, namely, into sight,
touch, taste, smell, hearing. However, whether each is a type of sen-
sation or not should be discussed first.

. Concerning sight
. To begin with, we should talk about sight. Sight is a power lo-

cated in the concave nerve in order to grasp the form of what is shaped
in the vitreous humour from a likeness of coloured bodies. This hap-
pens by means of rays coming from the surfaces of polished bodies.
Avicenna proposes this description in his commentary On the Soul.
He says ‘on the concave nerve’ as distinct from other nerves which
are not concave and which are related to other senses. He says ‘in the
vitreous humour’ because that which receives the impressions in the
eye which are likenesses of external things is the vitreous humour.

. However, it seems that following from this it can be shown that
whatever is seen should appear as round, since a round impression
indicates a round source, for the curvature of the earth is proved by
means of the roundness of shadows. Indeed, an impression which is in
the eye and which represents something external is round since what
it is in is round, namely the eye, and that impression represents an
external thing. Therefore, since the soul judges according to a repre-
sentation of that impression, whatever is seen appears as round.

. Moreover, it seems that it can be shown that no thing can be
seen which is smaller than a diameter dividing the eye and passing
through its centre. For whatever is seen is seen as it were within
two lines coming from the two ends of the diameter of the eye itself.
However, since these lines are equidistant, and any line dividing an
equilateral parallelogram at right angles is equal to a line opposite to it,
a thing which is seen as being equidistant from the end of a diameter
will not be seen as greater than the diameter itself; and thus nothing
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which is equidistant from the eye can be seen as greater than the eye
itself, which is clearly false.

. Solution: In reply to the first objection, it should be said that
the vitreous humour in the eye is aqueous and so can easily receive
any impression; but it does not retain it, just as water does not retain
an impression made on it. Thus the vitreous humour in the eye easily
receives the impression which is a likeness of the form acting upon
it. Thus, not every impression received in the eye is round, since no
judgement ismade according to the impressionwhich is on the surface
of the eye.

. With regard to the other objection, it should be stated that
whatever is seen, is seen as it were within an angle between two lines
converging in the eye which form an angle there. However, the thing
which is seen is at the base 〈of the triangle〉 and is opposite to that
angle; thus there is a triangle there: and the more the lines under-
stood to be extended thus from the eye become distant from the eye,
so much greater is the distance from each one to the other; however,
the more they come closer to the eye, the more they come closer to
meeting. Since, therefore, the lines are not extended according to an
equal distance inasmuch as they are understood to be extended from
the eye, it is clear that a thing which is bigger than the eye can be seen.

. Again, here is a proposition which is known in itself at the be-
ginning of understanding: one and the same thing in number accord-
ing to subject, from the same part of itself and in the same part of
itself at one and the same time, does not have different impressions of
different kinds, such as the image of a man and the image of a lion,
and of a goat, and others of a similar kind, as is plain in soft wax. For,
with regard to the same part, the wax does not receive an impression
in itself at one and the same time representing a man and a donkey,
and the same is true in similar cases. However, because sight occurs
through a medium, if the air by means of which the thing is seen is
changed, it is necessary that one and the same air is changed by the
form of a donkey and by the form of a man and of that of a goat, so
that if a man and a donkey and a goat are seen by different people,
then one and the same air between the things seen and the eyes seeing
is grasped. However, it is not possible that one and the same air in
number can be changed at the same time by the forms of the various
species, in accordance with the proposition mentioned above; there-
fore it follows that the air is not changed.
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. Moreover, from contrary causes contrary changes flow. There-
fore, since white and black are contraries, from them contrary changes
flow into an effect. Therefore, if the air is changed by white and black,
then there are two contraries at the same time in the air. But this is
impossible; therefore the air is not changed by the white and the black,
and for the same reason neither by any other colour. Therefore, air is
not changed by any colour. Thus, the question arises: how is the air
changed by white since when this is seen a change is produced in the
eye, unless the air in between is changed? Perhaps someone might say
that if white and black are seen, the air in between is changed by the
white and black, and an intermediate or mixed colour is produced in
the eye.

. Against: The air is changed and its colour is an intermediate co-
lour, therefore it produces a colour similar to itself in the eye. There-
fore the impression received in the eye will represent the intermediate
colour, and so according to this only the intermediate colour is seen,
and the thing seen will appear as coloured by the intermediate co-
lour, which is false. Therefore, it follows that the air is not changed
by the colour of the thing seen nor by its shape (which has already been
shown). This is something which we readily concede, stating that in
the same way as it happens that any workman makes a shape in the
matter which he is working upon according to the likeness of a form
which he had already thought of, nevertheless, the instrument with
which he works is not part of that form which he impresses upon the
matter which he is working on, so that if he were to make a picture
of a dragon it does not follow that the tool which he uses is part of
the form of a dragon. Thus it follows that a bright object which acts
makes an impression upon the eye similar to the thing seen by means
of the air itself, nor is it necessary that the air itself is subject to that
same impression. For the thing seen is active, and the light gives the
form to the eye of the receiver. This is what we know from al-Fārābī.
Again, we know from Aristotle in On the Soul that size, number, and
movement are sensed by the central sense.

. Yet it can be shown that size is a proper sensible of sight, since
whatever is seen is seen within an angle and the thing seen is the base
opposite to that angle. However, if it is lacking in size it cannot be
opposite to it; and so neither would it be seen. But it is seen; therefore
size is a support to the thing whereby it is seen just like colour. There-
fore by the same reason that colour is a proper object of the sensation
of sight, size is a proper object of what is sensed by sight.
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. Regarding this it should be stated that just as a thing is not seen
except by means of its colour, similarly it is not seen except by means
of size. For this reason, Aristotle says that size is the proper object of
sight just like colour. For it is stated by Aristotle that size is a proper
object of the sensation of the central sense, because size is perceived by
means of many individual senses such as sight, taste, and touch, and
in the central sense the judgement of the thing sensed is perceived.

. Again, it is asked why it is that touch perceives some impres-
sion the cause of which has been completely destroyed, whereas sight
does not. For example, if heat is produced in touch by fire, if the fire
has been completely destroyed, the heat is still felt. However, if an
impression is produced in sight by a white object, as soon as the white
object is destroyed the white object will not be seen.

. Solution: It should be stated that this happens because of the
unsuitability of the matter which cannot retain the impression pro-
duced by the form of the thing seen. For the impression is generated
in the vitreous humour, which because of its liquidity cannot retain
the form when the cause of the impression is lacking.

. Again, all local motion takes place in time. Therefore, if we
were to see by sending out rays, when a ray is emitted the position of
the ray is not yet at its end point in the thing seen. Therefore when the
distance is great between the thing seen and the one seeing, there will
be a time corresponding to the movement of the ray coming from the
eye towards the thing seen, because it is necessary for this ray to pass
through all of the intermediate parts, and firstly to pass through the
nearer rather than the more remote part. The thing seen is not, there-
fore, seen as soon as an eye is located opposite it, which anyone can
see is false through experience. Therefore, the latter is false inasmuch
as the former ensues. However, this follows if it is the case that we see
by sending out rays, therefore we do not see by sending out rays. This
is something which we readily concede, stating that an impression
is produced by a bright body immediately in so far as it does not
encounter something resisting it, as both Avicenna and al-G· hazālī
hold in their commentaries on the Metaphysics: illumination is pro-
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duced immediately and not gradually and the darkness ends: darkness
is nothing other than the absence of light. Nor is the nearer part illu-
minated more quickly than the remoter part inasmuch as illumination
is produced immediately. And this can be proved in a way similar to
that by which Aristotle proves in the Physics that a vacuum does not
exist. For if a vacuum existed local motion would take place in an in-
stant, since a moving thing would not encounter something resisting
itself. And he posits this principle there: that which is the proportion
of a resistance to a resistant is the same proportion of a movement to
a moved.

. Again, that which is seen within a greater angle is seen more,
and that which is seen within a lesser angle is seen less, and the more
something which is seen moves away from the eye, the less it is seen.
Thus the more something is seen at a distance so much less is it seen,
and the more from close up the more it is seen. Therefore, the more
the circumference is seen from a distance the less it is seen. But the
smaller the circumference the greater is the angle of incidence. There-
fore, the further away the circumference is seen, the greater is the
angle of incidence seen; and it is not therefore the case that the fur-
ther away something is seen the less it is seen.

. Solution: This argumentation is not valid: the less the circum-
ference the greater the angle of incidence; therefore the more a cir-
cumference is seen from afar, the angle of incidence is seen less. Be-
cause just as the angle decreases within which a circle is seen because
of its elongation from the eye, in the same way the angle decreases in
which the angle of incidence is seen because of the elongation of the
angle of incidence from the eye, since the more the angle of incidence
recedes from the eye the more the angle of the lines meeting in the eye
become less, so that this receding is proportional to the diminution of
this angle.

. It has been stated above that the more something is seen from
close up the bigger it is seen, and the further away the smaller. This,
however, is disputed.

. Let a semicircle be described and let a diameter be drawn from
one end point on the circumference to another end point, and after-
wards let an eye be located at themidpoint on the circumferencewhich
sees all of the diameter, and let another eye be located on the circum-
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ference at another point nearer to the end of the circumference than
the first eye, and the second eye similarly will see all of the diameter.
Then that eye is nearer to the diameter than the other eye is. There-
fore, by means of the aforementioned relation, the diameter appears
greater to the nearer eye than to the eye which is further away.

. Against: It is proved in Geometry in the third book of Euclid
that all angles existing in a circumference and having a diameter as a
base opposite to them are equal. But the angles within which the two
aforementioned eyes see the diameter are present together on the cir-
cumference. Therefore these are equal, and whatever is seen within
equal angles is seen as equal. Therefore since the diameter is seen
within equal angles it is not seen as bigger to one eye than to the other,
and yet it is nearer to one eye than to the other.

. Solution: It should be stated that a diameter does not appear
greater to one eye than to another and one eye is not nearer to all of
the diameter than another eye; because even if one eye is nearer to the
end of the diameter than the other, yet it is not nearer to all of the dia-
meter because the nearer it is to one end, the further is the distance
from the other end.

. Moreover, a fish which is seen in the water seems bigger in
the depths of the water than at the surface of the water or in the air
above the surface of the water. Yet the fish is nearer the eye when it is
at the surface of the water than when it is in the depths of the water.
Therefore it is not the case that the more something is seen from close
up the bigger it appears.

. Solution: It should be stated that this happens because the im-
pression which is received in water is liable to change. For the impres-
sion flows out from the fish in the water as between two lines which
are not equidistant when the fish is seen by the eye in the water, yet
inasmuch as the lines come closer to the surface of the water they be-
come more and more distant, because they are grasped there like two
lines drawn out from two ends of the fish itself up to the surface of
the water.

. Moreover, the question arises as to why a straight stick ap-
pears curved if half of it is in the water. In answer to this it should
be stated that the part of the stick which is in the water is not really
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seen, but rather its impression which is produced in the water, and
when the eye sees the effect it believes that it is seeing the cause of the
effect; and so since that impression is nearer to the eye than that part
of the stick which is in the water, therefore that stick appears to be
curved. If, however, it is asked why the impression of a shape occurs
more readily in water rather than in air, it should be stated that this
happens because of the capacity of the matter, since water is not as
thin as air nor consequently is it as changeable.

. Again, it is asked why some animals see more clearly at night
rather than during the day since light is required for sight.

In reply to this it should be stated that just as a lessening in light can
improve sight, the same is true of a lot of light, and just as a lessen-
ing of light can hinder sight, so too much light can impede sight. And
so because that animal which sees better at night than during the day
illuminates the thing seen by means of its own organ of sight, and if
it is also illuminated by the sun, since daytime is when the sun shines
on the earth, the excess of light impedes the sight of such animals. At
night-time, however, such animals illuminate the thing seen by means
of the rays from their eyes.

. Again it is asked, why does it happen that we hear sound com-
ing from the place in front and from behind, from the right and from
the left, but it does not similarly happen that we see in front and be-
hind and likewise things to the right and to the left?

. Similarly, it is asked why does it happen that one perceives
sound by hearing when there is a wall in between and it does not simi-
larly happen that one can see through such a wall?

. Again it is asked, why is it that eyes looking into inflamed eyes
incur an identical blemish more so than the eyes of the sick looking
into the eyes of the healthy incur health?

. Solution: In answer to the first question, we state that air is
affected by sound, and having been affected it passes through a porous
body. Thus since the ear and the head are porous bodies, the affected
air penetrates to the auditory nerve and in this way it happens that
hearing takes place. Moreover, when the air is affected it affects the

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 61



 IX. DE VISU













Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 62



IX. CONCERNING SIGHT 

air next to it until it arrives at the cavity of the ear, and in that cavity
a reflection of this impression occurs and hearing happens. For air, as
has been shown above, is not affected by a visible form; rather only
the eye is, inasmuch as it is placed directly opposite the thing which
is seen.

. In this way the second problem is solved, since air which is
affected by sound passes through the pores of a wall. For unless there
is a porous body hearing will not occur through the medium. For if
something is enclosed within a spherical body which does not have
pores, the thing enclosed will not hear any sound outside of that body.
However, what exists as amediumwhen sight happens is pervious and
translucent, and this is a requirement. Nor should it be asked why this
is the case, namely why does sight take place by means of something
translucent, for a wall is neither pervious nor translucent and so sight
cannot happen through a wall.

. With regard to the last question, it should be stated that when
a healthy eye looks into a sick eye it is affected by the form of the sick
eye, and it is harmed by that affect. For the thing which is seen acts
upon the eye which is seeing and the eye undergoes the reception of
an impression from the thing seen and thus incurs a blemish.

. Concerning light
. Since it was said above that sight cannot actually take place

except by means of light, it follows that we should examine what light
is, since in order for sight to be, there must be light.

. Is light colour? Against: any colour is contrary to another co-
lour. Therefore if colour were the same as light, any light would be
contrary to another light, which does not appear to be true.

. Moreover, light and darkness are privative opposites. There-
fore, nothing which is dark is coloured; and again because of this there
are no colours at night.

. Again, if light is a colour, either light is of the same universal
understanding that light is, or it is a particular concept contained
within the term ‘colour’. If it is of the same universal understanding,
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then when the concept which is ‘colour’ is of the genus of white and
black, similarly light will be of the genus of white and black. But every
genus is predicated of all as regards its species, therefore this is true:
‘blackness is light’. If light then is a species of colour, therefore it is
either one of the opposites or something of those in the middle. If
it is one of the opposites, then light is either whiteness or blackness.
Not blackness since blackness impedes light more than it produces it.
Similarly it is not whiteness since any stone can be totally white, and
so internally is white, and yet there is no light within it, since light is
only where it can pass through or is at the surface.

. If we take it that light is a middle, then it can be argued against
this that everything in the middle is made up from the opposite ex-
tremes. Therefore, if light were a middle colour, it would be made up
of whiteness and darkness since whiteness and darkness are the ex-
tremes of those in the middle. But this cannot be since blackness more
destroys light than produces it. Perhaps someone might say that light
is nothing other than the revealing of colour; yet the revealing and the
covering up of colours are opposites, and the revealing of colour is
light; therefore the covering up of light is darkness. However, an im-
pression is produced by a red thing on something which is opposite
to it, and this red impression obscures the colour of the thing. There-
fore, that red impression is dark. However, that impression is bright;
therefore darkness is light—which is something that cannot be.

. Solution: We state that both light and colour fall under the
same subject; but there is a difference in accident between them. For
light is said with reference to something which is translucent, and co-
lour with reference to something which is a coloured thing. For light,
inasmuch as it is light, is a quality which by its very essence is the per-
fection of a translucent thing. However, that quality which is colour
is only said to be light inasmuch as it generates brightness from itself
and is the perfection of a translucent thing; and that quality is said to
be colour inasmuch as it colours its subject. In the commentary 〈of
Avicenna〉 a distinction is made between light, brightness, and bril-
liance. The Commentator (Avicenna) calls light the perfection of the
translucent; brightness, however, he calls the modification produced
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in the translucent, such as in air; brilliance, however, he states to be
an effect produced by any colour in a translucent thing, such as by
redness or something similar.

. It should be replied to the aforementioned objections that in
them there is a fallacy of the accident, such as this: colour is the same
as light; but colour is of the genus of whiteness and blackness; there-
fore it is light: but light is said from one thing and colour from another.
The other objections are replied to in the same way.

. Moreover, it is asked whether the word ‘light’ is said uni-
vocally of the light of the heavenly bodies such as the light of the sun
and the stars, and of the light of natural things such as the light of fire
and of flames and other similar things. That light is of the same kind
both there and here can be seen through the effect, since by the light
of the sun brightness is produced in the air, from the light of fire the
same effect is produced in the air, and an identical effect is produced
by an identical cause. Therefore the light of fire and the light of the
sun are of the same kind, and the word ‘light’ is said of them according
to the same meaning.

. Against: The light of fire is a natural thing, the light of the sun
is a thingwhich is above nature; but from things which are also diverse
in kind come forth things which are diverse in kind. Therefore since
the lower nature is of a different kind from the thing producing the
actions undergone by the superior bodies, light in inferior bodies is of
one kind and light in superior bodies is of a different kind. Therefore,
the word ‘light’ does not have the same meaning inasmuch as it is said
of the light of the sun and inasmuch as it is said of the light of fire;
therefore the word light is not predicated univocally of these.

. Solution: We readily concede that the light of the sun and the
light of fire are not of the same most specific kind, and yet this word
‘light’ is predicated of them according to one and the same universal
understanding, since light in a universal abstraction is a genus in re-
spect of those two species, one of which is from the workings of nature
such as in inferior bodies; the other, however, is not from a natural
activity—rather it is from something which is above nature, such as
heavenly light, and whereas the names of these species are not to be
found, none the less they are of those species.

. Again, it is asked in what way light and darkness are opposed.
Not according to affirmation and negation, such as light and non-
light; not according to way of contraries, since shadows do not occur
except by the privation of light; by privation, however, nothing is left
in reality. Thus the word ‘darkness’ does not signify an accident con-
trary to light. Nor are they opposed according to the relative way of
opposite, and this is clear.
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. What if they are opposed in the manner of privation and pos-
session? Against: As has been said above, brightness is one thing and
light is another. For brightness is a modification produced from light;
light, however, is an innate quality, nor is it able to leave its subject—
for example, light cannot leave fire. Thus, the subject of light cannot
be deprived of light, therefore it cannot be dark. However, a privation
and a possession have their existence with regard to the same subject,
but shadows and light do not have their existence regarding the same
subject, therefore they are not opposed in a privative manner.

. Moreover, if there is an opposition of privation and possession
there between shadows and light, the understanding of a dark thing is
that it is capable of being bright and is not a bright thing. But noth-
ing in which there is light can be such, therefore between light and
shadows there is not a privative opposition.

. Moreover, between privation and possession there is an irre-
versible order, as we know fromAristotle in theCategories. Therefore,
if light and darkness are opposed privatively, no return could happen
from darkness to light; therefore if any body was dark it could not
become bright even if it had been bright before.

. Solution: It should be stated that there are two ways of under-
standing the word ‘darkness’. In one meaning it is opposed to light,
and in this way brightness and darkness are opposed privatively; and
so air is now dark, now bright, and light and darkness occur with
regard to the same subject, and here there is a reversible order. And
when Aristotle says that between privation and possession there is not
a reversible order, he means only that possession which arises from
an intrinsic natural aptitude. Brightness, however, is not an innate
quality, rather it is something from without. In another meaning the
word ‘darkness’ means the privation of light. Thus, if this does not
imply an aptitude to have light, it can be conceded because any body
in which there is no light is dark. Therefore, since there is no light
in air but rather brightness, when air is illuminated it can be said
to be dark from the privation of light and not from the privation of
brightness. Thus, according to this understanding of the word, this
argument does not hold: ‘it is dark, therefore it is not bright’; rather
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this is how it should be understood: ‘therefore it is not shining’. Air
according to the meaning of the word ‘shining’ is not shining, for it
is from light that something becomes shining and it becomes bright
from brightness. Therefore, it can even be readily conceded that dark-
ness and brightness are in the same thing at the same time, since light
and brightness are not in the same subject or air at the same time. It
should also be stated that light and darkness taken in this way cannot
exist with respect to the same subject; and this is because light is an
accident which is inseparable from its subject such as from fire or the
sun. Again, in any subject whatever there is light and brightness and
they are not interchangeable.

. We should next examine whether darkness can be seen. That
it can seems capable of being shown as follows: Everything which is
perceived through sight is seen; but darkness is perceived by sight;
therefore darkness is seen. Therefore, it is not only brightness which
is seen.

. Moreover, it is easier for anything to act when it is completely
free from being acted upon than when it is burdened by being ac-
ted upon. Yet an eye in darkness is completely free from being acted
upon; in light, however, it is not free from being acted upon since it
undergoes modifications receptively. Therefore the soul is better able
to judge by the power of sight in darkness than in light.

. Again, Plato says that in seeing darkness we see nothing; yet
by that which he says, ‘in seeing darkness’, he maintains that darkness
can be seen. And thus according to him darkness is seen.

. Solution: In respect of seeing itself, inasmuch as it is perfected
by being acted upon and by judging, it should be stated that darkness
is not seen, because from darkness no impression happens in the eye.
Thus, the eye is not acted upon since darkness itself does not produce
any modification in the eye: for the eye remains empty of impressions
in darkness. Indeed, we know from Aristotle in the first book of the
Topics that sensing is said in many ways, according to the body and
according to the soul. The same is to be said about seeing. And it is
concerning that, namely seeing which is according to the soul, that
Plato says ‘in seeing darkness we see nothing’. Again, in this regard,
it can be readily conceded that darkness is seen. However, inasmuch
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as it is said that a shining object is seen or a bright one, this refers only
to that seeing which consists in being acted upon as regards the organ
of sight.

. Concerning shadows
. Next it should be known that there are some propositions re-

garding shadows which are already sufficiently known to the intellect
through the experience of sensation. None the less, propositions of
this kind can be demonstrated geometrically. Now these propositions
are the following.

If a bright body and a dark body are the same size, the bright body
projects a shadow whose sides are equidistant, and that shadow is
called ‘cylindrical’. If the dark body is smaller than the bright body it
will cast a conical shadow. If the dark body is greater than the brighter
body it casts a basket-shaped shadow. Again, if a dark body is smal-
ler than a bright body, the more the dark body comes closer to the
bright body the smaller the shadow it casts, and the more it recedes
the greater the shadow it casts. If the dark body is of a greater quan-
tity than the bright body, the more the dark body comes closer to
the bright body the greater the shadow it casts, and the more it re-
cedes the smaller the shadow it casts. If the dark body is equal to the
bright body one would not say that the shadow would become bigger
or smaller because of the dark body’s coming closer or receding from
the bright body, because since the shadow would have sides which are
equidistant, it would go on to infinity.

. Having seen the above, these three arguments follow.
The first is this: A and B are two quantities of the same form and

the same size, and at the beginning of the day they are equal, and both
A and B are moved continually throughout all of the day uniformly
from a greater quantity to a lesser, and A throughout the whole day is
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lessened in such a way that at any time of this day it is lesser than B.
Therefore, at the end of the day A will be less than B.

. The second argument is this: A and B are two equal bodies
and of the same form and they are moved continually and uniformly
at any time of this day from a lesser quantity to a greater quantity, and
A at any time of this day will increase more than B. Therefore, at the
end of the day A will be greater than B.

. The third argument is this: A, B, and C are three quantities,
and A and B taken together are less than C and throughout the whole
day both A and B are continually and uniformly lessened, and C will
remain unchanged throughout all of this day such that it neither in-
creases nor decreases. Therefore, A and B taken together at the end
of the day will be less than C.

. An objection to the first argument. Let A and B be two dark
spherical bodies of the same quantity, placed opposite a bright and
spherical body which is of a lesser quantity than both of them, and
both A and B decrease continually and uniformly throughout all of
this day so that both of them at the end of the day are equal to the
bright body. B remains unchanged as regards its position and the
bright body similarly. A, however, throughout all of this day, continu-
ally and uniformly moves away from the bright body. Let the shadow
of A be called A and the shadow of B be called B. Here, therefore, it
happens that the shadow A and the shadow B are two quantities and
are equal at the beginning of this day, and A at any time of this day
is decreasing more than B. However, at the end of the day A will be
equal to B. A does not decrease more, since inasmuch as there is a
decrease in the body A, the shadow A decreases to the same extent as
the shadow B. However, through themoving away of body A from the
bright body, shadow A will decrease more than shadow B, since the
more Amoves away from the bright body, since it is bigger than it, the
smaller the shadow it casts. Yet at the end of the day shadow A will be
equal to shadow B, since both shadows are cylindrical shadows, and
those shadows come from equal bodies.

. An objection to the second argument. Take the opposite situ-
ation such that A and B are two equal dark spherical bodies which are
smaller than the bright spherical body and they increase continually
and uniformly throughout all of the day such that at the end of the day
they are equal to the bright body. And let B remain in the same place
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and let A move away continually and uniformly from the luminous
body throughout the whole of this day. Let the shadow of body A be
called shadow A, the shadow of body B be called shadow B. Here,
therefore, it happens that A and B at the beginning of this day are
equal, and A throughout the whole of this day increases more than B,
and yet A at the end of the day will be equal to B, since each shadow
has equidistant sides, at the end of the day, and they came from equal
bodies.

. An objection to the third argument. Let A and B be two
equal and dark hemispheres, and let both of them be smaller than
the bright body, and let C be a dark sphere equal to the bright spher-
ical body. And let both A and B be dark bodies greater than a half
of the bright body, and let both A and B decrease continually and
uniformly throughout all of this so that A and B taken together are
greater at the end of the day than the bright body. And let A and B
be placed opposite the bright body such that the diameters of A and
B are equally distant, and if the diameters are continuously extended
these two lines will be extended in a straight line, extended from the
diameters as far as the two furthest ends of the bright body. And
let A be moved continually and uniformly in coming closer to B,
and let B be moved continually and uniformly in coming closer to A,
and let them move away from the bright body in that movement such
that at the end of the day they will be joined into one sphere.

. Here an objection arises regarding the above argument. Sup-
pose that one calls A the shadow of body A and B the shadow of body
B, since both A and B are basket-shaped shadows and when taken
together are smaller than the shadow of body C, since the latter has
a cylindrical shadow, and therefore it is infinite, yet, when A and B
decrease throughout all of this day, the shadow of C will be unchan-
ging, and A and B taken together at the end of the day will be greater
than the shadow C, because A and B at the end of the day will be one
basket-shaped shadow and that shadow is cast from a body made up
from two hemispheres which is greater than the body C, and therefore
its shadow is greater. However, at any given instant before the end
of the day, when that shadow was divided into two parts, those two
partial shadows were basket-shaped shadows and smaller than the
shadows of body C. However, the joining together of body A with
body B happened immediately and not in stages and without one fol-
lowing upon the other. Therefore, the privation of light from the other
part of the body happened in an instant, and thus the increase of the
shadow occurred in an instant. Thus, because of this sudden change
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with respect to the increase and decrease in the shadows without one
thing following upon another, the arguments put forward above do
not hold.

. On hearing and sound and their organization
It follows that we should now say something concerning hearing.

Thus, first of all we should look at both what hearing is and by what
means it takes place, and since the latter is through sound, we should
talk about sound.

. We know from Avicenna in the commentary On the Soul that
hearing is a power located in an extended nerve so as to grasp the form
of what comes to it from a disturbance of air which is compressed in
a violent compression between what strikes and what is struck. For
unless there is a violent compression, no sound which is proper to the
sense of hearing will arise there. Again, when there is no resistance
there will not be a violent compression, so if wool is struck there is no
sound there.

. It seems, however, first of all that it can be shown that hearing
is a kind of touch, and for the following reason. Sound is produced in
air out of the compression of the air between something striking and
something struck, andwhen that air has been stimulated and informed
it strikes the air near to it and changes it with a similar modification.
Thus a continual modification goes forward so that the affected air is
received into the cavities of the ears, and it touches the organ of hear-
ing and in this contact hearing occurs. Therefore, for the same reason
that if heat is felt through contact with a hot thing touch is said to
exist, so also because sound itself is sensed when in contact with the
air which has been affected, it should be said that this kind of sensa-
tion is touch and this kind of sensation is hearing, and thus hearing is
touch. However, touch is more general than hearing and is predicated
of other things, therefore touch is the genus of hearing, and hearing
is a species of touch.
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. Moreover, an animal perceives through an organ more easily
by touch than by hearing. Also, sooner or later perception is not
impeded whenever touch is there. Therefore, even though hearing
grasps sound with ease by means of an organ in contact with air, and
sound cannot be sensed through any other organ, there is no reason
why that sense should not be touch. That sense is hearing, therefore
hearing is touch.

. Moreover, the proper sensible of sight is colour, and the
proper sensible of hearing is sound. However, colour is said to be in
the thing seen, similarly flavour is said to be in the thing tasted, and
likewise concerning the other proper sensibles of senses. Therefore,
in a similar way sound will be in the thing heard. Therefore, since
bronze makes a sound, sound is in the bronze, and likewise regarding
those things which always cause a sound when struck.

. Again, the proportion by which light is constituted in respect
of colour is the same proportion by which striking together or percus-
sion is constituted in respect of sound. Indeed, light is the manifes-
tation and revelation of colour; percussion, however, is the manifes-
tation of sound: for in whatever manner sound comes from this body
or from that, it cannot be observed except by means of striking to-
gether, just as in whatever manner colour is in this body or in that, it
cannot be observed except through the revelation of light. Therefore,
according to the way in which it is said that colour is in the body when
there is no light, it should be said that sound is in the air when there
is no striking; and so just as air is not the proper subject of the body,
so neither is air the proper subject of sound.

. Moreover, if air were the proper subject of sound, just as this
is conceded: ‘the wall is seen because the proper sensible of sight is in
the wall’, so this would have to be conceded: ‘air is heard because the
proper sensible of hearing is in the air’.

. Again, it is not said that the cause of colour is seen, for if cold-
ness were the cause of whiteness it would not be conceded that cold-
ness is seen. For the same reason, since speech is the cause of sound
it should not be said that the one uttering the sound is heard. Yet he
is heard, and this is clear. Therefore, sound is in the one who speaks,
since similarly it can be conceded that coldness can be seen if white-
ness is in coldness.

. Solution: With regard to the first 〈question〉, we state that
hearing is not a kind of touch, since it differs from touch through its
capacity to perceive sound. If it happens, however, that in contact
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with air sound is heard through a tactile power, this will be because
of the lightness or unevenness of the air or some other similar form
affecting the organ of touch. It will not, however, be because of sound.

. Regarding the next: It should be said that this word ‘sound’
is assigned to the action suffered which is produced by a striking to-
gether in the air and by the coming together of other bodies. A recept-
ive quality, however, is not assigned according to the capacity 〈of the
bodies〉 out of whose collision sound occurs in the air, because owing
to the various capacities of different perceptible qualities, sounds oc-
cur in the air in diverse ways. Thus, sound comes from bronze in one
way and from silver in a different way. For a receptive quality of this
kind can be called sonority: this, however, is far from the source of
hearing, whereas sound is close up.

. Regarding the final question: We state that just as the follow-
ing is true in an accidental manner: ‘A wall is seen’, and this is true
in itself: ‘A bright object is seen’, even so, since sound is the proper
sensible of hearing and so it is in the air, this is true in an accidental
way: ‘Air is heard’, but it is unusual; and this is true in itself: ‘Sound
is heard’.

. Again, we know through experience that some sounds which
are continuous with others produce pleasure in someone hearing.
Other sounds, however, are rejected by the hearer because of dis-
cordance. It is asked, however, in what, as in a subject, is the pleasure
which has been produced by a harmonious sound.

. What if it were taken to be in the soul? Against: The corpo-
real does not act upon the incorporeal, since all corporeal action hap-
pens through contact. But sound is corporeal, since it is in a corporeal
thing; the soul, however, is incorporeal. Therefore, sound does not
act upon the soul, and so pleasure does not arise in the soul by means
of sound. But pleasure is from sound, and is not in the soul; and it is
either in the soul or in the body, therefore it is in the body.

. Moreover, the corporeal has to act upon a corporeal thing.
Thus if the incorporeal is acted upon it has an incorporeal thing act-
ing upon it. If, therefore, there is pleasure in the soul, that arises from
another incorporeal thing. It is asked from what does it arise directly
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as it seems, and in what manner should it not be assigned. Therefore
pleasure is not in the soul.

. What if it were taken to be in the body? Against: If the soul
were confined there, then there would be no sensation in the body,
and if there is no sensation in the body, no pleasure would arise in
the body from sound. Therefore, if the soul is confined by the body
there will not be any pleasure, so it must be due to the soul that there
is pleasure. And in order for there to be pleasure, a prerequisite is the
perception of that from which there is pleasure. This can be observed
since the sleeper who does not perceive sound does not have pleasure
from sounds. And apprehension is from the soul. Thus since plea-
sure follows from perception, pleasure will be in the soul rather than
in the body.

. Moreover, the body considered simply in itself is without feel-
ing, and so since there is no pleasure in the body without sensation
leading the way, there is simply no pleasure in it at all.

. Again, from one species comes forth only that which is of the
same species. So it is that if an agent is both here and there of the
same species, similarly the one being acted upon, and if by the same
token it is acting both here and there, and by the same token is be-
ing acted upon here and there, then the thing which has been formed
both here and there will be of the same species. Therefore, since any
air is of the same species as other air, and air is the subject of sound,
since it is acted upon in the production of sound, all sounds formed
in the air by agents of the same species which are identical agents are
of the same kind, and so there is a correspondence in kind. Therefore
all sounds of this kind will be harmonious. Therefore, there will be
no dissonance between one or other of the sounds which are formed
by the same agent.

. Again, since harmony and disharmony are modes of sound,
they should be brought into being by the same thing from which the
sound was brought into being. Since, therefore, sound arises from
the collision of bodies and the striking of the intervening air, from
the same collision the mode of the sound is caused. Therefore it is
for this reason that sometimes harmony is brought into existence and
sometimes disharmony. Similarly, it is asked for what reason one
sound is in harmonywith one sound and not in harmonywith another.

. Again, it seems that it can be shown that harmony and dis-
harmony are not said in an absolute manner but relatively, and that
one and the same sound may be harmonious and disharmonious. And
for this reason, just as something is said to be large in comparison with
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what is smaller than it, and the same is said to be small in comparison
with something bigger than it, similarly any sound to one hearer is
harmonious and pleasing, and that very same sound to another hearer
is harsh and unharmonious. So it is, therefore, that harmony and dis-
harmony are not due to the sound itself but rather to the hearer.

. Again, it is asked from what it arises that one sound gives rise
to pleasure in the hearer, and from what it arises that the same sound
is pleasing to someone and not pleasing and harsh to another.

. Solution: It should be said in respect of the first question that
the pleasure arising out of sound is in the soul. And here it is necessary
that in one there is motion and in the other there is a species acquired
through motion; because there is movement and the undergoing of
action in the body, and in the soul there is pleasure acquired through
motion. And there is the saying ‘one man beats the bush, the other
catches the birds’. And pleasure arises in the soul itself because of the
perception of a change which arises in the sense of hearing from the
sound outside. Thus the soul in itself perceiving derives pleasure by
means of its perception.

. With regard to the question as towhy one sound is harmonious
with one sound and unharmonious with another, it should be said that
this happens because of a commonmeasure. For all sounds are harmo-
niouswhich share something in common, namely they have a common
measure; dissonant sounds, however, in themselves are those which
are not commensurate with one and the same aliquot part. Thus, a
common measure is the cause of harmony, lack of it is the cause of
disharmony.

. Regarding the third objection, we state that according to
another understanding of the word, a sound is said to be harmonious
which is pleasing to a man, and it is said to be harmonious in rela-
tion to the disposition of a man. Again, according to another under-
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standing of the word, sound is said to be harmonious with another
sound, and the cause of this latter way of being harmonious has been
given above. Inasmuch as one and the same sound appears to be har-
monious to one hearer and harsh to another, it is not because of the
nature of the sound itself, but rather because of the diversity of dispos-
itions in the hearers. And this happens just as one and the same light,
without any change happening to it, is to some eyes harsh, such as to
eyes which are sick. To others, however, the light is delicate and not
harsh, as with healthy eyes. If, however, the hearer is in good health,
of the right constitution, and having the right proportion and balance
of humours, the sound will seem to him to be harmonious, and it will
be pleasing to him because of the correspondence of the sound to a
balance with the disposition of the hearer. And that very same sound
existing in the same quality will be disharmonious to the unhealthy
man who does not have the balance of humours because of the dis-
similarity and imbalance which there is between his constitution and
the sound outside, just as, to a man who is not correctly balanced, a
thing which is sweet to one who is balanced is bitter.

. Again, it is assumed in the Physics that similar things delight
in similar things and reject dissimilar things. Now the soul is incor-
poreal and spiritual; sound, however, is a corporeal form and comes
out from bodies by means of the collision between them. The cor-
poreal and the incorporeal are dissimilar; therefore from sound and
because of sound pleasure is not in the soul.

. Again, a species arises in the sense of the listener from a sound
which is heard, and from this a species enters the memory, and from
this another species occurs in the eye of the mind. However, each
of the species which is made in the sense of the listener and in his
memory is corporeal since it is in the body; but the species which is
made in the soul is incorporeal and spiritual, and because of its simi-
larity pleasure occurs, because a similar thing welcomes what is simi-
lar to itself. Therefore, the soul has pleasure because of the experience
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it undergoes and not because of the sound which is in the gaze of the
soul, nor because of the change which occurs in the organ of hearing
or in the seat of memory.

. If this were conceded, then against this: Just as what is heard
in hearing is constituted in respect of the sound from outside, so also
is the soul constituted in respect of the species in memory. Since the
will turns the eye of the mind towards that which is in memory, and
without any sound existing, but with the sound from outside hav-
ing been destroyed a long time before this, now the species persists
in memory, which is an image of that form which was beforehand a
form in the sense of hearing. And the soul, in turning its attention to-
wards that which is in memory, grasps it, and out of that something
arises in the eye of the mind. Since, therefore, the incorporeal natur-
ally has pleasure from the incorporeal, and since a similar thing wel-
comes its similar, the soul will equally have pleasure in this perception
and in the other, when the sound is actually existing. Therefore it is
not because of whether the sound actually is or actually is not that the
soul has a greater or lesser pleasure, as experience shows to be clearly
false; but because if there is the recollection in the soul of any pleasing
sound, the soul desires to hear an entirely similar sound again.

. Solution: We state that there is pleasure in the soul from the
action upon the ears which occurs in the sense of hearing from sound.
This is the reasonwhy.The soul like any other thing desires complete-
ness. However, its perfection is from virtue and knowledge, by means
of which it acquires true being for itself. It cannot, however, acquire
knowledge and virtue except for as long as it is in the body. Therefore,
so that it can acquire true being for itself, it desires to be in the body.
Thus, it happens that when it has become perfect by means of know-
ledge and virtue, it no longer desires to be in a body, but only desires
that it would have the true being which it has merited through virtue.
However, the soul cannot be in the body except when the body is
organized and existing in the correct constitution. Therefore, so that
the being of the soul may be maintained in the correct constitution,
the soul has pleasure when something maintains the being of its body.
Thus, as has been stated above, between a pleasurable sound and an
organized body there is a similarity, and a similar thing maintains its
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similar in being. Whence, if the body of a man is maintained in the
right balance, and when it is brought back from an incorrect constitu-
tion to a correct one by means of a sound from without, the soul has
pleasure from an external sound.

. It has been stated above that sound comes from a violent strik-
ing of the air between something striking and something struck.How-
ever, there is no violent striking of the air unless the thing being struck
resists the thing striking and resistance is due to hardness. Therefore,
it is necessary that there is hardness in the thing being struck for there
to be sound. But there is no hardness in air, and so if nothing but air is
struck, there will be no sound. This is clearly false; for a stick has only
to be moved in the air for there to be a sound there, and the strings of
the lute when moved in the air make noise.

. Again, the resistance of the body which has been struck causes
sound to exist, therefore the greater the resistance the greater the
sound. This is clearly false, for if the strings of the lute give resis-
tance to a stone or something hard, the sound will not be as great as
if only the air resisted it in its motion.

. Again, it is asked what the cause is of increase and acuteness
in sound. If it is the violent striking, there is an exception in the next
example. If the cause is the greater movement and number of move-
ments, as appears in the case of the strings of the lute, an exception is
found in the bronze which has been struck, because a greater sound
does not occur because of its movement.

. Solution: Concerning the first question, it should be stated
that where sound occurs to hearers, there is resistance there, but not
all resistance is due to hardness as in the case of the resistance of air.
However, it is asked what is the cause of the resistance of air, since air
is soft? It should be stated that each and every thing naturally desires
to be one, and so naturally rejects division. Thus air by its nature
resists division in so far as it can. And just as it happens when two
clouds run together, that out of the compression of the air which is
struck between them sound occurs, so it is possible for two parts of
air to run together and for sound to occur out of the compression of
the air struck because of their running together.

. Regarding the other objection, it should be stated that a
greater sound does not arise from a greater resistance but from the
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speed and number of movements. And when the movement is quicker
there is a greater compression of the air because of the greater force,
and so the sound is greater. However, it happens that one sound will
be more sharp than another, and yet is less audible than it. This hap-
pens when it is such that the sound which is sharper is not as great a
quantity as the other in the matter. Thus it happens that the sound of
a small string in a lute is more sharp than the sound of a bigger string,
and yet is less audible. For it is sharper because there is a greater num-
ber of vibrations, and the movements of the smaller string are faster
than the movements of the bigger string. Yet it is less audible than the
bigger string because the bigger string is of a greater size and so it is
moved with a greater quantity in the air. Thus its sound is greater ac-
cording to the extent of its size, and it is more audible than the sound
of the smaller string, which is thinner and higher in pitch. And it is
the same with heat, for sometimes one heat is greater in sharpness
than another heat which is greater than it in quantity according to its
extent. Similarly, someone is whiter than another, coming closer in
whiteness to pure whiteness, and yet the latter can be said to be more
white than the former, if its whiteness is spread over a subject with
a greater quantity, as is held in the Six Principles. Thus in this, the
solution to the third question is clear.

. On the reverberation of sound, namely, on the echo
. We should next say something concerning the reverberation

of sound, namely, regarding the echo. Therefore, you should know
that when the air has been formed by means of a collision, the air
which has been moved is successively formed according to the same
form which it received in the first collision. When the air which has
been moved and formed in this way encounters some resistance in a
hard and concave body, it reverberates and a sound is heard by means
of that resistance according to a form similar to the first. Thus a sound
arises which is similar to the first sound.
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. But it is objected: When a mirror is placed opposite the thing
which is seen, its shape appears in the mirror, and it is not necessary
for the mirror to be very far from the eye. And just as through the
reverberation of sound an echo occurs, so in the same way by means
of the reflection of the rays 〈of light〉 an image appears in the mirror,
and by means of the resistance of a concave body the reverberation of
sound happens. Therefore, just as a shape is seen in a mirror which
is not very far away but which has been placed nearby, for the same
reason, by means of the concavity of a resistant body which is not very
far from the hearer, a sound formed by reverberation is heard. There-
fore, since there are concavities of bodies resistant to the movement of
air in a house, a man while in a house making a noise will hear another
sound in the same house arising out of reverberation.

. Moreover, the nearer a sound is, the better it is heard. There-
fore, the nearer the reverberation of the sound, the better it is heard.
Thus an echo will be better heard in the same house we are in by
means of the reverberation made in the same house than if the rever-
beration of the sound were made in a concavity far away. But if not,
why not?

. Again, just as the forming of the sound in the first collision is
successive, so the forming of the sound will occur in the same order
and in the very same shape in the reverberation of the sound. Thus,
that which is originally formed in the first collision has its copy formed
first of all in the reverberation. For the same reason, therefore, that the
end and the middle of the sound are heard, the beginning of the same
sound should be heard. However, through experience we know that
this is false, because the beginning of the soundwhich is bounced back
is not heard.

. Solution: Regarding the first objection, it should be said that
because of the smallness of space that there is between the first form-
ing and the reverberation, it does not happen that the reverberated
sound and the sound which was first formed are heard in separate mo-
ments. For the movement of the air is so fast together with its shaping
that where the reverberation is so near to the first sound coming from
the first collision it is not possible to distinguish between it and the
first sound.

. Regarding the second objection, we state that the beginning
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of an echo is not heard, since, because of the speed of the sound it-
self, it returns to the hearer before it is formed and before the shap-
ing and emission of the sound have fully occurred. And so, since the
sound returning is weaker than the first sound, because of its weak-
ness the stronger sound cannot be heard. Moreover, the beginning of
the sound in an echo is weaker than at its end, since the first air com-
ing back in the reverberation to the hearer meets with air which has
been shaped only a very little by the sound happening at the reflec-
tion of the air through which the sound is returned. Yet the end of the
echo in its return does not have anything hindering it, and again the
air strikes the resistant body itself with a greater force at the end of
the reverberation than at the beginning, and so the echo is greater at
the end than at the beginning owing to the greater collision.

. It has already been stated that a likeness arises from sound in
the sense of hearing, and the will turns the eye of the mind towards it
and links it with the sound, and thus hearing occurs. Yet since there
are two ears, and in each of the ears occurs the reception of an action
which is the likeness of the sound, since there are two actions then
and the soul directs itself towards both of them, because of these two
actions received it should appear to the soul that there are two sounds.

. Moreover, the more distant a sound is from its source the
weaker it is, and it becomes less as it recedes. Therefore, the more
it is present to the ear which is nearer to the source of this sound the
greater the sound will appear, and in so far as it is more remote the less
it will appear. Thus there is a distinction there according to strength
and weakness. Therefore, it will appear to the soul that there are many
sounds where there is only one.

. Solution: It should be said that because of the many modifi-
cations received in the two ears, many sounds do not appear to the
soul since those two modifications are likenesses of the same sounds,
and the eye of the mind intuits them by linking them with one and
the same sound. Thus, when it comes across one sound, it judges that
there is one sound there.

. Again, it happens thus that there are various sounds of which
one is low and the other is high, and both equally quickly reach the
ear. The modification which is produced in the ear is made up out of
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the two opposite sounds. However, if two flavours are mixed together
at the same time, the soul by means of a mixed taste perceives the
mixture which is in the modification. Indeed, it only judges accord-
ing to the representation of the modification which has been acquired
by means of the organ of sense. For the same reason it happens that
the soul judges that sound is mixed together from the deep and the
high because of the mixed actions undergone in the ear.

. Again, when there is a representation of a deep sound in one
ear, and an image of a high sound in another ear, for the same rea-
son that the eye of the mind turns itself towards one of these, it will
turn itself towards the remainder. Yet it turns itself to one, therefore
to both, and thus the soul grasps at one and the same time various
sounds, and so many at the same time.

. Solution: Regarding the first question, it should be stated that
since the sense of hearing is a composite organ there can be a repre-
sentation of a sound in one of its parts and another representation of
a sound in another of its parts. Thus since the likenesses are differ-
ent the soul judges that the sounds are also distinct, just as every now
and again one image appears in one part of a mirror and another im-
age appears in another part. However, if it were the case that one and
the same air was modified at the same time by both a low and a high
sound impressed upon the ear, it would not distinguish one sound
from another, rather the sound would then be joined together. But
since hearing takes place in a straight line just like sight, it can hap-
pen that the soul distinguishes the low sound from the high sound,
namely, the ear is modified at the same time through contact with the
same air. For one straight line can be led from the ear to the source of
one sound and another to the source of another sound.

. Regarding the next question, it should be stated that the soul
perceives that sound first towards which the attention of the soul most
quickly turns the eye of the mind. Moreover, that the soul turns it-
self more towards one sound rather than to another is sometimes due
to chance and fortune. Sometimes, however, because of a previous
perception of some thing, it is disposed more to one sound than to
another.

. Next it is asked for what reason does sound affect the sense of
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hearing more and is grasped by hearing more than any other modifi-
cation?

. It seems that it can be shown to be due to the nature of the
organ of hearing. The proper subject of sound is nothing other than
air, and this only happens because of the fact that sound is constituted
more like the nature of air than the nature of something else, for sound
arises out of the contraction of air. Therefore, that the organ of hear-
ing is more affected by sound than by any other modification can only
happen because of the predominance of an airy nature in it. Thus, it
is because hearing is of an airy nature that sound is grasped through
hearing.

. Now if this is conceded, then there will be an objection con-
cerning smell, which, following the reason given above, should grasp
sound. For the soul does not grasp anything through the sense of smell
except that which is conveyed by the air to the organ of smell.

. To this it should be stated that it is not the same in the case
of smell as it is in the case of hearing, because hearing is of an airy
nature and so is affected by the sound which arises from air which has
been compressed. However, the sense of smell is only affected by the
fumes given off by an odorous body which is mixed with the air going
into the nostrils. Thus the situation is not the same with regard to that
〈objection〉 which was brought forward on the basis of a similarity.

. i. On the sense of smell
. Next regarding smell. And we must examine first of all what

smell is. We know from the commentary on the book On the Soul that
smell is a power located in two small pieces of flesh hanging down
from the front part of the brain and having a similarity to nipples.
However, it can be asked why odour comes under that sense which is
called smell more than under another sense, and why these two small
pieces of flesh are receptive of modification by odour rather than from
other kinds of modification.

. In this regard it should be stated that odour is something
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which arises from a midpoint, as it were, between water and air. How-
ever, it is said by various writers that the fume given off by an odorous
body is a midpoint between water and air, and that fume which has in
itself a proportionate nature of air and water is the proper subject of
odour, and those two small pieces of flesh which receive modifications
from an odour are of a similar constitution. For in them water and air
equally predominate, and thus they are a sort of midpoint between
water and air. Because of this, when smell exists in a subject of such
a nature, then by means of such an organ smell is grasped more than
by means of another organ.

. However, it can be asked for what reason do we not have simi-
larly some other sensation due to some other combination of some
other elements? Just as, if the sense of smell is a kind of midpoint
between air and water, it can similarly be asked why it is that we do
not have some sensation as a midpoint between air and fire, and so on
with similar cases. Again, if this were the case there would be more
senses than five.

. To this it should be answered that because of the excessively
high temperature of the heart and the heat of the brain it was necessary
for air to be present to cool down the brain and heart. The lung draws
in air to lower the temperature of both. Thus there is one passage to
draw in air through which the air goes up to the brain and then to
the heart, and this is the passage through the nostrils and the throat.
However, since a fume is something which must be perceived by a
sense by means of an odour when that fume with the odour is mixed
together with the parts of the air which enters the nostrils, and arrives
at the pieces of flesh which receive themodifications from the odour, it
modifies them, and the soul in turning itself towards that impression
perceives the odour. And those little pieces of flesh are placed there
in order to grasp the odour passing through those pieces of flesh by
means of the power of the lungs drawing in air. Since, however, there
are not any other sensible forms which are not perceived by any sense,
it is not necessary for there to be more senses than five. For this same
reason we know why there are more senses of the body than elements,
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since hearing is said by the experts to be of an airy nature, and sight
is fiery, touch earthly, and taste watery.

. Again, the question arises why each sense besides taste has
more than one organ, since hearing has two ears and sight two eyes.
To this it should be said that this question hides a falsehood. For taste
has two organs, namely the tongue and the palate, since a species from
a flavour can arise in both the tongue and the palate. Thewill turns the
eye of the mind to this species and links and joins it with the flavour
and perceives it.

. ii. Concerning odour and why the sense
of smell is more affected than any other sense

. Next a question arises concerning odour. Since odour is the
proper sensible of smell, is odour a substance or an accident?

If it is a substance, there is an objection against this in so far as the
proper sensibles of other senses are qualities, such as colour, which is
the sensible of sight and a quality, and the same is true of the others.
For the same reason odour will be a quality since it is the proper sen-
sible of smell.

. Moreover, there is another objection inasmuch as an odour-
bearing body is nearly completely annihilated through the emission
of odour from it, and this can only be if the odour is a corporeal sub-
stance. Which if conceded can be objected to as follows.

. Every part is less than its whole, therefore that part which is
emitted by an odour-bearing body is less in quantity than the odour-
bearing body. Therefore that part is not grasped bymeans of the sense
of smell over a greater distance from the odour-bearing body than is
the size of the odour-bearing body. This seems to be false, inasmuch as
an odour-bearing body of a small quantity affects the surrounding air
with an odour over a great distance from it. Thus, there are some ani-
mals such as vultures and tigers which perceive an odour over many
miles distant from an odour-bearing body.

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 107



 XIV. ii. DE ODORE

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 108



XIV. ii. CONCERNING ODOUR 

. Solution:We state that a fume is one thing and an odour is an-
other. A fume is a corporeal substance; an odour, however, is a quality
which exists in the fume given off by an odour-bearing body. The air
is affected by that odour, and that air affects other air. Thus there is a
continual and successive modification as far as the affected air which
is drawn in through breathing, and in its passage reaches the organ
of smell. And thus it can happen that that fume which is emitted is
mixed together with the parts of the air which is drawn in, and then
there is a stronger change in the sense of smell because of the stronger
odour which is in the fume given off, since it is an odour made in
the air from the odour of the fume. And it should be noted that the
word ‘odour’ is sometimes understood abstractly, namely when it is
understood as a quality only; and sometimes concretely, as when it
gives one to understand that a fume and an odour are in some con-
crete case at the same time, namely a quality in it. And according to
this understanding of the word an odour is a corporeal substance, and
through its evaporation from the odour-bearing body the body itself
is diminished. And this can be observed inasmuch as if the pores of
the odour-bearing body are compressed no evaporation takes place;
and if heat occurs through friction, the pores are opened owing to the
heat, and the fumes evaporating will have an exit through the pores
which have been opened.

. iii. Whether the organ of smell is a kind of odour
. Next we should examine whether the organ of smell is some

kind of odour. That it is a kind of odour can be shown in the following
way, it seems.

From Aristotle in the book On the Soul we know that with sensa-
tion pleasure is to be found inmoderate things, pain in extreme things.
When, therefore, there is pleasure with the sense of smell, there will
be pleasure in a moderate odour. For the smell of an odour is midway
between the smell of two extreme odours; however, pleasure is due to
something similar since like things enjoy like. Since, therefore, there
is pleasure in an odour in the sense of smell, the organ of smell will be
of a certain odour.

. Moreover, if those two little pieces of flesh which are the
organs of smell are cut off and begin to rot, from them will come the
evaporation of a stinking odour. And therefore, since after a change
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occurs of this kind in them, they will have a fetid odour, and the
change will be from one quality to its opposite, before that change
they were of another odour, and thus those pieces of flesh, which are
the organs of smell, will be of another odour.

. Against: Two things of the same kind in sensed forms are not
in the same subject at the same time. For example, two whitenesses
are not in the same part of the same subject at the same time, for if
they were, then there would be one whiteness in another whiteness on
top of it. For the same reason two odours cannot be at the same time
in the same subject. But if the organ of smell were of a certain odour,
when it is affected by an odour, then there would be two odours in
it at the same time. But this cannot be, therefore it follows that the
organ of smell is not of a certain odour.

. Moreover, we know from Aristotle in the book On Generation
andCorruption that like cannot be acted upon by like. Therefore, if the
organ of smell were of a certain odour it would not receive an impres-
sion from another thing which has an odour. However, it does receive
an impression from another thing which has an odour, therefore the
organ of smell is not of a certain odour.

. Solution: We state that the organ of smell is not of a certain
odour. To the objection to the contrary we say that there is no pleasure
from an odour because the receiver of an impression from an odour
is of a certain odour, rather because the recipient who exists free of
odour seeks to be informed by the odour, just as matter, so that it will
have actual being in perfection, rejects deprivation and seeks form.

. Regarding the next question, it should be stated that that
which receives an impression from another should be constituted in
such a way in respect of it that these are of the same genus and similar,
yet dissimilar in species. Thus since whiteness and a line are not the
same as regards their genus, whiteness is not acted upon by the line,
nor vice versa. However, one contrary is acted upon by another, or the
deprived by the unformed. Indeed, contraries are the same as regards
their genus but different in species, and this we know from Aristotle
in the book On Generation and Corruption.
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. Concerning taste
. Having spoken about the sense of smell, now we should talk

about the sense of taste.Now taste is described as follows byAvicenna.
Taste is a power located in a nervewhich is spread out in order to grasp
flavours arriving from outside.

. However, it is objected: a nerve which is spread out is a cor-
poreal thing, but it is not proper to a corporeal thing to perceive, but
only to the soul. Therefore the above description is false, since it is
neither proper to the power of the nerve itself to perceive, nor even to
the nerve itself.

. Again, it seems that taste is a kind of touch and for this reason:
there is in effect no taste except through contact between the thing
which has the taste and the organ itself. However, touch happens in
this way; and so taste is touch. Perhaps someone might say that taste
is distinguished from touch inasmuch as taste has to grasp flavours,
whereas touch has to grasp hot, cold, moist, dry, heavy, and light.

. However, against this: let touch in so far as it is perceptive of
hot and cold be called A, and let touch in so far as it is perceptive of
sharpness and lightness be called B. In this way both A and B have
being in act through touch, just like taste. By what reason, therefore,
do you say that B is a separate kind of touch? For the same reason you
should say that taste is a particular touch; or if not, why not? For just
as taste is not one of the primary qualities, similarly, neither sharp-
ness nor lightness nor viscosity belong to the primary qualities, rather
they belong to the secondary qualities.

. Moreover, the organ of touch is made up of a temperate com-
plexion. Thus, since no animal is of such a temperate complexion as a
human being, touch does not thrive in any animal as much as it does in
a human being. Thus, since touch exists according to the complexion
received from the primary qualities, touch does not leave an animal.
Again, touch is perceptive of qualities which are from the prime quali-
ties, namely, hot, cold, dry, moist, and it happens in accordance with a
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balanced complexion.Moreover, touch is in a human being in order to
keep the subject in existence since with it we perceive harmful things
and perceive useful things. However, since all properties are primary
or flow from primary qualities, and since touch is a power located in a
nerve in accordance with a balanced complexion, that organ of touch
should equally receive an impression from every quality flowing from
the primary qualities. Therefore the perception of taste should also
happen according to touch, since taste is either useful or harmful and
it flows from the primary qualities.

. Moreover, where is hearing effected? It is to hearing that the
air brings sound. Similarly, air is a medium which brings odour to
the sense of smell. Therefore it is asked what is the medium which
conveys flavour to the sense of taste? Similarly, why in order for sight
to be effected is it necessary for there to be light there to purge and
manifest colour to vision? Similarly, for sound to exist it is required
beforehand that there is a striking together of bodies which are re-
sounding. Therefore, what is it which in a similar manner purges and
manifests flavour to taste?

. Solution: It should be stated regarding the first that the de-
finition of the sense is: taste is a power in a nerve which is spread
out, so that when an impression is received in the organ of taste by
means of flavour, it is the will which turns the eye of the mind towards
that modification, and the soul perceives the flavour which is outside,
through linking the modification which is in the sense of taste with
the flavour outside. Nor is it required according to the meaning of the
definition that either the nerve or the power of the nerve perceives,
but rather the eye of the mind.

. Regarding the next objection, it should be said that taste is not
a kind of touch, because taste is a power which has been located in an
organ which is of a watery nature. Thus, since taste has its existence
properly in a watery substance owing to the disposition of this organ
of taste, it is such that it receives impressions from flavour. For it is of
the nature of taste to be in such a subject since this subject is watery,
namely, where a watery nature is predominant. Thus it happens that
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the tongue itself is spongy because of a watery nature, as is clear in
sponges and foam that have fine parts, because they are of a watery
nature and are mixed together with parts of air. So it happens that
the tongue is an organ which is flexible and mobile because it is of a
watery nature, and is fluid and has airy parts mixed with it. Touch,
however, is a power which derives from a balanced complexion and
thus it is of a different species from taste, since taste is a power arising
mostly according to a watery nature. Moreover, it is stated by many
writers that touch is a power placed in a nerve which is of an earthy
nature.

. In respect of the third objection, it should be said that the me-
diumwhich carries flavour to taste is saliva; and soAristotle says in the
book On the Soul that without saliva there is in effect no flavour. The
detection of flavour is the breaking down of a flavour-bearing body by
means of the entering in of humidity.

. Concerning touch
. What follows concerns touch. Thus, in the first place we

should look at what touch is. Touch is a power located in the nerves
extended through all the skin of the entire body and throughout all the
flesh of an animal in order to perceive the hot, cold, dry, and moist.

But one could ask first of all why touch is more extended in every
part of an animal than any other sense.

. Moreover, it has been stated above that the organ of hearing
receives an impression better from sound than from anything else, for
the organ of hearing is of an airy nature, and that the sense of taste re-
ceives flavour because taste is of a watery nature. However, the organ
of touch in a human being is of a temperate constitution, and thus it
can be affected by those things which affect a temperate constitution,
such as by heat, and by the other primary qualities. Why, therefore,
can it be affected by some qualities flowing from the primary qua-
lities, such as by viscosity which is from humidity, and sharpness
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which is from dryness, and by heaviness which is from coldness, and
by levity which is brought into existence by hotness and dryness at
the same time? For the same reason taste would be able to receive an
impression from the other qualities flowing into existence from the
four primary qualities, such as whiteness, blackness, taste; or if not,
why not? And if it can be affected by them, then by means of touch
there will be the perception of all of the qualities which flow from the
primary qualities.

. Again, the question arises why it is the case that the change re-
ceived in the sense organ of the hearer is not perceived through hear-
ing but rather the sound outside is. Similarly the impression received
in the sense organ of sight is not perceived by means of vision but
rather the colour outside is. Why is it the case that in touch an affec-
tion is perceived within, namely in the flesh, yet it is from an external
quality?

. Again, it can be asked why there is not a conveying medium
to be found together with touch just as with the other senses: namely,
with hearing, sight, and smell it is air, and with taste it is saliva which
is the conveying medium.

. Solution: With regard to the first question we state that touch
is extended through more parts of the body than other senses, be-
cause touch is assigned to an animal by the nature of its constitution.
So it is that touch is extended through more parts of the body than
other senses, for the role of touch is to preserve its subject and so it
rejects harmful contact. If, however, an objection is raised concerning
the brain, bones, and lungs which are unfeeling parts of the body, it
should be stated that this in fact happens because the nerves of touch
are not extended throughout these parts of the body.

. Regarding the second question, it should be said that those
properties which are perceived by means of touch are either primary
qualities or those flowing directly from them. The primary qualities
are hot, cold, dry, moist; the next are those qualities flowing directly
from them, such as viscosity from humidity, aridity from dryness,
heaviness from coldness, lightness from heat and dryness, since
rarefaction and separation are from dryness and heat. Whiteness and
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blackness, and the other colours and tastes, are more remote proper-
ties and so are not perceived by touch.

. With regard to the third question, it should be stated that
that which has been received in the organ of touch is not grasped by
touch, because the nerve belongs to the organ of touch. However, it
is grasped by means of the touch which is received in the flesh or on
the skin which touches upon the nerve, and from the skin the action
upon the nerve arises.

. Solution to the fourth point: It should be stated that either
flesh or skin is a medium carrying modifications to touch.

. Again, it seems that it can be shown that heat and cold are not
proper sensibles of touch except in an accidental way, andwith the fol-
lowing argument. It is in the nature of heat to distend: thus when heat
comes close to the body of an animal, it distends it. This distending is
either harmful or useful, or is somewhere in between. But whether it
is one or the other, since touch preserves the subject, touch does not
perceive heat except through the distending which flows from heat,
and in the same way cold is not perceived except through contrac-
tion; again, because something is greater when something else exists
because of it, as is held at the beginning of the Posterior Analytics.
Therefore, separation and contraction in themselves are grasped by
means of touch, and heat and cold by accident.

. Again, it is asked whether the first elemental qualities can be
sensed and if the sensible elements can by means of them. That they
cannot can be proved as follows: A simple cannot act upon a com-
posite, rather a composite acts upon a composite. But the first ele-
ments are simple, therefore they cannot act upon a composite. How-
ever, each sense is a composite, because a nerve is made up out of
simple things. Therefore nerves cannot be acted upon by the first ele-
mentary qualities. Yet elements cannot be sensed except through their
qualities. Therefore, the elements cannot be perceived by the senses.
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. Moreover, fleawort is a complex herb and it is not nearly as
cold as water, which is cold to the highest degree, and yet fleawort
will cool a man down more than water. Yet this should happen only
if fleawort is composed of elements and thus can act upon some-
thing composed of elements; water, however, is simple, nor can it act
upon a composite. Therefore, if it is conceded that elements cannot
be grasped by the senses:

. Against: The more something is stronger than another, the
quicker it can destroy it. Yet the heat in fire is stronger than it is in a
thing composed of elements, such as in a man, therefore the heat of
fire ismore able to destroy coldness than the heat in a thingmade up of
elements, which is weaker. Therefore, elemental coldness is more cap-
able of being destroyed by the heat of fire than by elemental heat. Yet
touch perceives those things which are harmful, therefore it is more
able to perceive the heat of fire than the heat of a composite thing, and
thus the elements can be sensed.

. Again, in the book On Generation and Corruption it is stated
that the lesser is corrupted by the more, such as the lesser heat by the
greater heat. However, it cannot be corrupted except through an ac-
tion, therefore in that which is less hot there occurs an action upon it
from that which is more hot, such as from fire. Therefore flesh can be
acted upon by fire, and thus fire is perceived through touch. Thus it is
possible to be convinced that the pure elements can be sensed, which
we readily concede, since it has already been demonstrated.

. Many people, however, are unwilling to accept this because of
the aforementioned argument against. We, however, oppose the first
objection by denying this proposition: a simple thing cannot act on a
composite, inasmuch as the elements are said to be simple things; yet
if a thing is taken to be simple in the way that a point is simple, or an
instant, or a soul, then that proposition is true.
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. With regard to the next objection, it should be stated that
fleawort cools more than water because something from the fleawort
becomes part of the body after digestion has taken place; pure water
never does.

. Concerning the central sense
. Next we should examine the central sense, but first of all we

should investigate why the intellect abstracts forms from matter and
from the appendages of matter, and the senses never do.

That sensation is abstractive like the intellect seems to be so by
means of the following argument.

. Qualities such as colours, tastes, heat, and cold are the proper
sensibles of sensation. However, their subjects are not perceived
through sensation except by accident. Therefore, that which properly
and in itself falls under sensation is a quality. Yet the intellect is
abstractive because of nothing other than this: it grasps the form by
abstracting it from matter and from the appendages of matter. But
it is similar in the case of sensation, since matter is not perceived by
sensation except by accident. Therefore sensation is abstractive.

. Moreover, if one were to take the case (albeit impossible)
where heat was separated from its subject, and colour together with
size similarly, then heat would affect touch, and colour together with
size would affect sight. Therefore, that sensation grasps forms which
are in material things is only because of the fact that forms cannot be
separated from material things. It is not because of the inability of
sensation that it does not grasp separated forms, but it is because of
the inability of the form inasmuch as it cannot be separated from the
subject, nor is something grasped by sensation except in so far as a
form is present to it. Therefore, sensation is just as much abstractive
in itself as the intellect is.

. Moreover, sight, when it perceives colour and size inasmuch
as colour is extended, does not perceive the accompanying accidents
of colour or size. Therefore sight abstracts colour from its accompa-
nying accidents and so sight is abstractive.
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. Solution: It should be stated that sensation is not abstractive,
since it treats only of individual things; the intellect, however, is ab-
stractive because it treats of universals by abstracting them from in-
dividual things and from the accidents of individual things only.

. It remains to be seen whether there is a central sense and what
it is.

That there is a central sense can be known from Augustine in the
book On Free Will. For he states that there is a central sense, calling
it the internal sense which the external senses together serve. Again
we know from Avicenna in his commentary On the Soul that the cent-
ral sense is a power located in the front part of the brain and which
receives the impressions flowing into it from the five external senses.

That there is a sense of this kind, it seems, can be shown as follows.
. Through sight we cannot perceive ourselves to see because

whatever is seen is seen by means of an image, and sight does not have
an image of itself in the sensation of seeing. Similarly, by touch we do
not perceive ourselves to touch, and the same is the case with regard
to the other external senses. Since, therefore, we do perceive ourselves
to see and to touch, this is through some other power than any power
of the external senses. But from experience, as is clear in anatomy,
we know that from all of the external senses impressions flow into
the front part of the brain, and the soul, in directing itself towards
those impressions, joins and links those impressions with those things
from which they arise. However, since these impressions have been
caused by those which are in the external senses, the eye of the mind
in turning outwards towards them perceives an impression through
which that which it finds in the organ of touch is seen. Yet that power
which is located in the front part of the brain is the central sense, and
by means of that power we perceive ourselves to see, to hear, and to
touch. Therefore it follows that there is a central sense.

. Moreover, we know from Aristotle in the book On the Soul
thatmovement, number, and size are not sensed by any external sense,
but rather are sensed by the internal sense, which is the central sense.
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. Moreover, from Avicenna we know that nothing is seen ex-
cept where it is. Therefore a falling drop of rain is only seen where
it is. Yet a raindrop is round and therefore according to sight it will
not be seen to be like a line, since if it were seen to be like a line then
some part of it would be seen to be where it is not. Yet it appears that
it is like a line. Therefore, this happens according to a power other
than the power of seeing. That power, according to which that drop
appears to be like a line, is, however, the central sense. Since from
that modification which happens in the eye, and which represents the
raindrop outside, an impression arises in the front part of the brain,
and just as the raindrop falls down like a line, so the impression which
occurs in the front part of the brain is like a line. For the front part of
the brain retains the impression made in its upper part, and the im-
pression continually flowing falls through it just as the raindrop falls.
Moreover, the eye of the mind in turning itself towards that impres-
sion, because it finds the impression to be like a line, therefore judges
the thing to be like a line—that is, the raindrop whose image is the
impression which is in the front part of the brain. That power is said
to be the central sense.

. If, however, someone objects that the case of sight is similar,
it should be stated that it is not. This is because the subject of sight is
incapable of retaining the impression because of the watery crystalline
humour, which having received the impression does not retain it.

. If it is conceded that there is a central sense, there will be an
objection to the contrary. Therefore, it is asked why we do not have a
common intellect and a common imagination just as we have a com-
mon or central sense.

. What is common can be predicated of those of which it is com-
mon. For example, ‘animal’, which is common to its species, is pre-
dicated of any of its species. Thus, it can be truly said: ‘A man is an
animal’, ‘An ass is an animal’. Therefore, since the central sense is
common in this way to the five external senses, it can be predicated
of each of them. Therefore each of these propositions is true: ‘sight is
a common sense’, ‘hearing is a common sense’, ‘touch is a common
sense’, and ‘smell is a common sense’. Yet it is clear that this is false.
Therefore, it seems that the central sense is nothing.
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. Solution: It should be stated in accordance with Aristotle in
the book On the Soul and according to other philosophers that there is
a central sense. And it is said to be ‘common’ because it receives im-
pressions in common from the five external senses. It is not, however,
said to be common according to that kind of commonality according
to which genera and species are said to be common, but according to
that kind of commonality according to which a trough receives water
flowing from different springs through different streams. Nor because
of this should a common intellect or a common imagination be posi-
ted. For there are not different organs serving the intellect, nor are
there different powers according to which the reception of the intel-
ligible forms is received. Nor are these different powers according to
which there is the reception of impressions from imaginable things.
Since there is only one seat of imagination, there is only one power lo-
cated there, according to which there is the reception of impressions
flowing into it from one thing only, and this is from the central sense.
Similarly the intellect receives its impression from one thing only. Yet
that sense which is said to be ‘common’ receives its impressions from
many, both from sight and from touch and taste. Thus, the external
senses are diverse and together serve that sense which is said to be
common.

. Again, it is objected as follows: to the extent to which a species
is constituted which arises in the sense of distinguishing from the
species of an external body, to the same extent is the modification
constituted which arises in the central sense in respect of that species
which is in the sense of distinguishing. For just as that which is in sight
is, as it were, an offspring, and its parent is the species of the external
body, so also that which is in the central sense is like an offspring and
that which is in the sense of distinguishing is like its parent. But that
modification which is in sight is constituted in the same way because
the will, in turning the eye of the mind towards the impression which
is in the sense of seeing, joins and links that image with its parent out-
side, namely with the bodily species by means of its image existing in
the eye, and in this way perception through sight occurs. Therefore,
that impression should be constituted likewise which is in the cent-
ral sense in respect of that form which is in the sense of seeing because
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the will, which directs the eye of the mind towards that image which
is in the central sense, by joining it and linking it with that which is
its parent existing in the eye, has the role of perceiving that likeness
which is in the eye, and according to that way of similarity the thing
runs between the central sense and between the other external senses.
Therefore, by means of the central sense a perception does not take
place except of those impressions which are in the external senses.
This is clearly false, because by means of the central sense the per-
ception of the forms outside occurs which give rise to its impressions
in the external senses.

. Again, as we know from Avicenna in the Commentary, the
power according to which there is the reception of the species of the
impression is different from the power according to which there is a
retention of the species of the impression, as clearly there is a receptive
power of the impression in water, but there is not a retentive power of
the impression received. Similarly in the eye there is a receptive power
of the image, but not a retentive power. In the imagination, however,
there is a receptive power of the impression flowing from that which is
in the central sense, and even if that which is in the central sense per-
ishes, yet that which is in the imagination and which has been formed
by the central sense still remains. For this likeness which is consti-
tuted in the imagination has the basis of its permanence there from
the retentive power. Therefore, there is a twofold corporeal power in
the imagination: one which is receptive of a likeness of the external
body and another power which is retentive of the likeness formed,
and both of these powers serve the perception made by means of the
imaginative power. Therefore, because the imagination is subdivided
according to the receptive power, it should also be subdivided accord-
ing to the retentive power.

. In a similar way it can be shown that the power of memory it-
self is twofold. Thus there would be many powers that are subdivided
and the imagination would not be a single power but many, and the
same is true of memory also.

. Solution: With regard to the first question, it should be stated
that the will of the soul which directs the eye of the mind towards
the likeness of a body which is in the central sense, and which it joins
with its begetter which is in the external sense, does not cease its ap-
prehension there. Rather since it is the begetter of an offspring of the
external species, by means of it it turns the eye of the mind to the ex-
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ternal species and, because of the strength of the likeness between the
image and the thing imagined, the soul does not distinguish between
the two of them. Since the imagination deals with things which are
not present as such but, on the contrary, are absent, when the soul
comes across a likeness of the body in an image, it links it with that
which it previously had in sensation, and by means of this with the
body which it had previously seen.

. Regarding the other objection, it should be stated, as has
been shown, that there are distinct powers, a receptive and a retentive
power, and both of these powers serve the imagination. And these
two powers are corporeal; nor should it be posited that these two
powers are of the imagination, unless it is stated that the imagination
is a power of the body and not a power of the soul.

. Concerning imagination
. What follows next concerns the imagination, and first of all

we should examine what the imaging faculty is, and how the imagi-
nation is distinguished from the other powers. The imagination is a
power located in the furthest extremity of the front part of the brain,
namely in the first ventricle, which retains the impressions received
from the central sense. So, because the imaging power is retentive of
the impressions received from the central sense, which are the like-
nesses of individual things, by means of the imagination it is possible
for the perception of absent things to occur. The central sense, how-
ever, because of its disposition cannot retain the images of singular
things received from the five external senses; it cannot apprehend ab-
sent things but only things which are present.

. However, it seems that according to this it can be shown that
the imagination is the same as memory, or that the imagination is
given to an animal for nothing because through memory the same
thing can be perceived, and in the same way that it is perceived
through imagination. For the imagination perceives a thing which
previously existed in sensation, and what memory does is to remem-
ber things of the past. Thus what memory does is to perceive things
inasmuch as these existed previously in sensation. Therefore either
imagination is the same as memory or imagination is worthless. This
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can be seen to be false, for nothing which has been placed in things
by the Creator is without a reason.

. Solution: It should be stated that of the perceiving powers
some perceive and act at the same time, as is held in the commen-
tary On the Soul, and some perceive and do not act at the same time.
Those which perceive and operate at the same time, such as the es-
timative power and the memorizing power, are those which perceive
things and either link them to each other or separate them from each
other. For by means of memory the perception of things occurs and
the recollection that these same things were perceived. Thus in this
recollection there is a linking together. However, by means of the ima-
ginative power only the thing is perceived whose image is delineated
in the subject of that power, but no linking together or separating of
any property in any subject arises by means of this perception. Thus,
the imaginative power simply perceives the thing but does not operate
at the same time.

. If, however, someone were to object regarding this that the
imagination intuits an absent thing which was previously sensed, and
thus it apprehends the thing, it would appear, by perceiving that it
was first of all in sensation, that it therefore operates at the same time
with its apprehension, because a thing imagined to have been in sen-
sation first of all is a kind of composition. To this it should be stated
that, although the imagination intuits a thing inasmuch as it was pre-
viously sensed, the perception that that thing was first in sensation
does not happen through the imagination. For ‘before’ does not fall
under the imagination but rather under memory.

. Concerning estimation
. Next concerning estimation, and so we should examine what

estimation is and what it is for. From Avicenna we know that estima-
tion is a power placed in the middle ventricle of the brain in order
to perceive non-sensed intentions which are in individual and sensed
things. It judges whether a thing should be avoided because of an
intention if this intention is harmful, or is to be desired because of an
intention if this is useful. An example is the power which is in a sheep

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 137



 XIX. DE ESTIMATIONE













Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 138



XIX. CONCERNING ESTIMATION 

which judges that it should flee from this wolf, and that this lamb,
which is the lamb of this sheep, should be looked after. The Com-
mentator (Avicenna) calls an intention an individual quality which
is not picked up by sensation, which is either harmful or useful to a
thing. Harmful, such as that quality which is in a wolf and because of
which the sheep flees from it; useful, such as that property which is in
the sheep and because of which the lamb approaches it.

. But it is objected that imagination perceives nothing except
according to the image which it receives from the central sense. Simi-
larly the central sense intuits nothing except according to the likeness
formed in itself of the external thing by the external sense. There-
fore, for the same reason, since estimation is a power which comes
after imagination, nothing will be formed in the organ of estimation
except from the impression formed first of all in the imagination, and
whatever is in the imagination has arisen from sensation. Therefore
estimation does not intuit an intention unless a likeness of the inten-
tion was first of all constituted in sensation. Therefore, an intention
is a thing which comes under sensation.

. Moreover, since the wolf is a separate thing from the sheep, in
what way is a likeness of the intention which exists in the wolf con-
stituted in the estimation unless there was first of all an impression
formed in the sensation of the sheep by the intention which exists in
the wolf, since sensation is a medium between the thing sensed and
the estimation? For in what way can a fire which is far off from a man
heat the man, unless the air in between receives heat from the heat of
the fire?

. Solution: It should be stated that an intention is a thing
received by the estimation and which does not fall under sensation
so that it would be perceived by the soul by means of sensation. So
it is that it does not require another power in order to perceive the
intention, nor is its image in sensation or in imagination. However, an
image of the intention arises in estimation bymeans of perception, nor
is its image in sensation or imagination, but an image of the intention
occurs in the estimation without there existing any likeness of the in-
tention in any of those which are between the organ of estimation and
the subject of the intention, as was said above concerning sight, that
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the image of the thing seen is in sight, but there is not something simi-
lar to the image in the intervening air. However, because this might
seem to someone to be difficult to understand, it can be said that a
likeness of the intention occurs in sensation and in imagination, but
the soul does not perceive according to them, because sensation and
imagination are not by nature in agreement with the proper subject
of the intention. Yet the organ of estimation is of a similar nature to
that which is in itself and properly the subject of an intention, and
thus according to the estimative power the perception of an intention
occurs.

. Again, as has been said above, both composition and division
happen by means of estimation. However, it is not in keeping with
estimation to link some things together unless the extremities of that
composition have already been perceived. Therefore, when the sheep
according to estimation links this together in its soul, namely to flee
from the wolf, it first of all perceives this ‘to flee from’ and then the
thing designated by this term ‘wolf’. Yet this same ‘to flee from’ is a
universal, and that term ‘wolf’ signifies a universal. Therefore in this
way universals are perceived by means of estimation. Therefore brute
animals perceive universals.

. Moreover, regarding the composition or division of estimation
there is either truth or falsity. Therefore, since it is true that the sheep
should flee from the wolf, according to the power of estimation it can
perceive that it is true and, for the same reason, that its composition
could be perceived to be false. Therefore, since by means of the es-
timative power what is true and what is false can be inferred, brute
animals can discern the true from the false; therefore brute animals
can reciprocally make use of reasonings.

. Solution: With regard to the first question, it should be stated
that universals cannot be apprehended by brute animals. For esti-
mation only perceives individuals. Thus, according to the estimative
power it is not perceived that a wolf should be fled from, but rather
it is perceived that this wolf should be fled from, which is a sensa-
tion, or which was first of all in a sensation. And since by means of
this term ‘this wolf’ an individual is signified, that which is later sig-
nified by this term ‘to be fled from’ is linked to the individual by this
determination ‘from this wolf’.
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. With regard to the other question, it should be said that al-
though there is composition or division in the estimative power, and
regarding that there is truth and falsity, yet it is not by means of the
estimative power that truth or falsity is perceived to be there, but only
by means of the intellect and by means of reason. Thus, even if brute
animals perceive that in which there is either truth or falsity, yet the
true inasmuch as it is true is not perceived by them, nor the false inas-
much as it is false, for they do not perceive truth or falsity since they
lack understanding and reason.

. Concerning memory
. Next concerningmemory, and firstly we should examine what

memory is. Memory is a power located in the rear ventricle of the
brain which receives impressions from estimation and retains them.
And because images are deposited in memory, when the will turns
the eye of the mind towards memory it finds images there by means
of which it intuits things which have previously been perceived. Thus
memory serves in order to remember things previously perceived.

. But it is objected that memory recalls things which it has pre-
viously intuited by means of an image preserved in its organ, and re-
calls that it has examined them before. Yet it cannot remember these
kinds of thing unless it is the case that it perceives this ‘before’. How-
ever, whatever it perceives it perceives by means of an image. There-
fore, there is an image of ‘before’ in memory.

. Moreover, when the word ‘before’ is heard, previousness will
not be apprehended unless the thing which is signified by that name
is recognized. However, it will not be recognized unless memory re-
tains it. It follows, therefore, that there is an image of ‘previousness’
in memory, since it remembers itself to have perceived it previously.
However, nothing impresses an image in memory except when this
thing is present. If, therefore, there is an image of ‘previousness’ in
memory, at some time there was ‘previousness’ in its presence and
impressed an image on it. Therefore, it can then be truly said that
‘previousness’ exists—which is false.

. Moreover, a species in memory arises from estimation, since
estimation is the nearest power which comes before it. Therefore it is
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necessary, since there is a likeness of ‘previousness’ in memory, that
its image was previously in estimation. Therefore, estimation can in-
tuit this same ‘previously’ and thus remember. What therefore will
memory be for, when estimation or imagination can do anything that
memory can?

. Again, it seems that the knowledge of a thing comes before
the memory of the same thing, for there is no memory except of those
things which first came into the soul and whose images are preserved
in the soul. However, if they are preserved in the soul, when they are
deposited there, the soul knows those things by means of their images
which have been received there, and thus if someone remembers any
thing, he has previously known it.

. Again, if someone recognizes a thing, he remembers that he
previously examined it because one does not know a thing upon the
first sight of a thing. Thus it follows that if one recognizes something
one remembers it, and if one remembers it one has known it previ-
ously, as has been shown above. Therefore, if one recognizes some-
thing from the start, one has known it previously, and thus there will
be no knowledge. In what way, therefore, does someone come to a
knowledge of any thing?

. Moreover, in this wayMeno’s uncertainty comes about.Meno
said that no one could learn something unless he knew it previously.
For if he learns something, what he learns comes into his knowledge,

and if he knows it, he remembers it, and so if he learns something, he
remembers it. And so he does not learn anything new, but only that
which he previously knew.

. Solution: With regard to the first question, it should be stated
that ‘previousness’ can be grasped by memory because by means of
memory we can recall that we have previously seen a thing. Thus,
the image of ‘previousness’ is left in memory by presentness, since a
thing which is present impresses its image upon memory, and that
image which was then a likeness of the present will after the time of
the impression always be an image of previousness and pastness. For

 Reading (as suggested by Werner) ‘venit in cognitionem’ with V rather than ‘novit in
cognitionem’ as in the edition.
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that same thing which is now present will after this be past, and will
be said to have been in any time which will soon be.

. With regard to the next question, it should be stated that
this hypothetical statement is true: ‘if one recognizes, one remem-
bers’. However, this does not hold: ‘if one remembers, one knew
previously’, because it happens that many images are deposited in
memory but without one knowing the things of which these are the
images. For a thing is not known through a single perception but
rather through many.

. Moreover, whatever is intuited in memory is intuited by
means of an image deposited in the subject of memory, but it hap-
pens that someone recollects that the image is in some subject; thus,
memory intuits its subject. Yet an image is one thing and the sub-
ject of the image is another. Therefore, in this subject of memory,
when memory intuits, there is an image representing that subject.
Therefore, the question arises from what is that image brought into
existence? From nothing other than the thing which that is an image
of, and that thing is the subject in which the image is. Therefore, this
subject brings into existence its image which is in itself, and so the
same thing acts on itself, which cannot be the case.

. Moreover, memory remembers whenever it has remembered,
and so memory remembers memory to have remembered. There-
fore, memory intuits itself, and it even intuits this same ‘to have re-
membered’. Therefore it comes across two images by means of which
it perceives these two. Otherwise once this is heard, namely ‘to have
remembered memory’, it would not grasp what is meant by those
words. Therefore, the question arises of how these two images are
formed in the subject of memory, when estimation does not perceive
them previously.

. Regarding the first, it should be stated that memory grasps
that subject in which the images are stored without an image repre-
senting that subject, for that subject is always present to memory
itself. In remembering itself, however, it remembers by means of
the imagining of that thing, which was recalled by means of that ‘to
have remembered’, because by means of that ‘to have remembered’
there was actually a recall, and because by means of that ‘to have re-
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membered’ that image was more firmly embedded in memory. Since
that ‘to have remembered’ was by memory through the perception of
that which it is ‘to have remembered’, memory intuits itself by means
of an effect which proceeds towards its cause, for things which are
caused are traces of their causes.

. If, however, it is asked why it is that memory remembers that
it has remembered and sight cannot see that it has seen, it should be
stated that this happens because images are stored in memory, and
remain when the things are absent. Therefore, memory is of these
things which the soul intuited previously. Sight, however, is not re-
tentive of images of things seen. Rather, when the visible things are
absent the images of them are absent from sight. Thus, vision is of
present things only, and sight cannot see that it has seen in the way
that memory can remember that it has remembered.

. It should be known that Aristotle distinguishes between re-
membering and reminiscing at the end of the book On The Soul, say-
ing: ‘For to remember differs from to reminisce not only according to
time but because both human beings and many other animals share
in remembering many things. But except for man none of the animals
that are known reminisce. The reason for this is that to reminisce is
like a certain syllogism, which someone has previously seen or heard,
or has experienced something like this.’ Hence we know that remi-
niscing is of universals only, remembering is of both universals and
individuals, and thus Aristotle says in the same bookOnThe Soul that
‘meditations in reminiscing preserve memory’.

. Whether there is reminiscing of forgetfulness
Next we should see whether someone can recollect forgetfulness

and with memory grasp forgetfulness because this happens by means
of memory.

. That someone can it seems can be known as follows: someone
recollects that he knew something and that he has forgotten it, but
in remembering that he has forgotten he remembers forgetfulness of
the same.

. But it is objected: Forgetfulness is the wiping out of an image
stored in memory; from its presence it destroys what has been found
in memory. So it is that, since forgetfulness is the destruction of the
same thing that memory is a recollecting of, memory cannot recollect
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forgetfulness. This is because forgetfulness itself is the privation of
an image by means of which remembering takes place. Therefore, its
image will not be in memory, and so memory cannot intuit forgetful-
ness, since it does not come across an image which is a sign and trace
of forgetfulness.

. Moreover, when forgetfulness is present, forgetfulness is the
privation of memory. However, if memory grasps something by recol-
lecting, memory is not lacking. Therefore, since forgetfulness is the
privation of memory, memory cannot recollect forgetfulness. How-
ever, through experience we perceive this to be false.

. Solution: It should be stated that if something is completely
forgotten, memory cannot recollect that it has forgotten that thing.
However, if memory holds onto part of that thing, and does not com-
pletely hold onto it, then because of that incompleteness it recalls itself
to have forgotten about that thing, and by means of that part which
is retained by memory, memory remembers that it had previously
known it. Just as if someone had known a certain proposition through
somemeans which was the reason for that knowledge, memory can re-
tain the images of that proposition, even when the image representing
the middle term appropriate to that proposition has been deleted. It
will, however, retain the image of the middle term as a universal and
the deletion will be of that specific middle term in particular. Thus,
by means of an image of that middle term as a universal, memory re-
calls that themind has knowledge of this proposition through a certain
middle term. However, because of a defect of that likeness of the par-
ticular middle term proper to that proposition, memory recalls that it
has forgotten the middle term through which the mind arrived at the
knowledge of the proposition.

. Again, the mind can direct its attention towards the image
stored in memory by intuiting that there is an image there. Otherwise
there would not be a thinking about absent things and not even of
very distant things, except by means of images which are present.
These images are likenesses of those things, which when the mind
intuits them it knows about the things of which these images are signs
and traces, just as an image in a mirror is a sign of a thing of which
it is a sign and trace. However, just as the soul perceives an image
present to it representing an absent thing, so memory afterwards can
recall that the mind thought about that image, and thus memory re-
calls that there is an image there. However, that whichmemory intuits
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is intuited by means of an image; therefore, since memory intuits the
image itself, bymeans of another image it looks into itself. Therefore,
in this way there will be some image in memory of an image existing
in memory, and again for the same reason there will be a third image
of this second image, and so on to infinity.

. Again, if an image has an image, either the first sets up the
second as such or accidentally. If as such, then in the same way the
second will set up the third, and the third a fourth as such, and so to
infinity. However, if something is the cause of another as such and
properly inasmuch as it is, as long as it exists, so will its effect. There-
fore, together with it there will be infinite images brought into effect
in memory at the same time. This cannot be the cause, because where
there is infinity there is no end. If in an accidental manner, it is asked
by means of what accident; and one cannot assign anything other than
the image itself by means of which an image is constituted of an image
in memory.

. Again, it is asked in what way is God, who is the first cause of
all, grasped by the soul in its understanding and memory? That it is
not by means of an image can be shown as follows.

. The finite and infinite are dissimilar; any image is finite and
the First Cause of everything is infinite; therefore, the first cause does
not have an image of itself representing itself; therefore neither the
intellect nor the memory of the soul intuits the First Cause by means
of an image.

. Again, whatever is understood, or what is intelligible, is in-
telligible either by means of matter or by form. But the first cause
of everything, which is God, has no matter or form. Therefore the
first cause of everything is incomprehensible and above all reason and
understanding. However, we do not express anything except what
we have understood and preconceived before we express the same.
Therefore, since the First Cause cannot be understood, the first cause
cannot be signified; therefore the first cause cannot be expressed.
What, therefore, do we mean by this word ‘God’?

. Solution: With regard to the first question we state that there
is not another image of the image existing in memory. For since that

 Following Werner and the reading given by C, ‘aliam’ rather than ‘illam’.
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image is present to that memory, memory itself intuits it, but it ex-
amines things outside by means of images.

. Regarding the next question, it should be stated that the eye of
the mind does not intuit the first cause only bymeans of images which
are held within, but by means of things perceived externally which
are effects of the first cause, for creatures are signs and traces of the
Creator. Therefore, in this way the soul in understanding a creature
comes to an understanding of the Creator, and through a knowledge
of a good which is here we come to a knowledge of the Highest Good,
and through a knowledge of the life which is ours, and of the happi-
ness which is here, we come to a knowledge of the true life.

. Again, the effects of contrary causes are contrary, such as heat
or coldness; but two contraries cannot be in the same thing at the
same time; therefore two contrary effects cannot be in the same thing
at the same time. However, happiness and sadness are opposed to
each other, therefore their effects cannot be in the same thing at the
same time.

. But against this, as has already been shown, images are stored
in memory. When the will turns the eye of the mind towards them, it
intuits the things of which these are the images; whence memory is as
it were ‘the bowels and bosom’ of the spirit. However, these kinds of
mental image arise in memory from the things of which these are im-
ages. Therefore, just as things are contrary, so in the same way these
images are contrary. Therefore, the images of happiness and sadness,
of white and black, are not stored at one and the same time inmemory,
which is false.

. Moreover, someonewhile being happy can remember sadness,
and the other way round; therefore there are contrary emotions in the
soul, which cannot be the case.

. Again, by means of memory the intuition occurs of things
which have been perceived previously. However, just as it happens
that someone remembers that they had previously perceived things
which were sensed, in the same way someone can recollect that they
have perceived universals, such as genera and species which cannot
be sensed but can only be understood. Therefore, memory grasps
universals by intuiting them just like sensible things. Yet, as is held by
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Augustine and by Aristotle, brute animals have memory by means of
which it happens that they remember, so that by means of memory
bees and birds return to their homes. Thus as regards memory we
are the same as they are. Therefore, brute animals can intuit univer-
sals by means of memory. This, however, cannot be since they lack
understanding and reason.

. Solution: With regard to the first question, it should be stated
that the images of two contraries are well able to be stored at the same
time in memory, nor indeed are these images contrary, because these
are not immediate effects of contraries; rather they are really remote
effects.

. Moreover, if someone were to object: the immediate effects of
contraries are contrary, and these effects also have other immediate
effects, which will be contrary. So they will run on until they reach
the images stored in memory, and so again those images will be con-
trary.

. Regarding this, it should be stated that contrariety lies in
those things which are naturally active and passive, such as a hot
thing and a cold thing. However, the process in caused things causing
others out of themselves can go so far that some caused things will
become so weak that they cannot cause further contraries, as is clear
in the following rough example. Fire heats the air which is next to it,
and that hot air heats the air next to it, and so the modification due
to heat runs through the air to a point where the heat is so weak that
it is not able in itself to generate heat but lukewarmness. Moreover,
lukewarmness always diminishes according to the distance from its
source: so it can become so weak that it does not produce a similar
modification. For something caused which comes into existence later
has a weaker and more unstable existence, as is clear in the case of
men who, according to the succession of time, exist later than their
ancestors, and thus have a weaker existence, because they are further
away from their original source. And since the nature of those who
come after is always weaker than those who come before, inasmuch as
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others flow from others, it happens that the stuff of this species ‘man’
is destroyed more easily in this time than in the time soon after the
creation of men. However, it is proper to each nature to preserve its
species in existence, so that it is of the nature of man to preserve man
in existence. And thus, lest a species were to fail because of the ease
with which individuals are destroyed and because new individuals are
of a lesser duration than they were previously, nature multiplies in-
dividuals more and more. Thus it happens that as time goes by, in
so far as this is according to the way and intention of nature, in the
latter age there have to be more men than in the previous age so that
the species is preserved in such a great number. However, if one man
were to be immortal and everlasting, since the species ‘man’ could be
preserved in him, the nature of man would not multiply individuals,
just as the nature of the sun does not produce many suns, because this
species ‘sun’ is preserved in the sun which exists now because of its
perpetuity and incorruptibility.

. As regards the next question, it should be stated that an emo-
tion and the form thought about are not contraries. For example, when
someone is gladdened, then the happiness is an emotion of his spirit,
and if at the same time he recalls the sadness which happened previ-
ously, that sadness is thought about and does not affect him.

. With regard to the last question, it should be stated that
memory in man is stronger and more acute than in brute animals
because of the understanding which is in a man who grasps universal
forms. Then afterwards memory can grasp them, since whatever
perceptive power is in man is a power of that soul which is rational.
For in man it is the rational soul alone which achieves that, and it is
also sensible, and the sensitive soul achieves more than that which
is in brute animals. This is because brute animals are lacking in
understanding, and so brute animals have a weaker memory than
rational animals. A similar thing happens in the senses, for the sense

 V adds here: . . . and the part of the brain concerned with memory in man is drier than
that in brute animals, and thus the power of retention in human memory is greater than
that of brute animals . . .
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of smell is stronger in one animal than in another, such as in a dog
rather than in a man.

. Concerning the rational soul
. What follows next concerns the rational soul and its powers.

Firstlywe should enquire intowhether the rational soul is corporeal or
incorporeal. It can be shown as follows that it is incorporeal. We have
reasoning and understanding from the rational soul; if therefore the
rational soul were a body, then reasoning and understanding would
be had from a body. However, this does not arise from the nature of a
body inasmuch as it is a body, because in this way every body would
reason and understand. Therefore, that we reason and understand is
not due to the nature of the body, therefore it is due to another, and
that, whatever it is, is the rational soul. Therefore, the rational soul is
not a body, nor of the nature of a body.

. Again, is the rational soul a body? Yet every body is either ani-
mate or inanimate. Therefore the rational soul, if it is a body, is either
animate or inanimate. If it is animate, then it has a soul, and that soul
again would have another soul, and so on to infinity. If it were inani-
mate, this could not be, because as such it would never confer life.

. Moreover, Aristotle in the book On Generation and Corrup-
tion holds that it is contradictory for there to be a body and it not to
be sensed. However, if the soul were a body, then one body would
not be sensed, since no soul is grasped by a sense. Therefore, it only
remains that the soul is not a body.

. Moreover, every body whatsoever is affected by some sensible
forms, such as by tangible or visible forms, and similarly regarding
others. But the soul is not affected by any sensible forms, therefore no
soul is a body.

. That the soul is a body can be shown as follows. It happens
that someone perceives some areas of land which he saw previously
and then he thinks about them. However, no one can think about
things in this way except by means of images stored in memory since
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those things which he thinks about by remembering are distant from
him. Just as when someone lying in bed and thinking measures a
quantity of land by means of the extension and radius of the hea-
vens and the extension of the constellations. However, measuring only
happens by means of spatial dimensions. Therefore, it is necessary
that these images of external things, through the changing of which
the soulmeasures things imagined, have some spatial dimension, such
that if it measures lengthwise there is a straight line there and if in
width, there is extension in two directions. However, these images
are in the soul as in a subject, therefore since those images have di-
mensions in length, breadth, and thickness, the soul itself will also
have those dimensions. Thus, the soul is a substance and in this way
has three dimensions, therefore the soul is a body.

. Moreover, the soul is in the body, therefore either it is out-
side or inside the body, or partly within and partly without. If it were
totally outside, it would not be capable of life or of growth within. If
it were totally inside, it would not feel a sharp sting or heat at the ex-
tremities of the body. Therefore, the soul itself in a certain respect is
inside and in a certain respect at the extremities. However, at one and
the same time it cannot be completely in the same situation both here
and there according to its essence, therefore according to some part of
it it is here, and according to some part of it it is there. Therefore, the
soul is as a body itself is in which there is life and touch. Therefore,
the soul has three dimensions; and so the soul is a body. This cannot
be because then two bodies would exist at the same time in the same
place, or one body would be completely divided into infinity, so that
that body in which the soul is would be divided into infinity when the
soul enters into it, since one cannot find a part of an animated body
which is so small that there is no part of the soul in it.

. Moreover, if the soul is a body and is in a body, either those
two bodies are continuous or they are contiguous. However, whether
they are or are not, one could take some part where there is a part of
the soul contiguous to or continuous with a part of the body which is
not the soul. Therefore, since there is not a soul there where any part
of the body is, in that part of the body there is not a soul, and thus
that body is not living and growing.
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. Solution: We state that the soul is an incorporeal substance.
And, regarding the first objection, it should be stated that when the
soul measures spaces of land or distances of the heavens by means of
their images towards which it turns, then these images are stored in
the seat of memory which is corporeal, and not in the soul itself. For
only intelligible images are stored in the soul.

. Regarding the next objection, it should be stated that since
the soul has its being in the body so that it will acquire its perfection
in it through the obtaining of virtue and knowledge, it always directs
its attention to the images stored in the body which are assimilated to
things outside, so that through the intuition of them by means of rea-
son it acquires knowledge and virtue for itself. Nor is it necessary that
the soul be located in the same place where the image which the soul
intuits is located, so that if I see a wall, I am not in the wall because
of this. Thus although the soul feels a sharp sting in the extremity of
the body, because of this the soul does not exist in its essence in the
extremity of that body.

. But it is objected that that power of perceiving by which the
soul perceives and intuits the actions undergone which are located in
the extremity of the body and in the seat of the brain, is either in the
soul as in a subject or in the body as in a subject. If it is in the body as
in a subject, 〈it can be objected〉 against this that there is in the body
the potential to receive those impressions and in the body there is the
potential to perceive them. Therefore, because it is truly said of the
body that it receives those sensations, it can be truly said of the body
that it perceives the same. Therefore, either the body is the soul itself,
or the soul is of no use, since the body can carry out the same opera-
tions which the soul can. If the potential to perceive is in the soul as
in a subject, and if the potential to receive external actions is in the
extremities of the body, it is asked in what way the soul can perceive
these actions since the soul is not present there.

. Similarly it is asked, since the body in every way is vivified by

 Following C and omitting ‘in’; cf. no. , ll. – ‘ipsa . . . presens’.
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the soul, in what way can all of the body have growth and flourishing
from the soul unless the soul is extended throughout all of the body?

. Regarding this, perhaps someone might say that this is by
means of the sending out of vital impulses. Against: those impulses are
either corporeal or incorporeal; either animate or inanimate. If they
are animate, therefore they have a soul, and thus the preceding doubt
arises concerning them. If they are inanimate, they cannot therefore
bestow life, nor growth and flourishing. If they are incorporeal, either
they are substances or not. If they are substances, in what way are they
sent out unless they have life, and also have a location? If they are not
substances, therefore they are accidents, therefore they cannot be sent
out, because accidents cannot transform their subject.

. Solution: We state that the potential to perceive is in the soul
as in a subject, and it can intuit the affections of the body, even if it
is not present in the same place as its affections, according to its es-
sence. Thus, for the reason given above, in order for it to achieve its
perfection, it always has to turn its intentions towards the impressions
formed in the body, and it can intuit all of these while enclosed in a
body, being constituted in the manner of a centre. For just as if the
centre were an eye, it would see all of the circumference, and if that
circumference were a mirror, the same eye would be able to see im-
ages displayed in the mirror as far as any part of the circumference,
and yet the eye itself would not exist according to its essence at any
part of the circumference itself, similarly a soul existing in a body can
intuit images formed in the body itself, but it will not however be
present according to its essence with the images themselves.

. Regarding the next objection, it should be stated that, even if
life and growth is throughout all of the body, it is not however neces-
sary that the soul is extended throughout all of the body. It is the same
as if the centre of a circle were fiery it would illuminate all of the circle,
and the illumination coming from it would be extended throughout
all of it, and yet the centre itself is simple and lacks quantity and is not
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extended. In the same way life and growth comes from the soul, goes
forth into all of the body, and is diffused throughout, and yet the soul
itself does not have extension. For the sun illuminates all of the world,
and yet it is not present according to its essence everywhere where its
illumination is.

Moreover, through what has been put forward it has been shown
that the soul is an incorporeal substance.

. Yet perhaps someone will say that there are three different
souls in man, namely the vegetative soul which man shares in with
trees and plants, the sensitive soul which man shares in with brute
animals, and the rational soul whichman shares in with the angels and
the rest of the intelligences. Someone might also say that the rational
soul is incorporeal, but that the sensitive soul and the vegetative soul
are corporeal and are extended throughout the vivified body which
makes use of touch.

. Against: any extremity of a vivified body may be shown to be
also sentient, such as a finger. From which it follows: this is an ani-
mated and sensible body, because it is living and flourishing and uses
sensation, because it uses touch, and ‘animated and sensible body’
is interchangeable with ‘animal’. Therefore, when that body is ani-
mated and capable of sensation that will be an animal, because this is
the definition of an animal: an animal is an animated sensible body.
However, this is what the finger of a man is; therefore the finger of a
man is an animal. In the same way, however, it can be shown regard-
ing infinite parts of man that these are animals. Therefore, there will
be infinite animals contiguous or continuous with each other making
up a complete man.

. Moreover, the sensitive soul is a corporeal substance, as the
Respondent says, and is extended throughout the human body.
However, the body which is vivified is one thing, the sensitive soul
which gives sensation is another, and the vegetative soul from which
there is growth is another. Therefore, since both the sensitive soul
and the vegetative soul are a corporeal substance which is ‘in the
sensible body’, either there are various bodies enclosed there at the
same time in the same space or one body enters into another body.
However, two bodies do not exist in the same place at the same time

 In nos. –.  This refers to no. .
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(this is learnt in the rudiments of natural philosophy), therefore one
body enters into another.

. This is something which perhaps he might say, namely that
inasmuch as the soul is corporeal and vegetative it enters into the body
in which it is. However, that body into which that soul enters is not
completely divided by that entering in, because in this way a division
into infinity would be made, and thus that body which is completely
divided would perish. Therefore, it follows that there is no complete
division at all. Thus, there is there some part of the body entered into
in which there is a particle which is not a particle of the soul entering
in, and that part of the body entered into has length, width, and depth,
and thus in the most of it there will be no growth nor any sensation
because of the lack of a vegetative soul and a sensitive soul, and thus
that body will be pure body and not vivified. Accordingly, there will
only be growth and sensation in contiguity and in continuity of the
soul with the body.

. Moreover, if the sensitive soul and the vegetative soul are cor-
poreal, then the soul and body in which they are are either contiguous
or continuous. If they are continuous then there is a continuity of di-
verse things, which is against what Aristotle says in the Physics. If
they are contiguous then what happens is that in one part there will
be pure body and in the other there will be soul because contiguous
things are those whose termini come together. Therefore, there will
not be vegetation or sensation in that pure body except in contiguity
alone, because in what way would the body sense itself in its middle
point, if the soul were externally bordering it?

. Perhaps someone might say that because vital and breath im-
pulses are transmitted from the soul, and because life is from vital
impulses, sensation is from breath impulses.

. Against: those impulses are either corporeal or incorporeal. If
they are corporeal, there will be the same objection as before. If they
are incorporeal one can argue against, using what Avicenna says in the
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Metaphysics: every substance is either a body or is not a body. If it is
not a body, then either it is part of a body or not. If it is part of a body,
either it is matter or form. If it is not a part of a body, either it is such
that it has a link with bodies so that it moves them, and it is called a
soul, or it is such a thing that it does not have a link with bodies so
that it moves them, and it is a separate substance, and is said to be
an Intelligence. If, therefore, the impulse which is sent out from the
soul throughout the body is an incorporeal substance, it will either be
a part of a body or not. It will not be a part of a body, because it is
neither matter nor form; therefore it will either be a soul or an Intelli-
gence. Therefore the previous objection will return. Therefore from
these objections and arguments we have it that no soul is corporeal.

. Whether the soul is mortal or immortal
Next we should see whether the soul is mortal or immortal. That it

is immortal can be shown as follows.
. Each thing which, in so far as it is in itself is of some kind, will

always remain as such in itself. For example, a triangle, inasmuch as it
is, has three angles equal to two right angles, so a triangle necessarily
has three angles equal to two right angles. Since, therefore, the soul,
inasmuch as it is a soul, in itself lives, it cannot not live. Thus the soul
necessarily lives; and so the soul is immortal.

. Moreover, whatever is corrupted is corrupted by its contrary.
Therefore, since the soul does not have a contrary, nor is it made up
of contraries, the soul cannot be corrupted. Therefore the soul is in-
corruptible; and so the soul is immortal.

. Again, as is held by nearly all authors who speak about death,
death is nothing other than the separation of the soul from the body.
However, the soul is not a body nor does it have a soul; therefore there
cannot occur a separation of the soul from the body in it; therefore it
cannot die.

. Again, it is necessary for something to underlie any change
whatsoever, as is held at the end of the first book of the Physics of
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Aristotle, because all change is in some subject. Therefore since death
is corruption, and corruption is change, it is necessary that something
underlies death and is actually left existing after death. Therefore if
the soul died, something of the soul would be left after death. That
thing which is left will not be a body. Therefore, that thing will either
be a part of a body or not. If it is not part of a body it is either a soul
or an Intelligence, and it cannot be either. Therefore the soul cannot
die. Therefore the soul is immortal.

. Again, this proposition is self-evident: ‘The soul can abandon
every thing which can die.’ However, the soul cannot abandon a soul.
Therefore it is not possible for the soul to die. This is a second-figure
syllogism. Therefore the soul is immortal.

. Again, either the soul itself is constituted as a substance be-
cause it exists from itself or from the First Essence, which to the
highest and greatest extent is unchangeable. If from itself, then it can-
not be destroyed. If from the First Essence, then it can be argued that
nothing is contrary to an essence. Therefore nothing is contrary to the
essence which is First and Highest. However, the formation of a kind
of existence and its privation are due to contraries. Therefore, since
the kind of existence of the soul itself is in the place next to the pure
and unchanging essence, if the privation and destruction of this hap-
pens, this destruction will be from something which is contrary to
the First Essence. However, nothing is contrary to the First Essence.
Therefore, that which is the soul cannot be destroyed, since the ef-
fects of a contrary flow from contrary causes, and so we know that the
soul is immortal.

. Against: Being is from the perfection of a thing; therefore
non-being is from imperfection. However, as we know from Aristotle
and other authors, the soul is created imperfect but capable of perfec-
tion from knowledge and virtue. Yet knowledge is only of true things,
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therefore the more some things are true, the more true is the know-
ledge of them. Therefore, pure virtue and the highest knowledge is
of the pure truth which is unchanging to the first and highest degree.
Therefore, the knowledge of the pure truth (without which there is
no virtue) is the highest perfection of the soul. Therefore, since truth
and falsity are opposite, the intuition of pure falsity would be the im-
perfection of the soul. Therefore, the soul which directs itself towards
falsity by rejecting the highest truth is imperfect through such an er-
roneous intuition. However, non-being is from imperfection, so since
it is possible for the soul to follow falsity, it is possible for the soul not
to be, and thus possible for it to die. This is because in the intuition
of falsity it turns away from the good and follows the way of falsity,
and thus it remains incomplete and a non-being in every way.

. Solution: To this it should be stated that the soul has a two-
fold being, one from its first perfection, namely from the first creation,
and that is immortal and it cannot be deprived of it. Its second being is
from the acquisition of knowledge and virtue, and it can be deprived
of this being, such as if it rejects the pure truth and turns towards the
way of falsity. Thus, because of this, this being should not be said to
be mortal but rather changeable and capable of being acted upon.

. Again, there are two components in the make-up of man,
namely the body and soul. However, as regards the body, it happens
that the return of human nature to the first elemental bodies occurs
through dissolution, namely into its principles after the separation
of soul and body. For the same reason the remaining component,
namely the soul, should revert to its source. However, the origin of
the soul is nothing other than the divine plan which was in the divine
providence. Therefore, the return of the soul to its source should
happen in this way. However, once this return has taken place one
would not then say that a human soul exists in act, just as neither
would one say that a human body exists after the return of the human
body into its elements. Since, therefore, the soul existed before that
return, and afterwards it will not be, the soul is mortal.

. Again, in man there are two things which enter into his make-
up, one of which is corporeal and the other spiritual. However, that
which is corporeal must return into its first elemental principles. For
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the same reason, that which is spiritual will return into its first spiri-
tual elements. However, its first elements are in divine providence
because from eternity God foresees the soul to be. Therefore, as was
argued before, in that return the soul will be mortal.

. If someone perhaps accepts this to be the case, then follow-
ing this way of proceeding it would turn out that, just as before the
creation of the world everything was in the divine providence, simi-
larly it would happen that all things will return again to the divine
providence. Nothing, then, will exist in act except for God alone.

. Solution: It should be stated that as regards the soul the re-
turn of human nature does not happen in the same way as the body.
The human body returns to the first elements, since the first elements
come together in its constitution and their power and matter are pre-
served in it. However, it is not such where the soul is concerned, be-
cause neither the divine essence nor the divine providence is part of
the soul, because then the soul would be unchangeable in every way,
nor could it lose merit in any way. It happens, however, that a return
to God occurs by means of an intuition of the divine essence and the
knowledge of it. For the soul proceeded from God and to Him it will
return, unless it is impeded by a contempt for God.

. Whether the soul is simple or composed
Next we should discuss whether the rational soul is simple or com-

posed. That it is composed it seems can be shown as follows.
. Among those things which are created by the First Cause are

to be found in effect two types of caused things, one which is corpo-
real and the other which is spiritual. However, corporeal things are
such that they have the foundation of their essence from matter and
from form. Spiritual things, however, are of a more stable essence.
And so, since they have their being more stably, they have 〈it〉 [viz.
their being] in effect in a more stable manner as a result of their spiri-
tual matter and spiritual form. Since, therefore, the soul is one of the
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spiritual creatures, it has a composition out of matter and form, and
thus the rational soul is composed.

. Moreover, the soul is a substance and yet it is not considered
to be just the same as a substance. Therefore, there is something more
in it that makes the soul such that it is not taken to be the same as a
substance, just as there is more in a species than in its genus. There-
fore, since substance is truly of the essence of the soul, and is there
besides that something by which the soul is more than a substance,
the soul will be composed from those two, since, when all of the ac-
cidents have been enclosed by the soul, there will still be found those
two in the truth of the essence of the soul. Therefore it is composed
out of various things, therefore it is not simple.

. If this is conceded, it can be objected that the soul is made
up of various things. Let one of them be called A and the other B.
From which it follows, A either is animated or is not animated. If it
is animated, then it has a soul, and this soul is vivified, and that soul
again has another soul, and so on to infinity. If it is not animated, for
the same reason neither is B animated. However, blackness will never
come from two white things, because one of the contraries does not
cause the other. Therefore neither does an animated thing arise from
two inanimate things. Therefore a soul will never arise from those two.

. Moreover, to any composed thing corresponds its division be-
cause whatever will compose something will dissolve it. Therefore, if
the soul is composed, it can be divided into components. Therefore,
it is corruptible. Therefore, it can be destroyed, which has been re-
jected above.

. Solution: As regards the first objection, we state that by it it
will be shown that the soul is simple rather than composed, because
of the fact that the soul is a simple essence. It is because of this that
the soul has a foundation for its essence. For the First Cause is the
most simple; and so those things which immediately come from it
have simple being. For this reason, the soul and the Intelligences have
a simple being.

. Regarding the next objection, it should be stated that the
composition arising from genus and substantial difference only exists
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through a likeness and proportion with the composition which arises
out of matter and form, as can be known from Porphyry, and if intel-
lectually the genus of soul is grasped as well as its specific difference.
For it was not so in the creation of the soul that previously there were
those components, namely the genus of soul and its differences be-
fore the creation of the soul. Moreover, even if in the soul there is
both spiritual matter and spiritual form, it will not however itself be
corruptible, since it is lacking in the cause of contrariety according to
which corruption occurs.

. i. On the powers of the rational soul
. What follows concerns the powers of the rational soul. Now

there are two powers of the soul, namely the power to act and the
power to know. However, the power to act is that power from which
the individual actions of a man arise and which he chooses in accor-
dance with the judgement and intention of reason. However, such a
power can be taken in three ways. One way is to consider it according
to its connection with the vital and appetitive power, and this way is
according to the temperament with which a man is affected when he
happens to be confused or embarrassed, or laughs or something like
these. Another way in which it is considered is according to its relation
to itself inasmuch as it produces skill and understanding in itself: for
example, by means of the many experiences of individual things an
understanding of principles is produced in the soul, principles from
which knowledge and demonstrations are acquired. The third way
is considered according to the connection of the active power to the
imaginative and estimative power, because it directs them according
to the judgement of the contemplative power.

. The power of knowing, however, is a contemplative power
by which wisdom is produced in man through the intuition of those
things which are above him. For the human substance is such that it
has a relation to two realms, one of which one is above it and the other
below it. However, because of the obligation which it owes to that
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which is under it, the human substance has an active power in order
to direct the human body. From this active power the dispositions
are acquired in man which are called morals. Thus the active power
underlies ethical speculation because through it morals are perfected.
However, because of the obligation which the human substance owes
to that which is above it, it has a contemplative power from which
wisdom is produced and the virtues are perfected. For the origin of
virtues is from the active power, but from the contemplative power
is its perfection. Again, knowledge is present from this active power
without which the virtues are impossible. For knowledge and discri-
mination come before virtue. So it is that there are many people who,
while not taking into account that knowledge has to come before vir-
tue, say that virtue is knowledge just like prudence, and that it is the
same as the following: annoyance comes before anger; anger, how-
ever, is not annoyance. While making these two virtues of the soul
known, Avicenna says in the commentary that the human soul has, as
it were, two faces, one towards that which is downwards and one to-
wards that which is above. Moreover, from that which is below morals
are produced, and from that which is above wisdom is produced.

. ii. On the intellect
. It should be noted next that reason and understanding are in-

cluded under the contemplative power. The task of the intellect is to
grasp those things which are above human nature, as well as natural
things through the abstraction of the universal forms from matter and
from the appendages of matter. The task of reason is to compare those
things that have been understood with each other and in so doing to
distinguish between them. The intellect is divided by Avicenna and
by many other authors in four ways: for there is the material intellect
or intellect in potency, the formal or acquired intellect, the intellect
in effect, and the agent intellect.

. The material intellect is the soul stripped of its acquired dis-
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positions, and it is called material because its make-up is similar
to the disposition of prime matter inasmuch as there is no form in it.
Similarly it is said to be the intellect in potency because the being of
matter is a being in potency, since its being is incomplete, and so it
can be completed by means of the reception of form.

. The acquired intellect is a modification produced in the soul
which is a likeness of an external thing. With regard to this intellect
we know from Aristotle in the book On the Soul that a thing which
has been understood is the perfection of the soul and of its essence.
For there Aristotle calls the thing understood the acquired intellect,
which is an image of the external thing. Again, that acquired intellect
is said to be the formal intellect because it is constituted according to
the likeness and proportion of a form. For just as a form completes
matter by giving it being in act, in the same way the acquired intellect
completes the material intellect by giving it being in effect. Indeed,
the second perfection of the soul is from the acquired intellect.

. However, the intellect in effect is something linked together
out of the material intellect and the acquired intellect, and the mater-
ial intellect and the intellect in effect are the same subject. They are
diversified, however, in comparison: the material intellect is said to
be inasmuch as it has being in potency stripped of acquired form; the
intellect in effect, however, is said to be that same intellect accord-
ing to which it actually comes from a form which is a likeness of an
external thing.

. The agent intellect is a power of the soul which is perceptive
of universal things through abstracting them from accidents. The ha-
bitual intellect is an understanding stored in the soul, and if the will
turns the eye of the mind towards it, the soul will understand in act.

. It is objected, however, that a certain disposition is consti-
tuted in the soul which is the formal understanding and the likeness
of the thing, and that disposition is not innate in the soul, but is rather
acquired. Therefore, there is something which impresses that im-
age in the soul, not the agent intellect itself, because bymeans of it it is
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itself led to the external thing so that it can understand it. It is not
produced in the soul by the external thing because of the distance
between the soul and the thing perceived.

. What if it were formed in the soul by a modification in
memory, which is a likeness of an external thing? Against this it can
be argued that the image which is in memory is corporeal, since its
subject is corporeal. The soul, however, is incorporeal, therefore a
change cannot take place in it from a corporeal thing.

. Solution: With regard to this it should be said, as has been
shown above, that the soul has to turn itself towards the body which
it has to direct, and towards its dispositions, and towards the likeness
of images found in memory. The formal intellect is impressed on the
soul by means of the First Giver of Forms; or, as many authors seem
to wish, that form is an impression from an Intelligence as its servant,
and from the First Giver of Forms as by its authority. That Intelli-
gence is said by many authors to be an angel, who is a servant of the
soul of man. For a man has two angels, one good and one bad, each of
whom is an attendant of the human soul.

. Again, it seems that it can be shown that there aremore powers
of the rational soul to be included under the contemplative power,
other than reason and understanding. For when things are perceived
by means of the intellect it happens that the soul uses thought. How-
ever, for the same reason that to understand is from the intellective
power, so to think will be from the cogitative power. Again, the acti-
vity of this power is sometimes directed towards those things which
are understood and comes after the operation of the intellect. Thus
the cogitative power will come under the contemplative power; and
so there will be more powers of the contemplative power than reason
and understanding.

. Moreover, when someone thinks, they bring together
scattered things at once so that they find what they were looking
for among them, because to think is to consider scattered things at
the same time. And so Augustine says in the book On The Trinity that
‘thinking’ [cogitatio] is said from ‘to be brought together’ [coactus].
However, it is one thing to understand and another to link things
which have been understood together at the same time. Therefore,
to understand is other than to think, and diverse acts proceed from
diverse potencies. To understand is from the intellective power;
to think, however, is from the cogitative power. Therefore, the
intellective power is one thing and the cogitative power is another.
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. Solution: We state that the intellective power and the cogita-
tive power are one and the same, but they are diversified in comparison
with diverse acts in respect of each other. For the cogitative power is
said in comparison with the act of cognition and the intellective power
is said in comparison with the act of understanding.

. Again, we know from Aristotle in the Physics that art holds
matter to be of little importance, for with one and the same art it
happens that someone works upon various materials. So it happens
that a goldsmith works with gold, silver, lead, and copper, nor does
the essence of the art vary because of the variety of materials. For
the same reason, since it happens that the soul perceives both indi-
vidual and sensible things as well as universal and intelligible things
by means of the perceptive power, because of this diversity of things
perceived there will not be another power apprehending one and the
other; rather there will be one and the same power in essence. How-
ever, that power by which the sensible is grasped is sensation, and that
power by which the universal is grasped is the intellect; therefore the
intellect and sensation are one and the same power in essence.

. Again, in the proportion according towhich the imagination is
constituted in respect of something which can be imagined, sensation
is constituted in the same proportion in respect of something which
can be sensed. Therefore, changing things around, in the proportion
by which the sensible is constituted in respect of what can be ima-
gined, sensation is constituted in respect of imagination in the same
proportion. However, every sensible thing can be imagined, because
that same thing which is sensible can be imagined. Therefore sensa-
tion is the same as imagination. Therefore sensation and imagination
are one and the same power.

. In a similar way it can be shown that all perceptive powers
of the soul are one and the same power in essence. Which we readily
concede, saying that the perceptive powers of the human soul itself are
not diverse in essence, but only accidentally. For there is no diversity
among them except in the mode of apprehending, because sensation
perceives a thing which is present and the imagination a thing which
is absent and which was previously sensed. The intellect, however,
abstracts the thing from the accidents, as may be seen more clearly
through the arguments presented above.

. Again, it was said above that in the rational soul there are two
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powers, an active power and a contemplative power, and that wisdom
is from the contemplative power, and that morals are perfected by
the active power. This is because the governance of the human body
according to the judgement of the contemplative power is from the ac-
tive power. However, just as there is governance in the human body,
so in the totality of the entire globe there is governance ruling discord,
such as the oppositions between corruptible things. Therefore for this
reason, given that the soul is posited to be in the body so as to govern
it, we have to posit that a World Soul exists which governs the world
itself.

. Again, nourishment is transmitted proportionately to all parts
of the body that require nourishing, and this transmission is not by
chance but happens with discernment. For the division of food, since
it is bestowed proportionately on the body according as the parts of the
body need it, happens with the selection of the pure and with the ex-
pulsion of the impure. However, all discernment and choice of a thing
is together with the perception of the thing chosen. Therefore, the
food which is transmitted to the parts of the body in order to restore
what has been lost is perceived. However, all perception of the mind is
from the soul, therefore the soul perceives and intuits the food which
is let in. However, the soul is not the thing which is nourished; it is
therefore something else and it preserves nature. However, whatever
that is, it is the World Soul, which also sends out impulses through
the nerves and muscles of the body.

. Again, this human body in which the soul is is not so stable
in its essence as is the visible universe, since the human body is more
easily corrupted than the entire world. The soul, however, is incor-
poreal; therefore the soul has a greater affinity with the universe,
namely with the world, than with the human body. Therefore we
should posit that the world has a soul more than the human body since
its governance is more stable.

. Perhaps someone might say that the governance of the entire
world is from the First Cause and from its support and authority, and
that there is nothing caused which governs the visible universe. For
the same reason it should be said concerning the human body that it is
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not ruled by something caused nor by anything other than the divine
essence, which is false.

. Moreover, perhaps someone might say that everywhere in the
human body there is a continuity of parts, and because of that con-
tinuity the body is in every way vivified by the soul. However, it is not
thus regarding the world, because there is not a continuity in all of its
parts, thus it cannot be governed by one soul.

. Against: The bones and marrow of a man are not continuous,
nor is the brain with the cranium, and yet there is life in these from
one and the same soul, since there is growth and nourishing in them.
For the same reason, from one and the same soul governance can pro-
ceed through the whole of the globe, nor will there be an impediment
there but rather it will exist as such because of the discontinuity in the
parts of the world.

. Moreover, as we know from Boethius in the book of Consola-
tions, it would seem that the world has a soul, where he calls upon the
First Cause, saying:

‘At the midpoint of threefold nature you attach a soul and release it
throughout harmonious parts, moving all things.’

By that which he says, ‘a soul . . . moving all things’, it seems that he
suggests that the world has a soul that moves the world while govern-
ing it. However, afterwards Boethius continues saying with regard to
the soul:

‘Soul goes forth and returns to itself, circles the lower mind, and
turns the heavens into an image of the same.’

Thus, in this way he implies that the heavens aremoved by soul.How-
ever, because the heavens are moved and governed by soul, for the
same reason it should be posited that the world is governed by the
soul and moved by the soul, or if not, why not? If it is conceded that
the world has a soul:

. Against: The body of this man, once the body has been de-
signated, is governed and vivified by the soul. Nor is there one soul
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through which the foot of this man is vivified and another by which
the brain and head are vivified, rather from one soul alone is the en-
livening of all of the body. For the same reason, since the world has a
soul, the whole world and each of its parts will be animated and ruled
by the one soul. However, the body of this man and the body of that
man are parts of the world, therefore they are vivified by the same
soul. Thus, one should not posit that the soul of this man is one soul
and the soul of that man is another, because by the same argument if
a man had two souls, he would have two bodies, or if not, why not?

Moreover, if the world had a soul, it would be objected as follows:
. That soul is either vegetative only, such as the soul of a tree,

or is vegetative and sensitive, such as the soul of brute animals; or it
is vegetative, sensitive, and rational, such as the soul of man. If it is
rational, then the world is an animated, sensible, and rational body.
Therefore the world is a man, which is false. If it is vegetative and
sensitive, then the world is an animal. Therefore men and cattle, and
asses and others like these, are not animals, but rather parts of one
animal, just as we do not say that the head of some man is an animal,
nor the head of an ass is an animal, but rather they are parts of an
animal.

. Solution: We state that the world does not have a soul. How-
ever, Plato and other authors seem to have wanted the world to have
a soul. Thus, when Augustine spoke about the opinions of Plato, he
does not reveal whether he agrees or disagrees with that which Plato
says, namely that the world has a soul. However, we do not believe
there to be any other soul of the world than the Holy Spirit, who rules
and gives life to all.

. As can be gathered from what has been said, there is from
nature a preparation in an organized body so that it will be better
disposed towards receiving the rational soul than towards receiving
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anything else. For when there has been a sufficient preparation of the
body and an existing adaptation so that the soul may be infused in it,
the soul is infused in it by the first Giver of Forms, and thus through
the preceding assistance of nature the perfection from the First Cause
comes afterwards, namely the soul which is the perfection of a poten-
tially alive organized body.

. iii. The author examines whether a
new or an old soul is infused into the body

It seems that it would be better for a body which is already cap-
able of receiving a rational soul that an old soul should be infused in it
before creating a new soul and infusing it in it; and for the following
reason.

. It is easier for something which exists in effect to receive and
to give something than to make something new and for it to receive
it and to give it. Therefore, since the body has been made suitable by
nature to be vivified by the soul, it is easier to infuse into it a soul
which has already been made than to make a new soul and to infuse it
in the body; and thus that soul which was one man’s can be another
man’s soul.

. Moreover, a soul existing in a body acquires merit and loses
it. For it is good for the soul to be saved; it is bad, however, for the
soul to be damned. Again the good is to be desired, but evil rejected.
Therefore it is a good thing to infuse an old soul burdened with a
weight of sins into an organized body potentially alive so that when it
exists in the body it will acquire merit through purging itself from its
sins and acquiring the highest good for itself. It is an evil, however,
for it to remain separated from the body and not to acquire merit,
nor to be perfectly cleansed but to be led to the punishment of death.
Therefore, it is better for a soul which has been made beforehand to
be infused in a body, so that it can acquire merit in it through the
acquisition of knowledge and virtue, rather than to infuse a new soul
into the body. However, the activity of the Creator is so good that a
better cannot happen; therefore he gives old souls to bodies, so that
these will acquire virtue and purge themselves from vices so that they
will have eternal life, rather than bestow new souls upon them, lest
old souls, which can acquire merit through being joined with bodies,
should be damned. And thus as before.
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. Solution: To the first it should be stated that it is not easier
for the Creator to infuse an already created soul than to create a new
one and infuse it. It is the same as when some wood is sufficiently
prepared by means of heat and dryness so that it ignites: new fieriness
is conferred upon it and an old fieriness already existing in another
body is not transferred to it. For in creating a soul God infuses it into
an organized body which is potentially living. If there is not an organ
in it with the ability to receive life, he does not infuse a soul into it.
For he only bestows souls following on a previous assistance of nature
and an appropriate preparation existing in the body. However, if the
required organ of the body is lacking, the soul withdraws from that
because of which it was introduced. Moreover, if by nature the soul
were to return to the organ of the same body, the same soul will re-
turn to the same body in which it was previously, and in this way the
resurrection of the dead would be natural. However, the soul will not
return naturally to the organ of the same body, and so the resurrection
of the dead will not be natural but miraculous.

. Regarding the next objection, we state that reason and under-
standing are powers of the soul by means of which the soul itself can
distinguish good from evil and preserve its will in uprightness and not
turn away from good. If, therefore, while knowing the good it chooses
to follow evil, although it is not forced to go with it, but freely spurn-
ing good submits itself to evil, it is not given to it after its separation
from its body to go to another body again lest it turns the good down
again, just as it did previously. Therefore, it is better to infuse a new
soul into the body, clean from stain, apart from that of original sin,
so that it may, through using reason and understanding, preserve the
uprightness of its will with the choice of reason for the sake of that
uprightness. For then the will will be preserved in uprightness only
when a man wishes that which God wants him to wish.

. Again, it is asked whether the soul when divested of the body
can actually use the intellect.

That it cannot appears as follows. When the soul understands, as

 Reading ‘bono’ from P (as suggested by Werner) rather than ‘malo’ in the edition.
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we know from Augustine, Aristotle, and other authors, it understands
by means of an image which is set up in it which represents that thing
to it, and the image is a likeness of it. The soul, when it turns the eye
of the mind towards that image, links and joins it with the thing which
the image is of, and thus it is actually understood. However, when the
soul has been divested of the body it is not joined to anything, nor does
it have a tie to a body. Therefore, no modification which is the like-
ness of a thing is formed in the soul by means of any body, and every
modification which is formed in any body has to be formed through
some connection between the soul and the bodywhen the soul is in the
body. However, when the soul has been divested of the body, it does
not have a tie with the body so that the soul could move the body, nor
does it happen that the soul has contact with any body. Therefore, no
image is formed of anything in the soul when it has been stripped of
the body. However, if the soul understands, it understands by means
of an image, yet when the soul has been stripped of a body it does not
have an image in itself. Therefore, when it has been stripped of a body
it does not have understanding.

. Against: As we know from Augustine, Jerome, and other
authors, the soul as existing in the body is weighed down by the
burden of the flesh and is so darkened that it cannot use the intellect
except with the previous assistance of sensation. For this reason
Aristotle says in the Posterior Analytics: ‘All teaching and every intel-
lectual discipline arises out of pre-existent knowledge’, namely sense
knowledge. However, when the soul has been stripped of the body
it is free. Therefore, it can use the intellect then more than before.
However, when it is in the body it can understand, therefore it can
do so also when outside.

. Moreover, we know from many authors that after the separ-
ation of the soul from the body it sometimes happens that one soul
informs another soul and gives assurance and knowledge to it con-
cerning what is unknown. Thus it happens that one soul has more
knowledge than another soul.

. Against: Once the soul has been stripped of the body, there is
no impediment to why it should not understand something, for it is
constituted like an eye which is in the centre and which sees all of the
sphere. Therefore, no soul is wiser than another.
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. Again, it can likewise be asked at this point whether the soul
of any philosopher is wiser when separated from the body than the
soul of any idiot after the separation of his soul from the body.

That it is not wiser appears to be the case through the argument
immediately preceding.

. It seems that it is wiser inasmuch as the knowledge which
the philosopher has secured in his soul, through the images of things
stored in it, will remain in the soul after its removal from the body.
This is because no cause can be assigned to the destruction of that
knowledge which has been secured in the soul, since both the soul and
knowledge are lacking in contrariety, and the soul is more apt to retain
knowledge when it is outside the body than when it is in the body. For
when it is in the body the soul directs the eye of the mind and its in-
tentions towards the direction of the body and its dispositions and the
many other things which happen to the body from extrinsic causes.

. Solution:We state that the soul when separated from the body
can make use of the intellect, and that one soul understands more
than another and is wiser than another. This is because in so far
as a soul participates more in the illumination proceeding from the
Pure Truth, which is theHighest Brightness andUnchanging, by that
purification it has a keener understanding, and it has a greater wisdom
than that soul which is burdened by the weight of sin, and exists as a
lesser participant in the illumination of its nature. For just as light
helps the functioning of sensation, so also the illumination of pure
truth helps the activity of the intellect. Thus wewillingly concede that
the soul of some idiot, when it is separated from the body, is wiser than
the soul of a philosopher, if that soul which was the idiot’s becomes a
greater participant in the Pure Truth and of the light irradiating from
it than the soul of the philosopher. Again, because of this it happens
that the soul which is less wise receives knowledge from the wiser soul
in gazing upon it and whatever is in it. However, it is probable that
the soul of the philosopher knows more about some things than the
soul of an idiot, even if the latter is a participant in Pure Truth, and of
those things, the soul of the philosopher knowsmore about what it has
gained through learning in the body than from divine contemplation.

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 205



 XXV. iii. UTRUM NOVA ANIMA INFUNDATUR CORPORI











Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 206



XXV. iii. IS A NEW SOUL INFUSED INTO THE BODY? 

. However, the question arises, in what way can one soul re-
ceive knowledge from another soul, since both are missing ears and a
mouth and the organs to communicate something that the soul under-
stands? For we communicate what we understand to others by means
of words, or by means of some other signs—as, for example, cloistered
monks who express their ideas to others by means of nods and other
bodily signs.

. Similarly it is asked, in what way can the soul understand it-
self, since there is nothing in it which acts or is acted upon by itself?
For example, with the same eye with which someone sees, it is not
the case that the eye itself is seen, and with the same stick with which
someone strikes, it does not happen that the same stick is struck.

. Regarding the first question, it should be stated that just as a
composite thing is constituted in respect of a composite thing, in the
same way a simple thing is to a simple thing. Thus just as a compo-
site thing receives an impression from another composite, in the same
way a simple thing is changed by a simple thing. Again, as when the
soul is present we see a composed thing with a composed eye, so the
soul separated from the body sees and intuits itself, a simple thing,
since it is simple. Thus it intuits another soul, and in understand-
ing it, it perceives the impressions which are stored in it, which are
the likenesses of external things, and through the perception of those
likenesses it comes to the knowledge of a thing which previously was
unknown. Moreover, according as it is more and more illuminated
by the First Cause, in this way it intuits them more clearly and it ac-
quires more knowledge. Thus since it comes to the knowledge of an
unknown thing in this way, inasmuch as it turns the eye of its mind
towards a soul which is purer and more illuminated, it is said that one
soul receives knowledge from another.

bis. Moreover, inasmuch as the soul perceives an image in that
other soul of the soul itself which is understanding, the soul itself un-
derstands itself by means of the image of itself perceived in the other
soul. Again, it is similar in the case of sensation: the eye perceives an
image of itself in the mirror and by means of that image it sees itself.
Thus the solution to the second question is clear.

 This is the reply to the objection in no. .
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. iv. In what part of the body is the soul?
It remains for us to see, since the soul is in the body and not es-

sentially in some part of the body, as has already been shown, in what
part of the body the soul is essentially.

. It appears that it can be shown as follows that it is in the heart.
As we know from various authors, pain comes from the constriction
of the heart and joy from the dilation of the heart. However, there is
pain in the soul owing to a cause of offence to the heart, because the
soul is expected to be in charge. In a similar fashion there is joy in
the soul. Therefore, it seems that the soul is most likely in the heart,
because pain arises out of the constriction of the heart and joy arises
out of its dilation.

. Moreover, fromAristotle we know that anger is due to a rising
up of blood in the area around the heart. Thus when blood rises up
around the cardiac region, then there is anger. Yet there are more or-
gans of an enlivened body from the soul than from the heart. There-
fore it seems more likely that the soul is in the heart than in any
other organ.

. Against: the soul is in the human body in order to direct the
human body. The heart, however, is one of the principal organs of
man, thus if it happens through some circumstance that fear arises
in a man, blood rushes to the heart in order to strengthen it, lest it
fail because of excessive timidity. Therefore, blood directs the soul in
this case. Therefore, this is evidence that the soul, which should direct
the human body, is thus essentially in the blood because blood itself
is the nourishment of all of the body, and so is itself the consolation
of the body.

. However, that the soul is in the brain can be known inasmuch
as the completion of any sense is in the brain, as well as any other kind
of perception, such as that which occurs by means of imagination, or
by means of estimation, or through memory. Therefore, since per-
ception is from the soul, and perceptions occur in the brain by means
of the impressions received there, this is evidence that the soul is more
likely to be in the brain than in any other part of the human body.
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This is something that we readily concede, and we state that the soul
is not in the heart. However, many authors seem to hold that the soul
itself is complete in every part of the body, just as God is in Himself
complete everywhere.

. However, regarding the aforementioned arguments, we op-
pose them as follows, by saying that out of the constriction of the
heart comes pain, because the heart is one of the principal organs.
Therefore since the soul desires to be in the body, the soul desires that
the heart exists in the correct manner. Thus, if a constriction comes
about the soul itself is disturbed, because the heart has already fallen
away from its proper functioning. Thus from the constriction of the
heart suffering arises in the soul lest the heart should fail because of
its constriction. However, joy arises from the dilation of the heart
in the soul because the heart is naturally hot, and so its correct state
of being is to be hot. The effect of heat, however, is to loosen and
dilate, and thus from the dilation of the heart joy arises in the soul.
Thus, since the heart must be directed by the soul, it is in its organic
disposition and in its regular and required manner when it is dilated
in this way. Sometimes, however, there can be a dilation of the heart
when there is an intense joy, so that the heart is dilated excessively, so
much so that men stray from the way of what they should remember
and know. Anger occurs from the rising up of blood to the area
around the heart because the heart is naturally hot, and blood is na-
turally hot, and thus heat is added to heat. And so great does the heat
abound there from the diffused and rarefied heart that there is fear
and foolishness because fear arises out of dilation and foolishness out
of rarefaction. However, when the heart is full and active, then a man
has the hope of winning victory over any disturbance inflicted upon it.
However, anger exists together with the hope of having victory, and
thus out of the rising up of blood to the area around the heart anger

 Reading ‘corde’ with Werner rather than ‘calore’.
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arises. In a case of this kind it happens that blood rises up to the area
around the heart, because when the heart is disturbed by any incident
blood flows to strengthen it, and thus, as has already been pointed out,
together with the hope of obtaining victory anger is born.

. It is not, however, necessary that the soul is in the blood be-
cause of the fact that, since the soul is a nutritive power of the body
and preserves it, inasmuch as it is in itself, it transmits blood through-
out all of the body, by means of its illumination and giving of life, to
where it is opportune for it to be, unless something impedes it. This is
because its intention is directed towards the preservation of the body,
so that by means of its existence in the body the soul itself acquires
for itself a share in pure truth.

. i. Concerning free will
It remains, however, for us to examine the difference between rea-

son and the freedom of the will.
. However, it seems that reason and free will are the same, be-

cause of the fact that when the intellect grasps some things, reason af-
terwards understands them and judges them, and chooses what seems
better to it, and because of that there is freedom in the soul. For there
is a power in the soul to choose good things and bad things according
to the investigation which comes from reason. But what else is this
reason than that very same power, since judgement and choice are
from the same power?

. Moreover, as will be shown below, the freedom of the will is
a power to preserve the uprightness of the will for the sake of that
uprightness. However, the preservation of the will in uprightness in
itself and properly is from reason, and thus reason and free will are
the same power of the soul.

. Against: The will appears to be free because there is choosing
in it, namely it chooses either good or evil. The choice of evil, how-
ever, is not from reason; on the contrary, it is more due to the absence
of reason, or its weakness. Therefore reason is not free will.

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 213



 XXVI. i. DE LIBERO ARBITRIO











Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 214



XXVI. i. CONCERNING FREE WILL 

. Solution: We state that reason and free will are one and the
same in essence, because both one and the other are the same power,
but they are regarded as diverse because of their various relations to
diverse things. Free will is said to be that power because of the fact
that due to it a rational creature is able not to sin and not to succumb
to the servitude of sin. Therefore a rational creature according to it
is able to adhere to uprightness and to reject its opposite. That same
power is said to be reason because it reasons when deciding what good
is and what evil is, and so, having perceived the good, it preserves it-
self in that and rejects its opposite. Therefore, it is clear that there
is only an accidental difference between reason and free will. This is
because in it there is reason, which is a power of judging by means of
reasoning what good is and what evil is, what is true and what is false.
Again, freedom is in it because, given the judgement, it is able to fol-
low the true and to preserve itself in the good. Thus, just as a father
and a son are one and the same, but are diverse accidentally, just as
a soldier and a commander are one and the same man, but are differ-
ent in relation to different accidents, so reason and free will are one
and the same power, but they differ accidentally. So it follows that,
strictly speaking, this would not be conceded: ‘The father is the son’,
nor this: ‘The soldier is the commander’. Nor will this be conceded:
‘reason is free will’, if this is understood strictly speaking and as such.

Again, it is asked whether the power to turn away from the good is
a part of the freedom of the will.

. It seems that it is a part of it, because he is freer who is left
to himself so that he may choose between two paths the one which
he wants, than he who is forced to proceed according to one of those
ways only. For there are two ways, one towards good and one towards
evil; therefore he whose will is left to choose which of the two ways he
wishes is free. If, however, he cannot go forward except by one of the
two ways only, he would not then be free like someone who could go
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by either of the two ways. However, if he cleaves to evil, he turns away
from good and so has the power to turn away from good. Therefore
the power of turning away from good comes from the freedom of the
will, since this freedom is a power to proceed towards the good as well
as a power to turn away from the good.

. Moreover, concerning the same: The first manwould not have
sinned if he did not have free will. Sin, however, comes from the
power to sin. Therefore it seems that the power to sin is free will,
or part of the freedom of the will.

. If this is conceded, the following is objected against it: Given
two men, and each of them is free—one man, however, has such free-
dom that he cannot in any way be led back into servitude; the other
man is so constituted, however, in his freedom that he can lose his
freedom and be led back into servitude. Which of them is the freer?
It is certain that that man is freer who can in no way succumb to ser-
vitude. Therefore the power to succumb to servitude is of no use to
freedom. But the power to sin is a power to succumb to servitude.
Therefore, the power to sin is not a part of free will.

. Again, the weakness of something is of no use to the being of
a thing, rather more to the non-being of a thing. For freedom benefits
being. Therefore, weakness does not benefit freedom; but the power
to turn away from good is due to weakness, therefore the power to sin
does not benefit freedom.

. Again, when the power to sin has been added to a rational
creature it diminishes its freedom, because its true being, which is
free because it is able not to err, is diminished. Thus the power to sin
lessens freedom, and when separated and removed increases freedom.
Therefore, the freedom of the will does not consist in the ability to sin.

. Again, if someone sins, he is a slave to sin. Therefore, if he can
sin, he can become a servant to sin; and if he can become a servant to
sin, sin can rule over him. Therefore, from the first, if he can sin, sin
can rule over him. However, inasmuch as sin can dominate over him,
his freedom is diminished, and in this similarly he can become a slave
of sin. Therefore similarly inasmuch as he can sin the freedom of a
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rational creature is diminished. Therefore the ability to sin is not a
part of free will.

. Solution: As has been shown, we readily concede that the
power to sin is neither free will nor a part of the freedom of the will.
For free will is not such that it can be indifferent regarding the choice
of good or evil. If it chooses good with the intention of love, it is good.
If, however, it chooses evil, it is evil. However, it is free inasmuch
as it can not sin and it cannot be compelled by anything to sin, for
through no necessity does it sin, but only by the will, namely in so far
as it wishes what it should not and what is not advantageous. And it
should be known that the ability to sin is in truth not an ability but
rather an inability, for it is out of weakness of mind that it happens
that someone chooses what he ought not to. Moreover, when someone
wishes what God does not want him to wish, then he wants what he
should not wish.

. However, it is stated by many authors that sin exists because
of free will, not because it is free but rather because the freedom of
the will is badly preserved, which is the ability not to sin.

. In the following way, therefore, the reply to the first objection
is clear, and it comes about through the drawing up of a likeness. For
we do not state that free will consists in this, that it can in no way sin,
but in so far as it is able not to sin and it cannot be forced to sin by
anything.

. Again, note that this argumentation is not valid: ‘this man can
become subservient to sin; therefore sin can rule over him’; namely,
we can see that this is an argument from correlatives, and there is a
fallacy of the accident there. This is because the power which belongs
to a man is afterwards surrendered to sin. For it is not in the power of
sin to rule over a man but it is in the power of man, and, as I truly say,
it is in his weakness. For this statement: ‘sin can rule’ is taken impro-
perly here when someone concedes it, because in this way power is
handed over to sin which it does not have. And the same can be known
from Aristotle in the Topics, where he says that someone incorrectly
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assigns a property to air who says: ‘to be breathable is a property of
air’, because the power to breath is not in the air but is a property of
the animal who breathes.

. Again, from what has been put forward it can be ascertained
that the freedom of the will is a power to preserve the uprightness of
the will. Moreover, there is an error in this because someone who has
that power misuses it in not observing the uprightness of the will.

. However, it is objected as follows: Non-being cannot be pre-
served; because in what way can someone preserve a non-existing
thing? However, when a man exists in sin, there is no uprightness of
the will in him. Therefore the uprightness of his will does not exist.
Therefore he does not have free will.

. Solution: Some powers are always accompanied by their reali-
zation, such as the power of the sun by which the sun is moved; some
are not always with their realization—for example, the power to see
is not always accompanied by the act of seeing, such as when a thing
which exists in the darkness cannot be seen, and yet someone has the
ability to see it. Similarly someone who is in sin is in darkness, and
does not preserve the will in uprightness, and yet has the power to
preserve it; and because he does not preserve it, nor is he forced not
to preserve it, so he sins.

. Again, perhaps it seems to someone that it is bad for free will
to be joined to a rational creature, because if it did not have free will
it would not sin.

. Regarding this it should be stated that he who says that free
will is the cause of sin is of a similar opinion to Adam, who said to the
Lord that He himself had sinned inasmuch as the Lord had given Eve
to him, wanting to fling the sin back to the Lord. It is the same with
regard to a man who has freedom of the will, who sins in this way,
because he does not preserve it correctly. Indeed, he does not sin be-
cause he has freedom but because he does not preserve the freedom of
the will which God has joined to him in uprightness. Moreover, free
will has been joined to a rational creature to choose what is advantage-
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ous and what he ought to. If, however, he could not sin in any way,
then he would not obtainmerit if because of a necessity of compulsion
he did not sin, nor indeed would he lose merit. Thus in a state such
as this the rational creature takes its being from the Creator, so that it
has this freedom, namely that it can not sin and cannot be compelled
to sin by anything, but it is left to his will to do good or choose evil.

. ii. Whether there is free will in God and in the angels
Next it is asked whether there is free will in God and in the angels.
. That there is not seems as follows: In the book of the Sen-

tences it is held that free will is a faculty of reason and understanding
by which, with the help of grace, the good is chosen, and by which,
when grace ceases, evil is chosen. For there is no faculty of choosing
evil in God because there is no power to sin in him, therefore there is
no free will in him. Similarly in the angels who have been confirmed
in grace there is not a faculty of reason and understanding by which
evil is chosen while grace is lacking, for the choice of evil is out of lack
of grace, and therefore there is not freedom of the will in them.

. That there is free will in God is shown in the first place by
blessed Anselm, who says ‘It is absurd to state that there is not free
will in God and in the angels, because God is free to choose whatever
he wishes.’ Similarly the angels also have the freedom of reason to
choose between good and evil, so that they choose good and reject evil.
Thus, if they were to choose evil, this would not be out of the freedom
of reason but from its lack, and a lack of reason more diminishes free-
dom than increases it. From Boethius we know, and from Augustine
likewise, that the freedom of the will is more vigorous in angels than
in men, because angels are more perfect and truer in the judgement
of reason than men, and thus have a greater freedom in judgement,
because they are now confirmed in freedom. Men, however, are, up
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to now, able to succumb to servitude because of sin. Thus angels are
more free than men.

. Solution: We state that free will is in God and in angels.
. Regarding that which was objected against, namely that free

will is a faculty of reason and understanding, etc., it should be stated
that that description is not given as such according to the essence of
free will, but is given in an accidental manner. Again, this can be
known through what is said there: ‘by which he chooses evil, lack-
ing grace’. For grace to be lacking is to be by accident, because it is
due to the weakness and imperfection of reason that it chooses evil.
Moreover, with the will to choose evil there is an absence of grace
there, and the taking away of grace is not the efficient cause of the
choice of evil, nor of the will to choose evil. Indeed, the choice of evil
is from an evil will, and there is not any efficient cause of it but rather
a deficient cause, as we know from Augustine in the twelfth book of
The City of God.

. If someone were to object that a man is more powerful than
God and an angel because a man is able to sin, and God cannot sin, it
should be said, as is clear from what has already been stated, that the
ability to sin is not a power; rather, it is more a lack of power. Just as
a dead man is not a man but rather a non-man, in the same way the
ability to sin is an incomplete power, because sin is due to weakness
and is not due to strength.

. Again, it is asked, whose is that freedom in itself and properly
which indicates the will, and from which the will is said to be free?

. It is not of the will itself, because freedom is prior in nature to
the will, because before someone decides, there is freedom in him. If
someone were to say: ‘the will is taken there as the power to choose’,
it is clear that this is not true, inasmuch as this power to choose is
a rational power, and the will proceeds from that power; again, that
power is in the rational power because the will is not in the effect.

. If the freedom of the will belongs to a man properly and in
itself, it is clear that this is false inasmuch as, as has been shown, free-
dom of will is in God and in the angels.
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. If it is of the reason itself, then it can be argued against this
that reason is a form, freedom is a form, therefore freedom properly
and in itself is not in reason. If it is said to be in reason, this will be in
an accidental manner, and not according to the proper understanding
of it.

. Regarding this it should be stated that the freedom of the will
is properly and in itself of a rational essence, and that subject does not
go beyond the freedom of the will nor is it exceeded by it, because the
freedom of the will is in everything, and is said to be in that in which
reason is and vice versa. And yet this freedom is sometimes impeded
by its effect so that it cannot carry out its act, such as in a demon. For
there is freedom of the will in him but not its effect, because in him
there is the power to preserve the uprightness of the will, but he does
not preserve that uprightness because of the lack of the illumination
proceeding from the First Cause. Just as someone who is in the dark
has the ability to see but does not see because of the lack of light.

. Therefore, fromwhat has been put forward, it can be held that
there is no free will in brute animals since they lack that investigation
of reason. However, there is in them the concupiscible power and the
irascible power since the sensitive soul is in them. For there is in them
the concupiscible power by which they desire what is useful to them,
or what appears to be useful to them. The irascible power in them is
that by which they reject those things which apparently or truly are
harmful to them. Moreover, because of desire of this kind which is
accompanied by choice, and because of the rejection of the harmful
which is accompanied by flight, it appears that there is in them a dis-
crimination between the useful and the harmful. Thus it appears that
there is free will in them, since it is left to them to choose one or the
other.

. Again, it seems that we can know the same through experi-
ence in that a sheep picks out its lamb from among other lambs, and
inasmuch as it appears to discern it from others. The same is clear in
dogs and bees. For bees choose the flowers which are more suitable to
them and reject the ones which are harmful.

. The solution to these objections is clear through what has
been said above and in the discussion on the powers of the sensitive
soul. For choice of this kind in brute animals is from the estimative
power and not from reason. It should not, however, be stated that
there is discernment in them, but rather distinguishing, since discern-
ment arises from reason. For brute animals distinguish one thing from
another through the accidents of things and they do not discern by the
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intellect. Yet someone speaking incorrectly will say that some brute
animal will discern by the intellect one thing from another, such as a
dog and a monkey.

. Again, it might seem to someone that the freedom of the will
is in these three powers joined together, namely the concupiscible
power, the irascible power, and the rational power. Or it might seem
that free will is in the soul according to those three powers, so that it is
not there according to one of them only. Thus it is the case that from
the concupiscible power is the desire for the good, or what appears to
be good, from the irascible power is the hatred of evil, and from the
rational power is discernment and judgement.

. Regarding this, it should be stated that for free will to exist,
the concupiscible power is not required nor is the irascible power,
rather the rational power on its own suffices. Since a rational creature
perceives by means of understanding and by reason, it discerns and
judges between those things that have been understood. For in a hu-
man being there is the beginning of a tendency towards discernment
from the concupiscible power, inasmuch as someone desires some-
thing, or from the irascible power, inasmuch as a man rejects some-
thing. Yet although someone desires something, he is not, however,
bound to choose. Similarly, although someone rejects something by
means of the irascible power, he is not bound to flee unless he first
turns his reason towards that which he desires and towards that which
he rejects, and according to the judgement of reason he chooses the
thing desired or he rejects it. Because reason, as Aristotle says in the
Topics, rules by the concupiscible power and the irascible power, ex-
cept when the soul of aman is perverse. So it is that aman is not bound
to carry out anything according to the concupiscible or the irascible
power, unless the judgement of reason intervenes to direct each of
these powers.

 The text breaks off at this point without the promised ch.  ‘On divine providence’.
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Diagrams and Explanations

Note. The diagrams contained in this appendix have been copied from those
given in John Blund, Traktat über die Seele, ed. and trans. Dorothée Werner,
Freiburg i.Br., , Anhang, pp. –; they are reproduced here by kind
permission of Verlag Herder. The text of the explanations has been freely
adapted from the German translation of Werner’s appendix made for me by
Conleth Loonan.

As Werner comments (p. ), the drawings and explanations given serve
to illustrate Blund’s geometric and optical arguments, even if he is not always
correct.

Nos. , , –

In no.  Blund attempts to solve the supposed paradox that one can gener-
ally see something that is larger than the diameter that passes through the
midpoint of one’s own eye. He first of all cites an opinion which states that
this should not be possible. It follows from this opinion that no object which
appears in front of us can appear to be smaller than the diameter of one’s
own eye.

(no. ) (no. )

Blund’s argument is that our field of vision has the shape of a parallelogram
which is formed between the diameter through the midpoint of the eye and
the diameter of the object lying opposite. Thus, nothing can be seen which
is either smaller or larger than the diameter of the eye because every object
which is seen must be located between the two extended sides of the paral-
lelogram, which must always have the same distance from each other. It also
follows that nothing can be seen which is larger than the diameter of one’s
own eye.

In no.  Blund offers his solution to the paradox by arguing that our field
of vision does not take the form of a parallelogram but is rather in the shape

 Werner comments (p. ) that it is unclear why Blund asks if something can be seen
that is larger than the diameter that intersects the eye, and then without any further expla-
nation states that no object which is in front of us can appear smaller than the diameter of
one’s own eye. A possible explanation might be that Blund wishes to show that his solution
applies to both cases (larger and smaller) in the sections which follow.
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of a triangle (owing to the convergence of two lines), whose base is formed by
the diameter of the observed object. Thus an explanation is also offered as to
why things can be seen which are larger than one’s own eye.

In no.  Blund next attempts to solve the following contradiction: some-
thing (in the example given, an angle) which was larger will later be seen as
smaller. How is this apparent contradiction arrived at? That which is seen
within a greater angle appears larger (one of Euclid’s theorems) and that
which is seen within a smaller angle appears smaller. In addition, it will be
accepted as a further theorem (it is not always clear whether Blund means a
geometric or a non-geometric theorem) that the further the observed object
is from the eye, the smaller it appears.

On the strength of this another supposition will also be accepted, which
contradicts the first set: the smaller the circumference, the greater the angle
of incidence (angulus contingentiae).

The argument may be stated as follows:

Assumption 

() That which is seen within a greater angle appears larger.
() Every object appears to be smaller or larger, according to distance of

the viewer from the object.

Assumption 

() The smaller the circumference, the greater the angle of incidence.
() Every object appears to be smaller or larger, according to distance of

the viewer from the object (=Assumption ()).

Assumption 

However, if we take Assumptions () and () together, it follows from
() that when something is moved away from its original position,
the angle of incidence becomes greater, yet this contradicts (), which
states that everything must become smaller when the viewer moves fur-
ther away.

In no.  Blund solves this contradiction as follows: something that is fur-
ther away will not be seen as larger. Thus as the angle in which the circle is
seen reduces because of its increasing distance from the eye, so too will the
angle in which the angle of incidence is seen, become smaller. Thus, it applies
to the angle in which one sees the angle of incidence.
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The angles of incidence are b and b′, and a and a′ are the angles within which
the angles of incidence are seen.

In this way Blund can solve the contradiction that something seems larger
the further away it is seen. However, what exactly the angle should be within
which one sees the angle of incidence remains problematic. Blund’s argument
simply consists in the fact that one cannot speak of one and the same angle
when a circle is in different positions.

As the diagram makes clear, at an almost constant angle of the angle of in-
cidence within which it is observed, in the case of an object which alters its
position, at any given time it is larger or smaller.

In no.  the presupposition of no. , that something seems larger the
closer one is to it, is questioned. In no.  it is objected that when one draws
a semicircle and positions an eye (a) at the midpoint of the circumference so
that it sees the entire diameter, and another eye (b) which is nearer to the
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end of the circumference and sees exactly the same diameter, then to eye (b),
which is closer to the diameter, the diameter must seem larger since the the-
orem has already been demonstrated that the closer one comes to something
the larger it appears. Hence it would also follow that the angle of eye (b) is
greater than that of the other eye (a), following what was said above (no. ),
that when something is seen as larger, the greater the angle. Hence it follows
that (b) must be larger.

In no.  Blund refers to a theorem of Euclid, according to which all
angles of triangles drawn from a point in the circumference of a semicircle
are right angles and are therefore equal in size. Thus, the diameter cannot
seem larger to one eye rather than to another. In his solutio in no.  Blund
agrees with this theorem of Euclid, and he refers to the fact that one eye is
not closer to the entire diameter than the other. Blund has also succeeded in
showing that nos.  and  contradict each other, and also that the con-
clusion (in no. ) was false.

Nos –

No. : types of shadow

=bright body

= illuminated body

(a)–(c)
(a) infinitely large, cylindrical shadow

(b) finite, conical shadow
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(c) finite, basket-shaped shadow

(d) Comparison between shadows of type (b): shadows where the first are
larger than in the second

(e) Comparison between shadows of type (c): shadows with the first are lar-
ger than in the second

(f) Comparison between shadows of type (a): shadows remain equal inde-
pendently of the distance between both bodies

Nos. –: the three ways in which the arguments run

. (No. )

y=size

size  (=B)

size  (=A)

end of day

x=time

A and B contract continually in the same shape. A becomes smaller, however,
more sharply in comparison with B, and that is why, at the end of the day, A
is smaller than B.

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 235



 APPENDIX

. (No. ) The same as no.  only inverted.

. (No. )

y=size

=half of C

x=time

A and B are smaller than C. Thus as A and B contract at the end of the day
they are still smaller than C.

No. : against no. 

(a)

Initial position: Both shadows—A and B—have a basket-shaped, same-sized,
infinite shadow, so A and B are equal in size.

Created on 1 August 2012 at 21.55 hours page 236



DIAGRAMS AND EXPLANATIONS 

(b)

A and B contract, becoming exactly the same size as C, and thereby acquire
a cylindrical shadow. [Thus there is an alteration from shadow shape (c) to
shadow-shape (a), including the additional presuppositions from no. (f).]

Although A moves further away from C, the shadow shape does not itself
change from A, more or less like (d) and (e) in no. , and so remains cylin-
drical.
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No. : against no. 

(a)

At their starting-point A and B are equal in size but smaller than C. A and B
are at the same distance from C and have a finite, cylindrical shadow.

(b)

At their finishing-point A and B have become exactly the same size as C, but
A is further away from C than B. And again, although A has become further
away from C, the shadows of the two are nevertheless of the same size. Both
have cylindrical shadows of infinite size.
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No. : objection to no. 

  (black shading)

A and B are here two dark hemispheres; both at any given time are smaller
than the bright body (L), but each in itself is larger than half of L. A and B
have conical, finite shadows. C is a dark sphere, which is exactly the same size
as L and has a cylindrical, infinite shadow.

  (grey shading)

A and B in the course of the day move towards one another, and contract in
themselves through the entire day so as ultimately to form a shape AB which
is still larger than L. AB has at the end of the day a basket-shaped, infinite
shadow.

No. 

In no.  Blund now points out an inconsistency which he spots as arising
out of Figures  and  in no. : A and B both have a conical and finite
shadow which is smaller than the shadow of C. At the end of the day, as they
both contract the cone AB results, and their combined shadow is larger than
that of body C. Blund’s counter-example allows him to attack the other argu-
ments as containing a fallacy inasmuch as the final ‘growth’ of the shadow (as
represented in no. ) is not a successive and same-shaped increase: rather,
there is an instantaneous change.

 Werner (p. ) points out that Blund’s presentation of the problem contains some
difficulties which leave the chapter as a whole unclear. For example, the group in no. 
cannot to be compared with that in no.  even if Blund formulates no.  as an exception
to no. . In no.  A and B together are never greater than C, while in no.  at the
end of the day A and B (hence AB) are greater than C. Moreover, Blund’s classifications
are not always very exact. In no. , when he is talking about ‘size’ or quantity, it is not
clear whether this size refers to the further movement of the body itself, to the shadow of
the body, or to the type of shadow. Again, that there are different magnitudes of infinity
according to Blund’s explanations (for example, in no.  that of C and that of AB would
be larger than that of C) presents no problem for him in the text.
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abstraction ; universal .
abstractive , , .
accident , , , , , , , , ,

, , , ; accidental manner ,
, ; accidentally .

act .
action ; corporeal .
active .
activity: natural ; vegetative .
affection , .
affirmation .
air , , , , , , , , ,

, , , , .
anatomy .
angel , , , , , .
anger , .
animal , ; brute , , , , ,

, .
animated ; body , , , ; sensible

body .
apprehension .
aptitude ; natural .
art .
attention .
attributes .
awareness .

being , , , ; concrete ; general
; in effect ; in potency ; non-b.
, , , ; specific ; true ,
; universal .

blackness , , .
blood , , , , , .
body , , , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , ; bright , ,
; coloured ; dark ; heavenly ,
, , ; first elemental ; human
, ; inferior , ; lower ; or-
ganized , , , , , , , ,
; polished ; porous , ; pure
, ; sensible ; spherical ; su-
perior , ; vivified .

brain , , , .
brightness , , .
brilliance .

cause , , ; deficient ; efficient
; extrinsic .

chance .
change , .
choice , .
circumference , .

cognition .
colour , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , ; intermedi-
ate , ; middle ; mixed .

commensurate .
common , ; imagination ; intel-

lect , ; measure .
completeness .
complexion: balanced , ; temperate

, .
components .
composite .
composition , , , , .
compression .
constitution , , , , ; bodily

.
constriction , .
contact .
contemplation: divine .
contempt .
contiguity .
contiguous , .
continuity , .
continuous , .
contraction , .
contrariety , , , .
contrary , , , , , , , ,

, , , .
corporeal , .
correlatives .
correspondence , .
corruption , , .
creation , , ; first .
creature: rational , , , , .
Creator , , , , .
curvature .

darkness , , , , , , ,
, , , .

death , .
decrease .
demonstration .
desire , , .
destruction , .
difference , , ; accidental ; coeval

; divisive ; perfective , , ; ra-
tional ; sensitive ; specific ; sub-
stantial , .

digestion , .
dilation , .
discernment , , , .
discord .
discordance .
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discrimination , .
disharmony , .
disposition , , , , , , ,

.
dissolution .
dissonance .
distance .
distend .
distinguishing .
division , , , , .

ear , , .
earth , , .
echo , , , .
effect , , , ; immediate ; re-

mote .
element , , , , ; first ,

, ; first spiritual ; sensible .
emotion , .
essence , , , , , , ,

; divine , ; rational ; simple
.

estimation , , , , , , ,
, , .

evaporation .
evil , , , , , , , , ,

, .
existence , , , .
experience , , , , , , ,

.
eye , , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , bis; inflamed .

faculty ; imaging ; of reason .
fallacy of the accident , , .
falsity , , , .
fear , .
feeling .
finite .
fire , .
firmament , , , , .
First Cause , , , , , , ,

, , , .
First Essence .
First Giver of Forms , .
flavour , , , , .
fleawort , .
flesh , , .
flight .
foolishness .
force .
forgetfulness , , .
form , , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , ; ac-
quired ; intelligible ; reception of
; sensed ; sensible ; spiritual

, ; substantial ; tangible ;
universal , ; visible .

fortitude , , .
fortune .
freedom , , , .
fume , , .

generation , .
genus , , , , , , , , ,

, , , ; subalternate .
geometry , .
God , , , , , , , ,

.
good , , , , , , , , ,

, .
governance , , , .
grace , .
growth , , , , , ; proportional

.

happiness , .
harmful , , , .
harmonious , .
harmony , .
hate .
hearing , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
.

heart , , , , .
heat , ; diffused ; rarefied .
Highest Brightness .
Highest Good , , .
Highest Necessity .
Holy Spirit .
hope: of winning .
humour ; vitreous , , .

idiot , .
illumination , , , .
image , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , bis; intelligible ;
mental .

imagination , , , , , , ,
, , , .

imperfection .
impression , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , .

impulse , ; breath ; incorporeal
; vital , .

inanimate .
incomprehensible .
incorporeal .
individual , , .
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infinite , .
infinity , , , .
infused .
infusion .
innate .
instrument .
intellect , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ;
acquired , , ; agent , ;
formal , , ; habitual ; in
effect , ; in potency , , ;
material , , .

Intelligence , , , , , , ,
.

intelligible .
intention , , , ; indivisible ;

non-sensed ; universal .
intuition , , , .

joy , , .
judgement , , , , .
justice , .

kind: most specific , .
knowledge , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, ; sense , .

life , , , , , .
light , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , ; heavenly
; non- .

likeness , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, .

love , .

man: non- .
matter , , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , ; appen-
dages of , , ; prime ; spiri-
tual , .

medicine , .
medium , , , , , , .
memory , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , .

merit , , , .
metaphysician , , .
mind , , ; eye of , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , .

mode of apprehending .
modification , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, .

monks: cloistered .

morals .
motion ; local ; natural , ; orbital

; unnatural .
movement , , , , , , .
mover: natural .

natural .
nature , , , , , , , , ,

, ; human .
necessity .
negation .
nerve ; auditory ; concave .
nourishment , , , .
number , .

object: bright , ; proper , .
odour , , , , , , ,

, , , .
opposites: privative .
opposition , ; privative .
organ: bodily .

pain , , .
palate .
part: aliquot .
participant .
particular , , .
passive .
perception , , , , , , ,

, , .
percussion .
perfection , , ; first .
perfective .
philosopher , , ; natural , ,

, , .
philosophy: natural .
place ; proper .
pleasure , , , , , , ,

, , , .
pores .
position .
possession , , .
potency .
potential , .
power , , , , ; active , ,

, ; appetitive , , ; augmen-
tative , , , , , ; cogitative
, , ; concupiscible , , ,
, , , , , , , , , , ,
, , , , ; contemplative ,
, , , ; corporeal , ;
corruptive ; diminutive ; directing
; estimative , , , , ,
, , ; external perceptive , ;
generative , , , ; imaginative ,
, , ; imaging , ; intellect-
ive , , , ; internal perceptive
, ; irascible , , , , , ,
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, , , , , , , , , ,
; memorizing , ; motive ,
, ; nutritive , , , , , ,
; of imagining ; of knowing ;
of understanding ; perceptive , ,
, , , , ; rational , , ,
, , , , , ; receptive ,
; recollective ; retentive , ;
sensitive ; tactile ; vital .

predication: univocal .
principles ; first elemental .
privation , , , , , , .
privatively , ; privative manner .
propagation .
proportion , , .
proposition .
providence: divine , , .
prudence , , , , .
punishment .
Pure Goodness .
Pure Truth , , .
Purification .

quality , , , ; first elemental
; innate , ; primary , ,
, ; secondary ; receptive .

quantity , , , .

rarefaction .
rational , .
rays , , .
reason , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
; freedom of ; intention of ;
investigation of ; judgement of ,
, .

reasoning .
recall .
recollection , .
relation .
remembering , .
reminiscing .
representation , , , .
resistance , , , , , .
respondent .
rest , , .
resurrection .
retentive .
reverberation , , .
round .

sadness , .
saliva .
salvation .
seat: of imagination ; of memory ; of

the brain .
sensation , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , bis.

sense , , ; central , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
; external , , , , , ,
; internal , ; of distinguishing
.

sensible: proper , , , , , ,
.

sensitive .
separation , ; of the soul , .
servitude , , .
shadow , , , , , , ;

basket-shaped ; cylindrical .
shape , .
sight , , , , , , , , ;

active ; formal ; material ; obtain-
ing .

sign , , , .
simple .
sin , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , ; original .
size , , , , , .
skill .
skin .
smell , , , , , , , ,

, , .
sonority .
sorrow .
soul passim; corporeal ; human , ;

immortal , , , , ; incor-
ruptible ; mortal ; perceptive ;
perpetual ; rational , , , ,
, , , , , ; sensitive ,
, , , , , , , , ,
, vegetative , , , , , , ,
, .

sound , , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , , , , , ;
dissonant .

space , .
species , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , ; bodily ; most
specific ; reception of ; retention of
.

spiritedness .
stars .
stick .
subject , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
; proper , , .

substance , , , , , , , ,
, , ; corporeal , , ;
human ; incorporeal , , , ;
incorruptible .

sun , , , , .
syllogism ; second figure .
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taste , , , , , , , .
tautology .
temperament .
temperance , , .
term: concrete ; middle .
theologian .
think .
thinking .
thing: bright , ; corporeal ; ex-

ternal ; homogeneous ; incorporeal
; natural , ; sensible .

thought .
time , .
timidity .
tongue , .
touch , , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , .
trace , , .
translucent .
truth , .

unchanging .
understanding , , , , , , ,

, , , , , , , ,
, , , , bis, , , ,

; concrete ; formal , ; material
; obtaining ; universal .

unformed .
unharmonious .
universal , , , , , , , ,

, , , , .
uprightness , , , , , .
useful , .

vacuum .
violence .
virtue , , , , , .
vision .

wax: soft .
weakness , , , .
whiteness , .
will , , , , , , , ,

, , , ; free , , , ,
, , , , , , , ,
, , , ; freedom of , ,
, , , , , , , ,
; rational ; sensual .

wisdom , .
World Soul , .
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