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4. Sto se tice dijela duse kojim dusa spoznaje i shvaca, bilo da
je on odvojiv bilo da nije odvojiv prostorno nego <samo>
pojmovno, valja razmotriti koje on razlikovno svojstvo ima i kako
uopée nastaje miSljenje. Ako je misljenje poput osjetilnog
zamjecivanja, ono ¢e jamacno biti ili nekakvo trpljenje
uzrokovano mislivim predmetom ili nesto drugo tome sli¢no. Zato
intelekt mora biti netrpan ali prijemljiv za forme i potencijalno
takav ali ne to, te se mora odnositi prema mislivim predmetima bag
kao osjetilna sposobnost prema osjetilno zamjetljivim
predmetima. Prema tome, buduci da misli sve stvari, intelekt mora
biti nepomijesan — kao §to tvrdi Anaksagora — kako bi vladao, a to
znaci kako bi spoznavao, jer ga prijeci i odvrac¢a ako se uzgred
pojavi nesto strano. Stoga intelekt nema nikakve druge naravi osim
te da je potencijalan. Prema tome, takozvani intelekt duse (a pod
intelektom mislim na ono ¢ime dusa razmislja i pretpostavlja) nije
u aktualnosti nijedno od bica prije nego Sto misli. Zato ne bi bilo
razlozno da je pomijesan s tijelom, jer bi onda imao neku kvalitetu,
<primjerice, bio bi> ili hladan ili topao, ili bi postojao neki organ
za nj, kao $to postoji za osjetilnu sposobnost; no ¢injenica je da on
nije nijedno <od biéa prije nego $to misli>. Dakle, dobro kazu oni
koji vele da je dusa mjesto formi, osim $to to nije cijela dusa nego
samo ona misaona i nisu to forme u aktualnosti nego u
potencijalnosti. A da netrpnost osjetilne i misaone sposobnosti nije
istovrsna, ocito je na primjeru osjetilnih organa i osjetila. Osjetilo
ne moze pruziti osjetilnu zamjedbu nakon silovitih osjetilno
zamjetljivih predmeta, primjerice <sluh ne moze pruziti> osjetilnu
zamjedbu zvuka nakon velike buke, niti se moze Sto vidjeti ili
omirisati nakon snaznih boja odnosno mirisa. Medutim, kada
intelekt misli neki silno mislivi predmet, misljenje podredenih
stvari nije slabije, nego jo$ i bolje. Tome je tako jer osjetilne
sposobnosti nema bez tijela, dok je intelekt odvojiv. A kad intelekt
postane svaki pojedini mislivi predmet onako kao kad se za znalca
kaze da je to u aktualnosti (a to je posrijedi kad god netko moze
biti aktivan sam od sebe), intelekt je ¢ak i tada na neki nac¢in u
potencijalnosti, iako ne na isti na¢in kao i prije negoli je naucio ili
otkrio; i tada je on sposoban misliti sam sebe.

Buduc¢i da je veli¢ina jedno a bit veli¢ine drugo, kao i voda i
bit vode (a tako je i u mnogo drugih slucajeva, ali ne u svima, jer
u nekim slucajevima je to isto), bit mesa i meso razabire se ili
razli¢itim sposobnostima ili istom sposobnos¢u koja je razlicito
disponirana. Naime, mesa nema bez materije, ve¢ je ono poput
necega préastog, ovo-u-ovome. Dakle, osjetilnom sposobnoséu

4. Concerning the part of the soul by which the soul knows and figures
things out, whether it is separable or not separable in magnitude but only
in account, it is necessary to consider what its differentia is and how
thinking ever comes about. To be sure, if thinking is like perceiving, it
would consist in being somehow affected by the object of thought or in
something else of this sort. It must, therefore, be impassive yet capable
of receiving the form, potentially suchlike but not this, and just as the
perceptual faculty is related to the objects of perception, so the intellect
must be related to the objects of thought. It is necessary, then, since it
thinks all things, that it be unmixed, just as Anaxagoras says, so that it
may rule, i.e. so that it may know; for anything alien appearing along
with it would hinder and obstruct it. Consequently, it has no nature other
than this: that it is potential. Hence, the so-called intellect of the soul
(and by “intellect” I mean that by which the soul thinks and supposes) is
in actuality none of the beings before it thinks; nor is it, accordingly,
reasonable for it to be mixed with the body, since then it would come to
be qualified in a certain way, either cold or hot, or there would be an
organ for it, just as there is for the perceptual faculty. As things are,
though, it is none <of the beings before it thinks>.? Therefore, they speak
well, further, who say that the soul is a place of forms — except that it is
neither the whole soul, but rather the rational soul, nor the forms in
actuality, but rather in potentiality. That the impassivity of the perceptual
and the thinking faculty is not the same is evident in the case of the sense
organs and the senses. For a sense cannot perceive after an intense object
of perception, for instance to perceive a sound after huge noise, nor can
it see or smell after very powerful colours or odours. By contrast,
whenever intellect has thought some intense object of thought, it thinks
inferior things not to a lesser degree but rather to a greater. For the
perceptual faculty is not without the body, whereas intellect is separable.
Whenever it comes to be each thing in the way in which one is said to be
a knower in actuality (this occurs whenever one is able to engage in
activity by oneself), even then it is somehow in potentiality, not,
however, in the same way as before learning or discovering; and then it
is able to think itself.

Since magnitude is different from the being of magnitude and
water from the being of water (and thus also in many other cases, though
not in all, for in some they are the same), one discerns flesh and the being
of flesh either by means of different things or by means of some one
thing differently disposed. For flesh is not without matter, but is rather
like the snub, a this in a this. So, it is by the perceptual faculty that one
discerns the hot and the cold, and those things of which flesh is a certain

! The Grek text is Forster’s, with few departures marked in red type.
? Other translators: “As things are, it has none <i.e. it has no organ>.”
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razabire se toplo i hladno te svojstva ¢iji odredeni omjer ¢ini meso,
dok se drugom sposobnosc¢u — bila ona nesto odvojivo ili poput
izlomljene crte u odnosu na samu sebe kad se ispravi — razabire se
bit mesa. K tome, u slucaju apstraktnih bica, ono ravno je poput
onog préastog, jer je zdruzeno s kontunuitetom, dok je bit nesto
razli¢ito, ako ve¢ bit ravnog nije isto §to i ono ravno; uzmimo da
je to nekakvo dvojstvo. Prema tome, te stvari razabiru se ili
razli¢itim sposobnostima ili istom sposobnos¢u koja je razlicito
disponirana. Opéenito, dakle, onako kako su stvari odvojive od
materije, tako je i u vezi s intelektom.

Netko bi mogao iznijeti problem: ako je intelekt jednostavan
inetrpan i s ni¢im nema nista zajednicko, kao §to veli Anaksagora,
kako ¢e on uopée misliti, ako se misljenje sastoji u nekakvom
trpljenju? Ili je ipak nesto zajednicko prisutno u oboje, tako da
jedno tvori a drugo trpi. K tome, je li on i sam misliv? Naime, ili
¢e intelekt pripadati ostalim stvarima (ako nije sdm misliv po ¢emu
drugome, a svi mislivi predmeti su iste vrste), ili ¢e imati nesto
primijesano $to ga ¢ini mislivim bas poput ostalih stvari. Ili je ipak
posrijedi trpljenje koje ukljucuje nesto zajednicko, kao §to smo ve¢
ranije odredili: da intelekt na neki nacin u potenciji jest mislivi
predmeti, dok u aktualnosti nije nista prije negoli misli. Moralo bi
to biti kao u slucaju papira na kojemu nema nic¢ega u aktualnosti
zapisanoga; i upravo je tako s intelektom. I on je sdm misliv ba§
kao i mislivi predmeti. U slucaju predmeta bez materije isto je ono
$to misli i ono §to je miSljeno, jer znanstveno znanje i ono §to je
na taj nacin znatljivo jest isto (no valjalo bi razmotriti uzrok toga
za§to onda ne misli uvijek). U predmetima pak koji imaju materiju,
intelekt je samo potencijalno svaki pojedini mislivi predmet. Stoga
intelekt ne¢e pripadati njima (jer je intelekt usmjeren na takve
stvari nematerijalna potencija), dok ¢e njemu pripadati to da je
misliv.

5. Kao §to u svekolikoj prirodi za svaku vrstu postoji materija (to
je ono §to je u potenciji svaka od tih stvari), dok je nesto drugo
uzrok i ono tvorbeno, utoliko §to sve tvori, poput umije¢a u odnosu
na odgovarajuu materiju, nuzno je pretpostaviti da isto
razlikovanje postoji i u dusi; pa je jedan intelekt takav <poput
materije> utoliko $to uz pomo¢ njega sve nastaje, dok je drugi
<poput uzroka i onog tvorbenog> utoliko $to sve tvori, kao
nekakvo postignuto stanje, poput svjetlosti; naime, na neki nacin
svjetlost od boja u potenciji tvori boje u aktualnosti. I taj je intelekt
odvojiv i netrpan i nepomijesan, buduci da je po svojoj supstanciji
aktualnost. Naime, uvijek je vrjednije ono §to tvori od onoga §to

proportion, whereas it is by something else, be it separable or as a bent
line related to itself when straightened out, that one discerns the being of
flesh. Further, in the case of things which are by abstraction, the straight
is as the snub is, since it is with extension. The essence, though, if it is
the case that the being of straight and the straight differ, is something
else. For let it be duality: then one discerns it either by different things
or by something differently disposed. Generally, then, as things are
separable from matter, so it is also with respect to intellect.

Someone might raise a difficulty: if intellect is simple and
impassive and has nothing in common with anything, just as Anaxagoras
says, how will it think, if thinking consists in being affected somehow?
For, insofar as something common belongs to both, that one thing seems
to act and the other to be affected. And there is a further difficulty: is
intellect itself an object of thought? For either it will belong to other
things, if it is an object of thought itself not in virtue of something else,
and the object of thought is one in species, or it will have something
mixed with it which makes it an object of thought just as other things
are. Now, the point that being affected occurs in virtue of something
common has already been addressed earlier, when we said that intellect
is its objects in a certain way in potentiality, though it is nothing in
actuality before it thinks. It should be like a writing tablet on which
nothing written in actuality is present, which is just what turns out in the
case of intellect. And it is itself thinkable just as objects of thought are.
For, in the case of things without matter, what thinks and what is thought
are the same, since theoretical knowledge and what is known in this way
are the same (the cause, however, of not always thinking should be
investigated). In the case of things which have matter, by contrast, it is
only potentially each object of thought.* Consequently, intellect will not
belong to those things (for, intellect concerned with these sorts of things
is a potentiality without matter), though it will belong to intellect to be
an object of thought.

5. Since in all of nature there is something which is the matter for each
kind of thing (and this is what is all those things in potentiality), while
something else is the cause and producer, on account of producing them
all, as craft is related to its matter, it is necessary that these differences
be present also in the soul. And one intellect is such <viz. like matter>
on account of coming to be all things, while another <is like the cause
and producer> on account of producing them all, as a kind of positive
state, like light; for in a certain way, light makes colours which are in
potentiality colours in actuality. And this intellect is separable and
impassive and unmixed, being in its essence an activity. For what acts is
always superior to what is affected and the principle to the matter.

* Thus Shields and Miller. Hicks, Hamlyn, Corcilius and Reeve translate this sentence to the effect that in things which have matter each object of thought is potentially present.
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trpi, odnosno princip od materije. A aktualno znanstveno znanje
istovjetno je sa svojim predmetom, dok potencijalno znanstveno
znanje vremenski prethodi u pojedinacnoj stvari, ali opcenito
gledaju¢i Cak ni vremenski ne prethodi; naprotiv, <tvorbeni
intelekt> nije takav da nekad misli, a nekad ne misli. I kad je
odvojen, jedino je on upravo ono §to zapravo jest, i jedino je on
besmrtan i vjecan. No mi se toga ne sje¢amo jer je on netrpan, dok
je trpni um propadljiv, a bez njega niSta ne misli.

6. Misljenje nedjeljivih stvari spada u slucajeve u kojima nema
neistinitosti. Slucajevi u kojima ima i neistinitosti i istinitosti
ukljucuju nekakvo sastavljanje misli kao da su jedno — bas kao $to
Empedoklo rece “gdje mnogih izniknu glave bez vratova”, nakon
Cega ih je Ljubav sastavila — tako se i te stvari, iako su
<medusobno> odvojene, sastavljaju, primjerice asimetri¢nost i
dijagonala. Misle li se stvari koje su bile ili koje ¢e biti, pridodaje
se misao o vremenu i sastavlja <ga se s miSlju o stvari>. Naime,
neistinitost je uvijek u sastavljanju, jer ¢ak i ako se pomisli da
nesto bijelo jest nebijelo, nebijelo je dodano sastavljanjem. A svi
takvi slucajevi mogu se nazvati i razdvajanjem. Kako bilo, nije
neistinito ili istinito samo da je Kleon bijel, nego i da je bio ili da
¢e biti <bijel>. A ono S$to u svakom pojedinom sluaju tvori
jedinstvo jest intelekt. Budu¢i da se “nedjeljivo” rabi u dva smisla,
ili u potenciji ili u aktualnosti, niSta ne prijeci da <netko> misli
nesto nedjeljivo kad god misli neku veli¢inu (jer je veliina
nedjeljiva u aktualnosti) i da to ¢ini u nedjeljivom vremenu.
Naime, vrijeme je djeljivo ili nedjeljivo na isti na¢in kao i veli¢ina.
Prema tome, nije moguce odrediti §to netko misli u svakoj od dviju
polovina vremena; to nije moguce, naime, ako predmet nije <u
aktualnosti> podijeljen nego samo u potencijalnosti. Ako pak
odvojeno misli svaku polovinu <predmeta>, umah dijeli i vrijeme;
no ono je tada poput <vise> veli¢ina. A ako <predmet> misli kao
sastavljen od obje polovine, misli ih i u vremenu za obje. Ono pak
§to je nedjeljivo, ali ne s obzirom na koli¢inu nego po formi,
<netko> misli u nedjeljivom vremenu i nedjeljivim dijelom duse;
a taj dio kojim misli i to vrijeme u kojemu misli djeljivi su <samo>
akcidentalno, dakle ne onako kako su oni <ranije spomenuti
predmeti djelivi>, nego onako kako su ovi nedjeljivi. Naime,
postoji i u njima <dijelu duSe i vremenu miSljenja> nesto
nedjeljivo, iako zacijelo ne i odvojivo, §to vrijeme i veli¢inu tvori
jednim. I to je tako sa svakim kontinuumom, kako s vremenom
tako i s veli¢inom. S druge strane, <geometrijska> tocka, svako
sjeciSte 1 sve ono na taj nacin nedjeljivo, o¢ituje se na isti nacin
kao i liSenost. Isto je objasnjenje i za ostale slucajeve, na primjer

Knowledge in actuality is the same as the thing, though in an individual
knowledge in potentiality is prior in time, though generally it is not prior
even in time; on the contrary, it is not the case that sometimes it thinks
and sometimes it does not think. And having been separated, it is only
what it essentially is, and this alone is immortal and everlasting, though
we do not remember, because this is impassive, whereas passive intellect
is perishable, and without it nothing thinks.

6. Thinking of adiaireta is among the things concerning which there is
no falsity, but where there is both falsity and truth there is already some
combination of thoughts as being one; as Empedocles said, “Where there
sprang the neckless heads of many things”, thereafter combined by Love,
so too these, having been separated, are combined, for instance the
incommensurable and the diagonal. Should thinking be of what has gone
before or what will be, one adds the thought of time and combines it
<with the rest>. For falsity always involves combination, since even if
<one thinks> a white thing to be not white, one has combined the not
white <with the white thing>. It is also possible, though, to maintain that
all are instances of division. In any case, however, it is surely not only
true or false that Cleon is white, but also that he was or will be <white>.
What produces a unity in each case is intellect. Since the adiaireton is
spoken of in two ways, either in potentiality or in actuality, nothing
precludes one’s thinking what is adiaireton whenever one thinks of a
length (for this is adiaireton in actuality), and in an adiairetos time, since
time is diairetos and adiairetos in a manner similar to a length.
Accordingly, it is not possible to say what one was thinking in each half,
since as long as the whole has not been divided, there is no half except
in potentiality. And if one thinks each of the halves separately, one also
divides the time simultaneously, but then it is as it were <several>
lengths. And if it is thought of as made up of both halves, it is also
thought of in the time corresponding to both halves. Furthermore, what
is adiaireton not in quantity but in form, one thinks it in an adiairetos
time and by an adiaireton of the soul; and that by which one thinks and
the time in which one thinks are diaireta accidentally, not in the way in
which those <are diaireta>, but in the way in which they are adiaireta.
For, in them too there is something adiaireton, though presumably not
separable, which makes the time and the length one; and this is similar
for every continuous thing, both time and length. The point and every
<geometrical> division, i.e. whatever is adiaireton in this way, is
revealed just as a privation is. And the account is similar in other cases,
for instance how one knows bad or black; for one knows it somehow by
its opposite, but that which knows <bad or black> needs to be <bad or
black> potentially and be present in it. If some of the causes has nothing

% gvetvan mss. Férster: &v ivar LX, lemma in Philoponus, Polansky, Reeve.




Aristotel, O dusi 111.4-8 (hrvatski prijevod i sastavljeni za potrebe HrZZ projekta “Hrvatski renesansni aristotelizam” — ne distribuirati bez ovlastenja)

25

30

431°1

10

15

20

25

évovtiov T@®V aitiov, a0To £00TO YIVOOKEL Kl EvEpyeia €0TL
Kol yoprotdv. £6Tt &' 1 PEV PACIG TL KOTA TVOG, DOTEP 1)
KOTAPaolg, Kol aAnong 1 wevdng ndco- 6 8¢ volg ov mdg,
GAL' O ToD Ti 0Tt KoTd TO TE v Elvor GANOG, Kai ov T

KoTd Tvog AN domep TO Opav Tod idiov aAnbéc, €l &' dv-
Opwmog O AguKoV fi prj, 00k aAn0&g del, obtmg Exel boa
Gvev VANG.

7. To &' avtd éotv 1| kat' EvEpyelay EmoTAUN TM TPAY-
pott. 1 6€ Kot SOVaY XpOVD TPOTEPQ £V TM EVi, OAmG

8¢ 000¢ ypove- ot yap €€ évieheyeig Gvtog TavTa TA Y-
yvopeva. gaivetol 8 1O pev aictnTov ék duvdpet dvrog 100
aicOntikod évepyeig moodv: oV yap Thoyel ovd' dilolodTat.
310 &0 £ldog T0DTO KIVIoEDC: 1) Yap Kivioig Tod drehodg
évépyela, M &' AmA@g Evépyeia £T€pal, 1) TOD TETEAEGUEVOL.

70 P&V oLy 0icBévesOon Spotov TH Qaval LOVOV Kol VOETY:
Stav 8& N3V { Avmnpov, olov KaTagdco {| Amopdcc; Sik-
KeL T} eevyelr Kol £ott 10 110ecbat kai Avmeioba TO évep-
velv Tij aicOnTuc pesdTTL TPOC TO AyafOV 1 Kakdv, T Tot-
adta. kai 1 euyn 88 kai 1) Ope&ig TovTo 1) Kot Evépyeiay, kal
oVY ETEPOV TO OPEKTIKOV KO TO PEVKTIKOV, 00T dAANAwV olte
10D aicOnTicod, GAAG TO sival ANo. Ti| 88 StovonTikd yuyf
T8 PAVTAGLOTO 010V oicOpaTa VIdpyeL STav 88 dyafov

1| Kokov, Kataeno 1j anoenot kai gevyel i Sidkel: 610 00dénote
VOET &vey QavTaopHaTog 1) Youxn. Gomep 8 O anp Ty KO-
pnV Tow0vdL Emoinoey, adtn &' ETepov, Kal 1 kot dcoHTOC,
10 8¢ £oyaTov &v, Kai pio HEGOTNG, TO &' elvar avTi

mAgl®. Tivt &' émkpiver Ti Stopépet yAukd kol Ogpuov, i-
pNToL L&V Kai TpdTeEPOV, AekTéov 88 Kol Mde. 0Tt yap &v

T1, oUT® 3¢ Og 0 Opog: kal Tadta, £v T® AvaAioyov Kol

@ apOud Gv, ExeL TPOG EKATEPOV; MG EKEIVA TPOG BA-
Ao T yap Stapépet TO AmOPEIV mAG T Ut} OPOYEVT] KPIvEL
1] Td évavtia, olov Agvkov kai péhav; Eotm &1 Og 10 A T
Agvkov Tpog 0 B 10 pélav, 1o T mpog 10 A [dg Exeiva

poOG BAANAa]- dote kal EVOALGE. €1 O 10 A évi €in
Vrhpyovta, obtwg EEet; Bomep kol ta AB, TO a0TO pEv

kako se spoznaje lose ili crno, jer ih se spoznaje nekako pomocu
odgovarajuce opreke. A ono §to spoznaje mora biti u potenciji <ta
opreka> i mora biti prisutno u njoj. Ako pak neki od uzroka nema
opreke, on spoznaje sam sebe, aktualnost je i odvojiv je. Tvrdnja
predicira nesto o ne¢emu, bas kao i negacija, i svaka je istinita ili
neistinita, dok intelekt nije uvijek <istinit ili neistint>, nego je
istinit kad misli ono §to neka stvar jest s obzirom na njenu bit i tada
nema prediciranja nefega o neéemu. Kao $to je vizualno
zamjecivanje posebnog predmeta <osjetila vida, tj. boje> istinito,
dok nije uvijek istinito je li ono bijelo ¢ovjek ili nije, tako je i s
mislivim predmetima bez materije.

7. Aktualno znanstveno znanje istovjetno je sa svojim predmetom,
dok potencijalno znanstveno znanje vremenski prethodi u
pojedinacnoj stvari, ali opcéenito gledajuci ¢ak ni vremenski ne
prethodi. Naime, sve S§to nastaje ¢ini to iz onoga S$to je u
aktualnosti. OCito je da osjetilno zamjetljivi predmet Cini da
osjetilna sposobnost koja je u potenciji prede u aktualnost, jer ona
pritom ne trpi niti se preinacuje; zato je tu posrijedi druga vrsta
kretanja. Naime, kretanje je aktualnost necega nedovrSenoga, dok
je aktualnost kao takva neSto drugo — aktualnost necega
dovrsenoga. Osjetilno zamjecivanje i misljenje je poput puke
tvrdnje, a kad je to ugodno ili bolno, kao potvrdujuéi ili nijecuci
slijedi odnosno izbjegava. Zapravo, osjecati ugodu i bol jest
djelovati osjetilnom srednjo$c¢u s obzirom na dobro ili lose kao
takvo. Takoder, izbjegavanje i slijedenje/zelja su u aktualnosti isto
te sposobnost da se slijedi i sposobnost da se izbjegava nisu
razli¢ite sposobnosti, niti u odnosu jedna na drugu niti u odnosu na
osjetilnu sposobnost, iako im je bit razli¢ita. Razumskoj pak dusi
predodzbe pripadaju kao osjetilni utisci, pa kad su dobre ili loge,
ona potvrduje ili nijece te izbjegava ili slijedi. Zato dusa nikad ne
misli bez predodzbe. Kao $to zrak o¢nu tekuéinu ¢ini takvom i
takvom, a ona to prenosi dalje (a isto tako i sa sluhom), dok je ono
posljednje nesto jedno i jedna srednjost, iako joj je bit viSestruka.
Ve¢ je ranije reCeno ¢ime razlucujemo kako se razlikuju slatko i
toplo, no valja to kazati i ovako. Naime, postoji nesto jedno, a to
je poput granice. Budué¢i da su i osjetilne kvalitete jedno po
analogiji i po broju, one se odnose jedna prema drugoj kao i one
stvari <odgovaraju¢e osjetilne sposobnosti> jedna prema
drugomoj. Naime, koja je razlika ako pitamo kako se razlucuju
neistovrsne kvalitete ili opre¢ne kvalitete? Neka se A (bijelo)
odnosi prema B (crnom) kao C prema D. Jer ako CD pripadaju
necemu jednom, bit ¢e to bas kao i AB — nesto jedno i isto, ali ne
istovjetne biti — pa tako i u onom slucaju. A isto vrijedi i ako bi A
bilo slatko, a B bijelo.

opposite to it, then it knows itself, it is an activity and it is separable.
Now an assertion is <predicating> one thing of another, as is the case
with an affirmation, and it is always true or false. But this is not so with
all intellect; rather intellect directed at what something is with regard to
its essence is true, and is not <predicating> one thing of another. Rather,
just as the seeing of a special <object of perception> is true, while
whether the white thing is a man or not is not always true, so it is with
whatever is without matter.

7. Actual knowledge is the same as its object. In an individual, however,
potential knowledge is prior in time, though in general it is not prior even
in time, since it is from something in actuality that all things come to be.
It is evident that the object of perception makes the perceptual faculty
from being in potentiality to be in actuality; for it is not affected or
altered. Consequently, this kind is different from motion, since motion
is an actuality of something incomplete, whereas unqualified actuality,
that of something complete, is something else. Perception is similar,
then, to mere asserting and thinking; however, whenever it is pleasant or
painful, it pursues or avoids as if affirming or denying. And to feel
pleasure and pain is to be active with the perceptual mean in relation to
what is good or bad, insofar as they are such. And avoidance and
desire/pursuit in actuality are the same, and the capacity to desire/pursue
and the capacity to avoid do not differ either from one another or from
the perceptual faculty, though they do differ in being. Images belong to
the rational soul like percepts, and whenever they are good or bad, it
affirms or negates and pursues or avoids; consequently, the soul never
thinks without an image. Just as the air makes the eye-jelly such and
such, and this in turn something else, and likewise in the case of hearing,
the last thing is one, i.e. a single mean, though its being is multiple. What
it is by which one discriminates how the sweet and the hot differ has
been said earlier, but it should be spelled out also as follows. There is
some one thing, and it is like a boundary; and these too, being one by
analogy and in number, stand in relation each to the other as those stand
to one another. For what is the difference between puzzling how one
discriminates things not of the same kind and how one discriminates
opposites, like white and black? Let A, the white, stand in relation to B,
the black, as C stands in relation to D; thus the converse will also hold.
If, then, CD belong to one thing, then it will be the case, just as for AB,
that this thing is one and the same, though its being is not the same, and
similarly for those others. And the same argument holds if A is the sweet
and B the white.
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Misaona sposobnost, dakle, forme misli u predodzbama, pa
kao $to je pojedincu odredeno $to valja slijediti i izbjegavati u
onim slucajevima <koji ukljucuju osjetilno zamjec¢ivanje, ugodu i
bol>, tako i izvan podrucja osjetilnog zamjecivanja, kad je
usmjerana na odgovarajuée predodzbe, dolazi do kretanja. Na
primjer, netko zamijeti signal, jer se radi o plamenu, pa uz pomo¢
zajednickog <osjetila> shvati, vidjevsi da se krece, da je to znak
za uzbunu; a ponekad netko uz pomo¢ predodzbi ili misli u dusi,
kao da ih vidi, zakljucuje i odvaguje buduce stvari s onima sada
prisutnima. I kad utvrdi, kao i u onom slucaju, da je ugodno ili
bolno, tako i u ovom slucaju izbjegava ili slijedi, i op¢enito je tako
s djelovanjem. A ono §to je izvan podrucja djelovanja, naime
istnito i neistinito, pripada istom rodu kao i dobro i lose, iako se,
dakako, razlikuju kad se uzmu naprosto i kad se uzmu ovisno o
pojedincu. Apstraktni predmeti misle se kao da se radi onom
préastom: kao prcasto, to nije odvojeno <tj. bez odgovarajuce
materije>, ali kao konkavno, ako bi netko to mislio u aktualnosti,
mislit ¢e to bez mesa u kojemu se nalazi konkavnost. Tako
matematicki predmeti nisu odvojeni, kad ih tko misli kao
odvojene, kad god ih ve¢ misli. Opcenito je intelekt u aktualosti
istovjetan s predmetima <koje misli>. Kasnije pak valja razmotriti
moze li on misliti neku od stvari koje jesu odvojene, s obzirom da
on sam nije odvojen od veli¢ine, ili ne moze.

8. Sazmajuci ono §to smo izlozili o dusi, kazimo sada iznova da
dusa jenna neki nacin sva bica. Naime, bi¢a su ili osjetilno
zamjetljiva ili misliva, te je znanstveno znanje na neki nacin
istovjetno znanstveno znatljivim bi¢ima, a osjetilnost osjetilno
zamjetljivim bi¢ima. Dakle, znanstveno znanje i osjetilnost se
dijele prema svojim predmetima, znanstveno znanje i osjetilnost u
potenciji prema potencijalnim predmetima, a znanstveno znanje i
osjetilnost u aktualnosti prema aktualnim predmetima. Osjetilna i
znanstvena sposobnost duse jesu ti predmeti u potencijalnosti,
znanstveno znatljivi predmet odnosno osjetilno zamjetljivi
predmet. Te dvije sposobnosti duse moraju biti ili sami ti predmeti
ili forme tih predmeta. Zacijelo nisu sami ti predmeti, jer u dusi
nije kamen, ve¢ njegova forma. Stoga je dusa poput ruke; naime
kao Sto je ruka orude oruda, tako je intelekt forma formi i
osjetilnost forma osjetilno zamjetljivih stvari. Budué¢i da mimo
osjetilnih veli¢ina, kako se ¢ini, ne postoji niSta odvojeno, mislivi
se predmeti nalaze u osjetilno zamjetljivim formama, kako
apstraktni predmeti tako i oni koji su stanja i atributi osjetilno
zamjetljivih predmeta. Stoga onaj tko osjetilno ne zamjecuje ne bi
mogao nista niti nauciti niti shvatiti. I kada netko nesto motri <tj.

The thinking faculty thinks some forms in images, and just as what
is to be pursued and avoided is determined for one in those cases <viz.
in perceptual cases>, so too apart from perception, when it is busy with
images, one is moved. For instance, one who perceives a beacon,
because it is fire, recognizes with the common <sense>, seeing it move,
that it is an alarm signal; sometimes, however, on the basis of images or
thoughts in the soul, just as if seeing them, one calculates and deliberates
about future things with reference to present things; and when one says
that the pleasant or painful is there, in this case too one avoids or pursues,
and this so with action in general. And what does not involve action,
namely truth and falsity, is in the same genus as the good and the bad,
though to be sure they differ as to whether they are so unqualifiedly or
relative to someone. As for things spoken in abstraction, one thinks them
just as if one were to think the snub: insofar as it is snub, it is not
something separated, but insofar as it is concave, if one were to think it
in actuality, one would think it without the flesh in which the concave is
present. Thus mathematical objects are not separated <entities> which
one <only> thinks as separated, whenever one thinks them. Generally,
intellect in actuality is the things <it thinks>. Whether or not it is possible
for it to think any of the separated entities, given that it is not itself
separable from magnitude, must be investigated later.

8. Now, by way of summarizing the things which have been said about
the soul, let us say again that the soul is in a way all beings; for beings
are either perceptible or thinkable, and knowledge is in a way knowable
objects, and perception perceptible objects. Yet how this is so has to be
explored. Knowledge and perception, then, are divided with reference to
things, when in potentiality with reference to things in potentiality and
when in actuality with reference to things in actuality. The soul’s faculty
of perception and its faculty of knowledge are these things in
potentiality, namely the latter is the object of knowledge and the former
the object of perception. It is necessary that they be either things
themselves or their forms; clearly they are not the things themselves, for
it is not the stone that is in the soul, but its form. Consequently, the soul
is just like the hand: the hand is a tool of tools, and so too intellect is a
form of forms and perception a form of perceptible objects. Since there
is no separate thing apart from perceptible magnitudes, as it seems, the
objects of thought are in the perceptible forms, both those that are spoken
of in abstraction and those that are states and affections of perceptible
objects. And because of this, one could not learn or understand anything
without engaging in perception; and whenever one contemplates, one
must at the same time contemplate some image, for images are just like
percepts, except that they are without matter. But imagination is different




Aristotel, O dusi 111.4-8 (hrvatski prijevod i sastavljeni za potrebe HrZZ projekta “Hrvatski renesansni aristotelizam” — ne distribuirati bez ovlastenja)

10

14

Kol 61t tobto obte i) aicBovopevog unbev ovBev v pédot
00d¢ Euvein: 6tav te Bewpd), avaykn Guo eaviacud Tt
Bewpeiv: ta yap pavidopata donep aicdnpatd £ot,

ANV Gvev UANG. £€ott &' 1] pavtacio ETepov PAcE®G Kai
AmOPAOEMG: GUUTAOKT) YAP VONUATOV £0TL TO GANBEC fy
yeDd0G. TO 0€ TPMTA VONLLOTA Ti S10{0EL TOD 1) Pov-
TaopoTa EVOL; 1) 0088 TAALM PAVTAGHOTO, GAL 0VK

GveEL POVTAGHATOV.

kada aktualizira znanstveno znanje>, nuzno je da istodobno motri
neku predodzbu. Naime, predodzbe su poput osjetilnih utisaka,
osim §to su bez materije. A predocavanje je razli¢ito od tvrdenja i
nijekanja, jer je istinito ili neistinito sveza misli. A po ¢emu se
razlikuju primarne misli od predodzbi? Ili ni ostale misli nisu
predodzbe, nego ih nema bez predodzaba.

from assertion and negation, since what is true or false is an interweaving
of thoughts. However, how will the primary thoughts differ from
images? In fact, not even the others are images, but do not occur without
images.




