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350 BC
ON MEMORY AND REM NI SCENCE
by Aristotle
translated by J. |. Beare
1

VWE have, in the next place, to treat of Menory and Renenbering,
considering its nature, its cause, and the part of the soul to which
this experience, as well as that of Recollecting, belongs. For the
persons who possess a retentive nmenory are not identical with those
who excel in power of recollection; indeed, as a rule, slow people
have a good nenory, whereas those who are quick-witted and cl ever
are better at recollecting.

We nust first forma true conception of these objects of nmenory, a
poi nt on which nistakes are often made. Now to remenber the future
is not possible, but this is an object of opinion or expectation
(and indeed there night be actually a science of expectation, like
that of divination, in which some believe); nor is there nmenory of the
present, but only sense-perception. For by the latter we know not
the future, nor the past, but the present only. But nenory rel ates
to the past. No one would say that he renenbers the present, when it
is present, e.g. a given white object at the nonent when he sees it;
nor woul d one say that he renenbers an object of scientific
contenpl ati on at the nonment when he is actually contenplating it,
and has it full before his nmind;-of the former he would say only
that he perceives it, of the latter only that he knows it. But when
one has scientific know edge, or perception, apart fromthe
actual i zations of the faculty concerned, he thus 'renmenbers' (that the
angles of a triangle are together equal to two right angles); as to
the former, that he learned it, or thought it out for hinself, as to
the latter, that he heard, or saw, it, or had sonme such sensible
experience of it. For whenever one exercises the faculty of
remenbering, he nust say within hinself, 'l fornerly heard (or
ot herwi se perceived) this,' or 'l formerly had this thought'.

Mermory is, therefore, neither Perception nor Conception, but a state
or affection of one of these, conditioned by |apse of tine. As already
observed, there is no such thing as nmenory of the present while
present, for the present is object only of perception, and the future,
of expectation, but the object of nmenory is the past. Al nenory,
therefore, inplies a tinme el apsed; consequently only those animals
whi ch perceive tinme remenber, and the organ whereby they perceive tine
is also that whereby they renenber

The subject of 'presentation' has been already considered in our
work On the Soul. Wthout a presentation intellectual activity is
i mpossible. For there is in such activity an incidental affection
identical with one also incidental in geonetrical denobnstrations.

For in the latter case, though we do not for the purpose of the

proof make any use of the fact that the quantity in the triangle

(for exanple, which we have drawn) is determinate, we neverthel ess
draw it determinate in quantity. So |ikew se when one exerts the
intellect (e.g. on the subject of first principles), although the

obj ect may not be quantitative, one envisages it as quantitative,
though he thinks it in abstraction fromquantity; while, on the

other hand, if the object of the intellect is essentially of the class
of things that are quantitative, but indeterninate, one envisages it
as if it had determinate quantity, though subsequently, in thinking
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it, he abstracts fromits deterni nateness. Wiy we cannot exercise

the intellect on any object absolutely apart fromthe continuous, or
apply it even to non-tenporal things unless in connexion with tine, is
anot her question. Now, one nust cogni ze magni tude and notion by

means of the sane faculty by which one cognizes tinme (i.e. by that
which is also the faculty of nenory), and the presentation (involved
in such cognition) is an affection of the sensus conmunis; whence this
follows, viz. that the cognition of these objects (nagnitude, notion
time) is effected by the (said sensus comunis, i.e. the) prinmary
faculty of perception. Accordingly, nmenory (not nerely of sensible,
but) even of intellectual objects involves a presentation: hence we
may conclude that it belongs to the faculty of intelligence only
incidentally, while directly and essentially it belongs to the primary
faculty of sense-perception

Hence not only human beings and the bei ngs which possess opi nion
or intelligence, but also certain other animals, possess nmenory. |f
menory were a function of (pure) intellect, it would not have been
as it is an attribute of many of the |ower aninmals, but probably, in
that case, no nortal beings would have had nenory; since, even as
the case stands, it is not an attribute of themall, just because
all have not the faculty of perceiving tine. \Wienever one actually
remenbers having seen or heard, or |earned, sonething, he includes
in this act (as we have al ready observed) the consci ousness of
"formerly'; and the distinction of '"former' and 'latter' is a
distinction in tine.

Accordingly if asked, of which anbng the parts of the soul nmenory is
a function, we reply: nmanifestly of that part to which
'presentation' appertains; and all objects capable of being
presented (viz. aistheta) are inmedi ately and properly objects of
nmenory, while those (viz. noeta) which necessarily involve (but only
i nvol ve) presentation are objects of menory incidentally.

One night ask how it is possible that though the affection (the
presentation) alone is present, and the (related) fact absent, the
latter-that which is not present-is remenbered. (The question arises),
because it is clear that we nust conceive that which is generated
t hrough sense-perception in the sentient soul, and in the part of
the body which is its seat-viz. that affection the state whereof we
call menory-to be sone such thing as a picture. The process of
nmovenment (sensory stimulation) involved the act of perception stanps
in, as it were, a sort of inpression of the percept, just as persons
do who nmake an inpression with a seal. This explains why, in those who
are strongly noved owing to passion, or tinme of life, no mmenonic
i mpression is formed; just as no inpression would be fornmed if the
nmovenent of the seal were to inpinge on running water; while there are
others in whom owing to the receiving surface being frayed, as
happens to (the stucco on) old (chanmber) walls, or owing to the
hardness of the receiving surface, the requisite inpression is not
inplanted at all. Hence both very young and very ol d persons are
defective in nmenory; they are in a state of flux, the former because
of their growh, the latter, owing to their decay. In |ike nmanner
al so, both those who are too qui ck and those who are too slow have bad
nmenories. The former are too soft, the latter too hard (in the texture
of their receiving organs), so that in the case of the forner the
presented i mage (though inprinted) does not remain in the soul
while on the latter it is not inprinted at all.

But then, if this truly describes what happens in the genesis of
menory, (the question stated above arises:) when one renmenbers, is
it this inmpressed affection that he remenbers, or is it the
obj ective thing fromwhich this was derived? If the former, it would
follow that we renenber nothing which is absent; if the latter, howis



it possible that, though perceiving directly only the inpression, we
renenber that absent thing which we do not perceive? Granted that
there is in us sonething Iike an inpression or picture, why should the
perception of the mere inpression be nmenory of sonething else, instead
of being related to this inpression alone? For when one actually
remenbers, this inpression is what he contenplates, and this is what
he perceives. How then does he renmenber what is not present? One night
as well suppose it possible also to see or hear that which is not
present. In reply, we suggest that this very thing is quite

concei vabl e, nay, actually occurs in experience. A picture painted

on a panel is at once a picture and a |ikeness: that is, while one and
the sane, it is both of these, although the 'being' of both is not the
sanme, and one may contenplate it either as a picture, or as a

i keness. Just in the same way we have to conceive that the mmenonic
presentation within us is sonething which by itself is nerely an

obj ect of contenplation, while, in-relation to sonething else, it is
al so a presentation of that other thing. In so far as it is regarded
initself, it is only an object of contenplation, or a presentation
but when considered as relative to sonmething else, e.g. as its
likeness, it is also a nmenoni c token. Hence, whenever the residua
sensory process inplied by it is actualized in consciousness, if the
soul perceives this in so far as it is sonething absolute, it

appears to occur as a nere thought or presentation; but if the sou
perceives it qua related to sonmething else, then,-just as when one
contenplates the painting in the picture as being a |ikeness, and

wi t hout having (at the nonent) seen the actual Koriskos,

contenplates it as a likeness of Koriskos, and in that case the
experience involved in this contenplation of it (as relative) is
different fromwhat one has when he contenplates it sinply as a
painted figure-(so in the case of menory we have the anal ogous
difference for), of the objects in the soul, the one (the unrel ated
object) presents itself sinply as a thought, but the other (the

rel ated object) just because, as in the painting, it is a |likeness,
presents itself as a mmenonic token

We can now understand why it is that sonmetines, when we have such
processes, based on sonme former act of perception, occurring in the
soul, we do not know whether this really inplies our having had
perceptions corresponding to them and we doubt whether the case is or
is not one of menory. But occasionally it happens that (while thus
doubting) we get a sudden idea and recollect that we heard or saw
sonething formerly. This (occurrence of the 'sudden idea') happens
whenever, from contenplating a nental object as absolute, one
changes his point of view, and regards it as relative to sonething
el se.

The opposite (sc. to the case of those who at first do not recognize
their phantasms as mmenonic) al so occurs, as happened in the cases
of Antipheron of Oreus and others suffering frommental derangenent;
for they were accustomed to speak of their nere phantasms as facts
of their past experience, and as if renenbering them This takes place
whenever one contenplates what is not a likeness as if it were a
i keness.

Mhenoni ¢ exerci ses aimat preserving one's nmenory of sonething by
repeatedly reminding himof it; which inplies nothing else (on the
learner's part) than the frequent contenplation of something (viz. the
'!menoni ¢c', whatever it may be) as a likeness, and not as out of
rel ation.

As regards the question, therefore, what nenory or renenbering is,
it has now been shown that it is the state of a presentation
related as a likeness to that of which it is a presentation; and as to
t he question of which of the faculties within us nenory is a function



(it has been shown) that it is a function of the primary faculty of
sense-perception, i.e. of that faculty whereby we perceive tine.

2

Next comes the subject of Recollection, in dealing with which we
nmust assume as fundanental the truths elicited above in our
i ntroductory discussions. For recollection is not the 'recovery' or
"acquisition' of nenory; since at the instant when one at first |earns
(a fact of science) or experiences (a particular fact of sense), he
does not thereby 'recover' a nmenory, inasmuch as none has preceded,
nor does he acquire one ab initio. It is only at the instant when
the aforesaid state or affection (of the aisthesis or upolepsis) is
inmplanted in the soul that nmenory exists, and therefore nenory is
not itself inplanted concurrently with the continuous inplantation
of the (original) sensory experience.

Further: at the very individual and concluding instant when first
(the sensory experience or scientific know edge) has been conpletely
i npl anted, there is then already established in the person affected
the (sensory) affection, or the scientific know edge (if one ought
to apply the term'scientific know edge' to the (menonic) state or
af fection; and indeed one nmay well renmenber, in the 'incidental'
sense, sonme of the things (i.e. ta kathol ou) which are properly
objects of scientific know edge); but to renenber, strictly and
properly speaking, is an activity which will not be imranent until the
original experience has undergone |apse of time. For one remenbers now
what one saw or ot herw se experienced fornmerly; the nonment of the
original experience and the nonent of the nenory of it are never
i denti cal

Again, (even when tinme has el apsed, and one can be said really to
have acquired nmenory, this is not necessarily recollection, for
firstly) it is obviously possible, wthout any present act of
recollection, to renenber as a continued consequence of the origina
perception or other experience; whereas when (after an interval of
obl i vi scence) one recovers sone scientific know edge which he had
before, or sone perception, or sone other experience, the state of
whi ch we above declared to be nmenory, it is then, and then only,
that this recovery may anmount to a recollection of any of the things
af oresai d. But, (though as observed above, renenbering does not
necessarily inply recollecting), recollecting always inplies
renenbering, and actualized nenory follows (upon the successful act of
recol | ecting).

But secondly, even the assertion that recollection is the
reinstatement in consciousness of sonething which was there before but
had di sappeared requires qualification. This assertion nmay be true,
but it may also be false; for the same person may twice learn (from
sonme teacher), or twice discover (i.e. excogitate), the sanme fact.
Accordingly, the act of recollecting ought (in its definition) to be
di stingui shed fromthese acts; i.e. recollecting nust inply in those
who recoll ect the presence of sonme spring over and above that from
which they originally |earn.

Acts of recollection, as they occur in experience, are due to the
fact that one noverment has by nature another that succeeds it in
regul ar order.

If this order be necessary, whenever a subject experiences the
former of two novenents thus connected, it will (invariably)
experience the latter; if, however, the order be not necessary, but
customary, only in the majority of cases will the subject experience
the latter of the two novenents. But it is a fact that there are
sonme novenents, by a single experience of which persons take the



i mpress of custom nore deeply than they do by experiencing others many
ti mes; hence upon seeing sone things but once we renmenber them
better than others which we may have been frequently.

Wienever therefore, we are recollecting, we are experiencing certain
of the antecedent novenents until finally we experience the one
after which customarily cones that which we seek. This explains why we
hunt up the series (of kineseis) having started in thought either from
a present intuition or some other, and from sonething either
simlar, or contrary, to what we seek, or else fromthat which is
contiguous with it. Such is the enpirical ground of the process of
recol l ection; for the menonic novenents involved in these
starting-points are in sone cases identical, in others, again,
si nul taneous, with those of the idea we seek, while in others they
conprise a portion of them so that the remant which one
experienced after that portion (and which still requires to be excited
in menory) is conparatively small

Thus, then, it is that persons seek to recollect, and thus, too,
it is that they recollect even without the effort of seeking to do so,
viz. when the novenent inplied in recollection has supervened on
sone other which is its condition. For, as a rule, it is when
ant ecedent novenents of the classes here described have first been
excited, that the particular novenent inplied in recollection foll ows.
W need not exanine a series of which the beginning and end lie far
apart, in order to see how (by recollection) we remenber; one in which
they lie near one another will serve equally well. For it is clear
that the nethod is in each case the sane, that is, one hunts up the
obj ective series, wthout any previous search or previous
recol l ection. For (there is, besides the natural order, viz. the order
of the pralmta, or events of the primary experience, also a customary
order, and) by the effect of customthe menonic novenents tend to
succeed one another in a certain order. Accordingly, therefore, when
one wishes to recollect, this is what he will do: he will try to
obt ai n a begi nning of novenment whose sequel shall be the novenent
whi ch he desires to reawaken. This explains why attenpts at
recol l ecti on succeed soonest and best when they start from a begi nni ng
(of some objective series). For, in order of succession, the
mmenoni ¢ novenents are to one another as the objective facts (from
whi ch they are derived). Accordingly, things arranged in a fixed
order, like the successive denonstrations in geonetry, are easy to
renenber (or recollect) while badly arranged subjects are renmenbered
with difficulty.

Recol l ecting differs also in this respect fromrel earning, that
one who recollects will be able, sonmehow, to nove, solely by his own
effort, to the termnext after the starting-point. When one cannot
do this of hinmself, but only by external assistance, he no | onger
renenbers (i.e. he has totally forgotten, and therefore of course
cannot recollect). It often happens that, though a person cannot
recol l ect at the nmonment, yet by seeking he can do so, and di scovers
what he seeks. This he succeeds in doing by setting up nmany novenents,
until finally he excites one of a kind which will have for its
sequel the fact he wishes to recollect. For renenbering (which is
the condici o sine qua non of recollecting) is the existence,
potentially, in the nmind of a novement capable of stinulating it to
the desired nmovenent, and this, as has been said, in such a way that
t he person should be noved (pronpted to recollection) fromwthin
hinmself, i.e. in consequence of nmovenments wholly contained within
hi nsel f.

But one nust get hold of a starting-point. This explains why it is
that persons are supposed to recollect sonmetines by starting from
mmenoni ¢ |l oci. The cause is that they pass swiftly in thought from one



point to another, e.g. fromnilk to white, fromwhite to nist, and
thence to noist, from which one renenbers Autumm (the 'season of
msts'), if this be the season he is trying to recollect.

It seems true in general that the middle point also anong all things
is a good nmenoni ¢ starting-point fromwhich to reach any of them For
if one does not recollect before, he will do so when he has cone to
this, or, if not, nothing can help him as, e.g. if one were to have
in mnd the nunmerical series denoted by the synbols AL B, G D, E
Z, 1, H O For, if he does not renenber what he wants at E, then at E
he remenbers O because fromE novenent in either direction is
possible, to Dor to Z But, if it is not for one of these that he
is searching, he will renenber (what he is searching for) when he
has come to Gif he is searching for Hor |I. But if (it is) not (for H
or | that he is searching, but for one of the terns that remain), he
will remenber by going to A, and so in all cases (in which one
starts froma mddle point). The cause of one's sonetines recollecting
and sonetinmes not, though starting fromthe sane point, is, that
fromthe sane starting-point a novenent can be made in severa
directions, as, for instance, fromGto |l or to D. If, then, the
nm nd has not (when starting fromE) noved in an old path (i.e. one
in which it noved first having the objective experience, and that,
therefore, in which un-'ethized phusis would have it again nove),
it tends to nove to the nore customary; for (the mind having, by
chance or otherwi se, missed noving in the 'old way) Custom now
assumes the role of Nature. Hence the rapidity with which we recoll ect
what we frequently think about. For as regular sequence of events is
in accordance with nature, so, too, regular sequence is observed in
the actualization of kinesis (in consciousness), and here frequency
tends to produce (the regularity of) nature. And since in the real mof
nature occurrences take place which are even contrary to nature, or
fortuitous, the same happens a fortiori in the sphere swayed by
custom since in this sphere natural lawis not sinmilarly established.
Hence it is that (fromthe sane starting-point) the mnd receives an
i mpul se to nove sonetinmes in the required direction, and at other
times otherw se, (doing the latter) particularly when sonething el se
sonehow deflects the nmind fromthe right direction and attracts it
toitself. This last consideration explains too how it happens that,
when we want to remenber a name, we renenber one sonmewhat like it,

i ndeed, but blunder in reference to (i.e. in pronouncing) the one we
i nt ended.

Thus, then, recollection takes place.

But the point of capital inportance is that (for the purpose of
recol l ecti on) one should cogni ze, determinately or indeterninately,
the tinme-relation (of that which he wishes to recollect). There
is,-let it be taken as a fact, -sonething by which one distinguishes
a greater and a snaller tinme; and it is reasonable to think that one
does this in a way anal ogous to that in which one discerns (spacial)
magni tudes. For it is not by the mind' s reaching out towards them
as some say a visual ray fromthe eye does (in seeing), that one
thinks of large things at a distance in space (for even if they are
not there, one may simlarly think then); but one does so by a
proportionate nental novenent. For there are in the nind the like
figures and nmovenents (i.e. 'like' to those of objects and events).
Ther ef ore, when one thinks the greater objects, in what will his
t hi nking those differ fromhis thinking the smaller? (In nothing,)
because all the internal though smaller are as it were proportional to
the external. Now, as we nay assune within a person sonething
proportional to the forns (of distant magnitudes), so, too, we may
doubt | ess assune al so sonmething else proportional to their
di stances. As, therefore, if one has (psychically) the novenent in AB,



BE, he constructs in thought (i.e. knows objectively) GD, since AG and
GD bear equal ratios respectively (to AB and BE), (so he who
recol l ects al so proceeds). Wiy then does he construct GD rather than
ZH? Is it not because as AGis to AB, so is Oto |? These novenents
therefore (sc. in AB, BE, and in O1l) he has sinultaneously. But if he
wi shes to construct to thought ZH, he has in nmind BE in |like manner as
bef ore (when constructing GJ), but now, instead of (the novenents of
the ratio) Ol, he has in nmind (those of the ratio K L; for
K:L::ZA:BA. (See diagram)

When, therefore, the 'novenent' corresponding to the object and that
corresponding to its time concur, then one actually renenbers. |f
one supposes (hinmself to nove in these different but concurrent
ways) w thout really doing so, he supposes hinself to renmenber

For one nmay be m staken, and think that he remenbers when he
really does not. But it is not possible, conversely, that when one
actual ly remenbers he shoul d not suppose hinself to renenber, but
shoul d renenmber unconsci ously. For renmenbering, as we have conceived
it, essentially inplies consciousness of itself. If, however, the
nmovenment corresponding to the objective fact takes place without
that corresponding to the tinme, or, if the latter takes place
wi t hout the former, one does not renenber

The nmovenent answering to the tine is of two kinds. Sonetines in
renenbering a fact one has no determinate tine-notion of it, no such
notion as that e.g. he did sonmething or other on the day before
yesterday; while in other cases he has a deterninate notion-of the
time. Still, even though one does not renenber with actua
determination of the time, he genuinely renenbers, none the |ess.
Persons are wont to say that they renenber (sonething), but yet do not
know when (it occurred, as happens) whenever they do not know
determinately the exact length of tinme inplied in the 'when'.

It has been already stated that those who have a good nmenory are not
identical with those who are quick at recollecting. But the act of
recollecting differs fromthat of renmenbering, not only
chronol ogically, but also in this, that many also of the other animals
(as well as man) have nmenory, but, of all that we are acquainted wth,
none, we venture to say, except man, shares in the faculty of
recol l ection. The cause of this is that recollectionis, as it were
a node of inference. For he who endeavours to recollect infers that he
fornerly saw, or heard, or had some such experience, and the process
(by which he succeeds in recollecting) is, as it were, a sort of
i nvestigation. But to investigate in this way belongs naturally to
t hose ani nal s al one which are also endowed with the faculty of
del i beration; (which proves what was sai d above), for deliberation
is a formof inference

That the affection is corporeal, i.e. that recollectionis a
searching for an 'image' in a corporeal substrate, is proved by the
fact that in some persons, when, despite the npst strenuous
application of thought, they have been unable to recollect, it (viz.
the anamesis = the effort at recollection) excites a feeling of
di sconfort, which, even though they abandon the effort at
recol l ection, persists in themnone the less; and especially in
persons of nelancholic tenperament. For these are nost powerfully
nmoved by presentations. The reason why the effort of recollection is
not under the control of their will is that, as those who throw a
stone cannot stop it at their will when thrown, so he who tries to
recol l ect and 'hunts' (after an idea) sets up a process in a
material part, (that) in which resides the affection. Those who have
noi sture around that part which is the centre of sense-perception
suffer nost disconfort of this kind. For when once the noisture has
been set in notion it is not easily brought to rest, until the idea



whi ch was sought for has again presented itself, and thus the novenent
has found a straight course. For a sinilar reason bursts of anger or
fits of terror, when once they have excited such notions, are not at
once all ayed, even though the angry or terrified persons (by efforts
of will) set up counter notions, but the passions continue to nove
themon, in the same direction as at first, in opposition to such
counter notions. The affection resenbles also that in the case of

wor ds, tunes, or sayings, whenever one of them has becone inveterate
on the lips. People give themup and resolve to avoid them yet

again they find thensel ves hummi ng the forbidden air, or using the
prohi bited word. Those whose upper parts are abnornally |arge, as.

is the case with dwarfs, have abnornally weak nmenory, as conpared with
their opposites, because of the great weight which they have resting
upon the organ of perception, and because their menonic novenents
are, fromthe very first, not able to keep true to a course, but are
di spersed, and because, in the effort at recollection, these novenents
do not easily find a direct onward path. Infants and very old

persons have bad nmenories, owing to the anmount of novenment going on
within them for the latter are in process of rapid decay, the

former in process of vigorous growh; and we nay add that children
until considerably advanced in years, are dwarf-like in their bodily
structure. Such then is our theory as regards nenory and remenbering
their nature, and the particular organ of the soul by which aninals
renenber; also as regards recollection, its formal definition, and the
manner and causes-of its perfornance.

- THE END-
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