The Cambridge History of
Later Medieval Philosophy

FROM THE REDISCOVERY OF
ARISTOTLE TO THE DISINTEGRATION
OF SCHOLASTICISM
1100—1600

EDITORS
NORMAN KRETZMANN
ANTHONY KENNY JAN PINBORG

ASSOCIATE EDITOR
ELEONORE STUMP

i CAMBRIDGE

&P UNIVERSITY PRESS



Published by the Press Syndicate of the University of Cambridge
The Pitt Building, Trumpington Street, Cambridge CB2 1RP
40 West 20th Street, New York, NY 100114211, USA
10 Stamford Road, Oakleigh, Melbourne 3166, Australia

(© Cambridge University Press 1982

First published 1982
Reprinted 1984
First paperback edition 1988
Reprinted 1989, 1992, 1996, 1997

Printed in Great Britain at the University Press, Cambridge
Library of Congress catalogue card number: 81-10086

British Library Cataloguing in Publication Data

The Cambridge history of later medieval philosophy.
1. Philosophy, Medieval - Historiography
I. Kretzmann, Norman II. Kenny, Anthony
III. Pinborg, Jan
189 B721

ISBN 0521 22605 8 hardback
ISBN 0521 36933 9 paperback



10

Il

CONTENTS

Contributors
Preface

Introduction
NORMAN KRETZMANN

Medieval philosophical literature
ANTHONY KENNY, JAN PINBORG

Aristotle in the middle ages
Aristoteles latinus
BERNARD G. DOD

The medieval interpretation of Aristotle
C. H. LOHR

The old logic
Ancient scholastic logic as the source of medieval scholastic logic
STEN EBBESEN

Predicables and categories
D. P. HENRY

Abelard and the culmination of the old logic
MARTIN M. TWEEDALE

Logic in the high middle ages: semantic theory
The origins of the theory of the properties of terms
L. M. DE RIJK

The Oxford and Paris traditions in logic

ALAIN DE LIBERA

The semantics of terms

PAUL VINCENT SPADE

The semantics of propositions

GABRIEL NUCHELMANS

Syncategoremata, exponibilia, sophismata
NORMAN KRETZMANN

11

43
45

8o

99
101

128

143

159
161

174

188

197

211



vi

12

13

14

IS

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

Contents

Insolubilia
PAUL VINCENT SPADE

Speculative grammar
JAN PINBORG

Logic in the high middle ages: propositions and modalities
Topics: their development and absorption into consequences
ELEONORE STUMP
Consequences
IVAN BOH
Obligations
A. From the beginning to the early fourteenth century
ELEONORE STUMP
B. Developments in the fourteenth century
PAUL VINCENT SPADE
Modal logic
SIMO KNUUTTILA

Future contingents
CALVIN NORMORE

Metaphysics and epistemology

Essence and existence
JOHN F. WIPPEL

Universals in the early fourteenth century
MARILYN MCCORD ADAMS

Faith, ideas, illumination, and experience
JOSEPH OWENS, C.SS.R.

Intuitive and abstractive cognition
JOHN F. BOLER

Intentions and impositions
CHRISTIAN KNUDSEN
Demonstrative science
EILEEN SERENE

VII Natural philosophy

25

The interpretation of Aristotle’s Physics and the science of motion
JAMES A, WEISHEIPL, O.P.

246

254

271

273

300

315

335

342

358

3183

385

411

440

460

479

496

519
521



20

27

28

z

29

30

31

32

33

i4

35

36

37

38

39

Contents

The effect of the condemnation of 1277
EDWARD GRANT

The Oxford calculators
EDITH DUDLEY SYLLA

Infinity and continuity
JOHN E. MURDOCH

Philosophy of mind and action

The potential and the agent intellect
Z. KUKSEWICZ

Sense, intellect, and imagination in Albert, Thomas, and Siger

EDWARD P, MAHONEY

Criticisms of Aristotelian psychology and the Augustinian—

Aristotelian synthesis
Z. KUKSEWICZ

Free will and free choice
J. B. KOROLEC

Thomas Aquinas on human action
ALAN DONAGAN

Ethics

The reception and interpretation of Aristotle's Ethics
GEORG WIELAND

Happiness: the perfection of man
GEORG WIELAND

Conscience
TIMOTHY C. POTTS

Natural morality and natural law
D. E. LUSCOMBE

Politics
The reception and interpretation of Aristotle's Politics
JEAN DUNBABIN

Rights, natural rights, and the philosophy of law
A.5. MCGRADE

The state of nature and the origin of the state

D. E. LUSCOMBE

vii

537

540

564

593
595

602

623

629

642

655

657

673

687

705

721
723

738

757



vill Contents

41 The just war
JONATHAN BARNES

X1 The defeat, neglect, and revival of scholasticism

42 The eclipse of medieval logic
E. ). ASHWORTH

43 Humanism and the teaching of logic
LISA JARDINE

44 Changes in the approach to language
W. KEITH PERCIVAL

45 Scholasticism in the seventeenth century
JOHN A. TRENTMAN

46 Neoscholasticism
P. J. FITZPATRICK
Biographies
Bibliography
Index nominum

Index rerum

771

785
787

797

308

818

818

853
893
979
995



CONTRIBUTORS

PROFESSOR MARILYN ADAMS

Department of Philosophy, University of California at Los Angeles.
PROFESSOR E. J. ASHWORTH

Department of Philosophy, University of Waterloo.

DR JONATHAN BARNES

Bailiol College, University of Oxford.

PROFESSOR IVAN BOH

Department of Philosophy, Ohio State University.
PROFESSOR JOHN BOLER

Department of Philosophy, University of Washington.

DR BERNARD G. DOD

189 Morrell Avenue, Oxford.

PROFESSOR ALAN DONAGAN

Department of Philosophy, University of Chicago.

MRS JEAN DUNBABIN

St Anne’s College, University of Oxford.

LEKTOR STEN EBBESEN

Institut for Middelalder filologi, University of Copenhagen.
DR P. J. FITZPATRICK

Department of Philosophy, University of Durham.
PROFESSOR EDWARD GRANT

Department of the History and Philosophy of Science, Indiana University.
DR D. P. HENRY

Department of Philosophy, University of Manchester.

DR LISA JARDINE

Jesus College, University of Cambridge.

DR ANTHONY KENNY

Balliol College, University of Oxford.

DR CHRISTIAN KNUDSEN

Ritterstrasse 3, D-4660 Gelsenkirchen-Buer, West Germany.
DR SIMO KNUUTTILA

Institute of Philosophy, University of Helsinki.



X Contributors

PROFESSOR J. B. KOROLEC

Polskij Akademii Nauk, Instytut Filozofii i Socjologii, Palac Staszica, Nowy Swiat
72, 00-330 Warszawa.

PROFESSOR NORMAN KRETZMANN

Sage School of Philosophy, Cornell University.

PROFESSOR ZDZISEAW KUKSEWICZ

Polskij Akademii Nauk, Instytut Filozofii i Socjologii, Patac Staszica, Nowy Swiat
72, 00-330 Warszawa.

DR ALAIN DE LIBERA

Ecole Pratique des Hautes Etudes, Section des Sciences Religieuses, Sorbonne, 45—47
rue des gcofes, Paris s

DR CHARLES H. LOHR, 5. J.

Raimundus-Lullus-Institut, Albert~-Ludwigs-Universitit, Freiburg i. Br.

PROFESSOR D. E. LUSCOMBE

Department of History, University of Sheffield.

PROFESSOR EDWARD P. MAHONEY

Department of Philosophy, Duke University.

PROFESSOR A. 5, MCGRADE

Departrment of Philosophy, University of Connecticut.

PROFESSOR JOHN MURDOCH

Department of the History of Science, Harvard University.

PROFESSOR CALVIN NORMORE

Department of Philosophy, Princeton University,

PROFESSOR GABRIEL NUCHELMANS

Filosofisch Instituut, University of Leiden.

FR JOSEPH OWENS, C. 5. R.

Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, University of Toronto.

PROFESSOR W. KEITH PERCIVAL

Department of Linguistics, University of Kansas.

PROFESSOR JAN PINBORG

Institut for Middelalder filologi, University of Copenhagen.

DR T. C. POTTS

Department of Philosophy, University of Leeds.

PROFESSOR L. M, DE RIJK

Filosofisch Instituut, University of Leiden.

PROFESSOR EILEEN SERENE

Department of Philosophy, Yale University.

PROFESSOR PAUL VINCENT SPADE

Department of Philosophy, Indiana University.

PROFESSOR ELEONORE STUMP

Department of Philosophy and Religion, Virginia Polytechnic Institute and State
University.



Contributors xi

PROFESSOR EDITH DUDLEY SYLLA
Department of History, North Carolina State University.
PROFESSOR JOHN TRENTMAN

Department of Philosophy, McGill University.
PROFESSOR MARTIN M. TWEEDALE

Department of Philosophy, University of Auckland.

FR JAMES A. WEISHEIPL, O. P.

Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, University of Toronto.
DR GEORG WIELAND

Philosophisches Seminar, University of Bonn.
PROFESSOR JOHN F. WIPPEL

School of Philosophy, Catholic University of America.



PREFACE

The idea of this History originated in the Cambridge University Press,
and the first discussions that led directly to its publication took place in
1975. Naturally it was conceived of as one of the Cambridge Histories of
philosophy. Its place in that series is described in the Introduction, where
its principles of organisation and its special purposes are also discussed.
Editorial decisions regarding the contents and the contributors were
made in 1976, and drafts of most of the contributions were received by
the end of 1978. During a two-week conference of the editorial staff in
the summer of 1979 the book was given very nearly its final form, and
the four editors put the finishing touches on the typescript during the
following summer. Proofreading and indexing were done during the
summer of 1981. The editorial work of the three last summers was
alleviated by the hospitality of Cornell University’s Society for the
Humanities. The Directors of the Society during those years — first
Professor Michael Kammen and then Professor Eric Blackall — cheerfully
provided excellent offices and work-space for the staff on all those
occasions. Two Cornell undergraduates served as assistants to the staff:
Mary Tedeschi helped a great deal with the Bibliography, and William
Haines worked with admirable efficiency and intelligence on the Index
Nominum.

Editorial thanks can scarcely be offered to the contributors for the
substance of their chapters; they are, after all, the authors of this book.
But the editors would be remiss if they did not express their gratitude to
the contributors for trying to stay within irksome limits and for acqui-
escing in the editing necessitated by their occasionally failing to do so.
The resultant heavily edited typescript of an already complex volume
posed a special problem for the typesetters, and we are pleased to offer
our congratulations to the printers (the Asco Trade Typesetting company
in Hong Kong) to whom the Press entrusted this project; their remarkably
accurate work made the considerable task of proofreading and indexing
less burdensome than we had expected it to be.
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Long delays are evidently inevitable in the production of a2 work of
this size, and the contributors, almost all of whom submitted their drafts
on schedule in 1978, cannot be blamed if the Bibliography lacks
references to some recent im@ortant work within the fields of their
chapters. In the final phases of the book’s preparation the editors did a
little to bring the Bibliography up to date, but our combined expertise is
not nearly broad enough to cover the range of all these chapters.

In editing the drafts we tried to reduce redundancy and inconsistency
among the forty-seven chapters, but a history organised topically rather
than chronologically and written by many expert authors is bound to
contain differing opinions and even discrepancies. We hope those that
remain prove to be stimulating.

The reader who wants to make effective use of this book should begin
by readinlg the Introduction and the introductory notes attached to the
Biographies, the Bibliography, and the Indices.

Norman Kretzmann
Ithaca, New York

August 1981



INTRODUCTION

The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy finds its natural place
after The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy in
the sequence that begins with Guthrie’s History of Greek Philosophy. The
sequence is not altogether smooth, however. At the beginning of The
Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy its editor,
A. H. Armstrong, observes that although the volume ‘was originally
planned in connexion with W. K. C. Guthrie’s History of Greek Philosophy,
... [it} has developed on rather different lines, and is not exactly a continu-
ation of that work’ (p. xii). Similarly, although The Cambridge History of
Later Medieval Philosophy was conceived of as the sequel to The Cambridge
History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy, the relationship be-
tween the two is not so simple as their titles suggest; in fact, the fit between
this volume and the Armstrong volume is less exact than that between the
Armstrong volume and Professor Guthrie’s plan. Many reviewers noted
that the Armstrong volume seems misleadingly titled since it is really a
study of only the Platonist tradition in later Greek and early medieval
philosophy; but in concentrating in that way it does indeed complement
Professor Guthrie’s plan, which includes the Stoics and Epicureans as well
as Aristotle while leaving out the Neoplatonists. On the other hand, The
Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy cannot be put forward as the
full realisation of Professor Armstrong’s expressed hope ‘that the philos-
ophy of the thirteenth century and the later Middle Ages in the West, with
later Jewish, Moslem, and Byzantinc developments, will some day be dealt
with in another Cambridge volume’ (ibid.). We have of course undertaken
to deal with the philosophy of the thirteenth century and the later Middle
Ages in the West, but we have made no attempt to deal with later Jewish,
Moslem, and Byzantine developments.

In deciding to restrict our attention to the Latin Christian West, we were
motivated by two considerations. In the first place, we could scarcely hope
to do justice to even our chosen material in a single volume of this size; if
we had undertaken to deal with Arabic, Jewish, and Byzantine philosophy

AO



2 Introduction

as well, we surely could not have dealt adequately with later medieval
philosophy. And, in the second place, scholarship in those areas has not
kept pace with research on medieval Christian philosophy. When a scholar
with the authority of Richard Walzer acknowledges (on p. 643 of the
Armstrong volume) that ‘It appears premature, at the present time, to
embark on a history of Islamic philosophy in the Middle Ages’ because
“Too many of the basic facts are still unknown’, no one else is likely to be
prepared, even twelve years afterwards, to undertake the task; and the cases
of medieval Jewish and Byzantine philosophy seem much the same. Of
course, Arabs, Jews, and Byzantine Greeks are among the philosophers
mentioned in this volume, but they figure in it only as contributors to the
development of Latin philosophy during the Middle Ages.

The Cambridge History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy is
described as covering the period ‘from the fourth century B.C. to the
beginning of the twelfth century A.D., from the Old Academy to St
Anselm’ (p. xii); but it encompasses those 1,500 years primarily in order to
trace the development of Platonism after Plato. The sense in which that
description is intended leaves ample room, of course, for Professor
Guthrie’s volumes on Plato and Aristotle, on the Stoics and Epicureans.
Similarly, the fact that our predecessor volume reaches as far forward as the
beginning of the twelfth century is explained by the facts that the philos-
ophy of St Anselm may be thought of as the highwater mark of medieval
Platonism and that Anselm died in 1109. Qur volume does indeed con-
centrate on philosophy after Anselm, beginning with Abelard, but because
it is part of our aim to present the medieval Aristotelian tradition and the
scholastic innovations that developed in that tradition, we must reach back
to consider many philosophers older than Anselm who were under-
standably left out of account in the Armstrong volume.

Like several other Cambridge Histories but unlike most histories of
philosophy, this volume is the work of many hands; forty-one scholars
from ten different countries contributed to it. We subdivided the material
and assigned the subdivisions to individual contributors with the intention
of providing a more faithful impression of the state of current research than
could have been provided by a smaller number of contributors to whom
larger areas had been assigned. Even with such a strategy we have naturally
had to emphasise some subjects at the expense of others that are equally
important, but we tried to make those difficult decisions in such a way that
our emphasis would fall on material that had been neglected in the
established literature on medieval philosophy and on material regarding
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which recent research had been making most progress. Thus the contribu-
tors have devoted relatively little attention to theological issues, even to the
philosophically outstanding medieval achievement in rational (or natural)
theology, for that side of medieval thought has not been neglected. And
because the areas of concentration in contemporary philosophical scholar-
ship on medieval thought naturally reflect the emphases in contemporary
philosophy, our editorial strategy has led to a concentration on those parts
of later medieval philosophy that are most readily recognisable as philo-
sophical to a student of twentieth-century philosophy.

By combining the highest standards of medieval scholarship with a
respect for the insights and interests of contemporary philosophers, par-
ticularly those working in the analytic tradition, we hope to have presented
medieval philosophy in a way that will help to end the era during which it
has been studied in a philosophical ghetto, with many of the major students
of medieval philosophy unfamiliar or unsympathetic with twentieth-
century philosophical developments, and with most contemporary work .
in philosophy carried out in total ignorance of the achievements of the
medievals on the same topics. It is one of our aims to help make the activity
of contemporary philosophy intellectually continuous with medieval
philosophy to the extent to which it already is so with ancient philosophy.
Such a relationship has clearly benefited both philosophical scholarship on
ancient philosophy and contemporary work in philosophy, and we hope
to foster a similar mutually beneficial relationship between medieval philos-
ophy and contemporary philosophy.

The standard approach to the history of philosophy is, of course, by way
of the chronological study of the doctrines of individual philosophers. That
approach is not well-suited to the history of medieval philosophy, in which
the identity of individuals is sometimes uncertain, the attribution of doc-
trines or works to individual philosophers is often disputable and some-
times impossible, and even the chronological succession of men or of
works is often conjectural. We have organised our History around philo-
sophical topics or disciplines rather than around philosophers, but not only
because the standard approach is not well-suited to our period. Our
principal aims in this volume are, we believe, better served by the topical
approach than they would be by the standard approach. (We think of the
biographical sketches supplied at the end of the volume as an important
supplement to our topical approach.) In order to help the reader to discern
the plan of this History, which is to a large extent not organised histori-
cally, we provide the following synopsis of the contributions.
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The forty-six chapters that make up the text of this volume are arranged
in eleven parts. The first and shortest of those parts is the work of two
members of the editorial staff and is designed to introduce the reader to
some of the distinctively medieval forms of philosophical literature. Such
an introduction seems called for not only because most twentieth-century
philosophical readers are likely to be unfamiliar with the presentation of
philosophy in the form of quaestiones or sophismata, for instance, but also
because the literary forms of scholasticism are more influential on the
character of the philosophy presented or developed in those forms than are
the literary forms of any other period in the history of philosophy (with the
possible exception of Greek philosophy before Aristotle).

In the two chapters of Part If Bernard Dod and Charles Lohr provide
accounts of the transmission of Aristotle’s works to the Latin Middle Ages
and of the changes effected in the form and content of thought as a result of
that legacy from antiquity. None of the succeeding chapters of the book
can be properly understood except against the historical background
delincated in Part IL

The fact that Parts I11, IV, and V all contain the word ‘logic’ in their titles
may suggest an imbalance in the organisation of this History, and the fact
that three members of the editorial staff have contributed chapters to these
Parts might even suggest that editorial predilections account for the imbal-
ance. What medieval philosophers thought of as logic does indeed figure
very prominently in this book; several chapters in Parts VI, VII, and X1 are
also principally concerned with aspects of medieval logic. But any history
of medieval philosophy which, like ours, leaves theology out of account is
bound to devote more space to logic than to any other branch of phi-
losophy. The imbalance, if there is one, is embedded in the nature of
medieval scholasticism, in which the unusual importance of logic is partly a
consequence of the fact that during the Middle Ages logic was conceived of
more broadly than in any other period of the history of philosophy. A
great deal of work that will strike a twentieth-century philosophical reader
as belonging to metaphysics, philosophy of language, linguistics, natural
philosophy, or philosophy of science was carried on during the Middle
Ages by men who thought of themselves as working in logic. Moreover,
the achievements of medieval logicians are historically more distinctive
and philosophically more valuable than anything else in medieval thought,
with the possible exception of rational theology; when Renaissance hu-
manists waged their successful battle against medieval scholasticism, it was,
understandably, scholastic logic against which they directed their fiercest
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attacks. After Christianity and Aristotelianism, the most important in-
fluence on the character of the philosophy of the Middle Ages is the
medieval conception of logic.

The dominance of logic is to some extent the result of an historical
accident: the fact that until the middle of the twelfth century the only
ancient philosophy directly accessible to the Latin medievals was contained
in two of Aristotle’s works on logic, the Categories and De interpretatione.
These very short and very difficult books, along with a handful of as-
sociated treatises stemming from late antiquity, constituted the secular
philosophical library of the early Middle Ages and became known as the
Old Logic by contrast with the New Logic — the rest of Aristotle’s
Organon - as it became available during the second half of the twelfth
century. To the extent to which the philosophy of the later Middle Ages is
a development of earlier medieval philosophy it rests on the accomplish-
ments of men who had been working out the implications and ramifi-
cations of the Old Logic, and that essential contribution to later medicval
philosophy is presented by Sten Ebbesen, D. P. Henry, and Martin
Tweedale in the three chapters of Part IIL

The development of medieval logic during and after the advent of the
New Logic is explored in Parts IV and V. Several of the twelve chapters of
these Parts will help to show how far beyond Aristotelian logic medieval
logic eventually developed in various directions, but the non-Aristotelian
character of later medieval logic is most striking in its semantic theories,
different aspects of which are presented by L. M. de Rijk, Alain de Libera,
Paul Vincent Spade, Gabriel Nuchelmans, Norman Kretzmann, and Jan
Pinborg in Part [V.

The branches of medieval logic considered in Part V have not yet
received as much scholarly attention as has medieval semantic theory, but,
as the contributions of Eleonore Stump, Ivan Boh, Paul Vincent Spade
Simo Knuuttila, and Calvin Normore help to show, they are likely to
prove at least as rewarding to the further study they deserve. The first three
chapters of Part V are devoted to issues associated with logic in its central
role as theory of inference; the fourth and fifth chapters present medicval
contributions to inquiries that lic on the border between logic and
metaphysics.

Metaphysics and epistemology were very highly developed in later
medieval philosophy, and there are enormous quantities of relevant textual
material. The six chapters of Part VI sort out some of the more rewarding
issues and explore a few of them to considerable depth, but no one is more
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keenly aware than the authors of these chapters that they have had to
restrict themselves to merely alluding to developments that deserve de-
tailed discussion. Fortunately, the secondary literature in these fields is
more extensive than in most of the fields dealt with in this History,
although a great deal of it is becoming obsolete as more texts become
available and traditional interpretations are revised in the light of new
evidence and changing philosophical perspectives. The first two chapters,
by John Wippel and Marilyn Adams, are concerned with topics at the core
of the subject-matter of metaphysics. Chapters 21 and 22, by Joseph Owens
and John Boler, deal with epistemological issues that arise in different
guises throughout the history of philosophy even though some of them
appear here in distinctively medieval trappings. In Chapters 23 and 24
Christian Knudsen and Eileen Serene deal with epistemological issues
adjacent to or included within medieval logic —semantic theory in Chapter
23, theory of inference in Chapter 24.

An important part of medieval natural philosophy, too, can be as-
similated to medieval logic, as is clearly shown by Edith Sylla and John
Murdoch in Chapters 27 and 28 of Part VII. Aristotle’s Physics informed
the developments in later medieval logic that look to us like speculative
physical theory or proto-mathematics, but it served also as an independent
source of developments in natural philosophy, especially those to be found
in the many commentaries on the Physics. In the first chapter of Part VII
James Weisheipl surveys these developments and the role of natural philos-
ophy in the medieval university curriculum. The Condemnation of 1277,
often referred to in this History because of its apparent effect on the
character of later medieval thought, is summarised by Edward Grant in the
second chapter of Part VII, especially with regard to its probable influence
on the development of natural philosophy.

Part VIII begins with a full survey of the origins and development of
philosophy of mind in the Middle Ages, carried out in a series of three co-
ordinated chapters by Edward Mahoney and Z. Kuksewicz in a way that
will help the reader understand not only medieval but also classical modern
theories of mind. Medieval accounts of the theoretical links between
philosophy of mind and moral philosophy are examined in J. B. Korolec’s
chapter on freedom of the will and Alan Donagan’s chapter on Aquinas’
theory of action.

Parts IX and X, on moral and political theory, are alike in beginning
with chapters, by Georg Wieland and Jean Dunbabin respectively, that
show how the reception and interpretation of Aristotle’s treatises on those
subjects shaped their development during the later Middle Ages. The
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remaining chapters in each of these Parts deal with specific ethical or
political issues that were especially important to the medievals. In Part IX,
on ethics, Georg Wieland examines attempts to accommodate the
Aristotelian ideal of happiness within a Christian context, Timothy Potts
lays out the particularly subtle medieval theory of conscience, and, in
Chapter 37, D. E. Luscombe presents material that forms a natural tran-
sition between ethics and politics in his account of the natural foundations
of morality and law. In Part X, on politics, Chapter 39, by A. S. McGrade,
takes up the topics introduced in Part IX, Chapter 37, but in a more
specifically political context. D. E. Luscombe contributes a chapter to Part
X that is associated with his chapter in Part IX, this time pursuing the topic
of the role of nature in the foundations of social and political institutions as
the medievals saw it. Jonathan Barnes’ chapter on justifications for war
illuminates medieval applications of Christian principles and theories of
international politics.

Because the humanist attack on medieval scholasticism aimed especially
at overthrowing late medieval logic and most of the linguistic theory and
educational practice associated with it, the first three chapters of Part XI, on
the end of the scholastic period, are in one way or another devoted to issues
of the sort that medieval logicians had concerned themselves with. In
Chapter 42 E. J. Ashworth details the loss or repudiation of medieval
accomplishments in logic, in Chapter 43 Lisa Jardine focuses on the educa-
tional reforms that may have constituted the primary motivation for the hu-
manists’ anti~scholasticism, and in Chapter 44 W. Keith Percival describes
the new attitude towards languages and literature that saw them as subjects
in their own right and not merely as instruments. In the last two chapters of
Part XI and of the book John Trentman and P.J. FitzPatrick show us, first,
the survival of scholasticism in the era of classical modern philosophy and,
finally, the revival of scholasticism in the nineteenth century — a revival
without which, as Dr FitzPatrick observes, this History would hardly have
been written, however different its orientation may be from that of
neoscholasticism.

One of the special virtues of a work of philosophical scholarship pro-
duced by many specialists of different sorts is to be found in the treatment
of the same thinkers or closely related topics from different points of view.
No system of cross-referencing could present the connections among these
forty-six chapters adequately without becoming obtrusive; we urge the
reader to refer frequently to the Index Nominum and Index Rerum in
order to take full advantage of this History.

Limitations of space have naturally made it impossible for any of the
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contributing specialists to deal fully with his or her subject matter here, and
so the bibliographical references are important not merely as citations of
evidence but also, and especially, as guides to further study. The references
are presented in the footnotes to the chapters in forms that are brief without
being cryptic, and all such references are filled out in the general Bib-
liography. The Biographies, which are designed to help the reader make
convenient identifications of the more prominent figures in medieval
philosophy’s enormous cast of characters, also contain many specialised
bibliographical references that do not appear in the Bibliography.
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MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHICAL
LITERATURE



I
MEDIEVAL PHILOSOPHICAL
LITERATURE*

Schools and universities'

Medieval philosophical literature is closely associated with medieval
schools and universities as well as with the material and psychological
conditions prevailing at these institutions. The economic prosperity of the
eleventh and twelfth centuries, which is manifest in the rise of towns and
the specialisation of labour, also had far-ranging repercussions in the world
of learning. Learning was no longer confined to monasteries and monastic
schools, but a new guild of professional intellectuals was created, which
developed new intellectual aspirations. Such men were no longer satisfied
with the traditional concept of Christian wisdom but wanted to pursue the
whole domain of human learning, and they resolutely set out to recover
and develop the intellectual heritage of antiquity.

Even in the very early Middle Ages, schools clustered around ecclesias-
tical centres, especially the chapters of episcopal sees, which throughout the
Middle Ages provided the most important financial support for learning.
Scholars shared the privileges of clergy although they were not required to
take higher orders; in fact their clerical status was the best way of securing a
certain amount of protection and independence against local authorities in
surroundings which for the most part were hostile and brutal.

This description is especially appropriate for the situation in one of the
centres of the twelfth-century intellectual expansion, the central part of
France, between the Loire and the Rhine. Here schools flourished and
decayed within short spans of time, often due to the presence or absence of
one especially gifted teacher; Laon, Rheims, Melun, and Chartres are but a
few examples of such schools. This situation calls for caution in employing

* Anthony Kenny is responsible for the scctions *Disputations of the theologians', *The origins of
disputation’, and 'The later development of disputations’; the other sections are the work of Jan
Pinborg.

1. This chapter is 2 very concise survey of complex material. The most recent studies are Verger 1973
and Cobban 1975, where further references can be found. The classic in the field is Rashdall 1936.
For twelfth-century schools see Delhaye 1947. Translated source material can be found in
Thorndike 1944.



12 Medieval philosophical literature

labels of the type ‘the school of ..., which often tend to confuse insti-
tutions and doctrinal trends.? Only at Paris was there a continuous flourish-
ing and growth of the schools, and the best teachers from most other
French schools eventually taught at one or more of the schools of Paris.

In northern Italy the situation was somewhat different. For instance,
there were secular schools there from the beginning, and the interest
centred more on legal training than on the liberal arts and theological
studies, thus attracting students who were generally more mature. The law
schools of Italy accordingly faced somewhat different problems, but even
there the impact of often hostile surroundings forced the students to
organise.

During the twelfth and thirteenth centuries the number of students and
masters in France, England, northern Spain and Italy increased continu-
ally. This growth soon led to the demand for more secure privileges and a
better way of organising, especially for means of controlling the granting
of a licence to teach. Scholars began to organise into corporations, follow-
ing normal medieval patterns of organisation. And so the latter decades of
the twelfth century saw the emergence of universities, one of the most per-
manent institutions created by the Middle Ages. The oldest universities,
such as those of Paris, Bologna, and Oxford, developed gradually and only
later received formal recognition of their privileges from the Pope; it is
thercfore impossible to give a precise date for their foundation. But soon it
became customary for new universities to receive their privileges from an
international authority (the Pope, or in rare cases the Emperor) and from a
national or local authority.

By the middle of the thirteenth century there were flourishing univer-
sities in Paris, Oxford, and Bologna and smaller ones in, e.g., Toulouse,
Salamanca, and Cambridge. During the fourteenth century the university
trend spread to central and eastern Europe; the first university east of the
R hine was the university of Prague, established in 1348. Before the end of
the fifteenth century Europe had more than seventy universities of greatly
varying size and importance. This of course does not mean that university
learning was not introduced east of the Rhine till the fourteenth century.
Scholars returning to their homelands from the university centres intro-
duced a higher level of education and, as a result, the teaching and research
in some town-schools of central Europe acquired almost university level.
An especially well-documented case is that of the schools of Erfurt before

2. See also Southern 1970, pp. 61-85.
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the foundation of the university in 1392.® Moreover, as carly as the
thirteenth century, the mendicant orders established studia generalia in most
of their provinces, where selected friars could receive an education in
philosophy and theology.*

The spread of universities is indicative not only of a quantitative disper-
sion of learning, but also of a change in the nature of universities. In
principle, universitics were equal, all of them having received the right to
bestow the ius ubique docendi on their graduates; but in fact some universities
could afford to be more critical than others regarding the acceptance of
teachers. It is significant that the ius ubique docendi granted to masters from
other universities did not normally gain them the right to teach in Paris.
Moreover, new universities were often founded at places where the finan-
cial support was hardly adequate, which tended to make these universities
smaller and more dependent on local authorities. Finally, some universities
came to be no more than professional schools for those who wanted a
career within civil or ecclesiastical administration, and this, too, had an
effect on the recruitment of students. At the end of the Middle Ages
universities were tending to become more and more aristocratic and
plutocratic.®

Organisation of teaching

Already in the twelfth century schools tended to specialise in certain
studies. Paris and central France, for example, became famous for their
teaching in logic and theology, Bologna for civil and canon law. Still, the
curricula were not rigidly determined but continued to change in accor-
dance with the discovery of new material and the changing interests of the
masters. Furthermore, with the emergence of universities, knowledge
became organised into separable departments, differentiated and inter-
related in a genre of texts called Divisions of Science.®

The fundamental division, which also affected the organisation of
universities, was the division between faculties. The basic faculty was the
faculty of Arts, which around 1250 and thereafter comprised the study of
grammar and logic (which together with rhetoric made up the Trivium),
and the whole field of Aristotelian philosophy, supplemented to some
extent with a number of more technical mathematical and astronomical

. Kleincidam 1973: Pinborg 1967a, pp. 139-30: Pinborg 1973 and 1976d.

. Scc Le Scuole Degli Ordini Mendicanti 1978,

. Gabriel 1977; ljsewijn & Paquet 1978; Mornet 1978.

. A typical example of this genre was written by john of Dacia around 1280 (ed. A. Otto, 1955).

= R
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disciplines (the Quadrivium). Students in the faculties of Arts were normally
between 15 and 21 years old. Since there was no formal entrance exami-
nation (although of course the fact that all teaching was given in Latin
restricted the number of prospective students radically), everybody who
had the motivation could in principle embark upon an undergraduate
career. But the often extremely difficult problems of financing studies
meant that only a small fraction of the students ever completed their studies
with a degree. In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, when statistical
material is available, it can be made out that only 30—509%, of the students
ever attained the lowest degree possible, that of Bachelor of Arts, which
presupposed between one and a half and two and a half years of study, and
less that 159, the final degree of Master of Arts.

All the higher faculties of Law, Medicine, and Theology originally
presupposed a basic education in Arts. In the later Middle Ages, however,
this was required of theology students only, except for the friars, who had
their own centres for preparatory studies (studia particularia) and were never
required to receive a formal university training in arts. The students of
the higher faculties were always more mature men; frequently they had
already achieved some position or means. The number of students matric-
ulated with the higher faculties, was, of course, much lower than the
number of students studying in the Arts faculty; during the fourteenth and
fifteenth centuries the Law faculties increased from about 109 to almost
209, of the total of matriculated students, Theology stayed at about 5%,
and Medicine at even lower numbers (cxcept perhaps at a few universities
specialising in medicine).

It is worth emphasising that the number of law students was much
higher than the number of theology students. Law studies were for the
ambitious who wanted an ecclesiastical or civil career. Theology was
almost a pure abstract science — its study was not required and was
sometimes not even an aid to a further career.”

The students of these higher faculties were much more privileged than
their colleagues in the faculties of Arts. Most colleges, for example, were
open only to students or masters from the higher faculties. In these
circumstances, the Arts course tended to be a mere preliminary, not only
for theoretical reasons, because one should go on to more useful studies, but
also for practical reasons, because the higher studies were also plainly more

7. Roger Bacon complained about this state of affairs. Compendium studii philosophiae c. 4 (ed.
Brewer p. 418).
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profitable. Thus most teachers in the faculties of Arts stayed for a few years
only (two or three years of teaching were required from every person
graduated as a master). Most of them were quite young, and they were
often pursuing more advanced studies while carrying out their teaching.

These general remarks may give some of the background necessary to
justify the following observations:

(a) The greatest quantities of medieval philosophical material as trans-
mitted in the manuscripts are connected with the teaching in the faculties
of Arts.

(b) Much of this work is of mediocre quality, even if the formal level of
knowledge attained and presupposed is often astounding to us. Never-
theless, some work of high quality was done in the faculties of Arts,
especially in grammar, logic, and astronomy.

(c) The most advanced scholarly research in philosophy, however, was
made by students or teachers in the faculty of Theology (especially in the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries). Students of theology were more
mature and better educated than the Arts students, and they had more
leisure and better opportunitics, whereas the ‘Artists’ were underpaid and
relatively unprivileged. That is why so much of the study of medieval
philosophy is concerned with theological texts. But this historical connec-
tion does not entail that philosophy and theology could not be studied
separately, or that theological goals determined philosophy and made it
unfree and unphilosophical.® There are large sections of pure philosophy in
theological texts, often to the extent that theological authorities thought it
necessary to intercede and demand a stricter limitation to theological
problems.®

(d) Nevertheless, the Arts course, and especially the first two years of
studies in grammar and logic, are of fundamental importance for the
understanding of medieval philosophy. These studies provided the basic
knowledge medieval intellectuals shared, and they were taken for granted
in all other intellectual activity; they also formed the linguistic competence
of medieval intellectuals and established their idiom of highly technical and
precise Latin.'?

8. Van Steenberghen 1979.

9. See the section ‘Question-commentaries’ below.

10. We need a thorough study of the linguistic aspect of medieval philosophy with its important
consequences for modern European (scientific) languages. A modest beginning has been made in
Hubert 1949.
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Teaching and books

The fact that the sources available to reconstruct the intellectual life of the
Middle Ages are written records tempts us to forget that university learn-
ing was widely determined by oral teaching. That this had to be so is
immediately apparent as soon as we remember the scarcity of books, a
result of the great effort demanded for the production of a manuscript and
its consequent costliness. Although the centralisation of book-production,
beginning at the end of the thirteenth century, made book-prices much
lower and books more available, private libraries remained very small. The
usc and the increased production of paper during the fourteenth century
also made books easier to acquire, but the situation did not change radically
until the invention of printed books in the late fifteenth century.'! College
libraries certainly improved the situation, but frequently only students of
the higher faculties had access to them.

The pre-eminence of oral teaching as distinct from the study of books
was thus an unavoidable condition, especially for the younger students.
This necessity was turned into a virtue by a theory which we often find
expressed in the prolegomena to the courses or the texts studied. One
example will suffice (from Radulphus Brito, ca. 1300):

‘I rightly contend that we learn more by being taught than we find through our
own efforts, for one lesson heard is of more profit than ten lessons read privately.
That is why Pliny says “the living voice affects the intellect much more than the
reading of books”. And he gives the following justification for his contention: the
teacher’s pronunciation, facial expressions, gestures, and whole behaviour make
the pupillearn more and more effectively, and what you hear from another person
is situated deeper in your mind than what you learn by yourself.” 2

New arguments and new opinions, accordingly, did not spread only in
written form. However important the study of manuscripts and the
history of their availability to various medieval scholars is, we can never in
this way catch the whole range of the medieval exchange of ideas. Many
new thoughts spread rapidly to other universities by word of mouth,

11. Fink-Errera 1960. Cf. Thorndike 1944, pp. 112~18.

12. Radulphus Brito, Prooemium in Parva mathematicalia, ms Bruxclles, B. Royale 3540-47, f. 2%
‘Bene dico quod plura scimus addiscendo ab alio quam per nosmet inveniendo, quia una lectio
audita plus proficit quam si decem studeantur per se. Et ideo dicit Plinius **multo magis enim viva
vox afficit intellectum quam lectio™ id est quam inspectio librorum. Et reddit causam huius, quia
pronuntiatio dicentis, vultus, gestus, et habitus, ista faciunt audientem plura apprehendere et
magis firmiter, et altius audita ab alio in animo sedent quam si per se aliquis studeret.”
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carried by traveling students and scholars. The exchange of ideas was not
seriously restricted by the scarcity of books.*?

This preponderance of the oral aspects within the medieval transmission
of learning helps to elucidate the specific literary forms of medieval
philosophical literature. It also helps to explain the fact that the written
texts that were used for studies are often in a shockingly corrupt state. It is
frequently difficult to understand how such faulty texts could be of any use
to the students. But if we remember the facts associated with an oral
tradition — which imply that the students had a large number of formulas,
quotations, stock arguments, and standard moves stored in their memory -
it becomes much easier to understand. They used the texts not as their only
sources, but rather as abbreviations, reminders of what they had heard.
They used written sources mainly as a source of useful arguments or
distinctions, not as texts to be relied on for reconstructing the thoughts of
others. The written records as we have them are only a limited reflection of
a much richer oral culture.

The relations between oral and written sources changed gradually;
partly because of the increasing availability of books, medieval intellectuals
became more and more dependent on books. This change in the medium
of communication tended to make arguments and polemics much more
complex. Thus in fourteenth-century commentaries on the Sentences we
find long and exact quotations of contemporaries which can only have
been drawn from books. But, again, Sentence-commentaries were the
work of privileged students who could afford books or had easy access to
them. The average Arts teacher and student had to rely on memory and a
few selected course-books, frequently adorned with hastily produced notes
and commentaries.

Textbooks and university courses

I have just been emphasising the oral aspect of medieval philosophical
literature. In another sense, however, medieval teaching was very much
dependent on books. The cornerstone of any discipline was its authorita-

13. Maier 1964-67, Il, pp. 317—34 (‘Intcrnationale Bezichungen an spitmittelalterlichen Univer-
sititen'). The importance of personal relations is obvious — ideas spread more easily from master
to students, and between masters and students of the same nation. This might to some degree
account for the rapid acceptance of English ideas in fourteenth-century Germany, since both
English and German masters belonged to ‘the English nation’ at the University of Paris.
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tive course-book(s), the littera. Research and teaching was obliged to
explain the littera, to show its structure and contents, to prove its inner
consistency, and to harmonise any conflicting statements either in the
littera itself or arising from comparison with other authorities. The means
of doing so was a thorough reading of the textbook, explaining its argu-
ments and presuppositions and analysing ambiguous expressions (terms or
phrases). Since teaching thus proceeds in an analytical way we can detect a
tendency towards ad-hoc solutions and distinctions which were sometimes
quickly forgotten or dismissed, even if they could have been of further use
in a more systematic approach to the discipline.

The textbooks determined the curriculum of the study. A student’s
curriculum consisted of the list of books required for passing a degree,
together with an indication of the time required for the specific parts of the
curriculum. This is not the place to trace the development of the curriculum
in detail.’* But an example from the end of the Middle Ages will reveal the
mechanics of the system:

Greifswald, statutes of 1456:
BACHELOR'S DEGREE
Lectures:

ars vetys, 3 months (minimum)
Analytica Priora et Posteriora, 3 months
Elenchi, 2 months

parva logicalia, 4 months
Labyrinthus, 14 month

Physica, 6 months

De anima, 3 months

Sphaera, 14 month

Exercises (for this term see below):
ars vetus, + year

20 } simultaneously
parva logicalia, 5 year

nova logica, 3 year

Petrus Hispanus + sophismata | , simultaneously
L 7 yea
or Sophistria
. S
De anima + parva naturalia 2 year imultaneously
Physica 3 year

MASTER'S DEGREE
Lectures (without indication of duration):
Topics, De caelo et mundo, De generatione, Metheora, Parva naturalia,

14. See, e.g., Isaac 1953, pp. 61-85; Weisheipl 1964a.
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Ethica Nic., Oeconomica, Politica, Theoria planetarum, Perspectiva,
Arithmetica, Musica, Geometria, Metaphysica.

Exercises:
Physica, Nova logica, De caelo, De generatione, Metheora, Ethica,
Metaphysica.'

This standard curriculum was supplemented by readings of special texts
and disputations on freely chosen subjects.

In the faculty of Theology the curriculum consisted in principle of four
parts. After (1) eight years of preparatory studies, (2) the student had to act
for two years as a lecturer on the Bible (baccalaureus biblicus) and (3) two
years as a lecturer on dogmatics, using (from the thirteenth century
onwards) Peter Lombard’s Sentences as the course-book (as baccalaureus
sententiarum). Following this (4) he was supposed to attend and participate
in disputations for four years. It is especially the two last phases of the study
which gave rise to works of importance for the history of philosophy.

Within this general framework it was possible to put the emphasis on
different parts of the text or on different problems. These special emphases
tended to change with time and place. For that reason the problems and
parts of the course-book treated in an otherwise anonymous text often may
serve as an indication of its date and provenance.

Forms of teaching: Lectures'®

The interplay between oral and written teaching is best seen if we briefly
consider the forms of teaching. The first distinction we have to draw is
between lectures (lectiones) and disputations.

Lectures were either ordinary, extraordinary, or cursory. Ordinary
lectures were those delivered on the stipulated course-books and so were
repeated regularly. When the same teacher was to repeat his course he
could ecither repeat it verbatim or introduce some changes; he could even
choose to deliver lectures by somebody else and modify them. (This is one
cause of the vexed problem of different versions of a set of lectures, a
problem we will return to shortly.) Extraordinary lectures were not
restricted to the course-books but could also be on books not formally
required by the statutes. They were supposed to serve as reviews or
supplements of the ordinary courses. Cursory lectures were normally short
reviews of the main problems connected with a standard text.

15. Kosegarten 1857, pp. 309-10, cf. Piltz 1977, pp. 23ff.
16. Glorieux 1966; Classen 1960.
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The basic form of a lecture consisted of (a) the reading aloud of a section
of the littera (in written versions of lectures this part is often omitted or just
hinted at by quoting the beginning of the section of the text, the lemma,
succeeded by an ‘etc’.); (b) an account of the disposition of the text (divisio
textus) which divides the text into always smaller parts (normally by
dichotomous divisions), until we atrive at the level of single propositions
(in this part of the lecture the text discussed is normally related to the
preceding parts of the littera, so as to keep the train of thought in mind); (c)
the exposition of each part, more or less extended according to the number
of difficulties acknowledged. In this part the text is sometimes merely
paraphrased, with an explanation of difficult words and distinctions among
their various uses, but often the exposition contains a thorough and very
precise interpretation of the text, occasionally summarised in the form of
rules. Necessary background information is supplied, often in the form of
Notabilia (rules or statements introduced by the words ‘notandum’ or
‘nota’). Although such expositions can be quite tedious, they are often
indispensable, since they teach us how medieval authors understood and
rcad their sources, which is often quite different from what we think
obvious. (d) The final part of the lecture was dedicated to especially
important points, discussed in the form of real or fictitious disputations,
normally introduced by ‘dubium est’ or ‘dubitandum est’. (This entire four-
part procedure could be repeated within the same lecture if there was not
enough material in a single part of the text.) This form of lectures has along
history and for its main parts goes back to antiquity.'’

Another form of lectures which is specifically medieval was apparently
developed from the last section of the previously discussed form of lectures.
The dubia or disputation part of the lectures seems to have become in-
dependent from the other parts of the course,'® and during the latter part of
the thirteenth century a new type of commentary developed. From about
1260 we find commentaries consisting only of a series of quaestiones, each of
which has the basic form of a disputation. Presumably this reflects the
development of a new kind of lecture. We do not know to what extent, if
any, such quaestiones were staged as real disputations. Certainly from the
fourteenth century onwards we have testimony that they were only read

17. Peters 1068, pp. 10—17.

18. Already in the twelfth century we hear of independent disputations (see Landgraf 193 5; Little &
Pelster 1934, pp- 20f.; Grabmann 1911, 11, pp. 497f., 535f. For the Arts courses see Hunt 1949-50,
11, pp. 19, $5~6.
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aloud by the master. Often he did not even have to compose his own
questions, but was allowed to read questions by renowned authors in
more or less rephrased forms. This was accepted explicitly in Prague (and
forbidden in Paris in 1452), but certainly reflects earlier and common
practice.'? In the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries lectures of this kind
were termed exercitia, the ‘exercises’ mentioned in the Greifswald statutes
above.

This development is probably a result of the great interest of medieval
scholars in disputations. Since disputation is an element very characteristic
of medieval teaching, it will be helpful to discuss the nature of disputations
more fully.

Disputations of the theologians

In the thirteenth century the principal duties of a Master in Theology were
to lecture, to preach, and to dispute. The holding of academic disputations
many times in the year, perhaps even weckly, formed an integral part of
the academic curriculum, less frequent, but no less important, than the
giving of lecture courses. The records of these disputations, in the form of
Quaestiones disputatae, constitute a valuable part of the output of many
medieval philosophers and theologians.

A formal disputation in the mid-thirteenth century fell into two parts
occupying separate days. The time and topic of the disputation would be
announced by the professor well in advance; all bachelors in the faculty
were summoned to attend, and other masters and their students were
invited as well. On the first day, after a brief introduction by a professor,
one of his bachelors was appointed to receive and reply to arguments
presented by members of the audience. The discussion followed the order
of topics suggested by the master in his introduction; the bachelor dealt
with the objections made to the master’s thesis, assisted if necessary by the
master himself; a secretary recorded the arguments and replies. The session
continued for most of the morning, occupying perhaps three hours. On

19. Monumenta historica Universitatis Carolo-Ferdinandeae Pragensis, 1. Prague 1830, p. 82. (Accepted,
but only if the masters presented the (abridged) versions under their own name!) ~ Chartularium
Parisiense IV, p. 727. Cf. Piltz 1977, pp. 30ff. The scribe of Durandus’ Commentary on the
Sentences, which is certainly not one of the least original medicval works, saw that large passages
were verbatim excerpts from Peter of Auvergne. He adopted the practice of underlining such
passages and added: ‘Hoc oportui facere in hac quaestione ne multotiens idem scriberetur, quia ille
Durandus est quidam latrunculus Petri de Alvernia, sicut sunt communiter omnes Gallici, utpote
homines nullius inventionis existentes’ (quoted from Decker 1967, pp. 84-5).
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the next available day the company reassembled to hear the master sum-
marise the arguments pro and contra and to give his own overall solution
(determinatio) to the question in dispute.?° The proceedings of the dispu-
tation were eventually published either in the form of notes taken at the
meeting (a reportatio) or in a revised and expanded version by the master
himself (an ordinatio).

Ordinary disputations throughout the academic year would concern
topics clustering around a single theme, such as are to be found in Aquinas’
De veritate, or disputed questions on truth.?' Twice a year, in Advent and
Lent, there were special disputations, open to a much wider public, which
could be about any topic whatever (de quolibet) and could be initiated by
any member of the audience (a quolibet). Such quodlibetal questions had to
be answered impromptu by the bachelor and determined by the master in
the same way as the questions of an ordinary disputation. It is a tribute to
the intrepidity and resourcefulness of medieval professors that so many of
them were willing to undergo such a testing public ordeal: no less than 358
sets of quodlibetal questions have come down to us.?? If the ordinary
disputation resembled a modern seminar, the quodlibetal disputation re-
sembled a public version of a modern professor’s office hour or informal
instruction. Both types of disputation, in the words of P. Mandonnet, were
the academic equivalent of the medieval tournament-at-arms.

Quaestiones disputatae, such as Aquinas’ De veritate, have come down to us
in texts divided into questions and articles. A question will be concerned
with a broad topic —e.g., Question Two treats of the knowledge of God —
and will be divided into articles devoted to specific problems — e.g., the
twelfth of the fifteen articles on Question Two asks whether God knows
future contingents. It is a matter of dispute whether it is the question or the
article which corresponds to a particular morning’s debate: if the former,
the three hours appear to have been impossibly packed with rapid and
dense argumentation; if the latter, since the De veritate contains 253 dispu-
tations, the disputations of only three years, the academic calendar must
have been so full of disputations as to leave little time for lectures.?3

20. Classic accounts of the nature of disputations in the theological faculties are to be found in
Mandonnet 1928, Little and Pelster 1934, pp. 29~56, and in Gloricux, 1925-35.

21. Though the questions disputed by Aquinas in a single year commonly are linked fairly closely
with each other, the traditional groupings under the headings De veritate, De potentia, De malo,
include several sub-groups rather tenuously linked with each other.

22. Glorieux 1925-35.

23. The controversy between Mandonnet and Dondaine on this topic is well summarised in
Weisheipl 1974a, pp. 123-6.
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Disputations in the Arts faculties

We know less about disputations in the Arts faculties. From university
statutes we can gather that Arts disputations were normal and that atten-
dance at and participation in disputations were required before receiving a
degree. But we are not told much about the actual procedures, except that
it seems that some disputations were connected with the ordinary lectures,
whereas others were more or less independent. These latter disputations are
frequently called sophismata.?*

Information on the procedures of disputation must be gathered mainly
by induction. One type of evidence is the arrangement for final exami-
nations, which included a formal disputation that was supposed to prove
the candidate’s ability to assume one of his main magisterial functions, that
of leading a disputation, and therefore presumably proceeded according to
the same rules as governed regular disputations. The structure of such
disputations follows the following pattern: first, the master in charge puts a
yes—no question, giving some arguments on each side. Next, the respondens
(sometimes called the promovendus) gives a short solution accompanied by a
refutation of the arguments leading to the opposite conclusion. Then the
presiding master in his role as opponens argues against the respondent’s
solution and refutations, and the respondent is allowed to reply. Another
master could then argue against the respondent’s new position. It is not
certain whether the respondent in his turn was obliged or at least allowed
to reply. This entire procedure is not very different from the pattern of
theological disputations. Also in the Arts faculties the disputation appar-
ently was followed by a determination by the master. We have no positive
evidence that the determination took place on the following day, but
analogies with theological disputations would support such an inference.?*

Further evidence can be gathered from an analysis of actually recorded
disputations. The ‘redacted’ questions of the exercitia which retain only the
basic structure of the actual disputation, are not so valuable as are a number
of English manuscripts, which seem to be transmitted in a form closer to
original disputations. Preliminary answers and solutions (presumably by
the respondent) are subjected to further attacks and counter-arguments. It
is often difficult to locate the final answer to the original problem, since it is
mostly stated very briefly. Perhaps there was no formal determination in
these cases.?¢

24. Weisheipl 1964a; Gilbert 1976.
25. Cf. Roos 1963.
26. Pinborg 1979, p. 34: Little & Pelster 1934, p. 41.
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Many sophismata, especially from Paris in the latter half of the thirteenth
century, are in the form of regular disputed questions. The formal occasion
of the disputation — the sophisma proposition —is often rapidly dismissed.
Then anywhere from one to four problems, with or without connection
with the sophisma proposition, are stated. For each problem a few principal
arguments are given on each side, followed by a brief solution by the
respondent (or bachelor), who also responds to the arguments against the
position he has chosen. Then numerous counter-arguments are raised
against this first solution, apparently by different opponents, and the
respondent replies to some or all of these. New counter-arguments are
raised, sometimes concentrated on a single point of the respondent’s
argument, and this procedure can be repeated several times. Normally the
respondent gets the last word, although the copyist sometimes does not
care to report it.2” In some sophismata we find a variant of this type of
disputation. Several respondents can participate successively, each being
subjected to the same treatment, but often maintaining opposed
opinions.?® In most sophismata the final, and often the largest, part is
devoted to the master’s determination of the problem.

That disputations were not always without danger can be seen from
statutes threatening to exclude students who demonstrate by ‘clamoring,
hissing, making noise, stone-throwing by themselves or by their servants
and accomplices, or in any other way’.2? Even the most technical reports of
medieval disputations can sometimes be relieved by glimpses of the tumult
of actual disputation. Thus Matthias of Gubbio, trying to give an orderly
account of his opposition against the opinions of Hervaeus Natalis con-
cerning the nature of logical relations, is interrupted by someone: ‘But
before I come to the fourth point, somebody shouts against me with a loud
voice: You deny such relations, I certainly deny yours.”3° Certainly,
disputations did not proceed as solemnly as the written redactions might
make us believe.

The origins of disputation

Although scholars are unanimous in seeing the disputation as one of the
most important and influential features of scholastic method, they are less

27. Roos 1963; Pinborg 1975b.

28. E.g., the sophismata edited in CIMAGL 24, pp. 16~34; sec esp. p. 19: ‘Secundo quidam alius
sumpsit sibi quaestionem.” Cf. Little & Pelster 1934, p. so.

29. Thorndike 1944, p. 237.

30. Ms Erfurt 4° 276, f. 142,



Medieval philosophical literature 25

agreed about the presuppositions and antecedents of the institution. A
disputation is an institution which excellently formalises the dialectical
procedure described by Aristotle: present a problem (aporia), set down the
conflicting opinions of philosophers (endoxa, phainomena), resolve the diffi-
culties and restate the endoxa in 2 muddle-free manner (e.g., N.E. VIl 1,
1145%2~7).3" But it is unlikely that the disputation was designed to
embody these procedures since it was in operation in medieval Europe
before Aristotelian ideas and methods were fully assimilated. Some
scholars regard the spread of disputations as the outcome of the study of
Aristotle’s Analytics and Topics; but the eristic jousts for which the Topics
prescribe are a question-and-answer game quite different from the presen-
tation of conflicting arguments in a disputatio.®* Abelard’s Sic et non was
long singled out by scholars as a progenitor of scholastic dialectic, because it
sets out contrasting Scriptural and theological statements in a manner
which highlights conflicts of doctrines in the same way as a Quaestio
disputata. Abelard’s autobiography is one of the first records of school
disputations: but it is clear that the dialectical procedures of the Sic ef non
were already practised in an earlier period.>* Recently it has been sug-
gested that the origin of the disputation is to be sought in the procedures
adopted to reconcile conflicting legal authorities by canonists, Roman
lawyers, and even Islamic jurisprudents.®*

Perhaps the disputatio simply grew out of the other and older vehicle of
professorial instruction: the lectio, or lecture. In the course of expounding a
text a commentator, from time to time, is bound to encounter difficult
passages which set special problems and need extended discussion. When
we are dealing with a sacred or authoritative text, the difficult passages will
have given rise to conflicting interpretations by different commentators,
and the expositor’s duty will be to set out and resolve the disagreements of
previous authorities. Thus the guaestio arises naturally in the course of the
lectio, and the disputation and the lecture are the institutionalised counter-
parts of these two facets of a method of study oriented to the interpretation
of texts and the preservation of tradition.®’

31. On this aspect of Aristotle’s dialectic, see Owen 1967.

32. Grabmann 1911, II, p. 218, saw the influence of the Topics as decisive, but did not notice the
difference between the type of disputation discussed by Aristotle and that found in Aquinas.

33. Grabmann 1911, [, pp. 2346, gives Bernold of Constance and lvo of Chartres as practitioners of
the Sic-¢t-non method prior to Abelard.

34. Makdisi 1974, pp. 640~1, suggests an [slamic origin for the disputation (practised in champion-

ship style in the munizara) and refers especially to the dialectics of Ibn Agil (1040-1112).
35. This account of the development of the quaestio from the lectio is given by Chenu 1934,

pp- 67-77.
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Whatever its origin, the disputatio came to have a great influence on the
style of works written in other genres. The Summa theologiae of Aquinas,
though designed from the outset as a manual to be read by students, is
divided not into chapters but into questions and articles, and each article
has the form of a miniature disputation, with three or more arguments
against the position to be adopted, a brief citation of an authority in
favour of the preferred view (sed contra), a central section (respondeo)
corresponding to the Master’s determination, and finally a set of answers to
the objections. In writers such as Scotus and Ockham commentaries on the
Sentences of Lombard follow the form of a Quaestio disputata.3$

The later development of disputations

While commentaries and treatises written in and for the master’s study
were written in the form of disputations, the disputations themselves
became more and more an exercise of dialectical skill for its own sake and
less and less a method of presenting and reconciling diverse opinions on a
topic of substantial import.

In post-reformation scholasticism the presentation of conflicting argu-
ments on a substantive topic of theology or philosophy was subject to
formal and codified rules analogous to those presented in an ars ob-
ligatoria.®” But there was a significant difference between the medieval and
the post-reformation disputations: whereas the former began with a quaes-
tio, the latter began with a thesis. It was the respondent’s duty to enunciate
and explain a thesis which he was prepared to maintain against objectors.
The opponent must then produce arguments to contradict this thesis; the
respondent must react to each premiss of the opponent’s argument by
granting, denying, or distinguishing (concedo, nego, distinguo). If he dis-
tinguished the opponent’s premiss, that meant that he granted it in one
sense but denied it in another, he must then strive to show that in the sense

36. In Scotus in particular the guaestio-form can become very complicated. In the fifth part of the
prologue to his commentary on the Sentences he discusses theology as a practical science. Two
questions are posed, the first with five authorities on one side and three on the other, the second
with three authorities on each side. There follows a definition of praxis argued for clause by clause
through eleven paragraphs. Two further long preliminary sentences precede the solution of the
guestions in reverse order. The solution of the first question is preceded by a long summary of the
opinions of previous thinkers, divided into five classes. This summary of previous thought,
corresponding to the first part of a magisterial determinatio, frequently plays adominant role in the
Ordinations of Scotus and Ockham. Few quaestiones disputatae of Scotus have survived, and fewer
have been published; but Scotus, like Ockham, left behind an important series of Quaestiones
quodlibetales.

37. The two types of disputation are compared and contrasted in Angelelli 1970.
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agreed to the premiss did not lead to the contradictory of his own original
position. The opponent must then try to prove the premiss in the sense in
which it is dangerous to the respondent; or he may turn to an independent
argument for the contradictory of the respondent’s thesis. It is the distinguo
which is the heart of the post-reformation disputation: this means that the
interest of the debate turns on the disentangling of senses of ambiguous
words rather than on the more formal considerations which typically gave
excitement to medieval disputations.

Disputations of this kind have been in use in scholastic institutions
within living memory, and their form dictated the typical structure of nco-
scholastic textbooks in which, instead of chapters, we find the material
divided into theses.>® Each thesis is first explained, word by word (this is the
status quaestionis); there follows a list of adversarii (philosophers who have
taken a position contrary to the thesis); the thesis is proved by syllogistic
argument, and there follows a set of objections and replies, often with
scholia or appendices. The structure of a medieval quaestio disputata is more
lively: the adversaries are allowed to speak for themselves, and the argu-
ments pro and con are presented, as in a live debate, before the magisterial
resolution and not after.

The purpose of disputations

As a final consideration of medieval disputations I should like to sketch
some of the ideological and methodological impetus behind the medieval
preference for this method of teaching. Two texts on the problem whether
the cognition of truth consists in the solution of dubitations (formally
expressed doubts) may serve as a starting point.

The first text is by Siger of Brabant. It states that the goal of teaching is to
find truth, and finding truth presupposes the ability to solve any objection
or dubitation against the proposition accepted as true. For if you do not
know how to solve objections that may arise, you are not in possession of
the truth, since in that case you have not assimilated the procedure of finding
truth and thus will not know whether or when you have arrived at truth.*®

18. A typical example of such a textbook is Siwek 1948.

39. Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones super librum De causis, Prooemium, 1972, p. 35: ‘Sicut vult Aristoteles
in principio Ill. Metaphysicae, volentes attingere ad cognitionem veritatis in aliquibus rebus
absque cognitione eorum, quae dubitationem inducunt in cognitionem veritatis illarum rerum,
similes sunt incedentibus nescientibus tamen ad quem locum ire debeant. Cuius ratio est, quia ab-
solutio dubitationis finis est tendentis ad veritatem. Et ideo sicut qui nescit locum non veniet ad
ipsum nisi casu, et cum ad ipsum venerit nesciet ipsum esse locum quo tendebat, et ideo ignorabit
utrum sit ibi quiescendum vel ulterius procedendum, sic non praeconcipiens dubitationes ad
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The other text, probably by Henry of Brussels (ca. 1300), alludes directly
to the three methods of teaching, stating that through lectures you arrive at
truth and so should be able to solve any objections. By a lecture in the form
of a (fictitious) disputation read aloud procedures for finding the truth are
presented to you, and by an actual disputation you learn to find truth by
actually evaluating and solving arguments.*°

It was certainly not the case that this lofty purpose of disputations was
alwaysin the mind of the master, not to mention that of the student. Many
disputations were obviously undertaken just as a means of intellectual
exercise or as unreflective repetition of normal academic usage.*! Still,
medieval disputations and their written counterparts show us scholars
partaking in what Chenu has aptly termed the ‘recherche collective de la
verité’.*2 Medieval scholars were aware that any single disputation covered
only a tiny move within this vast enterprise, and that not all disputations
led to an equal degree of certainty.

There is a certain tension between the medieval ideal of ‘demonstrative’
science as a system of proofs deducing conclusions by ordered steps from
first principles, and the actual forms of doctrinal exposition. The argu-
ments adduced in a disputation have an almost fortuitous character and are
certainly not always demonstrative. Their aim is principally to persuade

cognitionem veritatis non dirigetur nisi casu, quia si veritatern attingerit nescict utrum ibi
quiescendum vel ulterius procedendum. Et dubitans etiam similis est ligato vinculo corporali qui,
si ligamentum ignoraverit, ipsum dissolvere non valebit; dubitatio enim mentem tenet ne ulterius
per considerationem procedere possit, sicut vinculo corporali pedes tenentur. Etideo dubitationes
non praeconsiderans non valet absolvere dubitationes, quare nec attingere ad veritatem. Cognitio
enim veritatis in aliqua rerum solutio est dubitatorum. Et sicut in iudiciis dicicur, quod melius
contingit iudicare audiendo rationes utriusque partis, similiter etiam praeconsideratis rationibus
ad utramque partem contradictionis dubitationem inducentibus melius contingit iudicare
veritatem.”

40. Grabmann 1944, p. 82: ‘Secundo prenotandum est, quod cognitio veritatis generatur in nobis
dupliciter uno modo per inventionem, alio modo per doctrinam. Si per inventionem hoc fit sic,
quod aliquis proponit primo sibi aliquam conclusionem (f. 91') quodam modo notam et per
consequens arguit ad utramque partem et tunc judicat, ad quam partem rationes sunt potiores
adducte illi consentiens et alias rationes dissolvens et per hoc patet, quod investigatio veritatis etc.
Alio modo generatur scientia sive cognitio veritatis per doctrinam et hoc dupliciter. Uno modo,
quod doctor proponat propositionem discipulo et arguat ad partem utramque et postea uni
consentiat et alia, quae sunt contra ipsam partem quam tenet, dissolvit. [Alio modo} Et hoc modo
patet etiam, quod cognitio veritatis est solutio dubitatorum. Alio modo per doctrinam fit
cognitio veritatis sic, quod doctor simpliciter sinc omni arguitione proponit discipulo veritatem
etinformat ipsum et sic item discipulus ista veritate cognita poterit argumenta solvere, que essent
contra istam veritatem et sic patet, quod cognitio veritatis etc.’

41. An incidental remark in an anonymous series of questions on Priscian may illustrate this (Ms
Niirnberg, Stadtbibl., Cent. V.21 f. 37): ‘Ista opinio tacta fuit in praccedenti quaestione et posset
satis probabiliter teneri. Tamen exercitii causa aliam inquiramus.'

42. Chenu 1954, pp. 109ff.
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the opponent, and because of that aim it is not necessary to start every
argument from first principles. One can instead begin with commonly
accepted presuppositions, either quotations from authorities or well-
known maxims. One can also formally agree on some accepted presup-
positions.*3 The arguments are developed in the form of syllogisms,
categorical or hypothetical, consequences, or dilemmas. Overt formal
errors are exceedingly rare, since such ‘sophistical’ moves could be detected
immediately and thus defeat their author.

In most questions or disputations the introductory arguments which set
up the question are almost stereotypical and transmitted from one author
to another. Masters and students chose the arguments which they could
remember having heard or could easily look up in accessible sources.
Accordingly, questions from the same environment, raising the same
problem, will tend to repeat the same stock-arguments, thus forming a
kind of ‘doctrinal family’ which can be used with some caution for a rough
sorting of texts. In rare cases we can even see how a cluster of stock-
arguments arise from a specific historical situation.**

The literary forms: literal commentaries

Most medieval philosophical literature reflects teaching practice and its
form; even writings that were never delivered as lectures or held as
disputations assume the traditional forms.

Accordingly, a large proportion of medieval philosophical literature is
in the form of commentaries. Commentaries range from more or less
complete marginal glosses (scholia), which in fact are often excerpted from
one or more complete commentaries, to full-scale literal commentaries,
following the standard form of a lecture as sketched above. It is important
to note that such commentaries do not necessarily reflect the personal views
of an author on the philosophical problems involved, but only what he
thinks is the correct interpretation of the littera. However, since new
doctrines were often disguised as merely new interpretations of the author-
ities, it is difficult to know where the borderlines between the exposition
of the authority and the author’s personal philosophy may be drawn. It is
known that some of the strenuously attacked ‘Latin Averroists’ often used
as a defense that they did not develop their own opinions but only

43. There exists no analysis of the type of arguments which were actually used by the schoolmen.
Ocing-Hahnhoff 1963 discusscs some of the aspects involved.

44. Thus the arguments of John Aurifaber against the modi significandi soon became stock arguments
of the genre; see Pinborg 1967a, pp. 167—72.
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interpreted Aristotle.*® It is also interesting to follow the fourteenth-
century debate between Ockham and his followers on one side, who
brought their own doctrine into harmony with Aristotle by claiming that
Aristotle often spoke metaphorically, and more traditional Aristotelians on
the other side, who could not concede that the philosopher ever spoke
metaphorically, since he himself claimed to proceed demonstratively.*®

Question-commentaries

Besides the literal commentaries there are commentaries in the form of a
series of questions. Originally such questions formed only the latter part of
lectures, but apparently they gradually became independent from the
traditional lecture-form. From the latter half of the thirteenth century we
find such commentaries, consisting only of questions; sometimes short
paraphrases of passages of the littera, otherwise neglected, are still given; but
often only the opening words are left from the old structure.*’

Such questions retain the simplest possible structure of a disputation.
First a problem is stated in the titulus quaestionis which is always formed as a
question introduced by ‘utrum’. The selection of tituli reflects current
interests, and so a mere list of questions is often indicative of the time and
place of origin of the commentary. This is perhaps most striking in the case
of commentaries on the Sentences.*® Vastly different sections of the text
were selected for commentary, and the questions raised in connection with
the various distinctiones of the text varied greatly over time. Early
thirteenth-century commentaries for example, often have a dispropor-
tionate amount of commentary on the first Book, and various philo-
sophical problems are often introduced and discussed at great length in

45. Van Steenberghen 1977, pp. 232ff. Cf. Weisheipl 1974, p. 42, concerning Albert the Great,

46. Ockham, Expos. Phys. (Ms Oxford Merton 293 f. 72', ad 206°16): ‘Verumtamen aliquando
Philosophus ponit unam pro alia non curans multum de verbis et supponens quod addiscentes
istam scientiam possunt esse sufficienter exercitati in logica per quam sciant discernere inter
propositiones et advertere quando una ponitur pro alia et quando non. Quod tamen mult
moderni ignorant...." Walter Burley, Expos. Phys. (Venice 1524, f. §%): ‘Non est igitur
dicendum quod Philosophus et Commentator loquantur metaphorice vel singulariter ut isti
exponunt, reducendo totam philosophiam ad secundum modum amphibologiae. Quia Philo-
sophus reprehendit modum loquendi figurative vel metaphorice in doctrina demonstrativa. Sed
hic (scil. in Physicis) procedit demonstrative. Non est ergo dicendum quod ipse loquatur
metaphorice sicut loquuntur poetae in suis fabulis.”

47. Grabmann 1939, pp. 47—-53.

48. The Sentence-commentaries were read, but in the fourteenth century the introduction to each
book (the principium or the guaestio collativa) was presented as an actual disputation and normally
published separately (Glorieux 1966, pp. 79—90). In the Arts faculties masters sometimes used
material from their disputations or sophismata in their redacted questions. (An example is
Boethius of Dacia; see Roos 1963, p. 379.)
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connection with passages of the text which have only a very tenuous
connection with the problems discussed.

Thus we find an elementary discussion of light and the multiplication of species or
of the rainbow inserted into the context of creation, an examination of the
problem of the motion of gravia et levia in a similar context, an elaborate
consideration of terms of first and second intention in the context of Trinity
(specifically at the discussion of persona in dist. 23), an extended investigation of
astrology relative to the problem of whether creation occurs de necessitate, and
even a major question de creatione caeli dealing with whether one can prove that
there are nine spheres (for discussion of the ninth sphere, can, and does, lead to the
consideration of the precession of the equinoxes, the rising and setting of the signs,
the astronomy of eclipses and so on). And such phenomena can be found almost ad
infinitum.*?

It is hardly possible to give a catalogue of places where specific philosoph-
ical problems are discussed since it varies greatly with different authors
and periods. From this one can understand that the university authorities at
the end of the fourteenth century found it necessary to rule officially that
Sentence-commentaries should not deal with logical and philosophical
problems except to the extent justified by the text of the Sentences.>® This
ruling apparently had some effect. Late fourteenth- and fifteenth-century
commentaries on the Sentences tend to be of a more purely theological
nature.

After the titulus quaestionis follows a short series of principal arguments
for one of the two possible answers to the problem stated, frequently
introduced by a formula such as ‘et arguitur (videtur) quod sic/non’. These
arguments normally defend the position eventually refuted. The normal
number of arguments is two or three. Then follow arguments on the
opposite side of the issue. They are often fewer in number (often only one),
and are frequently nothing but references to authority. This is justifiable
according to medieval tradition, even if an argument from authority was
held to be the weakest form of argument. Real arguments were normally
given in the solution of the question, where the author adopts the position
he himself means to defend.

The solution (or corpus quaestionis) is introduced by phrases such as ‘ad hoc
dicendum|dico’ and states the conclusions of the author, accompanied by
some arguments and the distinctions necessary to carry through the solu-
tion. These arguments are normally more carefully organised and artic-

49. Murdoch 1975, p. 278.
$0. Murdoch 1973, p. 278.
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ulated, but still may take as their major premisses propositions which have
not been or are not proved ‘demonstratively’ but are only regarded as
generally acceptable. Frequently several previous opinions on the subject
are summarised and refuted, before the author states his own opinion.*!
The structure of the solution of most of the Sentence-commentaries of the
fourteenth century is often very complicated along these lines. Originally
these references to earlier authors were anonymous (introduced by phrases
such as ‘aliqui dicunt’, ‘opinio cuiusdam viri’ or even “aliquis diceret’), either in
order to retain the fiction of disputation where non-participants could not
supply arguments or because nobody really cared about the authorship of
the ideas discussed. From the fourteenth century onwards there is an
increasing tendency to give exact references. It is interesting to note that
the cluster of such opinions on a given question often varies little from one
text to another, and that many authors are remembered only for their
solution to one specific question. In this way, e.g., Radulphus Brito’s
opinion on first and second intentions is bound to appear in any discussion
on this subject although he is not quoted anywhere else, and the same holds
true for Peter of Auvergne on the verbum mentis.

Especially in earlier phases of the development, we find cases of several
questions being telescoped into one: first the arguments of a number of
different questions are given, then the questions are solved one after
another. This may reflect the practice of discussing more than one question
in the same disputation. Another way of structuring such sub-questions is
to divide a question into scveral articles. In the fourteenth and fifteenth
centuries the solution is often structured according to conclusions and
corollaries, each being defended and dubia being solved.

The last part of a question contains the refutations of the arguments
leading to the solution opposite to the one advocated by the author. They
often contain some distinctions which were thought not to be necessary to
the general solution of the problem but of importance only to solving one
of the counter-arguments.

The whole structure of such questions should make it immediately
apparent that not all parts of a question are of equal importance for

51. See, e.g., the Sophisma of Radulphus Brito edited in CIMAGL 24, p. 97: ‘De ista quaestione
procedendum est sicut in aliis: primo tangendae sunt opiniones aliorum; secundo tangenda est
opinio probabilior; tertio tangendae sunt difficultates circa istam opinionem et solvendae sunt;
quarto est solvendum rationes in oppositum.’ Sometimes further complications were intro-
duced by expressions such as *aliquis arguerct contra me’, ‘aliquis diceret’, which may sometimes
be reflections of the many-leveled disputation behind the redacted question, but often are nothing
but literary devices to treat a side-issue more thoroughly.
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determining the author’s own argument. For such purposes, the most
important part is, of course, the solution with its distinctions. The conclud-
ing responses to the counter-arguments are also important, but the distinc-
tions introduced are often only ad-hoc distinctions never used again, and
thus sometimes not equally well considered. This principle of estimating
the weight of a statement within the given context was already expressed
by the fifteenth-century Thomist Johannes Capreolus, but has often been
sinned against.>?

It has already been stated that some literary genres of medieval philosoph-
ical literature, such as the sophismata, the quaestiones disputatae, and the
quaestiones quodlibetales kept closer to the original form of a disputation.
This is already illustrated by small linguistic features of the text, such as the
frequent use of the past instead of the present tense (Sed contra hoc arguebatur,
etc.) or the frequent addition of ‘per te’, which alludes to the opponent’s
presuppositions or admissions, and above all by the far greater structural
complexity.

Other literary forms

Besides the commentaries with their detailed analysis of problems, a need
arose for more systematic expositions of doctrine. The standard title for
such expositions is summa, which originally meant a summary, or tractatus
(treatise). Such expositions were generally intended for the use of begin-
ners in order to facilitate their introduction into a discipline.*? It is natural
that such expositions tended to be shortlived. They soon lagged behind the
doctrinal developments and needed to be replaced.*

Such manuals are often conventional in their contents. Every teacher
adopting them felt free to revise his teaching manual, to change words or
whole sections, to add or to remove. This accounts both for the general
similarity of manuals within a given field and for their great variety in
details. Accordingly, it is often very difficult to see which specific manual
was used by an author, especially since we possess only a mere fraction of

s2. Johannes Capreolus, Defensiones IV, d. 43, q. 1, a. 3, quoted from Grabmann 1926-36 I,
p. 379: ‘Tamen tenco cum sancto Thoma in Quodlibeto, unde sumptae sunt conclusiones.
Qualitercumque enim sensit in Scriptis vel visus fuerit sensisse in Tertia Parte, determinatio
Quodlibeti videtur mihi rationabilior, quia ibi solum tractavit istam materiam a proposito et in
forma; inaliis vero locis incidenter solum et cum suppositione et respondendo magis ad hominem
quam ad rem.”

53. Cf. Grabmann 1939, pp. 54—103. Sec also Parkes 1976.

54. Cf. John Wyclif, De veritate Sacrae Scripturae 1, 54: *Aliac logicae (i.c., other than his logica
scripturae) sunt periodice et nimis multiplices; periodice quia, ut patet in Oxonia, vix durat una
aliena logica per viginti annos sed sacpissime variantur.’
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the material that once existed. In the same way it may often be very difficult
to trace the interrelations of such manuals.

Manuals are either summaries of the formal books required for a degree
or introductions to specific disciplines or aspects of disciplines for which no
authoritative textbook had been recognised. This last type is philosoph-
ically the most interesting. Within it are to be found the various gram-
matical and logical manuals which will be discussed frequently in the
following chapters of the present volume.** Also the manuals discussing
typical medieval contributions to natural philosophy, such as treatises De
proportionibus velocitatum, De intensionibus et remissionibus formarum, and De
primo et ultimo instanti belong to this category, even if they are often so
intricately argued that they defy characterisation as elementary textbooks.

Subjects generally accepted into the curriculum will often be incorpo-
rated at specific sections of the formal textbooks. We have already seen
examples of this in connection with the Sentence-commentaries, but
analogous developments can be found in the Arts faculties. Thus the modi
significandi are treated in connection with Priscian or with Aristotle’s Peri
hermeneias, first and second intentions with Porphyry, consequences with
Anistotle’s Sophistici elenchi or Prior Analytics, restrictions and ampliations
in connection with the Prior Analytics or Peri hermeneias, proportions of
velocities in connection with the twelfth book of the Metaphysics, and first
instants, intension and remission of forms, and impetus theory in connec-
tion with the Physics. This arrangement is found, for example, in some
series of questions prepared as a help for examinations.*®

Frequently certain manuals even came to be regarded as de facto authori-
ties and accordingly were made the object of commentaries or dis-
putations.

The nature of our sources: the channels of transmission

Since we have no direct access to the actual lectures and disputations we
have to rely on written sources. This is of course a truism, but it emphasises
the important fact that there is always an intermediary between the source
as we have it and the state of affairs we want to consider. In a technically

55. A survey of the types of logical manuals and the carly history of their development can be found
in De Rijk 19627, 1. 1, pp. 593-6.

56. Pinborg 1976d. Other aids of this type can be found in Grabmann 1939, pp. 112-16 & 189-91,
and in Mss, ¢.g., Erfurt 4°241: ‘Puncta matcriarum omnium que pro baccalariatu gradus Erfordie
leguntur et examinatur.”
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developed culture where it is possible for a large number of people to have
access to the same text directly, and in a form authenticated by the author,
this is less problematic, even if there is, of course, always the possibility of
misunderstanding. But when we are concerned with medieval philosoph-
ical literature such relatively unproblematical lines of communication are
very rare. The number of texts transmitted to us in the author’s own
original version or in a copy directly authenticated by him is very small.
And even in these cases there are additional difficulties: the author’s hand-
writing may be almost illegible, as is the case with Aquinas, or he may have
been remiss in checking the text. But in the normal case several written
intermediaries separate us from the original text of the author.

In order to gain a sketchy insight into the process of transmission let us
consider briefly the route of a medieval text from its author to us.

Let us suppose that a master has just been giving a course. The students
have been taking copious notes. The master has been reading either so
slowly that he has actually dictated the text, or, according to the recom-
mendations of the university, somewhat faster, so that even practised
stenographers among the students may have had difficulties in getting
everything straight.>” Now we have already two types of texts: a dictated
one and a reported one, both of which contain unavoidable errors: errors
of the master in reading, errors of the students who may have misheard,
miswritten, or misunderstood. The dictated text will of course be closer to
the intentions of the master, whereas the reported text will be more or less
abridged, deformed, and changed. From the students’ notes other students
may make copies, which are totally exempt from the control of the master.

The master may want to have his text ‘published’ officially. He can take
either his own notes (eventually dictating from them to a secretary) or one
of the dictated or reported versions as the basis for such publication.®® In
both cases he will certainly introduce some revisions such as additions,
reformulations, doctrinal adjustments, or references. Some errors may still
be overlooked and some may be newly introduced, e.g., if the revisions are
not consistent. Such a revised manuscript is called an ordinatio or a text
edited (editus) or provided for copying (in copia datus).*® Frequently several

57. Thorndike 1944, p. 237F.

$8. On reportations, see Pelzer 1964, pp. 422—9. On dictation: Dondaine 1956. Sce also Thorndike
1944, p. 58, for a modest student-copyist who cxcuscs himself for not being competent enough to
reproduce the lofty ideas of his master.

59. Fink-Errcra 1960.
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years pass between the course and the revision, which of course may add to
the differences between the original and the ‘final’ text of the author.®®

Disputations are reduced to written form along the same lines. But the
complexities of the sometimes rather chaotic disputations makes the
student-reporter’s job much more difficult, and different reportata will tend
to show much greater differences. Misunderstandings arising from this
could sometimes be dangerous to the author, and he had a genuine interest
in seeking a more authentic form of his opinions. Accordingly we find at
least three different types of disputation-texts: reportations, which report
only from the disputation and not from the master’s ordered determi-
nation; more or less exact reportations from the determination; and the
revised edition of the master.®’

In this way we already have different versions of the ‘same’ text. Matters
may be still more complicated if the author introduces further changes in
his own copy, which is then recopied, perhaps even at different stages, or
when the master in repeating his course recasts the argument, omits some
problems and adds new ones. Here it is possible to talk about different
redactions of a text, but it will also be apparent that the concept is
somewhat fluid.52

The next stage in the transmission consists in the copies made from direct
reportations or from authenticated texts. In the latter case the texts pass
through official channels: the stationarii of the university, who could hire it
out for copying. In both cases copies were made by copyists of varying
competence and for varying purposes. Professional scribes could write
beautiful manuscripts, but they often did not understand the text very well.

60. To givean example: Hervacus Natalis' Commentary on the Sentences were ‘published” about ten
years after the course had first been given. In the meantime, reportations or private copics were
circulating haphazardly. So in the published edition Hervacus removed some discussions
which he had published scparately and in some other, probably more controversial, cascs
emphasised that he still held the same opinion (Decker 1967, p. 73). The same move can be
recognised in some texts by Siger of Brabant, who says, ¢.g., ‘quibus oretenus tunc respondi-
mus et adhuc respondemus’ (Van Steenberghen 1977, p. 193). Sometimes, however, a master just
changes his opinion without notifying us (Van Steenberghen 1977, pp. 402-3). Walter Burley
once even firmly rejects an opinion of ‘some’ (aligui) without mentioning that he previously held
it himself.

61. Glorieux 192535, I, pp. s1—5. A master defends himself by saying ‘reportator meus non bene
concepit’ (ibid., p. 52). Discrepancics between the actual disputation and the written text are often
recorded, e.g., ‘Multa alia fuerunt arguta quac tamen redeunt in idem’ (CIMAGL 24,
p- 19). ‘Hoc est sophisma nunc et alias propositum circa quod multa proponebantur inquirenda;
quibusdam tamen disputatis de uno quacratur ad pracsens’ (CIMAGL 26, p. 93). ‘Ad quartum
problema non respondebatur, propterea omitwo ad praesens’ (ms Worcester, 4°13, £. 33%).

62. Macken 1973 Boethius of Dacia 1969, p. xvii; Ockham OTI, pp. 19*—21%, 26%-31*; Scotus,
Opera omnia | (1950) pp. 166*—75*; Pinborg 1930,
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Poor students who copied texts for more fortunate colleagues often
worked hurriedly. Only in some cases do we have the optimal circum-
stances of a copyist copying what he wants to have for himself in the best
possible form.

Copyists could be interested in the text they copied simply for its own
sake, which of course warrants their producing the best possible copy. But
often they were interested only in some aspects of it, some of the argu-
ments, the main trend of thought, or perhaps only in some definite
sections. Thus we find manuscripts excerpting discussions from different
sources, e.g., treating the same question, or having some degree of internal
relationship. Sometimes copyists got disappointed or tired and just quit
their work in the middle. Others might have been compiling notes which
were useful for their examination, etc. The study of such miscellaneous
manuscripts is still only beginning, but obviously it is important to have
some general idea of what a given manuscript was intended for in order to
judge its value as a source.®?

So far we have considered only linear transmission, that is, copies made
from one other copy. In the actual process of copying we meet with all
sorts of cross-currents. A copyist might want to get a better text by
adducing other versions for comparison. He may then substitute the
readings of the ‘new’ source(s) for those of his archetype, or he may add
alternate readings between the lines or in the margin, thus starting a
contaminated version. If in this way he is combining different versions
(reportations) or even different redactions of a text the resulting contami-
nation may give very confusing results. Add to this the fact that a large
number of the manuscripts are now no longer extant, and it becomes
obvious that it is hardly ever possible to reconstruct precisely the history of
the text which would be the necessary background for evaluating the
various sources.

Even the official publication through the stationarii, which at first sight
seems to warrant a high degree of authenticity, has been proven to intro-
duce by its very technique new sources of error. First the actual unit for the
transmission of a text is not the entire manuscript but the pecia, a quire
normally of 16 pages; since the stationarius normally has at least two sets of
peciae of a given text, more or less identical, and since the peciae are hired
one by one, any copyist may be combining peciae from two different
sources into his copy, thus making different parts of his text of different

63. Gloricux 1925-35, p. 54; Gloricux 1967.
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critical value. Moreover, the pecia in itselfis not a stable entity; it will suffer
wear and tear, so that words or even whole sentences may have become
difficult to read, corrections and marginal remarks (often totally irrelevant
to the text) may have been added by less conscientious borrowers, etc. The
pecia may even have become so worn that it had to be replaced by a new
copy, which even if carefully supervised by the university is certain to
introduce new errors. Thus even an official version does not offer the text
authenticated by the author, but a text authenticated by the university,
which might be a quite different matter. We even have indications that
some texts were changed so as to offer more acceptable doctrines.®*

The last step in the transmission is the modern edition. Here it is always
important to recognise the character of the sources used and the way the
editor has chosen to render his material accessible. He may be offering a
mere transcript of one manuscript, or a contaminated version of his own,
or a genuinely critical edition based on all available material and structured
according to a specified hypothesis concerning the history of the text. In
any case the modern editor has several advantages over the medieval
copyist: he can make use of as much source material as he wants, thanks to
the technique of microfilming manuscripts; he has technical equipment at
his disposal in case the manuscript is difficult to read; he has many manuals
and much secondary literature composed to help him; and above all his aim
is to be faithful to the text being edited. Still in many respects his situation is
akin to that of the medieval copyist: he is apt to be guilty of the same types
of errors, misunderstandings and inexactitudes. As there is no manuscript
without errors, so there is no faultless modern edition. Even the almost
superhuman editors of the Leonine edition of Aquinas are not infallible.

Manuscripts and their errors

Manuscripts and their errors are not only a problem for the medieval user
and the modern editor of a medieval text, they are also a problem for any
user of modern editions. [ am not referring to the fact that knowledge of
the material conditions of medieval scholars can be illuminating for
modern interpreters, but to the fact that any user of a critical edition must
use it critically. To be able to do so, however, he must know the most
important principles which inflict errors upon medieval scribes and mo-

64. The classical study of the pecia-system is Destrez 1035. Very important issues are considered in
Fink-Errera 1962 and Brounts 1970. The prefaces of the recent volumes of the Leonine edition of
Aquinasare veritable goldmines of information concerning university editions and palcograph-
ical and codicological matters gencrally.
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dern editors. He must have a certain experience with medieval scripts in
order to know which letters can be mistaken for which; in particular, he
must have a working knowledge of the medieval system of abbreviations
which explain many errors (see further below). This knowledge is impor-
tant not only for using the critical apparatus, but also in order not to be
totally at a loss whenever a text appears misleading or false.

It is not possible within the limits imposed on this chapter to provide a
manual of paleography and textual criticism. Nor would it be appropriate,
since a number of important and useful surveys are already in existence.®* |
propose to give a mere catalogue of typical faults with some examples
found in manuscripts or in modern editions. For our purpose here, it is of
little importance whether the error is medieval or modern.

All errors form, in point of principle, two different groups. In the first group,
the incorrectness of the reading can be established by means of various criteria:
morphological, syntactic, stylistic or contextual. (This means that a precondition
for applying such criteria is a thorough knowledge of scholastic terminology and
Latin usage). The second group includes cases in which the unauthentic text seems
to be correct in respect to the mentioned criteria: there is a divergence from the
original text, but the divergent text does not itself justify any suspicions as to its
authenticity, as far as language and content are concerned.®®

Obviously the second group is very difficult to handle without access to a
great deal of primary material. But errors in the first group even the casual
user of medieval texts may be able to discover. And with some grasp of the
principles discussed in the following pages he may even be able to find
remedies.

One group of errors is connected with the omission of one or more
words, and the most common sort of omission occurs because of homoio-
teleuta. The copyist copies out a word, say ‘syllogismus’, on line 3 and when
he turns back to the manuscript his eyes fall on ‘syllogismus’ on line 7, and he
accidentally goes on from there. Since scholastic style always repeats the
same terms for the same concepts, and since it is replete with arguments,
which in order to work must repeat the same terms, this type of error is
extremely common in scholastic texts. There is no medieval manuscript
which does not commit this error over and over. In most cases, however, at
least when the omission is not too extensive, it is possible to reconstruct the

65. A good introduction to the history of texts is Reynolds & Wilson 1974, although it is mainly
concerned with the transmission and problems of classical authors. As an introduction to different
scripts Thomson 1969 can be recommended. See also CIMAGL 5.

66. Bergh 1978, p. 5.
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gist of what is missing, since the structure of the argument can be used as a
control.

More difficult to deal with are omissions of one word or a few words,
either because the scribe judged them superfluous or because of sheer
negligence. Such omissions can in principle be detected only by com-
parison with other manuscripts or if the sense has become truncated or
illogical as a result of the omission. However, we must always allow for the
fact that both masters and students were thoroughly imbued with scholas~
tic procedure and terminology and so did not need as much redundancy as
a modern reader is likely to need.

Sometimes the scribe discovers his mistake and adds the missing words
in the margin or above the line, or he just repeats the whole passage in its
correct form, adding some sign such as ‘va...cat" (written above the
words) to delete the incorrect version. This may cause the next copyist to
insert the words at a wrong place or to produce a confusing duplication of
material.

Deliberate changes are frequent and do not always reveal themselves.
They may be due to various motives. Purely stylistic changes, which are
not very serious from a philosophical point of view, are probably caused by
the speed at which the copying was done and the copyist’s automatic
recognition of formulas. Especially noteworthy is the habit of shortening
an argument by just adding an ‘etc.” when the scribe thinks the rest is
obvious.

Among the more innocent changes which to a certain degree influence
the sense is the substitution of new personal or local names in examples. The
author or the copyist may substitute his own name or that of his own town
or country — or in other cases he may substitute a well-known for a less
well-known name. This is intriguing since such names may be a clue to the
identity of the author. Unfortunately, however, it is often difficult to
ascertain whether the name is the choice of the author, of an earlier copyist,
or of the copyist of the extant manuscript. Sometimes, especially when the
text is transmitted in more than one manuscript, it is possible to argue for
what the original wording must have been. But then the names ought to be
not too frequent and the context significant.®’

Another motive for a change which is more uncomfortable for us may
be the copyist’s disapproval of the wording of the original. A rather harsh

67. For geographical names see De Rijk 1976a, pp. 32—6. For examples of personal names introduced
by the author sce, e.g., Martin of Dacia 1961, pp. 12, §3; by the copyist, De Rijk 1977b, pp. 121-2.
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example of this is quoted by Anneliese Maier.®® A copyist of a work of
Burley’s breaks off in the middle of a question, saying: ‘From this question I
would not copy anything [more), for this fellow Burley fills up a whole
she~t with totally useless material, where he does nothing but give some
solutions and replications which he and some other master flung against
each other, and Burley presupposes many false things, so I did not copy it.’

Additions again include a whole range of more or less important errors.
The trivial form is the duplication of a word or a phrase; the interesting
ones are insertions of marginal material into the text, which again may
vary from irrelevant material, through comments by users of the text, to
afterthoughts by the master.®

The last class of errors consists in substitution of wrong words or phrases.
Some are due to absentmindedness, when, e.g., the opposite term is
inserted into a complex argumentation. Such errors are often to be blamed
on the author himself (Aquinas is notorious for making such errors), but
most instances are probably the fault of the scribe(s). [t is almost impossible
for anyone to avoid this type of error completely, but it is easily detectable
by a close scrutiny of the argument.

Most errors of substitution are connected with the medieval system of
abbreviations.’® Because of the expensiveness of writing material and
because of the hurry often imposed upon the copyist, medieval schoolmen
and scribes developed a complex and effective system of abbreviations. The
system is not absolutely uniform; it changes with place, time, and disci-
pline, and even the individual scribe is not always consistent. The errors
connected with abbreviations can be categorised as (a) abbreviations
wrongly expanded, (b) abbreviations unrecognised as such, (c) imaginary
abbreviations expanded.” These three types are frequently combined with
misunderstandings of various sorts:’? false reading or transposition of
individual letters, misunderstanding or ignorance of technical terms, false
divisions or combinations of words (reading, e.g., ‘imaginationi’ for ‘im-
aginatio i(n)’ or ‘syllogismus medisanus’ for ‘syllogismus in disamis’), or in-

68. Maicr 1964-7, 1, 223: ‘De ista quaestione nihil volui seribere quoniam ille Burleus facit usque ad
finem quaestionis bene unum quaternum stationis de littera totaliter inutili, unde non ponit nisi
solutiones et replicationes quas ipse ct quidam alius doctor sibi invicem facicbant, et supponit
Burleus multa falsa, ideo non scripsi.”

. See Macken 1973; Dondaine 1956.

. Capelli 1961: Pelzer 1066; Piltz 1977, pp. 315-41.

. Bergh 1978.

72. Very instructive examples can be found in Dondaine 1967, which discusses cases where the

original of the faulty copics is known.

23
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sufficient knowledge of medieval lexical, grammatical, or orthographical
idiosyncrasies.

In order to give a faint impression of what can be expected I give a short
catalogue of errors actually found in modern editions or in manuscripts,
structured according to the three above-mentioned types.

(a) Abbreviations wrongly expanded: per/prae/pro; accidens|accentus;
conclusio[cognitio[constructiofquaestio (with confusion of ‘9" = ‘con’ and ‘q’);
infid est; universale|virtuale; proceditur|praedicatur|probatur; positio[ratio (with
confusion of ‘p’ and long ‘r’); dividitur|dicitur; homo[non (with confusion of
‘h’ and ‘n’; conceptus/contemptus; sed|secundum; enim|autem; etvel.

(b) Abbreviations undiscovered: poto|potero; praedicat|praedicatur; uno|
numero; patius/paratius; item/in tantum; antecedens|antecedens probatur (ans");
sic[sicut; item [iterum.

(c) Imaginary abbreviations expanded: tamen[tu; operefope; partitiof
positio.

One final sort of error which is often introduced by modern editors
consists in mistaken punctuation. Since the manuscripts normally have only a
very erratic punctuation which is not taken into consideration by most
modern editors, errors of this kind are the fault of modern editors, though
they have sometimes been misled by the manuscript. The most frequent,
and unfortunately least innocent form of this error is the separation of
adverbial phrases from the proposition to which they belong. But some
editors also unwittingly separate the main clause from its dependent
clauses. A general rule of thumb for users of medieval texts in modern
editions is simply not to trust the punctuation.

A catalogue of dangers and errors such as the one just presented might
discourage the reader by destroying his confidence in all manuscripts and
all editions. Fortunately, that would be an exaggerated reaction. Errors
normally infect only small sections of a text, and many of them are easily
recognisable. The main conclusion to be drawn is that since manuscripts
and modern editions are of varying quality they cannot be used indis-~
criminately or uncritically. On the other hand, this is also one of the charms
of the study of medieval philosophy: it is a study very much in progress and
it has not yet attained the level of stability. New finds may still change the
overall picture considerably, and closer scrutiny of the texts and the
arguments is certain to provide new insights. The present volume is an
interim report, and in no way a survey of established opinions and facts.
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2
ARISTOTELES LATINUS

Introduction to the medieval Latin Aristotle

All of Aristotle’s works were translated into Latin in the Middle Ages and
nearly all were intensely studied. The exceptions are the Eudemian Ethics, of
which no complete translation survives, and the Poetics, which, although
translated by William of Moerbeke, remained unknown. Most of the
works were translated more than once, and two of them, the Physics and
Metaphysics, were translated or revised no fewer than five times. The
translations we are concerned with spanned a period of about 150 years;
some were made from the Arabic, but the majority directly from the
Greek. Some translations became popular and remained so; some became
popular but were then superseded by other translations; others barely
circulated at all.

An examination of the medieval Latin Aristotle cannot consider only
the genuine works of Aristotle, but must also deal with works credited to
Aristotle in the Middle Ages although now believed to be spurious. It is also
essential to consider translations of Greek and Arabic commentators on
Aristotle. (All these translations — of genuine and spurious works and of
commentaries — are listed for easy reference in a single table below.)

The basic source for our knowledge of medieval Latin translations of
Aristotle is a corpus of over 2,000 manuscripts dating from the ninth to the
sixteenth century, most of which are distributed among the major libraries
of Europe. They contain the texts of the translations and in some cases
constitute the only documentation we have. Other direct documentation
about translations and translators 1s sparse.

The scholarly study of the translations began in 1819 with the publi-
cation of Amable Jourdain’s Recherches critiques sur I'dge et I'origine des
traductions latines d’Aristote. It was continued in the burgeoning of research
in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries, and culminated in 1930 when a
project to edit the complete corpus of the translations was launched under
the auspices of the Union Académique Internationale. The first achieve-
ment of this enterprise was a catalogue of medieval manuscripts containing
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Aristotelian translations, Volume 1 of which appeared in 1939; Volume 1
and a supplementary volume appeared in 1955 and 1962 respectively, and
these three volumes constitute the basic research tool for the study of the
Aristotle translations. The second achievement is the continuing series of
‘ Aristoteles Latinus’ volumes containing critical editions of the translations.!
As a result of all this scholarly and editorial activity, most of the basic
problems about the identity and dating of the translations have been
solved.?

The history of the translations

The basic information about the translations is summarised in the table
below (pp. 74ff.). Only the more important ones are expressly considered
in this discussion, which attempts to outline the stages by which the
complete Aristotelian corpus slowly came into circulation.

At the beginning of our period only two of Aristotle’s logical works, the
Categories and De interpretatione, were known in Latin, in Boethius’ trans-
lation; these two works, which together with Porphyry’s Isagoge became
known as the ‘logica vetus’, had already become standard school texts in
logic. One of the results of the quickening interest in logic in the early
twelfth century was the recovery, from about 1120 onwards, of the rest of
Boethius’ translations of the logic: the Prior Analytics, Topics and Sophistici
elenchi. How and where these translations, made some six centuries earlier,
were found is not known. The logical corpus was completed by James of
Venice’s translation (from the Greek) of the Posterior Analytics; in 1159 John
of Salisbury in his Metalogicon shows a familiarity with all these works. (He
also quotes from a second translation of the Posterior Analytics, that of
Ioannes, which otherwise remained virtually unknown.)

James of Venice also translated the Physics, De anima, Metaphysics (at least
in part), five of the Parva naturalia treatises, and an anonymous introduc-
tion to the Physics known as the De intelligentia. Fragments of his trans-
lations of the Sophistici elenchi and of Greek commentaries on the Posterior
Analytics and Elenchi have also survived. Nearly all of these translations,
which were probably made before 1150, were widely circulated in the

1. The volumes of the catalogue (Codices) and the texts so far published are listed in the bibliography
under *Aristoteles Latinus”; the text volumes are referred to in the footnotes by ‘AL’, the date, and
the volume number.

2. The AL catalogue and the prefaces to the published volumes of texts are the basic source both for
the history outlined below and for the table. The catalogue has substantial bibliographies. Of
fundamental importance also are L. Minio-Paluello’s articles, which have been collected into a
single volume, Opuscula (1972). A valuable earlier survey of the translationsis in De Wulf 19346,
1, pp. 6480, 1, pp. 28—58.
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thirteenth century and played an important role in the dissemination of
Aristotle’s works. (The number of surviving manuscripts listed in the last
column of the table can be taken as a rough but reliable indication of the
popularity of the different translations.)

James of Venice’s work was only part of a burst of translating activity.
Before 1162 Henricus Aristippus translated Book IV of the Meteorologica
from the Greek; whereupon Gerard of Cremona translated Books I-III
from the Arabic. The two translations later circulated as one text, with a
fragment translated from Avicenna (known as the De mineralibus) included
as a sort of appendix. There were also several translations made from the
Greek by unknown twelfth-century translators: one translated the De
generatione et corruptione; another the De sensu and De somno; another,
independently of James of Venice, the Physics (only a fragment survives)?
and all the Metaphysics except Book XI (James’ translation only went as far
as Book IV .4); another Books II and III of the Nicomachean Ethics (the so-
called ‘Ethica vetus’);* another, independently of Boethius, the Prior
Analytics® and Topics.® In Spain, Gerard of Cremona, who died in 1187,
translated Meteorologica 1111, Physics, De caelo, De generatione et corruptione
and Posterior Analytics, and also Themistius’ paraphrase of the Posterior
Analytics —all from Arabic versions. Of these only the Meteorologica and De
caelo circulated widely.

[n addition to genuine works, a number of important pseudo-Aristotelian
works were translated in the twelfth century, mostly from the Arabic.
These include the De plantis (in fact a work by the first-century-A.D. Greek
philosopher Nicholas Damascenus), translated by Alfred of Sareshel before
1200; the De proprietatibus (an anonymous Arabic work) and De causis
(an Arabic paraphrase of Proclus, Elementatio theologica) by Gerard of
Cremona; the De differentia spiritus et animae (in fact by Costa ben Luca) by
John of Seville and by an anonymous translator. All these Arabic—Latin
translations were widely circulated, often under Aristotle’s name. In ad-
dition to these works, sections of the philosophical encyclopedia of
Avicenna, the Kitab al-Shifa, were translated into Latin in Toledo in the
sccond half of the twelfth century, as were works by Alkindi, Algazel,
Alfarabi, and Avencebrol (Ibn Gabirol).” All more or less Aristotelian

3. Published in AL 1957, vi.z.

4. AL 1972—4, XXVLI.

5. AL 1962, m.j3.

6. AL 1969, v.3.

7. For these works and their translators see Lemay 1963; D*Alverny 1952, 1061—72, and Van Riet
1968, 1972 (Avicenna); Nagy 1897 (Alkindi); Lohr 1965 (Algazel); Salman 1939, Langhade and
Grignaschi 1971, and Grignaschi 1972 (Alfarabi); Baeumker 1895 (Avencebrol).
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in doctrine, these works made their contribution to the spread of Aristote-
lianism in the West. One other twelfth-century work should be men-
tioned, although it was not a translation at all: this is the Liber sex
principiorum,® a fragment of a work by an unknown twelfth-century Latin
author dealing with six of Aristotle’s ten categories. Under this title it
became a regular part of the logical corpus, and it was often commented on
and accepted as containing genuine Aristotelian doctrine, although most
medieval authors recognised that it was not by Aristotle.

Thus by the end of the twelfth century the bulk of Aristotle’s works had
been translated — all the logical works, all the works on natural philosophy
except the De animalibus, and part of the Ethics. They do not appear to have
been widely read, however; very few twelfth-century manuscripts sur-
vive, and references to Aristotle’s works are sparse. The works that were
studied most were the newly discovered or translated logical texts (the
‘logica nova’), particularly the Sophistici elenchi.®

By the beginning of the thirteenth century Aristotle was obviously
gaining ground and being studied — as witness the edict issued in Paris in
1210 forbidding any lectures (public or private) on Aristotle’s books of
natural philosophy. The ban, however, was only local and did not prevent
the work of translation from continuing. By 1220 Michael Scot had
translated three of the five trcatises of the De animalibus (the Historia
animalium, De partibus animalium, and De generatione animalium). In the
1220s or 1230s (no dates are known), he accomplished the vast task of
translating Averroes’ Arabic commentaries into Latin. Averroes’ com-
mentaries on Aristotle were of three types: short epitomes or compendia;
‘middle’ commentaries made up largely of paraphrase; and ‘great’ com-
mentarics consisting of very detailed sentence-by-sentence exposition.
Michael translated the great commentaries on the Physics, De caelo, De
anima, and Metaphysics, at the same time translating the full Arabic text of
Arstotle in the form of lemmata interspersed with the sections of the
commentary. In the case of the Metaphysics the lemmata were then trans-
cribed as a continuous text without the commentary, and this translation
(the ‘Metaphysica nova’) was widely circulated as the most complete text of
the Metaphysics available in Latin.'® (The anonymous translation men-
tioned above, known as the ‘Metaphysica media’, although made in the

8. AL 1966, L7.
9. See, for example, De Rijk 1962—7, 1; Ebbesen 1973b.
10. However, it lacked all of Books XI, X1l and X1V (i.e. K,M,N), the beginning of I (up to 987%)
and the end of XII (from 1075%11).
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twelfth century, appears to have remained unknown untl the mid-
thirteenth century.) Michael also seems to be the translator of the surviving
Latin versions of Averroes’ middle commentaries on the De generatione et
corruptione and Book IV of the Meteorologica and of his epitomes of the De
caelo, Parva naturalia and De animalibus. The story of Averroes in Latin can
be briefly rounded off by mentioning Hermannus Alemannus’ translation
of the middle commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics (1240) and Poetics
(1256), and William of Luna’s translation of the middle commentaries on
Porphyry’s Isagoge, the Categories, De interpretatione, Prior Analytics, and
Posterior Analytics (thirteenth century).

To return to translations from the Greek, carly in the thirteenth century
the whole of the Ethics was translated. Of this translation, however, only
Book I, known as the ‘Ethica nova’,'' became known and circulated, and
the existence of a complete translation has been assumed from a few
surviving fragments from the other books. Between 1220 and 1230 James
of Venice’s translation of Metaphysics [-1V.4 was incompletely revised;
subsequently scribes conflated the original and revised versions, so that the
texts of the revision which circulated (known as the *Metaphysica vetus’)'?
contain varying proportions of revised and unrevised text. Towards the
middle of the century Robert Grosseteste translated the Nicomachean Ethics,
along with a great corpus of Greck commentary by Eustratius and others.
Grosseteste also translated at least part of De caelo along with Simplicius’
commentary (fragments survive in one manuscript), and also the pseudo-
Aristotelian De lineis indivisibilibus and De laudabilibus bonis. Between 1258
and 1266 Bartholomew of Messina, at the command of Manfred, king of
Sicily, translated a sizable group of pseudo-Aristotelian works: the
Problemata, Physionomia, De mirabilibus auscultationibus, De principiis (in fact
by Aristotle’s pupil Theophrastus), De signis aquarum, De mundo, Magna
moralia and De coloribus. Manfred himself may have translated the De pomo,
a work describing the death of Aristotle. The De mundo was also translated
by Nicholas of Sicily.

The last major translator was William of Moerbeke. Between about
1260 and 1280 he translated anew or revised virtually the whole Aristo-
telian corpus, including two works, the Politics and Poetics, that had not
been translated before. William’s translations quickly established them-
selves as the most popular versions, except in the case of the logical works.

11. AL 1972, xxvi.2. According to a note in onc manuscript, the ‘Ethica nova® was translated by
Michacel Scot; see the preface to AL 1972, xxvi, pp. cxlii—cxlvii.
12. AL 1970, XXV.12
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Although the majority of Aristotle’s works had been translated in the
twelfth century, the evidence of the manuscripts and other sources in-
dicates that they were not much studied and circulated until the thirteenth
century. From the early thirteenth century onwards numerous manuscripts
survive containing a collection of the logical works, all in Boethius’
translation except the Posterior Analytics (James of Venice), and almost
invariably with the addition of Porphyry’s Isagoge and the Liber sex prin-
cipiorum. Very often two of Boethius’ works, the De topicis differentiis and
the De divisione, are also included, and a typical medieval manuscript of
Aristotle’s ‘Organon’ would thus contain the following ten works:
Porphyry’s Isagoge, Categories, De interpretatione, Boethius’ De divisione and
De topicis differentiis, Liber sex principiorum, Prior Analytics, Posterior
Analytics, Topics, and Sophistici elenchi.

Towards the middle of the thirteenth century a similar collection con-
taining works in natural philosophy was made, and those twelfth-century
translations that were included in it now became widely circulated. The
editors of the Aristoteles Latinus catalogue have christened this collection the
‘corpus vetustius’ and describe nearly one hundred manuscripts (mostly
from the thirteenth century) containing the same group of works (not
always complete, almost never in the same order, and with other non-
Aristotelian works often thrown in). A typical example of the ‘corpus
vetustius’ is found in a late thirteenth-century manuscript in the
Stiftsbibliothek at Admont (no. 126) which contains the following works.

Physics (James of Venice); De caelo (Gerard of Cremona); De generatione et cor-
ruptione (anonymous); De anima (James of Venice); De memoria ( James of Venice);
De sensu (anonymous); De somno (anonymous); De longitudine (James of Venice);
De differentia spiritus et animae (John of Seville or anonymous); De plantis (Alfred
of Sareshel); Meteorologica (Gerard of Cremona and Henricus Aristippus);
Metaphysics (James revised; Book I only); Metaphysics (Michael Scot); De causis
(Gerard of Cremona); Nicholas of Amiens, De articulis fidei.

These then, with the logic, are the Aristotelian translations (genuine and
spurious) that ‘made the grade’ in the thirteenth century, and in modern
terms the logical collection and the ‘corpus vetustius’ could be described as
the standard edition of the works of Aristotle.

It can be seen from the Admont manuscript that two versions of the
Metaphysics could appear side by side; in fact the history of the Metaphysics
is rather complicated.'® James of Venice’s version and its anonymous

13. See Diem 1967,
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revisions (the ‘Metaphysica vetus’) covered only the first four books,
while the anonymous and nearly complete twelfth-century version (the
‘Metaphysica media’) seems to have remained unknown until the mid-thir-
teenth century; Michael Scot’s version from the Arabic (the ‘Metaphysica
nova’) therefore represented the fullest available text and for this reason was
detached from its commentary and transcribed as a plain text. The lack of a
single authoritative text is reflected in the manuscripts of the ‘corpus
vetustius’. About half of them have no text of the Metaphysics at all, while
the rest have sometimes the ‘vetus’, sometimes the ‘nova’, sometimes both,
sometimes a composite text; only a few have the ‘media’.

In the second half of the thirteenth century William of Moerbeke's
versions were soon collected into a ‘new edition’ of the works of Aristotle.
The demand for Aristotle was high and William’s versions represented a
more complete and in many cases obviously superior collection to the old
corpus. The new collection, labelled the ‘corpus recentius’ by the Aristoteles
Latinus editors, rapidly gained ascendancy in the late thirteenth century
and retained it until the Renaissance; over 170 manuscripts survive, al-
though many of these do not contain the complete corpus. Of the manu~
scripts containing a reasonably full collection the majority contain the
following sequence (or one very close to it):

Physics; De caelo; De generatione et corruptione; Meteorologica, De anima; De sensu; De
memoria; De somno; De motu animalium; De longitudine; De iuventute; De respiratione;
De morte; Physionomia, De bona fortuna.

About half of these manuscripts also contain all or most of the following
works:

Metaphysics; De nilo; De coloribus; De plantis, De progressu animalium; De pomo; De
intelligentia; De causis; De proprietatibus; De lineis indivisibilibus, De mundo, Epistola
ad Alexandrum; Vita Aristotelis;, De differentia spiritus et animae.

These works thus represent the new ‘standard edition’ of Aristotle’s works
on natural philosophy; it had two forms, a basic collection containing the
first sequence, and a fuller collection incorporating the Metaphysics and
many pseudo-Aristotelian works. It is not obvious why the Metaphysics
should continue to be absent from many manuscripts of the ‘corpus re~
centius’, as it was from the ‘corpus vetustius’; although William’s translation
of the Metaphysics is often found as the sole work in a manuscript, and so
must have circulated independently. The logical collection continued to
tirculate unchanged in Boethius’ and James’ versions, and William’s new
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translations or revisions of some of these works failed to challenge the
established versions.

We may finish this account of the history of the translations with a
résumé of those works that never gained a regular place in the collections
mentioned above. The De animalibus treatises translated by Michael Scot
were widely circulated, nearly always on their own, and continued to rival
William’s version well into the fourteenth century, to judge from the
surviving manuscripts. William’s version survives as a complete set in
relatively few manuscripts (40 against 79 of Michael Scot’s), but his De motu
and De progressu achieved much wider circulation as part of the ‘corpus
recentius’. The two incomplete versions of the Ethics, comprising the ‘Ethica
nova' (Book I) and the ‘Ethica vetus’ (Books Il and IlII), achieved modest
popularity in the thirteenth century, and often appear as additional
texts in manuscripts of the logical collection. They were superseded
by Grosseteste’s complete version, which achieved immense popularity.
Known as the Liber ethicorum, and subjected to various revisions, some of
which may have been by William of Moerbeke, it survives in almost 300
manuscripts. It was often transcribed alone, but it also regularly appears
along with the Politics, Rhetoric, Oeconomica or Magna moralia. One or
more of these five ‘ethical’ treatises are often found together in manuscripts
from the late thirteenth century onwards, but not in any regular combi-
nation or sequence.

Two major observations may be made on the basis of this short account
of the translations. The first is the overwhelming importance of trans-
lations made directly from the Greek. There is a tenacious legend that the
West learnt its Aristotle via translations from the Arabic, but the fact is that
the West turned to Arabic—Latin translations only in default of the more
intelligible Greek—Latin ones. The only translations from the Arabic to
achieve wide circulation were the De caelo, Meteorologica 1-111, De anim-
alibus and Metaphysics, and all of these except the De animalibus were
quickly displaced by William of Moerbeke’s versions. The legend has more
basis, however, when one considers Aristotelian doctrine in a vaguer sense.
The twelfth-century translations of Avicenna, Alfarabi, and Algazel, for
example, helped to disseminate Aristotelian doctrine, albeit in a not-very-
pure form. And of course the commentaries of Averroes in the thirteenth
century made a powerful impact on the West. Nevertheless, when the
Latin schoolmen came to writing their own commentaries, with few
exceptions they used the Greek—Latin and not the Arabic—Latin texts,

The second observation concerns the slowness with which the texts of
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Aristotle came into circulation. Although much translation wasdone in the
twelfth century, it was not until well into the thirteenth that manuscripts
survive in large numbers. Many early manuscripts have undoubtedly
perished, so the full story will never be known, but from the surviving
evidence it seems plain that Aristotle did not become really important in
the academic world until the middle of the thirteenth century.

The translators

Biographical information about most medieval authors is scarce, and this is
particularly true of the translators. Even the famous figures such as Robert
Grosseteste and William of Moerbeke are in fact very poorly documented,
and few personal details have survived. Furthermore, for the most part the
translators cannot be linked with one another; there were no schools
of translators,'* and the work was done by a handful of individuals.
Seventeen translators are known by name, and about fifteen more are
anonymous. Their work spans the period from about the mid-twelfth
century to 1295 with the exception of Boethius, who was of course very
much earlier.

Boethius

A Roman senator and minister under Theodoric, Boethius'? falls far
outside the period of this book, his translations of Aristotle being made ca.
A.D. 510-22. He intended, apparently, to translate the whole of Aristotle,
but the only works he is known to have translated are the Categories,'® De
interpretatione,'” Prior Analytics,'® Topics,'® and Sophistici elenchi?® — all of
the ‘Organon’ except the Posterior Analytics. He also translated Porphyry’s
Isagoge,*' a short work preparatory to the study of logic which became a
regular part of the medieval ‘Organon’. Boethius also wrote commentaries
on the Isagoge, Categories, and De interpretatione** in addition to his in-
dependent works on arithmetic, music and logic.

14. The nearest approach to a school is the group of transtators in Toledo in the second half of the
twelfth century; sce Lemay 1063.

15. For a good general account of Bocethius with extensive bibliography, see Minio-Paluello 1970b;
see also Armstrong 1967, pp. 538—64.

16. AL 1ygéab, L1-2.

17. AL 1965, I.1.

18. AL 1962, m.1-2.

19. AL 1969, v.1-2.

20. AL 1975, vLI.

21. AL 1966, 16.

22. For a possible commentary on the Posterior Analytics see Ebbesen 1973a.
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Boethius’ authorship of the translations cannot be established with
absolute certainty, but there is strong documentary and internal evidence
(based on quotations in his commentaries) that the surviving translations of
the Isagoge, Categories, and De interpretatione are by him. This being ac-
cepted, his authorship of the other three follows from a stylistic analysis, for
all six are consistent among themselves in their method of translating, and
different from all the other translations. Furthermore, in the oldest and best
manuscript of the Latin version of the Topics there is a note attributing the
translation to Boethius.

All the Boethian translations except the Sophistici elenchi have compli-
cations in their textual history indicating that the texts were revised at some
stage. The revisions may be Boethius’ own, or they may be the work of an
unknown editor, possibly working in Constantinople where Boethius’
works are known to have been transcribed (and perhaps edited) already in
the sixth century.

James of Venice

The next translator, James of Venice,?* does not appear until the second
quarter of the twelfth century. He was long known to scholars through a
passage in Robert of Torigny's Chronicle: ‘James, a cleric from Venice,
translated from the Greck into Latin several books of Aristotle and com-
mented on them, viz. the Topics, Prior and Posterior Analytics, and Elenchi,
although an earlier translation of these same books was already in ex-
istence.” 2* Other documentation about James is sparse and can be summed
up as follows: he called himself a Venetian Greek and a philosopher; in 1136
he was present at a theological debate in Constantinople between Anselm
of Havelberg and the archbishop of Nicomedia; in 1148 he presented some
advice to the archbishop of Ravenna on the subject of the precedence of
Ravenna over other archbishoprics; he may have been in Bologna in the
1140s, disputing with Magister Albericus over the interpretation of the
Sophistici elenchi; his commentary (or translation of a commentary) on the
Elenchi is mentioned in a twelfth-century grammatical ‘quaestio’ and an
early-thirteenth-century author mentions his commentary on the Posterior
Analytics.?® In additon to Robert of Torigny two other sources men-
23. For James see Minio-Paluello 1952 and the prefaces to AL 1968a, v and AL 1975, v1.

24. ‘lacobus clericus de Venetia transtulit de Greco in Latinum quosdam libros Aristotilis et com-
mentatus est scilicet Topica, Analiticos Priores et Posteriores, et Elencos, quamvis antiquior

translatio super eosdem libros haberetur.’ Minio-Paluello 1952, p. 267.
25. Ebbesen 1977b, pp. 1-3.
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tion James’ translation of the Posterior Analytics: the translator Ioannes (see
below) and the author of a note in a thirteenth-century Oxford
manuscript.

Robert of Torigny’s note led to considerable debate among scholars as
to whether the surviving translations of the ‘logica nova’ (preserved anony-
mously in the manuscripts) should be ascribed to Boethius or to James. The
debate was resolved in 1952 by L. Minio-Paluello in an important article
which not only established James as an important translator but also
demonstrated the validity of stylistic analysis as a means of distinguishing
translators. Minio-Paluello’s analysis revealed the following facts: the
common versions of the Prior Analytics, Topics and Sophistici elenchi,
surviving in numerous manuscripts, are consistent in style with each other
and with the known Boethian translations of the ‘logica vetus’; the Posterior
Analytics 28 is in a different style from the rest of the ‘logica nova’ but has the
same stylistic features as a passage translated from the Greek in James’
advice to the archbishop of Ravenna; the twelfth-century translations of
the Physics, De anima, Metaphysics,®” De memoria, De longitudine, De iuven-
tute, De respiratione, De morte, and De intelligentia reveal the same stylistic
features as the Posterior Analytics (as do fragments of translations of
the Sophistici elenchi and of the more recently discovered commentaries
on the Elenchi and Posterior Analytics, purportedly by Alexander of
Aphrodisias).?®

The conclusion is inescapable: James translated the Posterior Analytics,
Sophistici elenchi, Metaphysics and several important works of natural philo-
sophy as well as most of the Parva naturalia. Moreover, recent research has
revealed more and more of his activity as a translator. Most of his trans-
lations achieved wide circulation and make him the most important of the
twelfth-century translators.

Henricus Aristippus

The opportunity and the impetus for James’ translating work arose out of
contact between Italy and Constantinople in the twelfth century, and in
Constantinople with James in 1136 were two other distinguished trans-
lators, Burgundio of Pisa and Moses of Bergamo, neither of whom,

26. AL 1968a, Iv. 1.

27. AL 1970, xxv.1. The text now ends abruptly at Book 1v. 4 (1007%31), but James possibly translated
the whole work; see Minio-Paluello 1972, pp. 98-102, AL 1976, XXV.2, p. xi.

28. Minio-Paluello 1954, 1962; AL 1975, V1. 2; Ebbesen 1972.
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however, translated any Aristotle.?® Some twenty years later, in 1158,
another Italian, Henricus Aristippus,*® was in Constantinople on a diplo-
matic mission for the King of Sicily. At that time the Sicilian court was an
important centre of translation and scholarly contact with both Arab and
Byzantine worlds.3' Henricus Aristippus was archdeacon of Catania in
1156 and became chief minister of the kingdom in 1160; in 1162, however,
he was imprisoned by the king and died in prison. His only Aristotelian
translation was of Book IV of the Meteorologica. His choice of this work
reflected his interest in natural phenomena — one witness describes him
investigating the marvels of Mount Etna. Henricus also translated Plato’s
Phaedo®? and Meno.?* He began work on the Phaedo in 1156, but the date of
the Meteorologica translation is not known.

Toannes

Another translator of this period is Ioannes, a shadowy figure. His trans-
lation of the Posterior Analytics** survives complete in only one manuscript,
discovered in 1913 by C. H. Haskins in the cathedral library at Toledo.?*
The translation is anonymous in this manuscript, but the name ‘loannes’ is
suggested by three citations in other sources: in a Paris manuscript a phrase
quoted from this translation has the rubric ‘translatio Ioannis’; in another
manuscript fragments of this translation bear the rubric ‘translatio Io.” (‘lo.’
being a regular abbreviation for ‘Ioannes’ or ‘loannis’); and Albert the Great
mentions a ‘translatio Toannis’ which could well be this version. lIoannes’
translation has an engaging and interesting prologue:

Although hindered by many duties, my love for you compels me to translate the
Posterior Analytics from Greek into Latin, which task I have undertaken the more
readily as [ know that the book contains many fruits of science. [ am equally sure
that knowledge of it is not widespread among the Latin-speakers of our genera-
tion, for Boethius’ translation is not to be found complete among us, and what has
been discovered of it is obscured by corruption. James’ translation, on the other
hand, is known to the masters of France, as are translations of commentaries made
by the same James, but they by their silence bear witness that James’ version is
wrapped up in the shadows of obscurity, and do not dare to proclaim their
knowledge of it. Wherefore, if Latinity is able to procure any benefit from my

29. Haskins 1927, pp. 197-209.
30. See Haskins 1927, pp. 159ff.
31. Haskins 1927, pp. 155—7.
32. Plato Latinus 1950, 1.

33. Plato Latinus 1940, 1.

34. AL 1968a, v.2,

3s. Haskins 1927, pp. 228,
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translation, the credit for this is due to your request. For I undertook the task of
translating not for money or empty fame but to please you and to impart
something of value to Latinity. Morcover, if in any matter I shall be found to have
strayed from the path of reason, I shall not be ashamed to correct it with help from
you or other learned men.>®

The references to Boethius’ translation (now lost, if it ever existed), to
James of Venice’s translation and to the deplorable state of affairs in France
are intriguing. Unfortunately the pusillanimous masters of France cannot
be identified; nor can Ioannes and his learned patron.

That loannes’ translation was made before 1159 is proved by a reference
in John of Salisbury’s Metalogicon which was completed in that year. The
Metalogicon is the first medieval Latin work to show a knowledge of all the
books of the ‘Organon’, and in the course of a short account of the Posterior
Analytics John of Salisbury quotes en passant a phrase from what he calls the
‘new translation’, which is in fact loannes’; the rest of his quotations are
from James’ version.®” Apart from Albert the Great, whose reference is
uncertain, John of Salisbury is the only medieval author who is known to
have quoted loannes’ translation, and this coincidence is the basis for a
conjecture. In the Polycraticon®® John describes a banquet in Apulia in
southern Italy where he met John Belmeis, treasurer of York, whom he
describes as excelling in his knowledge of three languages. Could John
Belmeis and our loannes be the same person? It is perhaps more likely,
however, as Haskins suggests, that both the translator and his patron were
south-Italian or Sicilian.?®

James of Venice, Henricus Aristippus and Ioannes are the only twelfth-
century translators of Aristotle from the Greek known by name. They do
not constitute a school, but they are definitely part of a movement. To this
same movement belong the five anonymous twelfth-century translators
mentioned above (p. 47).

36. ‘Vallatum multis occupationibus me dilectio vestra compulit ut Posteriores Analeticos Aristotelis
de Greeo in Latinum transferrem. Quod co affectuosius aggressus sum quod cognoscebam librum
illum multos in sc sciencie fructus continere et certum erat noticiam eius nostris temporibus
Latinis non patere. Nam translatio Boecii apud nos integra non invenitur, ct id ipsum quod de ea
reperitur vitio corruptionis obfuscatur. Translationem vero lacobi obscuritatis tenebris involvi
silentio suo peribent Francie magistri, qui quamvis illam translationem et commentarios ab
eodem lacobo translatos habeant, tamen noticiam illius libri non audent profiteri. Eapropter
siquid utilitatis ¢x mea translatione sibi novent Latinitas provenire, postulationi vestre debebit
imputare. Non enim spe lucri aut inanis gloric ad transferendum accessi, sed ut aliquid conferens
Latinitati vestre morem gererem voluntati. Ceterum si in aliquo visus fuero rationis tramitem
excessisse, vestra vel aliorum ammonitione non erubescam emendare.’ Haskins 1927, p. 229.

37. John of Salisbury 1929, pp. 111-12, 170-2.

38. John of Salisbury 1909, 1, p. 271.

19. Haskins 1927, p. 235.
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Gerard of Cremona

Translations from the Arabic constituted a second major movement. Its
most important twelfth-century representative was Gerard of Cremona,
who lived in Toledo and died there in 1187 at the age of 73. A brief eulogy
and a catalogue of Gerard’s works were produced by his pupils,*® and
among the 71 translations of Arabic texts listed are Aristotle’s Posterior
Analytics,*' De caelo, De generatione et corruptione, Meteorologica, and Physics,
and Themistius’ paraphrase of the Posterior Analytics.** All of these trans-
lations have survived and two of them, the De caelo and Meteorologica
(Books I-III), were widely circulated as part of the ‘corpus vetustius’.
Gerard’s translations of the pseudo-Aristotelian De proprietatibus (or De
causis proprietatum elementorum) and of the De causis** were also popular.
The dates of the translations are not known.

John of Seville and Alfred of Sareshel

Two other twelfth-century translators from the Arabic were John of
Seville (Iohannes Hispalensis) and Alfred of Sareshel, who were both in
Spain, John around the middle of the century, Alfred towards the end.
John of Seville** was active ca. 1130—40, and is credited with many
translations, among them the De differentia, dedicated to Raymond,
archbishop of Toledo, and the De regimine sanitatis (a fragment of the
Secretum secretorum).*> Alfred*S translated the De plantis before about 1200
and wrote a commentary on it; he also translated the fragment of Avicenna
known as the De mineralibus. He is best known, however, for his work De
motu cordis,*” written ca. 1210 and dedicated to Alexander Neckham, and
his commentary on the Meteorologica.*®

Michael Scot

Translation from the Arabic was continued in the thirteenth century by
Michael Scot.*® He is first heard of in the entourage of the bishop of Toledo

40. Sudhoff 1914; Sarton 1931, .2, pp. 338-44.
41. AL 1968a, 1v.3.

42. Ed. in O'Donnell 1958.

43. Ed.in Steele 1935.

44. See Thorndike 1959.

45. See Manzalaoni 1977, p. xiv.

46. See Otte 1972.

47. Baeumker 1913, 1923.

48. Otte 1976.

49. See Haskins 1927, pp. 272—98; Thorndike 1965.
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in 1215,%% and was in Toledo in 1217 when he completed his translation of
the Arabic astronomer Al-bitrogi’s On the Sphere. He appears to have been
still there when he translated Aristotle’s De animalibus from the Arabic
version containing only three of the five treatises; the evidence for this is a
colophon which appears in several manuscripts: ‘Here ends Aristotle’s
book on animals, translated in Toledo from Arabic into Latin by the
master Michael.’

In October 1220 Michael was in Bologna; this is known from a mem-
orandum, signed and dated, which he wrote there and inserted into a copy
of his translation of the De animalibus. From 1224 to 1227 there is evidence
that he was under the patronage of popes Honorius I and Gregory IX,
and from about 1227 he was in the service of King Frederick II of Sicily,
where he was court astrologer. He died ca. 1236.

Michael’s great achievement was his translation of many of the Arabic
commentaries of Averroes: the great commentaries on the De caelo, De
anima,>' Metaphysics, and Physics, along with complete translations of the
texts; the middle commentaries on the De generatione et corruptione® and
Book IV of the Meteorologica; and the epitomes of the De caelo, Parva
naturalia®® and De animalibus. Of these translations only the De caelo is
incontestably by Michael, for Michael’s dedication of the work to Stephen
of Provins is found in several of the manuscripts. That Michael also
translated the other commentaries is a reasonable inference based on
stylistic analysis and general likelihood. Further analysis, however, is
necded before it can be accepted with complete confidence. The dates of
these translations are not known, but scholars assume they were made in
the 1220s and 12305, probably at Frederick’s court.

Hermannus Alemannus

Four minor thirteenth-century translators from the Arabic are Hermannus
Alemannus, Philip of Tripoli, William of Luna and Petrus Gallegus.
Hermannus (‘Herman the German’)’* worked in Toledo around the
middle of the thirteenth century (he was there in 1240 and 1256) and is
almost certainly to be identified with the Hermannus who was bishop of
Astorga in Léon from 1266 until his death in 1272. His translations have

50. Rivero Recio 1951. [ am indebted to Mlle M.-T. d'Alverny for this reference.
s1. Ed. Crawford 1953.

52. Ed. Fobes and Kurland 1956.

$3. Ed. Shields 1949.

54. Sec Luquct rgor.
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been identified from prologues and colophons in the manuscripts, three of
which are dated. They are the Rhetoric, comprising the almost complete
text of Aristotle interspersed with portions of Averroes’ middle com-
mentary and short fragments from Avicenna and Alfarabi; the intro-
ductory section of Alfarabi’s commentary on the Rhetoric;3% Averroes’
middle commentary on the Ethics, the ‘Liber Nicomachie’ (Toledo, 1240);
an Arabic epitome of the Ethics known as the Summa Alexandrinorum (1243
or 1244); and the middle commentary on the Poetics (Toledo, 1256),3¢ this
last being known as the ‘Poetria’.

Philip of Tripoli

Philip of Tripoli,®” a cleric in the Crusader kingdom of Syria, found at
Antioch and translated into Latin an Arabic text of the Secretum secre-
torum,>® a work on occult science and kingship allegedly written by
Aristotle for Alexander the Great. Philip of Tripoli is probably identical
with the Philip whose ecclesiastical career in Syria between 1227 and 1259
can partly be traced in papal and other registers. The translation was
probably made ca. 1243 and became very popular, some 350 manuscripts
surviving.

William of Luna

‘Here ends the work of Averroes on the Categories of Aristotle translated by
William of Luna at Naples.” This colophon in a fourteenth-century manu-
script and a similar colophon to Averroes’ epitome of the Isagoge in the
same manuscript constitute our sole evidence of William of Luna (a town
in Spain) as a translator of Averroes. That he was also responsible for
translating the epitomes of the De interpretatione and the Prior and Posterior
Analytics in the same manuscripts is a reasonable inference. Nothing else is
known about him except that he may also have translated a work of
algebra.®®

Petrus Gallegus

Petrus Gallegus,®® a Spanish Franciscan who was a confidant of Alfonso
X and became Bishop of Cartagena in Spain 1250—67, translated Averroes’

55. Boggess 1971.

56. AL 1968, XXXz,

§7. See Haskins 1927, pp. 137—-40.

58. Ed. Steele 1920. See also Manzalaoni 1977, pp. xvff.
59. Thorndike 1931, 1.2, p. $63.

60. See Pelzer 1924.



Aristoteles latinus 61

epitome on the De partibus animalium. This version has survived in a
fragmentary state in one manuscript. His only other known work is a
translation of a similar compendium on household management
(Oeconomica) which, however, was not Aristotelian.

Robert Grosseteste

After the spate of translators from the Greek in the twelfth century, the first
name to figure in the thirtcenth century is that of Robert Grosseteste,®!
first Chancellor of Oxford University, bishop of Lincoln from 1235 until
his death in 1253, and a major political, ecclesiastical, scientific, and philo-
sophical figure as well as a translator of Aristotelian and other works.
Documentary evidence about Grosseteste’s scholarly career and the chro-
nology of his writings is almost entirely lacking. Roger Bacon says that he
learnt Greek late in life, and scholars have assumed that his translating work
was undertaken during his episcopate or at least after about 1230. He
procured several Greek-speaking assistants, one of whom was Nicholas of
Sicily (see below), and on at least one occasion he sent agents to Greece to
acquire manuscripts.®?

Grosseteste’s most important Aristotelian translation was of the
Nicomachean Ethics.*® With characteristic thoroughness he also translated a
large corpus of Greek commentaries by Eustratius and others,%* to which
he added numerous notes of his own explaining Greek terms and points of
grammar. The translation of the Ethics, which makes use of the previously
existing translations, is thought to have been made around 1246—7, and
became in its original or in a revised form the standard version in the
Middle Ages. Grosseteste also translated the first two books of the De
caelo®’ along with Simplicius’ commentary, and two pseudo-Aristotelian
works, the De lineis indivisibilibus and De laudabilibus bonis (or De virtute) as
well as several important non-Aristotelian works including the works of
Pseudo-Dionysius.®® The De lineis indivisibilibus was circulated widely as
part of the ‘corpus vetustius’ but the De laudabilibus bonis was not widely
known and the De caelo remained unknown and survives incomplete in
only one manuscript. A small fragment of Simplicius on the Physics found
in an Oxford manuscript may have been translated by Grosseteste.

61. On Grosseteste and his works see Baur 1912, 1917; Franceschini 1933; Roussell 1933; Thomson
1940; Callus 1955a.

6z. Callus 1955a, p. 40.

63. AL 1972—4, Xxxv1.3A.

64. Ed. Mercken 1973.

65. Allan 1950.

66. Sce Callus 1955a, pp. 44ff.
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Nicholas of Sicily

Master Nicholas the Greek®? was a member of the household of Robert
Grosseteste and was no doubt one of the ‘adiutores’ (helpers) who assisted
him in his translating. He came from Sicily, and his name first appears in
ecclesiastical documents of Grosseteste’s episcopacy in 1237. He was a
canon by 1246, and in 1256 he was sent to Rome to try to procure
Grosseteste’s canonisation. He died in 1279. Only one translation by
Nicholas is known: that of the pseudo-Aristotelian De mundo.®

Bartholomew of Messina

Another Sicilian was Bartholomew of Messina. His translation of six
pseudo-Aristotelian treatises — Problemata, Physionomia, De mirabilibus aus-
cultationibus, De principiis, De signis, and Magna moralia — is testified by a
“series of rubrics, almost all found in a single Padua manuscript containing a
collection of these and other works. A typical rubric reads as follows: ‘Here
begins the book by Aristotle on Physiognomy, translated from Greek into
Latin by master Bartholomew of Messina, in the court and at the command
of the most illustrious Manfred, most blessed king of Sicily and lover of
science.’®® From these rubrics we know that Bartholomew had some
position at Manfred’s court; the translations must have been made between
1258 and 1266, the dates of Manfred’s reign. Bartholomew also translated
from the Greek a veterinary treatise by Hierocles,”® and two further
pseudo-Aristotelian works, the De mundo™ and De coloribus,”® his author-
ship of the last two translations being established by stylistic evidence.
Nothing else is known about Bartholomew.
According to some sources, Bartholomew’s patron, Manfred himself,
translated the De pomo. Scholars tend to doubt this, and it seems more likely
that he was merely responsible for having it translated.

William of Moerbeke

The second half of the thirteenth century is dominated by the Dominican
William of Moerbeke,”? the most famous and most prolific of the medieval

67. Sec Callus 19552, p. 229; Russell 1933.

68. AL 196s5b, x12.

69. ‘Incipit liber physiognomonomie [sic] Aris. translatus de Greco in Latinum a magistro Bartho-
lomeo) de Messana in curia illustrissimi Manfredi serenissimi regis Sicilie scientie amatoris de
mandato suo. MS. Padua Ant. XVIL 370, f. 72%.

70. Haskins 1927, p. 269.

71. AL 1965b, XL1.

72. AL 1965b, X1, p. xvii.

73. See Grabmann 1946; an excellent short account is in Minio-Paluello 1974, with a2 good biblio-
graphy.
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translators of Aristotle, said to be a friend and collaborator of Thomas
Aquinas. Yet very little is known of his life. He was born ca. 1215 or later in
the village of Moerbeke, now in Belgium, and probably entered the
Dominican convent at Louvain as a young man. He is known to have
gone to Greece, for a manuscript colophon records that the translation of
Alexander’s commentary on the Meteorologica was completed at Nicea in
April 1260, and a similar colophon records the completion of the De
animalibus at Thebes in December of the same year; William was pre-
sumably a member of the Dominican convent established at Thebes at least
since 1253. By 1271 William was at the papal court at Viterbo as chaplain
and confessor to the pope, a position he had probably held for several years,
for two of his translations were made in Viterbo in 1267 and 1268, as is
shown by manuscript colophons. He remained at the papal court until
1278, when he was made Archbishop of Corinth in Greece. He died there
in 1286. A later medieval tradition records William as translator of ‘all the
books of Aristotle on natural and moral philosophy’ at the request of his
friend Thomas Aquinas. However, there is no contemporary documen-
tation of either friendship or collaboration, and William'’s relations with
Thomas are a matter of conjecture.

The traditional ascription to William of all the ‘new translations’ dating
from the second half of the thirteenth century is supported by colophonsin
several manuscripts. Thus the translations of the De animalibus, Metaphysics,
Meteorologica, Politics, Rhetoric, and several of the Greek commentaries are
known definitely to be by William. These and other colophons also give a
place and/or a precise date for some of the translations, as noted in the table.
Stylistic analysis shows that the other ‘new translations’ must be written by
the same author, and modern research thus confirms the medieval
tradition.

William was the first to translate into Latin the De motu animalium, De
progressu animalium, Politics,”® and Poetics,”* and he made new translations
of'the Categories,”® De interpretatione,”” De caelo, Meteorologica, R hetoric, and
the rest of the De animalibus.”® He also revised the Posterior Analytics,”®
Sophistici elenchi,®® Physics, De anima, Parva naturalia, and Metaphy-

74. Ed. Susemihl 1872. William’s translation is an important witness to the Greck text. What is
apparently an early draft by William of Book I and part of Book Il is in AL 1961, XXIX.I.
AL 1968b, xxxu1. 1 (znd cdn., cd. L. Minio-Palucilo, 1968).
AL 1961b, 13.

. AL 1965a, n.2.

The De generatione animalium is in AL 1966b, xvi.2.

AL 1968a, Iv.4.

AL 1975, vi3. The apparent connections with a twelfth-century text noted by Ebbesen 1972,
pp. 1618, are not significant.

FI»I 3
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sics,®! and possibly also the De generatione et corruptione and Ethics.®? He
appears to have translated one pseudo-Aristotelian work, the De coloribus.
Of the Greek commentators he translated Simplicius on the Categories®*
and De caelo, Ammonius on the Periliermenias,®* Alexander on the Meteoro-
logica®® and De sensu, Philoponus on the De anima (Book III)®¢ and
Themistius on the De anima.®” His most important non-Aristotelian trans-
lation was of the Elementatio theologica of Proclus,®® an Arabic—Latin
version of which had long been circulating under the title De causis and was
sometimes ascribed to Aristotle.

With the exception of the logical texts, where the existing translations
were firmly established, all of William’s revisions and new translations
became the standard texts of Aristotle up to and beyond the Renaissance.

Durandus de Alvernia

The series of medieval translations of Aristotle ends with a revised version
of the anonymous translation of the Oeconomica. Several manuscripts have
a colophon recording that this translation was made at Anagni (Italy) in
1295 by ‘an archbishop and a bishop from Greece and Durandus de
Alvernia, a Latin-speaker, proctor of the University of Paris, at that time
in the Roman Curia’.*® Apart from his authorship of three Aristotelian
commentaries, virtually nothing else is known of Durandus de Alvernia;®°
the Greck archbishop and bishop are also unknown. Durandus is the last of
the mediecval translators of Aristotle; the next wave of ‘humanist’ trans-
lations begins in the fifteenth century.®!

The language and method of the translators

All the medieval translators of Aristotle (and medieval translators in
general) adopted a literal style of translating, in which the Greck was

81. William was the first to translate Book XI, which was omitted in both the anonymeous and
Michael Scot’s versions.

82. AL 1972—4, XXVI.;B.

83. Ed. Pattin 1971, 1975.

84. Ed. Vcrbeke 1961.

85. Ed. Smet 1068.

86. Ed. Verbeke 1966.

87. Ed. Verbeke 1957.

88. Ed. Vansteenkiste 1951.

89. ‘... per unum archiepiscopum et unum episcopum de Grecia, et magistrum Durandum de
Alvernia latinum procuratorem Universitatis Parisicnsis, tunc temporis in curia Romana . .."

90. See Lohr 1067-74, Authors A — F, p. 402.

91, For a summary of fifteenth-century translators and translations see Minio-Palucllo 1970a,
Pp- 273—4; Garin 1951. For printed editions of the fiftcenth and sixteenth centuries see the
Cesamtkatalog der Wiegendrucke (1925ff.) and Cranz 1971 respectively; also Risse 1965.



rendered into Latin more or less word for word, with the Greek word
order being retained where possible, and with conscious consistency in
vocabulary. Some short examples taken at random from four of the most
important translators will give the flavour of the medieval translations and

Aristoteles latinus

show how closely they all adhere to the literal method.

I.

Boethius, Tepics 134*5—7:

Deinde destruentem quidem si quod naturaliter inest
"Eneit’ dvaoxevalovra pév el 10 pooer bnapyov

volens assignare hoc modo ponit secundum locutionem,
Povdopevog anododvar Toitov TOV TpomoV TiBnot T AEEer,

ut quod semper inest significet.®?
Ho1e 10 Gel Ynapyov onuaiverv.

1. James of Venice, Metaphysics 989*26—30:

92

93

Et omnino alterationem destrui necesse est sic
“ohwg € dAhoiwatv dvaipeiahar dviykn toig oltw

dicentibus; non enim ex calido frigidum neque ex
ALéyovev: ob yap &k Beppod Yoy pov ovde &k

frigido calidum erit. Quid enim ipsa utique patietur
yuyxpod Beppdv Eotar. Tl yap udtd dv nacyot

contraria, et que erit una natura que fit ignis et
tavavria, kal Tig £in dv pia ooig 1) yryvopévy rbp kal

aqua, quod ille non dicit.*3
¥dwp, O EkEivog oD Ynov.
Grosseteste, Ethics 1127*13-16:

Circa cadem autem fere est et iactantie

nePL td aOTa OE oyedov ot Kai 1 THig Ghaloveiag
medietas. Innominata autem et ipsa. Non malum autem
pecoTNG Avidvopog OE xat alitn. ob xeipov 88

et tales pertransire. Magis cnim utique sciemus
kai tag Tolavtag dneABeiv: pariov 1 yap dv eideinuev

. *Next, for destructive purposes, sce if, while intending to render an attribute thac naturally
belongs, he states it in his language in such 2 way as to indicate onc that invariably belongs.”

{Oxford translation.)

water, which Empedocles denies.” (Oxford translation.)

‘And in general, change of quality is necessarily done away with for those who speak thus, for on
their view cold will not come from hot nor hot from cold. For if it did there would be something
that accepted the contraries themselves, and there would be some one entity that became fire and
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que circa mores singulos pertranseuntes.®*
ta nepi 10 H0og xal’ Exactov SieAddvieg,

4. William of Moerbeke, Politics 1331%19—-22:

Sed immorari nunc diligenter exquirentes et dicentes
"AAAG 10 Swatpiferv viv dkpiBoroyovpévoug kal Abyovtag
de talibus inutile est. Non enim difficile est

nepl 1OV To100T@YV Apyov £oTiv 0l Yap xaAenov ot

talia intelligere, sed facere magis. Dicere quidem

Td towadta vofjoat GALG Torfjcal paiiov' 10 puév yap

cnim voti opus est, evenire autem fortunae.”s
Aéyerv edyiig Epyov doti, 16 8¢ cupPijvar Thymg.

This method of translating makes for somewhat stilted and occasionally
very curious Latin, but one should not conclude that the translators were
therefore crude and unsophisticated, or that their knowledge of either or
both languages was inadequate. The method of translating was born out of
respect for authority; as with sacred texts, so with Aristotle it was impor-
tant to preserve the actual words of an authoritative work. Hence the ideal
was to present to the reader Aristotle’s actual words, put together in just the
way Aristotle had put them together, with minimum ‘interference’ from
the translator. In this respect the translator’s aim matched the reader’s
expectation; for as the medieval scholars read and commented on the
works they did not worry much about authenticity and the problems of
expressing thoughts in different languages. They simply assumed that they
were dealing with Aristotle’s actual words —an assumption that was largely
justified, even down to fine detail.

The literal method of translating was made possible by the basic simi-
larity of the two languages, and it served its purpose well enough. On the
whole the Latin of the translations is readily intelligible; at any rate it is no
less intelligible than the original Greek, for awkward and odd passages in
Latin often do no more than reflect faithfully the awkwardness and
oddness of the original Greek. Much of Aristotle is difficult to read in
Greek, and one should be careful not to blame the translators for difficulties
they did not create.

94. 'The mean opposed to boastfulness is féund in almost the same sphere; and this also is without a
name. [t will be no bad plan to describe these states as well; for we shall know the facts about
character better if we go through them in detail . . .’ (Oxford translation.)

95. ‘But it would be a waste of time for us to linger over details like these. The difficulty is not in
imagining but in carrying them out. We may talk about them as much as we like, but the
execution of them will depend on fortune.’ (Oxford translation.)
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In practice there are various reasons why the ideal of perfect literalness
was never fully achieved. In the first place there are features of Greek
grammar and idiom that cannot be translated literally into Latin. Take for
example the phrase v 1@ elvai (‘in being’). The Greek uses a definite article
(absent in Latin) and combincs a preposition with an infinitive verb (not
Latin idiom). One Latin translator might translate this boldly by ‘in esse’,
ignoring Latin grammar and the Greek article,while another might respect
Latin grammar and express the article in a laborious circumlocution, ‘in eo
guod est esse’. Secondly, some Greek words may have many Latin equi-
valents. Thus the Greek Adyog (‘word’, ‘account’, ‘definition’) may be
expressed by different translators as ‘ratio’, ‘oratio’, ‘definitio’, ‘ratiocinatio’,
‘sermo’, ‘disputatio’, ‘argumentatio’, ‘verbum’, or ‘proportio’. In this case the
different renderings reflect both systematic preferences by different trans-
lators and conscious variation to accommodate different meanings of the
word. Thirdly, no translator is perfectly consistent with himself, and all
make mistakes and have their idiosyncrasies.

Idiosyncrasies among the translations are of particular interest to scholars
since they provide a means of distinguishing translators.®® There are many
small words (particles) in Greek, which can be translated by more than one
Latin word. For example 8¢ (‘but’) can be rendered by ‘auten’, ‘vero’ or
‘sed’; yap (‘for’) by ‘nam’, ‘namque’, or ‘enim’; obtwg (‘thus’) by ‘sic’, ‘itaque’,
or ‘ita’. If one analyses the manner in which all these particles are translated,
distinct patterns emerge, and it becomes plain that each translator adheres
to his own preferred renderings of the particles. Each combination of
preferred renderings is an unconscious signature by the author. Thus the
translations now assigned to James of Venice were identified by a distinc-
tive set of particle translations (including a strong preference for ‘autem’,
‘enim’ and ‘sic’) which were found in those translations and no others.

Some similar clear-cut differences among the translations emerge also in
choice of general vocabulary, in ways of handling grammatical and
idiomatic differences between the two languages, and in some general
features. Boethius, for example, exercised some ingenuity in devising Latin
versions of arguments based on ambiguities or plays on words in Greek;
James of Venice had a habit of leaving some untranslated words in Greek
letters in his translations, to the great confusion of subsequent scribes who
tried to copy them; Grosseteste was extremely literal, and helped the reader
by adding explanatory notes, particularly where the Latin might be

96. See esp. Minio-Paluello 1952.
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ambiguous; William of Moerbeke was also very literal, sometimes to the
point of simply transcribing Greek words in Roman letters.

Translators from the Arabic adopted the same literal method as their
Graeco-Latin counterparts, but the result was very different. The Arabic
translations themselves were made not directly from the Greek but
through intermediate Syriac versions, and so the translators into Latin were
working at two removes from the original through the distorting medium
of Semitic languages that did not lend themselves readily to literal trans-
lation either out of Greek or into Latin. The result is that the Arabic—Latin
translations of Aristotle are much more difficult to read and understand
than the Greek—Latin ones, a fact which explains why the latter were
preferred when they were available.

Medieval manuscripts were of course transcribed by hand, a process that
introduces a complicating factor into any assessment of the language of the
translations. All the texts, and particularly the most popular ones, were
subject to unintended variation at the hands of scribes, who could and did
make numerous mistakes as they copied them. Errors accumulated as new
copies were made, and most surviving manuscripts of Aristotle are very
faulty — words and whole sentences are sometimes omitted, transposed, or
garbled, similar-sounding words are interchanged, conjectures and ‘im-
provements’ are deliberately introduced, glosses are accidentally incorpo-
rated into the text, and many absurd and seemingly random errors are
made simply through carelessness. Although numerous, most such mis-
takes are minor ones which would not have seriously impeded the rcader;
indeed it is surprising how often the general sense of a passage will remain
clear in spite of serious errors in the text. Nevertheless, one should always
bear in mind that the texts used by medieval readers were very variable,
and that textual error can sometimes be a source of real misunder-
standing.

For the historian of philosophy the chief interest of the language of the
translations lics in its contribution to the philosophical vocabulary of
medieval and later times. Aristotle became ‘the Philosopher’ and the study
of philosophy became practically synonymous with the study of Aristotle,
and in this way the Latin philosophical and technical terms chosen by the
translators entered into a living philosophical tradition and became part of
the language of philosophical discussion. Detailed analysis of the voca-
bulary of the translations is now being made possible as the full indexes of
the Aristoteles Latinus volumes are published.
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The reception of the translations®’

The evidence on which our knowledge of the reception of Aristotle’s
works is based is of several kinds. First, therc are the manuscripts them-
selves; second, there are the glosses in the manuscripts, which are direct
evidence of their being read and studied; third, there arc university docu-
ments, at first banning Aristotle’s works but later prescribing them; fourth,
there are hundreds of surviving commentaries, guaestiones, and other aids
to study such as compendia and collections of extracts;?® fifth, there are the
numerous references to Aristotle by medieval authors.

Using all this evidence — manuscripts, university decrees, commentaries,
quotations — we can sketch an outline of Aristotle’s reception by the Latin
West which will complement the history of the translations already given.
What cmerges very clearly from the evidence is the slowness of the
assimilation, even of those works, such as the logic, which never came
under doctrinal suspicion. Up to about the middle of the thirteenth century
the surviving material with which to document Aristotle’s progress is
somewhat meagre; after that point it becomes a flood.

For the twelfth century,®® evidence of interest in and study of the ‘logica
vetus' and the Sophistici elenchi'®® is relatively abundant. The Prior
Analytics,'®" Posterior Analytics,"®* and Topics,'®® on the other hand,
appear to have been known to a few scholars, but not to have been widely
studied; no commentaries on these works have survived from the twelfth
century, and references to them by authors of the period are few. In
particular the Posterior Analytics was regarded as difficult — thc comment by
the translator loannes quoted above is paralleled by John of Salisbury, who
complained that the work has ‘as many stumbling-blocks as it has chapters’
and reported that people were inclined to blame the translator for this.'?*
As for the rest of the works of Aristotle (i.e., the non-logical works, known
as the ‘new Anistotle’), a few twelfth-century manuscripts (some with
glosses) and a handful of references are our only surviving witness to their

97. For general accounts see Grabmann 1939, 1950; De Wulf 1934—6; Van Steenberghen 1966; Callus
1943 (for Oxford); and many detailed studics in Grabmann 1926—56.

98. For compendia cte. sce Grabmann 1939, pp. 54-104.

99. See especially Grabmann 19s0.

100. De Rijk 1962-7, 1; Ebbesen 1972, 1973b, 1976b.

1o1. AL 1962, nL pp. 420—42.

10z. Dod 1970, pp. 59-80.

103. Grabmann 1938b; Green-Pedersen 19772, pp. 41-2.

104. John of Salisbury 1929, p. 171.
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study.'®® Minio-Paluello has persuasively argued that northern France,
and in particular the abbey of Mont-Saint-Michel, was an important
centre for the dissemination of the new Aristotle in the third quarter of the
twelfth century.!°¢

The oldest surviving commentaries on the new Aristotle are those by
Alfred of Sareshel on the Meteorologica and De plantis, dating from around
the turn of the thirteenth century, and probably written at Oxford. Alfred
also wrote a commentary on the De generatione et corruptione, and an old
catalogue of Beauvais Cathedral Library listed commentaries by him on
the De caelo, De anima, De somno and De morte as well. This collection long
antedates any other known commentaries on the new Aristotle.'®’
Considerable knowledge of the new Aristotle is shown in the Tractatus de
anima by John Blund, probably dating also from the turn of the century,
and probably also from Oxford.!%8

Aristotle in Paris and Oxford before 1210

It seems likely that the ‘logica nova’ and the new Aristotle were being
lectured on in Oxford and Paris in the first decade of the thirteenth
century.'®? Roger Bacon says that Saint Edmund of Canterbury was the
first to lecture on the Sophistici elenchi at Oxford, and that a ‘magister
Hugo’ (otherwise unknown) was the first to lecture there on the Posterior
Analytics; both these courses probably took place ca. 1200—10."'° A list of
textbooks compiled by Alexander Neckham probably ca. 1200-10 in-
cludes all the ‘logica nova’ among the books on which the student should
attend lectures, and goes on to recommend that he look at (inspiciaf) the
Metaphysics, De generatione et corruptione, and De anima.''! Alexander was
familiar with Paris and Oxford, and one can plausibly suggest that the three
last-mentioned works as well as the ‘logica nova’ had some place in the
curriculum at either or both universities. At any rate, we can be sure that
some at least of the works on natural philosophy were being lectured on in
Paris by 1210, for otherwise a ban on them would have had no point.

105. Grabmann 1950, pp. 159—62.

106. Minio-Paluello 1952, pp. 291-5.

107. See Otte 1972, 1976.

108. Callus 1943, pp. 241~51; Callus and Hunt 1970, p. xi.

109. See Callus 1043; Grabmann 1950, p. 162.

110. Callus 1943, pp. 238—41; Ebbesen 1977b, pp. 4~9; Lawrence 1960, pp. 112ff. It can be argued that
the dates should be as late as ca. 1230 — an extreme example of the general uncertainty over the
correct dating of many works of this period.

111, Haskins 1927, pp. 356—76.
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The proscription of 1210

The proscription of Aristotle’s works in Paris in 1210 is probably the most
famous event in the history of Aristotle’s reception by the West.''? In that
year a council of the ecclesiastical province of Sens, presided over by the
archbishop, issued an edict condemning (among others) the heretics
Amaury of Béne and David of Dinant and forbidding any lectures (public
or private) in Paris on Aristotle’s works of natural philosophy.'!* The ban
appears to have been in part 2 move by conservative theologians against
the turbulent spirits of the Arts Faculty, where Aristotle was lectured upon,
and behind it was the fear that Aristotle’s natural philosophy was a threat to
the Christian faith. Of the two men condemned, David of Dinant is
known to have been an Aristotelian, and Albert the Great attacks his
materialistic and pantheistic philosophy.’'¢ The ban was renewed in 1215
by Robert of Courgon, the papal legate charged with reorganising studies
in Paris. Of Aristotle’s works Robert permitted all the logic and the Ethics
to be lectured on, but ‘the books of Aristotle on metaphysics and natural
philosophy may not be lectured on, nor may any commentaries or sum-
maries of them'.!!3 (The ‘commentaries and summaries’, mentioned here
may be the works of Avicenna and Alfarabi translated from the Arabic.)!'¢

The ban remained in force for over 20 years, and seems to have been
effective, for in 1229 the newly founded University of Toulouse, boasting
about ‘academic freedom’ (libertas scholastica), issued a prospectus advertis-
ing lectures on ‘all the books of natural philosophy proscribed in Paris’.*!?
In 1231 the pope reaffirmed the ban ‘until such time as the books shall be
examined and purged of all errors’, for which purpose he set up a three-
man commission.' '® What happened to the commission is not known, and
eventually the ban was forgotten.!!?

From 1210 to 1250

From around 1210 to the middle of the century the evidence regarding the
study of Aristotle continues to be very thin. In Paris, for example, nothing
is known about any lectures before about 1230, not even in logic, a subject

112. See Grabmann 1941; Van Steenberghen 1966, pp. 88~110.

113. Denifle and Chatelain 1889—97 (CUP), , p. 70.

114. Van Steenberghen 1966, p. o1.

115. CUP, 1, pp. 78-9.
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1230s. See De Vaux 1933. See also Hunt 1977, pp. 195, 199.

117. CUP, 1, p. 131.

118. CUP, 1, pp. 138, 143-4.

119. For the documents apparently imposing the ban at Toulouse in 1245 and renewing it in Paris as
late as 1263 (CUP, 1, pp. 185, 427) see Van Steenberghen 1966, pp. 109, 146-8.
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that was not banned.'?° An interesting document, probably dating from
the 1230s, throws some light on the teaching in the Arts Faculty in this
period.'?! It is a “crib’ of quaestiones that examination candidates would be
likely to encounter in disputations, and it gives overwhelming preponder-
ancc to logic (60 columns of the manuscript) and grammar (23 columns).
The Ethics' 22 is definitely on the curriculum, with five columns devoted to
it, but the Metaphysics and natural philosophy are summarily treated in one
and a half columns. It is thus clear that the promulgations of 1215 still held
in the 1230s. However, the new Aristotle was certainly being read, for it is
quoted in works by masters in the Theological Faculty: William of
Auxerre in his Summa aurea (ca. 1215—20) quotes the Ethics, De anima, and
Physics; Philip the Chancellor in his Summa de bono (ca. 1230—6) quotes these
works and the De animalibus, Metaphysics, De caelo, and De generatione et
corruptione;, William of Auvergne (writing ¢a. 1231—6) and Roland of
Cremona (ca. 1229—32) embrace a similar range of quotation.!?3

In Oxford (presumably) Robert Grosscteste wrote the earliest surviving
medieval Latin commentary on the Posterior Analytics, a work of great
intelligence and maturity; guesses about its date range from before 1209 to
the late 1220s.'2¢ Grosseteste also wrote glosses on the Sophistici elenchi and
notes on and summaries of the Physics and the Ethics,'?3 the last of these
presumably dating from the time he was translating the Ethics (probably
1247-8). The date of the work on the Physics and Elenchi is not known, but
one may reasonably assume that, like the commentary on the Posterior
Analytics, it reflects his teaching career at Oxford (i.c., before 1235). One
may equally assume that Grosseteste lectured on Aristotle, although there is
no evidence to prove it. In fact, as at Paris, there is very little evidence
surviving at all about the study of Aristotle at Oxford before the mid-
thirteenth century,'?¢ and the same is true of other centres of learning. One
should remember that the total number of people in the whole of Europe
who had an active interest in the new Aristotle was extremely small — a
handful of masters and students in a few places.

120. Grabmann 1950, pp. 143 7. For the more general history of logic in the twelfth and thirteenth
centuries see Grabmann 1937, 1938a: for masters in the Arts Faculty see De Wulf 1936, pp. 85—6;
Van Steenberghen 1966, pp. 132-51.

121. Grabmann 1934a; De Wulf 1936, pp. 83—5: Van Steenberghen 1966, pp. 118-32.

122. Sce also Grabmann 1940b.

123. Callus 1943, p. 231; for masters in the Theological Faculty see De Wulf 1936, pp. 70-83; Van
Steenberghen 1966, pp. 151-70.

124. See Rossi 1975.

125. Thomson 1940, pp. 81-2 (the authority of other works listed by Thomson is less assured);
Dales 1963.

126. For a review of the known personalities see Callus 1943 Van Steenberghen 1966, pp. 171-6.



Aristoteles latinus 73

The mid-thirteenth-century flowering of the study of Aristotle

It may be partly chance that has preserved so little evidence for the study of
Aristotle in the first half of the thirteenth century. There can be no doubt,
however, of the burgeoning of studies around the middle of the century.
This is shown by the greatly increased number of surviving manuscripts,
by a plethora of commentaries, and by the statutes of the University of
Paris. To take the last first; in 1252 the statutes of ‘the English Nation’
prescribe only the De anima in addition to the logic.'2” Three ycars later the
statutes of the Arts Faculty (the oldest to survive) prescribe practically the
whole corpus (and several spurious works): Ethics, Physics, Metaphysics, De
animalibus, De caelo, Meteorologica (Books I and 1V), De anima, De gene-
ratione et corniptione, De causis, De sensu, De somno, De plantis, De memoria,
De differentia, De morte, and of course the logic.'?® Thus by 1255 Aristotle
was firmly established at Paris, as he was indeed at Oxford, where docum-
entation about commentaries and lectures becomes abundant as early as the
1240s.'%°

The importance of the glosses

It is of course no coincidence that manuscripts containing the ‘corpus
vetustius’ began to be written in large numbers around this time; they were
written to meet a demand. Many of these manuscripts (and of course others
written both earlier and later) are heavily glossed, and thus provide a rich
store of material about the study of Aristotle which has so far been little
explored by scholars. Often manuscripts were prepared with wide margins
ruled specially for writing glosses, and glosses were copied from one manu-
script to another as an aid to study, with increasing elaboration as successive
masters and students transcribed sets of glosses and then added their own
notes, which would then themselves be incorporated in the next round. In
this way some sets of glosses eventually became so elaborate that they
amounted to full-scale commentaries.

Glosses are interesting for several reasons. The very simple sets of glosses,
mostly giving elementary explanations of individual words and phrases,
represent the first halting attempts at interpretations by readers new to
difficult texts, and enable us to see the beginnings of the assimilation of
Aristotle. In the increasing elaboration of the glosses one can trace the
growing self-confidence and sophistication of subsequent generations of

127. CUP, 1, p. 228.
128, CUP, 4, p. 278.
129. Callus 1943, pp. 255fT.; De Wulf 1936, pp. 87ff.; Van Steenberghen 1966, pp. 176—81.
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readers. Many of the glosses are probably the work of humble masters and
scholars and reflect the level of understanding reached by ordinary stud-
ents. Many probably also represent the contents of lecture courses. The
technique of the lecturer was to read the text out and expound it word for
word as he went along, and one can well imagine many sets of glosses
originating in lecturers’ or students’ notes.**°

Glosses reflect the humble side of Aristotelian study, which has its
interest-and importance; of far greater importance, however, is the less
humble side, represented by those teachers who felt that their contribution
to the clucidation of Aristotle was sufficiently valuable to deserve publi-
cation, and whose names and works now begin to survive in large num-
bers. Aristotle has become established at the centre of the philosophical
curriculum, and from the mid-thirteenth century onwards the roll-call of
important Aristotelian commentators is identical with that of the impor-
tant philosophers — to teach philosophy was to teach Aristotle. Albert the
Great, Thomas Aquinas, Giles of Rome, Walter Burley, William Ockham
and the other major figures all wrote commentaries or quaestiones on
Aristotle, and for every major figure there are dozens of minor ones.
Hundreds of commentators and surviving commentaries are known, pro-
viding a massive body of evidence with which to document Aristotle’s
domination of later medieval philosophy.!3!

A Table of Medieval Latin Translations of Aristotle’s Works and of Greek
and Arabic Commentaries

No. of
Work Translator Date surviving mss.'??

Categories Boethius ca. §10-22 306
William of Moerbeke 1266 10
Simplicius William of Moerbeke 1266 10

Averroes (middle William of Luna 13th century 4*

commentary)

De interpretatione Boethius ca. §10—22 297
William of Moerbeke 1268 4

130. See Grabmann 1930, pp. 12—13; Callus 1943, pp. 265ff.; Dod 1970, pp. 81-97.

131. C. H. Lohr’s catalogue (1967—74), with its bibliographical summaries and lists of manuscripts,
provides an invaluable starting-point for the analysis of this material.

132. These statistics are taken from the AL catalogue, and are valuable as an approximate guide to the
relative popularity of the translations. For pseudo-Aristotelian and spurious works the catalogue
is not comprehensive and the statistics in the second section of the table are likely to be
underestimates; those for the Secretum secretorum and the De regimine sanitatis are from Manzalaoni
1977. An asterisk indicates a translation from the Arabic; all the rest are from the Greek.
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Table (cont.)
No. of
Work Translator Date surviving Mss.
Ammonius William of Moerbeke 1268 4
Averroes (middle William of Luna 13th century 3%
commentary)
Prior Analyties Boethius ca. §10—22 275
Anonymous 12th century 2
Averroes (middle William of Luna 13th century 1*
commentary)
Posterior Analytics James of Venice ?1125—50 275
Ioannes before 1159 1
Gerard of Cremona before 1187 E
William of Moerbeke ca. 1269 or 4
earlier
‘Alexander’ James of Venice ? 1125—50 Fragments
Themistius Gerard of Cremona before 1187 3%
Averroes (middle William of Luna 13th century 1*
commentary)
Topics Boethius ca. §10—22 268
Anonymous 12th century I
Sophistici elenchi Boethius ¢a. §10~22 271
James of Venice ca. 1125—50 Fragments
William of Moerbeke ca. 1269 or 1
earlier
*Alexander’ James of Venice ? 1125—350 Fragments
Physics James of Venice ?1125—50 139
Anonymous (‘Physica ? mid-12th 1 (fragment)
vaticana’) century
Gerard of Cremona before 1187 7*
Michael Scot ca. 1220—3§ 65*
William of Moerbeke ? ¢a. 126070 230
Simplicius ? Robert Grosseteste ? after 1235 1 (fragment)
Averroes (great Michael Scot ? ca. 1220-35 62%
commentary)
De caelo Gerard of Cremona before 1187 101%
Michael Scot a. 122035 36*
R.obert Grosseteste ? after 1247 1 (fragment)
William of Moerbeke ? 1260-70 185
Simplicius Robert Grosseteste ? after 1247 1 {fragment)
William of Moerbeke 1271 4
(Viterbo)
Averroes (great Michael Scot ca. 1220-35% 6%

commentary)
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Table (cont.)
No. of
Work Translator Date surviving Mss.
De generatione et Anonymous (vetus) 12th century 118
corruptione Gerard of Cremona before 1187 8*
? William of Moerbeke before 1274 190
Averroes (middle Michael Scot ca. 1220—35 40*
commentary)
Meteorologica Henricus Aristippus before 1162
(Book V) -
Gerard of Cremona before 1187 3™
(Books I-11I)
William of Moerbeke ? ca. 1260 175
Alexander William of Moerbeke 1260 (Nicea) 9
Averroes (middle Michael Scot (Book IV)  ca. 122035 8%
commentary)
De anima James of Venice ? 112550 144
Michael Scot ca. 122035 62%
William of Moerbeke ? before 1268 268
Philoponus
(Book III) William of Moerbeke 1268 3
(Viterbo)
Themistius William of Moerbeke 1267 8
{Viterbo)
Averroes (great Michael Scot ta. 1220-35% 56%*
commentary)
De sensu Anonymous 12th century 04
William of Moerbeke ? 1260-70 161
Alexander William of Moerbeke ? 1260-70 4
Averroes (epitome) ? Michacl Scot ca. 1220-35 48*
De memoria James of Venice ? 1125—50 115
William of Moerbeke ? 1260—70 160
Averroes (epitome) ? Michael Scot ca. 1220-35§ 46*
De somno Anonymous 12th century 102
William of Moerbeke ? 1260-70 162
Averroes {epitome) ? Michael Scot ca. 1220-35 40%
De longitudine James of Venice ?1125-50 101
William of Moerbeke ? 1260—70 158
Averroes (epitome) ? Michael Scot a. 1220-35 8%
De iuventute James of Venice ? 112550 4
William of Moerbeke ta. 1260-70 157
De respiratione James of Venice ?1125—50 4
William of Moerbeke ? 1260-70 149
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Table (cont.)
No. of
Work Translator Date surviving Mss.
De morte James of Venice ?1125~50 5
William of Moerbecke ? 1260~70 151
De animalibus Michael Scot (Hist., before 1220 69>
(comprising Historia, part., gener. only)
De progressu, De mot,  William of Moerbeke 1260 (Thebes) 2373
De partibus, De Anonymous (part. only)  ? 13th century I
generatione)
Avicenna Michael Scot ca. 1220—35 20%
Averroes (epitome)  Petrus Gallegus ? 1250~67 T
? Michacl Scot ca. 1220-35 g*
Metaphysics James of Venice 21125—50 5
(‘vetustissima’)! 34
Anonymous (‘media’)'** 12th century 24
Michael Scot (‘nova’)'?*®  ca. 1220-35 126*
Anonymous (revision of ¢a. 1220-30 41
James; ‘vetus”)
William of Moerbeke before 1272 217
(‘novac translationis')
Averroes (great Michael Scot ca. 1220-35 59%
commentary)
Nicomachean Ethics Anonymous (Books 12th century 48
I-1II; *vetus")
Anonymous (Book [ early 13th 40
and fragments of century
I-X; ‘nova’)
Robert Grosseteste ? 1246—47 33
Anonymous (? William  1250-60 246
of Mocerbeke) revision
of Grosseteste
Eustratius and others Robert Grosseteste 2 1246—47 22
Averroes (middle Hermannus Alemannus 2 1240 o*
commentary)
Eudemian Ethics
(De bona Anonymous ? 13th century 139
SJortuna)**’
(Fragments) Anonymous ? 13th century 3

133. Of which only 40 contain all five treatises.

134. Comprising Books I-1V .4 (1007231).

135. Lacks Book XI.

136. Comprising Books Il (= a), L.s—10 (from 987%), lI-X, XIL.1-10 (up to 1075b11).

137. The work circulating under this title consists of a single chapter of the Eudemian Ethics (V1l.14)
combined with a chapter from the Magna moralia (11.8).
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Table (cont.)
No. of
Work Translator Date surviving Mss.
Politics William of Moerbeke 1260—4 3
(Books I-If; ? early
draft)
William of Moerbeke ? 1260 107
(complete)
Qeconomica Anonymous ? late 13th 15
century
Durandus de Alvernia 1204 79
Rhetoric Anonymous ? mid 13th 5
century
Hermannus Alemannus  ca. 1246 3*
William of Moerbeke before 1270 100
Rhetorica ad
Alexandrum Anonymous ? 14th century 1
Anonymous ? 14th century 1
Poetics William of Moerbeke 1278 2
Averroes (middle Hermannus Alemannus 1256 24%

commentary)

Translations of Pseudo-Aristotelian and Related Works

No. of
Work Translator Date surviving Mss.
Problemata Bartholomew of Messina  1258-66 55
Physionomia Bartholomew of Messina  1258—66 119
De mirabilibus Bartholomew of Messina 1258-66 1
auscultationibus
De principiis Bartholomew of Messina 1258-66 1
(Theophrastus,
Metaphysics)
De signis aquarum Bartholomew of Messina  1258-66 10
Anonymous ? 13th or 14th I
century
De lineis indivisibilibus  R.obert Grosseteste ? ca. 1240—50 68
De mundo Bartholomew of Messina  1258—66 6
Nicholas of Sicily ? before 1240 50
Magna moralia Bartholomew of Messina 1258-66 56

(De bona
Jfortuna)'*?
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Translations of Pseudo- Aristotelian and Related Works (cont.)
No. of
Work Translator Date surviving Mss.
Anonymous ? 13th century 130
De coloribus Bartholomew of Messina  1258-66 78
William of Moerbeke ? 1260—70 I
De inundatione Nili Anonymous ? 13th century 82
De plantis Alfred of Sareshel before 1200 159%
(by Nicholaus
Damascenus)
De proprietatibus (or De Gerard of Cremona before 1187 1g*
causis proprietatum
elementorum)
De mineralibus Alfred of Sareshel ? before 1200 2% (+113%)
(Avicenna)
De intelligentia James of Venice ?1125—50 45
{anonymous
introduction to the
Physics)
Secretum secretorum Philip of Tripoli ?ca. 1243 3s0%
De regimine sanitatis John of Seville (?) mid-12th 150*
(a fragment of the century
Secretum secretorum)
De causis (Proclus) Gerard of Cremona before 1187 202%
De d{'ﬂ'ermtii spiritus John of Seville mid-12th 82%
et animae century
Anonymous 12th century 71*
Enigmata Aristotelis Anonymous 12th century 2
Liber sex principiorum 12th century 231
De pomo (De morte ? Manfred, King of Sicily ca. 1258-66 70%*
Aristotelis)
Vita Aristotelis Anonymous 12th-13th 65
ccmur)’
Porphyry’s Isagoge Boethius ca. §10—22 295
De laudabilibus bonis Robert Grosseteste ? 1240—53 14
Epistola ad Alexandrum  Anonymous 13th century 52
(an anonymous
introduction to the
Rhetorica ad
Alexandrum)
Summa Alexandrinorum Hermannus Alemannus  1243—4 4%

(an Arabic epitome
of the Ethics)




3
THEMEDIEVALINTERPRETATION OF

ARISTOTLE

Clerical and Aristotelian science

The question of the interpretation of Aristotle in the Middle Ages must be
dealt with within the context of the medieval conception of science.
Medieval learning was characterised by an attitude which was dominant —
though in varying degrees and varying circumstances — from the time of
Alcuin to that of Bellarmine. For the Middle Ages it was not the individual
who taught, but the Church, through the clergy. Clerical science was
accordingly the corporate transmission of traditional wisdom. The cleric
was a ‘master’ chosen by God to teach his people the way of salvation, as
Rhabanus Maurus put it at the beginning of his De institutione clericorum.
His authority as a teacher was guaranteed by a divine call within the
ecclesiastical hierarchy; the authority of his teaching was guaranteed by
Scripture and the Church Fathers. But his authority extended even beyond
the sacred sciences, in a way which reveals the relationships between this
clerical attitude towards knowledge and the structure of medieval society.
The relationship between the clergy and the laity is clearly symbolised
in Alcuin’s Dialectica, a dialogue in which Alcuin as magister instructs
Charlemagne himself as discipulus, in one of the profane sciences of the
trivium and quadrivium.?

Within this conception of the scientific enterprise a standard method of
interpretation was developed based on the presumed concordance of the
fundamental authorities, and schools evolved whose function was the
training of masters who should transmit traditional learning to God’s
people. In the thirteenth century Thomas Aquinas in his inaugural lecture
as master of theology in Paris could still cite the Psalmist, ‘From thy lofty
abode thou waterest the mountains, and the earth is satisfied’, and interpret
the lofty abode as the divine wisdom which waters the minds of the masters

1. Rhabanus Maurus, De institutione clericorum 1, 2: *"doceantque populum Dei omnia legitima eius et
praecepta quae mandaverat ad eos’ (PL 107, 297f.).
2. Alcuin, Dialectica (PL 101, 949—76).
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(signified by the mountains), so that by their ministry that wisdom might
be channelled to the laity (signified by the earth). Mixing his metaphors,
Thomas tells us that the masters are, like the mountains, elevated above the
earth and thus first illumined by the rays of the sun.?

With the introduction of the Aristotelian encyclopaedia this clerical
conception encountered a radically different notion of science, a notion
which would require a new method of interpretation, a new form of
school, and a new type of teacher. It is clear that the gradual replacement of
the clerical attitude to learning by this new conception is also related to the
slow emergence of new social structures in the early modern period. But
not much attention has been paid to the fact that the way in which the
change took place was decisively conditioned by the various stages in the
reception of Aristotelian science.

The reception of Aristotelian science

The works of Aristotle were made available in the Latin West in three
clearly distinguishable stages. The first began in the sixth century with
Boethius’ translations of Aristotle’s treatises on logic and his adaptations of
various other works on logic and rhetoric. The second stage began in the
twelfth century with the gradual translation of the entire corpus of
Aristotle’s works. At this stage the reception of Aristotle was part of a vast
effort to absorb the philosophical, medical, astrological, and natural science
not only of ancient Greece, but also of past and contemporary Judaism and
Islam. The Aristotelian encyclopaedia provided the framework for all this
new material. The third stage in the pre-modern study of Aristotle began
in the late fifteenth century and concentrated rather on the text of
Aristotle’s works than on the co-ordination of the sciences. This stage
produced above all new editions of the Greek text, new Latin and verna-
cular translations and commentaries, Greck editions and Latin translations
of practically the whole corpus of the ancient Greek commentaries, and
Latin versions of hitherto untranslated commentaries of Averroes.

Boethius’ translations

‘The first wave of translations broke on the late Roman world. This world
knew little of Greek philosophy and science, and, apart from some rheto-
rical notions transmitted by Cicero, very little of Aristotle. Boethius’
translations were, so to speak, an historical accident and could have but

3. Thomas Aquinas 1954a, Breve principium de commendatione sacrae scripturae, 1, 441—3.
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little influence, not only in the final phase of classical civilisation, but also in
the monastic schools of the early Middle Ages. Although the Aristotelian
logic fitted neatly into the scheme of the liberal arts and although its
introduction into the trivium would later have a profound effect on the
Augustinian vision of arts and theology united in one comprehensive
system of knowledge, the monastic teacher, for whom the role of magister
was only a part-time, fugitive aspect of his existence, could find little he
could use in the predicables and predicaments of the ars vetus. The rudi-
mentary treatment of these subjects in the various works De institutione
clericorum and the very fact that half the translations of Aristotle’s treatises
which Boethius had made were lost in this period shows that intellectual
work was only one small part of the monk’s concern. The monastic
vocation did not regard study as an end in itself. The task of the monastic
teacher was rather ordered to the service of God and centred on the
understanding of God’s word as recorded in the sacred writings and
interpreted by the Fathers.

The twelfth-century translations and the quest of the new masters

The interest in Aristotle which appeared with a second wave of translations
in' the twelfth century presupposed another type of teacher, and the
birthplace of this type of teacher was the medieval town. From the eleventh
century knowledge was no longer confined to remote monasteries. With
the rise of the towns new interests appeared and the specialisation of labour
led some to concentrate on the production of goods, others on their
transport, still others on financing their purchase. Within this matrix arose
a new type of teacher, a new type of magister. Although in accordance with
the traditional division of society he still belonged to the clerical class, he
was no longer a teacher like Alcuin or even like Notker Labeo or Scotus
Eriugena. Like the men of trade who established themselves in the towns,
like the carpenters and masons who organised themselves in guilds, this
new master had the consciousness of belonging to a profession. His trade
was learning and teaching, personal reflection and its diffusion in the
classroom. The liberal arts were his speciality.*

It was this type of master who turned avidly to Aristotle. From about the
beginning of the eleventh century the masters of arts slowly pieced to-
gether the original fabric of the Aristotelian logic with the exception of the
theory of demonstration as it is found in the Posterior Analytics. The vague

4. Le Goff 1957.
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references to the various Aristotelian treatises on proof which we find in
Alcuin’s Dialectica were gradually replaced by a treatment of categorical
and hypothetical propositions and syllogisms drawn from the works of
Boethius. The Aristotelian method of the topics and the treatment of the
fallacies were reconstructed from hints in the available works of Aristotle
and Cicero and from the treatises surrounding them. Abelard’s Dialectica is
worlds away from Alcuin’s, and it shows that the full range of the
Aristotelian logic which became known in the latter half of the twelfth
century was not used because the treatises were translated, but the treatises
were translated because this new generation wanted to use them.? By the
middle of the twelfth century these younger masters had come to realise
that there were whole areas of knowledge of which they knew only the
names. It was only natural that they should try to learn more of their
subject matter.

Their seeking was already a kind of interpretation of the texts. In
looking for the lost books of the Aristotelian logic they already knew what
they were expecting to find. And what they were expecting to find
matched their own understanding of their role in society. This is why the
masters’ study of the Aristotelian logic did not proceed without opposition
from the representatives of the traditional conception of the cleric’s task.
The polemics of Peter Damian against the dialecticians, of Lanfranc against
Berengarius, of Bernard of Clairvaux against Abelard represent the reac-
tion of the older, monastic idea to the new, urban conception of the teacher’s
role. The new generation's search for hitherto unknown Aristotelian
works is the expression of its own new self-image.

Parallel to this effort to forge a new tool for the sciences, a novum
organum, ran an awakening interest in the subjects of the old quadrivium.
The new interest in the study of nature which is such a prominent feature
of twelfth-century thought entailed another conflict with the traditional
understanding of the clerical vocation. Although in accordance with the
structure of society the masters whose trade it was to teach were fitted into
the clerical class, their function was no longer simply that of transmitting
traditional wisdom. They could no longer simply proclaim the word of
God. They themselves had to learn; they had to master the knowledge of
the ancients, they had to go to school as the discipuli of Greeks, Arabs, and
Jews, they had to confront the sayings of the Scriptures and the Fathers
with the sciences of the ancient pagans and the religious teachings of infidel

5. De Rijk in Peter Abelard 1956, pp. xvi—xix.
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nations, they had to concern themselves not only with the relationship
between God and his people, but also with man’s relationship to the world
in which he finds himself. They learned the names of many new and
strange sciences from the merchants who brought reports from Spain and
the Orient, from the Jews whose knowledge of Hebrew and Arabic and
whose international contacts had given them access to the ancient sciences
of the Greeks, from scholars like the Englishmen Adelard of Bath and
Daniel of Morlay whose travels in Sicily and to Toledo had brought them
into direct contact with the philosophy and science which Roman civilisa-
tion had failed to hand down.

As the masters learned the names of these new sciences, they were like a
modern librarian who finds a lacuna of several volumes in one of his
library’s periodicals; they could not rest until they had found the means to
fill the gap. Thus they turned to the translators. The additions which these
interpreters of the classical tradition made to medieval knowledge was
immense: in geometry Euclid, in astronomy Ptolemy, in medicine Hip-
pocrates and Galen, and above all - for method, for system, for wholly new
and undreamt-of sciences — the works of Aristotle, the Philosopher par
excellence, together with his Arabic commentators.

This quest of the twelfth-century masters of arts to regain the ancient
sciences was the first step in the interpretation of the works they recovered.
The works of Aristotle which were thus made available by about the year
1200 did not gain the influence they had because they were fortuitously
translated, but they were translated because the masters wanted no longer
simply to transmit, because they wanted to learn themselves. The spirit of
reason, of curiosity, of criticism which they found in Aristotle matched
their own spirit and helped to crystallise their self<image. The system, the
encyclopaedia of the sciences they found gave them a sense of autonomy
and freedom with respect to the traditional understanding of the clerical
function. In fact, though the working out of the implications of this second
wave in the reception of Aristotle would take three hundred years, the fate
of the clerical conception of knowledge was already sealed with the
openness of the twelfth-century physici to the sciences of ancient Greece.

A thirteenth-century student’s guide

In Barcelona, in the Archives of the Crown of Aragon, there is a
thirteenth-century manuscript which contains a manual or guidcbook for
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students in the arts faculty in Paris.® This text, which was apparently based
on early thirteenth-century practice, was composed about 1230~40 by an
unknown master of the faculty for the benefit of students who had to
prepare for examinations. This students’ guide is important not only
because the standard texts prescribed for each branch of the programme
correspond exactly to the newly translated works in logic, mathematics,
and the natural sciences, but also because it reveals the direction which the
development of the arts faculty would have to take. For the author of the
guide-book the arts are no longer simply the seven liberal arts of the trivium
and quadrivium; they comprise rather all the philosophical and scientific
disciplines newly recovered at his time. And because the author attempts to
situate the plan of studies in the arts faculty within the context of a
complete classification of the sciences, these arts include some disciplines as
yet unknown to him.

After some reflections on the nature of philosophy, the author divides his
subject into three branches: rational, natural, and practical or moral philo-
sophy. Under rational philosophy he takes up the subjects of the trivium,
assigning to grammar the works of Priscian and Donatus, to rhetoric
Cicero’s De inventione, and to dialectic Aristotle’s Organon together with
the Isagoge of Porphyry and the logical treatises of Boethius.

Natural philosophy he divides into metaphysics, mathematics, and
physics. For metaphysics the standard texts are Aristotle’s Metaphysics and
the pseudo-Aristotelian Liber de causis. Under mathematics he takes up the
subjects of the quadrivium, but assigns to some of its branches works which
were unknown in the earlier Middle Ages. To astronomy he assigns Pto-
lemy’s Almagest, to geometry Euclid’s Elements, to arithmetic Boethius’
Institutio arithmetica, and to music Boethius’ Institutio musica. Physics, being
at a lower degree of abstraction than metaphysics and mathematics, is
described as scientia naturalis inferior. Here are taken up all the works
ascribed to Aristotle on natural philosophy: Physics, dealing with the
general principles of change; De caelo, dealing with the eternal motion of
the celestial bodies; De generatione et corruptione, dealing with the four sub-
lunary elements which explain generation and corruption; Meteora, dealing
with a great variety of natural phenomena; De plantis, De animalibus, De
anima, Parva naturalia, and De motu cordis, which deal with the whole range
of animate nature.

6. wms Ripoll 10y f. 134 - 158". Sce Grabmann 1936, and Van Stcenberghen 1966, pp. 119-32.
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Moral philosophy the author divides into the treatment of the life of the
soul, first in its relation to God, then in its relation to others, and finally in
itself. Here the author’s assignment of texts to the different branches lacks
the clarity we have found in the other sections. The study of the life of the
soul in God he identifies with theology, but he indicates no standard text.
The other divisions reflect Aristotle’s classification of the practical sciences
into those concerning the individual, the family, and the state. Buc the
author does not yet know the Oeconomica and the Politics, and so assigns
Cicero’s De officiis to the consideration of the life of the soul in the family,
and the study of Roman and canon law to the consideration of the life of
the soul in the state. He assigns Aristotle’s Ethics only to the treatment of the
life of the soul in itself. After the treatment of ethics the author adds the
note that two other books are also read in the faculty of arts: Plato’s
Timaeus and Boethius’ De consolatione philosophiae.

The influence of the Aristotelian classification of the sciences

This students’ guide marks a definite stage in the evolution of the
medieval arts faculty, the final stage in the formation of a new type of
school, a school representing the interests of the new, urban type of master
and his basically unclerical conception of the scientific enterprise.
Although the author attempts to assign theology a place among the
practical sciences, his concern, which certainly reflects the gradual in-
stitutionalisation of instruction in Paris, is rather with the Aristotelian
system of the sciences. This system will lead the masters of arts inevitably to
Aristotle’s division of the practical sciences. We have observed that this
section is the least clear in the author’s treatment, because he does not yet
know the Oeconomica or the Politics. But he docs know the names of the
sciences, and no doubt his colleagues were searching the libraries of Europe
for copies of the works to be translated. From this point the new Latin
Aristotelians went beyond their Arabic forerunners. They began to turn
increasingly to the Greek tradition of Aristotle’s works and came even-
tually to regard the Arabic contribution as alien to their own self-image as
the successors of the Greeks and Romans.

The Aristotelian classification of the sciences was thus instrumental in
the recovery of Aristotle’s own works. It also supplied the framework for
the vast amount of new scientific material, for the Greek, Arabic, and
Hebrew works on mathematics, astrology, medicine, and natural science
which the translators of the late twelfth and carly thirteenth centuries had
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made available. But more than this, the Aristotelian system of the sciences
was decisive for the formation of the medieval university.

The arts faculty as a philosophical faculty

On 19 March 1255 Aristotelianism was officially adopted in the University
of Paris as the arts faculty proclaimed a new syllabus which imposed the
study of all the known works of Aristotle.” On that day the arts faculty
became what we might call a philosophical faculty, with a new importance
in its own eyes and a tendency to develop a teaching independent of the
theological faculty. Such a development was bound to arouse violent
reactions and a growing rivalry between the two faculties.

The conflict had broken out even earlier and concerned at first moral
philosophy, the third major division of the sciences as we have found them
in the students’ guide. Although the author knows only Ethics 1-1II, he
knows of the existence of the remaining books and assigns to the subject an
importance second only to logic, if we may judge by the length of his
treatment. It was certainly from this point that the conflict took its
departure. The author brings the philosophical and theological concep-
tions of beatitude into direct opposition with each other. The resurrection
of the body is a miracle which does not answer to natural laws and
therefore does not belong to the subject matter of philosophy. In answer to
the question whether we are the causes of our good actions as we are the
causes of our bad actions our author distinguishes between the point of
view of a philosopher and that of a theologian: ‘To which we reply that
speaking philosophically we are the entire cause of both; speaking theolo-
gically however, we are not capable of good actions, but it is necessary that
God pour grace into us.’®

In a few decades questions concerning the eternity of the world and the
immortality of the human soul were added to the questions regarding
which philosophy and theology were thus expressly opposed. But far more
profound than thesc particular differences was the difference in attitude
which our master of arts here reveals. Basically the issue concerned the
definition of the role of the master of arts confronted with the still
dominant conception of the clerical mission. The mendicant controversy
and the history of the Franciscan order bring out one side of this issue; the

. CUPY, pp. 277-9.

. ‘Ad quod dicimus quod loquendo philosophice sumus tota causa utriusque; loquendo tamen
theologice, non sumus sufficientes ad bonum, sed oportet gratiam in nobis a Deo infundi’ (f. 136";
Grabmann 1936, p. 196).
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view that attendance at a university and the possession of books were
contrary to the practice of poverty was the allegorical expression of the
anxiety aroused by the secular sciences introduced with Aristotle.

The effect of the Averroistic controversy

What came to be known as the Averroistic controversy in the 1260s and
70s led to some of the most intransigent formulations of the masters’ own
understanding of their role. Again Aristotle’s Ethics furnished the arsenal.
The battle was joined over the ideal of humility and its ethical antithesis,
magnanimity. The victory to be won was the theoretical grounding of the
dignity, the superiority of the university status. In his Quaestiones morales
Siger of Brabant discusses the opinion that humility is not a virtue, for it is
opposed to a virtue like magnanimity which tends to great things. In his
own answer he makes both virtues depend on recta ratio and accordingly
subordinates the moral to the intellectual virtues. In the same way Boethius
of Dacia in his brief tract De summo bono sive De vita philosophi maintains
that it is in the operation of the intellectual virtues that the most perfect
condition possible to man is to be found. This, he proclaims, is the status of
the philosopher who dedicates his life to the pursuit of wisdom.®

One recognises here the road which led to certain of the propositions
which were condemned in 1277. Prop. 40: That there is no more excellent
way of life than the philosophical way. Prop. 144: That the highest good of
which man is capable consists in the intellectual virtues. Prop. 154: That the
philosophers alone are the wise men of this world.'® Throughout all of this
the catchword is ‘philosophus’. The philosopher has succeeded the cleric.
Abelard had already described himself as a philosophus. The designation
was championed also by Siger of Brabant and Boethius of Dacia. For the
thirteenth century Aristotle was the philosophus par excellence. It was in his
train that the masters of arts thought of themselves as following.

Philosophical and theological discourse

The prescription of the Aristotelian corpus as the basis of instruction in the
arts faculty brought with it for the masters the obligation of interpreting
the texts they had so eagerly sought after. Their commentaries on the
works of the Philosopher open a new epoch in the history of medieval
exegesis. The masters themselves were fully conscious of the revolution

9. Siger of Brabant 1974, Quaestiones morales qq. 1 and 4, pp. 98f. and 102£. Boethius of Dacia 1976.
10. CUP 1, pp. 543~55.
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their interpretation of the newly recovered texts involved. As early as our
students’ guide we find the author, in the text cited above, distinguishing
between philosophical and theological discourse (loquendo secundum philo-
sophos; loquendo secundum theologos et secundum veritatem). Siger of Brabant
explains his purpose even more explicitly: ‘“We seek what the philosophers
meant in this matter, their intention rather than the truth, because we

proceed philosophically.”'!
The tradition of biblical exegesis

Medieval exegesis had been concerned with the Bible. Its premiss was that
the exegete was already in possession of a truth revealed by God himsclf.
His task was accordingly not the discovery of new truths, but rather the
unveiling of the truth concealed in the words of the sacred text. In
accomplishing this task he not only turned to the councils and Church
Fathers as authorities to lead him, but also felt himself, as a living link in a
corporate undertaking, endowed with the same authority to teach. In the
twelfth century, as discrepancies among his authorities became increas-
ingly obtrusive, his conviction that the tradition of which he was custodian
was at bottom coherent guided his efforts to penetrate more deeply into the
truth of God’s word as a sort of concordia discordantium. Even the great
Summae of the thirteenth century which arose out of this effort are in this
sense exegesis. Their point of departure was the articles of faith which God
had revealed in the Bible. The purpose of the summist was to try to make
the res, the transient things of this world, shine in the light of the voces,
the divine words as the bearers of immutable truth. That is why Thomas
could say that theologians are like the mountains, elevated above the earth
and first illumined by the rays of the sun.

The new philosophical exegesis

The point of departure of the masters of arts was radically different. Siger of
Brabant and his fellow masters were the first to want to interpret philoso-
phical texts ‘philosophically’, that is, in a way which we might perhaps call
philological, or at least in the very unclerical way of abstracting from the
question of the truth of the teaching. The very fact that they identified
the viewpoint of the theologians with the truth shows in a paradoxical
way that for them the text they had to comment upon was not a unique

11. Siger of Brabant 19722, De anima intellectiva, cap. 7, p. 101, ‘quaerendo intentionem philoso-
phorum in hoc, magis quam veritatem, cum philosophice procedamus’.
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authority, but rather one source among many. Their task was not the
unveiling of a truth already possessed but hidden; it was rather the discus-
sion of the opinion of a most distinguished colleague. For this reason Siger
gave the following rule for the interpretation of Aristotle: ‘It should be
noted by those who undertake to comment upon the books of the Philo-
sopher that his opinion is not to be concealed, even though it be contrary to
the truth.”'? A further consequence of this ‘philosophical procedure’ was
that the interpreter need make no effort at a concordia discordantium. In
rejecting Thomas Aquinas’ interpretation of Aristotle’s discussion of the
eternity of the world one of Siger’s colleagues — possibly the very Peter of
Auvergne who completed so many of Aquinas’ Aristotle-commentaries —
explicitly opposed the method of concord:

But as is clear, Aristotle proves that motion is eternal and this is apparent from the
reasons he gives. Some, however, wanting to harmonise Aristotle’s intention with
the teachings of faich, say that Aristotle was not for these reasons of the opinion
that the world is eternal, or that he did not hold them to be demonstrations
necessarily concluding what is true, but that he only adduced these reasons
hypothetically and for no other purpose. Bue this is manifestly false, for it would
follow then that Aristotle presented the greater part of his philosophy as an
hypothesis.'?

In these two rules we can see clearly the revolution which has taken
place. The theologian sought to unveil a truth concealed; the philosopher
need not seek to conceal the errors in his sources. Since the work of
Aristotle, the primary source for a member of the arts faculty, was for him
neither a new dogma nor an infallible guide, he need make no clerical
attempt at harmonising science and the Bible. The interpreter, having
abandoned the notion of truth possessed for the notion of truth to be
sought, could approach the text of the Philosopher in a critical, questioning

12. Sigerof Brabant 1948, Quaestiones in Metaphysicam m, q. 15 comm., p. 140: *Propter hoc sciendum
quod sententia Philosophi ab his qui eius libros suscipiunt exponendos, non est celanda, licet sit
contraria veritati. Nec debet aliquis conari per rationem inquirere quae supra rationem sunt, vel
rationes in contrarium dissolvere. Sed cum philosophus quantumcumque magnus in multis possit
errare, non debet aliquis negare veritatem catholicam propter aliquam rationem philosophicam,
licet illam dissolvere nesciat.”

13. The Pseudo-Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones super libros Physicorum vin, q. 6; in Siger of Brabant
1941, p. 199: ‘Aristoteles autem, ut manifestum est, probat motum csse aeternum, et hoc apparet
ex rationibus quas ponit. Quidam tamen volentes concordare intentionem Aristotelis fidei dicunt
quod Aristoteles non fuit opinatus ex istis rationibus mundum esse aeternum, nec tenuit cas
demonstrationes concludentes verum de necessitate sed solum adduxit istas rationes propter
dubitare et non propter aliquid aliud. Istud tamen est manifeste falsum, quia sic sequeretur quod
Aristoteles dubitaret in maiori parte philosophiac suae, et maxime ubi loquitur de substantiis
separatis: ex aeternitate enim motus probat quod sunt substantiae separatae, sicut patet Libro *'caeli

"o

el mundi”’.
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way. He could explain Aristotle’s words by reducing them to their prin-
ciples, confident that even where Aristotle’s conclusions might conflict
with the faith, Aristotle’s spirit would be an invitation to go beyond
himself in a search for new truths. It is this conception of truth that makes
the exegesis of the masters of arts so novel in the development of medieval
thought. With the distinction between philosophical and theological dis-
course the ‘truth’ has rolled out of its centre within the text to become an
unknown ‘x’.

The effect of conflicts between Aristotle and Christian doctrine

Behind this revolution lay no doubt the de facto conflicts between
Aristotle’s teachings and the doctrines of faith. The masters of arts were
confronted with a vast literature opposing various interpretations of
Aristotle: Albert the Great, De XV problematibus, Thomas Aquinas, De
unitate intellectus contra Averroistas; Giles of Rome, De erroribus philoso-
phorum; the condemnations of 1270 and 1277. In the face of such opposition
it was difficult to maintain that Aristotle had spoken the whole truth. But
on a deeper level this revolution in the theory of interpretation represents
the beginning of the end of the clerical paradigm for the scientific enter-
prise. The masters of arts could recognise the deficiencies in Aristotle’s
teaching. But in him they found a new paradigm, a new model not only
for interpretation, not only for science, but also for the vocation of the
university man. In Aristotle, the Philosopher, they found the researcher,
the questioner, — or to use Aristotle’s own words, the hunter, the dis-
coverer, the seeker'* — one who subjected the teachings of his predecessors
to a relentless critique, who was subservient to no authority and free of all
dogmatism. The masters of arts wished their commentaries also to be
philosophical, secking, hunting, critical, and in this way different from the
clerical commentaries of the theologians. By their own self-image they
were precluded from wanting to raise Aristotle’s teaching to the level of a
new dogma. They claimed an authority for Aristotle’s teaching, an author-
ity not guaranteed by a divine call or a sacred text, however, but one based
solely on reason. Their ‘philosophical procedure’ in the interpretation of
Aristotle reflected their consciousness of their own corporate position in
society — an elite which owes its dignity not to privilege or hierarchical
status, but to intellectual superiority.

14. For example, thereuein, Anal. prior. 1, 30 (46°11); heurésis, Eth. Nic. 11, 5 (1112°19); 2étésis, Metaph.
1, 2 (983%23).
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The reactions of the theologians

In the face of such an attitude the theological faculty had - since at least the
time of our students’ guide — been on the defensive. The theologians had
traditionally attempted to solve problems arising out of divergent author-
ities by seeking a standpoint from which all the relevant texts could be
brought into harmony. But in the thirteenth century the newly translated
philosophical and scientific sources rendered questionable the simple con-
cordances which the twelfth century had made between authorities limited
to the Latin ecclesiastical tradition. In this new situation some rejected the
new literature and attempted by ecclesiastical condemnations to prevent its
being read; others, like Bonaventure and Olivi, saw in Aristotle the
apocalyptic beast of the last days and took refuge in the historical specu-
lations of Joachim of Fiore; still other theologians, like Albert the Greatand
Thomas Aquinas, showed themselves receptive to the new sources and
tried in a new and very subtle way to continue the clerical enterprise of a
concordia discordantium.

Thomas Aquinas’ solution

Thomas went furthest in the attempt to answer the challenge posed by the
approach of the masters of arts to the new literature. As a theologian he had
to maintain the existence of truths revealed in the Bible which transcended
human understanding. At the same time, the encounter with the religious
teachings of Judaism and Islam had constrained Latin theologians to
attempt the construction of an apologetic based on arguments acceptable
to the three faiths. Because such arguments could be based only on rational
demonstration, Thomas sought to justify the inclusion of philosophical
questions in the subject matter of theology. Because theology is the science
of revelation, he maintained that God had revealed not only strictly
supernatural truths, but also some truths which are philosophically de-
monstrable.'* For example, God revealed his existence, for otherwise but
few men would have attained certain knowledge of this truth. Never-
theless, Thomas argued, God’s existence can be also demonstrated, and he
proposed five ways of doing so. The refrain which we find at the con-
clusion of each of them — ‘Et hoc dicimus Deum’ (‘And this is what we call
God’) —is the clearest example of Thomas’ solution of the problem of the
concord between philosophy and revelation. The first cause whose ex-
istence has been rationally demonstrated on the basis of the principles of the

15. Thomas Aquinas, 5T, 1, q. 1, a. 1. See also Lang 1962 and Lang 1964.
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philosophers is that very being which the Christian by revelation knows as
God.'®

The concord between philosophy and revelation which Thomas in-
tended involved not only the demonstration of rationally accessible truths,
but also the discovery of natural analogies to transcendent truths and the
ordering of both natural and supernatural truths in a scientific way.!”
Thomas' theologian had therefore to turn to nature and could employ in
this effort the works of ‘the master of them that know’. In the Aristotelian
logic Thomas found prescriptions for the ordering of theological doctrine
as a strict science. In the Aristotelian metaphysics he found the principles
for the demonstration of truths such as the existence, infinity, and omni-
potence of God. In the Aristotelian natural philosophy he found natural
analogies to the hierarchical view of the world which the clerical tradition
had handed down. This conception of the Aristotelian encyclopaedia
implied, on the one hand, a reinterpretation of Aristotle’s principles in the
light of conclusions already known by revelation. This was the reason why
the theologians could not admit the Averroist interpretation of Aristotle’s
doctrine. On the other hand, because the Aristotelian philosophy claimed
to be an explanation of nature in all its aspects, Thomas’ conception meant
tying the whole of Aristotle’s physics to dogma in a way which would be
disastrous for both.

It was in dealing with the Aristotelian astronomy that Thomas en-
countered a type of discord different from that between dissenting
theological authorities. In explaining the account of creation in Genesis,
the Latin theologians prior to the thirteenth century had generally adopted
Rhabanus Maurus’ discussion of the number of the heavens, but later
commentators were confronted with radically different conceptions. The
translators from Arabic and Greek had made available two far more
advanced, but mutually opposed discussions of this problem: Ptolemy’s
Almagest and Aristotle’s De caelo, together with Averroes’ commentary. As
we have seen in the systematisation of the sciences undertaken by the
author of our students’ guide, the former was subsumed under the
mathematical sciences, the latter under scientia naturalis inferior. While the
professional astronomers of the period adopted Ptolemy’s theory of eccen-
trics and epicycles and paid little attention to Aristotle’s theory of homo-
centric spheres, the theologians, who had to treat the question in their

16. Thomas Aquinas, ST, 1, q. 2, a. 3.
17. Thomas Aquinas 1948¢, prooem. q. 2, a. 3.
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commentaries on Book II, dist. 14 of Lombard’s Sentences, were very
disturbed by the contradiction between Ptolemy’s mathematical as-
tronomy which claimed to save the phenomena and Aristotle’s physical
theory which was presented as a deduction from first principles.

Thomas’ attempt at a solution of this problem — a solution which we
have already seen rejected by one of the colleagues of Siger of Brabant —
shows clearly the difference between his theological interpretation of
Aristotle and what we may call the philosophical interpretation of the
masters of arts. For Thomas the harmonious order which he found in
Aristotle’s physical theory was based on absolutely certain, metaphysical
principles. To the argument that Ptolemy’s hypotheses are supported by
experience, Thomas rejoined that the experimental verification of a hypo-
thesis does not demonstrate the hypothesis:

The [mathematical] hypotheses which [Eudoxus and later astronomers] invented
are not necessarily true. For even though such hypotheses should save the pheno-
mena, it is not right to say that they are true, because the astronomical phenomena
can perhaps be saved in some other way not yet understood by men. '8

Although Thomas thus formulated explicitly one of the most important
principles in the theory of science, he employed it to render harmless the
objections to his theological interpretation of Aristotle’s astronomy ~ in
the hope that some day a way might be found to make Aristotle’s theory
agree with experience. Saving Aristotle’s physics was for Thomas more
important than saving the phenomena. His appeal to the principle that
verification does not demonstrate an hypothesis meant only that his con-
ception of the concordance between philosophy and revelation need not be
disturbed by the contrary data of experience. Armed with Thomas’ prin-
ciple, the clerical world-view was able to maintain itself until the time of
Bellarmine and disappeared only with the new astronomical discoveries
and the new conception of science of the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries. The falsification of the Aristotelian physics then implied for
many the falsification of Thomas’ approach.

18. Thomas Aquinas 1889, Il lect. 17; pp. 186f.: 'Illorum autem suppositiones quas adinvenerunt, non
est necessarium essc veras; licet enim, talibus suppositionibus factis, apparentia salvarentur, non
tamen oportet dicere has suppositiones esse veras, quia forte secundum aliquem alium modum,
nondum ab hominibus comprehensum, apparentia circa stellas salvantur, Aristoteles tamen utitur
huiusmodi suppositionibus quantum ad qualitatem motuum tamquam veris.” Cf. ST'1,q. 32,a.1,
ad 2. Sec also Mittelstrass 1962, pp. 173-8.
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Aristotelian demonstration and discovery

Thomas Aquinas’ answer to the challenge posed by the new literature was
the last speculative attempt to save the clerical conception of science as the
corporate transmission of traditional wisdom. Thomas gave the clerical
teacher the consciousness of belonging to a profession and remade theo-
logy on the model of an Aristotelian deductive science. But he did not alter
the basic clerical notion of the scientific enterprise. In emphasising the
deductive strand in science, he emphasised only one side of the Aristotelian
philosophy. It is true that Aristotle himself spoke of the philosopher as the
arranger, the co-ordinator,'? but his desire for order was not directed
simply toward a deductive presentation of the results of the sciences, for
Aristotle was also concerned with the organisation of research. He seems to
have conceived of his school as a sort of university in which research and
teaching in the most diverse fields would find their place. If the method he
prescribed for teaching in his Posterior Analytics was strictly deductive, the
practice he followed in his scientific treatises ignored formalisation and
concentrated on research. His practice was aimed at the acquisition of new
knowledge, at discovery, at the via inventionis. That is what the clerical
approach could not admit, and that is what the Parisian masters of arts in
the thirteenth century rediscovered.

Philosophical inquiry in the thirteenth-century arts faculty

The rejection by these masters of the method of concordance, their rejec-
tion of the notion of a prior truth known by faith to which philosophical
truth must conform, their conception of truth as something to be sought
rather than as something possessed conformed to the image they had of
themselves as the successors of the critical, curious, and scarching
Philosopher. Because their own status was not based on an appeal to
authority, they could admit that Aristotle — whose works they had sought
and made the first efforts to interpret — made mistakes. The authority of
their teaching was guaranteed only by reason. Since they claimed no
authority in the sacred sciences, they enjoyed a new liberty in their
research, a liberty which brought with it the many new, un-Aristotelian
developments of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries.

The masters of arts regarded their work as philosophy, but in order to
write a history of their contributions today it is necessary to go beyond the

19. Metaph. 1, 2 (982718).
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standard histories of philosophy and to consult histories of logic and
linguistic theory, of mathematics, mechanics, and astronomy, of ethics and
political theory. We have here considered only the distinction between
philosophical and theological discourse, which we first encountered in our
students’ guide. This distinction is usually associated with what is known
as Averroism in the latter half of the thirteenth century, but in a deeper
sense it laid the foundation for the great scientific achievements of the later
Middle Ages. The distinction between philosophical and theological (not
truth, but) discourse represents not only a break with the clerical com-
mentatory tradition and the beginning of the end of the clerical paradigm in
science, but also a new autonomy for the medieval arts faculty. No longer
simply the gateway to theology, the arts faculty became an institution on
an equal footing with the faculties of law, medicine, and theology. The
dignity thus gained for the philosophical vocation made it possible for a
Buridan to devote his entire life to the problems of logic and natural and
moral philosophy. The distinction from theology also made possible the
shift from the realm of the deductive ratio to the realm of experience and
contingency, the whole new epistemological orientation which the four-
teenth century itself described as a transition from cognitio propter quid to
cognitio quia. The ‘philosophical procedure’ made it possible for the masters
of arts to turn increasingly from the exposition to the question-form of
commentary, to criticise the Philosopher, to ask the new logical and
mathematical questions with which Ockham and the Merton school led
science in the early fourteenth century into new paths; and it made it
possible for Oresme to fuse Mertonian mathematics with Parisian physics
in the late fourteenth century, and for Paul of Venice and others in Padua in
the fifteenth century to bring these developments together with the
Averroist attitude to form the secular Aristotelianism of the sixteenth-
century Italian universities.

Forms of Aristotelianism from 1500 to 1650

A third wave of editions of, translations of, and commentaries on the
works of Aristotle began in the late fifteenth century and lasted until about
the middle of the seventeenth.?® The Aristotelianism of the period
1500—1650 presents, however, a picture which differs radically from the
university philosophy of the Middle Ages. Despite the many late medieval
developments in logic and physics which would eventually contribute to

20. Sec Lohr 1974-.
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the breakdown of Aristotelian science, the Aristotelianism of the earlier
period remained predominantly clerical and offered an essentially unified
world-view. But in the sixteenth century this unity broke down, so that we
must speak not of one, but of several Aristotelianisms in the Renaissance.
Within the Catholic Church the Jesuits and the other religious orders
attempted to maintain Thomas' interpretation of Aristotle’s Metaphysics in
the service of Catholic theology. In Protestant Germany Melanchthon
constructed a new Aristotelianism — without the Metaphysics — for the new
schools which should serve Luther’s gospel. In France scholars concerned
with constitutional reform searched the logical works of the Greek
Aristotle for new ways to interpret legal doctrine. In Italy humanists
turned to Aristotle’s moral philosophy, literary critics to the teachings of
the Poetics, university professors to works either unknown or ignored in
the Middle Ages, like the Problemata and the Mechanica, and to the Greek
commentators on the natural philosophy.

This great variety of Renaissance Aristotelianisms, each concerned with
a different aspect of Aristotle’s encyclopaedia, certainly contributed to the
disintegration of the medieval world-view. But beneath them lay a new
conception of knowledge and science, a conception which was born with
the Parisian masters of the thirteenth century and could still be shared by
Descartes and Galileo, by Bacon and Hobbes, a conception of science no
longer bound by traditional authority. The supplanting of the clerical
paradigm for science is of course to be associated with the social changes
which characterised this period. But the way in which the change took
place was decisively conditioned by the Aristotelian philosophy. Aristotle
had never really fitted into the clerical mould which formed medieval
science. It was indeed the Aristotelian spirit of free rescarch which eventu-
ally led to the breakdown of the theological syntheses of the medieval
period. This was a process lasting centuries, but after some four hundred
years the original fears of popes and theologians proved justified. In the
thirteenth century ‘the philosophical interpretation’ of Aristotle appeared,
in the fourteenth the arts faculty acheived institutional independence, in
the fifteenth the Aristotelian encyclopaedia constrained theologians to deal
with medical problems and professors of medicine to concern themselves
with the problem of the immortality of the soul. In the sixteenth century
new scientific interests, new classes of students, new geographical divisions
led such groups of scholars to attend to various works of Aristotle without
reference to his organisation of science. Although these developments took
different forms in different contexts, they were all alike in discarding the
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clerical Aristotle of the medieval schools. The expression varied from land
to land, but all had in common the rejection of traditional authority in
scientific method. It was in this emancipated and pluralistic atmosphere, an
atmosphere charged with the spirit of authentic Aristotelianism, that the
new science was born.



III
THE OLD LOGIC



4
ANCIENT SCHOLASTIC LOGIC AS THE

SOURCE OF MEDIEVAL SCHOLASTIC
LOGIC

Scholasticism and its means of expression

Medieval logic grew out of the school (university) curriculum; con-
sequently, one characteristic vehicle of it was the commentary on a school-
book. Medieval philosophers were not, in general, people who believed
that the authoritative authors of the text-books were infallible or had said
all that could be said about the relevant subjects, but they shared some
convictions that can lead to that misimpression. In general they believed
that (1) the auctores had laid down the right principles of the several
disciplines and did not normally disagree over fundamental issues; (2) they
had divided logic into its sub-disciplines in a reasonable way and taken care
to provide posterity with treatises on all the main subjects; (3) therefore the
right way to do logic was to reach a full understanding of those books and
then proceed further in the footsteps of the auctores, remembering never to
contradict them without fully explaining the necessity of doing so or —
even better — showing that their text could be interpreted so as to make
them say what they ought to have said; (4) Aristotle was the greatest of the
auctores.

‘Scholastic’ properly characterises philosophers who approach their task
in the way men did in medieval Western Europe, but scholasticism in this
sense was neither a medieval nor a Western invention. It had flourished in
the Greek-speaking part of the world between ca. A.D. 150 and 5§50, and
medieval Latin scholasticism is not just a phenomenon comparable with its
Greek predecessor, it is directly descended from it.!

The ancient world had not only an Aristotelian scholasticism (in logic)
but also a Platonic (in ontology). Similarly, in the Middle Ages the

1. Asone illustration of the continuity between ancient scholasticism and that of the high Middie
Ages, see the very similar arguments offered by Radulphus Brito in Paris around 1300 and by
Philoponus in Alexandria around 525 to prove that Aristotle's Organon is a well-organised and
exhaustwt course in the essentials of logic: John Philoponus 1909, pp. 1-2; Radulphus Brito
Py Q 1 super artem veterem, Ms Bruxclles B. R. 3540-47, . 33'—35% id,,
Pr ium Quaestionum super librum Elenchorum, same ms, ff. 480° — 482",
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scholastic method was not peculiar to logic, but the twelfth-century
renaissance of philosophical studies concentrated on this elementary dis-
cipline rather than on any of the more advanced ones (metaphysics,
physics, ethics).

Late ancient and medieval logicians had several literary forms at their
disposal, but the scholastic attitude favoured the cultivation of the scholium,
anote on some particular passage in a book. Its length may vary froma line
to several pages, and long scholia often contain digressions and discussions
of problems (Greek aporiai, Latin dubia) to which the text gives rise. Most
scholia contain some amount of paraphrase of the text. A paraphrase of a
few words is commonly called a gloss. In medieval times short glosses were
generally written above the relevant passage of the text while the longer
notes, the scholia, were placed in the margins. The typical Greek com-
mentary is nothing but a collection of scholia provided with a preface in
which some general aspects of the text are treated. Sometimes a certain
inner structure is imposed on the commentary by means of survey para-
graphs inserted into the chain of scholia. The normal way to produce a
commentary was to cull earlier works and subject the excerpted scholia to
some usually very superficial revision.

The Latin Middle Ages continued the tradition of writing glosses,
scholia and literal commentaries (so called because they follow the wording
of the text, the ‘littera’ in medieval terminology). Twelfth-century litera-
ture of these kinds often follows the Greek patterns rather closely, even in
details of phrasing, as when paraphrases are regularly introduced by the
words ‘quasi diceret’ = ‘hos ei elegen’ = ‘as if he were to say’. Thirteenth-
century university teaching produced a new kind of commentaries, the
Quaestiones — collections of formal disputations of problems raised by the
text. There is nothing quite like the quaestiones in the Greek tradition,
although, of course, the rules of disputation were inspired and greatly
influenced by the description Aristotle gives of ‘the dialectical game’ in the
Topics.

Scholia and commentaries, especially the literal ones, contain a good
deal of trivial material; and the fact that they follow the arrangement of
Aristotle’s text means that if the commentator has some theory of his own
we rarely get a coherent exposition of it, but must piece it together from
fragments occurring in unconnected scholia. Nevertheless, they merit close
attention because they played a major role in shaping the late ancient and
medieval students’ conceptions of Aristotle’s logic. Few, if any, would try
to read the bare text of the Organon, unaided by any commentary. At the
very least, they would usc an annotated copy with some scholia and glosses.
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A survey of the history of Greek scholasticism

The Greeks had written commentaries on classical authors before the
second century A.D., but scholasticism did not really conquer philosophy
till then. The fourth and third centuries B.C. were the age of the great
innovative thinkers, Plato, Aristotle, Epicurus, Zeno, Chrysippus. The
period from about 250 B.C to A.D. 100 was characterised by a split between
higher philosophical education, which was supposed to be instruction in
the dogmatic system of one of the traditional ‘sects’ (Epicurean, Peripatetic,
etc.), and a more elementary level of instruction, where doctrines of
different origin coalesced. The sects had their last days of glory in the
second century when they even won a kind of official recognition through
the institution of public chairs of Platonic, Peripatetic, Epicurean and Stoic
philosophy.2 But during the same period the foundations of the sects were
undermined by a public demand for non-sectarian instruction in all branches
of philosophy and on the basis of the classics of each branch. In practice this
meant that Plato should reign in metaphysics with Aristotle providing the
principles of such auxiliary disciplines as logic. Such pieces of Stoic doctrine
as had become the common property of educated people were to be pre-
served, but the system as a whole was discarded, as was Epicureanism.
Within a relatively short time the rich fathers who would pay a philoso-
pher to read central Aristotelian and Platonic texts with their sons must
have become more numerous than those who would pay for traditional
courses of Hellenistic Peripateticism or Stoicism. The old sects were almost
completely wiped out before the end of the third century. Whenever later
writers polemicise against Stoics, for instance, they are fighting the
shadows of men long since dead. Even the books of Stoic philosophers
disappeared. Simplicius informs us that in the early sixth century most of
them were no longer available.?

The logic adopted within this educational reform was Aristotelian and
scholastic. Its Bible was the Organon, the received interpretation of which
was masterfully developed in the commentaries of Porphyry (ca. 234—304).
Porphyry had few, if any, original opinions in logic, but he knew how to
combine apparently disparate pieces of commonly accepted doctrine in an
intelligent way. His successors appreciated this achievement, but not the
length of some of his commentaries, and so they soon boiled them down to
what they thought were the essentials. No later philosopher undertook a
radical revision of the Porphyrian interpretation, which still looms large in

2. Cf. Lynch 1972, pp. 170~1.
3. See Simplicius 1907, 334.1-3.
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the works of Ammonius (ca. 440—ca. 520), Boethius (ca. 480—~524), his near-
contemporaries Philoponus and Simplicius, and ‘Alexander’ (a shadowy
figure, much later than Alexander of Aphrodisias (¢ca. 200), whose name he
borrowed; see below), all of whom were to influence the Latin Middle
Ages.

After about 550 the study of logic suffered a decline in the East (as in the
West). One of the few memorable events was external: the tradition of
Aristotelian scholasticism was taken up by the Arabs, a development that
was to be important for the West in later times when Arabic books could
be used, because Arabic philosophy had sprung from the same Greek
scholasticism as had given rise to Latin scholasticism. There were periods of
revival, as in the early twelfth century when a rising interest in the
Organon may have helped James of Venice find commentaries he could
translate into Latin. But Byzantine ‘logicians’ were more nearly philol-
ogists than logicians and never rose above rehashing earlier scholia and
compendia. With the possible exception of ‘Alexander’s’ commentaries,
which cannot be securely dated, no Byzantine works influenced Latin
logic.

The programs of ancient courses of logic

Scholasticism had swept the old sects away but not the old traditions of
elementary instruction, in which a course like the following appears to
have been standard: I 1. Theory of description: division, definition, pre-
dicables; 2. Semantics of uncombined expressions; 3. Structure of the
proposition, quantity, quality, modality, square of opposition, conversion
etc.; 4. Syllogistic: 4.1 Categorical syllogisms; 4.2 Hypothetical syllogisms;
5. Fallacies.® The commentators tried to demonstrate that the Organon
provided a full course as follows: I 2. Categories, 3. De interpretatione,
4. Prior Analytics, 5. Sophistici elenchi. It was difficult to fit the Posterior
Analytics and the Topics into the programme; almost all commentaries on
the Organon contain a discussion of the right ‘order of reading’ (taxis tes
anagnoseos),® probably reflecting a serious uncertainty in early scholasticism
about where to put those two works; however, most people agreed to

4. CF. Cicero, Brutus 41.152; id., De finibus 1.7.22; id., Orator 32.115; id., Tusculanae 5.25.72;
Maximus Tyrius, Philosophumena 1.7.8; Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoneae hypotyposes 2.213 & 229.
Galen’s Institutio logica shows that syllogistic was commonly divided into categorical and hypo-
thetical. Albinus' Didascalicus (Albinus 1858, Ch. 3, p. 153, and Ch. s, p. 156) and other sources
indicate that induction was also a standard topic, though hardly an important one.

5. E.g., John Philoponus 1909, pp. 2—3.
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insert them after 4. as 4.0 and 4.b respectively. The instant success of
Porphyry’s Isagoge must have been partly due to the simple fact that it
could (almost) fill the gap before the Categories. Porphyry was not the first
to try to stop the gap. In the first century B.C. Andronicus of Rhodes, the
first editor of the Organon, had composed a book On Division® but, for
whatever reason, his work did not become a classic, and so it was still felt
that something was missing until Porphyry supplied it.

Course II was for advanced students. After the second century the
contents of course | became more Anstotelian, but the skeleton remained
and was intact in Byzantium a thousand years later.” It looks as if a
specifically Western variant of courses I and Il arose in the fourth century, a
variant which not only omitted items 4.4-b but also 5, while introducing
Cicero’s Topica and its doctrine as item 4.c.® The literary activity of
Boethius testifies both to a will to supply the needs of this Roman course
and to a wish to expand it by adding 4.a—b and 5.

The books that transmitted ancient logic

Boethius’ efforts to expand the course met with no immediate success.
With a few exceptions it was the ‘Roman course’ that determined which
Latin books on logic were handed down to the Middle Ages. They were
these:

A Basic books B Commentaries C Compendia and monographs

1. Porph. Isagoge Two, by Boethius (a) Marius Victorinus De definitionibus
(b) Boethius De divisione

2. Arist. Categories  One, by Boethius (@) Augustine De dialectica

(b) Ps.-Augustine Decem categoriae
3. Arist. De interpret. Two, by Boethius Apuleius Peri hermeneias
4. Arist. Prior Analyt. Nonc® (a) Apuleius Peri hermeneias

(b) Boethius De syllogismis categoricis
(¢) Boethius De hypotheticis syllogismis

4a None None None
4b  Arist. Topics None None
4.¢ Cicero Topica One, by Boethius Boethius De topicis differentiis
5.  Arist. Sophistici el. None None

6. Cf. Moraux 1973, pp. 120-32.

7. See Nicephorus Blemmydes' Epitome logica (from ca. 1260) in Migne's Patrologia graeca 142,
Anonymous 1929 (from 1007), plus the remarks of Michael Psellus 1926 (eleventh century) in his
Chronographia 111.3 and of the anonymous hagiographer in Vita beati loannis Psichaitae (ninth
century) (Anonymous 1902) §4.

8. Cf.Jerome Ep. s01in PL 22: §13 (the course he refers to may have included the Posterior Analytics as
well). For Roman traditions cf. Hadot 1971 and Pfligersdorfier 1953.

9. Except for the Philoponean scholia (translated by Boethius?) in Aristoteles Latinus 1962, I11.4. CF.
Ebbescn 1981a.
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To make the C-list complete we must add Book IV of Martianus Capella’s
De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii, which covers 1—4.

Apuleius’ Peri hermeneias'® is the oldest of the C-books, dating from the
infancy of scholasticism (second century) and containing much that smacks
of Stoicism. It starts with a consideration of the kinds of utterances (orders,
wishes, etc.) and picks out the indicative propositions as the one kind
relevant to logic. Having divided that sort of proposition into the species
categorical and hypothetical, Apuleius goes on to deal with quantity, quality,
etc., and ends with a chapter on categorical syllogisms; a concluding
chapter on hypothetical syllogisms may have been lost. The sources are
unknown but large parts look like adaptations of a Greek text.

Victorinus’ De definitionibus'' is a mid-fourth-century treatise which
is really more closely associated with rhetoric than with logic. The
‘definitions’ dealt with are all kinds of identificatory descriptions. The
opuscule is studded with Greek technical terms, and other considerations
also point to a Greek main source,'? but it cannot be identified.

The Pseudo-Augustine’s Decem categoriae'? is a late-fourth-century (ad-
apted) translation of some dull Greek compendium of Aristotle’s Categories
emanating from the environment of Themistius (317-88).

Augustine’s De dialectica* is a fragment of an unfinished survey of the
liberal arts begun in 387. It is a2 most interesting study of semantics with
particular attention paid to ambiguity. It owes much to the Stoic tradition,
which may be one reason why it ceased to be important in the twelfth
century when it became clear that it was difficult to produce a synthesis of
De dialectica and Aristotle’s Sophistici elenchi.

Martianus Capella’s De nuptiis Philologiae et Mercurii'® is a compendium
of the liberal arts, written in an extremely precious style and dating from
the late fifth century. Book IV deals with logic, starting with the pre-
dicables, definition, and division and ending with the hypothetical syllo-
gisms. Martianus, like Apuleius and Augustine, preserves several features
of pre-scholastic systematics and terminology.

We have no Greek compendia of logic from the fourth or fifth centuries,
but it can hardly be doubted that such as existed were much more similar to

10. About this work and its fate see Sullivan 1967.

11. For a detailed discussion of this work see Hadot 1971.

12. Thus De definitionibus, ed. Stangl p. 29 (= 359 Hadot) is to be compared with Blemmydes
Epitome logica, PG 142:693D.

13. On this work and its fate, sec Minio-Paluello’s preface to Aristoteles Latinus 1961b, 1.5,

14. On the work and its fate, see the introduction to the 1975 edition.

15. On this work and its fate, see Stahl 1971; Hador 1971, p. 196 and elsewhere.



The source of medieval scholastic logic 107

the Aristotle commentaries in systematics and terminology than are the
Latin compendia. The conservative character of the latter is presumably
due to the fact that most teaching of philosophy was done in Greek, even in
the West. Latin treatises were composed at long intervals only, and so such
old books as Varro’s Disciplinae (first century B.C.) continued to be influen-
tial long after they had become antiquated by Greek standards.

Boethius, who was thoroughly acquainted with contemporary Greek
philosophy, made an astonishing effort to bring the Latin philosophical
library up to date. His works'® all date from the first quarter of the sixth
century. De divisione dcals with various ways of drawing systematic
distinctions. This short treatise is firmly rooted in the Greek tradition and is
probably an adaptation of a Greek treatise on the subject.

The fragmentary Introductio ad syllogismos categoricos appears to be the
first half of a scheduled revised and enlarged edition of De syllogismis
categoricis which together with De hypotheticis syllogismis _could satisfy
almost any student’s hunger for syllogistic. These are very thorough text-
books, starting with the elementary notions (terms, propositions, quality,
quantity, conversion, etc.) and moving on to lengthy reviews of syllogistic
forms, questions of validity, etc. The material is all traditional, and it is
probable, though not provable, that Boethius used Porphyrian treatises as
his models.

The treatise on hypothetical syllogisms is perhaps the most interesting.
A hypothetical syllogism must contain at least one hypothetical pre-
miss, 2 molecular proposition made up of categorical propositions. The
basic connectives are ‘si’ (‘if’), ‘cum’ (‘when/since’), and ‘aut’ (‘or’).
Hypothetical syllogisms are said to be secondary in relation to categorical
syllogisms because a hypothetical premiss has categorical propositions for
its constituent parts and because, if the truth of a hypothetical premiss is
questioned, it must be established by means of a categorical syllogism. Thus
the ‘inferential power’ (vis consequentiae) of the hypothetical major premiss
and the ‘power of the conclusion’ (vis conclusionis) of the hypothetical
syllogism depend on the categorical syllogism (Hyp. Syll. L. 1. 35, p. 212
Obertello).

Boethius’ syllogistic treatises were very influential in the twelfth cen-
tury, but after the early thirteenth they were neglected. Peter of Spain and
later writers of compendia do not even summarise Boethius’ doctrine of
the hypothetical syllogism. Hypothetical reasoning later became a subject

16. See Obertello 1974, which includes a rich bibliography that can be supplemented with the
bibliography in Stump 1978.
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of discussion in treatises on consequences (for instance, the chapter ‘De
consequentiis’ in Albert of Saxony’s Perutilis logica), but the authors of such
treatises did not take their cue from Boethius’ work.

De topicis differentiis is a monograph on proof by means of universal
axioms. It expounds the theory in the light of which Boethius had inter-
preted Cicero’s Topica. Boethius’ book, which, though dependent on
Greek theorising (sece below), is not an adaptation from the Greek, was the
subject of intense study in the twelfth century and still much read in the
thirteenth. A chapter on the subject matter of this treatise (‘ De locis’) was a
stock item of compendia of logic till the end of the Middle Ages.

As for the B-books, Boethius’ commentary on Cicero’s Topica contains
nothing of interest to logic that is not in De topicis differentiis. His other
commentaries follow Greek patterns quite closely without being mere
translations; they depend on the same sources as their contemporary Greek
counterparts, to which they are in no way inferior, and in particular on
Porphyry, whose views Boethius embraces even more emphatically than
many Greeks had done.

About 1130 James of Venice augmented the list of B-books by translat-
ing the commentaries of ‘Alexander’ on the Posterior Analytics and the
Elenchi. His translations are not extant today, but quotations and reports of
their scholia occur in many extant books.!” The medievals thought both
commentaries were by Alexander of Aphrodisias (ca. 200), but they were
wrong. Neither of the two works can have had the Aphrodisian for its
author, and they are even likely to have had two different authors. The
commentary on Posterior Analytics 1 (it is uncertain if there was one on
Book II) was virtually or completely identical with Philoponus’. If it was
not simply his, it was a later compilation consisting mainly of extracts from
his. The Elenchi commentary resembled most of all the one by James’
contemporary (and acquaintance?) Michael of Ephesus,'® but it was not
simply identical with it, nor with any other extant Greek collection of
scholia, though it had similarities with some of them.'? It may have been
James’ own compilation from Michael and other sources. If not, it was

17. Seec Ebbesen 1976a, where the fragments relating to the Posteriora are edited. The fragments of the
Elenchi commentary are edited in Ebbesen 1981b, vol. II.

18. The first version of Michael's commentary is contained in the Mss of Wallics' *second class’ (see
CAG L3, pp. XVII-XXII); the final (revised and enlarged) version has been edited by Wallies in
CAG IL3; extensive excerpts from the commentary on an intermediate stage occur in mss Paris
gr. 1017 ff. §30"550" and Paris gr. 2019 ff. 187¥-203". Cf. Ebbesen 1981b, vol. I, ch. V.14.

19. Soin particular with Commentarium 11, contained in ms Vat. Barb. gr. 164 ff. 235Y~254" and other
mss. This collection antedates Michael, who culled many scholia from it.
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probably written between about 9oo and 1100. At any rate it consisted of
Greek scholia, several of which had originally been extracted from com-
mentaries on other books of Aristotle’s. Thus, whichever the date of the
compilation, a large part of the materials dated back to the sixth century
and some items even further back. The commentaries of ‘Alexander’ had
the important role of initiating the twelfth century into the lore of the
Posterior Analytics and the Elenchi, and their influence —especially that of the
Elenchi commentary — was great and lasting although mostly indirect. The
last copies of James’ translations may have been destroyed in the early
fourteenth century or even earlier; in fact, most of the twelfth- or
thirteenth-century people who quote, cite, paraphrase, or echo ‘Alex-
ander’ betray in one way or another that they never held his books in
their hands. But the works had been quarried so soon after publication of
the translations that more or less precise accounts of ‘Alexander’s’ tenets
and examples, with or without indication of source, began to circulate in
compendia and scholia and then to be handed down from generation to
generation together with other traditional material.

The influence of ancient grammar and rhetoric

The second century A.D. wanted non-sectarian instruction on the basis of
classical texts not only in logic but in other disciplines as well. Grammar
(linguistics) was one of them, but since it was only a few centuries since
grammar had become emancipated from its parent, Stoic logic,2° there was
no early writer qualified to become an auctor.?' Consequently second-
century grammarians such as Apollonius Dyscolus and Herodian them-
selves became classics. Apollonius was the author Priscian chose for his
guide in the early sixth century when he wrote that monumental grammar
of Latin that was to mean so much to medieval Latin grammar and logic.

Ancient rhetoric, too, had close ties with logic. Surviving manuals of the
art and Victorinus’ commentary on Cicero’s De inventione exercised some
relatively unimportant influence on twelfth-century logicians.

Ancient theories that influenced the medievals

Such mediators as Boethius, ‘Alexander’ and Priscian let the Middle Ages
catch a glimpse of a wealth of ancient theories. Each of these theories made
its contribution to the development of Latin logic and it is not possible even

20. Cf. Pinborg 1975d; Frede 1977 and 1978.
21. Thave to except Dionysius Thrax, but his Ars grammatica (ed. Uhlig, Grammatici graeci 1.1} is a very
jejune work, and most of it may be spurious (cf. Pinborg 1975d).
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to list them all. For the sake of illustration I select three that I consider
particularly important, viz. Apollonian grammatical semantics, the proof-
procedure of Galen and Themistius, and Porphyrian logical semantics.

Apollonian grammatical semantics

Priscian’s grammatical theory is Apollonian, as he himself admits.?? Like
all ancient grammars, that of Apollonius Dyscolus was not historical. Of
course, some historical observations would be included, but the general
attitude was that the corpus of normative authors should be treated as evi-
dence of one and the same language — Greek or Latin, as the case might be.
The elements of the discipline were ordered according to complexity.
The minimal units were called elements, their symbols, letters. Elements
combine to form syllables, syllables combine to form (minimal) expres-
sions (Greek ‘lexeis’, Latin ‘dictiones’; in the following I shall use the loose
rendering ‘words’). Words are signs of intelligible significata which may
combine to form complete meanings signified by grammatical sentences.
Rules determined the constructional possibilities on each level of com-
plexity, and some effort was made to make the rules on different levels
conform to the same patterns. Considered as a constituent of sentences, a
word is a part of speech (Greek meros tou logou, Latin pars orationis) and it
belongs to a word-class (also called ‘part of speech’) the members of which
share certain constructional ‘attitudes’, as it were, some of which regard the
surface form of the sentences only, while others have to do with semantical
components, both significates and consignificates. The Greek name for
some, and perhaps all, such attitudes was ‘scheseis’; Priscian seems to have
had no technical term for them. Compatibility of attitudes is required for
grammatical construction. For instance, verbal forms other than the in-
finitive not only signify an ‘activity’ (Greek ‘pragma’, mistranslated into
Latin as res) but also consignify some definite mood, number, and the like,
these ‘accidents’ (Gk. ‘parhepomena’, Lat. ‘accidentia’) being specified by
morphological devices. Grammaticality (Gk. ‘katallélotes’, Lat. ‘congruitas’)
requires, for instance, that the subject term and the verb have compatible
attitudes, which implies the same or at least compatible semantic com-
22. Priscian 18559, XVILLy; cf. Schneider in Grammatici Graeci 11.3, pp. I-1V. Some crucial
passages for the facets of Apollonian theory expounded below: Apollonius, De syntaxi I, §§1-2,

pp- 1-3; 111, §§24-6, pp. 200-2; §s4ff., pp. 310ff.; IV, §15, p. 448. More may be found via the
index tn Gramm. Gr. 1.3 under “semaino’, ‘semainomenon’, ‘sussémaino’, ‘sundeloa’, *schema’, *schée-

matismos’, and the terms mentioned in the text of this chapter. Cf. Ebbesen 1981b, vol. [, ch. IV.
4.17.
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ponents. The complex of semantical components underlying a sentence
is not just an intelligible duplicate of the surface sentence, for several
distinct surface sentences may be equivalent, which means they share a
common semantical base. For example, ‘1 wish that you would write” -
that is, wishing mood + second person + singular number + present
tense + active disposition + the activity ‘write’ — may be expressed by
means of three different Greek sentences, namely ‘euchomai se graphein’,
‘graphois’ and ‘eithe graphois’. In the first sentence the wishing mood is
expressed by means of the modal verb ‘euchomai’ = ‘I wish’, the second
person singular by means of the pronoun ‘s’ = ‘you’, the remaining
semantical components by means of the infinitive ‘graphein’ = ‘to write’.
In the second and the third sentences all the information is contained in the
second person singular present optative of the active voice ‘graphois’; the
modal particle ‘eithe’ in the last sentence does not provide any information
not contained in ‘graphois’, it just serves to cmphasise the wishing mood.
The relations between the semantical components and the surface sen-
tences may be illustrated as follows:

i. euchomai se graphein
(I wish) (you) (to write)

| N e [

MOOD || PERSON (| NUMBER || TENSE || DISPOSITION }| ACTIVITY

active write

wishing second singular

2.~3. (eithe) graphois
(would that) ((would that) you write)

The theory of inference in the literature on the topics

From Boethius’ two works on topics the medievals inherited a theory of
inference which is perhaps best called ‘axiomatic topics’, since in this theory
the notions of topos and axioma had coalesced.

In Boethius’ Latin the Greek terms topos and axioma had become locus
and maxima (propositio), respectively, but as there is no doubt which terms
underlie his Latin,?® we may retain the original nomenclature and say topos

23. That 'maxima propositio’ translates axioma is evident, not only because Boethius adorns the
‘maximae propositiones’ with epithets usually given to Aristotelian axioms, but also because he
actually translates axiomata at Arist. Top. VIII, c. 1, 15 sP1s as ‘maximae propositiones’ (see
Aristoteles Latinus 1969, V. 1-3, p. 156). Cf. Ebbesen 1981b, vol. I, ch. IV. 1.5,
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and ‘axiom’ (leaving ‘fopos’ untranslated in order to be able to reserve the
term ‘topics’ for the discipline or theory that deals with topoi). Notice that
in the following ‘axiom’ is used in the sense in which the authors discussed
used it, not in any modern sense.

In the theory Boethius presents, every inference owes its cogency to an
axiom. Arguments of the form ‘non-axiomatic premiss(es) .". conclusion’
are abbreviations of ‘axiom. non-axiomatic premiss(es) .". conclusion’.
Boethius describes an axiom as a self-evident, primitive, general pro-
position. His axioms are, in fact, laws of inference, whose only constants,
besides ‘if ... then’, ‘and’, etc., are relations (be predicated of, be the genus
of, be the opposite of, etc.); the relata are variables (though there may be
restrictions of domain,; for instance, they may all have to be good things).
The non-axiomatic premisses and the conclusion are assertions of the
antecedent and the consequent, respectively, of the axiom, with proper
constants substituted for the variables.

The implication of the Boethian theory would seem to be that all proof
proceeds, implicitly or explicitly, by instantiation and detachment and, as
some medievals saw,?* that a categorical syllogism is not anything sui
generis, as it depends on a law of inference of the same type as the ones that
licence inferences involving other relations than plain predication.
Boethius himself may not have seen that far. In fact, he turns most axioms
into superficially categorical propositions by putting ‘whatever’ and
metalinguistic terms, such as ‘the opposite’, ‘the genus’, in name-positions.

According to Boethius, the topoi of Aristotle’s Topics are axioms.

This is a most startling claim in view of the description of the axioms as
self-evident, etc. How do dialectical proofs differ from demonstrative ones
if they have such strong backing? Boethius does distinguish between dem-
onstrative, dialectical, rhetorical, and sophistical arguments, but he does
not solve the problem of differentiation by reserving the term ‘axiom’ for
the propositions which demonstrative proof rests on; instead he extends the
notion of axiom to cover not only demonstrative axioms, which are
inherently necessary, but also the propositions on which weaker proofs (or
pseudo-proofs) rest; thus a dialectical axiom need only be generally known
and inherently probable, not self-evident and inherently necessary.

Boethius further notes that the loci of Cicero’s Topica are not topoi in the
sense of axioms; they are classes or labels of groups of axioms. (This
distinction between two sorts of topoi is reflected in medieval Latin ter-

24. See Pinborg 1969.
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.minology where an axiom-topes is called locus maxima, whereas a
‘Ciceronian’ topos is called locus differentia (maximae).

Boethius stands at the beginning of a tradition because much medieval
thought about inferences was inspired by his works on topics. But he also
had a long tradition behind him. Not all stages in the development are
clear, but the main ones seem to have been these: Boethius produced a
compromise between Cicero’s and Themistius’ conceptions of topics. The
axiomatic topics came from Themuistius, who had produced (or inherited) a
combination of Galenic ideas about axiomatic proof with a Theophrastean
conception of what an Aristotclian topos is. Galen had identified axioms in
the sense intended by the Stoic Posidonius with Aristotelian axioms.

But Aristotle left no clear definition of a topos, and his statements about
axioms create difficulties of interpretation. One of the most serious is, to
borrow Jonathan Barnes’ words,?® that ‘Aristotle is clear that principles’ ~
including axioms — ‘function as premisses of demonstrations; but it is not
easy to see how they can do so. A typical axiom is the Law of Excluded
Middle; and that is not expressible in syllogistic form." Aristotle never
compares the functions of fopoi and axioms so as to make similarities (if
there were any in his view) and differences clear.

Theophrastus, Aristotle’s successor as head of the Lyceum, made an
effort to clarify some aspects of his predecessor’s doctrine. He provided a
quasi-definition of an axiom: ‘An axiom is a tenet, either about things in
related domains, such as “if equals [are subtracted] from equals, [the
remainders will be equals]”, or about everything without restrictions, such
as “‘the affirmation or the negation”.' 26

He identified the topoi of Aristotle’s Topics as those propositions that state
laws of inference, and defined a topos as a ‘starting point (arche) or element
from which we get the particular starting points [i.e., which suggests to us
the premisses we need], definite in outline [because it states certain re-
lations], indefinite as far as the particulars are concerned [because it does not
identify the relata]’.2”

He simplified Aristotle’s classification of topical problems and showed
how Aristotle’s arrangement of the topoi could in some places be made
more systematic.?®

Alexander of Aphrodisias (ca. A.D. 200) has an explanation of the func-

25. Barnes 1975, p. 104.

26 Theophrastus 1973, frgm. 33.

27. Theophrastus 1973, frgm. 38.

28. Theophrastus 1973, frgm. 40; Theophr. apud Themistius Top. in Averroes 1562~74¢, ff. 101-13.
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tion of a fopos that is probably Theophrastean. If, he says,?® you are
inquiring whether the good is beneficial, the topos ‘if something has a
property, its opposite will have the opposite property’ gives you the
premiss “if evil is harmful, the good is beneficial’, which is potentially
included in the topos and derives its credibility from it. But Alexander is
clear that the topos itself is not part of the dialectical argument, which
consists of the premiss ‘if evil etc.’, an assertion of its antecedent, and has its
consequent for its conclusion.

There is no evidence that Theophrastus called any topos an axiom or any
axiom a fopos. There is good reason to believe he never did so.*°

Theophrastus was succeeded by Strato (d. 269/8). He too wrote treatises
connected with topics, but the extant remains are negligible.*! To all
appearances he was the last philosopher to show any interest in the subject
before the first-century B.C. revival of Aristotelian studies. Aristotle’s
Topics was completely or almost completely forgotten for a couple of
centuries.>? One of the first to have a look at it after the interval was Cicero.
He wrote a Topica which pretends to be a sketch of the Aristotelian
discipline. In Cicero there is no trace of the Theophrastean conception of a
topos. To Cicero a topos is a notion with which certain standard methods of
inference are connected; the study of the topics is useful, because consider-
ation of the proposition one wants to prove may suggest such a notion and
hence the way to prove the proposition, but Cicero does not state the
methods of inference in propositions; they are implicit in examples of
arguments depending on each fopos.

Cicero also presents a systematic list of topoi. The fact that the list, in spite
of similarities with the one in Aristotle’s Rhetoric 11.23, cannot have been
simply extracted from the Rbhetoric, or from the Topics, suggests a
Hellenistic origin. The idea is supported by the occurrence of a similar list
in Themistius’ paraphrase of the Topics (see below), and by its structure.
The list may have had some sort of precursor in Theophrastus” works, but
29. Alexander of Aphrodisias 1891, pp. 126—7.

30. Alexander of Aphrodisias scems to have had first-hand acquaintance with Theophrastus’ works.
Yet, he never mentions the idea that tepoi are axioms. It is scarcely credible that he would have
passed over such a remarkable doctrine in silence. Galen also had first-hand acquaintance with
Theophrastus’” works; but he never suggests an clevation of topical propositions to the rank of
scientific axioms. Averrocs 1562—74c¢, fI. 27-8, explicitly contrasts Themistius’ axiomatic inter-
pretation of the topoi with Alexander’s and Theophrastus’. Hence, at least, Themistius did not
invoke the authority of Theophrastus for his interpretation.

31. Strato, 1967—9, frgm. 20—31.

32. Of course, much is unknown about the period 250-50 B.C., but it is indicative that Sextus

Empiricus, who is usually a copious source for philosophical discussions in that period, does not
waste words on topoi.
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Theophrastus was hardly Cicero’s direct source. One possibility is that
Cicero had his list and his conception of topics from his rhetorical training
(Themistius was also a rhetor). A superficial inspection of Aristotle’s Topics
then gave him the impression it was a longer treatise on the sort of topics he
knew from rhetoric. Another possibility is that Andronicus of Rhodes, the
first-century editor of Aristotle, had written a kind of companion or
introduction to his edition of the Topics, giving in it a systematic list of the
topoi inspired, perhaps, by early Peripatetic treatises and/or rhetorical
tradition. Cicero then took Andronicus’ opuscule to be a summary of
Aristotle’s Topics. Wallies suggested in 1878 that Cicero’s source was his
old teacher Antiochus of Ascalon. None of the three hypotheses has any
real support in the sources.>® In any event, Cicero’s Topica is not the sketch
of the doctrine of Aristotle’s Topics it purports to be.

Aristotle probably took his term ‘axiom’ from geometry, and it con-
tinued to be used in geometry. The propositions which in modern editions
of Euclid are called ‘common notions’ were generally referred to as
axioms. Geometry was the science par excellence in antiquity, the one all
dogmatic philosophers admired for its strict methodology and which
sceptically inclined thinkers were fond of attacking (for if geometry was a
fraud, then surely all dogmatic teaching was so). The Stoic Posidonius (ca.

33. Cicero sketches the doctrine of loci (= topei) both in De oratore [1.38.160sqq. and in his Topica.
His division into technical and non-technical loci comes from rhetoric. But much smacks of
Peripatetic logic, such as the division of the technical foci into (1) such as are derived from the thing
itself, and (2) such as are derived from its concomitants (cf. Theophrastus’ classification of topical
problems into definitional and accidental in Theophrastus 1973, frgm. 40). The subdivision of (1}
into loci a definitione, a partium enumeratione, a notatione, makes the general scheme similar to the
Peripatctic classification of division known from Bocthius’ De divis.; John Damascene (sce
Moraux 1973, pp. 129-30); and Blemmydes' Epitome logica, Ch. 1I, PG vol. 142, coll. 701-8
(cf. Sextus Empiricus, Pyrrhoneae hypotyposes 2.213). Themistius’ classification of fopoi is known
from Boethius, De top. diff., 1I-1Il. The common source of Cicero and Themistius might be
Theophrastus whose works on topics Themistius certainly drew on, directly or indirectly, as is
evident from the frequent collocation of the two men’s names in Averroes’ Expasitio media
Topicorum (see, in particular, Averroes 1562—74c, fl. 101-13). But then the silence of Alexander of
Aphrodisias about such a salient feature of Theophrastus’ topics is hard to explain. The theory of a
thetorical source receives little support from extant manuals of the art. There is no evidence that
Andronicus wrote any companion to the Topics, and Alexander of Aphrodisias’ silence is a
weighty argument against assuming he did so. Wallies' proposal is, in my estimation, the least
probable of all. He considered Cicero’s system a concoction of Arist. Rhet. 11.23 and Stoic
doctrine, and thought such a mixture could only stem from Antiochus. But (1) he ignored
Themistius; (2) his reasons for saying that the system underlying Cicero's list is Stoic are, in my
opinion, insufficient; (3) there is no need to postulate with Wallies that all the logical matter in
Cicero has one source; if Cicero had the systematic list of topoi, he could easily supply comments
on various logical questions drawing on his own knowledge of the subjects, and whart he knew
would often be of Stoic origin; (4) there is no independent evidence that Antiochus ever discussed
topics.
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I135—50 B.C.) scems to have been worried about the fact that neither
traditional Stoic nor Peripatetic syllogistic could be used to explain the
validity of proof procedures characteristic of geometry. To defend them he
proposed that relational syllogisms, 1.e., such as contain propositions with
polyadic predicates, are valid ‘by the force of an [implicit] axiom’; thus ‘A
and C are each equal to B; therefore A and C are equal to each other’ is valid
by force of the axiom ‘those that are equal to the same are equal to each
other’. He probably also held that Peripatetic categorical syllogisms are
elliptic arguments because they do not state the principle which permits the
move from premisses to conclusion.?*

Admiration for geometry and inspiration from Posidonius and Aristotle
met in Galen, who was convinced that traditional Hellenistic syllogistic,
Stoic and Peripatetic alike, was an insufficient and largely useless tool for
practical men. He concluded that the thing to do was to elaborate a general
theory of proof modelled on the practice of gecometers and meeting, in
general, the requirements for scientific procedures set forth in Aristotle’s
Posterior Analytics. He therefore stressed the importance of having explicit
scientific and demonstrative axioms, capable of serving as premisses in
arguments, and having the quality of self~evidence; and he insisted that
such axioms be strictly separated from the similarly functioning, but less
reliable (or even deceptive) propositions that belong to the spheres of
dialectic, rhetoric, and sophistic. He also stressed the importance of having
a method by which to discover the premisses needed to prove a conclusion,
a method analogous to the ‘analysis’ of geometry. If a geometer wanted to
prove the equality of A and C, he would take from his stock of axioms one
about equality, viz. ‘those that are equal to the same are equal to each
other’; he would see that he needed a magnitude to which both A and C are
equal; he would find it and reason, ‘Those that are equal etc.; A and C are
each equal to B; therefore A and C are equal to each other.” Galen all his life
wanted a method of proof along these lines, an axiomatic super-syllogistic
embracing the best of traditional Peripatetic and Stoic syllogistic, relational
syllogistic and all. He propounded his ideas in a large number of treatises,
but apparently it was only near the end of his life that he found a pregnant
formulation of his own solution. While writing a short manual of logic for
some friend (the Institutio logica) he consulted some work of Posidonius’,

34. For Posidonius’ views, see Kidd 1978. The attack on Peripatetic syllogistic which | tentatively
connect with the name of Posidonius is cvidenced by the defence and counter-attacks of
Alexander of Aphrodisias 1883, pp. 21—2 and 334-5: and 1891, p. 14. For ancient polemics about
syllogistic, cf. Frede 1974.
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which suggested to him the idea that the principle justifying relational
syllogisms could be extended, so that all syllogistic validity might be said to
derive from the force of an axiom (implied or stated).?*

Galen’s theory had qualities the second century could appreciate: com-
prehensiveness, explicitness, simplicity. It was a unifying theory, not one
that would force people to discard procedures that had won general
approval. But for the theory to survive in a scholastic age one more thing
was needed; a place must be found for it in the Aristotelian curriculum. The
solution was to develop it in commentaries on the Topics. Galen had not
thought of his axioms as topei or vice versa (nor of his discovery procedure
as topical); yet, it was fairly obvious that his axioms resembled fopoi in the
Theophrastean sense; somebody must have seen this, and he may even have
been guided by Galen himself, for in the Institutio logica Galen has a remark
to the effect that comparative syllogisms (hoi kata to mallon) are not really
different from the ones he calls relational. 3¢ R easoning about comparisons
is treated in Aristotle’s Topics.

It is not known who first described the topoi as Galenic axioms. There is
still no trace of the doctrine in Alexander of Aphrodisias’ commentary on
the Topics, written while Galen was still alive or shortly afterwards. But
Themistius (317-88), probably following an older commentator, pro-
pounded it in the initial chapter of his paraphrase of Topics II, though
apparently without acknowledging any debt to Galen. Themistius also
introduced the Hellenistic classification of topoi.>’

35. Galen's logical works were many and some, in particular the monumental On Proof, continued to
be read for centuries. Now they are all lost except De captionibus (which contains an interesting
demeonstration of Galen's discovery procedure) and Institutio logica. The information they give
about his views must be supplemented with casual statements about logical matters in his non-
logical treatises. Much of the material has been gathered by Miiller 1897. Important sources are:
De animi passionibus 11, De placitis Hippocratis et Platonis, ed. Miiller, I1 & VII, pp. s88f.; De propriis
libris Ch. XI. The following titles of lost writings are revealing of his interests: ‘On Proof-
discovery’; ‘On the Premisscs that are Omitted in the Verbal Formulations of the Proofs'. In the
Institutio, chh. 16—18 are particularly important. For Galen's dependence on Posidonius, see Kidd
1978. I think, however, that Kidd tends to overrate Posidonius’ influence on the early Galen. Itis
cvident from the earlier works that the thoughts developed in chh. 16-18 of the Institutio mark no
radical change of attitude on Galen's part, but it looks as if he got a bright idea while writing the
work. He starts with a fairly traditional exposition of traditional doctrines; then, in Ch. 16, he
adds as an afterthought that there are also relational syllogisms and goes on to deal with them: in
Ch. 17 he announces it as a recent discovery of his that all demonstrative syllogisms depend on
axioms in the same way as the relational syllogism (notice that in 17.7 he is careful to point out
that he uses ‘axiom’ in the sensc of ‘self-cvident propusition’) and starts to show that this is so; at
the end of Ch. 18 he reveals that he owes the inspiration to Posidonius.

36. Galen 18y6, Ch. 16.12, p. 41; Ch. 18.1, p. 45.

37. Themistius’ paraphrase of the Topics is not extant, but Boethius and Averroes refer to and echo it
(sec Stump 1974, pp. 89-91). It is particularly important that Boethius' definition of the tapoi as
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Boethius saw it as his task to update the Latin philosophical library.
Cicero’s Topica was already a classic and Boethius would not try to replace
it. It could be modernised through interpretation. Accepting the view that
Cicero reviews the doctrine of Aristotle’s Topics, but realising that Cicero’s
topoi were not axioms (in any sense), he introduced the Themistean
conception of a topos and established harmony between Cicero and the
Aristotle of Themistius by viewing Ciceronian topoi as notions that group
related axioms (fopoi in the sense he attributed to Aristotle) together. He
then supplemented Cicero by stating explicitly which axioms Cicero
implicitly referred to. Finally, he endeavoured, not without success, to
show that there is not a world of difference between Cicero’s and
Themistius’ lists of topoi. He did not however, manage to conceal the fact
that the axiomatic proof-procedure had no original connection with
dialectic. When he introduces the notion of an axiom, it gets the epithets of
an Aristotelian—Galenic demonstrative axiom; only secondarily does he
make clear that not all dialectical axioms are that strong.

Thanks to Boethius, the doctrine of axiomatic topics had a future in the
West. In the Greek world it did not survive the end of antiquity. Even
Themistius’ paraphrase of the Topics disappeared.

Porphyrian logical semantics

Everyone agrees that Porphyry influenced posterity very much, but little
has been done in modern times by way of reconstructing Porphyry the
logician. The work of Lloyd (1956) is a notable exception. My reconstruc-
tion, which is in many ways similar to his, is based on the assumption that
Porphyry was a coherent thinker; on that assumption we may supplement
statements in his extant concise Isagoge (Introduction to the Categories) and his
equally concise commentary on the Categories (extant except for the last
part, on Chapters 10—15) with doctrines he expounded in his lost major
works insofar as they can be recovered from later authors. The lost works
had a decisive influence on later interpretations of Aristotle, although

axioms and his description of their function in argumentation can be seen to stem from
Themistius (In Cic. Top. 1, PL 64:1051C—10524, cf. Themistius in Averroes 1562—74c, f. 28A).
Boethius' examples of arguments with explicit and implicit axioms also stem from Themistius
(they are elaborations of Arist. Top. IlI, c. 1, 116*13—14 and II, c. 2, 109*35-8). Given that
Themistius said the topai are axioms, one should expect him to say that some axioms, at least, are
topoi. In Themistius 1900 (pp. 18—19, cf. pp. 24-5) he does, in fact, seem to say that the most
general axioms (‘common axioms', which can serve as axioms of an Aristotelian science only
when restrictions of domain are added) are fopoi; but his text is not very clear.
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people soon ceased to read any but the ones we still have, and few would
know how much of what they read in later authors had a Porphyrian
origin. Thus when late ancient and medieval scholars asked “What does
Porphyry think?" they would often disagree because they sought the
answer in the concise works only, where he had deliberately simplified
matters. To mention just one important case, he had avoided introducing
the word ‘concept’ (‘noéma’) because he could drive home his main point
(that the Categories is not a treatise ‘On What There Is’) without enlarging
on the role of concepts.

Porphyry clearly viewed the Organon as a systematic course of logic,*®
moving from simple expressions in the Categories to compound expres-
sions (propositions) in De interpretatione and to compounds of propositions
(syllogisms) in the Prior Analytics, and thence to the several kinds of
syllogisms in the Posterior Analytics, the Topics, and the Elenchi. He held that
the Categories is about simple expressions qua significative,?® i.e., about the
structure of reality our language presupposes, which may not be the
structure we would posit as metaphysicians. Language is fundamentally a
tool for communication about the world of experience, logic studies the
way this communication functions and it would be wrong to blame
Aristotelian logic for being bad metaphysics as it was never intended to be
metaphysics at all. Therefore, Porphyry holds,*® Aristotle was right in
considering individuals prior to universals when he established the cate-
gory of substance, though a metaphysician would have to reverse the
order. Similarly, it is irrelevant whether or not there are metaphysical
realities corresponding to the universals of logic. Porphyry believed there
are, but he also thought that logic works in either case. This radical
separation of logic and ontology was not always completely grasped or
accepted by later scholastic authors. Ironically, the medieval preoccupation
with the ontological status of universals arose out of Boethius’ comments
(In Isagogen, ed. 1°, ed. Brandt, I, c. 10, pp. 23ff., ed. 291, c. 10, pp. 159ff.) on a
passage (Isagoge, ed. Busse, 1.9ff.) where Porphyry discards the question as
unimportant in a logical context.

A public language presupposes the identifiability of the concepts one
individual has with the concepts other individuals have, ¢! and the forma-

38. Cf. Porphyry 1887, pp. 56-8.

39. Porphyry 1887, s8.3ff. & vi1.7f0.; Porphyry, Cat. ad Gedalium, in Simplicius 1907, 10.20-13.18. 1
believe that Simplicius’ interpretation of Porphyry is substantially correct.

40. Porphyry 1887, p. 91.

41. Porphyry, In De int. in Boethius 1880, I, c. ¥, pp. 39—40.
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tion of concepts ultimately presupposes sensation.*? Porphyry accounted
for the relation between sensation, concepts, and language as follows: Men
perceive the sensible world. The perceptions give rise to structured con-
cepts, such as one with the ordered components +corporeal, + animate,
+ sensitive, — rational, + quadrupedal, + able to bark. It starts as a concept of
an individual but becomes universal when men discover that several
individuals give rise to it. Somehow the convention is established that to
externalise the concept and cause it to be present in another man’s mind
you just have to say ‘dog’. And as surely as people will have a dog-concept,
they will also acquire one unmarked for the last three features (rationality,
means of moving, way of making sound — in short, the concept animal —
and they will associate a name with it. Marking for certain secondary
(accidental) features, such as having floppy ears or a protruding stomach,
creates fully individualised concepts with which names like ‘Snuffy’ are
associated. Dogs happen to be conceptualised as substances, but concepts of
and words for qualitics, quantities, etc., are arrived at in the same way; in
short, people acquire the vocabulary Aristotle treats of in his Categories.
The words of this vocabulary are called ‘names of first imposition’.

Some concepts overlap, and some are temporarily combined. To express
such facts people create a new kind of words which are not names and do
not externalise concepts but convey information about their ‘syntax’.
Armed with these ‘consignificative’ words (copula, prepositions, etc.)
people can frame such sentences as “The dog is an animal’ and “This dog is
barking down a hole.” But men also refiect on and want to be able to talk
about their own words and concepts and their ‘syntactical’ properties. For
this purpose they create a new series of names by a second ‘imposition’ —
names such as ‘noun’, ‘disyllabic’, ‘species’.

The fact that language arises from an occupation with particulars is
responsible for an inherent ambiguity: names of individuals and universals

42. Full documentation of the following would require extensive discussions of philological details. |
list here some important passages: Imposition: Porphyry 1887, pp. §7—8; Dexippus 1888, pp. 11~
16; Ammonius 1895, p. 11; Simplicius 1907, p. 1 5; Boethius 1860g, col. 159. Concepts, internal and
external discourse, truth, falsity, and ambiguity: Porphyry 1887, 64.29, 101.24ff.—106.11f; Porphyry,
In De int. in Bocthius 1880, I, c. 1, pp. 26—40, and 11, c. 5, pp. 106ff; Porphyry 1886, IIL.3;
Dexippus 1888, pp. 7—10, Ammonius 1897, pp. 18, 21, 72~5; Boethius 1880, I, c. 1, pp. 20-1
(notice how close 21.1 isto Porphyry 1887, 57.20) and p. 49. Abstraction and predication: Porphyry,
Isagoge passim; Porphyry 1887, pp. 9o—1; Porphyry, Cat. ad Gedalium in Simplicius 1907, pp. 53
and 79. (Concepts of ) individuals, proper names: Porphyry 1887. p. 7. Dexippus 1888, 15.27;
Boethius 1880, I, c. 1, 28.18ff. Consignificative words: Porphyry, In De int. in Boethius 1880, 1, ¢. 1,
p- 77: Dexippus 1888, pp. 32—3; Pseudo-Augustinus 1961, §2; Ammonius 1897, pp. 12—13;
Boethius 1880, 1, c. 1, p. 6; Simplicius 1907, pp. 64~5. For a more thorough discussion of
Porphyrian semantics see Ebbesen 1981b, vol. 1, ch. IV. 4.
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on various levels are morphologically indiscernible, and no special kind of
names exists to signify the concept of a particular name or of a particular
concept. Itis this fact that makes sentences like ‘Socrates is (a) man’, ‘man is
(an) animal’, ‘man is (a) species’ and ‘man is monosyllabic’ potentially

deceptive. The Stoics had dealt profusely with such problems, often as a

means of combatting Platonist and Aristotchan ontology, and it is charac-

teristic of Porphyry’s writings that he incorporated many of the Stoic

examples and some of their discussion of those examples.

Rational ‘activity’ takes place in that ‘part’ of the mind that is called
dianoia and is reflected primarily in speech, secondarily in writing.
Dianoetic ‘activities’ and their externalised reflections in speech and writ-
ing are referred to by the same names, viz. ‘proposition,” ‘argument’,
‘syllogism’, etc. When the need arises, one can distinguish by saying
‘vocalised discourse signifies (carries messages about) dianoetic discourse,
which in turn signifies (carries messages about) things’. In normal circum-
stances this may be shortened to ‘expresssions (vocalised discourse) signify
(carry messages about) things’. Truth and falsity are primarily properties of
dianoetic propositions, ambiguity is exclusively a property of external
propositions.

Porphyry’s account of the genesis of concepts and language can be read
as an historical account implying that at some definite time men intro-
duced all names of the first imposition and at some later time they decided
to add the names of the second imposition. Post-Porphyrian commen-
tators (Greeks and Westerners alike) sometimes took this to be the idea, and
some of them would even have people believe in two different congresses
at which the convened wise men created the respective vocabularies. But
this was hardly what Porphyry had intended. What he meant was rather
that there are certain natural steps in the development of our stock of
concepts and words. Roughly speaking, it may be true that the first-
imposition vocabulary of Greek is older than the second-imposition
vocabulary, but what is important is that anybody must develop his stock
of concepts and words in the order indicated. You simply cannot use a
meta-language if you have no object-language, and you cannot master an
object-language unless you have sensed and conceptualised objects.

Stages in the reception of ancient thought

The ancient materials were of great importance for the Middle Ages, but
they were not received and assimilated all at once. Boethius had presented
the West with an almost complete series of the A- and B-books (see above),
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but the fruits of his labour were not reaped till centuries after his death. In
the early Middle Ages when higher education was virtually extinct most
people read the C-books only. Until the twelfth century the Analytics, the
Topics, and the Elenchi (4—4.b.A and 5.A) were neglected. This neglect may
have caused the irrevocable loss of Boethius’ commentary on the Topics;
references to it in medieval authors are so rare that it is very doubtful if they
can be trusted;*® to all appearances it disappeared before the twelfth
century. In the course of the ninth to eleventh centuries 1—3.4 + B (Isagoge,
Categories, and De interpretatione with Boethius’ commentaries) took prece-
dence over 1-3.C, only De divisione retaining some importance. In the
twelfth century 4.4 and 4.b.4 (Prior Analytics and Topics) began to be
studied again, and they gradually replaced all other books in group 4
except De topicis differentiis, but the process was a slow one because of the
lack of commentaries. Before 1150 James of Venice supplied the missing
4.a.A+ B — viz. the Posterior Analytics with ‘Alexander’s’ commentary —
and the forgotten 5.A (Elenchi) became at once a central book when James
provided 5.B by translating ‘Alexander’s’ commentary. The immediate
effects of late arrivals such as Themistius’ paraphrase of the Posterior
Analytics (1180s), Simplicius on the Categories (1266), and Ammonius on
De interpretatione (1268) were less important because they arrived at a time
when Latin scholasticism was finding or had already found its own way of
doing things.

In the early twelfth century, then, half of the C-books had ceased to be
important. A century later all of them except Boethius’ De divisione and De
topicis differentiis had been superseded. The most surprising feature of this
development is the completeness of the oblivion into which the C-books
fell. It is doubtful if any important feature of later medieval logic can be
traced back to the use of them during the early phases, even if the
idiosyncratic Roger Bacon did dig up Augustine’s Dialectica and find
some inspiration in it. The role of these books had been to keep the ancient
tradition alive and to prepare the way for a teaching based on A + B.

Medieval theorising on ancient foundations

The medieval schoolmen did not only read about the ancient theories, they
also used them and developed them. They read about proof-procedure in
Boethius’ De topicis differentiis and were led to inquire into the foundations

43. Cf. Green-Pedersen 1973, p. 28.
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of syllogistic and other proof. They read fragmentary accounts of
Porphyrian semantics in Porphyry’s own Isagoge, in the commentaries of
Boethius and ‘Alexander’, and from the second half of the thirteenth
century also in Ammonius and Simplicius. They did not always know how
much of the material in the secondary sources had a Porphyrian origin, but
they were impressed by what they read. The question of universals became
the subject of a lively debate; the theory of the imposition of names came to
hold a central position in thirteenth-century modistic semantics; considera~
tion of passages about metalinguistic statements and the like contributed
decisively to the formulation of the theory of supposition; and Porphyrian
passages in Ammonius encouraged the fourteenth-century creators of
‘nominalist’ semantics.

The medievals read Greek grammatical theory in Priscian. It was tempt-
ing to combine grammar and logic, and, in fact, the two had a common
origin. But — partly because logic was Aristotelian and grammar owed
more to the Stoa — the same terms were not always used in the same way in
the two disciplines. Thus both logic and grammar deal with ‘parts of
speech’, but the logician operates with two parts only, viz. the name and
the verb as the signifiers of the subject and the predicate concepts
(‘noemata’) of his dianoetic propositions. The grammarian has eight parts of
speech and must posit some intelligible content (‘noeton’) even of con-
significative words such as prepositions because otherwise he cannot for-
mulate rules of syntax. Ancient writers were well aware of the differences
between logical and grammatical analysis, so grammatical theory was only
rarely imported into works on logic. In the Middle Ages much was done to
bridge the gap between the two disciplines. The Apollonian grammar
inherited via Priscian was developed into the theory of modi significands; it
was joined to a developed version of Porphyry’s theory of imposition, and
it was thought applicable to logical questions, particularly in the thirteenth
century. At first blush it seemed an immense advance, for now it became
possible to discuss many problems, such as syntactical ambiguity of sen-
tences (amphiboly), which had been very difficult to formulate precisely in
ancient logical terminology. But when the weaknesses of this approach
became apparent and a more truly Porphyrian logic came to the fore, the
gap between logic and grammar widened again, as we see in the writings of
John Buridan.**

44. See, e.g. Buridan, Summulae 7.3.10, in Ebbesen 1976b, pp. 157-8.
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An example of the ubiquity of ancient doctrine in medieval books

The penetrating influence of the Greeks and Boethius on the Latin Middle
Ages may perhaps best be illustrated by examining some quite trivial books
that a late thirteenth-century student at Paris might read to learn about
fallacies. Perhaps the first thing the student would read would be a com-
pendium such as (?Pseudo-) Aquinas’ De fallaciis, Chapters 3—4 of which
would teach him that (1) just as a dialectical argument derives its strength
from a true locus, so a sophistical argument derives its semblance of strength
from an apparent locus and is based on a false maximal proposition such as
‘whatever is true of the accident is true of the subject’; (2) a sophistical locus
requires a ‘reason for the semblance’ (causa apparentiae), the plausible
appearance that makes people assent to the argument, and a ‘reason for the
failure’ (causa defectus); (3) there are six sophistical loci or fallacies ‘in speech’,
and seven ‘outside speech’; (4) ‘in speech’ means ‘having a linguistic reason
for the semblance’, ‘outside speech’ means ‘having a real [extra-linguistic]
reason for the semblance’; (s) fallacies in speech depend on actual, poten-
tial, or fantastical ambiguity (multiplicitas).

We may stop with these. Only (3) derives from Aristotle’s Sophistici
elenchi. (1) stems from Boethius’ doctrine of loci, applied to fallacies.
Boethius had indicated that such an application is possible (De top. diff. I, PL
64:1182C) without elaborating the point. (2), the theory of causae ap-
parentiae et defectus, is a medieval invention, though with some foundation
in Aristotle’s text. (4) is an adaptation of ‘Alexander’s’ adaptation of an
ancient, and probably Stoic, classification of fallacies.* (5) stems from
‘Alexander’s’ report of Galen’s proof (in On the Sophisms in Speech) that
Aristotle’s list of fallacies ‘in speech’ in exhaustive.*®

After De fallaciis the student might try to read Aristotle’s Sophistici
elenchi. He would use the standard translation, by Boethius, and his copy
would contain interlinear glosses and marginal scholia. The book begins:
‘De sophisticis autem elenchis et de his qui videntur quidem elenchi, sunt autem
paralogismi sed non elenchi, dicemus.” One of the first glosses he might find
would be “id est” or *pro id est” written above ‘et’ to indicate that the sense 1s:
‘We shall speak about sophistical refutations, though in reality they are
paralogisms and not refutations.’*” He might also find a marginal scholium

45. Cf. Ebbesen 1976a, p. 108; Anon. Summa SE in De Rijk 19627, I, p. 353; Michael of Ephesus
1898, pp. 20-1 (shows awareness of Stoic origin; cf. Philoponus 1905, 241.1-4; Diogenes Laertius
1925, 7.43; Albinus 1858, Ch. 6, p. 159).

46. Cf., e.g., Peter of Spain, 1972, VIL.24—5; Michael of Ephesus 1898, pp. 22—3.

47. E.g., in these Mss of various origins and dates: Assisi B. Com. 286: 98%; Clermont-Ferrand B. M.
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explaining that some hold the view that this is the sense of the passage,
while others think it means ‘We shall speak of sophistical refutations, that
is, syllogisms that are materially defective (having a false premiss), and of
apparent refutations, that is, formally defective syllogisms.’ 48 Both inter-
pretations can be traced back to ‘Alexander’s’ commentary,*® and the
distinction between materially and formally defective syllogisms goes back
further, at least to the second century A.D., since it appears in Alexander of
Aphrodisias’ commentary on the Topics (ed. Wallies, pp. 20—~1). It is almost
certainly an ‘Aristotelianising’ of a Stoic distinction between false argu-
ments ( pseudeis logoi) that are valid but contain a false premiss, and false
arguments that are so because they are invalid, not being reducible to any
of the Stoic syllogistic figures.

A few lines later, the student might find an explanation of the strange
phrase ‘tribualiter inflantes’ (164227, literally ‘tribally inflating’) to the effect
that in days of old the Athenian tribes competed to see which could supply
the fattest animal for sacrifice at the great festivals, and some would
fraudulently try to make a meagre victim appear fat by blowing air into
it.5° The scholium might also contain the information that the source of
this explanation was *Alexander’, as indeed it was.*!

Thus, in small matters and in great ones, the student would be offered an
interpretation that reflected ‘Alexander’s’ and through him the work of
earlier Greek logicians and scholars. He might also read a literal com-
mentary, which would contain much the same material plus some dubia,

169:3% Erlangen U. B. 194:17; Escorial g. 1E.28 ;156" Napoli B. N. C. VIILE.14:77%; Oxford
Balliol 253: 245" Oxford Bodl. Canon. Class. lat. 188: 877; Paris Maz. 3470:66"; Paris B. N. lat.
7766:63"; Vat. Pal.lat. 99z : 4% Vendome B. M. 171:917; Wicn VPL 2377: 49"

4%. E.g..in msLondon B.L. Harley 3272: 121" (cf Firenze Laur. St. Croce 2 sin., 9: 86): ‘Nota quod
ista littera secundum quosdam diversas habet expositiones. Quidam enim legunt li “et” cxposi-
tive, sic: “De sophisticis elenchis et — pro 'id est” = . Alii sic: **De sophisticis etc., id est de elenchis
peccantibus in materia, e de his ctc., id cst de peccantibus in forma”." Similar scholia occur in
numerous other Mss of various dates and origins. In Ms Vendome 171:91° an early fourteenth-
century hand writes: “De sophisticis antem cte, Ista autem pars posset sic exponi: Uno modo: “De
sophisticis ete., i.e. de locis peccantibus in materia, et de his ctc., i.c. de peccantibus in forma™. Vel
aliter: * De sophisticis cte., i.c. de fallaciis in dictione, ef de his ctc., 1.c. de fallaciis extra dictionem™.
Vel aliter, secundum Alexandrum, quod ki e tencatur expositive.”

49. Cf. Michacl of Ephesus 1898, 5.4-7; 5.24~7; 7.4—11; Ebbesen 1972, p. 25.

s0. E.g., ms Paris, B. N. lat. 6289 :84" *Dicit tamen Alexander quod hoc dictum tribualiter inflantes
tract{atjum est a consuctudine Athenicnsium, qui solebant sacrificare diis secundum differentiam
tribuum, 1lli enim qui divites erant opimas adducebant victimas et pinguissimas, illi vero qui
pauperes erant, quod divitiis suis non potucrunt facere arte voluerunt, scilicet macras victimas
inflantes calamis, et apparebant pinguissimac.” The same scholium with minor variations appears
in Mss Avignon 101%:1% Cambridge Gonv. & Caius 468/575:113; Cambridge Pembroke
193 :78% Paris B. N. fat. 17806:69*. Similar scholia may be found in many other mss.

st. Cf. Michacl of Ephesus 1898, 8.28fF.; Ebbesen 1972, p. 28.
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i.e. discussions of problems to which the text gave rise. For a fuller
elucidation of such problems he would read or take part in class-room
disputations of Quaestiones super librum Elenchorum (‘Questions on the
Elenchi’). The questions would be roughly the same, whoever directed the
course. The following all stem from an anonymous work from the 1270s
(edited in Ebbesen 1977):

(1) Is a materially defective syllogism a dialectical syllogism? (op. cit.
qu. 14)

(2) Does a sophistical argument derive strength from a locus? (op. cit.
qu. 33)

(3) Is the essential form of any dictio its capacity to signify (its ratio
significandi)? (op. cit. qu. 40 (+ 41—42))

(4) Do different conditions of verification (causae veritatis) cause a term to
be equivocal? (op. cit. qu. 48)

(s) Which sort of ambiguity (multiplicitas) is most genuinely so, the
actual, the potential, or the fantastical? (op. cit. qu. 50)

(6) Is an equivocal term such as ‘dog’ one or more than one constituent of
a sentence (partes orationis), and which construction is grammatical: “The
dog runs’ or ‘The dog run’? (op. cit. qu. 54, cf. qu. 817)

The Greek and Boethian background for asking (1), (2) and (5) should
be clear from what has already been said. The discussion of (3) may have
originated in an analysis of the Galenic proof of exhaustiveness mentioned
above, because the proof proceeds from a search for the essential virtue or
perfection of a dictio (‘lexis’). Galen considers the possibility that it is to
signify, but decides that it is to signify well, i.e., precisely, wherefore the
gravest vice in a dictio is for it to signify badly, i.e. ambiguously. However
the quaestio first arose, in the 1270s it had grown into an inquiry into the
foundations of semantics, involving the whole machinery of imposition,
rationes significandi, etc., that had developed from Priscian’s version of
Apollonius’ semantics combined with Boethius® version of Porphyry’s
version of what seems to have been originally a Stoic model of the rise and
acquisition of language.3? (4) deals with the difference between ‘man’ in
‘(A) man is running’ and ‘man’ in ‘Man is a species’. The medieval
discussion of such problems, which the theory of supposition was used to
solve, was sparked off by passages in Boethius’ and ‘Alexander’s’ com-
mentaries. They in turn depended on Porphyry, whose ultimate sources
were Stoic. The reason why the question is raised in this particular place, in

52. Cf. Frede 1978, p. 69.
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a commentary on the Elenchi, appears to be that ‘Alexander’ used
‘Disyllabic is tetrasyllabic, Dio is disyllabic, therefore Dio is tetrasyllabic’ to
exemplify 2 sophism resulting from equivocation.®* The example can be
traced back to an ancient scholium (probably by Porphyry) on Categories c.
1,%* and it may be of ultimately Stoic origin. (6) became a problem because
‘Alexander’, quoting Galen’s On the Sophisms in Speech, had taught the
West that an equivocal term ‘actually’ signifies two things, and in the
framework of Priscian’s Apollonian grammar this might seem to imply
that construing such a term with a verb in the singular would produce an
ungrammatical result.

Many more examples could be added, but these should suffice to show
that ancient scholasticism meant much to its medieval heir. One should
not, however, infer that the medievals just repeated what their predecessors
had said and thought. The ancients were a source of inspiration. Often a
casual remark or an example used by an ancient author would start a long
debate that could lead to rediscovery of forgotten insights, but also to new
discoveries and new theories. As often as not the result would be that the
medieval pupils surpassed their ancient teachers.

$3. Cf. Anonymus Aurelianensis I (twelfth century), Comment. in SE, ms Orléans B. M. 283 : 114A (ad
165%4—6): ‘Referendum est ergo quod dicit unus locus ad aequivocationem. Alexander tamen hic
exemplum ponit de illo vilissimo univocationis genere, quando scilicet modo agitur de nomine
per nomen ipsum, modo de re, ut *homo est nomen, omne risibile est homo, ergo quoddam
risibile est nomen”. [. . .] Vel arbitramur accidere in rebus quod accidit in nominibus, nam transferimus a
nominibus ad res, ut hic: “‘disyllabum est tetrasyllabum, sed musca (?) est disyllabum, ergo est
tetrasyllabum™.” Cf. also Anonymus Pragensis, Quaestiones super SE, qu. g (late thirteenth
century), Ms Praha M. K. L. 66:82"A: *Consequenter quacritur utrum terminus significans se et
suum significatum sit aequivocus ad illa quae significat, verbi gratia “homo” significat se cum
dicimus “homo est disyllabum™, sed significat suum significatum cum dicimus “homo est
substantia™.’ — For the Greek counterpart see, ¢.g., Michacl of Ephesus 1808, 12.32-3.

$4. CEf Simplicius 1907, 31.3-4.



5
PREDICABLES AND CATEGORIES

Aristotle, Porphyry, and the old logic

Prominent among the antecedents of medieval philosophy, particularly of
logic and philosophy of language, are two logical works of Aristotle’s. His
De interpretatione and Categories, as transmitted by Boethius' and coloured
by Porphyry’s? introduction (Isagoge) to the Categories,® endowed the
logica vetus with a substantial inheritance of technical terms and the meta-
physical puzzles that go with them. An explanation of this inheritance
requires a brief excursion into the history of the terminology central to the
Isagoge and the Categories.

The terminology of the Isagoge and the Categories

Aristotle developed two loosely linked doctrines regarding the structure of
propositions;* one is that of the predicables, the other that of the categories
(or predicaments). Chapters 4, 5, and 8 of Book I of Aristotle’s Topics con-
tain an account of the predicables definition, property, genus, differentia, and
accident. A definition is a phrase signifying a thing’s essence. A property is a
predicate not indicating a thing’s essence but predicable convertibly of it
since it belongs to that thing alone; e.g., the capacity for literacy belongs
exclusively to man, so that anything that has that capacity is 2 man, and
only a man has that capacity. A genus is predicated essentially of diverse
sorts of things; e.g., animal of man, ox, horse, and so forth. A differentia in
combination with the genus produces the definition, as when mortal rational is
added to animal to produce the definition of man. Finally, an accident may
be specified either as any predicate other than any of the predicates
mentioned above or as that which may or may not belong to a given
individual; e.g., the predicate being seated with respect to the individual

1. Liebschiitz 1967, pp. $38—43. The originals, in translation, and with commentary, are available in
Ackrill 1963.

2. Pinborg 1972, pp. 32—42.

. Lloyd 1967, pp. 283-93, cf. pp. 319—22.

4. Bochenski 1961, p. $1; cf. Kneale 1962, pp. 25—32.

(]
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Socrates. By the time of the Isagoge, definition had been replaced by species,
so that the Porphyrian list of predicables runs: species, property, genus,
differentia, and accident.’

The Categories, to which the Isagoge purports to be an introduction,
reveals certain connections with the scheme described above. Apart from
some allusions to genus and differentia in Chapter 3, the significant links
occur after Aristotle has listed and exemplified, in Chapter 4, his ten
categories: substance (e.g., man), quantity (e.g., two cubits long), quality
(e.g., literate), relation (e.g., bigger), place (e.g., in the Lyceum), time (e.g.,
yesterday), position (e.g., sitting), state (e.g., armed), action (e.g., cutting),
and undergoing (e.g., being cut). In Chapter s, after exemplifying primary
substances as the individual man, the individual horse, and so on, he
identifies species and genera, within which such primary substances are
contained, as secondary substances. This link is one of several seen as
significant by Boethius.®

The Porphyrian tree

In his commentary on Porphyry, Boethius discusses the Porphyrian ‘tree’’
which takes the category substance as genus generalissiraum (most general
sort) and uses the predicables to divide substance into a hierarchically
ordered series of genera and species. These genera and species, then, may be
viewed as secondary substances. For example, when one obtains the species
man in the development of the tree by the addition of the differentiae
rational and mortal to the genus animal, the terms ‘animal’ and ‘man’ may be
seen as lying at that secondary substance level, the precise semantic status of
which is problematical. Categories other than substance constitute further
genera generalissima beneath which schemes of classification may also be
constructed in accordance with the predicables. For instance, the prop-
osition ‘White is a colour’ is an example drawn from the classifications under
the category of quality used as a genus generalissimum, and it displays a
semantic complexity analogous to that of ‘Man is animal’® in which the
genus (i.c., animal) is predicated of the species (i.e., man).®

5. On the consequent medicval distinction between the Aristotelian and Porphyrian treatments, see
Green-Pedersen 1973, pp- 9—11. Kluge 19734 gives Ockham’s interpretation of the predicables
in translation.

. PL 64, col. 16B.

. PL 64, cols. 42, 103.

. PL 64, col. 28C.

. Henry 1974, pp. 30-1: p. 241.

oo0e =] On
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The semantic source of the problem of universals

In the absence of any competent logical analysis of propositions such as
those just mentioned, pre-medieval authors were still at the comparatively
naive stage of searching for referents of the names occurring in such
propositions. This search, and the assumption that words, things, or quasi~
things must be the referents to be found, led to the formulation of the
problem of universals. For instance, Boethius opts for words as the
referents when he claims that ‘species’ and ‘genus’ are names of names
(nominum nomina):'® they name the subject terms of the sentences in
question and indicate something about those terms. Thus in ‘Man is a
species’, the word ‘species’ names the word ‘man’ and indicates that that
word is predicated only of individuals belonging to that species. Likewise
‘genus’ in ‘Animal is a genus’ names the word ‘animal’ and indicates that it is
predicated of its various species.' ' The full force of such semantic naiveté is
plainly visible in the often-quoted Porphyrian passage which sets out a
purportedly exhaustive list of possible referents of terms for species and
genera: do they subsist outside the mind or are they merely mental? If
outside the mind, are they corporeal or incorporeal; and are they joined to
things perceptible by the senses or not thus joined?'? Answers to these
questions were taken to settle the question of the status of the universal —
that which, in Aristotle’s terms, is naturally fitted to be predicated of many
things.'? Since the five predicables fall under this Aristotelian description,
they were sometimes known as ‘the five universals’. Furthermore, since
some of the alternatives in the Porphyrian passage carry implications
regarding what things there are, we are here thrown into the area of
metaphysics, the science of being.

Important ambiguities in the doctrine of the predicables and categories

The ambiguities and obscuritics'* permeating the predicables and cate-
gories have been deliberately maintained in the account given above; they
may be heightened by considering at least two further factors. First, a term
such as ‘rational’ is classified as a differentia and hence excluded from being
an accident according to the five-fold Porphyrian classification of pre-
dicables; nevertheless, it is predicated as a quality (in co quod quale).'* But

10. PL 64, col. 176D; cf. also cols. 159—60.

1i. Cf. Green-Pedersen 1977a, pp. 51-3 and 71—2 on some later medieval developments.
12. PL 64, col. 82; cf. Tweedale 1976, pp. 63—88 for detailed discussion.

13. PL 64, col. 170B.

14. Cf. Tweedale 1976, p. 50.

15. PL 64, col. 52.
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the categories other than that of substance, including the category of
quality, are collectively classified as ‘accidents’. So it seems that the dif-
ferentia rational should after all be categorised as an accident. Boethius’
answer to this puzzle involves separating the qualities that are differentiae
for the category substance from the qualities that are accidents in one of the
other categories. To accomplish this he uses various criteria that push the
former sort of qualities in the direction of secondary substances rather than
accidents. Differentiac are not merely otherwise-making (alteratum facien-
tes) but also other-making (alterum facientes); i.e., they affect the species and
not merely the accidents of their subjects.'® They are not susceptible of
degree, a feature which they have in common with (secondary) sub-
stances,!” and which distinguishes them from accidents that do admit of
degree.

It is here that the second of the two complicating factors intervenes. In
his commentary on the Categories Boethius associates the problem of
differentiac with Anstotle’s contrast between being predicated of a subject and
being in a subject. Since the contrast between the linguistic (being predicated
of ...) and the ontological (being in...) which is apparently being de-
veloped here is in fact misleading, it will be convenient to discuss this
contrast in terms of two sorts of predication, i.¢., de subiecto (of a subject)
and in subiecto (in a subject), respectively.!® Roughly speaking, de subiecto
predications are those that would be embraced by a theory or science of the
subject of the predication: the theory of man, for example, would contain
‘Man is animal’ as a thesis. It is in this sense that de subiecto predications may
be termed substantial or essential relative to their subjects. The connection
of de subiecto predication with definition'® emphasises this sort of align-
ment.?® In subiecto predications, on the other hand, do not constitute theses
belonging to the theory of their subjects. As far as the problem of dis-
tinguishing between a quality that is a differentia and a quality that is an
accident is concerned, it turns out that a differentia is predicated de subiecto
and is hence akin to (secondary) substance; predications of qualities that are
accidents, on the other hand, are in subiecto predications. So a differentiais a
kind of half-way (quoddam medium) between substance and quality, having
some of the nature of each.?!

16. Cf. Tweedale 1976, p. 61; PL 64, col. 40A~B; Henry 1974, pp. 190-1.
17. PL 64, col. 50.

18. Ackrill 1963, pp. 75—6; Henry 1974, n. 4.1012; Henry 1967, §3.122.
19. PL 64, cols. 176A, 185B.

20. Henry 1967, pp. 43—50.

21. PL 64, col. 191-2; Ackrill 1963, pp. 85—7: De Rijk 1956, p. 51.
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A final distinction which must be added in order to understand
Boethius’ own summary of the predicables is that between predications
that are in eo quod quid (in respect of what-ness), which answer the question
“What is it?” (‘Quid sit?”"), and those that are in eo quod quale, or qualifying,
predications:

A genus is that which is predicated in respect of what-ness of many things different
in species. A species is that which is predicated in respect of what-ness of many
things not different in species. A differentia is that which is predicated substantially
and in respect of quality of many things differentin species. A property is that which
is predicated of one species only in respect of quality and not substantially. An
accident is that which is predicated in respect of quality and not substantially of
many things different in species.*?

Both genus and species are predicated in eo quod quid, and hence both those
predications are called quidditative. In that respect they differ most from
accident, the common definition of which (drawn from Porphyry) is ‘that
which comes and goes without the subject’s perishing’ (quod adest et abest
praeter subiecti corruptionem).??

It is difficult to distinguish the various topical threads running through
the predicables and the categories. One way to trace those threads lies in
seeing as central the distinction between theory-relevant (‘substantial’) and
theory-irrelevant (‘accidental’) predicates which Boethius stresses both in
his Dialogue on Porphyry** and when he explains the distinction between de
subiecto and in subiecto predications in his commentary on the Categories.>®
Hence the predicables may be construed as providing a general rationale
for the construction of theoretical descriptions, which naturally calls forth
questions of classification, class-inclusion (genus, species), and class-
exclusion (differentia); these are sometimes expressed in terms of class-
extensions in Boethius’ commentaries both on the Isagoge?® and on the
Categories.?” A full and satisfactory expression of these class-relations and

22. 'Genus est quod de pluribus specie differentibus in eo quod quid sit praedicatur. Species est quod
de pluribus minime specie differentibus in co quod quid sit praedicatur. Differentia est quod de
pluribus specie differentibus in eo quod quale sit in substantia praedicatur. Proprium cst quod de
una tantum specic in co quod quale sit non in substantia praedicatur. Accidens est quod de
pluribus specie differentibus in co quod quale sit non in substantia praedicatur.’ PL 64, col. 94C;
Henry 1974, pp. 231 and 236.

23. PL 64, col. 132C; cf. Henry 1974, p. 231, Pinborg 1973a, pp. 59—60, 634 for examples and
discussions.

24. PL 64, 12B—C.

25. PL 64, col. 176A.

26. PL 64, col. 29B.

27. PL 64, cols. 177-8.
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their counterparts in the theory of collective classes sometimes adumbrated
here?® requires an exact modern artificial language, incorporating all the
apparatus of quantifiers, variables, and many-link functors.?® The same
applies to some of the examples, with their recondite sentential structures,
used to illustrate the various categories: ‘Man is a substance’, ‘Literate is a
quality’, and so on. The concentration of discourse at the level of ‘second-
ary substances’ (i.e., of genera and species), is a device enabling semanti-
cally complex material to be expressed in comparatively simple forms of
speech such as *Man is a species’, * Animal is a genus’, ‘Man is animal’ 3° It is
from lack of appreciation of the complex deep structures underlying these
forms that the metaphysical disputes concerning universals can all too
naturally arise. Both the problems and the disputes concerning universals
are symptomatic of struggles to unravel that complexity, which was to
have a partin inspiring the development of the medieval linguistic doctrine
of suppositio.>!

Meaning, logic, and grammar

It has long been customary*? to allocate words to diverse ‘parts of speech’
or ‘semantic categories’, e.g., noun, verb, preposition, participle, and so on.
By the eleventh and twelfth centuries the divergence between the logical
and the grammatical traditions regarding the nature and number of parts
of speech was already of long standing. Boethius was of the party of the
logicians who, following Aristotle, held that the parts of speech important
to the logician were merely two in number, these being the name (com-
prising nouns and adjectives) and the verb; the alleged other parts were said
to be completions of, or connections between, these two, much in the same
way as the brakes of a chariot supplement its main parts.>3 In contrast, the
grammarian Priscian admits as essential for his purposes parts other than
the name and verb, i.e., participle, pronoun, preposition, adverb, interjec-
tion, and conjunction.?* The differences between these two opposing
views were prolonged into points of detail. The most fruitful difference in
the period before Abelard arises from the fact that Priscian assigned to

28. PL 64, cols. 44—5, 112 claborated in the De divisione of PL 64; cf. Henry 1972, pp. 121-2.

29. Cf. Henry 1972, pp. 42, 53.

30. Henry 1974, pp. 30—1; Henry 1972, p. 43.

31. Detailed in De Rijk 1962-7; sce De Rijk 1962-7, n(1), pp. 27, s1, 139, 357; Fredborg 1973,
p. 20; and Niclsen 1976, pp. 51, 66 for recognition of the equivocation of *hamo’ (‘man’) when
*Man is a species’ is introduced.

32. Robins i951.

33. PL 64, cols. 796C=797A; cf. 766A-B.

34- Kcil 1855, 1, pp. 551.18-552.14; cf. p. 54.5—26; and Henry 1974, pp. 262-3.
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names the specific function of signifying substance and quality,** whereas
Aristotle had claimed that paronyms (a sub-class of names) signify a quality
and only a quality.?® Superficially, of course, there need be no incompati-
bility here if Priscian is understood to be saying that some names signify
substances and others signify qualities, a natural interpretation of his
doctrine. But twelfth- and thirteenth-century versions of Priscian’s doc-
trine prefer the use of ‘cum’ (substance along with quality) instead of the
mere ‘et’ (‘and’) that Priscian himself used, thereby allocating to names the
signification of substance along with quality.?” Examples on both sides of
this dispute will serve to fill out this rather abstract description.

Paronyms or denominative names

On the logicians’ side there are the well-known illustrations of the various
categories provided by Arnistotle in Categories 4. There literate is given as an
example of a quality, and that example was to be used as a ground not only
for saying that ‘literate’ signifies quality (rather than substance) but also
that literate is a quality, i.e., literacy. Again, the name ‘white’, categorised as
a quality-word, signifies a quality and nothing but a quality, according to
Aristotle.®® Both ‘literate’ and ‘white’ were classified as paronyms, or
denominative names — i.e., alleged derivatives from the corresponding
abstract forms: ‘white’ from ‘whiteness’, ‘literate’ from ‘literacy’, ‘just’
from ‘justice’, and so on.>® Anselm’s practice in his De grammatico indicates
that he used the term ‘denominative (name)’ to cover only accidental
qualitative derivatives, hence preserving not only the contrast (mentioned
in the foregoing section) between the qualities that are accidents and the
qualities that are differentiae but also that between accident and substance.
The fact of being thus ‘derived’ can distinguish quality-names from
substance-names only if the language in which the terms in question are
embedded lacks abstract nouns corresponding to substance-names such as
the ‘man’ and ‘horse’ used as examples in Aristotle’s list of categories.
Although that prerequisite was already not fulfilled in Boethius’ logical
language,*® Anselm still presupposes it;*! and the problem of explaining

3s. Keil 1855, 1, p. 55.6.

36. PL 64, col. 194C.

37. E.g. De Rijk 1956, p. 113. 15—24; Henry 1974, pp. 146—7, 213; Henry 1958, p. 176; Fredborg
1973, p. 47; Niclsen 1976, p. 53; Fredborg et al. 1975, p. 111. See also note 45 below.

38. PL 64, col. 194C.

39. Categories 1; cf. PL 64, cols. 167-8.

40. Henry 1964, p. 87; Henry 1958, p. 174.

41. Henry 1967, §3.131.
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the meaning of such paronyms or denominative names is a persistent
theme of medieval*? and modern*® logic. Their separation as names
signifying only a quality remains a standing challenge to the grammarians’
generalisation that all names signify both substance and quality.

Adjectives and other non-proper names

On the grammarians’ side a concrete example which served to exacerbate
the rift between them and the logicians may be seen in Priscian’s attempt to
sort out adjectives from other non-proper names. For him name is a genus
having the proper and the common names as its species. The common
name (nomen appellativum) in its turn has the nomen adiectivum or adjectival
name as a further sub-species. Such adjectives, Priscian explains, are cus-
tomarily joined to proper or common names, both of which signify
substance, in order to make clear the quality or quantity of their referents.
Among the examples he gives of such substance-signifying names is that
very ‘literate’ (‘grammaticus’) that had been enshrined in the master-
logician’s Categories as a quality-word.** Hence to the general counter-
logical doctrine that all names signify both substance and quality, Priscian
adds what could be seen as 2 provocatively counter-logical example. And
that example could (but of course need not) have inspired Anselm’s choice
of ‘grammaticus’ as the central example in his dialogue on paronymous
meaning (De grammatico).

Grammarians’ and logicians’ approaches to meaning

The resultant clash is well in evidence in the early medieval period.** And
in spite of the ancient terminology used for its presentation the problem
here at issue still has implications that reflect two possible approaches to
studies of meaning. On the one hand, one may base such studies on an
inspection of the way in which an approved group of users of a given
language actually use that language. Priscian’s refusal to deviate from the
usage of those whom he regards as the best authors is an index of this
adherence to a descriptive basis for his account of language.*® On the other
hand, a way of accounting for the meaning of words which need not wait
upon usage came from logic, in connection with the discussion of par-

42. Jolivet 1975.

43. Henry 1967, pp. 68—9; Henry 1958, pp. 169, 173; Henry 1964, pp. 83, 86.

4. Keil 1855, 1, p. 58.20~4; Henry 1967, pp. 66—71; Pinborg 1974, pp. 43-4.

45. De Rijk 1962—7, (1), pp. 98, 183-6, 222—3, 226, 230-4, 2413, 259-60, 521—2; Colish 1968,

pp- 93—108 and note 37 above.
46. Keil 1855, 1, p. 371.18~22; cf. Henry 1967, pp. 16—17; Robins 1951, p. 71.
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onymy. Thus, to take an example from Chapter 14 of Anselm’s De
grammatico, suppose some white horses are concealed within a building, and
suppose a speaker truly asserts that some whites are within that building.
The hearer, who knows nothing of the horses’ presence in the building,
would still be at a loss to know the denotation of the paronymous subject
term of the assertion. The openness of the range of possible denotata arises
simply because, other things being equal — e.g., there are no race-riots in
the vicinity —any of Aristotle’s physical substances might be assumed to be
the referents. (This range of possible referents would not, according to
Ansclm, be strictly comprised within the meaning of ‘white’, but would be
contingently connected with ‘white’ because of an association grounded in
experience.) Both in their use as subjects of declarative sentences and in the
role of denoters of the objects of commands, such paronyms must be seen as
theoretically available for novel applications. Anselm goes on to exemplify
this availability by turning to a command situation in which a hearer is
faced with a white horse and a black bull and receives the order to strike; in
reply to his question “Which one?” he is told ‘(The) white’. In the context he
can see that the horse rather than the bull (both of them substances,
however) has been indeterminately referred to by means of the paronym
‘white’. By claiming that the strict meaning of the paronym ‘white’ is
merely ‘... having whiteness’ (and similarly with other paronyms), he
shows, in opposition to Priscian’s general claim that a name signifies both
substance and quality, that some names at least (i.e., paronymous adjectival
names) signify ‘a quality and only a quality’, exactly as Aristotle had
claimed.*”

Anselm recognises that pressure from the side of common usage (usus
loquendi), on which grammar bases its descriptive account, can push one in
the direction of Priscian’s claim. Inspection of usage shows that at least
certain paronyms, such as the already-noted ‘literate’, have always been
used to refer to the same sort of object (i.¢., human beings), a fact that seems
to confirm the grammarians’ claim that reference to a substance should be
incorporated in any account of the meaning of ‘literate’. Thus ‘man
displaying literacy’ (substance and quality) rather than just the indeter-
minate ... displaying literacy’ (quality only) would be the appropriate
account. Anselm resists this grammarians’ claim by means of arguments*®

47. De grammatico Ch. 12, 18; PL 64, col. 194C; Henry 1967, pp. 86-91; Pinborg 1972, pp. 43-7.
48. De grammatico Ch. 12-14.
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that chisel away the proposed ‘man’ component of the meaning of ‘literate’.
These involve a terminology which, while not novel, was to become
widespread in the next century.

Appellatio and significatio

Appellatio (calling) is for Anselm that facet of meaning whereby a name in
actual use points to its referents; in the case of paronyms these may be
constant in kind (as with ‘literate’) or varied (as with ‘white’). In contrast
significatio (meaning) strictly or properly ( per se) so-called conveys only the
understanding or concept (intellectus) in the definition associated with a
name; for paronyms the definition must leave place for changes in future
applications by remaining open to referents not hitherto encountered in
actual usage. In this sense ‘literate’ no more signifies man than does
‘white’,** and hence must, like ‘white’, be said to signify per se just the
appropriate quality, i.e., literacy. Thus is justice done to the logician’s
contention and the methodological presuppositions which support it. At
the same time, and 5o as to do justice to the grammarian’s view, it can be
said that ‘literate’ also signifies in an improper or oblique sense ( per aliud) its
referents; or, in the terminology mentioned above, ‘literate’ is appellative of
those referents.*® The distinction between significatio (meaning) and ap-
pellatio (calling) or impositio (denoting) was henceforth to be the subject of
extensive discussion.®' Thus the twelfth-century Ars Meliduna persists in
maintaining the distinction, while also continuing to stress the connection
between appellatio and the actual history of speech usage.52 Abelard is
alluding to the same distinction when he insists that the intellectual import
rather than the denotation (omnia quibus est impositum) is the proper
Aristotelian sense of ‘signify’.*?

This association of significatio with understanding served to separate the
abstract account of meaning given by the logician from the descriptive

49. De grammatico Ch. 13.

50. De grammatico Ch. 12; cf. Kretzmann 1967, pp. 368—9.

st. De Rijk 1962-7, u(1), pp- 213, 2289, 536—48; Nielsen 1976, pp. 42—3; Fredborg 1973, pp. 14, 16,
20-3, 3I.

52. ‘Notandum tamen quod institucio vocum non fuit facta ad significandum, sed tantum ad
appellandum, quippe cum appellacio vocum magis sit necessaria ad loquendum de rebus subiectis
quam significacio”; De Rijk 1962—7, u(1), p. 294: cf. Pinborg 1972, pp. 55-8.

53. De Rijk 1956, p. 562.20~5: ‘est attendendum quare “significare” diversis modis accipitur. Modo
enim circa ca tantum de quibus intellectum generat, modo vero circa omnia quibus est im-
positum, solet accipi et sccundum quidem primam et propriam significationem ita Aristoteles in

Libro Periermenias “‘significarc™ descripsit....".
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account given by the grammarian. Aristotle had spoken of a word’s
‘settling the understanding’ (constituere intellectum),** and the whole early
medieval tradition habitually used that expression for indicating exactly
what a word conveys.?* ‘Understanding’ thereby has its sense linked with
meaning, so that William of Conches’ maxim ‘Even as it can be under-
stood, so also can it be signified’ (ifa ut potest intelligi potest significari)®® could
well stand as the motto of those complex inferences based on ‘intelligere’ (to
understand) which adorn the early chapters of Anselm’s De grammatico. His
countenancing of the ungrammatical ‘grammaticus est grammatica’ (literate is
literacy) as the de re (thing-centred) correlate of the de voce (word-centred)
assertion that ‘literate’ strictly signifies literacy3” hence corresponds exactly
to William of Conches’ later assertion that the two names ‘album’ (‘white”)
and “albedo’ (‘whiteness’) do not differ in respect of what is signified (‘in re
significata’).>® William also appreciates that when we talk of a2 name’s
signifying substance or quality, or of its content (intelligibile), we are
working at the same level as that of the semantically complex talk of species
alluded to above,*® which was later to be subsumed under the umbrella of
suppositio simplex.®°

The usefulness of linguistic reformulation

The work of Anselm in logical and linguistic theory has, until recently,
been completely overshadowed by his acknowledged accomplishments in
theology and metaphysics (which have been discussed in The Cambridge
History of Later Greek and Early Medieval Philosophy).®' His concern with
questions of nominal meaning was all of a piece with that of his later
contemporaries, however. He is likewise at one with them in observing
that for logical purposes, such as the statement of the de re counterparts of de
voce®? meaning-statements, violation of the rules of the grammar of cur-

54. PL 64, col. 309B-C, 430C; cf. Henry 1974, p. 275.

55. E.g. Degrammatico Ch. 11, 14; cf. Henry 1974, pp. 93~7; William of Conches (De Rijk 1962-7,1,
p. 222); Abelard (De Rijk 1962—7, n(1), p. 195; De Rijk 1956, p. 112.6-8, p. 128. 9—16, p. 147.30,
p- 153.33, p- 155.38, p. 562.25).

$6. De Rijk 19627 u(1), p. 223.

§7. De grammatico Ch. 5, 12, 16, 18.

58. De Rijk 1962~7, (1), p. 224. Cf. Gilbert of Poitiers as mentioned in Nielsen 1976, p. 65 and, in
general, Pinborg 1972, pp. 43~50.

59. De Rijk 1962—7, u(r), p. 224.

60. Henry 1967, §1.4.

61. Liebschiitz 1967, pp. 611—39.

62. Sec De grammatico, Ch. 18, for this distinction. Anselm’s triple sense of the word ‘word’ is given in
Monologion, Ch. 10. Evans 1978 and Liebschiitz 1967 deal with the theological applications
thereof, and Fredborg et al. 1975, pp. §2—3 may be consulted as an example of the use of such a
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rent speech may be a useful reminder of semantic profundities. Thus
technical considerations®? relating to precisive (per s¢) meaning may call
forth deviations from the norms of that ordinary usage (usus loquendi)
which is the province of the descriptive grammarian. The latter is in no
better position when it comes to the relation between his technical asser-
tions and the way things are: his grammatical classifications of certain verbs
as active or passive and of names as masculine, feminine, or neuter, may
well be at odds with the nature of things.®*

Anselm goes beyond his contemporaries, however, in claiming that a
like deviation is sometimes apparent when verbs (as distinct from the
names with which De grammatico is concerned) are in question. For
example, usage allows one to assume that a correct sense of the verb ‘can’ is
embodied in ‘The universe, before it actually exists, can exist.” In a stricter
language embodying the precisive (per se) sense of that verb, however,
sentences of the form ‘X can ...’ require, according to Anselm, that the
object named by the subject term ‘X’ in this context should in fact possess
the capacity which the use of this sentence-form properly implies. A
nonexistent object has no capacities,®* and the form of the sentence con-
cerning the universe is hence incorrect. It should be reformulated with the
correct subject term ‘God’, since it is God who, before the universe is, can
make it to be.®® Similarly, ‘Hector can be conquered by Achilles’ fails to
display the proper, precisive sense of ‘can’, and rewriting it as ‘Achilles can
conquer Hector’ reveals Achilles as the one who truly possesses the capacity
implied by ‘can’.®” In De grammatico 1§ the distinction between the precis-
ive (per se) and improper (per aliud) senses of ‘meaning’ is said to be thus
generally extendable to verbs as well as to names.

Anselm’s general scheme of linguistic analysis

Before 1936 the exact import of this extension would have been rather
mysterious. Research on the many examples of sentence-analysis that are
scattered throughout Anselm’s works could have produced a hypothesis

triple sense in speculative grammar. The ‘mental’ sense of ‘word’ was to become the ‘mental
word’ prominent in later medieval logic.

63. On Anselm’s attitude to technical language in general see Henry 1967, §2; Evans 1977; Hopkins
1976, Ch. 5 and pp. 66 and 92.

64. De grammatico, Ch. 18.

65. For Anselm’s development of the consequences of this principle in modal logic see Schmitt 1936,
pp- 23—4; cf. Henry 1967, pp. 158—64.

66. De casu diaboli, Ch. 12.

67. De veritate; Ch. 8, De libertate arbitrii, Ch. 5; Cur Deus homo 1, Ch. 10; cf. Henry 1967, pp. 154—35,
166-73.
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that the allusion was to cases such as those just described; but one might also
have formed the further, bolder conjecture that a unified systematic pro-
cedure lay behind such analyses. That such a conjecture may well be
justified is suggested by Anselm’s ‘Philosophical Fragments’, first brought
to light by F. S. Schmitt in 1936.9°% The Fragments constitute an incomplete
draft of what could be construed as a general scheme for sentence-analysis,
designed to bring out the contrast between the looseness of ordinary usage
and the strictness of logically precise language.

In order to assemble a set of general sentence-forms Anselm arguesin the
Fragments that the Latin verb ‘facere’ (‘to do’, ‘to make’, ‘to bring about’)
can stand in the place of any verb (including even ‘not to do’).®® He
concentrates on the four general forms ‘facere esse ...’ (‘to do so that...),
*facere non esse ..’ (‘to do so that not . . ."), ‘non facere esse . . " (‘not to do so
that ..."), and ‘non facere non esse ...’ (‘not to do so that not..."). The
relations of contrariety and contradiction described as holding among
these gencral forms parallel those holding among the modal expressions
‘posse esse . .." (‘to be possible to be . .."), ‘posse non esse . . ." (‘to be possible
not to be . .."), ‘non posse esse . .." (‘to be not possible to be . .."), and ‘non
posse non esse . .." (‘to be not possible not to be ..., i.e., to be necessary), as
described by Aristotle in De interpretatione and by Boethius in his commen-
taries on it.”°®

Anselm claims that the first of the four general sentential forms (i.e.,
‘facere esse . ..", ‘todoso that ...") has a proper sense of its own. In that sense,
one does so that so-and-so if one does so that so-and-so, which was not the
case, becomes the case.”! But it is sometimes used improperly in a context
that is strictly a case of not doing so that not-p (using ‘p’ as a propositional
variable instead of the ‘so-and-so’ of the preceding sentence). For example,
the looseness of ordinary usage allows us to say that one does so that (brings
it about that) someone is dead when in fact the context is such that one has
not done so that it is not the case that the person is dead, as when one refrains
from using one’s (perhaps miraculous) power to restore the dead to life.”?
And Anselm carefully distinguishes other contexts in which the same
general form ‘one does so that p’ is improperly used.”?

68. Schmitt 1936; Southern and Schmitt 1069, pp. 134—51; translated Hopkins 1972, pp. 215—42.
69. Schmitt 1936, pp. 25—7; Southern and Schmutt 1969, pp. 337-8, cf. Henry 1967, pp. 121~3.
70. Henry 1967, pp. 136—8, 124—5.

71. Schmitt 1936, p. 32; Henry 1967, p. 126.

72. Schmitt 1936, pp. 29, 31; Henry 1967, p. 126.

73. Schmit 1936, pp. 29—32; Henry 1967, pp. 126-7.
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Anselm’s Fragments attain a high degree of systematic generality.”® His
many examples suggest that while his general project demands exploi-
tation of the widest sense of ‘facere’, he is trading on the fact that this verb
has ‘to bring about’ as one of its particular senses. It is this which has led
contemporary commentators to credit Anselm with having in the Frag-
ments the foundation of action theory (praxiology).”® He provides com-
plex rules of transformation by means of which modes and examples
relating to the negative forms (‘not to do so that ...” and ‘not to do so that
not ...") may be generated from those relating to the affirmative forms (‘to
do so that ..." and ‘to do so that not ...").”® He also discusses the extent to
which the patterns thus evolved apply to other verbs considered as
instances of ‘facere’ in its most general sense (‘to do’),”” and he stresses his
awareness that further research and elaboration of his proposals are
needed.”® Perhaps the best example of such possible developments is to be
found in his extended remarks on ‘velle’ (‘to will’), which he assimilates to
‘facere’ in several respects.”®

The utilisation of this architectonic draft for an analytic scheme (if that is
really what it is) extends into nearly all of Anselm’s works. Some of the
material on ‘facere’ recurs elsewhere,8° and the system is used to solve
puzzles concerning verbs of capacity and liability, as well as some involv-
ing the verbs ‘to give'#! and ‘to be obliged to .. .".82

Anselm on ‘nothing’

A final example of the all-pervasive distinction between the proper (log-
ical) and improper (merely usage-approved) forms of an utterance may be
drawn from Anselm’s treatment of the pseudo-name ‘nothing’. The lin-
guistic puzzles centring around this and kindred words are manifest and
numerous. Lewis Carroll’s ‘Nobody walks much faster than I do’ requires
(ifinferential oddities are to be avoided) that the ‘nobody’ be recognised as

74. E.g., 'Dicimus namque rem quamlibet facere aliquid esse aut quia facit idipsum esse, quod facere
dicitur, aut quia non facit idipsum non esse, aut quia facit aliud esse, aut quia non facit aliud esse,
aut quia facit aliud non esse, aut quia non facit aliud non esse’ (Schmitt 1936, pp. 29, 30).

75. Danto 1973; Walton 1976.

76. Schmitt 1936, pp. 30-3; Henry 1967, pp. 126 and 1289,

77. Schmitt 1936, pp. 33—7: Henry 1967, p. 120.

78. Schmitt 1936, p. 29; Henry 1967, p. 124,

79. Schmitt 1936, pp. 37—9: Henry 1967, pp. 130-3.

Bo. De veritate, Ch. 5; De casu diaboli, Ch. 1; cf. Henry 1967, pp. 181-5.

B1. De casu diaboli, Ch. 18, 20; Cur Deus homa, n, Ch. 10; cf. Henry 1967, pp. 185-01.

82. Schmitt 1936, pp. 35-7; Cur Deus homo u 18; De veritate 8; cf. Henry 1967, pp. 191—-201.
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its merely grammatical (but not logical) subject; it has its medieval counter-
part in Anselm’s ‘Nothing taught me to fly’ (‘Nihil me docuit volare’). This
too could lead to odd inferences (e.g., that I have been taught to fly), were
‘nothing’ taken to be a name. Modern logicians would analyse ‘nobody’ or
‘nothing’ out of the proposition by recourse to propositional negation and
the quantifier ‘there exists an x such that...’. Thus Anselm’s sentence
would become ‘It is not the case that there exists an x such that x taught me
to fly’, i.e., ‘It is not the case that something taught me to fly.” This is the
counterpart of Anselm’s Latin analysis ‘Non me docuit aliquid volare’, in
which the initial ‘non’ plainly performs the office of propositional nega-
tion.®3 By means of various examples Anselm underlines the analogy of
grammatically permissible structure holding between sentences in which
the nominal positions are occupied by empty and negative names, and
those in which such positions are occupied by names that do refer. The
name ‘nihil’ is then seen as signifying something ‘secundum formam loquendi’
(i.e., from the viewpoint of grammatical structure) but not ‘secundum rem’
(i.e., from the viewpoint of reality).8*

Apparent form and real form of propositions

These developments may be construed as further natural consequences of
that rivalry between logic and grammar which was a pervasive feature of
Anselm’s intellectual context, a rivalry that helps to account for the
sometimes striking resemblance between his theses and the present-day
contrast between the ‘real’ (or ‘logical’) form of an utterance and its
‘apparent logical’ (or ‘merely grammatical’) form. It is not only ‘Russell’s
merit’ (as Wittgenstein put it) but also Anselm’s ‘to have shown that the
apparent logical form of the proposition need not be its real form’. As far as
the medievals were concerned, this was by no means the end of the matter.
Equally trenchant obverse statements of this same contrast were to emerge
from the side of autonomy-seeking grammarians.®?

83. Monologion, Ch. 19; Henry 1967, pp. 218—19.
84. De casu diaboli, Ch. 11; Henry 1967, pp. 211-18.
85. Pinborg 1972, pp. 111-12.



6
ABELARD AND THE CULMINATION OF
THE OLD LOGIC

Abelard’s conception of logic

Of all the scholastic logicians writing while the old logic (logica vetus) was
still virtually the whole of the logical curriculum in the schools, Abelard is
generally conceded to have been the most profound and original.! He
himself was keenly aware of the subtlety required of the logician and in one
place says it depends on a divinely bestowed talent, rather than anything
that can be developed by mere practice.? Abelard treats dialectic (= logic)
as an ars sermocinalis, 1.c., like grammar a linguistic science. Its peculiar
subject matter is arguments as expressed in language, whose validity it tries
to judge in a scientific way.? This linguistically oriented conception of the
subject means that dialectic will overlap to some extent with grammar. In
the first section below I shall selectively explore this overlap; in the second
section I shall consider some of Abelard’s views on more purely logical
topics.

For Abelard logic also had a close relation to physica,* i.e., the sciences of
nature, since in explaining the ‘uses of words’ the logician must investigate
in a general way the ‘properties of things” which the mind uses words to
signify. This relationship leads to a concern with the psychology of
signification, to be explored in the third section below, and with ontology,
the topic of the fourth section. This discussion is necessarily very selective
and must omit consideration of many of Abelard’s philosophical insights
on relevant topics.

Dialectic and grammar

Throughout his logical works Abelard frequently deploys terms and
analyses borrowed from grammar and generally views his own dialectical

1. For example, Jolivet 1969, p. 338: ‘Logicien, Abélard doit étre mis trés haut. On ne connait avant
lui aucun médiéval qui soit de sa taille.’

2. See Abelard 1956, p. 471.4-9.

3. Sce Abelard 1954, p- 209.

4. See Abelard 1956, pp. 286.31—287.1.
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enterprise as deepening and to some extent correcting what grammar has
already begun. The main contribution of dialectic is its subtler inquiry into
what and how words signify, a study that sheds much light on many
grammatical categories and constructions. It is clearly Abelard’s assump-
tion that the two disciplines should work hand in hand, composing what
would in effect be a single science of language.® This is illustrated in the
following summary of Abelard’s work on a few crucial questions.

The distinction of nouns or names (a category that includes adjectives)
from verbs was as much argued over in Abelard’s day as in ancient times,
and it provided Abelard with an entry to matters that lie at the heart of his
philosophy. He rejects Aristotle’s view that verbs differ from nouns in
having a consignification of time, for he sees no reason not to ascribe a
similar consignification to nouns:

For just as ‘run’ or ‘running’ indicate running in connection with a person as
presently inhering in him, so ‘white’ determines whiteness in connection with 2
substance as presently inhering, for it is called white only because of present
whiteness.5

Abelard is equally unhappy with the idea that verbs, as distinct from other
parts of speech, signify only actions and passions, or what might better be
called ‘receptions’ (passiones, i.e. the passive correlates of actions). This
view runs afoul of the copula which although accepted as a verb can be used
to ‘join’ (copulare) to its subject any sort of entity whatsoever.”

What distinguishes verbs, in Abelard’s view, is that they provide the
‘completeness of sense’ (sensus perfectio) characteristic of whole sentences
(orationes perfectae) as distinct from mere phrases (orationes imperfectae).
What is the difference, he asks, between ‘A man runs’ and ‘a running man'?
Of constructions such as the latter he remarks:

But a completeness of sense has not yet been brought about in them; for when this
expression has been uttered the mind of the hearer is suspended and desires to hear
more in order to arrive at completeness of sense, for example, ‘is’ or some other
acceptable verb. For without a verb there is no completeness of sense.®

5. Jolivet 1969, p. $5:*... préparée par les Gloses, une scicnce unifiée du langage sous-tend les traites
de la Dialectique .. . il a fondu en un seul corps deux arts qu'il avait regus séparés.” Abelard did
composc a grammatical treatise, but it is lost. See Van den Eynde 1962, pp. 473-6.

6. Abelard 1956, p. 122.22—5: 'Sicut enim “curre” vel ““currens” cursum circa personam tamquam ¢i
praesentialiter inhaerentem demonstrac, ita “album™ circa substantiam albedinem tamquam
praesentialiter inhaerentem determinat; non enim album nisi ex praesenti albedine dicitur.’

7. Ibid., pp. 130.32-131.7.

8. Ibid., p. 148.26—30: *Sed nondum in ecis completa est sensus perfectio. Adhuc enim praemissa
oratione prolata suspensus audientis animus aliquid amplius audire desiderat, ut ad perfectionem
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Verbs can perform this function because they propose the ‘inherence’ of
what they signify in the subject.

Thus we see that this completeness of sense depends mainly on verbs, since only by
them is inherence of something in something indicated in a manner expressive of
different mental states; without this inherence there is no completeness of sense.
When Isay ‘Come to me’ or ‘If only you would come to me’, in a way I propound
the inherence of coming to me in a manner expressive of my order or my desire; in
the one case [ order that coming should belong to him, in the other I have a desire,
namely, that he come.?

The talk of ‘inherence’, however, must be treated delicately, for it is not
Abelard’s view that any verb, even the copula, signifies some relational
property of inherence. Rather verbs generally signify that which ‘inheres’,
while the copula, according to one of Abelard’s accounts of it, signifies
nothing at all. If any verb were to signify ‘inherence’, then it would be
unable to perform the ‘linking’ function, i.e., the function of the copula,
which is to ‘link’ what the predicate signifies to the subject. ‘Runs’ signifies
running and ‘links’ it as well. The copula ‘is’ really expresses just this
linking function implicit in all verbs; if it were to signify anything on its
own it could no more take a predicate noun or adjective and link its
significate to a subject than can ‘runs’.'®

This view is taken still further when Abelard separates ‘to be’ used as a
copula from ‘to be’ used to mean ‘to exist’. If the separation is not made we
have problems with sentences such as ‘Homer is a poet’ and ‘A chimera is
conceivable’, where the subjects are non-existent or even impossible.
Abelard’s solution is to treat the whole phrase consisting of copula plus
predicate noun or adjective as a single verb-phrase and in this way climi-
nate any idea that ‘to be’ on its own is predicated of the subject.

Thus it seems to me if I may dare to speak freely, that it would be more rational and
satisfying to reason that . .. we understand as a single verb ‘to be a man’ or ‘to be
white’ or ‘to be conceivable'. Aristotle indeed says that in ‘Homer is a poet’ ‘to be' is
predicated per accidens, i.e., ‘to be’ is predicated accidentally of Homer in that the

sensus perveniat, veluti “est”, aut aliquod aliud competens verbum. Practer verbum namgque nulla
est sensus perfectio.’

9. Ibid., p. 149.20-6: ‘Perfectio itaque scnsus maxime pendere dinoscitur in verbis, quibus solis
alicuius ad aliquid inhaerentia secundum varios affectus animi demonstratur: praeter quam
quidem inhaerentiam orationis perfectio non subsistit. Cum enim dico: "' Veni ad me* vel ““utinam
venires adme" , quodammodo inhaerentiam veniendi ad me propono secundum iussum meum vel
desiderium mecum, in eo scilicet quod iubeo illi ut venire ei cohaereat, vel desidero, idest ut ipse
veniat.”

10. See Abelard 1919-27, p. 362.25-9.
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poem belongs to him, but it is not predicated per se of Homer that he is. But since
‘to be’, as was said, is not a verbal unit, to be predicated per accidens is not to be
predicated; rather ‘to be’ is part of the predicate.!!

Abclard in effect wants us to treat the copula as what a modern grammarian
would call an auxiliary, and indeed Abelard draws support for his view
from the implausibility of dividing up “erit sedens” (will be sitting) into two
parts, because of the conflict of tenses between auxiliary and participle.'?

The copula, then, turns out to be a verb-phrase-maker, taking as com-
plements nouns, participles, and whole clauses and turning them into verb-
phrases. But the process should not be thought to leave the complement
with the same meaning it has in isolation, for this leads to logical ab-
surdities. As we have seen, the noun following the copula has in isolation a
tense of its own (generally the present), and this can conflict with the tense
of the copula. For example, “This old man was a boy’ will be necessarily
false if we treat ‘boy’ as retaining its signification of present time, for then
the sentence is equivalent to “This old man was one of those who is
presently a boy.”'* What we must do, Abelard says, is treat the whole
copula plus predicate noun as a single verb having the tense of the copula.
He shows how only in this way can the rules of conversion and syllogistic
inference be made to apply to sentences with verbs in tenses other than the
present.!*

Having gone this far, Abelard sees that nouns in isolation really have the
same signification as verb phrases, but just lack the ability to ‘link’. He puts
it this way:

It seems that the signification of 2 substantive verb [i.e. a copula], to which time is
joined as well, is associated with nouns just as it is with verbs. For just as ‘runs’
amounts to saying ‘is running’, so ‘man’ amounts to ‘is a mortal rational animal’.'*

11. Abelard 1956, p. 138.11—22: “Unde mihi, si profiteri audeam, illud rationabilius videtur ut rationi
sufficere valeamus, ut scilicet, quemadmodum oppositionem in adiecto secundum oppositionem
magis quam secundum appositionem sumimus, ita accidentalem praedicationem accipiamus, ac
cum dicitur: “est homo™ vel “est opinabile” vel “est album" pro uno verbo *'esse hominem™ vel
“esse album’ vel Vesse opinabile” intelligamus. Quod vero Aristoteles, cum dicitur: “Homerus
est poeta”, dicit per accidens “esse” pracdicari hoc modo: “secundum accidens enim praedicatur
‘esse’ de Homero, quoniam inest c¢i poecma, sed non sccundum se praedicatur de Homero
quoniam est”, cum non sit “esse”’, ut dictum est, una dictio, praedicari per accidens non est
praedicari, immo pars est *‘esse” praedicati.’

12. lbid., pp. 138.26-139.11.

13. Sec Abelard 1919-27, pp. 348.28~349.17.

14. See Abelard 1056, pp. 139.12—140.22.

15. Ibid., p. 122.28—31 with the correction suggested by Tweedale 1976, p. 288: ‘Sicut enim sub-
stantivi verbi significatio, cui quoque tempus adiunctum est, verbis adiungitur, sic et nominibus
videtur. Sicut enim “currit” quantum “est currens” dicit, ita “homo” tantumdem quantum “est
animal rationale mortale™.”
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It is not, then, that what is basic from a logical point of view is two items,
the copula and the noun, and that the verb phrase which grammatically
combines these is logically derivative from them. Rather the noun in
isolation, or whenever it is used to denote things (i.e. appellative), derives its
meaning from the verb phrase. What is logically basic, i.e. basic for the
analysis of meaning, is the combination of copula and predicate noun
considered as an indivisible unit.

Abelard is not unaware that his inquiry has led him to treat lightly many
canons of the grammarians, but he urges his reader to consider dialectic the
subtler discipline:

Do not recoil in horror when in order to open up the correct meanings of
sentences we put together many verbs or substantives, such as ‘to be a man’, or
verbs derived from things other than actions or passions, such as ‘to be white’, and
thus seem to go against the rules of grammarians. For those who are in the first
rank of the discipline, out of a consideration for the capacities of beginners, have
left to the advanced the inquiry into and correction of many matters in which the
subtlety of dialectic must be employed.'$

Abelard’s logical inquiries have led him to find an underlying similarity
where the mere grammarian sees only basic divergence. The implication is
that the grammarian, at least in large part, sets out on an inquiry which can
really be completed only by the more difficult art of dialectic. And this in
turn implies that the study of meaning, or semantics is more fundamental
to the study of language than mere syntax.

On the other hand, Abelard is fond of showing how certain grammatical
constructions do not admit of logical analysis in any straightforward way.
He does this in order to correct pseudo-dialecticians who naively apply
standard Aristotelian logic where it is in fact quite out of place.

A very important instance of this use of grammar concerns the notion of
an ‘impersonal’ construction, an idea central to some of Abelard’s most
puzzling remarks in ontology. Impersonal constructions in grammar are
sentences without any subject, such as ‘It is raining’ or ‘It is going well’. In
such cases English supplies the grammatical subject ‘it’, but from a logical
point of view the sentence lacks a subject altogether.

This phenomenon of language encourages Abelard to treat sentences

16. lbid., p. 140.23~9: ‘Quod autem grammaticorum regulis contrarii videmur, quod multa compo-
nimus verba vel substantiva, ut “esse hominem™, vel ab aliis quam ab actionibus vel passionibus
sumpta, ut “esse album™, propter rectam enuntiationum sententiam aperiendam, non abhorreas.
flli enim qui primum disciplinae gradum tenent, pro capacitate tenerorum multa provectis
inquircre aut corrigenda reliquerunt in quibus dialecticae subtilitatem opertet laborare.’
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whose grammatical subjects are nominalisations of sentences or verb
phrases as logically subjectless.’” Thus modal propositions such as “That a
chimera does not exist is true’ or ‘It is impossible that a chimera exist’ can be
treated as subjectless. Consequently, Aristotelian term logic is utterly
inapplicable to these sentences. Abelard says bluntly of modal words such
as ‘true’ or ‘possible’:

But where impersonal nouns are predicated impersonally no conversion is
admitted .. . and neither can they properly be called universals when they do not
cover anything personally [i.e. do not denote]. Nor can they be used universally or
particularly .. .'8

For the moment it suffices to note that in these cases Abelard does not
find the grammatical fact of impersonality just another occasion on which
dialectic can correct the grammarian. Rather he turns this point of gram-
mar into a weapon against a pseudo-dialectic that feels impelled to confine
all of language to the standard term logic that the logica vetus took over
from Aristotle.

Pure dialectic

The conception of dialectic and grammar as overlapping in interests would
be difficult if not impossible had Abelard not taken words to be the subject
matter of logic. But Abelard is very aware that this approach, one shared by
most of his immediate precursors, is easily misunderstood. He reminds us
that words are of interest to the logician because they signify, not because
of their physical characteristics. Dialectic is not interested in phonology.
And yet Abelard does not allow this obvious point to draw him into
postulating words (sertnones) as an entirely separate class of things from
physical vocal utterances (voces).

The problem is to allow that the logician uses many predicates such as ‘is
auniversal’ or ‘is a genus’ which apply only to words and not to utterances,
while maintaining that words and utterances are the same things. In Logica
‘Nostrorum petitioni sociorum’ '® Abelard tentatively suggests a solution. It
requires treating these predicates of logic much like the predicate ‘was
made by Socrates’, which could be true of a statue but not of a piece of

17. See Abelard 1919—27, p. 361.26—36. Also discussion in Tweedale 1976, pp. 244—72.

18. Minio-Paluello 1956-8, 1, p. 19.17-21: "At vero, ubi inpersonalia nomina predicantur inper-
sonaliter, nulla (ut dictum est) conversio fit, nec ipsa, (cum aliquid personaliter non contineant),
universalia proprie dici possunt, nec universaliter nec particulariter proferri possunt, sed semper
ad infinitivum modum construuntur.’

19. See Abelard 1919-27, pp. §22.10~524.24. Also discussion in Tweedale 1976, pp. 142-62.
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stone even when the statue is the piece of stone. This can happen because
“This statue was made by Socrates’ really means “This statue was made by
Socrates to be a statue’, and likewise ‘This piece of stone was made by
Socrates” means ‘This piece of stone was made by Socrates to be a piece of
stone’.2° Now, the predicates of logic, c.g. ‘is a universal’, can similarly be
affected by their subjects, if we allow that they implicitly assert of some-
thing that it is made or ‘established” by the conventions of language. Then
since a word is made to be a2 word by linguistic conventions but an
utterance is not made to be an utterance by linguistic conventions (it is an
utterance by nature), we can explain why words but not utterances are
universals, although words and utterances are not different things.

When we turn to the meanings of words, we find that in the case of
nouns Abelard distinguishes significatio (signification) from appellatio (de-
noting) or nominatio (naming). A noun appellat or nominat the things a
modern logician would say it denotes or is true of, while it signifies
(significat) some property belonging to whatever it denotes. Abelard is
keen to distinguish denotative from non-denotative uses of nouns. The
former, it seems, can be replaced by an indefinite pronoun plus relative
clause without changing the meaning of the whole sentence.?! For ex-
ample, ‘A boy is running’ means ‘Something which is a boy is running’.
Furthermore, in this latter sentence the occurrence of ‘a boy’ is not denota-
tive since, according to Abelard, no predicate noun is denotative. His
reasons here are closely allied to his arguments for treating copula plus
predicate noun as a single verb.?? If *a boy’ in “This old man was a boy’
were denotative, the whole sentence would mean ‘This old man was
something which is a boy’ and would consequently be absurd. We see then
that Abelard has provided himself with a way of replacing all denotative
occurrences of nouns with quantifier pronouns, such as ‘something’ or
‘anything’, accompanied by a relative clause with a verb constructed from
the copula plus the noun in question used non-denotatively, as when
‘something which is a boy’ was substituted above for ‘a boy’.

Thisidea s closely related to a remark Abelard makes about ‘is’ or ‘exists’
(i.c., ‘est’) in his Theologia Christiana. What he proposes there is that we not
treat it as a predicate taking a denotative noun as subject. For example, in
the sentence ‘A father exists” we are not saying ‘Something which is a father

20. See the account of Abelard’s view in Introductiones Montane minores as edited in De Rijk 19627,

1(2), pp. 15-16.
21. See Tweedale 1976, pp. 166-9.
22. See nn. 13 and 14 above.
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exists’ but simply ‘Something is a father’. In other words, ‘exists’ disappears
as a predicate on its own to be replaced by a quantifier plus a verb
constructed from a copula plus the noun which was the subject in the
original.?* Abelard is innovating here, and he has moved very far in the
direction of letting quantificational pronouns operating on verbs carry the
burden of both reference and existential import, a move whose full
possibilities were not realised until Frege formulated it mathematically in
the nineteenth century.

Central to dialectic is the notion of validity as applied to arguments and
inferences. Abelard says of inference that it ‘consists in a necessity of
entailment — namely, in the fact that the meaning of the consequent is
demanded by the sense of the antecedent.’** The antecedent and con-
sequent must be so related that: ‘It cannot happen that it is as the first says
but it is not as the second says.”?* In other words, the truth of the
antecedent requires the truth of the consequent. Abelard asks on what this
‘necessity of entailment’ rests. Obviously it is dependent not on the
physical character of the sentences as utterances but on their meanings.
Abelard rejects the view which would treat psychological realities, i.e.
thoughts (intellectus), as meanings, and then claim the entailment here is
one between these thoughts. The thought expressed by the antecedent, he
says, can exist entirely without that expressed by the consequent.?® Nor is it
possible, on his view, to sec the entailment as one between extra-mental
things, for then there would be no entailment when the things in question
were non-existent. But there can be true conditionals (or consequences:
consequentiae) about the non-existent:

For example, since we admit that the consequence ‘If there is a rose, there is a
flower’ is always true and necessary, even when the things are destroyed, we have
to see why the signification is judged to be necessary. None of the necessity is in the
things, however, since even when they have been completely destroyed, that
which is said by the consequence —i.e., that if this is that is —is no less necessary.?”

23. See Theologia Christiana (PL vol. 178), 1312D~1313B; Abelard 1956, pp. 132.36~133.23; and
Tweedale 1976, pp. 195-9.

24. Abelard 1956, p. 253.28—0: ‘Inferentia itaque in necessitate consecutionis consistit, in eo scilicet
quod ex sensu antecedentis sententia exigitur consequentis ..." See discussion in Jolivet 1969,

PP- 148-66.

25. Abelard 1919-27, p. 367.8—9: ‘Sed non potest contingere ita ut prior dicit quin sit ita ut dicit
posterior.”

26. See Abelard 1956, p. 154.30-8.

27. Abelard 1919—27, p. 366.6—12: ". .. veluti cum istam consequentiam “'Si est rosa, est flos”, veram

semper etiam destructis rebus et necessariam concedamus, oportet videri, pro quo significatio
necessaria iudicetur. At vero in rebus nihil est necessitatis, quibus etiam omnino destructis non
minus necessarium est, quod a consequentia dicitur, id est, si hoc est, illud esse.”
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Rather it is from what the sentences say, their dicta, that we judge whether
or not the necessity of connection is present. But these dicta, or significates
of propositions, are neither mental nor extra-mental things.

Abelard is very aware that the necessity of entailment may arise from the
very form of the sentences involved, as with standard syllogisms.?® On the
other hand, this necessity may rest on the significates of the terms, as in the
inference “This is a man, therefore it is an animal.” These latter give rise to
the doctrine of loci (topics) and the development of certain rules, maximae,
that express the principles involved.?? For example, the cited consequence
holds because whatever a species is predicable of, the genus of that species is
also predicable of.

In general Abelard will not allow that affirmative categorical prop-
ositions can be necessarily true, for their truth requires that the subject
term denote some existent thing, but all things other than God have a
contingent existence. Natural science, of course, asserts many categorical
propositions which must be true as long as there do exist the things it is
talking about, but this qualified necessity always rests on a ‘law of nature’
(lex naturae), i.e. a hypothetical that expresses a necessity of entailment. ‘A
man is an animal’ must be true as long as there are men, and this conditional
necessity depends on the ‘law of nature’ that the nature of man cannot exist
without the nature of animal being in it,? i.e., the law that finds expression
in ‘If there is a man, there is an animal.’ Science, for Abelard, is the search
for these necessary entailments holding between the natures of the things
that actually exist.

These entailments, or their absence, also determine the truth of modal
propositions ~ i.e., those that use the terms ‘necessary’, ‘possible’, ‘im-
possible’, or expressions equivalent to these. Here Abelard nicely dis-
tinguishes two senses of modal propositions, one per divisionem and one per
compositionem.>! If we say it is possible for one standing to be sitting, we
may mean to attribute, so to speak, possible truth to the proposition ‘One
standing is sitting’, and the result is absurd since that proposition cannot be
true. Thisis the sense per compositionem or de sensu propositionis. On the other
hand we may mean to attribute to someone standing the possibility of
sitting, and then the assertion is very likely true. This is the sense per

28. See Abelard 1956, p. 256.20-4.

29. See Jolivet 1969, pp. 153-68, and Bird 1959.

30. See Abelard 1956, p. 280.12—4.

31. Sec Minio-Palucllo 1956-8, u, pp. 13.15—14.4. Abclard says he draws the distinction from
Aristotle’s Sophistici elenchi (165%26, 166°23-8); which shows he had some acquaintance with at
least that portion of the logica nova.
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divisionem or de re. Under this latter interpretation Abelard can treat the
modal proposition as really categorical with a modal predicate, and all the
rules of Aristotelian term-logic apply. But when the modal proposition is
interpreted de sensu propositionis, Abelard prefers not to treat the nominalisa-
tion of the sentence as a logical subject naming something of which a
modal property is predicated. Consequently it falls totally outside the
categories of Aristotelian term-logic,*? and is, as noted above, to be treated
as impersonal, i.e., subjectless.

The psychology of signification

Abelard seems to take the view that the basic role of language is to express
overtly certain activities of the mind of the speaker which are prior to and
independent of language itself.>* But while allowing that language makes
thoughts overt, Abelard is very keen to deny that language is used solely or
even primarily to describe thoughts. Words are not used, except when we
do psychology, to talk about the thoughts themselves; rather they are used
to talk about the same things the thoughts are about. In the following
passage Abelard talks of words signifying both ideas and things, but it is
clear that this amounts to noting two quite different kinds of signifying.

For just as nouns and verbs have two significations, one of a thing, another of an
idea, so also the propositions which are made out of them draw from them two
significations, one of ideas, the other of things. Like nouns and verbs, propositions
also deal with things, and like them they generate certain ideas. When we say, ‘A
man runs’, we deal with the very things, a man and running, and we join running
to a man; we do not link the ideas of them to each other. We are not saying
anything about ideas; we simply put them in the mind of the hearer while dealing
solely with things.?*

Words signify ideas in the sense that they produce them in the minds of
hearers; they signify things in that they are used to talk about them.

It is easy to misunderstand Abelard here as saying that for each word
there is some thing it signifies. But that interpretation directly contradicts
what he says about how universals, i.e. common nouns, signify.

32. Minio-Paluello 1956-8, 11, p. 14.14—7.

33. He even says that in some cases ‘the soul grasps an idea better than language can express it". See
Abelard 1956, pp. 118.20-119.2.

34. Ibid., p. 154.20—9: ‘Sicut enim nominum et verborum duplex ad rem et ad intellectum signi-
ficatio, ita etiam propositiones quae ex ipsis componuntur, duplicem ex ipsis significationem
contrahunt, unam quidem de intellectibus, aliam vero de rebus. De rebus enim, sicut illa,
propositiones quoque agunt ac de ipsis quoque, sicut illa, quosdam intellectus generant. Cum
enim dicimus: “homo currit”, de homine ac cursu rebus ipsis agimus cursumque homini
coniungimus, non intellectus eorum ad invicem copulamus; nec quicquam de intellectibus
dicimus, sed de rebus solis agentes eos in animo audientis constituimus.”
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In a common noun such as ‘man’ neither Socrates nor some other man nor the
whole collection of men is rationally understood via the force of the utterance .. ..
Thus it scems that neither ‘man’ nor any other universal word signifies anything,
since there is no thing the idea of which it introduces.3*

This leads directly to one formulation of the problem of universals: what is
the idea expressed by a universal noun an idea of ? Abelard notes the close
association of ideas with mental images or likenesses made up in our
imaginations. It is clear he does not identify the idea, which is an act of
thinking of something, with its associated image, for there can be ideas
without images,?® and in any event the image is not a thing at all, not even
a mental thing, whereas an idea clearly is.>” Might it be, though, that the
image is what the idea is an idea of ? Certainly Abelard says the idea ‘grasps’
(concipit) an image,*® but in the end it is clear that his view is more subtle
than this, for he allows that ideas of different things might be associated
with the same image:

With one and the same image before the mind’s eye I can consider both the nature
of quality and the nature of whiteness. Although the image is the same, there are
many ways of conceiving it, as, for example, when I consider it at one time as
being a quality and at another as being white. Thus the force of an idea does not
consist in that mode of signifying which even the beasts bring about with images;
rather it consists in the distinction of attention, which pertains only to reason and
which the beasts lack entirely.*’

Human reason uses images to think of any of the characteristics they
exhibit, and indeed it is this ability to vary what the mind is attending to
without necessarily changing the contents of the imagination that Abelard
thinks distinguishes human from sub-human intelligence.

Must we then say that the things we have ideas of are these natures or
properties Abelard speaks of 7 We shall see in the next section that this too is
a partial misunderstanding of his view. Here we may simply note that in

35. Abelard 1919-27, pp. 18.23~19.6: ‘In nomine vero communi, quod “homo™ est, nec ipse
Socrates nec alius nec tota hominum collectio rationabiliter ex vi vocis intelligitur nec etiam in
quantum homo est, ipse Socrates per hoc nomen, ut quidam volunt, certificatur ... Nullum
itaque significare videtur vel *homo” vel aliud universale vocabulum, cum de nulla re constituat
intellectum.”

36. Ibid., p. 21.18-22.

37. Ibid., pp. 314.25-315.17.

38. Ibid., p. 21.27~36.

39. Ibid., p. 329.14-22: ‘Similiter cadem imagine ante mentis oculos constituta in ipsa et qualitatis et
albedinis naturam considero et licet sit cadem imago, plures sunt de ea concipiendi modi, quod
modo in ¢o quod qualitas est, modo in eo quod est album. Vis itaque intellectus non in modo
significandi consistit, quod et bestiac faciunt per imaginem, sed in discretionc attendendi, quod ad
rationem solum pertinet, cuius omnino bestiae expertes sunt.”
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Logica ‘Nostrorum petitioni sociorum’ Abelard suggests that the whole search
for things our ideas are of is misguided. There he compares the question
“What are you thinking of ?” with *What do you want?’, in order to note
that just as ‘I want a hood’ does not entail that there is some hood I want, so
‘I am thinking of a man’ may not entail there is some man I am thinking
of.*® The careful logician, then, can note that some nouns serving as direct
objects of verbs of mental attitude are non-denoting, i.e. not logical objects
at all. He can then allow that an idea is of something while denying that
there is something which it is an idea of. Basically it is the same point
Abelard made about impersonal sentences, only where they were subject-
less these are objectless.

Ontology

What most associate Abelard with nominalists of the later Middle Ages
such as Ockham, and even of our own time, such as N. Goodman and
W. V. O. Quine, are his incessant efforts to show that dialectic and the artes
sermocinales in general can be developed without their requiring us to
believe in the existence of things other than those more or less ordinary
ones described by physica. This comes out most clearly in his lengthy
remarks on status and dicta, i.e. the significates of verb phrases (and hence of
nouns, see above) and sentences respectively. Two similar passages estab-
lish this line of approach clearly enough:

But it seems absurd for us to understand the agreement of things in such a way that
itis not some thing, as though we were uniting in nothing things which exist when
we say that they agree in the status of man, that is in this: that they are men. But we
mean merely that they are men and do not differ at all in this regard, i.e. not in as
much as they are men, although we call on no essence.*' We call the status of man
his being a man, which is not a thing. We also say that this is the common cause of
the application of the noun to singulars in as much as they agree with each other.*?
But it is objected: Since the dicta of propositions are nothing, how is it that
propositions happen to be true on account of them, for how can that be called a
cause which is completely nothing and which cannot be? But a man is hanged on

40. Abelard 1919-27, pp. §32.30-533.9.

41. ‘Essence’ (= essentia) has for Abelard, in contrast to later scholastics influcnced by Avicenna, the
same meaning as ‘thing' (= res).

42. Abelard 1919-27, p. 20.1—9: ‘Abhorrendum autem videtur, quod convenicntiam rerum
secundum id accipiamus, quod non est res aliqua, tamquam in nihilo ca quae sunt, uniamus, cum
scilicet hunc etillum in statu hominis, id est in co quod sunt homines convenire dicimus, Sed nihil
aliud sentimus, nisi eos homines esse, et secundum hoc nullatenus differre, secundum hoc,
inquam, quod homines sunt, licet ad nullam vocemus essentiam. Statum autem hominis ipsum
esse hominem, quod non est res, vocamus quod etiam diximus communem causam impositionis
nominis ad singulos, sccundum quod ipsi ad invicem conveniunt.’
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account of a theft he performed which is now nothing; and a man dies because he
does not eat and is damned because he does not act rightly, yet not eating and not
acting rightly are not things.43

This ‘dereification’ 4 of status and dicta is not to be confused with treating
them either as unreal or subjective. This emerges most clearly in Abelard’s
ill-received effort to explain the doctrine of the Holy Trinity. Here he says
we should treat the distinction of the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit not as a
difference in essentia, 1.e. as among three distinct things, but as a difference

of three properties or status.**

The Persons, i.e. the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, are different from each other in
something like the way that things different by definition or property are different,
i.e., although the very same essence which is God the Son is God the Father or God
the Holy Spirit, nevertheless the property distinctive of God the Father inasmuch
as He is the Father is other than that distinctive of the Son and that distinctive of the
Holy Spirit 46

Abelard certainly did not want either to deny the objective reality of the
divine persons or treat those persons as some sort of ‘forms’ existing in God
yet distinct in essence from him. Both he considered obvious heresies. The
latter in particular destroys the divine simplicity:

For if the paternity which is in God is an essence other than God, is it not true that
God the Father consists of two things, i.e. of God and paternity, and that He relates
as a whole to these two from which He is made up?*’

Various lines of thought reviewed in the preceding sections meet when
Abelard tries to disentangle logic from its supposed ontological impli-
cations. We recall that verbs must signify in such a way that the whole
sentence says something, rather than just being a name of something. But

43. Ibid., pp. 368.40—369.6: ‘Sed opponitur, cum dicta propositionum nil sint, quomodo propter ca
contingat propositiones esse veras, quia haec quae nil omnino sunt vel esse possunt, quomodo dici
causa possunt? Sed propter patratum furtum homo suspenditur, quod tamen furtum iam nil est, et
moritur homo quid non comedit, et damnatur quia non bene agit. Non comedere tamen vel non
bene agere non sunt essentiac aliquac.’

44. I have taken this term from Jolivet 1969, p. 355.

45. Sec Joliver 1969, pp. 286—96.

46. Theologia Christiana (PL, vol. 178), 1253D-1254A: ‘Sunt autem ab invicem diversae personae, id
est Pater, et Filius, et Spiritus Sanctus ad similitudinem eorum quae diffinitione diversa sunt seu
proprictate, eo videlicet quod quamvis cadem penitus essentia sit Deus Pater quae est Deus Filius,
seu Deus Spiritus Sanctus, aliud tamen proprium est Dei Patris, in eo scilicet quod Pater est, et
aliud Filii et aliud Spiritus Sancti.’

47. Ibid., 1255B: "Nunquid enim si paternitas, quae inest Deo, alia essentia sit ab ipso Deo, verum est
Deum Patrem ex duobus consistere, hoc est ex Deo et paternitate, ipsumque esse totum ad haec
duo ex quibus consistit?”
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this is just what prevents the verb from being itself a name and signifying
some thing as does a name. Also, common nouns really have the same
signification as verbs, so they too are not to be conceived as signifying by
naming what they signify. And whole sentences, of course, do not signify
by naming either, because they contain the verb which imports the force of
saying. Where we do have apparent names of what verbs and sentences
signify, as with nominalisations, we can treat these as ‘impersonal’ and the
sentences in which they appear as ‘subjectless’. And just as we find no
necessity either in ordinary discourse or in logic to employ names of what
verbs and sentences signify, so in talking of the objects of thought (i.e. what
our ideas are ideas of) we discover that there is no need to treat psycho-
logical discourse as containing names of things which are these objects. In
the end all uses of noun phrases apparently denoting these status and dicta
can be seen as non-denoting occurrences of nouns, or as parts of sentences
whose assertion is quitc unnecessary to any legitimate inquiry .48

Further we sce that the ‘necessity of entailment’ which Abelard claims is
involved in all valid inference and in the ‘laws of nature’ on which science
relies, really concerns connections between these natures or status and the
dicta of whole propositions. If we were to treat the status and dicta as things,
they would be the eternal, necessary realities beloved by all Platonists,
which provide whatever intclligibility the world may have. Abelard is not
entirely repelled by such a vision.*® He takes note of Priscian’s view that the
world is constructed on the basis of forms in the mind of God, and these
forms are what we think of and what our words signify, albeit in a very
confused fashion. Certainly Abelard is quite willing to acknowledge that
we do not have correct conceptions of the very natures our ideas are of.>°
Butin the end he avoids any commitment to this sort of realism. It was left
to logicians at Melun, a school where Abelard had taught, to carry the
master’s ideas in this Platonist direction.®'

Abelard’s program of ‘dereification’ is directly connected with his effort
to unify grammar and dialectic in such a way that while the latter eluci-
dates at a deeper level much of what the former treats, grammar forces
dialectic out of a simplistic reliance on Aristotle’s term-logic as it is handed
down by the logica vetus. Abelard had rethought the contents of the logica
vetus, and in his analyses he frequently moved far beyond anything that

48. See Tweedale 1976, pp. 273-8.

49. See Jolivet 1969, p. 353, where Abelard is described as a sort of Platonist.
50. See Abelard 1919—27, p. 23.18-24.

51. See excerpts from the Ars Meliduna, in De Rijk 1962~7, 1(1), pp. 264—390.
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could be extracted from that limited heritage. Yet his style is often tenta-
tive, rarely claiming to say the last word and frequently inviting further
reflection. His work should have formed the basis of a highly original
development of the artes sermocinales and of philosophy in general in
Western Europe. But this was not to be. Partly because of Abelard’s poor
reputation with the church authorities, but mostly because of the influx of
hitherto unavailable works by Aristotle and his Islamic commentators,
Abelard’s work was to be largely ignored in favour of the more com-
prehensive and systematic philosophy these new texts provided.



IV

LOGIC IN THE
HIGH MIDDLE AGES: SEMANTIC
THEORY



7
THE ORIGINS OF THE

THEORY OF
THE PROPERTIES OF TERMS

Language, thought, and reality

Beginning as early as the eleventh century, the relationship between
thought and language was a focal point of medieval thought. This does not
amount to saying that the basic nature of that relationship was being
studied; rather it was accepted without discussion, as it had been in
antiquity. Thought was considered to be linguistically constrained by its
very nature; thought and language were taken to be related both to each
other and to reality in their elements and their structure. In the final
analysis, language, thought, and reality were considered to be of the same
logical coherence. Language was taken to be not only an instrument of
thought, expression, and communication but also in itself an important
source of information regarding the nature of reality. In medieval thought,
logico-semantic and metaphysical points of view are, as a result of their
perceived interdependence, entirely interwoven.

The first medieval scholars to have a professional interest in language as
such were the grammarians. Their interest was focused on what we would
call logico-semantical and syntactical questions; this is especially true of the
School of Chartres as early as the 1030s. No longer were words studicd as
separate units quite apart from their linguistic context; rather it was that
context itself that attracted the most intense interest. I have labelled this
concentration of attention the ‘contextual approach’ (De Rijk 1967,
pp. 113-17; 123—5). The statement (propositio), not isolated words, was
taken to be the fundamental unit of meaning. The meaning of a word in its
actual use in a propositional context was considered so important, indeed,
as to lead to the introduction of a special terminology, centred around
terms (i.c., words as parts of actual propositions) and their properties.

The development of the doctrine of the properties of terms was in fact
nothing but the growing dominance of just one of the properties of terms,
suppositio, i.e., actually ‘standing for’. On the other hand, throughout that
development, there remained some basic presuppositions which not only
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established the framework of the development but were, unfortunately, to
determine later developments as well. Among them the most obstinate was
the doctrine of significatio.

Signification and the contextual approach

In spite of the fact that the medieval logicians were aware that the actual
context in which a term occurs is of paramount importance to its actual
meaning, and that, accordingly, in investigating the meaning(s) of a term
they practiced the contextual approach, all their investigations kept on
being mortgaged by the ineradicable doctrine of significatio as upheld in
ancient and medieval philosophy. This doctrine may be best expressed this
way: a2 word’s actual meaning (its meaning on a particular occasion of its
use) ultimately is, or can be reduced to, its fundamental ‘significance’
(significatio), which as the word’s natural property constitutes its essence or
form (essentia, forma), in virtue of which it is at the root of every actual
meaning of that word.

If we distinguish the contextual approach and the basic doctrine of
signification as the two focal points of the theory of the properties of terms,
the different aspects of the theory seem to be in close correspondence with
the preponderance either of the contextual approach or of the doctrine of
signification.

Medieval logicians regularly classified meaningful words into such as
have meaning in their own right (termini significativi or significantes) and
such as are meaningful only when joined to words of the first kind (termini
consignificativi or consignificantes). The former are also called categorematic
terms (termini categorematici or categoremata), the latter, syncategorematic
terms (termini syncategorematici or syncategoremata). The quasi-physical
character ascribed to those words by medieval logicians clearly appears
from a thirteenth-century treatise (called Syncategoreumata) by master
Nicholas (of Paris?), which opens as follows:

As the Philosopher remarks, the things that belong to art and reason are considered
in relation to and in imitation of things that belong to nature. Now as regards
natural things, we see that there are some that are naturally suited to accomplish
something without the assistance of anything else, but others that are not suited to
move unless they have been moved ... The situation is similar as regards things
belonging to reason, especially as regards words, because some perform their
function—i.e. they signify — without the aid of anything else . . ., and words of that
sort are called categoremata—1.e. significant. There are others that are not significant
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in themseclves, but in conjunction with the others, and those are called
syncategoremata.'

The syncategorematic words are dealt with elsewhere in this volume. Here
the categorematic words are under discussion, the only words that have
meaning in the strict sense (significatio).

Medieval semantics is focused on the meaning of the noun (nomen). The
function or property of the noun is commonly defined in the Middle Ages
(following Priscian) as signifying substance (substantia) together with
quality (qualitas).? Substantia, according to the medieval interpretation, is
nothing but the individual thing, and the gualitas meant here is the uni-
versal nature in which the particular thing participates. The anonymous
author of the grammatical gloss Promisimus (not later than the last quarter
of the twelfth century) explicitly says that, seeing that all things have
existence in common, the older grammarians (antiqui) used ‘substantia’ as a
word with which to speak about things generally. So to be a substantia is to
have the property of being subsistent (proprietas subsistendi), to be that
which receives a thing’s essential, specific nature (quod suscipit formam). The
same author explains qualitas as the property which is designated by a
common or appellative noun such as ‘man’ or the one designated by a
proper noun such as ‘John’.?> An anonymous commentary on Priscian
dating from about the same time says that to signify the gualitas is to
designate to what class of things something belongs or of what nature a
thing is.* Indeed, the prevailing view in twelfth- and thirteenth-century
grammar and logic is that a substantia is an individual and qualitas its nature,
picking out the class of things to which the individual belongs. As early as
the second half of the twelfth century substantia is further identified with
the subject of discourse (id de quo sermo habetur). In the Quaestiones Victorinae

1. ‘Ut dicit Philosophus [Physics 11, 2; 1942 21-27], ea que sunt in arte et ratione sumuntur ad
proportionem et imitationem eorum que sunt in natura. In naturalibus vero ita videmus quod
sunt quedam que per naturam nata sunt in se aliquid agere sinc alieno suffragio, alia vero sunt que
non sunt nata movere nisi mota, sicut homo a sc motus et non ab alio protrahit litteras, calamus
vero non a se sed ab homine motus. Similiter se habet in rebus rationis, maxime in vocibus, quod
quedam faciunt id ad quod sunt sine auxilio alterius, scilicet significant, quia omnis vox est ad
significandum, quoniam, ut dicit Aristotiles [De interpretatione 1; 16a 3—4], voces sunt notae earum
que sunt in anima passionum, idest significant intellectus, qui sunt signa rerum,; et ita voces
significant res; et tales voces dicuntur categoreumata, idest: significantes; alie sunt que per se non
significant sed in coniunctione ad alias; et tales dicuntur sincategoreumata’ (Braakhuis 1979,
1.2—-15).

2. Priscian 1855, I1, 18, 55.6: ‘proprium est nominis significare substantiam cum qualitate’.

1. Ms Oxford, Bodlcian, Laud Lat. 67, f. 49*b.

4. Ms Vienna, V. P. L. 2486, f. 24*®: *... de¢ quo genere rerum aliquid sit vel de qua manerie’.
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(presumably written in the school of William of Champeaux) an interest~
ing note is found on the signification of a noun. The author paraphrases
Priscian’s definition of the noun (‘The noun signifies substance together
with quality’), that is, supposits (supponif) a thing together with the thing’s
status, the latter term being in common use to designate a thing’s universal
nature. So we find as carly as the twelfth century ‘supponere’ (to supposit) as
an equivalent for ‘significare substantiam’, i.c. to signify the individual
thing.*

Signification, univocation, and appellation

As we have seen, signification was taken by medieval logicians to be a
word’s natural property, the formal constituent of every kind of meaning.
From the viewpoint of the interpreter of the word, it is the presentation of
some universal nature to the mind, to use William of Sherwood’s defi-
nition.® A word’s signification depends on its imposition (impositio), that is,
the word’s original application. A single imposition implies a single signifi-
cation. Whenever a word is used two or more times with the same
signification (that is, signifying the same universal naturc), the use is called
univocation and the word is called univocal. (A univocal word is con-
trasted with an equivocal word, one that has had more than one imposition
and so has different significations on different occasions of its use.) But
although a univocal word retains a single signification, it stands for dif-
ferent things when used in different propositions. That is, appellative
nouns such as ‘man’ or ‘horse’ used univocally may stand for different
things. This standing for (‘suppositing for’) is taken to be the result of
different nominationes or appellationes. Consequently, a fundamental dis-
tinction between signification and appellation arose as early as the first half
of the twelfth century. Indeed, when appellative nouns are used in a
proposition, they sometimes stand for the universal nature (as in ‘Man is a
species’), and sometimes for themselves (as in ‘Man is a noun’); more
importantly, their actual meanings are specified by the tenses of the verbs
of the propositions of which they are subject terms. In this context appel-
lation is taken to be the reference of the noun to some existent particular
thing or things, regardless of whether it or they exist in the present or in the
past or in the future.

When taken in its primary sense, however, the notion of appellation is

5. De Rijk 1962—7, u(1), pp. 261-2 and 242; n(2), p. 739. 31 f.
6. William of Sherwood 1937, p. 74. 16—17.
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always connected with the present tense of the substantive verb ‘est’ (‘is’) or
some other word implicitly containing it. So we find appellation defined
by William of Sherwood as ‘the present correct application of a term’.” But
an appellation may be ‘ampliated’ or ‘restricted’ within the proposition for
some reason, ¢.g., because of the past or future tense of the verb of that
proposition, or as a result of the use of such words as ‘potest’ (‘can’) which
ampliate the appellation to include merely possible individuals. The notion
of appellation certainly derives from the grammatical term ‘nomen appel-
lativum’ (appellative noun). The anonymous Fallacie Parvipontane says that
the appellative noun was invented in order to bring together all the things
denoted by it (its appellata) under one and the same name.? However,
which appellata are actually referred to in a proposition depends upon the
verb of that proposition.

So the first stage of the development of the theory of the properties of
terms is characterised by the central position of appellation, not sup-
position, as was to be the case in later stages. During this first period the
word ‘suppositio’ is found principally as an equivalent for subiectio (‘putting
as a grammatical subject’). Likewise the word ‘suppositum’ does not yet
mean the thing supposited for (or referred to) but primarily means the
grammatical subject of the proposition, as may appear from such phrases as
‘res designata per suppositum’ (the thing designated by the suppositum).®

At this stage univocation is regularly defined as ‘the altered appellation
of a name’ (variata nominis appellatio) rather than as ‘the altered sup-
position’.'® Another striking fact is that ampliation and restriction are of
appellations, not of suppositions, as became standard in the fully developed
form of the theory of the properties of terms. Appellation seems to have
primacy even over signification. So in the two ‘modern views’ mentioned
by the anonymous author of the Ars Meliduna, a work on logic of the
utmost importance dating from about the middle of the twelfth century,
appellation turns out to play the central role. The first view holds that the
appellative noun ‘appellates’ (appellat) each thing comprehended under it
but signifies (significat) it only in an indeterminate way; thus the word
‘man’ signifies the species (universal nature) man indeterminately, not as
this or that man, and it may appellate a man who actually exists as well as
one who does not exist. The other view is closely connected with the status-

7. William of Sherwood 1937, p. 74. 26-8.

3. De Rijk 1962-67, 1, p. 563. 27-8.

9. Fallacie Parvipontane in De Rijk 1962-67, 1, p. §66. 36.

10. E.g., Tractatus de univocatione Monacensis in De Rijk 1962—7, 1(2), p. 337. 4-7.
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doctrine concerning universals, which was prominent as early as in the
days of Peter Abelard: all appellative nouns ‘signify’ either 2 common or a
proper status. Again, not a single word about supposition.*!

The introduction of supposition

The second stage of the development of the theory is characterised by the
fact that the notion of the significative use of the appellative noun was
supplemented without losing its pre-eminence. To catch the non-
significative uses of nouns, too, (such as are found in ‘man is a noun’ or
‘man is a species’) the appellation theory had to be extended into a more
general theory of the use of a noun as the subject term in a proposition.
Thus arose a general theory of the properties of terms in which all the uses
of terms in propositions were brought under the general viewpoint of
suppositio (or subiectio), 1.c., the way in which a word is put as the subject of a
proposition, and, accordingly, as the subject of discourse (id de quo sermo fit).
Although at this stage the different kinds of supposition do not yet appear
under their later technical labels, the first beginnings of the technical
terminology can already be found.

The climax of the development

The third stage of the development shows the theory of the properties of
terms clearly focused on the notion of supposition, while the notions of the
other, already recognised properties of terms (appellatio, ampliatio, restrictio)
are subordinated to it. All the uses of a term in a proposition are covered by
the doctrine of supposition, and the different kinds of supposition have
received their own technical labels. Some authors of logical treatises (e.g.,
the anonymous author of the Introductiones Parisienses) attribute suppo-
sition to both the subject and the predicate term.'?

The contextual approach plays a most fundamental role in all three stages
of the development, sometimes to such an extent that it is no longer the
appellative noun but the ‘terminus’ (defined as a part of speech which may
be used as the subject term or the predicate term of a proposition) that has
become the special linguistic element in the focus of the theory.
Accordingly, it is commonly spoken of as a theory of the properties of terms
(rather than of appellative nouns or words).

11. Ars Meliduna in De Rijk 1962—7, u(1), p. 537.
12. In De Rijk 1962~7, u(2), 372. 15-24.
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The pre-eminence of reference over signification

From the preceding sketch of the development of the theory of the
properties of terms it will be apparent that both in the earliest stage, where
appellation was the prevailing notion, and in the later stages a term’s actual
meaning was the focus of interest and reference or denotation was far more
important than the more abstract notion of signification. What is primarily
meant by a term is the concrete individual objects the term can be correctly
applied to; that the term may also be taken to mean what those things have
in common is of interest in a secondary way only.

I offer just two examples of this situation. First, the Tractatus Anagnini
holds that the signification of 2 noun is its propria confusio, that is, the wide
and often vague meaning proper to a word, by means of which the whole
range of individuals covered by that word is designated.!? Secondly, as has
already been remarked, the Ars Meliduna mentions the view that an
appellative noun appellates concrete individual things, but presents its
significate only in an indeterminate way. So the species (universal nature)
man that is the significate of the word ‘man’ is taken to be presented by the
word in a way that involves no existential commitment (nullam recipiunt
relationem pertinentem ad essentiam).'*

No doubt the impulse to this development of the theory came from the
practice of dialectical disputation. It is not surprising at all that many a
treatise begins its exposition by stressing the basic importance of the theory
of meaning for logical dispute. The grammatical-logical subject of a
proposition (id de quo, that about which) is, at the same time, the subject
matter of discussion or disputation (id de quo sermo fit, that which the talk is
about), and, furthermore, ‘that for which speech is true’ (id pro quo vera est
locutio). From this time onwards ‘supponere pro’ has the broad sense of ‘stand
for’.

The persistent importance of the doctrine of signification

What has been said above about the preponderance of the contextual
approach over the doctrine of signification is, however, only one side of the
development of the theory of the properties of terms. As a matter of fact,
throughout the whole of the Middle Ages the theory betrayed a radical
inconsistency, which can probably be best characterised as a persistent

13. In De Rijk 1962-7, n(2), 274. 26—9.
14. De Rijk, 1962-7, 1(1), p. 295.
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hesitation of medieval logicians between the domains of connotation
(universals) and denotation (individuals). We have seen that they were
committed to the individual thing as that which is primarily meant by a
term; we shall now see how important a role was assigned to signification
by some authors, especially those who were somehow influenced by
Neoplatonic views.

William of Conches gives as his view of the meaning of substantive
nouns that they do not signify substantia and qualitas, as Priscian had
thought,’> but only that which is intelligible, the universal nature
(intelligibile), not this or that existing thing (actuale). For it is the specific
function of the intellect to signify things as universal natures: ‘We say that
it signifies the species and not the individual, for it signifies man in such
a way as not to signify any [particular man], and man understood in this
way is the species and not the individual.” Therefore he accepts all such
phrases as ‘signifies substance’, ‘signifies quality’, ‘signifies that which is
intelligible’, and ‘signifies species’ as if thcy meant the same. The
picking out of extra-mental individual things he assigns to ‘nomination’ or
‘appellation’.'®

This aspect of the theory of the properties of terms may be clarified by
the history of one specific type of supposition, viz. natural supposition
(suppositio naturalis).

Signification and natural supposition

For Peter of Spain natural supposition is the acceptance of a common
substantival term for all those individuals that are of such a nature as to
participate in the universal form signified by it. So the term ‘man’ when it
is taken by itself (per se sumptus) naturally supposits for all men, those who
exist, those who have existed, and those who (possibly) will exist.'’

Accidental supposition, the complement of natural supposition, is the
acceptance of the same common term for only those individuals deter-
mined by what is adjoined to the term. So in the proposition ‘man s’ (homo
est) the term ‘man’ accidentally supposits for (denotes) all men who exist at
the present time (at the time of speaking), whereas in ‘man has been’ (homo
fuif) it accidentally supposits for all men who have existed in the past, and in
‘man will be’ (homo erit) for all men who will ever exist.'8

15. See n. 2 above.

16. See De Rijk 1962-7, n(1), pp. 223—4.
17. Peter of Spain 1972, p. 81. 2—5.

18. Peter of Spain 1972, p. 81. 5-10.
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But how is natural supposition related to signification? For Peter signifi-
cation is merely the conventional representation of a res by a word, the res
being either a universal nature or any individual partaking in this universal
nature. So for Peter the notion of signification covers both connotation (of
the universal nature) and denotation (of the individuals participating in this
universal nature). But the introduction of natural supposition seems to blur
the clear-cut distinction commonly made between signification and sup-
position: signification arises by imposing a vocal sound (vox) on some-
thing, while supposition is the acceptance of a term already significant as
standing for something or other.'® Natural supposition, however, being
defined in contradistinction with accidental supposition, which is deter-
mined by a propositional context, seems to occur apart from such context,
since it is said to be the supposition of a term taken by itself.

Different interpretations have been given of Peter’s natural supposi-
tion.?® A careful exegesis of the texts involved seems to lead to the
conclusion that, for Peter of Spain, natural supposition is the natural
capacity of a significative word for supposition, whether within or without
a proposition. When a vocal sound is endowed with signification in such a
way as to become a term, it signifies a universal nature or essence (its
significate), and it acquires a natural capacity to stand for (supponere pro) all
actual and possible individuals partaking in this universal nature; it is said,
then, to have natural supposition. This natural capacity, which the term has
in virtue of its signification alone, may be limited in its function by another
word adjoined to the first one. This adjunct may be the predicate term of
the proposition of which the first term is the subject term; and in such a case
the propositional context is an essential condition of the resultant
accidental supposition. But the limitation, or restriction, can also come
from a non~propositional adjunct, such as an adjective (e.g., ‘white man’);
whenever in such cases the actual context is left out of account for a
moment and the term involved is taken by itself, the term has its whole,
unrestricted extension: all particular men, present, past, and future.

So Peter’s natural supposition is really the denotative counterpart of
signification. Its resemblance to signification lies in the fact that in natural
supposition the capacity of standing for all particulars involved, a capacity
which the significative term has by its very nature, is completely exploited
~ that is, its extension is taken exhaustively — by leaving aside the actual

19. Peter of Spain 1972, p. 80. 8—11.
20. See De Rijk 1971, pp. 74-6.
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context in which the term occurs. But natural supposition is unlike signifi-
cation in that there is a context, an actual linguistic framework, which is
left out of account for 2 moment.

Signification and ‘habitual’ (dispositional) supposition

William of Sherwood’s ‘habitual’ (dispositional) or ‘virtual’ supposition
bears some resemblance to Peter’s natural supposition. However, what is
striking in William’s defintion of it is that he considers it to be a kind of
signification. In doing so he goes even further than Peter seems to do in
distinguishing between signification and supposition. It should be noticed,
further, that for William signification, as well as supposition, is a property
of a term.?! As a matter of fact, William’s habitual supposition is the
signification of subsistent things (forms), that is, those things or forms that
are suited to be underlying (hypokeimena: subiecta or supposita), i.c., entities
that serve as substrata for adjacent entities and are signified by substantival
terms. For William, too, the context required for supposition is not
necessarily propositional; but how shall we imagine a context as required
for habitual supposition, which is really a kind of signification? That
question leads us to an important side of Sherwood’s semantics. On the level
of signification there is no distinction among the species man, an individual
man, humanness, etc., no more than among running, the running,
runner(s), running as such, etc.: the significate of such terms is always the
same. It is the actual context in which the term occurs that divides
signification into substantival signification (which he calls habitual sup-
position) and adjectival or verbal signification (which he calls copulatio). It
is only after that division has been established that we get the further
division into the different kinds of supposition.

So Sherwood’s signification seems to be a depth-structure, whereas
habitual supposition is found in the surface-structure where functions are
determinant not only of the way of suppositing, but, more fundamentally,
of the linguistic differentiation into substantival, adjectival, or verbal
forms. The functions realised in the surface-structure, including habitual
supposition, are all determined by some sort of context. William’s habitual
supposition is not different from Peter’s natural supposition in that respect.
The real dissimilarity occurs at a far more fundamental level, viz. in their
different views of signification. Unlike Peter and the majority of
thirteenth—century logicians, Sherwood (along with Roger Bacon)??

21. William of Sherwood 1937, p. 74.
22. See Braakhuis 1977.
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identifies a term’s significative character with its referring solely to actually
existing things. For Sherwood and Bacon signification is denotative in
character, and a term’s extension can cover only presently existent
particulars.

So with Sherwood, too, this peculiar dispositional or habitual sup-
position, so closely related to signification, gives us some insight into what
signification meant to these thirteenth-century terminist logicians, and,
especially, how central the notion of signification continued to be in the
theory of supposition.??

Copulation, appellation, ampliation, and restriction

As we have seen already, in considering Sherwood’s position, the counter-
part of supposition in his theory is copulation. Copulation (or linkage)
arises from the fact that an adjective is linked with a substantive (e.g. in
‘white man’ or ‘the man is white’). It concerns the significative function
not only of predicates (that is, all those terms that are not subject terms in a
proposition) including verbs and participles, but also of adjectives when
joined attributively to substantives. Copulation therefore is the kind of
signification modifiers have. Most authors do not discuss copulation as
extensively as Sherwood does.?4

The notions of appellation, ampliation, and restriction are of major
importance. In treatises dating from the thirteenth century onwards appel-
lation is taken as a counterpart of supposition. The divergencies of the
views regarding it run parallel with those concerning signification. The
common view holds that the difference between supposition and appel-
lation is that appellation concerns only things actually existing at the time
of the utterance, whereas supposition, like signification, may concern non-
existing things as well.?* According to this view, then, a term has by itself
(de se) the power of referring to all the things covered by the term,
regardless of whether they are present, past, or future. For a term to denote
in fact only present things, special conditions are required which are laid
down in the well-known rule of appellation found already in the twelfth-
century treatises: an unrestricted common term, having sufficient appellata
and being the subject of a present-tense verb that has no ampliating force,

23. Another specimen of what is here meant by the preponderant role of signification as compared
with the denotation of individual things can be found in the controversy over whether a word'
can lose its signification (wirum vox possit cadere a sua significatione). See Braakhuis 1977, pp. 1336

24. See, e.g., Peter of Spain 1972, p. 197. 4-14.

25. See, e.g., Peter of Spain 1972, p. 209. 4-10.
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stands only for those things that do exist. On this view, then, the range of
supposition is to be narrowed (restricted) in order to become the range of
appellation, referring to actual things only.

Restriction accordingly is defined as the contraction (coartatio) of a
common term from its wider supposition to a narrower one. Ampliation is
defined reciprocally as an extension of a common term from a narrower
supposition to a wider one. It is effected by such words as ‘potest’ (can),
which cause the terms to which they are adjoined to stand for things that
exist possibly but not actually.

William of Sherwood and Roger Bacon defend a view contrary to this.
They say that a term stands on its own (de se) for present things only, and
whenever it stands for other things, it will do so because of what is adjoined
to it, that is an ampliating verb. Sherwood provides an example: “Thus,
when I say “a man is running”” ““man” stands on its own for present men
and is not drawn away from that supposition by the predicate. But if I say
“aman ran or can run” the supposition of “‘man” is actually drawn away to
men who do not exist.’ 2® Thus, on this view the proper range of sup-
position basically coincides with that of appellation, with the result that
supposition must be ampliated to reach beyond appellation, and no possi-
bility is left for restriction to be effected by the verb (as is the case in the
former view).

In his Summule dialectices Roger Bacon clearly distinguishes between the
two views of appellation and is eager to defend the view that a term on its
own stands only for existing things and that only as a result of some special
predicates can a term stand for non-existing things.?” The reason is that a
noun is given or imposed upon present things. It is not surprising that the
adherents of this second view, including those later logicians who were
influenced by them, do not pay much attention to the notions of ampli-
ation and restriction.

Conclusion

Concluding this sketch of the early development of the theory of the
properties of terms, it may be said that in the very beginning of the

26. See William of Sherwood 1937, p. 85. 15—24. Revised text (see Braakhuis 1977, p. 166): ‘Vel
aliter, si proprie velimus loqui, dicamus quod terminus de sc supponit pro presentibus; et si
supponat pro aliis, hoc erit ratione sui adiuncti, scilicet verbi ampliandi vel verbi preteriti vel
futuri temporis. Et erit hec ampliatio non solum ratione significati nec consignificati, sed per
virtutem amborum. Unde cum dico “"homo currit”, supponit ly *'homo”" de se pro presentibus et
ab hac suppositione non trahitur per predicatum. Si autem dicam “homo cucurrit” vel “potest
currere”, iam trahitur hec suppositio ad non existentes.’

27. See Roger Bacon 1940, pp. 277.28—283.19.
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development some confusion is found regarding the relative status and
function of signification in this semantic theory. The sound basis of the
contextual approach seems to be undermined (more or less with various
authors) by the implicit presupposition of the natural priority of signifi-
cation. Even the most sagacious among medieval logicians, such as
William Ockham, were not able to trace that troublesome presupposition,
let alone to expose and to cut it out. They would have done a better job, if,
instead of rejecting such notions as natural or simple supposition, they had
abandoned their notion of signification itself. The most critical logicians of
the Middle Ages used a sharp knife, but amputated the wrong leg.



8
THE OXFORD AND PARIS
TRADITIONS IN LOGIC

The hypothesis of an Oxford—Paris split

Terminist logic grew to maturity in the period 1175~1250, a period that
was also crucially important in the development of the universities of Paris
and of Oxford. Scholars have recently focused their attention on diver-
gences in the early development of the logical and semantic theories that
constitute terminist logic, divergences suggesting that one cluster of doc-
trines is to be associated with Oxford, another with Paris.! In view of the
very marked differences between British and continental logic in the early
fourteenth century, it seems important to investigate whether such dif-
ferences can be traced backwards into the thirteenth and late twelfth
centuries. As I hope to show, such divergences do in fact exist even if they
are not 5o great as to make the traditions of Oxford and of Paris entirely
independent.

Although by the turn of the thirteenth century terminist logic was
acknowledged by all logicians as a common frame of reference, various
interpretations of important issues were still being put forward. If diver-
gences between the traditions of Oxford and Paris are to be established, the
evidence is likely to be found in the discussions concerning the various
properties of terms, such as supposition, appellation, ampliation, and
restriction.

The school of the Parvipontani

Twelfth-century logicians seem to have basically agreed in claiming that
an appellative (or common) name may vary its reference (appellatio)
according to changes in the tense of the main verb of the proposition; they
agreed further in describing this variation as either ‘restriction’ or ‘ampli-
ation’ of the reference or appellation,? and in providing rules associated

1. DeRijk 1972, pp. LXIX-LXXX; Kretzmann et al. 1975, pp. 563—5; Braakhuis 1977; Kretzmann
et al., 1978; Murdoch 1978b; Pinborg 1979; Ebbesen 1979.

2. Roger Bacon’s later interpretation of this variation as a case of equivocation is also evidenced as
early as in the twelfth-century Summa Soph. Elench.; sce De Rijk 1962-7, 1, p. 365.21—4: *sunt
tamen alii qui dicunt quod hoc nomen “homo’ habet plura significare, quia accipitur “homo™ qui
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with the three main tenses of the verb: present, past, and future. They did,
however, differ over, for instance, the question whether accidental (or
adjectival) names, too, may vary their appellation,®> or whether a name
loses its signification rather than its appellation when every thing it denotes
has ceased to exist.* The antagonists of the twelfth century belonged to
various (French) schools — those, for example, of Melun or of the Petit-
Pont — and their divergences are thus not yet evidence of any doctrinal
differences between the universities.® It has been argued, however, that the
early Oxford tradition of logic should be traced back to the Parisian school
of the Petit-Pont, the school of the Parvipontani,® and so it will prove
helpful to say a few words about the most characteristic claims in semantic
theory developed within this school.

In the works which have been preserved, appellation (or supposition —
no clear distinction was yet drawn between these two terms) is defined
against the background of the doctrine of univocation. The Fallacie
Parvipontane offers a division of univocation that obviously underlies the
division of supposition which was subsequently introduced in the early
treatises from Oxford.” Univocation is defined as a ‘variation in the
supposition of a name the signification of which remains the same’,® a
variation which must therefore be effected in different contexts. This
definition is followed by a set of rules designed to exhibit cases in which the
range of reference of the terms is either narrowed (restriction) or extended
(ampliation).® In the Parvipontanean tradition ‘restriction’ and ‘ampli-
ation’ are considered as relative and reciprocal terms, without either notion
being more emphasized than the other; but the roles of restriction and
ampliation became the focus of some significant divergences to be ob-
served in Oxford and Paris thirteenth-century logic.

The early Oxford treatises

In the early Oxford treatises'® supposition is clearly distinguished from
appellation (the reference to none but present, existent individuals), but the

Sfuit homo vel qui est homo vel gui erit homo, unde secundum hoc erit in predicto paralogismo
sophisma secundum equivocationem’.
. Ars Meliduna (11705, scc Hunt 1975, pp. 18—1y, n. &), quoted by De Rijk 1962-7, n(1), p. 302.
. De Rijk 1962-7, uf1), p. 316.
. De Rijk 19627, 1(1), pp. 288-9.
. De Rijk 1976a, p. 35, n. 47.
De Rijk 1962=7, 1, pp. §62-71, especially pp. 562-3.
De Rijk 1962-7, 1, pp. 561-2.
. De Rijk 1962-7, 1, pp. 563—4.
. Logica *Cum sit nostra’ in De Rijk 1962-7, 1(2), pp. 418=51, Logica *Ut dicit’ ibid. pp. 379~411,
Imtroductiones Parisienses ibid. pp. 357-73.

[+ IR =T B -
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general lines of the Parvipontanean doctrine are preserved. In the Cum sit
nostra (which probably originated in the late twelfth century but was
variously adapted during the whole thirteenth century)'! restricted and
ampliated suppositions are significantly presented as subdivisions of uni-
vocal supposition.!? In addition, a variety of univocal supposition is
acknowledged that introduces the divisions of metaphorical supposition
(gemination, metonymy, antonomasia, synecdoche) that became standard
in Oxford logic of the fourteenth century.!3 A striking difference between
the two groups of texts is that the Oxford treatises ascribe supposition to
subject and predicate terms alike, while the Fallacie Parvipontane provides
rules of appellation for subject terms alone.'* Nevertheless, the Oxford
texts present restricted and ampliated suppositions in a set of rules that do
not differ significantly (as regards subject terms) from the Parvipontanean
rules of appellation. The Oxford rules specify the kinds of propositions in
which terms may have univocal supposition either for existent entities only
(by restriction through a present-tense verb) or for existent or non-existent
entities (by ampliation through a past- or future-tense verb), as a con-
sequence of the syntactical definition of supposition as ‘the positioning of
the referent (res) of the subject under the predicate’ by means of the verb.!3
The Oxford theory of appellation is significantly connected with the
doctrine and division of suppositions, ampliation being associated with
distributive confused supposition and restriction with merely confused
supposition — in a way reminiscent of the Parvipontanean texts.'®

One might sum up the early Oxford doctrine by saying that the Oxford
logicians consider supposition as a general property of terms — whether
subject or predicate — occurring in propositions; that they view all the
different kinds of supposition as varieties of univocal supposition; that they

11. De Rijk 1962-7, (1), pp. 442-6.

12. De Rijk 1962-7, 1(2), pp. 446.14—447.32.

13. De Rijk 1962—7, 1(2), pp. 447.33—448.3; Roger Bacon 1940, pp. 287.33-288.36. It should be
noted, however, that Buridan has a division quite differcnt from the one used by the English
logicians Ockham, Burley, and Lavenham.

14. Cum sit nostra in De Rijk 10627, 1(2), p. 451.11—13: ‘Terminus non restrictus ad presentes
appositus verbo de preterito vel de futuro, vel verbo habenti vim ampliandi supponit confuse
tantum’; Introductiones Parisienses in De Rijk ibid. p. 372.15-24: *Terminus communis positus ex
parte subiecti eque supponit pro presentibus et pro preteritis . . . si sit positus ex parte predicati,
solummodo supponit pro preteritis . . . Similiter si supponat verbo de futuro (De Rijk: preterito)
eque supponit pro presentibus et pro futuris; si autem predicat, pro futuris solum.’

15. De Rijk 1962~7 11(2), p. 446.20—33: *‘Supponere est rem suam sub apposito ponere . . . . Terminus
supponit quando ponitur in oratione.”

16. Compare Fallacie Parvipontane, De Rijk 1962-7,1, pp. 565.28, 566.28, $60.7—9, and Cum sit nostra,
De Rijk 19627 u(2), p. 451.11-13.
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maintain that no term is univocal by itself but only in context; and that
they acknowledge that in virtue of the tensed forms of propositions terms
may stand univocally either for present things (restriction) or for present or
past (or present or future) things (ampliation).

Contemporary developments on the Continent

The situation on the Continent during the same period is quite different.
Instead of the syntactically determined univocal supposition, Parisian
logicians in the early thirteenth century'’ consider ‘natural supposition’,
defined as the acceptance of a term taken by itself for all of its possible
referents, classifying as ‘accidental’ all sorts of supposition affected by
context.'® This doctrine is not only concerned with the question of
whether or not terms supposit only in propositions; it is further connected
with a doctrine of appellation that does not consider restriction and
ampliation as reciprocal in the description of the variations of the truth-
value of a proposition over time. In fact, Parisian texts explain all problems
connected with this variation by restriction from the original omnitem-
poral supposition of the term, and relegate ampliation to the solution of
modal problems. Both the Fallacie Parvipontane and the early Oxford texts,
on the other hand, seem to have viewed the influence of past- and future-
tense verbs as quite similar to that of ampliating verbs such as ‘can’ —i.c.,
they seem to have assimilated tense and modality.'®

The Paris tradition in Peter of Spain

During the Summulist period (1230—45), the contrast between Oxford and
Continental doctrines increased. The Parisian doctrine essentially rep-
resented by Peter of Spain’s Tractatus (written probably during the 1230s)
definitely sets the notion of natural supposition in the forefront,2° while
that of appellation is relegated to the background. Peter focuses on sup-
position and restriction, treating appellation as no more than the particular
kind of restricted supposition effected by a present-tense verb. All the rules
of appellation are presented as rules of restriction, basically designed to

17. Summule antiguorum in De Rijk 1968, pp. 0—24, Introductiones antique, ibid. pp. 24-33. For some
parallel doctrines in the Dialectica Monacensis see De Rijk 1962—-7, n(z), pp. 616.31-617.8;
619.6-7; 623.24—7; 626.5—-8.

18. De Rijk 1968, p. 9, ibid. p. 30. The Introductiones antigue do not provide rules of appellation,

19. In the later summulist period William of Sherwood seems to have focused on the syntactical
resemblance between tensed and modal propositions by means of the doctrine of the com-
pounded and divided senses of propositions (Introductiones, p. 84.14-30; cf. p. 90.13-31).

20, Peter of Spain 1972, p. 81.1-10,
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accommodate natural supposition to the actual use of words in prop-
ositions with differently tensed forms in the predicate.?! Accordingly,
ampliation becomes a notion of distinctly secondary importance, quickly
disposed of in a separate, very short treatise in Peter’s Tractatus.?? Peter’s
rules of restriction are the same as those of the early Parisian textbooks.

The Oxford tradition in William of Sherwood

At the same time, in Oxford,?** William of Sherwood was developing a
doctrine of supposition and appellation founded on a syntactical definition
of supposition as ‘the ordering of some thought under some other
thought’.2* Sherwood provides two different accounts of the doctrine of
appellation: one based on restriction and one based on ampliation, and
he calls the latter the ‘proper’ interpretation.?® The ‘ampliative’ interpreta-
tion is based on the two notions of dispositional supposition (suppositio
habitualis, defined as the ‘signification of something as subsisting’)?¢ and
dispositional copulation (copulatio habitualis, defined as the ‘signification of
something as adjoining’)?” that designate the semantic nature of words that
may actually be used in propositions as subject or as predicate terms
respectively. Against that background, Sherwood’s basic claim is that the
appellation of substantive terms is entailed by their dispositional sup-
position.28 The effect of this is that a substantive term occurring as the
subject of a present-tense verb by itself (de se) supposits and appellates for
present things only, since ‘signification of something as subsisting’ entails
‘standing for present things’. When a substantive word occurs as a predi-
cate term it appellates only insofar as the significate of the predicate is

21. Peter of Spain 1972, pp. 202—4.

22. Peter of Spain 1972, pp. 194—6.

23. There is unequivocal documentary evidence that Sherwood was a master at Oxford; there is a
now discounted tradition and no comparable evidence that Sherwood was at Paris also. See
Kretzmann 1966, pp. 8—12, and De Rijk 1976, pp. 31—42.

24. Sherwood 1037, p. 74.17-18.

25. The restrictive doctrine is found on pp. 82.20-85.15 of Sherwood 1937, the ampliative on
p. 85.15—31. Though it is difficult to unravel the thought in the whole passage, it may be assumed
that from pp. 82.23 to 85.15 Sherwood presents a very basic and simple doctrine which he
supplements with more complicated considerations on p. 84.14—30. This last passage is no doubt
restrictive interpretation of the set of rules provided by Cum sit nostra. Compare especially De
Rijk 19627, n(2), p. 4§1.11—13, Or p. 372.15—24, with Sherwood 1937, p. 84.27—30: ‘Et sic
intelligendum est de verbo de futuro scilicet quod terminus communis ex parte ante supponit pro
presentibus vel futuris per compositionem et divisionem, ex parte autem post solum pro futuris.”
See also Braakhuis 1977, pp. 114ff.

26. William of Sherwood 1937, p. 74.22-3.

27. Ibid., p. 74.24-5.

28. See Maierti 1072, p. o1 and Braakhuis 1977, especially p. 130 n. 57; Braakhuis' interpretation is
opposed both to Maierir's and to mine.,
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actually related to the subject’s significate through the subsistent thing(s).
Adjectives obviously appellate only as predicates. On the one hand, having
dispositional copulation they signify an accidental form which intrinsically
requires the existence of a subject; on the other hand, being predicated,
their form is extrinsically taken in a syntactical relationship with that of the
subject. Hence adjectives cannot appellate without having actual copu-
lation, defined as the ‘ordering of some thought above another thought’.?®

In presenting this theory, Sherwood undoubtedly offers a more sophisti-
cated interpretation of appellation than that provided by the earlier
Oxford treatises. But I think he significantly agrees with Cum sit nostra in
developing the theory of the entailment of appellation by dispositional
supposition, insofar as this particular claim seems to be primarily meant to
preserve both the old syntactical definition of supposition (in cases where
the supposition of a term has a2 more extended range than its appellation)
and the new characterisation of signification as the persisting factor that
underlies appellation (in cases where the range of supposition and appel-
lation coincides).

But even in his ‘improper’ account of appellation, based on restriction,
Sherwood’s views are much closer to the doctrine found in Cum sit nostra
than to any text associated with Paris. For instance, Sherwood’s presen-
tation of the ‘improper’ account is in substantial agreement with Cum sit
nostra on the question of the supposition of predicate terms in propositions
about past and future events (except for Sherwood’s concern with com-
pounded and divided senses of propositions, an innovation that partially
develops from his treatment of modalities). In both doctrines the temporal
reference of the predicate is the same as that indicated by the verb, whereas
the Parisian texts apply the same rules to subject and predicate terms, thus
allowing predicate terms after a past-tense verb to stand for present or past
things, rather than for past things only.3°

It is surprising that Sherwood’s account based on restriction may be said
to be closer to the Oxford tradition in which restriction and ampliation
were considered as reciprocal to each other, and less close to the Paris
tradition which shows the same emphasis on restriction as Sherwood’s
improper account. But perhaps the approach based on restriction had been

29. William of Sherwood 1937, p. 74.18.

30. Summule Antiguorum in De Rijk 1968, p. 15; Peter of Spain 1972, pp. 203—4, especially
p- 203.24—7: ‘Ut cum dicitur “homo fuit animal”, iste terminus “*homo supponit pro hiis qui
sunt vel fuerunt homines, si illi qui sunt homines fuerunt in preterito, et “*animal” pro hiis qui sunt
vel fuerunt animalia.’
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filtered through the Oxford tradition before finding the form presented by
Sherwood. The ‘proper’ account may then be seen as an attempt to re-
instate the genuine Oxford theory of univocally ampliated and restricted
supposition and re-establish it on a more solid semantic basis. But even if
this guess is incorrect, it is safe to say that before the 1250s the Oxford and
Paris traditions of logic followed divergent lines of development, their
characteristic disagreements being concerned with the very fundamentals
of terminist logic, that is: the syntactical definition of supposition, the role
and significance of restriction and ampliation, the definition of appellation
as an instance of restricted supposition (Paris) or as a basic feature of terms
having dispositional supposition (Oxford). From about 1250 onwards those
divergences changed their character to a certain degree.

Opposition between the two traditions in Roger Bacon

In his Oxford treatise Summule dialectices (ca. 1250) Roger Bacon mentions
two opposed views on the nature of appellation:

But there are two theories of appellation, since some people say that a term
appellates by itself present, past, and future appellata, and that it is common to
beings and non-beings. Other people say that a term is only the name of present
things and that nothing is common to being and non-being, or to past, present,
and future, in keeping with what Aristotle says in the first book of the
Metaphysics.>!

The second opinion, which he favours, sounds very much like Sherwood’s
‘proper’ account. The first one, which he rejects, is accompanied by a set of
rules that are closer to those in Cum sit nostra or to Sherwood’s ‘improper’
account of appellation than to Peter of Spain’s.??

That Bacon was digging in the Oxford tradition of logic is well attested
by his borrowing from Cum sit nostra the divisions of metaphorical sup-
position (which are not found 1n any other thirteenth-century textbook of
logic) and in his upholding a strictly syntactical definition of supposition.®?
‘When he calls the first account of appellation, based on restriction, ‘the
Common Doctrine’ it is accordingly tempting to think of Cum sit nostra
and Sherwood’s ‘improper’ account. But there are special features in

31. Roger Bacon 1940, p. 277.28-34: ‘duplex tamen est sentencia de appellacionibus, quia quidam
dicunt quod terminus appellat de se appellata presencia, preterita et futura, et est communis
entibus et non-entibus. Alii dicunt quod terminus cst solum nomen presencium et nichil est
commune enti et non enti, sive preterito, presenti et futuro, secundum quod dicit Aristoteles in
primo Metaphysice.’

32. Ibid., pp. 277.35-278.13 and 279.8—15 (for the predicate terms).

33. Ibid., p. 268.33—4: ‘suppositio non cst proprictas nisi termini zctualiter ordinati in oratione’.



The Oxford and Paris traditions in logic 181

Bacon’s presentation of the Common Doctrine that do not tally with such
an assumption. As a matter of fact, Bacon not only discusses such familiar
notions as that of verbal restriction in the way Sherwood had done, but he
also discusses doctrines that are not found in Sherwood, such as the unusual
notion of the appellation of a term taken by itself for all its possible
referents. Moreover, the various arguments adduced in Bacon’s text both
against the Common Doctrine and in support of his own doctrine are quite
different from those that are found in the usual discussions concerning
supposition and appellation before the 1250s.34 In this respect the use of the
word ‘appellare’ descrves special consideration. Since Bacon’s most basic
claims are that a term cannot be common to being and non-being without
ampliation, and that when it is ampliated it has equivocal appellation,®® he
is not only criticising the doctrine of univocal supposition as found for
instance in the Cum sit nostra, but he also attacks the concept of ‘appellation
for all possible referents’, which is associated with the Parisian notion of
‘natural supposition’. In doing so, he is engaged in ‘modern’ controversies.
In his last work, the Compendium studii theologiae (1292), dealing with the
two much-debated questions whether a word can signify anything that is
univocally common to being and non-being, and whether it can lose its
meaning,*® Bacon tells us that as early as the 1250s some people in Oxford
began to answer the former question affirmatively, including Richard
Rufus of Cornwall.?” This suggests that the Common Doctrine as de-
scribed in the Summule is already influenced by these new tendencies,
which first developed within the Paris tradition.

In his later works, the De signis (1267) and the Compendium studii
theologiae (1292), Bacon restates the whole doctrine of supposition, ex-
plicitly discarding univocal supposition and re-introducing the twelfth-

34. Arguments (in Roger Bacon 1940) supporting the restrictive doctrine of appellation (Senterncia
communis): (1) 285.5—0 (Nomen significat sine tempore), (2) 283.20-283.37 (Terminus in ne-
gativa stat pro ente ct non ente), (3) 284.1-5 (Ad propositionem de predicato privato vel infinito
sequitur propositio de predicato negato ct non convertitur), (4) 284.6-13 (Propositiones in-
definitae possunt esse simul verae). Bacon's reply: ad(1) 283.9-19; genceral determination of (2),
(3), (4) 284.15~24; ad(2) 284.25-37; ad(3) 285.1-286.16; ad(4) 286.17—287.10. Arguments sup-
porting Bacon's own ampliative doctrine of appellation: (a) 279.19—279.28 (Homo mortuus—
homo vivus); (b) 279.29~ 34 (Positio—privatio); (c) 279.34—280.1 (In omni nomine intelligitur
ens), 280.2—9: Objection (ens nomen, ens participium) and its solution; (d) 280.10—15 (Nature of
ampliation), 280.16-281.14 Determination, general exposition of the ampliative doctrine of
appellation including the discussion of the Ps.-Boethian: *Talia sunt subiecta qualia permiserunt
predicata’ and an important passage on the Determinatio equivocationis pp. 281.5~283.4.

35. Roger Bacon 1940, pp. 275.5-10, 287.5~10, 332.28—334.19.

36. Roger Bacon 1911, pp. §2—~64.

37. Ibid., pp. 52-3.
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century notions of equivocation and transumption, as if he wanted to make
a new start.*® In order to understand what kind of doctrines he was facing
in 1250, it may help to examine the way in which he presented the
Common Doctrine more than forty years later. In the Compendium the
precise wording is that ‘a name may signify something that is univocally
common to being and non-being, or to present, past, and future’.?® Thus I
infer that already in the Summule he is thinking of a doctrine that holds that
aterm may appellate or supposit for present, past, and future things, insofar
as it signifies something common to being and non-being. Now, whoever
may have been the actual proponents of the Common Doctrine, those
words do not tally with the doctrine of natural supposition as formulated
by the early thirteenth-century Parisian terminist logicians. The use of
‘appellare’ instead of ‘supponere pro’ is not found in Peter of Spain’s
Tractatus, where appellation is introduced only as a kind of restricted
supposition. Moreover, there is no Paris logician of the period before 1250
who maintains that positive terms like ‘man’ signify something that is
common to being and non-being: Peter of Spain clearly states that sub-
stantive terms like ‘man’ are not common to the existent and the non-
existent.*® Hence, the Common Doctrine was probably influenced by new
theories that are first found in texts from about 1250 onwards. A text
representative of this new approach, accepting the kind of signification
attacked by Bacon, is the Lectura Tractatuum, one of the earliest com-
mentaries on Peter of Spain, by William Arnaud, master of arts at
Toulouse.*!

From this I infer that from about 1250 onwards the dispute which took
place in Oxford concerning the nature of supposition and appellation had
to some degree shifted ground. It can no longer be described alone in terms
of two conflicting interpretations of univocal supposition; new doctrines
made themselves felt, doctrines that derive from a new approach to the
problem of meaning, connected with Aristotle’s more sophisticated dis-
cussion on equivocation, univocation, and analogy as found in his
Metaphysics. This new approach may safely be described as Parisian, and its

38. See Roger Bacon 1978, II1.3, §81-8; pp. 109—10 (theory of equivocal and metaphorical sup-
position); 1114 §80—09; pp. 110—15 (ampliation and restriction); and 1V.1, §134—42; pp. 125-7
(exposition of the main arguments supporting Bacon's doctrine).

39. Roger Bacon 1911, p. 53.

40. Peter of Spain 1972, p. 207.9ff.

41. De Rijk 1969b, pp. 120~62. For example p. 146: ‘Sic igitur patet quod quilibet terminus
communis, ut “*homo", subponit de natura in subpositione pro forma communi que salvatur in
suis subpositis, sive illa subposita sunt actu existentia sive non, solum quod in significando existat’

(italics added).
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principal opponent at Oxford was the former Parisian master and regent of
arts, Roger Bacon.

The influence of modism in the Paris tradition

In the second half of the thirteenth century, logic at Paris was dominated
by the ‘Modist’ approach.*? The basic claims of Modist logicians — most of
which were already to be found in William Arnaud’s work*? — are these:
the new division of logic according to the three operations of the soul taken
over from Aristotle’s De anima, the reformulation of the terminists’ ‘na-
tural’ and ‘accidental’ suppositions as respectively ‘supposition by virtue of
discourse’ (de virtute sermonis or locutionis) and ‘supposition for truth’s sake’,
the gradual accentuation of the problem of empty classes, the generali-
sation of the question whether terms may lose their signification, the
elaboration of a doctrine of univocation firmly rooted in ontology and
epistemology, and the logical use of the so-called ‘modes of intellection,
signification, and being’ (modi intelligendi, significandi, essendi).**

A novel theory of univocal signification and supposition

The problem of univocation seems to have evoked a number of con-
troversies between Modist logicians of the late thirteenth century such as
Siger of Brabant and Peter of Auvergne.** But the prevailing opinion was
that a term, insofar as it signified something univocally common to being
and non-being, could supposit (or appellate) for present, past, and future
things by virtue of discourse — i.e., in any proposition as well as taken by
itself (outside of any context). Against such a background the notions of
restriction and amphiation no longer played a prominent role. Once subject
terms of propositions were said to supposit by virtue of discourse for all
their possible referents, their standing for only present appellata or supposita
was explained by referring not to the requirement of the verb but to the
verification-procedure for the proposition. Thus, in the second half of the
thirteenth century some Parisian masters begin to discard the notion of

42. Pinborg 19754, esp. p. 69, n. 105; pp. 70—1; p. 70, n. 110.

43. De Rijk 1969b, pp. 143—~6. Some of the characteristics of ‘Modistic’ logic are prefigured in the
earlier Parisian terminist tradition. One might think, for instance, of Peter of Spain's concept of
‘acceptance’ (as the definiens of ‘supposition’) or of his distinction between supponere and reddere
locutionem veram (Peter of Spain 1972, p. 82; cf. esp. Robert Anglicus’ Modist presentation of the
supposition of subject-terms indefinite sumpti in De Rijk 1969a, pp. 55-6).

44. Jolivet 1969.

45. Siger of Brabant 1974, pp. 44—52 (esp. p. 49.4—11) and pp. 53—9 (esp. p. 56.15—24, where a
‘Baconian’ doctrine of appellation is discussed); see also Siger of Brabant 1948, pp. 225-7. For
Peter of Auvergne sec Ebbesen & Pinborg 1970 and Pinborg 19733; 1973a.



184 The high middle ages: semantic theory

restriction, at least insofar as it is executed by predicate terms (leaving only
to modifiers the possibility of restricting the reference of terms).*¢ In doing
50, they use a new terminology that shows the point of this new doctrine of
reference: they prefer to speak of the various acceptations (acceptiones) of a
word rather than of its various ‘suppositions’ or ‘appellations’, and they
focus on the various causes of truth for propositions (causae veritatis), since
these causes determine the various acceptations of the subject terms. For
example, the two propositions ‘Man is an animal’ and ‘Man is a species’
have different verification — procedures or different ‘causes of truth’, which
in turn influence the acceptation of the term ‘man’ in the two propositions.
Of course, those different acceptations of the subject terms correspond to
the basic varieties of suppositions, but against a differently interpreted
background.

One of the characteristic features of logic at Paris from 1250 to 1300 is
that this new doctrine of univocal signification and reference embraces the
semantic question of whether or not the different contextual acceptations
(the former ‘accidental suppositions’) constitute equivocation. This use of
the concepts of equivocation and univocation is different from that of early
Oxford terminism; it is linked with the discussions on equivocation,
univocation, and analogy that derive from reflexions on Aristotle’s theory
of being as found in his Metaphysics and developed by the Arabic
commentators.

Roger Bacon’s later views on supposition and equivocation

At the same time in Oxford, Roger Bacon was deepening his criticism of
the Common Doctrine. In the De signis he is obviously grappling with the
Parisian question of whether or not the various acceptations of a term in
different propositions are equivocal. And his answer — contrary to the usual
Parisian one ~ is clearly affirmative. Furthermore, he states that all divisions
of supposition, not only those of restricted and ampliated suppositions,
reflect various cases of equivocation. In doing so, he generalises to all kinds
of supposition the doctrine he had outlined in 1250 solely for the variations
brought about by the change of tensc in the verb of the proposition. He still

46. Radulphus Brito, Anal. priora 1. qu. 46; in Pinborg 1976a, pp. 272-5.

47. For a general survey of Bacon’s argumentation throughout the late thirteenth century, compare
(1) Bacon 1940, 283.5—19; Bacon 1978 §139; Bacon 1911, p. §7.11—19; (3) 1940, 285.1-286.16;
1978,§141; 1011, pp. §7.10—58.17; (4) 1040, 284.6—14 and 286.17-287.10; 1911, pp. 58ff. Further:
(a) 1940, 279.20-8; 1978, §140. (The numeration of the arguments is that of note 34 above.) For
the determinatio equivocationis compare 1940, 281.34-282.22; and 1978, §o3; for the Ps.-Boethian
adage see 1940, 281.15~283.4; and 1978, §§ 95 & 99.
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lays particular emphasis on the problems of time and tense, but his
argumentation is from now on unmistakably linked with Parisian claims
and concerns. The fact that he still speaks of supposition, restriction, and
ampliation — against the Parisian fashion — indicates that his Oxford
contemporaries are probably remaining closer to terminist logic than the
Parisian masters. But his treatment of the material is nevertheless re-
juvenated if compared to his earlier Summule dialectices. His basic claims are
that a name does not name present, past, and future things except equivo-~
cally, since nothing is common to being and non-being (in opposition to
the prevalent premodistic and modistic doctrine in Paris); all the divisions
of supposition must be referred to a specific sort of equivocation (contrary
to Oxford’s doctrine of univocal supposition and Paris’ doctrine of the
various acceptations). In short, terms are imposed on existing things only,
they signify only what is common to beings, and they cannot stand for other
things except equivocally, ampliation being an instance of equivocal sup-
position. Significantly, all the main arguments of the Summule are adapted
for use in the De signis, but recast in a Parisian mould. But it is striking that
the role he now assigns to restriction and ampliation remains Oxonian in
character: ampliation is associated with the problem of tense and modality,
while restriction is confined to what was earlier described as the univo-
cation of simple and personal suppositions.

Opposition and influence between Paris and Oxford

How do these facts tally with the hypothesis of divergent traditions of
logical doctrine at Paris and Oxford universities? Since what Bacon de-
scribes as the Common Doctrine at Oxford is mainly known from Parisian
sources, and since even some of Bacon’s own theses are also found in a
Parisian scholar such as Radulphus Brito, it is obviously not possible to talk
about two independent traditions. The very persistence of Bacon'’s attacks
throughout the second half of the thirteenth century seems to indicate a
steady influence of Parisian doctrines at Oxford. At present there is not
much textual evidence of such an influence, but it has been argued convin-
cingly that the various theses considered as ‘foolish’ by Bacon in his
Compendium could not lead one to think only of Richard of Cornwall as a
promoter of the Parisian ‘invasion’.*® Further evidence of the Parisian
influence might be drawn from the anonymous commentary on
Sherwood’s treatise on suppositions preserved in the Worcester manu-

48. Ebbesen and Pinborg 1970, p. 43.
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script Cath. Q 13 (f. 59*—62"%). As a matter of fact, this work, probably to
be dated about 1270*° uses the doctrine of modes of conceiving and of
signifying in redefining Sherwood’s four properties of terms, and it restates
Sherwood’s claims in typical Parisian style. But most obvious, it mentions
a solution to the problem of the persistence of signification after the thing
signified has ceased to exist, a solution that had been eagerly discussed in
Parisian circles since William Arnauld. This solution ~ significantly op-
posed to Bacon’s —is ascribed to Geoffrey of Hasphall, a prominent figure
at Oxford around 1270, but a master and regent of arts at Paris before
1265.%° Thus, whoever was the anonymous commentator on Sherwood, |
think that he, together with Geoffrey of Hasphall, was among the con-
temporary Oxford logicians criticised by Bacon. In this respect Bacon’s
praise of Sherwood in 1267 in comparison with Albert the Great (whose
doctrine of appellation is typically Parisian)®! and his mentioning Sher-
wood as an antiquus in 1271 could take on a particular significance,®? as if
Bacon wanted to draw a line between the old Oxford way of doing logic
and the new one, markedly influenced by contemporary Parisian masters,
that had begun to ‘invade’ Oxford after 1250. In any case, when in 1292
Bacon returns for the last time to the problem of appellation, he no longer
uses the terminists’ terminology of supposition. This does not necessarily
mean that at that time terminism had been superseded by modistic logic in
Oxford — as a matter of fact the premodistic and modistic theory of
meaning never attained the dominant position in Oxford which it held in
Paris, and terminism was never entirely neglected®® — but it might mean
that Bacon could not find anything in later Oxford terminism that would
help avoid the Parisian errors. It seems that Bacon no longer trusted the
terminist approach, but thought that the opposition between Oxford
terminism (univocal supposition) and Parisian modistic logic (doctrine of
univocal meaning) was actually too imprecise to prevent what Bacon

49. Sce Pinborg 1979, p. 26.

50. On Hasphall see Bazin, in Siger of Brabant 1974, p. 38. The text is found on f. 62** of the ms
quoted: ‘Alia opinio est magistri G. Haspale ct est satis bona. Ponit quod diversimode ad
representandum  significatum suum imponitur terminus communis et terminus discretus,
quoniam terminus communis imponitur preter omnem differentiam temporis, terminus dis-
cretus imponitur ad tempus. Et quia in termino discreto idem est suppositum et significatum,
CcOTrupto supposito corrumpitur et significatum. Tamen suppositum et significatum in termino
discreto sunt diversa secundum rationem quia significatum dicitur unde intellectui representatur,
suppositum unde actui substat.”

51. Albert the Great 18go—9a, I. 10, p. 474 a-b.

52. Kretzmann 1966, pp. 5-7.

53. For some evidence of the continuation of terminist logic in England, see Lewry (forthcoming);
Pinborg 1979; Ebbesen 1979.
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considered misunderstandings and misleading claims. He preferred to
attempt a new start, based on his doctrine of signs and of equivocation.

Conclusion

I hope to have shown that there is evidence of substantial divergences
between Oxford and Paris logic during the whole of the thirteenth cen-
tury. Of course, these divergences changed character during that period,
especially when, after about 1250, logicians shifted their attention from
explaining the variations of the truth-value of a proposition over time to
justifying predication regarding non-existent individuals and empty
classes. This does not mean, however, that the two traditions are uniform:
each tradition experienced strong internal disputes. After 1250 at the latest,
astrong Parisian influence was felt in Oxford, associated with premodistic
and modistic semantic theories. But Oxford, perhaps partly due to the zeal
of Roger Bacon, never succumbed entirely to the Parisian doctrine.



9
THE SEMANTICS OF TERMS

Two senses of ‘term’

Medieval philosophers and logicians used the word ‘term’ (terminus) in
several senses, two of which are especially pertinent to this discussion.
Strictly speaking, a term is what is subjected to the predicate or predicated
of the subject in an ordinary categorical proposition — the subject term or
the predicate term, the two ends (termini) of the proposition. In this sense
whole phrases may be terms, but only certain sorts of words — nouns,
adjectives, and verbs —can serve by themselves as terms. Less strictly, and in
the later Middle Ages more prevalently, a term is any word at all, regardless
of propositional context. In this discussion ‘term’ will be used in the less
strict sense unless otherwise noted.

Signification as a psychological and causal property of terms

There are two basic properties for the medieval semantics of terms: signifi-
cation and supposition. Signification is a psychologico-causal property of
terms — a fact responsible for many disagreements and tensions in medieval
semantics. The main source for the notion of signification was Boethius’
translation of De interpretatione 3, 16° 19: ‘[Verbs] spoken in isolation are
names and signify something. For he who speaks {them] establishes an
understanding and he who hears [them] rests’.! Hence ‘to signify’ some-
thing was ‘to establish an understanding’ of it.? The psychological over-
tones of ‘to signify’ are similar to those of the modern ‘to mean’.
Nevertheless, signification is not meaning. A term signifies that of which it
makes a person think, so that, unlike meaning, signification is a species of
the causal relation. Some authors explicitly drew the conclusion that the
relation of signification is transitive. Thus Lambert of Auxerre argued ‘For
justas it is said that whatever is the cause of a cause is a cause of the caused, so

1. 'Ipsa quidem secundum se dicta nomina sunt et significant aliquid. Constituit enim qui dicit
intellectum et qui audit quiescit.” Boethius 1877, p. 5.5-7.

2. See De Rijk 1962-7, 1, Ch. 4. For the role of Augustine and for further texts, see Spade 1975c,
PpP- 214-17.



The semantics of terms 189

it can be said in its own way that whatever is the sign of a signis a sign of the
significate.’ 3

Signification in written, spoken, and mental terms

Taking their cue from De interpretatione 1, 16* 3—8 and from Augustine’s
De trinitate, XV, 10—11, most logicians held that there are three kinds of
terms: written, spoken, and mental (or conceptual). Concepts or mental
terms are the most basic; they signify ‘naturally’. Spoken terms signify only
derivatively, by a conventional (ad placitum) correlation with concepts;
written terms are related to spoken terms in the same way.*

On the authority of Boethius, many authors held that these conven-
tional correlations are signification relations. Hence written terms directly
or immediately signify spoken ones, which in turn directly signify con-
cepts. Only by the transitivity of signification — ultimately by means of the
signification of concepts — do written or spoken terms signify anything
further.® Hence the terminology of ‘tmmediate’ and ‘ultimate’ signifi-
cation in some authors.®

This theory fits the view that language is for social communication, to
make others understand our thoughts. But it conflicts with the view that
language, whether spoken or written, is thoroughly conventional, so that
we can ‘impose’ terms to signify immediately whatever we want to discuss,
not just our own thoughts. Some logicians, therefore, rejected the view
that the conventional correlations among the three kinds of terms are
signification relations; Ockham, for instance, called them relations of
‘subordination’.”

3. ‘Sicut enim dicitur quod quidquid est causa cause est causa causate, sic potest dici suo modo quod
quidquid est sighum signi est signum significati.” (Lambert of Auxerre 1971, pp. 205—6.) See also
Duns Scotus 1639, In I Perihermeneias quaestiones, q. 2, Vol. 1, pp. 186—9; and Walter Burley in
Brown 1973. p. $5 par. 1.1§ and in Brown 1974, p. 208 par. 1.3. (Burley is not speaking for
himself in these places.)

4. Peter of Ailly is the only author | know to have held that written language is not inferior to
spoken language, He says this explicitly only for sentences, but scems to have held it for terms too.
Peter of Ailly 1980, par. 93: ‘Hence the spoken sentence and the written {sentence] are sub-
ordinated to the mental onc. Butitis not necessary that the spoken [sentence] and the written one
be subordinated among themselves, as many put it." (‘Unde propositio vocalis et scripta sub-
ordinantur mentali. Sed non oportet quod vocalis et scripta subordinentur sibi invicem inter se
sicut multi ponunt.”)

5. Boethius 1877, p. 40.15~22, and Boethius 1880, p. 25.15—p. 29.29; Lambert of Auxerre 1971,
pp- 205—-6; Aquinas In Peri Hermeneias, 1, lect. 2,§5; Aquinas Summa theologiae, 1,q. 13, 2. 1, resp.;
Aquinas De potentia, q. 8, a. 1, resp.; Duns Scotus 1639, In I Perihermenias quaestiones, g. 2, Vol. 1,
pp- 186—9; John Buridan 1977, 1, concls. 1~2; translated in John Buridan 1966, pp. 70-1.

6. Duns Scotus 1639, In I Perihermenias quaestiones, q. 2, §4, Vol. 1, p. 188; Buridan 1977, 1, concls.
8—9; translated in Buridan 1966, pp. 74—5. See also John Buridan 1957, p. 20.34-41.

7. Ockham 1974a, 1, 3; Commentarium in Perihermeneias ca. 1 (16 a 3—4), ¢d. in Bochner 1946, p. 320.
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It seems to follow also from the psychologico-causal notion of signifi~
cation that a speaker’s or writer’s terms are not significant to him but only
to others. If they were significant to him, their signification would consist
of ‘establishing’ the very concepts from which they derive their signifi-
cation, which seems circular. This feature, too, fits the view that language is
for social communication although, as far as I know, no medieval logician
explicitly recognized the consequence.

There was another problem. The standard notion of signification did
not fit mental terms. They do not causally ‘establish’ an act of understand-
ing; they are concepts, and so are either themselves such an act or else, on
another theory, the intentional objects of such an act,® but in any case they
do not cause it. Some authors, therefore, refused altogether to accept the
notion of a naturally significant mental language.®

Signification in syncategorematic and categorematic terms

Terms were divided into categorematic words — those that can serve by
themselves as terms in the strictest sense — and syncategorematic words —
those, such as conjunctions and prepositions, that enter into propositions
only along with categorematic words.'® There were several theories, not

always clearly distinguished, of the signification of syncategorematic
words:

(1) They have an ‘indefinite’ or ‘unfixed’ signification, whereas categorematic
words signify definitely.!!

(2) They ‘consignify’ —i.e., signify only when properly combined with categore-
matic words.'?

(3) They do not signify at all, but only determine truth conditions.?

(4) They signify mental attitudes.'* (Recall the claim that language is for talking

See also Duns Scotus 1639, Opus oxoniense, 1, d. 27, a. 1, §1 & 19, Vol. 5.2, pp. 1135 and 1146
(contrast the text from Scotus cited in n. 5 above); Albert of Saxony 1522 Perutilis logica, 1, ca. 2,
f. 2™; Albert of Saxony 1496, Quaestiones in Perihermeneias, q. unica in proem.

8. Sce Bochner 1946 and Adams 1977.

0. See William of Crathorn in Schepers 1072, pp. 115~18, discussed in Nuchelmans 1973, p. 212.
Buridan too tends not to speak of concepts as ‘signifying’ but rather as *concciving’ their objects.
(Reeina 1950, pp. 382—7.) Nevertheless, contrary to Nuchelmans 1973, p. 243, Buridan does
sometimes speak of concepts as signifying. (Buridan 1977, 1, concls. z and 7; translated in Buridan
1966, pp. 70-1 and 74.)

1o. Priscian 1855—9, Institutiones grammaticae, 0, iv, 15. Sce Nuchelmans 1973, p. 124.
11. Abelard 191927, Logica ‘Ingredientibus’, p. 337.11~32; Abelard 1970a, Dialectica, p. 118.4-25;
Ockham 1974a, I, 4; Burley 1955, De puritate, p. 220.10-11.

12. Boethius 1880, p. 14.30-2; Abelard 1919-27, p. 337.33-40: Burley 1955, p. 220.8—11: Buridan

1957, p. 188.111—14.
13. Ockham 1974a, 1, 4.
14. Augustine 1877, De magisiro, 2, 3, PL 3z, col. 1196, See Priscian 1855—9, 18, 9, 76.
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about our thoughts, and that the relation of spoken terms to thoughts is a kind
of signification.)

(5) They ‘generate an understanding’ but ‘have no subject thing’.!® That is, they
do not produce an understanding ‘of something’. In effect, ‘to signify’ is being
used without a direct object. The objection that every understanding is ‘of
something’ ¢ is in part a terminological matter and in part depends on one’s
theory of mental acts.!’

(6) They signify ways of conceiving things.'®

(7) They do not signify ‘things’ but rather ‘modes’ or ‘characteristics’ of things.'®

There was general agreement that categorematic words (except for such
as ‘concept’ or ‘knowledge’) signify something extramental — ‘ultimately’
if not ‘immediately’ — and that a proper name so signifies its bearer.
Signification here coincides with ‘being truly predicable of’.2% But there
was controversy over the extramental significate of a general term. Realists
of various degrees said it is a universal or common nature; when I hear
‘man’ | think only of man in general.?! For nominalists, there are no
universals or common natures in the realists’ sense; they did, however,
recognise universal concepts. But one cannot hold that general terms are as
aruleimposed to signify concepts without committing oneself to the view
that language is for talking only, or very largely, about thoughts. The only
plausible alternative was to make ‘man’ signify individual men, and since it
would be arbitrary to single out some at the expense of others, it must on
that alternative be said to signify each man. For the nominalists signification
and predication are thus linked not just for proper names but for all
categorematic words.??

The realist theory has the disadvantage that the sentence ‘Some man is a
philosopher’, for instance, cannot be said to make one think of individual
men or philosophers, but of the universal natures ‘man’ and ‘philosopher’;
the hearer of the sentence is thus left ignorant of what it is about. The
nominalist theory, however, entails that that same sentence makes the

15. Abclard 19704, p. 119.3-16.

16. Ibid.

17. Buridan likewise considers and rejects the claim that the verb ‘to signify’ need not take a direct
object (Buridan 1977, 1, sophisma 4 and concl. 3; translated in Buridan 1966, pp. 67 and 71~2).

18. Buridan 1977, 4, translated in Buridan 1966, p. 116.

19. Abelard 19702, p. 120.3-20; Nicholas of Paris, Summe Metenses, quoted in De Rijk 1962-7, 1,
p- 481: Albert of Saxony 1496, Quaestiones in Perihermeneias, q. 2 de nomine, concl. 3.

20. See the discussion in Abelard 1919-27, Logica ‘ Ingredientibus,” pp. 21.27-22.6.

21. Bacon 1940, Sumule dialectices, p. 272.4—8; Duns Scotus 1639, Opus secundum in Perihermenias, q. 1,
§4-5, Vol. 1, pp. 212—13; Burley 1955, pp. 7.26—8.33; Ferrer 1909, De suppositionibus, p. 3; also
1977, p- 87.

22. Ockham 1974a, 1, 33.
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hearer think of all men and all philosophers, even those unknown to him -
which is just as great a disadvantage.??

Connotation

The theory of categorematic words was complicated by the notion of
‘secondary signification’ or ‘connotation’, a notion closely related to
Anselm’s theory of paronymy.?* Briefly, connotation-theory attempted
to account for the fact that words such as ‘blind’ in an oblique way make
one think of, and so signify, sight. The theory is too rich and complex to
rehearse in detail here. But it should be mentioned that it bears directly on
the notion of ‘nominal definition’,® on the theory of demonstration,?®
and on the program of reducing the number of ontological categories.?”

Supposition proper and “descent to singulars’

Supposition is a property of categorematic words only when they serve as
terms (in the strict sense), or extremes, of sentences.?8 (Disputed portions of
this claim will be discussed below.) Supposition-theory is best viewed as

two theories: the theory of supposition proper and the theory of ‘descent to

singulars’.2®

Divisions of supposition proper

The theory of supposition proper is a theory of reference. Normally an
extreme of a sentence refers to or ‘supposits for’ everything of which it is
truly predicable;®° in that case it was said to have ‘personal’ supposition.
But there are other cases. Some of them — figurative or metaphorical uses —
were classed as ‘improper supposition’.*! Others were given intermediate
status as proper but not personal. We may distinguish two classes of such

23. See Spade 1975¢.

24. See Henry 1964, 1967, 1974.

25. Sec Spade 1975b and Loux’s introduction to Ockham 1974¢, pp. 1-24.

26. Moody 1935, Ch. 6.

27. Moody 1935, Ch. 4, and Loux’s introduction to Ockham 1974¢, pp. 1-24.

28. Ockham 1974a, 1, 63; Buridan 1977, Sophismata, 2, remark 1; translated in Buridan 1966, pp. 09—
100; Buridan 1957, De suppositionibus, p. 180.10—11; Burley De suppositionibus in Brown 1972,
p- 34, par. 2.01; Lavenham Suppositiones in Spade 1974a, p. 03. This claim was fairly standard in
the fourteenth century. For the earlier period see De Rijk 1962—7 and the discussion in Brown
1972, pp. 19—21.

20. See Scott's introduction to Buridan 1966, pp. 20—42.

30. Ockham 1974a, 1, 63; Buridan 1977, Sophismata, 4; translated in Buridan 1966, pp. 99—
100.

31. Ockham 19743, I, 77; Burley 1955, De puritate, pp. 46~7; Buridan 1957, De suppositionibus,
pp- 200~1; Lavenham Suppositiones in Spade 1974a, pp. 93-4.
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cases, although some theories combined them:*? ‘material” supposition, in
which an extreme that does not have personal supposition supposits for a
spoken or written expression, e.g., ‘man’ in ‘Man is 2 monosyllable’, and
‘simple’ supposition, in which an extreme that lacks personal supposition
supposits for a universal, ¢.g., ‘man’ in ‘Man is a species’ — whether it is a
universal of the realists’ variety or the nominalists’ universal concept.*?

Predication and the divisions of supposition

Reversing a remark in Boethius’ De trinitate,>* many authors held that the
predicate of a sentence determines which of the three kinds of supposition
the subject may have. Most held that a subject can always have personal
supposition, but one of the other kinds only if the predicate is semantically
appropriate. Such ‘rules of supposition’ suggest that predicates always have
personal supposition.® If so, the laws of ‘conversion’ must be restricted to
sentences with subjects in personal supposition; otherwise the conversion
‘Man is a2 monosyllable; therefore, a monosyllable is 2 man’ would be
sanctioned.3%

Truth-conditions and supposition

On the basis of the theory of supposition proper, some authors constructed
a theory of truth-conditions for categorical sentences. Thus a universal
affirmative is true if and only if its predicate supposits for everything for
which the subject supposits; other cases were handled analogously.?’
Affirmative categoricals have ‘existential import’; negatives do not. Thus
‘Some man is not a Greek’ — read as the contradictory of ‘Every man is a
Greek’ —is true if and only if cither there is a man who is not a Greek or else
there are no men at all. This odd reading is required in order to preserve
traditional relations of opposition.*®

3z. Buridan 1977, Sophismata, 3, remark 2; translated in Buridan 1966, p. 100; Buridan 1957, De
suppositionibus, p. 201.34—41; Paul of Pergula 1961, Logica, 2.1, pp. 24-6.

33. On these divisions sec Bochner 1952, Pt. 2, Ch. 2; Kneale 1962, pp. 246-74.

34. Bocthius 1918, §4, lines 4—5. Sce Spade 1974¢.

35. Spade 1974c, p. 72 n. 38.

36. Swiniarski 1970, pp. 189-91.

37. Ockham 1974a, 2, 1-4; Buridan 1977, z, concls. 10~-14; translated in Buridan 1966, pp. yo—4.
Such an account is by no means a regular part of suppasition theory. It is not to be found, for
instance, in William of Sherwood Introductiones in logicam, ed. Grabmann 1937 and tr. Kretzmann
1966, Peter of Spain Tractatus (Summule logicales), ed. De Rijk 1972, Burley De puritate, ed.
Bochner 1955, Burley De suppositionibus in Brown 1972, or Lavenham Suppositiones in Spade
1974a.

38. Moody 1953, pp. s1-2.
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Ampliation

In order to accommodate tense and modality, the theory of supposition
proper included a theory of ‘ampliation’. This theory explains how the
supposition of a subject is extended or ‘ampliated’ by past- and future-
tensed or modal copulas, and how the semantics of predicates, too, must be
adjusted in those cases. Details varied, but the doctrine was relatively settled
by the fourteenth century.?® Some authors conjoined this with a theory of
‘restriction’ to explain how the supposition of a term may be narrowed by,
for instance, an adjective (‘tall man’) or a relative clause (‘man who
runs’).*°

Descent to singulars or modes of personal supposition

The second main part of supposition theory is the theory of descent to
singulars or ‘modes of personal supposition’.*! The standard modes are:
‘discrete’, ‘confused and distributive’, ‘determinate’, and ‘merely con-
fused’. Discrete supposition is the supposition of proper names, demonstra-
tives, and demonstrative phrases. There was wide divergence regarding the
definitions of the other modes. Ockham’s definitions in Summa logicae, 1,
70, are perhaps the most complete. They may be put thus:

Let ¢(T) be 2 noncompound sentence containing an occurrence T of a
general term in personal supposition, and let 1y, ¢,, ..., t;... be all the
singular terms that supposit for a suppositum of T. Then T is

(a) confused and distributive if and only if ¢(T) implies ¢(t,) and §(t,) and . . ., and
no ¢(t;) implies ¢(T);

(b) determinate if and only if ¢(T) implies ¢(t;) or ¢(t;) or ..., and each ¢(t;)
implies ¢(T);

(c) merely confused if and only if ¢(T") does not imply ¢(1,) or ¢(t,) or ..., but
does imply @(t, or t, or ...), and each §(t;} implies ¢(T).

Although many scholars treat descent to singulars as a theory of analysis
or of truth-conditions, there are reasons to doubt this. First, no medieval
author seems to have made such a claim. Second, some authors, as noted
above, did have an explicit theory of truth-conditions based on sup-

39. Moody 1953, pp. §3-63; Scott’s introduction to Buridan 1966, pp. 32-4; Loux's introduction to
Ockham 1974¢, pp. 37—44.

40. See Maiceri 1972, Ch. 2.

41. Bochner 1952, Pt. 2, Ch. 2; Moody 1953, pp. 43—53; Kneale 1962, pp. 246—74; Scott’s intro-
duction to Buridan 1966, pp. 35—42; Swiniarski 1970; Loux's introduction to Ockham 1974e,
PP- 23-37.



The semantics of terms 195

position, and it is quite different. Third, if descent to singulars was intended
to provide such a theory, it will not work, as has been pointed out by
Swiniarski 1970, pp. 210—13, and Matthews 1973.

It is not clear, therefore, what the doctrine was intended to accomplish.
One possibility is that it was meant to provide a technique for checking
inferences. Some authors gave syntactic criteria for deciding which mode
of supposition a term has,*? and bridge-rules to link the modes to the
theory of consequences.** As a result, the theory of modes of personal
supposition could in principle be applied to the evaluation of a wide range
of inferences. Thus the inference from ‘Twice you ate some bread’ to
‘Some bread you ate twice’ is rejected because on the syntactic criteria
‘bread’ is merely confused in the former and determinate in the latter (as
the definitions will verify), and there is a rule “Whenever one argues from a
term suppositing merely confusedly to the term suppositing determinately
with respect to the same multitude, there is a fallacy of figure of speech.’4*
This technique has an advantage over modern quantification theory in that
it handles inferences in natural language directly, and does not require
them to be first translated, more or less by feel, into symbolic notation. On
the other hand, if this was the purpose of the doctrine, it must be said that
the medievals never succeeded in formulating adequate criteria and rules to
accomplish this purpose.

Some controversial points

Finally, some controversial points should be mentioned briefly. First, some
authors held that only subjects supposit, not predicates.** Again, although
in order to simplify certain rules many authors held that only whole
extremes supposit, not their parts,*¢ few observed this principle con-
sistently. The theory of restriction violates this principle, as does the
analysis of ‘Twice you ate some bread’ by which ‘bread’ supposits although
‘ate some bread’ is the predicate. Again, although most authors held that
terms supposit only in sentences, a few explicitly allowed them to have

42. E.g., Ockham 19743, 1, 71—4.

43. E.g.,the rulesin William of Sherwood 1937, Introductiones in logicam, pp. 80—1; 1966, pp. 118—19.

44. Burley 1955, De puritate, pp. 21.30-23.35.

45. Ferrer 1909, pp. 10-12; 1977, pp- 95—7.

46. Ockham 1974a, 1, 69 and 72 ad 3; Burley De suppositionibus in Brown 1972, pp. 31-4 pars. 1.2—
1.22; Ferrer 1909, p. 12; 1977, pp. 97-8. Sec Buridan 1977, 2, remark 1; translated in Buridan
1966, p. 100.
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natural supposition outside sentences.*” But the phrase ‘natural suppo-
sition’ does not always refer to this obscure doctrine.*®

VARIETIES OF SUPPOSITION
Supposition
1

(a) imlz:mper (metaphorical) prc_)lper (literal)
(b) material formal
(c) discrete common
(d) simple personal

() determinate cont;uscd

(f) merelylconfused distributiv:: confused
l__’_L_l
(g) immobile (h) mobile

EXAMPLES

Each variety of supposition is exemplified by the occurrence of the word ‘man’ in each of
these propositions. (2) After six moves the Russian chess player wasa man down. (b) Man s
a monosyllable. (c) That man is my brother. (d) Man is a species. (¢) A man is at the door. (f)
Every masseur is a2 man. (g) Every man other than an employee is eligible. [Immobile
because the logical descent under ‘man’ is blocked by ‘other than an employee’; one cannot
infer, e.g., John other than an employee is eligible’ or even (without further information)
‘John is eligible’.] (h) Every man is an animal.

NOTE. The schema presented above is intended to include all the most important varieties
of supposition recognised by medieval logicians, but neither this particular set of varieties
not their organisation can be attributed to a particular logician.

47. E.g.,Lambert of Auxerre 1971, p. 206, and Robertus Anglicus quoted in Brown 1972, p. 21 n. 25.
See the discussion ibid.

48. See Buridan 1957, pp. 206—8, and Ferrer 1909, pp. 14—43; 1977, pp. 100—34. On the notion of
natural supposition, see De Rijk 1971-73.



10
THE SEMANTICS OF PROPOSITIONS

Terms and propositions

Separate treatments of the semantics of terms and the semantics of prop-
ositions are justified by the Aristotelian distinction between two levels of
speech and thought (Categories 1216, 2%4; De interpretatione 16*10): the level
of names and verbs and the thoughts corresponding to them, which do not
yet involve any combination (symploke, complexio) that makes the notions
of truth and falsity applicable, and the level of expressions and thoughts
formed by a kind of combination that has to do with truth and falsity. Just
as Aristotle had made the applicability of the notions of truth and falsity the
criterion for the relevant kind of combination, the medieval semantics of
complex units of speech and thought (complexa) concentrated on sentences
that are used for making statements and are thus either true or false — the
sort of sentences with which logic is primarily concerned. A combination
of words that is used to make known something that is either true or false
(oratio verum falsumve significans)' was called an enuntiatio or propositio. The
Latin word ‘propositio” practically always designates a declarative sentence;
accordingly, in this chapter ‘proposition’ is used in this medieval sense and
never in the modern sense of that which is expressed by a declarative
sentence. Most medievals were aware of a distinction between a complexio
in the sense of mere predication, without any assertive (or other) force, and
a complexio which is accompanied by an act of judging or asserting thatit is
so. Abelard considered mere predication as the common element in dif-
ferent speech acts;? and from the beginning of the twelfth century it was
customary to distinguish between an act of merely putting a predicative
combination before the mind and an act of judging that that combination
is the case in reality. The author of the Ars Meliduna® (between 1154 and
1180) even employed a terminological distinction to mark the difference in

1. Cf. Boethius, De topicis differentiis, PL 64, 1174B, 1177C.
2. Peter Abclard 1970a, Dialectica, pp. 148-53.
3. De Rijk 1962-7, n(1), p. 342.
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assertive force between propositions uttered by themselves and propo-
sitions in so far as they are part of compound statements. Uttered by itself, a
categorical proposition both signifies an inherence and asserts that the
predicate inheres in the subject (significat et enuntiat); as part of a compound
statement it only signifies an inherence (tantum significat), without asserting
that it is so. For many purposes, however, the words ‘complexio’ and
‘complexum’ could be used in such a way that they included both the
predicative and the assertive aspects.

Written, spoken, and mental propositions

As in the case of incomplexa, or terms, it was held that there are three kinds
of propositions: written, spoken, and mental. Written and spoken de-
clarative sentences and their mental images were contrasted with the
corresponding thoughts, which were seen as belonging to a sort of uni-
versal mental language. Now the first question of the semantics of prop-
ositions concerns the relation between conventionally signifying written
and spoken propositions and their mental counterparts. This question,
which we might call the problem of the meaning of a declarative sentence,
received a relatively uncontroversial answer.

The meaning of a declarative sentence

In accordance with Aristotle’s conception in De interpretatione 163, it was
held that a written proposition or its mental image conventionally signifies
the corresponding spoken proposition and that a spoken proposition or its
mental image conventionally signifies the corresponding mental prop-
osition or act of thought. Some authors, for instance Ockham* and
Gregory of Rimini,5 were of the opinion that written and spoken prop-
ositions have the same significate as the mental propositions, the first two as
conventional signs and the latter as natural signs, but even they restored
something of the Aristotelian hierarchy by considering the written proposi-
tion as a secondary conventional sign compared to the spoken proposition,
and the spoken proposition, in its turn, as secondary and subordinate to the
mental proposition. The written and spoken propositions discharge their
signifying function in subordination to the mental acts of apprehending
and judging which always precede them. In the last instance, therefore, it is
the mental proposition which is immediately directed towards the outside
world.

4. William Ockham 1974a, Summa logicae, 1, 12.
5. Gregory of Rimini 1522, Prologus, q. 1, art. 3; cf. 1, Dist. 9~10, q. 2, art. 1.
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The mental proposition

The mental proposition is an act of thought which consists of an act of
combining the predicate with the subject in an affirmative or negative way
and of an act of judging that what is thereby conceived is so in reality.
Considered as a unit of a universal mental language, it is said to signify in a
natural manner; at the same time — and this, as will appear, is a point of
crucial importance — it contains a mental copula, and its total signification
is thus determined by a syncategorematic element.

The significate of a mental proposition

In order to understand clearly the second and most controversial question
of the medieval semantics of propositions, namely the problem of the
significate of a mental proposition, one should realise that the word
‘significare’ has a special sense in this context. On the one hand, it is used of a
person who performs an act of expressing a belief or making known an
opinion, and of the expression involved in that act; in such cases it has the
same meaning as the verbs ‘enuntiare’, ‘dicere’, ‘proponere’. On the other
hand, in keeping with the interpretation of thought as mental speech the
terminology of the speech act of asserting could easily be transferred to the
purely mental acts of judging, assenting, dissenting, believing, and know-
ing; judging is then conceived of as a kind of asserting in the mind
(enuntiare mentaliter quod sic est). The question of the total or adequate
significate of a mental proposition, as contrasted with the significates of
written and spoken propositions and with the significates of the categore-
matic terms, thus becomes the problem of the specific object of an act of
Jjudging or an act of asserting, or, in other words, the question of the nature
of ‘the thing’ (pragma, res) which, according to Aristotle, underlies an
affirmation or negation (Categories 12%6—15). In so far as such an object is
postulated for both true and false assertions or judgements, it must have the
character of something intermediate between the acts of asserting or
Jjudging and the outside world; if only true assertions and judgements are
considered, it may be asked what kind of place such an object occupies in
the actual world. This problem concerning the nature of the object of what
we would call the propositional attitudes naturally leads to the further
question of what are the primary bearers of truth values, the modalities,
and the logical relations. Again, part of this further question may be seen as
the problem of deciding what Aristotle meant by ‘the thing’ in his formula
‘Itis because the thing is or is not that the statement is said to be true or false’
(Categories 4%8, 14%21).
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The breadth of medieval semantics

From the foregoing it will be clear that the medieval semantics of prop-
ositions included, apart from problems which we would call semanticin a
strict sense, certain issues which are at least very closely connected with
such disciplines as philosophical psychology, epistemology, and ontology.
The questions treated, which still belong to the core of what is now called
philosophy of language, were often conditioned by such typically medi-
eval interests as God’s knowledge, the articles of faith, and the object of
theology. But the ways in which those questions were asked and answered
can usually be sufficiently dissociated from these narrow contexts to remain
instructive for the modern philosopher of language.

From Abelard through the thirteenth century

Both in the Logica ‘Ingredientibus’ and in the Dialectica Abelard draws a
sharp distinction between mere predication and the act of asserting. Since
the copula is a syncategorematic sign, predication is essentially a manner of
conceiving (modus concipiendr), an operation of linking subject and predi-
cate in an affirmative or negative way. In order to get a full statement-
making utterance, however, it is not enough to perform such a formal act
of compounding or dividing; one must also assert, by means of a finite
verb, that the constructed inherence is as a matter of fact the case. Now the
dictum, or that which is asserted to be the case, although it is about things
and not about ideas or words, cannot itself be a thing in the sense of things
which are denoted by nouns; it is rather an asserted state of affairs or
manner in which the things denoted by the categorematic subject-term
and predicate-term are related (reruin modus habendi se).® Because of the
syncategorematic character of the copula a proposition can signify or assert
only the way in which things are connected; the significate of the prop-
osition, therefore, does not belong to the category of things, but is a way
of being which can be made more explicit by such impersonal or non-
denoting expressions as ‘ita (or sic) est’, ‘accidit’, ‘contingit’, ‘evenit’ when
they are combined with an expression in indirect discourse (accusative plus
infinitive). This way of being can be signified only in a complex manner,
namely by adding a certain mode of conceiving to the conceptions of the
things which by this very complexio become the subject and the predicate of
the proposition. Abelard considers the dictum, or asserted predicative con-
nection, as the primary bearer of the truth values: the written or spoken

6. Peter Abelard 1970a, p. 160.
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propositions and their mental counterparts are true or false in a derivative
sense. As a dictcum can be true or false, it must be something intermediate
between the act of asserting and the actual world, but apart from the
emphatic categorisation as a non-thing its ontological status is left very
much in the dark.

Some of the treatises on logic which date from the period between the
middle of the twelfth century and the beginning of the thirteenth century
clearly show the influence of Abelard’s dictum theory. Besides ‘dictum’ and
‘significatum propositionis’ they often use the word ‘enuntiabile’ for that
which is asserted to be the case; in accordance with its form, this term also
occasionally stands for an assertible, in the sense of that which can be
asserted although it is not actually asserted. The author of the Ars Meliduna’
mentions several opinions concerning the nature of assertibles and prefers
the view adhered to by his teacher, according to which enuntiabilia are
neither substances nor qualities but have a peculiar being of their own: they
are grasped only by reason and thought and are inaccessible to the senses.
This Platonising doctrine is also found in the Ars Burana,® where an
assertible is called an extrapraedicamentale, not, however, because it does not
belong to any category at all, but because it belongs to a separate category
of being which is not one of the ten distinguished by Aristotle.

Whereas Abelard and his followers limited their attention almost exclu-
sively to the object of an act of asserting, theologians of the same period saw
themselves forced to deal with the object of acts of