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INTRODUCTION

ALEXANDER W. HALL

The Proceedings of the Society for Medieval Logic andtdghysics

(PSMLM) collects original materials presented aisggns sponsored by
the Society for Medieval Logic and Metaphysics (SW)L Founded by

Gyula Klima (Director), Joshua Hochschild (Secrgtadack Zupko and
Jeffrey Brower in 2000 (joined in 2011 by Assistantector, Alexander

Hall) to recover the profound metaphysical insigbtsmedieval thinkers
for our own philosophical thought, the Society eumtty has over a
hundred members on five continents. The Societyasden publication

appeared online in 2001 and the decade that fotloseav the release of
eight more volumes. In 2011, PSMLM transitionedptint. Sharp-eyed

readers of these volumes will note the replacensérur (lamentably

copyrighted for commercial use) lions, who guardee integrity of the

body of an intellectual tradition thought to be deaith the phoenixes
that mark our rebirth. Friends of the lions will bappy to note that they
remain at their post, protecting PSMLM’'s online qeedings at

http://faculty.fordham.edu/klima/SMLM/.

The essays in this volume consider the nature af & the soul, what
can be known of the divine essence and the semsanficheological
discourse from the perspectives of medieval theol@mpth natural and
revealed), logic and natural philosophy. In hisamay as an arts master
commenting on a work of natural philosophy, Ariktst De Anima John
Buridan discusses the immateriality of the intdlléquinas takes up the
same issue, but in a more properly theologicalmggtin his Commentary
on theSentencesf Peter Lombard. Thomas de Vio Cajetan consitters
semantics of theological discourse or ‘God talk’ his De Nominum

" These writings first appeared in volume one ofRheceedings of the Society for
Medieval Logic and Metaphysidbttp://faculty.fordham.edu/klima/SMLM/), the
colophon of which appears as an appendix to thi&bo



2 Introduction

Analogig and Anselm of Canterbury’Broslogion seeks with unaided
reason to develop a single proof whereby we mawkihat God exists.

Jack Zupko’sJohn Buridan on the Immateriality of the Human liett
discusses Buridan’s defense of the position ofGharch that the human
intellect somehow inheres in the material humanyb@s material forms
do, such as the body’'s shape or color), and yetnismmaterial form,
against the competing, mutually exclusive views Alexander of
Aphrodisias and Averroes. John Buridan composedthiirsl and final
version of hisQuestioneson Aristotle’sDe Animaafter 1347, when he
was an established figure at the University of Rdraving twice served as
its Rector. In Question 6 of Book Ill, Buridan disses the immortality of
the human intellect. Taking a pedagogical tack,idaur contrasts the
materialism of Alexander of Aphrodisias with theicttimmaterialism of
Averroes (which denies the inherence of intellett nhatter) to help
students grasp what these stances entail. ThougllaBudefends the
consistency of the position of faith, his discuss®circumspect regarding
the ability of reason to discern the truth or tgisif accounts that outstrip
our abilities as empirical creatures.

Aquinas’s Proofs of the Immateriality of the In¢eli from the Universality
of Human Thoughtoy Gyula Klima turns to Aquinas’s Aristotelian
demonstration of the immateriality of the humanelietct rendered in
Aquinas’s Commentary on th8entence®f Peter Lombard. The proof
argues that the being of the intellect is indepahd# matter on the
grounds that the intellect has an operation thahdgpendent of matter
and whatever operates in such a manner does nehdem matter for its
existence. Klima defends two of Aquinas’s proofistfte premise that the
intellect has an operation independent of mattsgfar as the universality
(1) of the scope and (2) of the object of the op@naof the intellect each
entails this independence. Robert Pasnau’s resgdisgauted in Klima's
reply to Pasnau) contends that the arguments addacipport of (1) and
(2) are invalid and unsound, respectively.

Joshua Hochschild builds on the medieval traditibat conceives of
categorial discourse as being concerned with thingsfar as they are
signified by our terms to show that extrinsic deimation (wherein one
thing receives its denomination from a relationwhich it stands to
another or from that other thing itself) is a setiamproperty, i.e., a
property which allows us to make a semantic (asospgp to a
metaphysical) claim about things-as-signified imeoway inLogic or
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Metaphysics in Cajetan’s Theory of Analogy: Carriggtc Denomination
be a Semantic PropertyBy developing this point, Hochschild is able to
contend that, for Cajetan, a term analogous bibation always exhibits
extrinsic denomination when predicated of its se€leoy analogates. This
is a semantic claim, indifferent to the actual rphisical state of affairs in
which it is made. Hochschild’s analysis challendeslph Mclnerny’s
criticism that Cajetan’s doctrine of analogy relies metaphysical
considerations inappropriate to a logical analgésnalogical signification.

Lastly, Gyula Klima’'sOn whether id quo nihil maius cogitari potest is in
the understandingresents a simple, intuitive reconstruction of élnss
argument for God’s existence, allowing Klima toelel the soundness of
Anselm’s proof. Given that the proof is sound, Kdimontends that its
rational rejection is possible only for those wkéuse to think seriously of
anything as ‘that than which nothing greater cathbeght'.






JOHN BURIDAN ON THE IMMATERIALITY
OF THEINTELLECT

JACK ZUPKO

John Buridan (ca. 1295-1361) examines the questidhe immateriality

of the human soul in the sixth question of Bookdilthe third and final
version of hisQuaestioneson Aristotle’s De anima® The lectures on
which this commentary is based were given fairkg lm Buridan's long
career as an Arts Master at the University of Péfria reference in Book
I, Question 11 to certain condemned propositiassociated with John of
Mirecourt is not a later additichit must have been composed after 1347,
when Buridan was already an established figurbeatniversity and had
twice served as its Rector. The designation “thind final lecture” comes
from the text itself. There are two earlier versioaprima or firstlectura,

" This paper is reprinted by permission of the mh#i from “John Buridan on the
Immateriality of the Intellect,” ilForming the Mind: Essays on the Internal Senses
and the Mind/Body Problem from Avicenna to the MaldEnlightenmentStudies
in the History of Philosophy of Mind/ol. 5,ed. Henrik Lagerlund (Dordrecht:
Springer, 2007): 129-47.

! Joannis Buridani Quaestiones in libros Aristotel®e anima’secundum tertiam
sive ultimam lecturamlib. Ill, qu. 6. | have translated the entire ttef this
Question in the course of this essay. The editias prepared from 6 of 19 known
mss. of this work:Oxford BodIL canon. auct. class. lat. 278 ff. 2r-3@xford
BodIL canon. class. misc. 393 ff. 1r-75VaticanaVat. lat. 2164 ff. 122r-234r;
VaticanaVat. lat. 11575 ff. 22r-87/aticanaReg. lat. 1959 ff. 1r-69v; and/ien
NB 5454 ff. 1r-59v. See my “John Buridan’s Philogmf Mind: An Edition and
Translation of Book Il of his ‘Questions on Arisigls De anima’ (Third
Redaction), with Commentary and Critical and Intetative Essays,” Ph. D.
Dissertation, Cornell University, 1989 (UMl #900B31(hereafter QDAg, by
page and line number). For the manuscript traditie® Bernd Michaellohannes
Buridan: Studien zu seinem Leben, seinen Werken aundRezeption seiner
Theorien im Europa des spaten MittelaltezsTeile, Ph.D. Dissertation, University
of Berlin, 1985: 693-731.

2QDAg 1I1.11: 121-22, II. 174-99.
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which has been edited by Benoit Pdtand a second or middle version,
which is unedited and exists in some 15 manuscrigke a number of
other later medieval arts masters, Buridan alsdenaditeral commentary
or expositioon De anima which has also been edited by Pétar.

The relationship between these differ€uaestioness generally in the
direction of increasing length and sophisticatieeratime. Thus, the third
and final version contains more questions (e.ginZBook Ill, as opposed
to 15 in the first and second versions) treatedmiore detail than in
Buridan’s earlier efforts. The third version isalgss literal in the sense
that it spends less time explicating and inventwyyarguments from
Aristotle and other authorities. For example, ig fiist version discussion
of whether the human intellect is everlasting, $iedntent to give careful
accounts of the arguments on each side, withoimdak position on the
qguestion himself. “Our aim in this Question,” hdisaus, “is to provide
some arguments and certain credible remar&ssuasiondsby which one
can be persuaded that the intellect is everlastihgn, in another question
[in alia quaestiong we can study the diversity of opinion on thistteg
viz., as regards the intellect being everlastigdowever, the &lia
guaestid is nowhere to be found in this text — unless,cofirse, it is a
reference to a discussion in another, later wdrko| then the text | will be
discussing here has an excellent claim to being‘die quaestid.

In this Question, which occurs as Question 6 of IBdlb in the third
version of his commentary, Buridan asks “concerrimg nature of the
human intellect ... whether it is everlastingefpetuuf. The word
‘nature’ is important because in this context dligates that Buridan is
primarily interested in what is evident to us thybwexperience. Like most
medieval commentators on Aristotle, Buridan conegiuf psychology as
that branch of physics whose proper subject is laphhimate being. As
we shall see, this does not mean that Buridan esfis consider any
arguments based on theological or more straightiodly metaphysical
premises, only that such arguments are cited toeléfie logical space in
which the natural scientist must operate when adiing the question of
the immortality of the intellect.

3 Benoit Patar,Le Trait¢é de 'ame de Jean Buridan [De prima leefyr
Philosophes Médiévaux, Tome 29, Louvain-Longue@uébec):Editions de
I'Institut Supérieur de Philosophie-Editions du &@ribule, 1991.

* See Patar 1991.

® Patar 1991: 434.
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QDA 111.3-6 together form a sub-treatise within Bumidacommentary on
the nature of the human intellect: Q.3 asks whetiherhuman intellect is
the substantial form of the human body; Q.4 whethisrform is inherent
in the human body; Q.5 whether it is one in nunfberll human beings;
and Q.6 whether it is everlastingDAg 111.3-6 differ from other Questions
in Book 1l in several respects. First, only Q.6e tconcluding Question of
the group, is based on a lemma from Aristotl2ésanima(in this case, his
well known remark about that part of the intellaghich “alone is
immortal and everlasting” at 111.5.430a23). QQ.3b stem from topics
about which Aristotle says very little, but whicheaon the other hand,
given considerably more attention by authoritieshsas Alexander of
Aphrodisias and Averroes. Secor@DAg 111.3-6 revert to the expository
format more typical of Buridan's earlier commengarion De anima
Buridan makes a remark not very far into Q.3 thaild apply to any of
the Questions in that group, a remark we will seleoed in Q. 6: “This
Question has been raised in order to sort out ifffiereht opinions about
the intellect itself, so that we might see how tlagyee and disagree and
might inquire later into their difference$"These Questions wear their
pedagogical aim on their sleeves, as it were. Bin&fuths of the faith”
actually play a role in the determination of thgsestions, whereas they
are hardly ever mentioned in the rest of the conmiargnWhere the nature
of the intellect is concerned, however, “the opinad the faith” gets equal
billing with the opinions of Alexander and Averroess possible
metaphysical worldviews, inviting the assent of tla¢ural philosopher.

Question 6 begins with four negative argumentsciviBuridan takes to
represent the Alexandrian positibithe first is as follows:

5 QDA 111.3: 22, II. 53-54.

" Buridan’s use of Alexander to represent the pwsitf natural reason here led
Konstanty Michalski in a 1928 article (“L'Influencd’Averroés et d’Alexandre
d’Aphrodisias dans la psychologie du XI\éiécle,” Bulletin Internationale de
I'’Academie Polonaise des Sciences et Lettres, €lass Philologie, Classe
d’'Histoire et de Philosophjepp. 14-16) to lump together Buridan and his
followers at Paris as Alexandrists. But as Annelidaier pointed out in 1955:
“one cannot really say that he [i.e., Buridan] desiin favor of the teaching of
Alexander of Aphrodisias; throughout his argumeatsl conclusions, Buridan
goes his own way, and then states only that hislteesagree with those of
Alexander” Metaphysische Hintergrind®oma: Storia e Letteratura, 1955: 27).
In the case of the immortality of the human inttllehowever, Buridan is
decidedly opposed to the position of Alexandemvashall see.
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It is argued that it is not [N1], because it fol®that human beings would
be everlasting derpetuuy which is false, since human beings are
generated and will die. The consequence is obvioesause a composite
substance is evidently only corrupted through tlweruption of its
substantial form, and the intellect is the subshfirm of man; therefore,
a man is corrupted only if his intellect is cormeght This is highly
confirmed if we assume only one substantial formaiman, viz., the
intellective soul, for then a man would be nothibhgt a substantial
composite of intellect and prime matter, which i®rasting. Thus, all
parts of a man would be everlasting, and the mdrdsman are the man, so
the man would be everlasting. Whence it is argued bimilar exposition
that the intellect of this man is A and his maiteB. Then it is argued that
this A and this B are everlasting, but this A ahi$ B are this man, since
the parts belong to the whole, so the man is estaniz

This argument (which | have labeled ‘N1’) attemfuissaddle those who
contend that the human intellect is everlastindghlite consequence that
this would make human beings everlasting — whichfalse, since
obviously, “human beings are generated and will'.diehe argument
invokes the Aristotelian principle that somethisgcbrrupted just in case
its substantial form is corrupted, so that if théellect is the substantial
form of a human being (which was the main thesi€Q®)® and never
corrupted (the second thesis of @.3)0 human being will ever be
corrupted. This leads to a sub-argument which Idokse a rather obvious
instance of the fallacy of composition: a humambes substantially or
essentially composed of intellect and prime matterth of which are
everlasting; but since the essential parts of admbeing are everlasting,
and these parts belong to the whole, then the hureary must also be
everlasting. But this, of course, depends on ttetakén assumption that a
substance is no more than the sum of its essguatitd®

The second and third negative arguments are stnedwctioarguments
against the hypothesis that human intellects agdasting:

Again [N2], it follows that human intellects woulthen be actually
infinite, which is absurdificonveniens The consequence is obvious via
Aristotle’s assumption that the world is eterhalThere have been

8 QDA 111.3: 23, II. 83-87.

® QDA I11.3: 23-5, II. 88-143; cfQDA; I11.4: 33-4, II. 121-144.
10 See Arist. Metaph VII-VIII

1 Arist. Phys VIII.1; cf. Metaph 1X.8; XII.6; De caelol.3
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infinitely many human beings, each of which has litadown proper
intellect, since it was said above [i.e., in QBdttthe intellective soul is
multiplied according to the number of human beifgsima intellectiva
multiplicatur ad multiplicationem homindmTherefore, there have been
infinitely many human intellects that still existdause they are supposed
to be everlasting. Therefore, there are now agtualfiinitely many of
them.

Again [N3], it follows that the intellect would bguperfluous ¢tiosus

after death, which is absurd, because nothing #upas should be
assumed in nature. The consequence is obvious $&dawould <then>

be without an operation, since, as Aristotle satysinderstands nothing
without phantasm¥ And there are no phantasms after death, since they
require corporeal organs.

According to N2, Aristotle’s argument for the etéyrof the world forces
us to accept an actual infinity of human intellesisice (1) intellects are
multiplied in keeping with the number of human lgif? (2) “there have
been infinitely many human being$"and (3) the intellect is everlasting,
S0 it can continue to exist even if the body inebhit inheres is corrupted.
Likewise, N3 attempts to show that an everlastimieliect would
constitute an exception to universal teleologycsithe intellect cannot
operate without phantasms generated by a corporgah, it would be
rendered inactive upon separation from the bodgrethy fulfilling no
purpose; but nature does not permit anything tstexithout a purpose;
therefore, the intellect cannot continue to existeit is separated from
the body. Buridan defends the principle of univetsdeology later in
Book Ill, at Q.19.

The fourth negative argument cites an authoritatiemark apparently
contrary to the hypothesis:

Again [N4], Aristotle says irDe animalll that the passive intellect is
corruptible}5 and this is the human intellect, since to undarsia to be
acted upondum intelligere sit pa}i Therefore, etc.

12 Arist. De an 111.7.431a186.

13 A thesis argued for iQDAg I11.5; 42-3, II. 86-115.

14 This is, of course, a consequence of the assumpfia beginningless world, if
human beings (1) are creatureses$entiallyinfinite duration, and (2) have always
been here.

15 Arist. De an 111.5.430a24-25.
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The point seems quite straightforward, though Bamigvill tell us how to
read it later in the Question.

Following theoppositum Buridan balances the case with four affirmative
arguments:

The opposite is argued by Aristotle when he sayH fAat the intellect is
separated from other things just as the everlagifipm the corruptiblé®
and [A2] that it is immortal, everlasting, and ispiéle [mmortalis et
perpetuus et impassibi]i&’

Again [A3], if it remains after death, it must bencluded that it is
everlasting. But it does remain after death becaikerwise, Aristotle
would ask pointlessly why we do not remember aftath'®

Again [A4], according to Aristotle everything geatrd has matter from
whose potentiality it is derivedhfibet materiam de cuius potentia
educitul.*® But the intellect does not have matter in this viltyerefore, it
is not generated, and everything ungenerated i®rrmgtible and
consequently everlasting, as is obviouB@caelol.?’ Therefore, etc.

The strategy of Al-4 is to show that by his varioeimarks on the subject,
Aristotle is committed to the immortality of thean soul. For example,
A3 contends that Aristotle’s claim De an 111.5 that once separated, the
active intellect does not “remember its former\atf, makes no sense
unless it is assumed that at least part of thdleoteis everlasting. And
Aristotle never does anything pointlessly, of celré4 looks back to
arguments presented in Q.3 against Alexander’siapithat “the human
intellect is a generable and corruptible mater@inf, derived from a
material potentiality, and materially extendéd.According to A4, the
intellect has matter, but not in the way suggebtedlexander. But if it is
not generated from matter in the way that matdaahs are, it must be
incorruptible and hence everlasting. It is importam notice that the
immateriality question is always connected to thenortality question for

16 Arist. De an 11.2.413b26-27.

17 Arist. De an 111.5.430a23.

18 Cf. Arist. De an 111.5.430a22-25.

19 Cf. Arist. De caelol.11-12.

20 Arist. De caelol.12.281b26-27.

21 QDA 111.3: 22, 1. 58-62. For the contrary argumergseQDAg 111.3: 23-5, |l
92-43.
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the natural philosopher. Death just means the ptomw of the material
essence of a thing, and so if a thing has no matteannot die. Ironically,
most medieval thinkers would probably agree withickps’s famous
dictum, “Where death is, we are not”, not becausathl is empirically
beyond us, as Epicurus tried to argue, but bec#usemetaphysically
alien to our nature. The necessity they would httacthis statement is
accordingly much stronger.

Buridan opens his resolution of Q.6 by statingreddbly, that:

The resolutioneritag of this question is apparent from what has alyead
been said <i.e., in QQ. 3-5>, but it has been dails®e so that everything
might be reviewed togethesdd mota est ut omnia recolligantur sifaul

So, are we already supposed to know what to saytdabe immortality of
the human intellect? Perhaps. But that is not timpgse of the Question.
Buridan’s aim is rather to teach by determining lihgical import of the
different possible positions on the nature of titellect. Which theses are
consistent with each position? Which are not? Twolestts faced with an
variety of claims from conflicting authorities atiouhat sort of thing the
soul is, this is important information. Ultimately,will govern how they
talk about the intellect as well as defining thegpeeters within which
they will determine the question of its immortality

CN1-7 are an attempt to connect the various coimigsabout the nature
of the soul arrived at by natural reason in QQ.3-5.

First, | list the conclusions someone might reatthe used natural
arguments alone without the catholic faith, vianpiples from species
made evident by the nature of sense and inteMgthout a special and
supernatural revelatiorefilumero primo conclusiones quas aliquis poneret
si sine fide catholica solum rationibus naturalibuteretur, per principia
ex speciebus habentibus evidentiam per naturanusestsntellectus, sine
speciali et supernaturali revelatioheSome of these conclusions are
categorical, others hypothetical.

It is the hypothetical conclusions that most ingeérBuridan, for their
interrelationships can be logically determined. Ckt example, mentions
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Aristotle’s argument ilDe caelothat the property of always having existed
entails the property of always existing in the fettf

The first [CN1] is that if the intellect were evasting heretofore, it would
be everlasting hereaftesi[intellectus esset perpetuus a parte ante, ipse
esset perpetuus a parte pgo$or Aristotle believed this to be proved e
caelol.®

According to CN2, denying that the intellect is dasting either
heretofore or hereafter gives us the position oéxahder* Similarly,
CN3 shows that by contraposition of CN2, we get rimist arguments for
the immortality of the intellec® CN4 concludes from CN2-3 that the
properties of being everlasting (as interpreted Awerroes) and being
inherent in matter (as interpreted by Alexandeg ercompatible. The
reason is clear: if its inherence were Alexandridrg intellect would
always be present in the body in precisely the thay some dimension or
other is always present in a badyput no one would want to say that like
dimension, the human intellect remains after deattl inheres “in the
matter of the corpse or the earth”.

The relationship between the positions of Alexanded Averroes is
further specified in CN5, according to which (1)etlsix properties
definitive of the soul for Alexander are consequnof one another; (2)
the six properties definitive of the soul for Avees are consequences of
one another; and (3) each property associated ovith position has its
contradictory associated with the otRéBuridan seems to be saying that
from the standpoint of natural reason, there ai® é¢gually possible but
diametrically opposed ways of understanding thedmuimtellect, viz., the
materialism of Alexander, or the immaterialism ofefroes. A third
contender, the position of the faith, is repeatatfgcribed as something
“natural reason does not dictatatjo naturalis non dictargt:

22 Arist. De caelol.12.281b26-31. Notice, however, that on the sémsehich the
intellect is everlasting that Buridan comes to ptée TF1 below, it is false that
the intellect has always existed.

2 pvrist. De caelol.12.281b26-3.

24 For which, se€@DAg 111.3: 22, 1. 58-62.

5 Cf. QDAgII1.5: 43, II. 116-124.

26 ‘Extension’ would work as well as ‘dimension’ heo# course, since as long as
it exists, the body of Socrates is an extendedjthin

27Ct. QDA I11.3: 22, II. 58-73.
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The second [CN2] is that if the intellect were meerlasting heretofore
and hereafter, it would be generated, corruptitdived from a material
potentiality, materially extended, and multiplieccarding to the number
of human beingsifjse esset genitus et corruptibilis et eductus atentia
materiae et extensus extensione materiae et nicétips multiplicatione
hominunp. For if the intellect is not everlasting, it wasade, and natural
reason does not dictate — without faith or supemaatrevelation — that
anything has been made in the mode of creap@n fnodum creationjs
but rather, that everything made in time is madehim mode of natural
generation from a presupposed subject from whotenpality <its> form
is derived by an agent. Aristotle tries to provéstm Physics| and
MetaphysicsVII,?® and natural reason dictates that everything wee hav
spoken of accords with this kind of generation.

The third conclusion [CN3] is inferred from the sad by moving from
the opposite of the consequent to the oppositeeantecedent: i.e., if the
intellect is not derived from a material potentigliit is everlasting; and
likewise, if it is not extended, it is everlastirapd if it is not multiplied, it
is everlasting.

The fourth conclusion [CN4] — that if it is not dexd from a material
potentiality, it does not inhere in matter — is\y®d because if it were not
<so> derived, it would be everlasting heretoforel drereafter, as is
obvious from the previous conclusions. And natuesison would never
dictate that an everlasting form inheres in mattdess it always inheres in
the same thing, as some have claimed about indie@endimensions
[sicut aliqui posuerunt de dimensionibus indeterrigha And natural
reason would never dictate this about the humagiléat because if the
human intellect inheres in matter, this is nothing the matter of a man,
which remains after death in the corpse or théneartd no one, would say
then that the human intellect would inhere in tregter of the corpse or the
earth.

The fifth conclusion [CN5]: these six are consequsnof each other: the
intellect’s being everlasting, not being generatedorruptible, not being
derived from a material potentiality, not inheriimg matter, not being
materially extended, and not being multipliégut¢llectum esse perpetuum,
non esse genitum nec corruptibilem, non esse eduale potentia
materiae, non inhaerere materiae, non esse exte@steEnsione materiae,
et non esse multiplicatymAnd likewise, there are six opposed to these
which are consequences of each other: i.e., notgbeverlasting, being
generated or corruptible, being derived from a ntepotentiality,

28 Arist. Phys 1.9.192a25-33Metaph VI1.7.1032a15 ff.
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inhering in matter, being extended, and being pliddl. This entire
conclusion is inferrediiifertur] from what has already been said <i.e., in

QQ. 3-5>.

Again, his point seems to be that the position8lekander and Averroes
are on equal footing as antinomies of human reason.

CNBG6 is the only conclusion of the lot that is disicategorical in form, as
Buridan tells us himself:

The sixth conclusion [CN6] is categorical: the humatellect inheres in
the human body without matter. This was previoaslyanced and proved
<i.e., inqg. 4>.

But it is something of an overstatement to say thawas previously
“advanced and proved” that the intellect inheresthia body without
matter. In Q.3, Buridan conceded that there are deononstrative
arguments on behalf of the view that the humarilédeis not a material
form, even permitting Alexander a final responseitheut further
rejoinder, to the arguments raised against Hlifnd Alexander’s position
itself appears, non-assertively of course, aséehergh conclusion of Q.6:

A seventh conclusion [CN7] is inferred, which wase topinion of
Alexander: the intellect is generable and corrdetilextended, derived,
inherent, and multiplied.

To these seven conclusions based on natural ref@Xeh-7], Buridan
contrasts five representing the position of thehffCF1-5], adding that the
latter are not demonstrable from the natural oodéinings:

Nevertheless, we must firmly uphold that not alltleése conclusions are
true, since they are against the catholic fadgid sunt contra fidem
catholican). | believe, however, that the opposite conclusi@re not

demonstrable without a special and supernaturalagon.

This places the natural philosopher in somethingadbind, since the
position he must firmly uphold on the nature of theellect cannot be
demonstrated via the principles and conclusionsnafural science.
Accordingly:

2 QDA 11.3: 26-7, 1. 152-183.
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The conclusions or propositions we must upholdhis thatter according
to the catholic faith must now be described withonatofs parrandae sunt
sine probationibuls of which the first [CF1] is that the human gt is
not everlasting heretofore, although it is hereafte

The second conclusion [CF2] is that the intellschot strictly generated
by natural generation, but it is created; nor istrictly corruptible by
natural corruption, but it is annihilable. And yatwill not be annihilated
[Et tamen non annihilibatdwr

The third conclusion [CF3] is that the intellect st derived from a
material potentiality, nor extended.

The fourth conclusion [CF4] is that it is multiglieaccording to the
number of human beings.

The fifth [CF5] is that it is inherent in the humbady or matter as long as
a man is alive, and is separable from the bodweéhdeturn to it again.

According to CF1-5, then, the intellect is (1) dasting hereafter but not
heretofore™ (2) created and yet annihilabte(3) neither derived from a
material potentiality nor extended; (4) numericatigny, in keeping with

the number of human beings; and (5) inherent irhtli@an body, and yet
separable from it. In spite of the indemonstrapitif these propositions,
however, Buridan insists that any authoritative agta (implicitly those of

Alexander and Averroes) opposed to them must leete:

And all the authorities opposed to these conclissionust always be
denied, even though we cannot demonstrate thesi@s.

How are we not to regard this as an indefensildegbf dogma? What is
the force of the “must” here?

Fortunately, Buridan does not leave us hanging. iBdibes take some
interpreting of the text to see why this does nobant to the complete
abrogation of human reason on a question traditiprthought to be
susceptible to its pronouncements. Buridan himsells us what we
should focus on as natural philosophers:

3%1n other words, the everlastingness of the humtgiléct is right-handed.

31 The annihilability of the intellect is a consequoerof divine omnipotence: God
has the power to snuff even an immortal entity ofitexistence, although as
Buridan recognizes in TF2, he does not in factalo s
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The most important thing to see, then, is how vepeead to the arguments
made at the beginning of the question insofar ay tire seen to strive
against the faithl§borare contra fiderh

What he proceeds to give the reader are suggestiomst how to parse
claims about the nature of the human soul in a thayis both consistent
with the faith and scientific, insofar as it applidne semantic doctrines of
the Summulae de dialectichis masterwork on logic. These remarks are,
in turn, based upon his more general account ofeffistemic status of
claims about the human soul vis-a-vis other thingsclaim to know in the
natural order, although the details are not disigs Q.6.

Among the arguments identified with Alexander mati¢he beginning of

the question [N1-4], the most worrisome is N1, vahBuridan sees as an
argument about the proper signification of naméw threat here involves
the very possibility of scientific discourse. If weannot secure some
proper or literal sense in which it is true to shgt the human intellect is
immortal, then there will be no way to connect tifzalitional discourse of

psychology with what is true about the soul andckemo science of
psychology. The problem is that the proposition HVia everlasting’ is

false if the term ‘man’ refers to a composite oflbelus intellect, since

that term ceases to refer at death, the momenthathwthe composite

ceases to exist. Buridan describes three diffeseategies for dealing with
this problem [R1-3 ad N1].

First [R1 ad N1], if the terms ‘man’ or ‘Socratese taken to refer only to
a souland a body, and to connote this soul and body as “Whol
constituted”, then a given human being will alwaysst, but he will not
always be a human being:

The first argument [ad N1] is on behalf of Alexariglgposition, but it
difficult for us to resolve it. And so we say ththe death of a horse is
simply the corruption of the horse, but the dedtad man is not simply the
corruption of the man, but only the separation né gart of him from
another. Therefore [R1 ad N1], some concede th&ithan, viz., Socrates,
is everlasting hereafter in such a way that he alillays be. But he will
not always be a man or Socrates, because althtweghames ‘man’ and
‘Socrates’ supposit only for soul and body, theyrumte those parts as
wholly constituted, i.e., as inherent in him. Bbey will not always be
constituted in this way, and so although the mdhalways be, he will not
always be a mamgpamvis ille homo semper erit, tamen non semper eri
homg. Likewise, Socrates will always be, but he wilbtnalways be
Socrates$ortes semper erit, sed non semper erit Sprieshe same way,
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we say this of a horse or a stone, for God canragpthe form of a horse
or a stone from its matter, and conserve it seplgralseparatim
conservarg And so the stone or the horse would continudeo but it
would not be a horse or a stone.

We can express this difference by placing the stibgem of the proposition
either inside or outside the scope of the modah tsempefalways]’, so
Socrateswill always exist, but it is not the case that(i.e., the individual
referred to by the subject term of the previousppsition) will always be
Socrates. The connotation fails after his disembedt at death and
before his re-embodiment at the Last Judgment. iBhlikened to God'’s
ability to separate form from matter, and to comseone without the
other, in which case “the stone or horse wouldiooitto be, but it would
not be a horse or stone”.

In Q.4, Buridan reminds us that “the way in whible intellect inheres in
the human body is not natural but supernatural. gl certain that God
could supernaturally not only form something notivid from a material

potentiality, but also separate what has been swedefrom its matter,

conserve it separately, and place it in some atfater. Why, then, would
this not be possible as regards the human int@llé¢For him, the non-

commensurable inherence of the human intellecttsnbbdy is not a
natural state of affairs, meaning that it cannoekelained by appealing to
the same principles that govern the inherence ofenah forms. The

immortality of the human intellect is understood ansimilar fashion.

Although the principles that make it true are netnstrably evident to
our intellects, they are consistent and they do lestst stand in

demonstrable relationships. Thus, in Q.3 he spefiks

the truth of our faith, which we must firmly belewviz., that the human
intellect is the substantial form of a body inhgrin the human body, but
not derived from a material potentiality nor maaélyi extended, and so not
naturally produced or corrupted; and yet it is absolutely everlasting,
since it was created in time. Nevertheless, it ampternal hereafter
[sempiterna a parte pdsin such a way that it will never be corrupted or
annihilated, although God could annihilate it byd@oabsolute power.

As an Arts Master lecturing on Aristotle’'s natuggiilosophy, Buridan
saw himself as committed to naturalistic explamatiavhich for him

32 QDA l11.4: 37, II. 201-7.
33 QDA 111.3: 22-3, II. 74-82.
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involves the construction of demonstrative or astgersuasive arguments
based on evident premises. Where such argumentdaekang, he is
inclined to indicate their absence and leave that, rather than to engage
in a priori metaphysical speculation. He takes a similar agpgrdo the
question of the human soul’s status as an imméferia in Q.3

Although this thesis [viz., that the human intetliscnot a material form] is
absolutely true, and must be firmly maintained aighf and even though
the arguments adduced for it are readily believafpeobabileg,
nevertheless, it is not apparent to me that theydmmonstrative, [i.e.,
drawn] from principles having evidentness (leaviagh aside), unless
God with a grace that is special and outside thelusourse of nature
could make it evident to us, just as he could makdent to anyone the
article of the Trinity or Incarnation.

Buridan’s point here is that since the immatenadif the human intellect
is not evident to us, or apparent to our senseds hiB no position to
construct arguments about it. Of course, God coultke such truths
evident to us directly, but in then our grasp afrthwould not be natural,
but revealed®

The second strateggontra Alexandrumis based on the idea that “the
substantial form is the much more principal pa cbmposite substance”™:

However [R2 ad N1], others say that the substafdrat is the much more
principal part of a composite substanderjna substantialis est valde
principalior pars substantiae compositaerherefore, the name of the
substance — e.g., ‘man’, ‘animal’, ‘Socrates’, etés imposed to signify a
composite substance. But it would be principallyrégson of the form that
the name is naturally suited to supposit [1] far tomposite of that matter
and form, for the time during which this form istimat unique matter, and
[2] for the form alone, when this form is not inyaimique matter (which is
why we say, ‘Saint Peter, pray for us’, even thohghs not composed of
matter and form). And so it is conceded not onbt tBocrates or this man
will always be, but also that he will always be &des and this man.

34 QDA 111.3: 25-6, 1. 144-51.

% Buridan elsewhere allows that there are theolbgicguments concerning the
nature of the soul — e.g., that Christ “assumecmptete and entire humanity
[assumpsit sibi totam humanitatem et integrdnincluding a sensitive soul — but
says that these produce a “great faittagnam fideii in him, not knowledge @DAs
111.17: 192, Il. 82-9).
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Things are denominated by their more principal aficcording to this
reply, the substance-terms ‘human being’, ‘anim&@crates’, etc., follow
the substantial form such that they designate H&)composite of matter
and form when the form is embodied, and (2) thenfadone when the
form is not embodied. Thus, because the terms &esr or ‘human
being’ continue to refer even after disembodimém, propositions ‘This
is Socrates’ or ‘This is a human being’ never ceadee true’® And Saint
Peter could not justifiably turn a deaf ear to ptayers because we have
used the wrong name in summoning his intercession.

The third response [R3 ad 1] combines the two previstrategies [R1-2
ad 1]:

Still others say [R3 ad N1] that although a namdirst and foremost
imposed to signify a composite substance <R1>, niesless it is
transferred to signify the form and to suppositifown account of form’s
great pre-eminence over mattgerdpter eius magnam principalitatem
super materiafkR2>. That is why Aristotle seems to uphold this
expressly ilMMetaphysic¥/Ill, for he raises <precisely> such a doubt: “one
must not fail to notice, however, that sometimes ibbscure whether a
name signifies the composite substance, or thedigtor form”3” And he
replies, saying “but ‘animal’ will be [applied tdjoth [the composite and
the actuality or form], not as something said tsjrgle formula.®® In that
case, then, insofar as the name ‘man’ signifiectimposite, this man will
always will be, but he will not always be a man dai¢he connotation, as
was stated. But insofar as it signifies the form[ld a man will always be;
and [2] he will always be a man; and [3] he wileebe corrupted.

Thus, (1) insofar as the term ‘human being’ is isgmb to signify a
composite of soul and body, the particular humandssignated will
always exist, but not always as a human being;(ahthsofar as ‘human
being’ signifies the substantial form, the partisuhuman so designated
will always exist as a human being.

Although Buridan’s application of the semantic nas of connotation and
denomination by the more principal part enableauspeak of the human
soul as such in a way that does not reduce to metephor, he does not
attempt here to refute Alexander’'s argument. Butlbes suggest where

% For further discussion, see Chapter 10 ofJolin Buridan: Portrait of a 1%
Century Arts Masterforthcoming from University of Notre Dame Press.

87 Arist. Metaph VI111.3.1043a29-30.

38 Arist. Metaph VI111.3.1043a36.
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one might find the appropriate discussion, i.e.thirological treatises,
especially in replies to the question of whetheri€lwas a human being
between his death and resurrection.

Finally, let us say [R4 ad N1] that the determio@tof this doubt pertains
to metaphysics or to the Faculty of Sacred Thealdgyordingly, several
theologians have raised the following quodlibetqugstion]: Whether
Christ was a human being during the three dejsum Christusin triduo
erat homg, i.e., when his body was in the sepulcher withsbul, and his
soul was among the dead without a body.

As a career Arts Master, Buridan never wrote amplibgical works, and

there is no discussion of whether the human intele everlasting in his
influential commentary on Aristotle’Metaphysics| believe this is for

good reason. Since the truth of the propositiont i intellect is

immortal is simply not evident to us by itself oerdonstrable from

evidently true premises, there is strictly speakingcientiaor knowledge

about human immortality in this life — although ehmgians can speak
about this from propositions whose truth we firmlscept on the basis of
their revelation in scripture or Church teaching. his Metaphysics

commentary, Buridan glosses this distinction betwegetaphysics and
theology as follows?

It should also be noted that [when we ask whetheaphysics is the same
as wisdom,] we are not comparing metaphysics tmltigy, which
proceeds from beliefs that are not known, becaitkewgh these beliefs
are not knownper seand most evident, we hold without doubt that
theology is the more principal discipline and tliatis wisdom most
properly speaking. In this question, however, we raerely asking about
intellectual habits based on human reason, [itka$e discovered by the
process of reasoning, which are deduced from vehavident to us. For it

%% QM 1.2: 4ra-rb: ‘Notandum est quod hic non comparamus metaphysichkm a
theologiam, quae procedit ex ignotis creditis quemmon per se notis nec
evidentissimus, quia sine dubio illam theologianmetaus principaliorem et
maxime proprie dictam sapientiam. Sed non in pridpason quaerimus nisi de
habitibus intellectualis ex humana ratione et pse ratiocinativo inventis et ex
nobis evidentibus deductis. Sic enim Aristotelesmpigsicam vocat ‘theologiam’
et ‘scientiam divinam’. Unde in hoc differt metapioa a theologia, quod cum
utraque consideret de deo et de divinis, metapaysan consideret de deo et de
divinis nisi ea quae possunt probari et ratione dastrativa concludi seu induci.
Theologia vero habet pro principiis articulos crami absque evidentia et
considerat ultra quamcumque ex huiusmodi artiqudissunt deduti
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is in this sense that Aristotle calls metaphystbedlogy’ and ‘the divine
science’. Accordingly, metaphysics differs fromdlogy in the fact that
although each considers God and those things thadhip to divinity,
metaphysics only considers them as regards whatbeamproved and
implied, or inductively inferred, by demonstratiresason. But theology has
for its principles articles [of faith], which areelieved quite apart from
their evidentness, and further, considers whatea®r be deduced from
articles of this kind.

Using more recent terminology, we would say thatidan thinks we can
firmly believe that the human intellect is immortatd perhaps even be
certain of it. But we could nevé&nowit.

After noting the convergence of his and Alexandeiésvs on the finitude
of human intellects:

To the other argument [ad N2], Alexander would démt intellects are
everlasting, and by faith, we would deny that therld is everlasting
heretofore and hereafter, and so in neither case do infinity of intellects
follow.

Buridan replies to the third negative argumenhatieginning of Q.6. But
his reply essentially concedes the point: true,ithellect is superfluous
after death as far as the operation of cognitiaoiscerned, since it would
no longer have access to phantasms produced hyn#ggnation. But, he
argues, the disembodied intellect will not in faet inactive, since it can
understand without phantasms by divine intervention

To the other [ad N3], we say that after death, theman intellect
understands without phantasms, which it can do log'$power and
arrangement.

Likewise, Buridan indicates in his reply to N4 tha does not take the
Aristotelian principle that the intellect underdsian nothing without
phantasms to apply to disembodied thinking:

To the final <negative> argument [ad N4], we sawpttby ‘passive
intellect’, Aristotle means the imaginative or dagjive power, which is
not absolutely corrupted because it is the santeeamtellective soul. But
it is corrupted in this sense: the corporeal digjmrs by means of which it
was naturally suited to exist as an act of coggizan imagining are
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corrupted. Therefore, it can no longer exist asstiré of act without which
Aristotle thought that the human intellect could naderstant — which
we do not hold.

Although this is one of the very few claims Buridamakes about
disembodied existence, it is not pursued here sewdiere iNnQDAs.
Indeed, in Q.15 he says that the question of “h@asense, understand, or
remember after death and without a body is notidensd [something
that] this Faculty [i.e. the Faculty of Arts] dee&lupon™' | suspect he
thought that no one else decides upon it eitharat east no one else in at
the University, including professors in the Facufyl heology.

Q.6 ends with the suggestion that a sufficienthftivaded student should
be able to see from these replies how to resportbdet@even naturalistic
conclusions about the nature of the intellect [Cl{,ldescribed after the
oppositum

The <negative> arguments after the statement ofofiposing position
[CN1-7] are resolved or denied in keeping with thastraints of what has
been said above, etc.

This is very much in keeping with Buridan’s ideattlhe is teaching his
students the art of dialectical inquiry.

What is going on in Q.67 In my view, Buridan treptspositions about
the metaphysical nature of the human intellect @asbary propositions.
They are true, but their demonstration assumesabaissent to principles
whose truth is simply not evident to us as empiriaatures? Hence,

they constitute a limit of inquiry in philosophicalsychology, beyond
which we cease to do philosophy and instead engmgeintless and all
too often presumptuous speculation. Is this what tieologians are

“0 Arist. De an 111.7.431a14-16; 111.8.432a6-8

41 QDA 111.15: 173, 1I. 327-329.

2 Interestingly enough, the human intellect shareanym properties with
demonstration in the strict sense: “it is commomeyery demonstration in the strict
sense that it has a conclusion that is necessampot be otherwise, is ingenerable,
is incorruptible, is perpetual and is per se, d&a it is from premises of this sort,
or made up of common termsSymmulae8.11.2 in Gyula Klima (tr.)John
Buridan: ‘Summulae de dialecticéNew Haven: Yale University Press, 2001): 792).
Could this be because both play limiting or critérgical roles in their respective
spheres of metaphysics and logic?
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engaged in? Not at all. If we are clear that we moelonger doing
philosophy when we reason about the ultimate natfr¢he soul, as
opposed, say, to specifying its powers and aatwjtthere will be no
danger of this.

Buridan acknowledges the evidential shortcomingsisfaccount, but is
quick to point out that his Alexandrian and Avestotompetitors are no
better off in that respect. What little evidence deehave is insufficient to
establishphilosophicallyany truths about how human souls are related to
human bodies. His own convictions are hardly agoost course. As he
states in thesummulae“on the basis of our faith we posit some special
forms to be separable from their subjects withbatrtcorruption, as in the
case of the intellective human soul, which is ndueed from the
potentiality of its matter, or its subje¢®.But he is not about to let the
strength of his convictions confuse him about wieknows to be true on
other grounds.

Buridan’s other writings reveal a confidence battour natural ability to
assent to what is true and in our cognitive povearseliable producers of
evident appearanc&$This means that more often than not, if there is a
problem in natural philosophy, it is because soingtihas been spoken
about in the wrong way. Buridan’s famous remarkhia debate over the
nature of scientific knowledge — “I believe thatkugreat controversy has
arisen among the disputants because of a lack @t Ifex defectu
logicad”* — follows directly from this conception of the ka®of
philosophy. The philosopher cannot answer all efgiestions we might
have about nature and the place of human beings$ome, such as, ‘Is
the number of the stars even?’, have answers tbaimply not evident or
such as to produce in us a proposition that loakslgenough to command

43 Summulaé.4.12 in Klima (tr.): 446

4 See, e.g.Jn Metaphysicen Aristotelis Questiones argutissim@aris: 1588
(actually 1518); rpr. 1964 aommentar zur Aristotelischen Metaphydtkankfurt
a. M., Minerva, I.5: 6ra and VI.17: 52v8&ubtilissimae Quaestiones super octo
Physicorum libros Aristoteljs Paris: 1509; rpr. 1964 a&ommentar zur
Aristotelischen PhysjkFrankfurt a. M., Minerva, 1.15: 18vb-19ra; andaRian der
Lecq (ed.),Johannes Buridanus, Questiones longe super libremhBrmeneias
(Nijmegen: Ingenium, 1983), 11.11: 100.

4 Johannes BuridanuQuaestiones super decem libros Ethicorum Aris®tat
NicomachumParis: 1513; rpr. 1968, &uper decem libros EthicoryrRrankfurt
a. M., Minerva, VI.6: 122vb.
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our assent. Others, such as, ‘How do we senserstadd, or remember
after death and without a body?’, have evident mnus that can be
marshaled on their behalf, but also appearancebetacontrary, which,
when taken together, prevent the conscientiouogbilher from giving a
definitive answer. Some of the questions generatinged judgments can
be resolved with the aid of another method of ingue.g., by invoking
articles of faith. But again, Buridan is very cléhat when we do this we
are no longer doing philosophy. Theology works frprimciples accepted
because they are part of the doctrine of the faitth not because they are
evident.

Of the remaining questions, many require only &gietous representation
in our intellect. This is much harder than it apgehowever, because our
speaking and thinking are structured by language, the expressive
power of human conventional language will alwaykdhort of its object,
created being, which is the language spoken by Gtatlieval thinkers
understood this distinction as having a scriptusakis. Had Buridan
turned his hand to theology, he would have suréhjieed the gloss on the
apocryphal book of Ecclesiasticus with which Dureot8s begins his
Quodlibetal Questions“All things are difficult,” says Solomon, and
immediately adds the reason why he thinks theyddfecult: ‘Because

man’s language is inadequate to explain them’ [Ecd]”.*®

46 See Felix Alluntis and Allan B. Wolter (trJohn Duns Scotus, God and Creatures:
The Quodlibetal Questior{Princeton, NJ-London Princeton University Pra§s,5),
Prologue: 3.



