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INTRODUCTION

ALEXANDER W. HALL

The Proceedings of the Society for Medieval Logic andtdghysics

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

Gyula Klima (Director), Joshua Hochschild (Secngtadack Zupko and
Jeffrey Brower in 2000 (joined in 2011 by Assisténtector, 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 Societyssdem 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 replacenaérur (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 geedings at http://
faculty.fordham.edu/klima/SMLM/.

The first group of essays in this volume present®karly exchanges on
two topics: Siger of Brabant's strategy to silente®e skeptic by
discriminating between nobler and lesser sensasgesunding certitude
in sense perceptions; and Walter Chatton’s defehsealism by means of
both an ‘anti-razor’ that prescribes ontologicalmmitment, and an
argument strategy based on iteration and infiitgess. The second set of
papers discusses issues that develop out of thapimetics of Thomas
Aquinas, including the Real Distinction betweenngebr ‘to be’ pssé
and essence, and God'’s relation to and knowledgeeatures.

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



2 Introduction

The bulk of the writings of Siger of Brabant arentoentaries on the
works of Aristotle, wherein Siger often voices altjens or difficulties not
directly addressed by Aristotle, which Siger théerapts to resolve using
Aristotelian principles. This is specifically thase with his refutation of
skepticism, a topic to which Siger devoted consitlkr attention. Siger's
discussions present the outlines of a plausiblerthef perception and
offer insight into the assumptions of Aristotletebry of perception and
its medieval reception. Antoine C6téSiger and the Skepticoncludes

that, for Siger, sense deliverances, or at leadhioetypes of sense
deliverances, are veridical by default and heneglibte per se The key,

then, to resolving skeptical arguments against esereports is to
distinguish between more and less worthy senseseder, without some
initial certitude, nothing can be certain and, @tellectual knowledge is
grounded in sense knowledge, the first certitud®ibe found in sense
perception.

In Cété’s “Siger and the skepticCharles Bolyard suggests a skeptical
response to some criticisms advanced in Co6té’s rpaped raises
theoretical questions generated from both histbrozmsiderations and
Cobté’s account of Siger's epistemology, in whichtéCargues that Siger
ultimately grounds his epistemology on the sengasllibility, and on
their ability to generate self-evident propositions

Rondo Keele'sApplied logic and medieval reasoning: iteration and
infinite regress in Walter Chattodraws attention to medieval argument
strategies that were frequently employed thougalyatiscussed. To this
end, Keele studies Walter Chatton’s applicatioritefation and infinite
regress to (1) Chatton’s anti-razor (used by Chatiadetermine ontological
commitment) and (2) Chatton’s discussion of futemtingents. Jack
Zupko's response (to an earlier version of Keelgaper) notes that
Chatton’s anti-razor is more properly conceivedaasexplanatory than a
logical principle. Zupko also offers two possiblejections a medieval
nominalist might make to Chatton’s attempt to ddfemetaphysical
realism by means of the regress argument stratéggle’s rejoinder
concedes the explanatory nature of Chatton’'s amtir and proposes
realist responses to the nominalist objections Z@ko raises.

Kenny and Aquinas on individual essendssJoshua Hochschild, defends
Thomas Aquinas’s metaphysical doctrines of theirdisbn between the
individualized essence and the individual composftdesignated matter,
the real distinction between being and essenceeatares, and forms as
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acts of being in response to Anthony Kenny's dstit that Aquinas’s
treatment of being is inadequate, incoherent on eaphistic.

David Twetten’s Really Distinguishing Essence from esksgs out
Aquinas’ nine versions of the proof for the Realstidiction between
essence andsse which holds that ‘to be’ is really other than timatter-
form composite. Twetten raises what he terms thest#elian’s
‘Question-Begging Objection’ and argues that Aqajnay failing to see
the force of the objection, leaves the objectioanswered (in recent work
Twetten maintains that all nine arguments succeA@duinas has cogently
proved his prior real distinction between suppe@sit essence). Taking
inspiration from Aquinas’s Contra gentiles Twetten works with
Aristotle’s notions of form and matter to develap aternative argument
for the Real Distinction that addresses the Quediiegging Objection; he
suggests that the difficulty of refuting this olijea and establishing the
Real Distinction reveals that what is at stakefse principles.

Important to Aquinas’s metaphysics of God and doeat the ontology of
relations. InHow Aquinas could have argued that God is reallated to
creatures Thomas Ward presents the main features of Aqu@nas
understanding of the ontological status of relatiand examines Aquinas’s
utilization of his theory in his teaching on thdate®ns between creatures
and the Creator, contending that Aquinas’s own rhex real relations
should allow Aquinas to affirm that God has re#htiens to his creatures.

The concluding essay, Scott M. WilliantSod’s knowledge of individual
material creatures according to Thomas Aquinansiders three
strategies that Thomas Aquinas uses in order toraféod’s knowledge
of individual material creatures. Williams conteritist, since God has
only imperfect knowledge of an individual's primeatter, the first of
these strategies has the implication that God hgsimperfect knowledge
of material creatures, which Aquinas would denyré&twer, the other two
strategies risk the same entailment, unless Aquabandons his account
of the unintelligibility of an individual creaturg’ prime matter. To
preserve God's perfect knowledge of individual miate creatures,
Aquinas must then alter his account of the uniigiélility of prime matter
in the individuation of material creatures.






SIGER AND THE SKEPTIC

ANTOINE COTE

Most assessments of Siger of Brabant's contributmphilosophy have
tended to focus on his adoption of Averroistic ieseta position he would
later renounce, and on his supposed role as thiedadeader of a group
of “Latin Averroists” within the Faculty of Arts,raenduring myth finally
put to rest by R.-A. GauthiérHe is now more accurately viewed as a

! See the seminal two-part article by René-AntoimeitBier, “Notes sur Siger de
Brabant, I. Siger en 1265Revue des Sciences philosophiques et théolog&jes
(1983): 201-232, and “Notes sur Siger de Brabangijer en 1272-1275, Aubry
de Reims et la scission des Normandlsid., 68 (1984): 3-49. In the following |
will be discussing principally two works of Sigethe Impossibilia and the
Questions on the Metaphysiasll references to thémpossibiliaare to Bernardo
Carlos Bazan's edition, Siger de BrabaBtrits de logique, de morale et de
physique Philosophes Médiévaux, 14 (Louvain: Publicationgersitaires/ Paris:
Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1974), 67-97. When quotingfthis work | shall refer to
it asl, followed by the number of thmpossibileaccording to the order in which it
appears in the edition, followed by the page numdned the lineation. Two
editions exist of thQuestions on the Metaphysieswork that has survived in four
different “reportations,” i.e., student notes, eath different manuscript. William
Dunphy published an edition based on the reportatfound in two manuscripts,
one in Munich and another in Vienna: Siger de Bmab&uaestiones in
MetaphysicamPhilosophes Médiévaux, 24 (Louvain: Publicationsversitaires/
Paris: Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1981); Armand Mauddiofved a couple of years
later with two editions of the same work, the filsased on a Cambridge
manuscript, the second on a Parisian one, the |atbdably being the reportation
taken by Godfrey of Fontaines. Both editions arbligphed in Siger de Brabant,
Quaestiones in Metaphysicafhilosophes Médiévaux, 25 (Louvain: Publications
universitaires/ Paris: Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 198®).the texts of these editions
sometimes differ significantly in wording, | shadifer to the one whose wording is
clearest—but | shall not quote from Godfrey’s reption. The two editions from
which | will quote will be abbreviated respectivelgQiMD and QiMM, followed

in each case, first, by the book number in Romamerals, then the question
number, and finally the page and lineation whenessary. A complete
bibliography of Siger, including both the editedriw@nd secondary literature, is
found on http://www.mapageweb. umontreal.ca/piri8ager/SigerBiblio.pdf
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staunch and indeed unrepentant proponent of ppitgsas an autonomous
discipline, a man who believed that the profesdiphdosopher should go

about his business exploring Aristotle’s argumemtgerever they might

lead, an attitude both reckless and admirablewfach he would come to

some grief toward the end of his short fife.

The bulk of his writings are made up of commentad® works by, or
attributed to, Aristotle, but he is also the autbéra number of disputed
guestions on ethics, logic and natural philosogilyheavily indebted to
Aristotle as well. He owes much—unsurprisingly—teefroes, and Arab
philosophers generally, but he was also influenogdrhomas Aquinas,
whom he greatly admired. However, Siger was notritioal of his

sources, and although | know of no instance wheee disagrees
philosophically with Aristotle, he did, at timegpenly disagree with both
Aquinas and, to a lesser degree, with AverroBsis critical stance toward

2 |n 1277, Siger, together with two other clericsnir Liége, was summoned at
Saint-Quentin by the Inquisitor of France, Simon\él, under the suspicion of
heresy. What happened immediately afterwards isthemof some dispute. Some
historians claim that Siger fled to Italy. But amtiog to Gauthier, Siger stood trial
and was probably acquitted (See “Notes sur Sig@&rdbant, 11,” 27).

3 In his commentary of Book Il of theletaphysicsSiger asks whether there is a
first efficient cause of all effects, and notestttias is the opinion of Aristotle,
Avicenna, Proclus and almost all Peripatetics. Hdsahowever, that “authority
alone is not sufficient in the search for truth.QiMM, 1lI, g. 5, 84, 39. Elsewhere
he writes that basing oneself on an idea’s popyléamositat¢ as a ground for its
truth is to rely on the reason of others as if ditenot possess reason or intellect
oneself.QiMM, 1V, q. 33, 179, 13-15. Siger believed that doesiin matters of
faith were true, but that, in most cases—creatieimd an exception—their truth
could not be proved by reason. He also believed elew that there were
arguments whose conclusions were contrary to tloésfaith that could not be
disproved by reason, which was not to say that #reytrue. As a result, Siger felt
that the expositor of Aristotle should feel no gunalabout exploring any of the
Philosopher’s arguments, for if the conclusionsany of those arguments were
contrary to those of faith that meant they contdiseme fallacy discoverable by
reason, or if philosophical discussion could revealfallacy, at the very least it
meant that they were wrong. In one text, Siger ethidquinas for purposely
“covering-up™—or so Siger seems to insinuate—theloBbpher’s intention,
presumably because he was scared of the conclug@indM, 1lI, g. 15, 110; see
also Il, gq. 14, 58). An even more severe rebuke banfound in Siger's
commentary on thBook of CauseQuaestio <2>|.es Quaestiones super librum
de causis de Siger de Brabaet. Antonio Marlasca, Philosophes Médiévaux, 12
(Louvain: Publications universitaires/ Paris: BiggtiNauwelaerts, 1972), 40.
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his predecessors has led Wiliam Dunphy to talk aof“Sigerian
interpretation of Aristotle” or a “Sigerian Ariseltanism.”

Siger often voices objections or difficulties notedtly addressed by
Aristotle that he attempts to resolve using Arisliah principles. This is
specifically the case with his refutation of skejsin, a topic to which
Siger devoted considerable attentioBiger’s discussion is interesting for
two reasons. First, in arguing against skepticisepresents the outlines
of a plausible and indeed appealing theory of geroe, distinct in its
focus from those of Averroes and Aquinas whose centaries he made
greatest use of in the preparation of his own contarg. Second, his
discussions offer invaluable insight into the asgstioms of Aristotle’s
theory of perception and to its medieval receptiartheory that would
remain influential until the advent of the Moderge and indeed some
versions of which are still today looked upon lowgdy by some
proponents of “direct” or “commonsense” realism.tlhis paper, | shall
focus essentially on the first point, basing mycdssion on the second of
Siger's Impossibilia as well as on his commentary on Aristotle’s
Metaphysics

The skeptic’s argument in thienpossibilia. Siger is the author of six
impossibilig disputed sometime between 1270 and P2w®ossibiliaare
best described as a typesufphismaonce defined by Norman Kretzmann
as “a sentence puzzling in its own right or on basis of a certain

4 On Siger's attachment to the spirit of the Phifgser right until the end of his
short professorial career, see Fernand Van Stegindela philosophie au XIfi
sieécle Philosophes Médiévaux, 9 (Louvain: Publicationsversitaires/ Paris:
Béatrice-Nauwelaerts, 1966), 391, and Antonio Ms@dés comments in his
introduction to his edition of Siger's commentarytheBook of Cause5-29.

5 See Van Steenberghdrm philosophie au Xlfisiécle 270.

5 See Bernardo Bazan, Siger de Brabant, Ecrits digjue, de morale et de
physique, 26, and Martin Grabmann's still valuablonograph: Die
Sophismataliteratur des 12. und 13. Jahrhundeits[ertausgabe eines Sophisma
von Boetius von Dacien: ein Beitrag zur Geschiclaies Einwirkens der
aristotelischen Logik auf die Ausgestaltung dertefaiterlichen philosophischen
Disputation, Beitrdge zur Geschichte der Philosephind Theologie des
Mittelalters, XXXVI,1, (Minster i. W.: Aschendorff1940). For a general
presentation of Siger’s Impossibilia, see Fernaad $teenberghen, Maitre Siger
de Brabant, Philosophes Médiévaux, 21 (LouvainsPariPublications
universitaires-Vander-Oyez, 1977), 92-94.
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assumption, designed to bring some abstract issiee focus,” which
figured prominently in the University curricula diag in the second half
of the 13 century’ The definition could apply equally tmpossibilia the
difference being that ampossibilewas viewed not merely as a puzzling
sentence but as a downright absurd one. As wasathe withsophismata

at least initially,impossibilia were used as exercises in the Faculty of
Arts, geared toward helping students hone theitediizal skills, and
readying them for the exacting discipline of thigputatia®

Siger’simpossibiliadeal with several kinds of impossibility: metapicgs

impossibility, as in1 (“God does not exist”); physical impossibilitys &n

I3 (“The Trojan war is happening in this instant’hdal4 (“Some

unimpeded, upward lying heavy object would not "fallethical

impossibility, as irl5 (“In human affairs there is no evil action intui of

whose evil that action should be prohibited or somee punished for
committing it"); logical impossibility, as inl6 (“It is possible for
something to both be and not to be, and for coittaides to be true of
each other or of the same thing”); and finally,séginic impossibility, as
in 12: “everything that appears to us are illusiosisn(lacrg and similar
to dreams, so that we are not certain of the exéstef anything.”

Making the skeptical argument an exampleirmpossibileis in itself a
significant move on Siger's part and needs undeirsgoat the outset:
Skepticism is simply not viewed as posing a crediileoretical thredt.
When all is said and done, Siger views all skeptitguments, however
clever, as pieces of sophistry devoid of any reatlpase on our actual
beliefs!®

7 Norman Kretzmann, “Socrates is Whiter than PlaegiBs to be White,Nols11
(1977): 6. There is abundant literature dealindhwiite topic ofsophismataOne
recent and thorough treatment sophismataas a literary genre and its relation to
disputations is Olga Weijerka ‘disputatio’ a la Faculté des arts de Paris (TR0
1350 environ), esquisse d’'une typolodiEurnhout: Brepols, 1995), 68-91.

8 See Pierre Mandonnejger de Brabant et 'averroisme latin au Xisiecle 2™
edition, Les Philosophes Belges: textes et étudi¢spuvain: Institut supérieur de
philosophie, 1911), 124-125, and Olga Weijkes,disputatio,’ 86.

¥ SeeQiMM, IV, q. 37, 186, 61-65.

10 A similar dismissal of the arguments invoked agathe existence of motion is
to be found in an anonymous series of questionsAastotle’s Physics No
attribution is found in the sole manuscript in whibis Commentary is contained,
but it is Sigerian in style and content, and itsitaition to Siger is accepted, or at
least viewed as highly probable, by many schoBirs Kommentar zur Physik des
Aristoteles aus der Pariser Artistenfakultat um 32@d. Albert Zimmermann,
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The general position the skeptic wants to argudsfehat “one ought not
to trust a power to which something appears thanése appearance,
unless another power judges that it is SoBy “power” Siger (and the
skeptic) means cognitive powers—that is, the seasdghe intellect. One
of the consequences of this position, quite aparhfthe fact that it leads
to an infinite regress, is that it implies that #@nses in and of themselves
are not trustworthy sources of knowledge, and iddimat they are not
sources of knowledge at all. The skeptic, Sigds tes, argued for this
position in two ways.

His first argument is that a sense that is prondlusion can generate no
certitude with respect to its objec¢tsBy “prone to illusion”, the skeptic
presumably means that the senses sometimes lezstrag, and he could
be implying that for a power to generdiena fideknowledge it must
always generate veridical perceptions. The sensmgdwbe trustworthy
only if they were infallible. Thus construed theyament is really quite
powerful and it is not clear that Siger has graspedull force for he
merely points out in his answer to it that the iafee from “this sense has
led me astray once before” to “therefore it wilademe astray again” is
fallacious.

To the first argument against <our position> it g said that although
something may appear to a power in one of its $iemsawhich is a mere
appearance so that this sensation is not to beettusit does not follow>
that that power is not to be trusted in anothétsodensations’

Yet, even if Siger had grasped the full force of thbjection he would
probably have rejected it outright. Siger, follogiiAristotle, believed that
sensation involved three elements: the sensiblecgithe medium and the
sense organ. Although Aristotle had explained that, the act of
perception, the sensible quality in actuality aimel $ense in actuality were
one!* a view Siger naturally agrees with, Aristotle afstt that the fact

(Berlin: Walter de Gruyter & co., 1968). See intgardar questions 9, 10 and 11.
See Van SteenbergheMaitre Siger de Brabantl96 regarding the possible
Sigerian authorship of this work.

12,73, 7-9.

1212, 73, 9-10.

1312, 76, 75-80: “Ad rationem primam in oppositum didem quod, quamguam
alicui virtuti una eius sensatione appareat aliquidd sit apparentia tantum et illi
sensationi eius non credatur, non tamen oportedl gliovirtuti secundum aliam
eius sensationem non credatur per se quod ita 8t’i

14 Aristotle, On the Soyl3.2.425b26.
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that the sensible quality must cross a medium anckbeived in the sense
meant that it might not be received it isin the sensible object, either
because of the indisposition of the medium or ef ehgar'> In a sense,
the physics of perception makes some measureafiegvitable.

The skeptic’'s second argument proceeds in thr@s.dtée argues first that
just as (A) we do not believergditur) that something that appears to a
sense is an illusion unless a superior power judgés be so (..hoc
diiudicantem, so too (B) the sense will not be believewr{ credetuy
unless a superior power judgesidiced that it is not an illusion® The
skeptic then takes B as the major of his secondnaegt which runs thus:

P We must not believe a sense to which things applesr are mere
illusions unless another power judges that théois

P Butall senses are such that things appear that are pearances.

C Therefore we must not believe any sense that thimgssuch as they
appear’

Finally, the skeptic goes on to argue that if wencd trust the senses, then
we cannot trust the conclusions proceeding frompesor power either,
as all certitude ultimately derives from the sert8es

Siger provides two distinct answers to this secangument. His first

answer is to reject the inference from A to B. Wstifies this rejection by

saying “that it does not belong to the nature séase to which something
appears that is illusion to judgeidicare) that it is an illusion. One does
not turn to it, but to some other (faculty) to wharbelongs to judge, such
as the intellect® However, Siger tells us, ware entitled to take the

sense’s word for it that a particular perceptiomas an illusion provided

“no deception is made manifest by a more worthysseor by a concept
derived from a more worthy sense,” in which casetight to be believed
as veridical without (appeal to) a superior faciffy

BQiMM, IV, g. 9, 148, 19-24.
1812, 73, 10-14.

1712, 73,14 - 74, 18.

1812, 74, 18-22.

1912 76, 90-94.

212,76, 94-97.
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Thus, whereas the skeptic says that the senseappstl to the superior
power both to judge that something is an illusiowl & judge that it is
veridical, Siger contends that it is only necessargppeal to the superior
power to judge that something is an illusion. Theifion might strike one
as odd in the sense that it seems to attributbacsénses the capacity to
judge that something is not an illusion (but natteomething is) and to
the intellect the capacity to judge that somethigngn illusion (but not that
something is not an illusion). The difficulty heméight be due in part to
Siger’s use of the word ‘judgement’. Following medil practice, Siger
sometimes talks about the senses as able to “ju(tiieitlicare™). In 12
76, 90-94, however, where he refers explicitly toteliect, in
contradistinction to sensas “some other (faculty) to whom it belongs to
judge (udicare),” he is using the word in its technical senseaffirming
and denying. Siger's point is simply that the tastiy of the sense (its
“judgement”) in certain specific cases is a suffittireason for believing
that things are as the sense senses them. Redouwssgsuperior power—
the intellect, whose proper act is judgement—is metessary; whereas
such recourse becomes necessary in order to béfiaveome deliverance
is non-veridical. What Siger wants to say, thentha& sense deliverances,
or at least certain types of sense deliverancesyexidical by default and
hence crediblper se a position we will see him defend at length.

Siger’s second answer to the second argumentsaydhat by requiring
the sanction of another faculty to validate theitesny of the senses is to
demand an explanatioraionem quaererefor what is knowrper se but
this would amount to requiring an explanation for eviiryg, from which
it follows that nothing will have an explanationlsa, if every belief
requires a demonstration of its truth, an infiniegress of explanations
will ensue, and therefore there will be no firsusa of belief? The
arguments only work, of course, if we assume that genses do yield
obvious,per seknowledge, but this, as we will now see in mortaiieis
precisely Siger’s point.

I
Sense and evidencEhe point is stated succinctly in HEslutio:

It must be said that we are certain of the exigtenfccertain things, and
<that> all <appearances> are not merely illusiomd passions of sentient

2l See alsd2, 75, 53.
2212 76, 98-103. See al§iMM, IV, qg. 36, 187, 66—69.
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subjects. Thus we are certain of the existencéiofjs that appear to our
senses, provided that sense is not contradictedrbgre worthy sense or a
reason ifitellectug taken from a more worthy sense. We are alsoiodnia
the intellect of the existence of certain inteligis, provided the reason
(intellectug is not contradicted by a more worthy reason omesotaken
from a more worthy sense, or by a more worthy séhse

Siger’s solution to the skeptic’s challenge is blasm a distinction
between what he calls “more and less worthy sehfteis, he contends,
the failure to take this distinction into accouhat has led philosophers
into error® Siger lists three errors that have arisen as altre$ this
failure. The first error is to infer from the fattiat some sense deliverance
turns out to be non-veridical that every delivermixillusory. The second
error is to infer from the fact that some sensatiare veridical that this
must be so in the case of all sensations. The #riror is committed by
those who base themselves on some sense, argumage, or opinion not
taken from a more worthy sense, but whose testin®mcompatible with
that of the more worthy sense, and who dismisdatiter. This, Siger tells
us, is the error Aristotle attributed to Zeno wingueed that everything is at
rest against the evidence of a sense more wortleiofy believed® The
key to not committing these errors is realizingttlall senses are not
equally worthy of being believed®Thus the sense of taste of the healthy
individual is to be trusted more than the sick peis a person awake is
more worthy of being believed than one asleep;thadroper sensible is
more reliable than the common sensible, and soeisénsibl@er sethan
the sensible by accidefftThe greatest degree of certitude, however, is the
one the sense gets from sensing its proper object:

212, 74, 33-39: “Dicendum quod nos sumus certi detemtia aliquarum rerum,
et non sunt omnia simulacra et passiones sentienfNos enim sumus certi de
existentia rerum nobis apparentium, cui sensui cmttradicit sensus dignior vel
intellectus acceptus ex sensu digniore. Sumus etiarti per intellectum de
existentia aliquorum intelligibilium, cui intellagt non contradicit intellectus
dignior seu acceptus ex sensu digniore, nec etirsus dignior; ita quod qui non
distinguunt inter sensum digniorem et minus dignutrei credatur, incidunt in
diversos errores.”

2412, 74, 39-41.

%12, 75, 50-51. See al§iMD, IV, g. 35, 233, 14-18.

%12, 75, 64.

2712, 75, 65-69QiMM, qq. 34&35, 181, 52-55.
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... [N]Jo one can be induced to believe that thatwhée that he sees is not
white, neither through the habit of hearing the agife nor by sophistical
argumentg?

Part of the interest of Siger’'s answer stems froenfact he seems to allow
a certain positive role for the intellect, for hegpkcitly states that a
“reason” stemming from the intellectan lead to the overruling of a
sense’s “judgment” that some deliverance is vegidiBut this, Siger tells
us, can only occur if the reasoimtéllectug is itself based on the
testimony of a sense more worthy of being belie¥dtbr instance, if | am
on a boat and my sense “judges” that people stgmuiinthe shore are in
motion | can overturn that judgment by observing thathibat | am on
is in motion with respect to the water, and byeetihg that when in the
past | have been standing on the shore | did reobséeel myself moving,
and thence conclude that it is | and not the peopléhe shore who are in
motion. Although my conclusion would be based omayument, it would
nonetheless ultimately rest on the testimony ofmase more worthy of
being believed, whereas the subtle argumentatiafeab, which aims at
overruling the sense’s judgment concerning thetemce of motion, is not.
The question, of course, that immediately arisé®ois | knowthat some
particular deliverance is more worthy of being &edid. Siger's answer is
that, well, | just know:

| say that what is perceivedgntitul) is such as it is perceived; and this is
known by no other means, but that it is perceivetd such by this sense
and by no othet*

His source for this belief might be Averroes who his summary of
Aristotle’s argument inMetaphysics1010b9-14 had contended that
“Aristotle means that we have a primary cognitigmirGa cognitiq by
which we distinguish between (the case) where #wmse is in error

2 QiMM, 1V, g. 37, 186, 61-63: “... nec enim assuetudindiendi contrarium,
nec ex aliquibus rationibus sophisticis potestwadignduci ad credendum illud
quod videt album noassealbum.”

2 This in turn could explain why Siger felt that thenses do not need the intellect
to regard a perception as veridical, though it doesexplain how the intellect
would be in a position to judge that somethingnisliaision.

30 This is the only example of sensory illusion pded by Siger in2 (74, 43 - 75,
44).

31QIMD, IV, q. 4, 229, 46-47.
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(sensus falsatand where it is veridica®® Siger does not refer to this
passage but its tenor squares nicely with his owsitipn. In any case,
Siger gets quite irritated at the thought that ooeld fail to acknowledge
this:

To one who does not recognize that a sense is morthy <of being
believed> than another and that some sensatiankie believegher se but
who seeks a demonstration for the fact that isig appears, to him nothing
can be proved, he can be certain of nothing. Fas ot possible that
something be known or believed, unless there besony that is known
and believegber se not through something eld&.

If, to boot, the evidence of the proper sense isobmrated by other sense
information, disbelief becomes downright absurd:

When all the senses concur in the judgment of sseneible thing and they
are not opposed by a reason taken from more wakthges, believing the
opposite seems supernatural and almost magicarrathn natural, unless
one has been accustomed to this from childfod.

There is nothing we can do if someone denies thaessenses are to be
trusted more than others, the idea here beinghkeatertitude afforded by
sensation is the strongest form of certitude weshdwt does not convince
the skeptic nothing else possibly could either. dnpassage of his
commentary on th&etaphysics® Siger suggests that those who question
the evidence of sense knowledge do not recognizieiese when they see
it, and that given that nothing will generate marertitude than the
perception of the proper sense, searching for ditiadal validating proof

is bound to be a vain enterprise. He then redafisatgument we have just
guoted, that unless something were kng&n s¢ that is, unless there was

82 Averroes,Metaph, IV, com 24 Aristotelis opera cum Averrois commentariis
vol. VIII, (Venice: Apud lunctas, 1562-1574), féll M.

3312, 75, 69 - 76, 74: “Qui autem aliquem sensessedigniorem quam alium et
alicui sensationi per se credendum non accipit, laéds rationem quaerit quae
ostendat quod sit ita sicut apparet, huic nihiljard potest, iste de nullo certasse
potest. Non enim possibile est aliqdsecognitum vel creditum, nisi sit aliquid
quod per se, non per aliud, cognoscatur, cui par@eper aliud credatur.”

3412, 75, 52-57: “Cum autem omnes sensus concordieveniant in iudicio
alicuius rei sensibilis, quibus etiam intellectuxeptus ex sensibus dignioribus
non contradicit, credere oppositum illius superrad&u videtur et miraculosum
magis quam naturale, nisi forte aliquibus accidpossit ex consuetudine a
pueritia.”

B QiMM, IV, q. 34, 229-230, 65-72.
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some initial certitude, nothing at all would beteé@r, for where there is no
first certitude there will be no subsequent onbesit’ It is, he explains,
just as necessary to appeal to a first certitudberorder of knowledge as
it is to appeal to a first cause in the order ahpe

If there is not a first known thing, which is natuhded on anything prior,
then nothing at all will be known, just as if therere not a first being
whose being was not caused by another cause,wioetid no being at afl’

Now Siger might very well be right about this lasaim, but it cannot
count as an argument in favor of the thesis thaffitist certitude is to be
found insense perceptigrfor it is perfectly compatible with the truth of
the principle that there must be a first certitutlat the first certitude
reside in another power, for instance the intell@tt of course, Siger
takes it for granted that intellectual knowledge gounded in sense
knowledge, so that saying that there must be adeditude really means
that the first certitude must be grounded in semseeption. Still, we
might feel that Siger needs to offer some basisttier thesis that some
sensations are evidepér seand that the evidence provided by the senses
is the strongest, beyond merely assuring us tiejust is the case.

There are a few passages in Siger's writings teaimsto tackle this
problem. One is in q. 34 of Book IV of the commewtaon the
Metaphysicswhere he explains that when perceivers are cotgdowith
conflicting sense reports (I ‘see’ sweetness, thatw taste is bitter) it is a
matter of empirical fact that they believe one mtren the other, and
Siger’s ground for that belief is that, once agasna matter of empirical
fact, people always act on the basis of one of twanore conflicting
sense reports. If a person were ever in a positidrelieving equally two
conflicting sense reports, then we would see héégngn a way which was
coherent with each belief, which is absurd. In haoformulation of the
same point? Siger notes that if two deliverances appeared|ggeertain
to an observer then when judging one to be trueotieerver would not
cease to believe that the other is true, whicHss aot what we observe.

% See AristotleMetaphysics4.4.1006a9-10.

57 QiMM, 1V, q. 37, 187, 66-69: “Si enim non sit aliquigirpo notum, cuius
simpliciter non sit aliquid prius notificans, nilsimpliciter erit notum, sicut si non
esset aliquod Primum Ens, cuius simpliciter noretesdia causa essendi, nihil
penitus esset ens.”

#QiMD, 1V, . 34, 230, 78-82.
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The point, then, is simply that people’s behavioows that they just do
trust certain sense deliverances:

... [Tlhose who say that there is nothing in the judgt of the sense that
ought to be believed more, even though they say, thd not actually
believe it, as we can tell from their actiofis.

Of course, all this tells us is that people arenprto behave in certain
ways, not that they are right in doing so. Yet sluggestion that they are
not, Siger believes, seems so far-fetched as tadwoid of any real

philosophical interest. We need to look at Sigegasons for believing

this.

The ontology of sensatioVhen Siger assures us that “no one can be
induced to believe that the white that he seemisuhite,”® he means to
point to two things: first, that the sense is iliidé with regard to its own
sensations, that is, the object is qualitativelyitas sensed, and second,
that it cannot doubt that the object it sensest&xighe first point emerges
clearly from the following text.

What makes it certain that things are such asjtidigment says more than
what that judgment says? | say that it is knowrt thaat is sensed is such
and not otherwise by the fact that it is sensesliak by the proper sense, so
that if it is judged by sight that something is styebut by taste that it is
bitter, it is known that it is determinately bittey the fact that it is sensed
as such by taste. And if someone should requitethiabe made known by
some other <reason>, [...] he is looking for a reashare no reason ought
to be sought, as Aristotle says h&re.

Beyond that, the sense cannot doubt that theralctexists something
that it senses:

% QiMM, 1V, qg. 34&35, 181, 56-58.

40 QiMM, IV, q. 37, 186, 61-63.

4 QIMM, 1V, qqg. 34&45, 182, 65-72; Il, g. 23, 73, 16-18ed per quid certum
est ita se habere sicut dicit hoc iudicium magiamsicut dicit aliud? Dico quod
cognoscitur quod id quod sentitur tale sit et nontario modo se habens per hoc
quod sensu proprio tale sentitur, ut si visu iutlicaaliquid dulce, gustu autem
amarum, cognoscitur ipsum determinasseamarum per hoc quod gustu tale
sentitur. Et si aliquis quaerat hoc sibi fieri notyer aliud, in principio rationis
rationem quaerit ubi ratio non est quaerenda,aitlttit Aristoteles.”



Antoine Co6té 17

... [W]here no doubt is possible, one is not to Idok an additional
grounding; but this <thing> that some person seesvite, he does not
doubt that it is white; which is why one ought rniotask for additional
grounding. The minor is evident since when thereis®on of some actual
white, it <i.e. vision> always says that it is vehaind always judges it <to
be> in the same way; which is why it does not erthiat <knowledge>;
which is why that man does not doubt that that wage. And | do not
only mean that man does not doubt that that whitielwhe sees <that> he
senses and sees as white, but | also mean thanh#mtoes not doubt that
that which he sees as white and of which thereis®rv actually exists
(ess¢; thus one ought not to always ask for some gpheof, but one must
rest in the sense as in the princiffle.

This last passage offers a striking statement aitwime commonly refers
to as “medieval realism.” Siger is not merely assgrthat | cannot be
wrong about the existence of my inner experienbesjs asserting that
when | sense white | cannot doubt the existencearofobject of the
sensing, the existence of some actually white thimgugh | can be wrong
about just which object it is.

It is instructive to read Siger's commentary of sditle’s discussion of
this very point inMetaphysics4.5.1010b19-26, and to note his attendant
disagreement with Aquinas’s reading of this passAgstotle’s goal here
is to show that the proper sense is always rightialis object or quality
and yet that the sense can judge differently demint times. Does this
mean that the object actually changes? Aristoda®wer is that in fact the
sensenever disagrees about its quality, and that the disagee¢ arises
only “about that to which the quality belond$.’Aquinas offers a very

42 QIMD, IV, q. 35, 234, 53-62: “...[ljn quo nullus potesthitare, non est
quaerendum aliud notificans ipsum; sed in hoc ggoi videt album, quin sit
album non dubitat; quare aliud notificans ad hoe est quaerendum. Minor patet,
quia visus si fuerit albi, semper illud digssealbum et semper eodem modo
iudicat; quare in hoc non errat; quare quin hogcifusbum non dubitat. Et non
solum dico quod homo non dubitat quin illud quodetialbum sentiat et videat
album, sed etiam dico quod homo non dubitat éssequod ipse videt album et
cuius est sibi visio; non igitur est semper quaguem aliud notificans, sed in sensu
est standum sicut in principio.”

43 Here is the passage from Aristotle: “But not emedifferent moments does one
sense disagree about the quality, but only abatttthwhich the quality belongs. |
mean, for instance, the same wine might seemthiéeit or one’s body changed,
at one time sweet and at another time not sweetatbeast the sweet such as it is
when it exists, has never yet changed, but onéwiaya right about it, and that
which is to be sweet must of necessity be of suwhsuch a nature.” Aristotle,
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literal reading of this passage, one that is int fitdte more than a
paraphrase, noting that any change that occurseirpérceived quality is
due either to a change in the object itself (theengoing from sweet to
bitter) or to a change in the sentient subject. litlggous passage follows:

But the sense of taste never changes its judgmiémbut judging sweetness
itself to be such as it considered it to be ingiveet thing when it judged it
to be sweet?

This last sentence, Siger avers, amounts to a t@ipietation of Aristotle:

Some understand Aristotle to claim that concerrswegetness <the sense>
does not change its judgment without judging théiing> to be how it
senses it. But this is incorrect: in order for ease> to always judge in the
same way regarding sweetness, as Aristotle clatnsnot only necessary
that <the sense> judge it <to be> such as it sahdes it does not always
sense it under the same quality, sometimes <iteselits> as sweet,
sometimes as bitter, but it is also necessaryithjatige it to be as its.
Thus, when taste judges that sweetness is bitber,naust understand that
<the judgment refers> not only to the sweetnessalsat to the bitter humor
existing in the tongue. Hence, when it judges iis thay, it does <not>
judge sweet to be bitter, but rather that to whiidrelongs to be it judges to
be bitter, so that that which pertains to the sameetness it always judges
in the same way, i.e. that it is swéet.

MetaphysicsThe Complete Works of Aristatleol. 2, ed. J. Barnes (Princeton:
Princeton University Press, 1984), 1595-1596.

4 Thomas Aquinas/n XIl Metaphysicorum Aristotelis Expositied. M.-R.
Cathala, R. M. Spiazzi (Torino: Marietti, 1950),,INectio 14, n. 703: “Sed
nunquam gustus mutat iudicium suum quin ipsam dinesn talem iudiceesse
qualem perpendit in dulci, quando iudicavit eassedulcem.”

4 QIMD, IV, q. 34, 230, 98 - 231, 9, my emphasis: “Etadgidam exponunt
Aristotelem sic, quod ipse intelligat quod circdogdinem non mutat iudicium hoc
quin iudicet illudessetale, quale ipsum sentit. Sed hoc non valet, gdiaoc quod
semper eodem modo iudicet de dulcedine, sicut didstoteles, non tantum
oportet quod tale iudicet ipsum quale ipsum seqgtita non semper ipsum sentit
sub eadem qualitate, sed quandoque ut dulce, ggaedg amarum; sed oportet
quod iudicet ipsum tale quale est. Et ideo intelidum quod, cum gustus iudicat
dulce esseamarum, non solum est dulcis, sed etiam amari hignio lingua
existentis: unde, cum sic iudicat, <non> iudicatdesseamarum, sed illud cuius
estesseiudicat amarum; unde cuius est ipsius dulcis serapdem modo iudicat,
ut ipsumessedulce.” Here is the parallel passage frivMM: “Some interpret this
such that in the act of sensation the sense s¢éisezensible and senses its own
act; for it is always right in its judgment of whiile sensation is, so that it judges
the sensation to be as it considers it, thouglédischot always judge the sensible
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There is perhaps nothing really substantive abagérS disagreement
with Aquinas. Indeed, Aquinas shares all the reaksumptions regarding
sense perception with his colleague at the Faailtyrts; Siger seems to
seize upon a slightly infelicitous choice of words Aquinas’s part to
underscore a point that Aquinas agreed with anytatill, though the
point is a minor one, it does bring out in a strikiway the extent of
Siger’s realistic commitment: sensing for Sigernsver just a mental
occurrence; the judgment of sweetness is not afimutl perceive things,
it is not about contents of the mind, it is abdw hature of the things |
perceive. This does not mean that qualities canoet considered
mentally—they can, as Siger makes perfectly cleart—they are not
thought to be possible objects of investigationrefram their connection
to their physical substrate. This very point emerggain in a passage
from Siger's commentary at the beginning of bk.d¥the Metaphysics
There he tells us that the sense senses its olijecsensible, as well as
itself sensing the object. In this latter kind efokvledge the sense cannot
be wrong. Error can only arise in two ways, eithéth respect to the
sensible object if the sense organ is indisposedyith respect to the
common object! Thus, a sense can be wrong about its proper object
when, say, wine is sweet but tastes bitter owingrtandisposition of the
tongue. The erroneous sense “judgment” does natewer, stem from the
fact that the sweetness is tastsitter, for as Siger has just explained in
QIMD, 1V, g. 34, 230, 98- 231, 9, the sense can ordtetaweetness as
sweet. The sense can also err in attributing ttierbess to the common
sensible, in this case the wine — or rather theredl liquid that turns out
to be wine. Thus, error in sense-knowledge, foreSigesides not in
confusing mental states with real things, a problemrmowhere seriously
contemplates, but either in the sense’s sensingvtbag quality or in the
attribution of real qualities to the wrong suppagti substrate.
Nevertheless, the main point Siger seems to beingatd make in the
above passage is that, barring the case of deoeptid the senses being

(thing) to be as it is. But this is not consonaithvAristotle’s text. For he says that
the sense never changed once it judged what svesaB)éut is always right about
it.” Latin text: “Exponunt autem quidam hoc sic,ig@un actu sentiendi sensus
sentit sensibile et sentit actum suum; semper awsiverus iudicando qualis
sensatio sibi fiat, ita quod qualem sensationerpgratit talem eam iudicat; non
semper autem quale est sensibile, tale ipsum iuddeal huic non consonat littera
Aristotelis. Dicit enim quod sensus quale est dutpeando fuerit numgquam
mutavit, sed semper de ipso verum did@iMM, IV, qg. 34 &35, 183, 99-04.

48 Siger probably read Aquinas’s commentary very alpsvhen he was writing

his own commentary. See A. Maurer’'s remarkQiNM, 17.

4TQiMM, 1V, g. 4, 148, 15-20.
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hindered from functioning normally, my being centahat | taste the
wine’s sweetness is also my being certain thatihe is truly sweet.

A%

Siger and the AcademicEhe remarkable thing about Siger’s discussion is
that he seems to be unworried by what we mightite#liereal problem

of skepticism. For instance, he seems unmoved bkgscaf perceptual
illusions which the Academics had famously poini@déh support of their
thesi:?8 that veridical appearances are indistingblehfrom non-veridical
ones.

Their arguments were known to the medievals prigathrough
Augustine?® but Siger as a philosopher working at the FacafyArts
typically quotes only philosophers, and, as far lasow, does not so much
as mention or even allude to Augustine in his wgs, and in any case
never alludes to the Academics’ argum&rithe closest he comes to it is
in two connected objections against his own pasitimiced by the
skeptical opponent it2.

The first objection is that there is nothingulla re), that is, no sensible
quality, judged to be one way that is not also pditp be otherwise. But if
the reason we deem the qualitylte one way is because it appears that
way, then for the same reason we might just as waiiclude it tobe
otherwise because it appears otherwise. And asgaotteptions cannot be
true, we, so argues the skeptic, infer that bothagpearancés.Now we
know that Siger's answer to that argument is toeappo the difference
between senses more and less worthy of being leeliéBut the skeptic
then goes on to show that that answer is of nd:aVhyou say that one

% The thesis is attributed to Carneades by Sextupirftms (Against the
Professors7, 159-65), and can be traced back to Arcesil@ise(o, Academica
2.77-8). For discussion and presentation of thaseother relevant texts, see A.
A. Long & D. N. Sedley,The Hellenistics Philosophersol. 1, (Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press: 1987), 239-253 and 463-—

% For the medievals’ knowledge of ancient skepticisee Pasquale Porro, “Il
Sextus latinug I'imagine dello scetticismo antico nel medioévélenchosvol. 2
(1994), 229-253.

%0 Of course Augustine was clearly not the only seurand Siger's favorite
philosophers, Aristotle and Averroes, abound ievaht examples, for instance in
thede somnis

112, 74, 23-26.
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ought not with equal reason believe a person wtawiske and a person
who is asleep, nor a person who is well and one iwlih one who is wise
and one who is unwise, the same argument appfieactually, the
application of the argument yields somewhat cluresgmples: a person
who is deemed to be awake by one observer willdemd to be asleep
by another (!), one judged to be reliable in matt&rtaste by one observer
will be judged not to be by anoth®r The moral however is clear: we
cannot appeal to the distinction between more asd Wworthy senses
without begging the question as to what a moress Worthy sense is.

Siger does not actually respond to the skepticigdy but his answer can
be inferred from what he has said previously. Ilhamatter of fact we do
not hesitate between two competing sense repdrtas ia matter of
empirical fact we do believe our sense deliveraribesause we act in
conformity with them), then the various scenariddwced by the skeptics
(dream arguments, hallucinations and so forth) mo¢hing else but
sophistry. Although the skeptic’s argument this not exactly that of the
Academics, Siger would probably have felt that $hene answer would
apply equally well to the Academics’ argument. &ttfthis was exactly
the position of a close contemporary of Siger's theologian Henry of
Ghent, who explicitly connects arguments closeht dnes made by the
skeptic inl2, 74, 26-28 with those of the Academics and prwithe
same answer in response to both positions, onéstljaite close to that of
Siger’s, at least on one important point.

The passage in question occurs in HennBsmma quaestionum
ordinariarum which contains many quite lengthy discussions tevdo
the problem of knowledg¥. The opening question of tHBummaasks
whether man can know anything. One of the many raggis listed
against the possibility of human knowledge is theifiar Aristotelian
argument that things appear differently to manyeobers or appear

5212, 74, 27-29: “Quod si tu dicas quod non aequdibma credendum est
vigilanti et dormienti, nec sano et infirmo, nepigati et insipienti, eadem ratione
arguitur.”

53 See als®iMM, 1V, qq. 34-35, 180, 21-27; 181, 38-44.

54 For a thorough discussion of Henry's doctrineafse perception and his stance
on the question of skepticism, see Marilyn McCothas,William Ockhamvol.

1, (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame Press,7)9851-571.
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differently to the same observer at different timéserefore, as all
knowledge is based on the senses, there will teertainty there either.

Henry’'s answer to this question is roughly the sameSiger’s: it is not
because the same thing appears differently to engop or to many that
the senses are never to be trusted, for somethamg be perceived
determinately by a sense that is not deceivedeatiine at which it is not
deceived® He then turns to the Academics’ argument that Himgf is
perceived determinately by (infallible) signs,” afirdds it wanting for the
same reasons:

For what they say is not true that nothing is peszk determinately by
signs, and that they <i.e. the signs> do not vaugeidically (verificanf for
the thing; rather, signs which are the proper sdesiof a particular sense
reveal what they are to the proper sense when ihois deceived or
hindered..>’

However, although Henry believes as Siger did thatproper sensibles
reveal themselves as they are to the proper shasaso believes, unlike
Siger, that it belongs to the intellect to recogniwhich sense is not
deceived:

Thus, even though the same thing can appear diffgréo the same

observer or to different observers, that is onlgduse of the deception or
the impediment of a particular sense which showatbe believed in that

instance. For a sense that is not deceived shoodd certainly be believed;
which one is such it belongs to the intellect tdge on the basis of many
experiences concerning that about which a sensebeameceived or

hindered®

55 Henry of GhentSumma quaestionum ordinariarufaris, 1520, a. 1, g. 1, fol.
1rA.

% Summaa. 1. g. 1, ad3, fol. 3rG.

5" Summaa. 1, q. 1, fol. IIrG: “Non enim verum est diotueorum quod nihil
percipit determinate per signa et quod non verifigie re: immo signa quae sunt
propria sensibilia alicuius sensus, id quod surter@iint sensui proprio non
decepto nec impedito...”

% Summaa. 1, . 1, fol. lIrG=H: “Unde et quamvis ideriversimode apparet
eidem vel diversis, hoc non est nisi propter déoapm vel impedimentum
alicuius sensus cui non oportet credere in hoctammen propter hoc dicendum est
quod nulli sensui credendum est. Sensui enim noagle omnino oportet credere:
et quis sit talis maxime habet iudicare intelleatuspluribus experimentationibus
praehabitis circa illa in quibus sensus potestgieel impediri.”
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Henry reiterates this position in greater detagdan in theSummawvhen
responding to the contention that truth cannot bewkn with certitude
without there being features that distinguish @nfr the false® Henry
replies that it is true that there is no specifffedence between a veridical
sensation and a non-veridical one, in the sendgebibth are sensations.
Thus, the sense of sight is unable to discern kmiwgold and brass.
Reason ratio) however transcends the sense and is able tordisce
veridical from the illusory? By allowing that there is no specific
difference between a veridical sensation and avsoidical one, Henry
seems to want to grant precisely that which Sigan@antly denies, that is
that we in some sense do rniotuitively distinguish between the illusory
and the veridical; but what Henry is consideringthis later text of the
Summais not the problem Siger is most anxious to resdigth inl2 and
in his commentary to thdletaphysics namely the existential certainty
regarding the objects of the proper sense, but kmawledge of the
common sensible, where Siger is perfectly willingécognize the sense’s
fallibility. ®* But although, as we have seen, Siger would hasegrézed
the need, in this latter case, to appeal to reataken from a superior
power, that is, the intellect, he would also havaineed, if 1 have
understood him correctly, that the intellect’s jadgent was ultimately
based on the testimony of another sense.

Vv

Conclusion According to Siger, then, our reasons for beliewimat things

are as they appear, is that they appear that waat i$ not to say that all
appearances are equally trustworthy. They are tongtworthy when they
do not conflict with information that can ultimagebe traced back to
another sense more worthy of being believed. Sigess not describe the
process through which we come to distinguish betwewre and less
trustworthy senses. On the one hand, he seemslineinoward the view

that veridical perceptions are in some sense inélyt obvious. On the

other hand, much of what he says suggests thatdbgiousness is only
relative to other sense perceptions, which imples a given deliverance
can be deemed veridical only as a result of a moad comparison

between different sense reports. What Siger isquiégar about, however,
is that, while intellectual knowledge does play samle in that process, it
is ultimately the senses themselves that provideddtisive certitude. As

% Summaa. 1, q. 1, fol. 23vA.
50 Summaa. 1, q. 1, fol. 24rD.
51 SeeQiMM, IV, q. 9, 148, 18-19.
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Siger puts it in the Commentary on thietaphysics? there is no more
persuasive reason for believing something than thet that the

appropriate sense testifies to its existence. Ifwege to seek another
reason we would either come up with a reason tlaniv effective at all

or one that was effective only because it told hat something is such
because it is sensed as such. Siger’s insistenctheoprimacy of the

senses is systematic throughout his epistemologiaitings and the

attention he devotes to the issue and to the iltjabf the senses as a
means of knowledge suffice to set his commentaaytdpom that of, say,

Aquinas. This insistence on the primacy of the semsight provide a clue
to the thesis that the intellect is needed to ukmbissions but not to

recognize veridical sense reports: Siger might dieting to the fact that
the senses are veridical by default.

Although, as we have seen, Siger's argument agakegbticism is not
aimed at the type of skepticism associated withAbademics, this need
not be seen as a defect in his position. Becauger Sioes not frame the
problem of sense perception in the terms in whicis icouched by the
Academics, arguments such as the indistinguistraitgument (between
dreams and wakeful experiences for example) cagebff the ground.
Whereas the Academic points to the allegedly evidediscernibility of
certain veridical and non-veridical perceptionse arould surmise that
Siger might have taken it as equally evident tHareé is no such
indistinguishability. He might have pointed outttlesair actions show that
we do make the requisite distinction between twotatpely
indistinguishable perceptions. Regrettably, Sigegsdnot comment on the
most explicit passage in this regard in chaptef BletaphysicdV. In its
cryptic Aristotelian formulation, the passage retidss: “...if someone in
Libya believes himself one night in Athens, he daes set off for the
Odeon.” It is not clear from the wording, as onédar put it, whether
Aristotle means “thatve know that the dreamer is not in Athens, or tiheat
knows.”® Scholastic commentators however tended to ad@psétond
reading. Dreamlike experiences and wakeful ones dearly not
indiscernible, not because of some internal feateseimmediately labels
one as veridical or non-veridical, but because upaaking the dreamer
will act in accordance with his wakeful perceptionst his dreams, which
presupposes that he has the ability to compare®bétbwever, although

52QiMD, IV, q. 34, 229, 49-54.

53 Christopher Kirwan,Aristotle’s Metaphysics, Books.4, and E, (Oxford:
Clarendon Press, 1971), 109.

54 See Thomas Aquinas, In XIl Metaphysicorum ArislistExpositio, n. 698.



