
Themistius and the vgen Intellect
in James of Vıterbo and er
Thirteenth Century Philosophers

(Saint J] homas, Siger of Brabant and enry ate

Although the editing of EXTtS of medıieval an! Renaıissance philoso-
phers might aPPCAal IM0) SOINE be unneCesSary labor gıven the
large number of printed volumes avaılable fOTr study, 1t 18 precisely
thıs actıvıty durıng the ast several decades that has enriched OUTL

knowledge of the development of medıieval aN! Renaıssance phılosophy.
'The aPpPPECAFANCE ın print of edıted text makes the work of thınker
avaılable tOo wıde audıence an ıt also makes ıt; much 100107185 lıkely
that individual scholar May by chance lıght upDon passage
doectrine of interest hımself and hıs researches which he ca  }

then set ınto broader ontext
Students of medieval phılosophy AT thus greatly ındebted IN0

Father Kleko Ypma, O.E.S.A.,, fOoTr hıs recent dıtıon of the fırst two

quodlibetal diısputations of the ate thiırteenth and early fourteenth
CENTUCY thınker, James of Vıterbo (5 Vıterbo, 1255 Naples,
February, 1308 The atter’s doctrine innate aptıtudınes of the
intellect represents interesting an ımportan chapter 1n the
development of medieval diseussions the theory of knowledge

Jacobr De Vıterbiuo Disputatıo Prıma De Quolibet, edited by Eelcko

pma (Uassıcracum, Supplementband 1; Würzburg, 1968) ; Ral Jacob: De Vıterbio
Ä Disputatıo Secunda De Quobtlet (Cassıcracum, 1: Würzburg, 1969 WKor

details James’s lıfe, SCc«C below sect]ıon vır Father Ypma OW. statement concerning
the PUurpOsC of dıtıon of the text of medieval author deserves quotation: Le but

principal d’une edition un CX LE d’un au tEUr du oyen Age, n est-  ’  1l Pas de mettre

entre les malns des th6ologıens et philosophes medievistes et, des historliens des idees
instrument de travaıl, CX TE 1en etablı, Ou 11 peut tudier plus facılement et plus
surement les idees de l’auteur ? Les 6ditions de textes sont les outils dont les historj]ens
des idees ont besoin avant tOout, afın QquUE vaste terraın EeNCOTE inexplore devl]ıenne de

plus plus accessible. Au fur et INnNeESUTrEe QUC les historliens disposeront de textes iles
seront mM1eUX equ1pes 11O.  - seulement POUTL tudier, mMmals AUSsSS1 POUT les doectrines
des diff&ärents auteurs, et peut-etre POUTF etablır les rapports entre les differents ma ltres
et bacheliers e Ssee his introduetion to Disputatvo Prıma, V,
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and should be urther studıed 2) In ıke fashıon, hıs discussions regard-
ıng the question of the dıstiınetion of esSSsSecNCce and exıstence revea|l
sensitivıty an sophisticatıon that za ttract the renewed iınterest
of scholars 3) oth of these doctrines Are set forth INn the fırst LWO
Quodlbeta an Ca  - 1O0O be studıed DYy wıde varıety of scholars, SOMe
of whom 111 surely adı LO the lıterature James. Indeed, the publı-
catıon of Father Ypma edıtıon has already provoked the interest
of OoOne establıshed cholar and resulted ın the publicatıon of artıcle

James’s doectrine on the analogy of being 4) We Can confidently
&) See Barthelemy Hauregau, Histoirvre de Ia ohilosophie scolastıque, art II, Tome

(Parıs, 1880), 162-165; ıdem., « Jacques de Viterbe, theologien » ın Hıstorzre lıtterazre
de Ia France (Paris, 1900), 56 an OT Iso Kıdel Casado, (  « El pensamiento
filosofico de]l Beato Santlago de 1terbo », La OVuidad de 7ios 165 1953), 117-144
for general dieussion of James’s psychology. For James’s doetrine regardıng the divine
ideas, SCcC Heinrich Rüssmann, Zr Ideenlehre der Hochscholastık unter besonderer Berück-
sıchtıqgung des Heinrich VvONn Gent, Gottfried VDON Fontarines UNA Jakob VON Vıterbio (Freiburg
1mMm Breisgau,

ome of James’s metaphysical 1ldeas have already een studied by Martın Tab-
Mann, <  r E Die TE des Jakob VO:  - Vıterbo (* VO.  - der Wirklichkeit des göttlichen
Seins; Beıtrag ZU Streit über das eın Gottes ZULT Zeıt Meister Eckharts » ın Phrilosophia
Perennis: HFestgabe Joseph Geyser ZU/ Geburtstag (Regensburg, 209-232,
which Was reprinted 1n his Mäittelalterliches (Zeistesleben I1 (Munich, 1936), 490-511
It Iso appeared 1n Italian verslon, La dottrina c Jacopo Capocci da Vıterbo
1308 proposito della realta dell’essere divino: Contributo ala disputa sull’essere di
Dio al empDO del Maestro Eckhart », Rıvısta dr frlosofza neo-scolastica 1930), 13-30.
Grabmann studied James’s doetrine the distinetion between ESSCI1CE anı existence
an edited part of Quodlubet I’ ın his « Doetrina Thomae de distinetione realı
inter essentiam et, SS documentis inediti]ıs saeculi X 111 iıllustratur » cta Hebdomadae
"T’homsisticae Romae KRome, 1924), 131-190, especlally .pp. 162-176 Other of James’s
metaphysical ideas WEeTE tudied Dy laroslaus Benes, who edited al of Quodlıbet I! 4‚
In his artıcle, « Valor “Possibilium’ apud Thomas, Henricum Gandavensem et
acobum de Viterbio » Divus homas (Pıacenza) 1927), 333.335 (0)8 general
discussion of James’s philosophy, Sc:e Fidel Casado, m  z pensamiento filosöfico del
Beato Santlago de ıle ), La (urdad de Diros 163 1951), 437-454 ; 164 )7
301-331 ;: 165 1953), 103-144, 283-302 an 489-500 Among the topics Casado treats
AT6 the semiıinal TecasonSs 1952: 301-314), the distinetion of an exıistence

314-331) an psychology (1953: 117-144). He has INOTe recently wriıitten
revlew artıicle of Ypma’s dıtıon of the first Quodlibet Disputatıo, emphasizing the
Augustinian aspect of James’s doetrine. See his «  « primer Quodlibeto de dantlago de
Viterbo, » Kstudio augqustinıano 1969), 557-565

Tancıls KRuello, L’analogie de l’etre selon Jacques de Vıterbe, Quodlibet D
Quaestio » Aug ustımana 1970), 145-180. Ruello Pays SOTMNe attention LO the
‚welfth question an the problem of the en intelleect. See 157-168 Casado Iso
cCcComments 0381 James’s doectrines concerning analogy and the dAistinetion between ESSC1I1C6

and existence In his FeYV1IEW article (PP 559-561).
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look OTward to other artıcles by historlans of medıieval phılosophy
O1l aspeCcts of James’s epistemology, psychology an metaphysıcs which
111 be wrıtten only because of thıs nNne  z edıtıon.

The present 1S also result of the apPCAaLahNCle of Father
Ypma’s edıtion. It will attempt LO examıne James’s understandıng
of Themistius’s doctrine of the en intellect, LO underscore hıs
ımportance 1ın the early hıstory of usSe of the Moerbeke translatıon,
an evaluate James’s genera]l interest 1ın the Greek commMmentators

istole, partıcularly Themıistius an John Phıloponus.
Themistius 317-388 Ä Was ONe of the mMmOost ımportant an

influentjal of the ate ancıent commentators Arıstotle 5) Hıs
paraphrases the works of the Stagirıte had profound influence

the development of Islamıc philosophy, rıvallıng LO SOINeE degree
that of Alexander of Aphrodisıas 6)) Averroes makes such heavy use

of both Alexander an Themistius 1n hıs OW. long » commentary
the De anıma that ONne scholar has characterızed hıs psychological

doctrines As COomprom1se between the theses of these LWO commenta-
tOTrS » ?) It should be SUrprıse then that SOTINleE of the medıieval
philosophers of the Christian West WeTiIe interested 1n studyıng Them1-
sStf1IUS hımself, especlally when the Averroist doctrine of the intellect

On the ıfe an works of Themistius, SCEC Willy tegemann, Themist1os », 1n

Paulys- Wıssowa, Real-Encyclopädıe der classıschen Altertumswissenschaft, (Stuttgart,
1934), cols,S Loulis Meridier, Le ohilosophe T'hemıstzo08 devant l’opinıon de SCS

contemporaıns KRennes, 1906) ; Heinrich Scholze, De temnorıbus lLıbrorum Themistir
(Gottingen, 1911); iıme Puech, Historre de Ia lıtterature grECQUEC chretzenne depurs les

0719INES JUusqu a Ia Jın du IVe sıecle, L11 Parıs, 1930), 14-19; Frıtz VO.  } Schemmel,
Die Hochschule VO:  w Konstantinopel 1mM Jahrhundert N » Neue ahrbücher

Jür das klassıche Altertum » (1908), 152-168; an Glanville Downey, Themuistius
an the Defense of Hellenısm In the Fourth entury », Harvard Theologıcal Review

1947), 259-.274
6) C ’Abdurrahman Badawı, La Fransmıs8sıon de la ohilosophrıe GrECQUE monde

arabe (Parıs, 1968), 100-102 On Alexander, SGcO Gilercke, VO. Aphrodislas ”

Paulys- Wiıssowa, Real-Encyclopädıe der (Oassıchen Altertumswissenschaft, (Stuttgart,
1894), ols. 1453-1455; aul Moraux, Alexandre d’ Aphrodise, HKxegete de Ia noetque
d’ Arıstote (Liege anı Parıs, 1942) ; KEdward Cranz, « Alexander Aphrodisiensı1s »,
Catalogus Translationum el 'ommentarıorum: Medieval ANı Renaıssance Aalın Transla-
EL0ONS (LNA CVommentarıes, I? ed. aul Kristeller (Washington, 1960), I8

Washington, 1971), 411-422; GCiancarlo Movıa, Alessandro dı Afrodısıia: T'ra naturalıs-
mMistıcısmoO (Padua,

Gabriel Thery, Autour du decret de 1210; IFFA lexandre d’Anphrodıse ADETCU S5UT

l’ınfiuence de noetique ( Bibliotheque thomiste, Y} Kaiın, 41 See Iso aul
Christ, T’he Psychology of the Actıve Intellect of verroes (Philadelphia, 62-63
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became subject of vehement dispute 31 the Universıity of Parıs durıng
the late thirteenth CENTUTY 3) What WasSs 31 stake 1n the dıspute, of
COUTISC, WasSs not sımply the COTTEeCT, eXeges1s of the LexXT, of Arıstotle,
but a 180 the role that phılosophy WaSs IM0) he accorded 1n the Universıity,
ıts relatıon LO the teachıng of theology and the place of the rts
Faculty 1n philosophıcal instruction 9) The LexXxt of Themuistius entered
iınto the dıspute OVeLr the question of the unıty of the intellect because
Averroes appeared claım the authorıty of Themistius fOor that pOSIL-
tıon 10)

As chall SCEC, Saınt Thomas Aquinas sed the newly avaılable
translatıon whıch hıs Dominıcan colleague, Wıllıam of Moerbeke,
had made of Themistius’s paraphrases the De anıma to diseredit
Averroes’s rehabılity S interpreter of earlıer thınkers 11) However,
ıt; 1S ımportant LO ote that Thomas SsSe> thıs work of Themistius not

only 1n hıs polemic agalnst the Averrolnsts 1n general an Diger of
Brabant 1n partıcular, but a 180 1n hıs OW. commentary the De anıma
an 1n other works. Thomas thus aPPECAIS LO ave had interest 1n

8) For good general analysıs of the controversy, SCcC Fernand Van Steenberghen,
La philosophie sıecle (Louvaın an Parıs, especlally 357-456 an
4792-488 Iso very helpful 18 Bruno Nardı, OMMASO D’Aquıno: YAltatlo sull’unıta
dell’zntelletto COoNntro glı averrosistı (Florence, 1947), 7508

Van Steenberghen, 9 CH., 357-373, 426-430, 4792-488 an 5135727 On the
role of the Francıscans 1n the dispute, SCcC Krizovljan, Controversla doectrinalis
inter mag1stros franc1scanos et Sıgerum de Brabant » (ollectanea Francıscana 27 1957),

19241165 HKor intriguing discussion the conception that the Averroists had of
themselves withın the structure of the unıversıty, SC6 Jacques Le Go{if, Quelle consclence
l’universite medievale -t-elle d’elle-meme ? », 1n Beıträge ZU/ Berufsbewusstesın des
mittelalterlıchen enschen (Mıscellanea Mediıaevalıa, ILL; Berlın, 1964), 15—29, at

AT g
10) See AverrToes, (ommentarıum TU un Aristotelıs de anıma 10r08, ed

Stuart Crawford (Corpus 0Vommentarıorum Äwverro1xs vn Arıstotelem, V 9 1, Cambridge.
Mass., 1953), L OMM. 5’ 389-390 (5f: eon Gauthier, Ibn Rochd (Averro6es) (Paris,

2492
11) Z  Z Traducendo il Commento dı Temestio a ] De anıma, Guglielmo di Moerbeke

ha ın INallO a} SU!  © a.M1CO 0MMAaso d’Aquino un ’arma dı pr1mo ordıine contro l

Monopsichismo dı Averroe ®  6 glı Averroist] latını . artın Grahmann, Panı Ael duecento
l’ Arıstotelismo ; G(Guglıelmo dı Moerbeke al tradulttore delle D: dı Arıstotele

(Rome, 1946), 139-140 Nardı, pp-65-66 aM 75-76 See Iso Gerard Verbeke’s
article, Themistius et le ’De unıtate intellectus’ de Saınt Thomas 7 Revue ohilosophıique
de ‚OUVALN 53 1955), 141-164, which WwWas reprinted iın hıs edıtlon, Themastius: Com-
mentarre 5T le traste De l’äme d’Arıstote, Traductıon de Guillaume de Moerbeke (Louvaın
AN! Parıs, YYY1X-[IX1.
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Themistius hımself ASs guılde LO the thought of the Phiılosopher 12)
In 1ıke fashıon, whıiıle Diger a,1s0 makes usSe of the Moerbeke translatıon
of Themistius’s paraphrases the De anıma 1n hıs OW: De anıma antel-
lectwa, hıs interest 1n the ancıent commentators Artıstotle extends
beyond the boundarıes of the dıspute ıth Thomas 13) He LOO aD PECAIS
to be genumely interested 1n the thought of Themistius A key LO
better understandıng Arıstotle hımself. Indeed, there LO be

INOVe from Averroes LO Themistius the moOost rehable gulde LO
Arıstotle 14) IT there W as ın fact such ohıft 1n hıs thought, the 1MPOT-
tance of the Moerbeke translatıon 1s increased even KFınally,
must ote the interest 1n Themistius exhıbıted DYy the unusual thınker,
Henry Bate of Malınes. Whıle hıs Speculum dıivanorum el quorundam
naturalıum has recently begun LO aPPCAal 1n Nne  e printed edıtıon,
the sectıon Themistius and the question of whether the en
intellect 1S ÖONe mMan y has not yet been publıshed 15) Kortunately.
Verbeke has gıven eruc]1al quotatıion from the Passasge and shall
examıne ıt; below

The partıcular toplc 1ın the psychology of Themistius which
especlally interested both Thomas and Sıger Was the nature of the
en iıntellect an whether 1t; WasSs ONne mMan y As shall SCC,
rather dıffieult an ambıguous Passasc 1n Themistius’s paraphrases

the De anıma Can be ınterpreted 1ın varıety of Ways Nor WeIe

Thomas an Siger the ast tO be facınated ıth the Passage an LO
debate hat the ancıent cCommentato had In mınd During the Renaı1s-
S  C the paraphrases of Themistius Arıstotle weIre translated

12) See Verbeke, T’hemrstrus, XV-XXXVIll. "These remarTks of Verbeke appeare
ın earlier, less developed form 1ın Revue ohrlosophıque de OUVALN 45 (1947), 314-338,
under the tıtle « Les SOUTIT CCS et la chronologie du Commentaire de "Thomas d’Aquin
De NN d’Aristote .

13) See Siger of Brabant, Queastiones de anıma ıntellectıva, edited by Pierre Man-
donnet, Sıger de Brabant et l’averroisme latın J] IIme sıÖccle ; I] Ime Partıe: V’extes
zınediıts, Second edition (Louvain, 1908), 143-171

14) See Franz Bruckmüller, Untersuchungen iüiber Sıgers (von Brabanlt) Anıma Intel-
ectıva (Munich, 1908), N! 1718 The authority which Siger attrıbutes LO Themis-
tıus ıIn the De AaAnımda ıntellectıva Was recognized Dy Bruno Nardı, (  « L’averroismo di Sigier1

ante » Studz danteschr (1938), 93-98 an 111:;: ıdem., "T’ommaso D’Aquıino,
WE

15) The Passapc OCCUTS 1ın art V 9 chapter Parts 1 have been edited an
published by Van De Vyver, ENTLCUS Bate Speculum dıiıvanorum et quorundam natura-
lıum (Phrlosophes medievaux, I Ouvaın an Paris, 1960) ; IL (Philosonphes medıevaux,
Z ‚OUValn and Parıs, Tome I1 contaılns arts I1 2N! 111
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an e W by the famous humanıst Ermolao Barbaro and thıs translatıon
Was printed several imes 16) Nor Was Ermolao the ast translatıon
LO be made 17) In the sıxteenth CeNturYy, Varı0OuUsSs philosophers diseussed
and debated hat WaSs the true ınterpretation of Themistius doectrine

the soul an the intellect They include Agostino 1f0 an ler
Nıcola Castellanı 18), AaS ell others ıke Pıetro Pomponazzı an
Cristoforo Marceello 20) Themistius paraphrases Arıstotle played

role the development of Artıstotelianısm Italy durıng
the sixteenth CENTUCY 21) But hat has gJONE unnoticed LO NO

that another medieval phılosopher had studied the Moerbeke translatıon
of Themistius paraphrases the De an had incorporated
orıgınal ıinterpretatıon of the celebrated Passase the intellect

work wrıtten before 1300 That philosopher Was James of Vıterbo
an the work Was hıs Quodlıbeta

16) For the first, edition, Sce Themuistius, Paraphrasıs Aritstotelem, trans Krmolao
Barbaro Ireviso, 1481 It. Was reprinted at Veniıce 1499 1500 1502 1520 1549
1549 1559 1560 an! 1570 'There ATr Iso editions of individual books TOM Ermolao
translatiıon of the paraphrases Cf the catalogues of the British Museum an the Bıblio.
theque Nationale.

17) oth Ludovico Nogarola an Federico Bonaventura translated Themistius’s
paraphrases o0k 81 of the De 'The former‘’ translation Was published

appendix to the Venice, 1559 1560 diıtiıon of Ermolao translation, while the latter
Was published appendix hıs Opuscula 1627 at Urbino ere COPY of ach

the British Museum, anı ONe of the former the Columbia University Library. See
Iso the remarks of Bruno Nardı, Sagggı sull’arıstotelıismo Dadovano dal secolo al
(Florence, 1958), 3067-368

18) For discussions specifically Themistius’s doctrine of the en intellect
SCcEC Agostino Nifo, TInber de zntellectu Venice, 1503), tr ch 41 v, Pıer Nicola:
Castellanı, Opus de ımmortalıtate secundum atonem et Arıstotelem (Faenza,
1525), ch 15v ch 390v an ch 34 v See article, « Pier
Nicola Castellanı an Agostino 1fo Averroes Doectrine of the gen Intellect 7,
Rıvısta Erılıca dı siorıa della fılosofia 25 1970), 387 409 especlally 393 396

19) Pietro Pomponazzı, (Jores:, anedıtz dell’ınseqgnamento D»adovano Quaestiones
ohysicae el anımastıcae decem 1499 1500 1503 1504), ed Antonıno PoppIl (Padua,

195 200 1ıdem T’ractatus de iımmortalıtate (Bologna, ch S19 VAS-
ch S19 B2v

20) FKor discuss]ons specıfically T’hemistius and the agen intellect SCE Cristoforo
Marcello, Unzversalıs de tradıtıonıs OD Venice, ch 210 ch DA
2392v-233 ch 233 233 v

21) See Bruno Nardı agggı sull’arıstotelıismo Dadovano, assım
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T HEMISTUIS 'TH  © ÄGENT
INTELLECT THE

The modern reader who takes Themistius’s paraphrases the
De anıma mMay be baffled by SOIle of the doectrines which ATe contaın ed
1n the work unless he 1S made realıze that ıt 1S Themistius’s tendency
LO reconcıle dıyıne Plato » (0 Oetos ITAaTov) In Arıstotle an also
ıth Theophrastus 22) And whıle 1t; MaYy be debatable whether not
he Ca  - be classıfıed sımply neo-Platonist, 23) there ALCc definıte
Lraces of neo-Platonıie doctrines 1n hıs VIeWS the soul an the iıntel-
lect 24) Unfortunately, modern scholars ave not always recognızed
the neo-Platonic influence an ave thus mısunderstood Themiıistius’s
doctrine the intellect 25) We Ca  } only sketch 1ts MmMOost salıent
features 1n the followıng paragraphs 26)

In discussıng the soul, Themistius trıes no0% LO relate ıt; directly
LO matter there AD DEAI LO be 1n Inan pluralıty of hıerarchically
arranged souls, each of whıch SEeITVeEeS A matter subject LO the ONe

SUDeT10T DO ıt; 27) The sensıtıve so1] 1S the matter of the ımagınatıve
22) See Oscar Hamelin, La theorze de l’1ntellect d’apnres Arıstote et SCS cCommMmentateurs,

edited by Edmond Barbotin (Paris, 1953), WKor the appellation divine Plato Ya
SCcC Themistius, In Lıbros de nıma naraphrasıs, ed. Richard Heıinze (Uommentarıa ın
Arıstotelem, V) 31 Berlin, 1899), 4, Iine 1 9 an 107, Iine

23) See Stegemann, O' O cols.
24) Pıerre Duhem, Le systeme du monde (Parıs, 1916), 379-389, 395-397;

aul Kristeller, TeV1CW of Philip erlan’’s Monopsychism, M ysticısm, Metaconscious-
NES: (T’he Hague, 1963), In T’he Journal of Phrilosophy ‚R 124-125

25) See Stuart Martin, 'The ature of the Human Intelleect; ir 1S expounde:
T’hemistius’ Paraphrasıs un T1 bros Arıstotelıs de anıma in T’he uES! for he A bsolute

Boston College Studzes un Philosophy, I‚ Boston, 1966), S  — Martın omıts all reference
LO Plotinus anı neo- Platonism In his

26) On Themistius’s ıfe an works, SC6 Wılly Stegemann, Themistios » 1ın Paulys-
Wissowa, RBeal-Encyclopädze der celassıschen Altertumswissenschaft (Stuttgart, 1934),
cols On his psychology, SCcEC Hans Kurfess, Zur (zeschichte der HErklärung der
arıstotelıschen Lehre V“O' SOG. I1IIOIHTIKO2 und IIAOHTIKOXR (Tübingen,

19-24 ; Hamelın, La theorie de l’2ntellect d’apnres Arıstote el Ses commentateurs, ed.
Barbotin (Parıs, 1953), 38-43; Pierre Duhem, Le systeme du monde (Parıs, 1916),
380-389, 395-398, 408, 531 563 an 568 Stuart Martin (Pp ]) mistakenly attrıbutes

Stegemann  s artıcle LO Ensslin.
27) The notıon that ach level 1n the hierarchy of being 18 elated tOo the leve

ımmediately above it matter LO 5TM 1s Plotinian. See Armstrong, T’he Archatec-
Lure of the I'ntellıqgrble IYnıverse un the Phrlosophy of Plotınus (Cambridge,
anı See otinus, Enneads, IL, 4‚ 3‚ an ILL, 9! See Iso ILL, 4) 1’ which Was

drawn to attention by Professor aul Kristeller.
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soul an the latter turn SeTVesS matter LO the potential intellect
al three AT both forms (ın regard hat below them) and matter

subjects (ın regard LO what obove them) Only the agen intellect
(0 TOLNTLEKO voÜSs) the form of the potentlal intellect form the
highest S.  9 the form of forms 17 0€eSs not matter

subject LO anythıng INOTEe perfect than ıtself FKor Themistius
ATe the agent intellect 28) T'hat SaYy, whıle INans CO (r EVYWwW

the Composıte of the aCTIVvVe and potential intellects the CO CX

tence (TO ELLOL E LVaL) other than the CDO ıtself an completely
from the aCctıve intellect 29) The potentaal intellect exX1IsSts wholly
the human soul part of the soul 30) I$ another intellect
also present the soul but already actual an perfect tO be brought
LO perfection 31) T’he latter intellect whiıich called the aCctıve intellect
(voDs EVEPYELC) the agen intellect (voDs TOLNTLKOS) both renders
the potentıal ıntellıgıbles actually ıntellıg1ble an a,1so oOperates directly

the potental intellect order IM®) ACTLLVAaTLE 16 32) nsofar the
agen intellect the « leader of CONCEPTS » (apXNyoSs TWwu VONUATWV)
17 lıke (+0d hıs relatıon LO eXISTING thıngs 33) Nevertheless 'Fhe:
MISTIUS explicıtly re]eCts the 16 W such that of Alexander of Aphro-
dıs]1as which would ıdentify the en intellect ıth (}+0d 34) Themistuls
po1n1s out that whoever holds such posıtıon overlookıng Artıstotle
clear statement that the dıstıncetions of matter and of hat perfects
I AaTe present the soul ıtself Hor [ Arıstole] Sa yS that thıs intellect
Inamely, the en ıntellect| the sou| and SOINe MOSsSt honorable
part of the soul 35) But 1 still LEINALNS LO ote hat Themıstius sald
regardıng the question of the ıI1LINAaNeN transcendence of the agen

actıve ntellect
28) Themistius, In I2bros de MLVL naraphrasıs (Heinze), 100 31 101 At

103 38 Themistius offers the pos1bılıty that the exXIistencCce of ach erson TOM
ONE€ actıve intellect

29) 1bid 100 an
30) 1 bıd 03 32 33 an 07
31) Tbid O Kurfess, 0 crl

32) 1Tbıd D
33) 1Tbıid 25
34) See Alexander of Aphrodislas, De ANVMA, Alexandrı Amnhrodisiensıs Dpraeter

ComMmMmentarıa SCrvpia MUANOTO De I1 hber CU/ MANLıSSA, ed Ivo Bruns (Supplementum
Arıstotelıcum, I1 Berlın, 88 LAr Gt Thery, O' C1rl

35) T’hemistius, In lıbros de naraphrasıs Heinze), 1092 103 (
Francois Nuyens, L’evolutıon de Ia vsychologıe 1718L0Ole (Louvain an Parıs, 1948),
vA 299
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In commenting the celebrated f1fth chapter of ook 111 of the

De anıma, Themistius question worthy of gTreAL deal of
INQUILY whether thıs agen intellect 15 ONe mMan y . Inasmuch
thıs iıntellect 1S compared to lıght 430a 15), which 1S 1n SOTNeEe WaYy ONe,
ıt; would a.180 SeceII be ONe 96) Themistius then makes SOINe seemıingly
ambıgu0ous remarTks that appPCal throw into doubt whether 1n fact
the agen intellect 1S ONe Man y an which WeIe LO be the 0ccasıon
of sharply ıvergen interpretatıons of hıs doectrine the agen
intellect:

The intellect whıich prımanrıly ıllumınates 1s ONEe, whiıle those which
AT ıllumınated an ıllumınate AIe Man Yy, Just lıke hıght For ihe
SÜu.  - 15 ONe, but lıght yOou INa y Sa y 18 1n SOIle WayYy divıded ın the
POWEIS of sıght FHFor thıs TFeasOoN, Arıstotle dıd not COMDAaTE
[the single intellect] IM0) the SUN, but LO lıght On the other hand,
ato compared ıt the SUnN, for he makes ıt sımılar tOo the ood 87)
Themistius gy1VES urther explanatıon of the nature of the agen

ıntellect, but proceeds LO Sa y that a ]] of uS, composed ATe of the
potential an actıve intellects, ave OUT being (To ELVaL) from thıs one

intellect. Thıs explaıns not only the equal an unlearned COINMON

notions » (Kowal EVVOLAL) which a ]] I1NeN ave of fırst definıtions an
aX10ms, but also OUTr abılıty und erstand ONne another38). Furthermore,
teacher and student must ave the Samne CONCEPT (To VoNLA) ıf they AIe

to ave an y sort of relationshıp thıs that theır intellects must
be ıdentical 39)

What has een presented far 1n thıs sketch of Themistius’s
psychology miıght inclıne the modern reader conclude that there
Can only be ONe intellect for a ]] InNnenNn and that ıt 18 imposs1ıble ONn-

cıle thıs conelusıon ıt.h Themistius’s remarks about Ial Yy intellects
« whıch AaATe iıllumınated an ıllumınate ». The problem has 1n fact
drıyen SOTINleE modern scholars LO the rather extreme suggestion that
the LEXT, al least presently have ı6 contaıns interpolations DYy

36) I bıd., 103, 20-32
87) ILEV T PWTWS EAÄCLT V EiS, OL d€ EAAGLTOLEVOL KLl EAAQULTOVTES TÄELOUS WOTMEP TO

DOs. Oa LLEV yap NALOS els, ”’TO S€ DOs ELTOLS QV TPOTOV Va mepileodaı ELS TAas öweıs. öu TOUTO

yap OU ”T’OV NALOV mTapaßEBANKEV AaAla TO S, IIhaTtaev TOV NALOV. TW yap ayada@ AVvaAOYOoV
UTOV MOLEL.
1bıd., 103, 3936 For the Latıin text of thıs Passapgc 1ın Moerbeke’s translation, SCEC

note 162 ınfra
38) Ibıd., 103,36-p. 104,4
39) Ibıd., 104, 6-1  D
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A later commMmentator 40) However, good OCase Ca  - be made agaınst
thıs suggestion and reasonabhle explanatıon Can be gıven of the passage
about the OoOne intellect whıch primarıly iıllumınates an the INany
which ATe iıllumınated an ıllumınate, provıded of COUTISEe that SOINeEe

attention 1Ss paıd LO the neo-Platonıiec Overtones of the Passase. But
such diseussıion would take beyond the bounds of the present
artıcle 41) that needs be observed al thıs pomt 18 that the Passasge
Was 1n fact taken Dy the medıeval thınkers whom shall address
ourselves the genumne eXpressıionN of the thought of Themistius
himself.

I1 T HEMISTIUS SAINT LHOMAS, SIGER BRABANT
AN HENRY BATE ALINES

As has already een noted, Averroes (b 1126 takes Themistius
LO hold that the intellect 18 ONe for a ]l 10819  - In Averroes’s readınz of the
ate ancıent commen+tator, both the potential and the agen intellects
ATITe completely separate from the body substance which Can nel U.  her
be generated NOT corrupted 13) Averroes Sses Themistius 1n argummg
that the potential intellect 1s one fOr a ]] NenN, that it, contaıns the fırst
princıples of knowledge whıich a ]] I10NeN requıre GO thınk, an that the
human specles 1S eternal 44)

Although ıt oes not SeeIMM possible LO pınpomint the eXaC yCar that

40) See Kurfess, C.; 234 1I1l,. 2 C who 18 followed Dy Philip Merlan, MonoDsy-
chrsm, M ystıcısm, M etaconscio0usne88s: Problems of the 'oul zn the N eoarıstotelran and
Neomnlatonıc T’'radıtion (Archıwes ınternationales d’historre des8 ıdees, I E} The Hague,

50-51, I1,.

41) hope to wriıte separate artıcle Themistius’s psychology, payıng speclal
attention to the intellect an ıts unlcity multiplicıity. The neo-Platoniec back-
ground ll be emphasized.

42) For basıec informatıon AÄAverroes’s lıfe, works an thought, Scc Salomon
Munk, Melanges de ohilosophıe juwe arabe (Parıs, 19927 reprint of 1859 edition) ; eon
Gauthier, Ibn 'ochd (Averroes) (Parıs, 1948) ; Goffredo Quadri, La fılosofia deglı arabı
nel 8u0 fr0re, ypenNsSLETO flosofico dı ÄAverroe (Florence, 1939) ; Carlo Nallıno, « Averroe, »

In Enciclopedia ıtalıana (Milan an Rome, 1930), 624-627, reprinted In hıs Raccolta
dı crattz editı ınedılı, (Rome, 1948), 274-.281 Manuel Alonso, Teologıe de VErTOES
(Estud2zıos documentos) (Madrid, 1947), especlally 51-98; Miguel Oruz Hernändez,
Historia de la filosofia espanola: Fılosof1a hispano-musulmana, I1 (Madrıd,
7-245 ; ıdem., La Jılosofza arabe (Madrid, 251-351

43) See note UD  °
44) Averroes, Vommentarıum TUU  9 I1L, 10)008400 M 5’ 406-407
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Averroes WasSs tırst known an read by medieval chrıistians, ıt would
SCceIN that the 1TS rehable indıcatıon that ave of hıs being known
bDy them o0€S not predate 1230 Brıef references AIe found 1n Wıllıam
of Auvergne’s De UNWVETSO an De ANıMA, which wrıtten most PIO-
bably between 19531 and 1236, and 1ın Phılıp the Chancellor’s Summa de
bono, whıch Was wrıtten between 12928 an 1236 On the other hand,
there ArlC oUW references Averroes (and LO INOTeEe of hıs WOrks)
1n the fırst two par of Albert the Great’s Summa de creaturıs, whıch
Was wrıtten around 1240 45) In thıs WOrIkK, Albert betrays SUSPI-
cı1on that Averroes behlıeved there W4S onl1y ONe intellect fOor a ]] Ine  5 He
aD PCAaIS, the CONtrary, LO belleve that Averroes held LO multi-
plicıty of human intellects, both agen an potential intellects 46)
Only later dıd he COIMNMNE LO recogN1Ze hat must ave seemed LO hım

remarkable doctrine, namely that the potentıal intellect an the
agen intellect AIlC 0)]81% for a,|] 11eN accordıng LO Averroes 47)

'T’he mMOSt ımportant of the thırteenth CENTUCY phılosophers who
took Averroes LO he the MOStT aCccurate guılde LO the thought of Arıstotle,
includıng hıs psychology, Was Diger of Brabant (b 1240 ; Orvıeto,
1281-1284) 48) W hen Saılnt Bonaventure DaVE unıversıty teachıng
1n 19254 and Saınt Thomas eft Parıs fOr Italy 1n 1259 1260, ere
Was yet evıdent movement 1n the rts Faculty CONCEeTN ıng philoso-
phy which alarmed them Van Steenberghen arCgUuES that theır absence
avored the development of hat he would term heterodox Arısto-
telıanısm », rather than Averroısm » 49) an which he beheves fırst

sometıme between 1260 and 1265 49) It 18 during thıs period. that

45) Van Steenberghen, La ohrlosonhıe sıecle, 110-112
46) I bıd., 770951
47) Dominque Salman, ote SUr la premiere influence d’Averroes Revue NEOSCO-

lastıque de philosophıe 1937), 208-209 ; Goncalo de Mattos, L’intellect agen
personnel ans les premiers eerıts d’Albert le Grand et, de Thomas d’Aquinas » Revue
neoscolastıque de Dhrlosophıe 1940), 145-150; Robert Miller, An Aspect of Aver-
roes’ Influence St. Albert M ediaeval Studzes ), 57-71 ; Leonard
Kennedy, The Nature of the Human Intellect according to St, Albert the Great P
T'he Modern Schoolman 37 (1959-1960), O1 135

48) FKor brief sketch of his lıfe, SCcEC Palemon Glorieux, Siger de Brabant » 1ın
Ihetzonnarre de theologıe catholıque DA (Pariıs, 1941), cols. See ‚Iso Mandonnet,
Sıger de Brabant, 64-83 an 252-286; Fernand Van Steenberghen, «Siger of Brabant »
T’he Modern Schoolman 29 1951), 11297 ıdem., Arıstotle un the West T’he Origins of
Latın Arıstotelsanısm, trans. Leonard Johnston Louvaiın, 1955), 204-213; ıdem.,
La phılosophre sıecle, especlally 3'73-394 and 585-587

49) Van Steenberghen, La ohrlosophıe sıecle, 362-364 an 304-400
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Siger had become master, an fınd hım mentioned 1n document
of August Z 1266, 1ın connectıjon ıth the factıonal dıisputes 1ın the
Arts Faculty 50) By the tıme of hıs Lenten SeTrTIMMONS of 12067 the Volla-
tONeESs de decem praecepPbıs, Bonaventure 18 denouncıng real danger
at the Unıiversıty the doectrines of the etern1ıty of the world, the unıty
of the intellect an the denıal of the resurrection of the body 51) The
followıng VC6aL, 1n hıs Vollatıones de donıs SPrırulus sancthı, he emphatı-
cally rejects the eternıty of the Wworld, fatalısm and the unıty of the
intellect 52) T’he growth ın strength an influence of Siger an hıs allıes
1n the Faculty of rts durıng the per10d whıle he Was aWAY from Parıs
ın aly (1260-1268) Was MOSt lıkely ONe of the Ma]Oor TEAaSONS for
Thomas’s return LO Parıs 1n 1269 53) Siger had taught 1n hıs ()uaes-
t.ONeES N lıbrum ertzum de aNnımAa, probably wrıtten sometıme between
1265 and 1270 54) that accordıng LO Arıstotle the human intellect 1s
OonNne for a ]] men an not multiplied. accordıng LO the number of indıvı-
dual 111e  > He argues that only 1f the intellect WEeEIC unıted by ıts
substance wıth the body could ıt be multiplied, an 1ın that Case the
intellect would be corruptible 55) On December 10, 1270, the Bıshop
of Parıs, Stephen Tempier, issued condemnatıon of thırteen proposı-
tıons whıch Cal be divyıded iınto fOour maın eEeTITOTIS the eternıty of the
world, the denı1al of unıyversal divıne Provıdence, the unıicıty of the
intellective soul, an determınısm 56) But that Samle yCalr, probably eaLI-

50) 1 bıd., 374 See Denifle an Chatelain, OChartulartus Unwersıitatis
Parıisıensıs, (Parıs, 1889), No 4.09, 450-451, for mentıon of magister Sygerus de
naclone Picardorum e

52) Tbıd., 4928
51) Van Steenberghen, La philosophıe sıecle, 375 an 4928

53) Angelus Walz, Sarnt OMAaSs d’Aquın, trans. aul Novarına (Philosonphes
medrievaux, V: ‚OUvaın an Parıs, 1962), 149 (: Mandonnet, 8589

54) Van Steenberghen, La philosophıe sıecle, 37/5, 381 an 587 On
the work, SCEC Iso Van Steenberghen, Sıger de Brabant d’apres SES OEeUDTES ınedıtes, I‚
164-177 ; Sıger AaAns l’hıistorre de l’aristotelisme (Les nhilosophes belges, XAXI: Louvain,

360-632; Bruno Nardı, Stud?ı dı f2losofr6 medızevale KRome, 1960), 151-161;
Duin, La doctrine de Ia Droviıdence ANnS les ecr1ıts de Sıger de Brabant (Philosophes

medrevaux, E Louvaiın, 1954), especlally 57-60U; an Giambattista Da Palma,
La dottrına sull’unıta dell’ıntelletto uın Sıigzerı dr Brabante (Padua,

55) Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones un Librum ertzum de AaANıma, 2’ JO8S2a, erton

College Codex 299 (as edited by Duin, O' CW., 58-59:; ef. Van Steenberghen, 2ger de

Brabant, I’ 165-166), 8': 305vb-360ra (Da Palma, 0 C:, 42-43 : ef. Van

Steenberghen, 168-170.)
56) Mandonnet, C 90- NM. Gorce, La lutte Contra Gentiles’
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lıer, diger had een the object of critique that Was INOTE telling, One
that would hım to modıfy hıs posıtıon the soul an intellect.
{t; Was Saıint Thomas’s opusculum agaınst the Averroists (averro1stae),
which iımıted ıts attack LO psychological 1Ssues 57)

Sarnt T’homas

In hıs De unıtate ıntellectus Contra averro4slas, Thomas launches
hıs rTontal attack the posıtıon of Siger 58) Thomas concentrates
hat he takes to be the LWwo fundamental ErTOTS of the Averroist inter-
pretation of Arıstotle, namely that; the ratiıonal intellective soul 18
not the substantıal form of the body an that ıt; 1S Oone for al mankınd
sSInCce ıt 18 no0%t multiplied by matter 59) The fırst part of the opusculum
(chapters 1-3) 1s devoted the fırst an the sSecond part (chapter

and 9) 18 devoted LO the latter 60) In the fırst chapter, Thomas
presents an analyzes battery of EXTtS from Artıstotle which contradıct
the Averroist posıtıon, whıle 1n the second chapter he attempts LO
sShOW that both the Greeks (namely T’hemistius, Theophrastus an
Alexander of Aphrodisı1as) an the Arabs (namely Avıcenna and Algazel)
consıdered the intellect LO be part of the soul an no%t sıngle, separate
substance 61) What 1S of partıcular interest for 18 Thomas’s presenta-
tiıon 1ın chapter of taken from Wıllıam of Moerbeke’s newly

Paris giecle » 1n Melanges Mandonnet, (Bıibliotheque thomiıste, AILL; Paris,
233-241 ; ıdem., « Averroisme 1n Ihctionnaire d’historre el de geogranphie

ecclesiastıque, (Paris, 1931), cols. Van Steenberghen, La Yhrlosophıe
sıecle, 375 and 472-474 HKor the text of the condemnation, Scec Iso Denifle

an Chatelain, (’hartularıum UYnzversıitatis Parıisiensis (Parıs, 1889), No. 432,
486-487

57) The opusculum 1s probably not almed at specıfic work of Siger, but at the
ral teaching of Siger an his allıes reflected ın students notes. Lt would Iso be diffi-
cult to SLate categorically that, Thomas 18 specifically attacking the Quaestiones un ertivum
de anımda, though mMan y of 1ts doectrines ATrC erıticeized. See Van Steenberghen, La ohrloso-
Yhre sıecle, 435

58) For analysıs of homas’s crıtique of Averroes found 1n hıs VAarlous works,
Scc Bruno Nardı, Tommaso d’ Aquino, 56-67

59) See Van Steenberghen, Sıger de Brabant, I .9 633-634; ıdem., La phrlosophre
sıecle, 435-437

60) 1bid., 436
61) Saint: Thomas Aquinas, T’ractatus de unıtate ıntellectus contra averrorstas, Second

edition, ed. Leo Keeler Kome, 1957), ch ı 3-38
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avaılable translatıon of Themistius’s paraphrases the De NımAa 62)
He se>s these to establısh the true mınd of both Themistius
an Theophrastus 63) Krom three separate which he quotes,
T’homas concludes that Themistius holds that accordıng IN0 Arıstotle
not only the possible intellect but a lso the agen intellect AI parts of
the human aoul an that nNnan 18 Inan through hıs intellectual part 64)
T'homas cuttingly observes: Not only the Latıns, whose words ave
flavor fOor SOMLE, but a 180 the Greeks and the Arabs thought thıs, that
the intellect 18 part potency A of the soul which 15 the form
of the body He then Z0OCS CXPTIESS hıs wonder 21 oOse who
would prefer LO ıth AverrToes, who Was nOot much Peripatetic

z depraver of peripatetic philosophy 65) 'There Canl be question
that Saınt Thomas has Siger an hıs colleagues 1n mınd

Thomas Teturns to Themistius ater 1n the De unıtate ıntellectus
CoONnNtra Averrorstas. mong the arguments gıven LO sShOWwW that the possıble
intellect 18 ONe for a ]] mmen 1s that 1t 18 princıple of a ]] philosophers,
both the Arabs an Peripatetics (presumabily T’homas by eT1-

62) Ssee Verbeke, O' CHl.; KXYXYIV-XXXVIll. For earlier discuss1ons, SCcC Mandonnet,
Sıger de Brabanlt, 177-178:; artın Grabmann, Mittelalterliche laternısche Ü’berset-
ZUNGET VON Schrıften der Arıstoteles-Kommentatoren Johannes Phıloponus, Alexander
VON Anphrodisıias und T'hemistio0s (Sitzungsberichte der Bayerischen Akademıe der Waıssen-

schaften Philosophische-historische Abteılung, 1929, Hefit 7), 61-68; Marcel De Corte,
S  T T'hemistius et Saint "Thomas d’Aquin » 1ın Archives d’hıistorre doctrinale el latterarre du

yYen äge (1932), 65-83 ; aul Wilpert, « Die Ausgestaltung der aristotelischen
Lehre VO Intellectus gn bei den griechischen Kommentatoren und In der Scholastik
des Jahrhunderts }, 1n Aus der (Zeisteswelt des Mittelalters, Halbband (Beıträge ZUT

Geschichte der Philosophıe und T’heologıe des Mittelalters, Supplementband 3, alb-

band; Münster, 1935), 459-461 ; Grabmann, Guglielmo dı Moerbeke 135-140.
63) Themistius 18 of COUTSC OULr ma]or SOUTCE of informatıon the psychology of

Theophrastus. On Theophrastus, SCc«Cc Barbotin, La theorıe arıstotelıcrıenne de l’zntellect

d’apres T’heonphraste (Louvaın an Parıs, 1954) ; ıdem., Autour de la no6tique aristoteli-
cıenne, l’interpretation du te&mom‚znage de Theophraste Par Averro6s » ın Melanges de

ohrilosophıe GrECTUE, fferts Mgr. 2868 (Parıs, 1956), 27-40; (Järard Verbeke, La

.he6orie arıstotelicıenne de tellect d’apres Theophrastes ) , Revue philosophıque de
‚OUVALN 53 1955), 368-382

64) 'Thomas Aquinas, De unıtate ıntellectus, ch. 2) Par. 51-53; 33.34 See Themis-
tıus, Vommentaıre 57 le traste De ’äme d’Arıstote, Traduction de (Quillaume de Moerbeke,
ed. Verbeke, 225, 2-p 226, 228, 68-p 229, 9l1; an 233, 73-p
'There Are SOMe breaks ın the texts quoted. YKor the Tee original, SE Themistius,
In Lıbros de anıma nparaphrasıs (Heinze), 98, 33-P 9 9 1 100, 16-p 101, L anı
102, 37-D 103,

65) "Thomas Aquinas, De unıtate antelleckus, par. 59,
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patetics » the ancıent Greek commentators Arıstotle), an only
ıth the exception of the Latıns, that the intellect 18 not multiplhıed.
T’o dıseredıt thıs argument, Thomas y1VeSs the counterexamples of
Algazel and Avıcenna both of whom held LO multiplıcıty of souls),
pomtıng Out that they WeTe Arabs 66) In order that the Greeks not be
eft 0ut of the d1iscussion, he NO IN0 present Themistius’s
OW: words 1ın hıs paraphrases the De NUMA. 67)

What Saılnt Thomas offers 1n order to show that Themistius dıd
maıntaın the multiplıcıty of potential intellects 1S the dıffieult Passage
about ıllumınatıng » an ılluımınated » intellects presented above.
He reads the Passase LO INnecan that neıther the agen intellect whıich
Artıstotle dıiscusses 101018 the possıble intellect 1S ONne for a,|| Inen there AaAre

both Man y en intellects an als0 Man y potential poss1ible intell-
ects When Themistius speaks of INan y ıllumıinated » (zllustratı) an
« ıllumımatıng » (ellustrantes) intellects, T’homas takes hım INnecan

that the iıllumınated ATEe the mMan y potential intellects an the -
mınatıng » AT the Man y intellects. On the other hand, when
Themıistius speaks of fırst ıllumınatıng intellect whıch 1s üone (DrımMUuS
quidem allustrans est UNUS), Thomas takes thıs LO refer SOIl ultımate
SOUTCe of ıllumınatıon (prıNcCLPLUM allustrationıs), namely SOoOmme separate
substance. It 18 veELYy ımportant LO ote that he makes attempt LO
specıfy hat substance thıs Was for Themistius, but merely indıicates
that accordıng LO SOTINE Catholıcs (+0d plays such role, Just accordıng
LO Avıcenna the lowest of the Intelligences 1s the ultımate SOUTCe of
ıllumınatıon 68) Thomas has thus solved the problem of whether the

66) 1 b1d., ch 5‚ Par. 119,
67) Kt ut TaeCCOS 1NO.  S omıttamus, ponnenda sunt CITrCca hoc verba Themisti 1n

Commento ». I bıd., PAr. 120,
68) Cum nım quaesivisset de intellectu agente, utrum a1ıt UNUuSs aut plures, subiungit

solvens: °Aut prımus quidem illustrans est UuUNnUusS, illustrati autem et iıllustrantes sunt
plures. Sol quidem nım est unus, Iumen autem dices modo alıquo partiırı ad VISUS.
Propter hoc nNnım NO  5 solem comparatıone posult (scıl. Aristoteles), sed Jumen ; Plato
autem solem/’. Ergo pate PCI verba Themistiu quod 181516 intellectus ‚gCNS, de QuUuO istote-
les loquitur, est uUuNnUSs qu1 est illustrans, 191516 etiam possibilis qu1 est 1LL1UStTratus. Sed
est quod princıpium illustrationis est unNnum, scıl alıqua substantia separata, vel
Deus secundum Catholicos, vel intelligentla ultima secundum Avicennam Y. 1 b1d., PDar.
120, dr In his early work, the commentary the Sentences (probably inished around
1256 ef. Eschmann, Catalogue of St. Thomas’s Works, » 1ın Etienne Gilson,
T’he OChristian Phrlosophy of St hOomas Aquinas | New ork. 384), Saint "CThomas
explicıtly mentilons those Catholie doectors » (Catholıcı doctores) wh: have identified
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agen intellect 18 OoNne OT ManYy, transcendent iımmanent 1n 12an

accordıng LO Themistius by holding that there 1S both sıngle transcen-
dent intellect an a 180 Ian y indıyıdual agen intellects whiıich
AaTrTe iımmanent 1n indıyıdual IN  > He thus takes T’hemistius’s remartks
about the teacher and the student havıng the sSamne CoONCcept An there-
fore the Samıe intellect LO be pPro0 for the unıty of the separate

(}+0d the agen intelleect: Hıs Crgo VIs1S, seliendum est, quod ın hoc ere philosophi
concordant: pOosSt Aristotelem de Anima, text. et, 2U), quod intellectus Jet et poss1b1-
lıs differunt secundum substantliam ; et, quod intellectus sıt, substantia quaedam
separata, et postrema 1n substantı]ıis separatıs, eT, ıta habet ad intellecetum possibilem
QUO intelliıg1ımus, sicut intelligentiae superlores ad anNnımas orbıum. Sed hoc secundum
fiıdem 110 potest sustinerı et, ideo uniırı CL intelliıgentla agente ponunt praedicti
philosophi ultımam felicitatem hominıs. Et ideo qui1dam catholicı doectores corrigentes
hanc oplnionem, et partem sequentes, satıs probabiliter posuerunt, 1psum Deum SsSEC

intellectum agentem ; qula PCI applicationem SWel 1pSUum, aNnıma nOostra beata est  9 et hoc
confirmant pPCI hoc quod dieitur Joan. L: ral Iux VETA, TU ıllumınat homınem
venıentem ın UNC mundum O (Vommentum un secundum Iıbrum Sententiarum, 1 9 29

(Sanctı T’homae Aquınatis mera Ommnia, V E} Parma, 1856), 533 httlie further
1n the Samne artıcle he remarTks:437  Themistius and tihe Agent Intellect  agent intellect is one or many, transcendent or immanent in man  according to Themistius by holding that there is both a single transcen-  dent agent intellect and also many individual agent intellects which  are immanent in individual men. He thus takes Themistius’s remarks  about the teacher and the student having the same concept and there-  fore the same intellect to be a proof for the unity of the separate  God as the agent intellect: « His ergo visis, sciendum est, quod in hoc fere omnes philosophi  concordant post Aristotelem (3 de Anima, text. 19 et 20), quod intellectus agens et possibi-  lis differunt secundum substantiam; et quod intellectus agens sit substantia quaedam  separata, et postrema in substantiis separatis, et ita se habet ad intellectum possibilem  quo intelligimus, sicut intelligentiae superiores ad animas orbium. Sed hoc secundum  fidem non potest sustineri  et ideo uniri cum intelligentia agente ponunt praedicti  philosophi ultimam felicitatem hominis. Et ideo quidam catholici doctores corrigentes  hanc opinionem, et partem sequentes, satis probabiliter posuerunt, ipsum Deum esse  intelleectum agentem ; quia per applicationem ad ipsum, anima nostra beata est; et hoc  confirmant per hoc quod dicitur Joan. 1, 9: Erat Iux vera, quae illuminat omnem hominem  venientem in hunc mundum ». Commentum in secundum librum Sententiarum, d. 17, q. 2,  a. 1 (Sancti Thomae Aquinatis Opera Omnia, VI; Parma, 1856), p. 533. A little further  in the same article he remarks: « ... et superaddo etiam intellectum agentem esse in diver-  sis diversum: non enim videtur probabile quod in anima rationali non sit principium  aliquod quod naturalem operationem explere possit; quod sequitur, si ponatur unus  intellectus agens, sive dicatur Deus, vel intelligentia ». Ibid., p. 555. For discussion  of Thomas’s attitude toward considering God as the agent intellect, see Etienne Gilson,  « Pourquoi Saint Thomas a critique Saint Augustin», Archives d’histoire doctrinale et  litteraire du moyen äge 1 (1926-1927), pp. 5-127, especially p. 124; Wilpert, op. cit., pp-  459-460; de Mattos, op. cit., pp. 153-159. One of the most famous philosophers before  Thomas who held God is the agent intellect was Roger Bacon. On his adoption and use  of this doctrine, see Karl Werner, « Die Psychologie, Erkenntniss-und Wissenschaftslehre  des Roger Baco, » in Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen Classe der Kaiserlichen  Akademie der Wissenschaften (Vienna, 1879), pp. 488-489; Pierre Mandonnet, .S'iger de  Brabant, pp. 239-244 ; Otto Keicher, « Der Intellectus agens bei Roger Baco » in Festgabe  zum 60. Geburtstag Clemens Baeumker (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophiedes Mittel-  alters, Supplementband I; Münster, 1913), pp. 299-300, 303 and 306; Raoul Carton,  L’experience mystique de V’illumination interieure chez Roger Bacon (Paris, 1924), pp.  188-192 ; Gilson, « Pourquoi Saint Thomas ... », pp. 104-110. Albert the Great also spoke  on occasion of God as the (or an) agent intellect. See his De intellectu et intelligibili, IL,  tr. 1, ch. 2-3 (Opera omnia, IX ; Paris, 1890), pp. 506-507. Cf. Louis De Raeymaeker,  « Albert le Grand, philosophe », Revue neo-scolastique de philosophie 35 (1933), pp. 14-15;  de Mattos, op. ci., pp. 150-152. Siger of Brabant taught in his De intellectu that God is  the agent intellect. See note 148 infra. William of Auvergne, Robert Grosseteste and  Adam Marsh also appear to have taught such a doctrine and to have influenced Roger  Bacon. See Theodore Crowley, Roger Bacon: The Problem of the Soul in His Philosophical  Commentaries (Louvain and Dublin, 1950), pp. 187-188.et superaddo et1am intellecetum agentem SsSe 1ın diıver-
S18 diversum : 11O.  S nım videtur probabile quod ın anıma ratiıonalı 11O.  - a1t princıp1um
alıquod quod naturalem operatiıonem explere possıt ; quod sequıtur, S1 ponatur uUunus

intellectus DENS, S1ve dieatur Deus, vel intelligentla ». 1 bid., 555 HKor discussion
of homas’s attıtude toward considering God the en intellect, SCEC Etienne Gilson,

Pourquoi Saıint Thomas cer1ıt1qgu Saınt Augustin », Archives d’hıstorre doctrinale el
Iıtteraire du äge (  )’ 5-127, especlally 124 ; Wilpert, C2l.;
459-460 ; de attos, O' G, 153-159 One of the MOSTt famous philosophers before
'Thomas who held (+0d 18 the agent intellect Was oger Bacon. On hıs adoption an use

of this doectrine, SCC Karl Werner, Die Psychologie, KErkenntniss-und Wissenschaftslehre
des oger Baco, ın Sıtzungsberichte der philosophıisch-hıstorıschen (Olasse der Kaiserlichen
Akademıe der Wıssenschaften (Viıenna, 1879), 488-489 ; Pierre Mandonnet, S'iger de
Brabanlt, 239.9244 tto Keicher, Der Intellectus bel oger Baco 1n Festgabe
ZU/ Geburtstag OClemens Baeumker (Beıträge ZUT (Zeschichte der Philosophie des Mäittel-
alters, Supplementband I, Münster, 1913), 299-300, 3083 an 306; Raoul Carton,
L/’exnervence mystıque Ae l’illumınatıon anterzeure chez Roger Bacon (Paris,
188-19 (Gx1ılson, Pourquoili Saınt Thomas437  Themistius and tihe Agent Intellect  agent intellect is one or many, transcendent or immanent in man  according to Themistius by holding that there is both a single transcen-  dent agent intellect and also many individual agent intellects which  are immanent in individual men. He thus takes Themistius’s remarks  about the teacher and the student having the same concept and there-  fore the same intellect to be a proof for the unity of the separate  God as the agent intellect: « His ergo visis, sciendum est, quod in hoc fere omnes philosophi  concordant post Aristotelem (3 de Anima, text. 19 et 20), quod intellectus agens et possibi-  lis differunt secundum substantiam; et quod intellectus agens sit substantia quaedam  separata, et postrema in substantiis separatis, et ita se habet ad intellectum possibilem  quo intelligimus, sicut intelligentiae superiores ad animas orbium. Sed hoc secundum  fidem non potest sustineri  et ideo uniri cum intelligentia agente ponunt praedicti  philosophi ultimam felicitatem hominis. Et ideo quidam catholici doctores corrigentes  hanc opinionem, et partem sequentes, satis probabiliter posuerunt, ipsum Deum esse  intelleectum agentem ; quia per applicationem ad ipsum, anima nostra beata est; et hoc  confirmant per hoc quod dicitur Joan. 1, 9: Erat Iux vera, quae illuminat omnem hominem  venientem in hunc mundum ». Commentum in secundum librum Sententiarum, d. 17, q. 2,  a. 1 (Sancti Thomae Aquinatis Opera Omnia, VI; Parma, 1856), p. 533. A little further  in the same article he remarks: « ... et superaddo etiam intellectum agentem esse in diver-  sis diversum: non enim videtur probabile quod in anima rationali non sit principium  aliquod quod naturalem operationem explere possit; quod sequitur, si ponatur unus  intellectus agens, sive dicatur Deus, vel intelligentia ». Ibid., p. 555. For discussion  of Thomas’s attitude toward considering God as the agent intellect, see Etienne Gilson,  « Pourquoi Saint Thomas a critique Saint Augustin», Archives d’histoire doctrinale et  litteraire du moyen äge 1 (1926-1927), pp. 5-127, especially p. 124; Wilpert, op. cit., pp-  459-460; de Mattos, op. cit., pp. 153-159. One of the most famous philosophers before  Thomas who held God is the agent intellect was Roger Bacon. On his adoption and use  of this doctrine, see Karl Werner, « Die Psychologie, Erkenntniss-und Wissenschaftslehre  des Roger Baco, » in Sitzungsberichte der philosophisch-historischen Classe der Kaiserlichen  Akademie der Wissenschaften (Vienna, 1879), pp. 488-489; Pierre Mandonnet, .S'iger de  Brabant, pp. 239-244 ; Otto Keicher, « Der Intellectus agens bei Roger Baco » in Festgabe  zum 60. Geburtstag Clemens Baeumker (Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophiedes Mittel-  alters, Supplementband I; Münster, 1913), pp. 299-300, 303 and 306; Raoul Carton,  L’experience mystique de V’illumination interieure chez Roger Bacon (Paris, 1924), pp.  188-192 ; Gilson, « Pourquoi Saint Thomas ... », pp. 104-110. Albert the Great also spoke  on occasion of God as the (or an) agent intellect. See his De intellectu et intelligibili, IL,  tr. 1, ch. 2-3 (Opera omnia, IX ; Paris, 1890), pp. 506-507. Cf. Louis De Raeymaeker,  « Albert le Grand, philosophe », Revue neo-scolastique de philosophie 35 (1933), pp. 14-15;  de Mattos, op. ci., pp. 150-152. Siger of Brabant taught in his De intellectu that God is  the agent intellect. See note 148 infra. William of Auvergne, Robert Grosseteste and  Adam Marsh also appear to have taught such a doctrine and to have influenced Roger  Bacon. See Theodore Crowley, Roger Bacon: The Problem of the Soul in His Philosophical  Commentaries (Louvain and Dublin, 1950), pp. 187-188.» 104-110 Albert the Great Iso spoke

0Occaslon of (40d the (OT an) agen intellect. See his De ıntellectu el onlellıgrbulr, 1E
tr. 19 ch 2.3 (Omnera OMNAC, I8 Parıs, 1890), 506-507 (: Louis De aeymaeker,
Albert le rand, philosophe } Revue neo-Scolastıque Ade ohnlosophıe 35 1933), 14-15;

de Mattos, O' C s 150-152 lger of Brabant taught ın his De antellectu that God 18
the en intellect. See note 145 ınra iıllıam of Auvergne, Robert Grosseteste 2hal
dam Marsh Iso aPPCaLr LO have taught such doetrine an LO have influenced oger
Bacon. See Theodore Crowley, oger Bacon: T’he Problem of the oul un Hıs Philosophical
Vommentarıes (Louvain an Dublin, 187-188
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ıllumınatıng princıple an not LO CONCern the indıyvıdual agen intell-
ects 69)

As the argument which 1s erTe at 1SSUE, namely that iıt; 1sS
princıple of a |1 phiılosophers that the possıble intellect 18 ONne for a ]]
INCNH, Thomas denies that Arıstotle, Theophrastus, atOo Themistius
hımself held thıs princıple. Given Averroes has obvıously presented
the doectrine of Themıistius an T’heophrastus iın WaY,
Thomas recalls hıs earlıer Judgment that Averroes 18 perverter of
perıpatetic phılosophy » (nhılosophrae perıpatetıcae DErversorem). He
continues: Whence ıt 1S astonıshıng how SOINE, see1ng only the COMMeN-

Cary Averroes, PTFESUMLG to proclaım, SINCE he sald it, that al the
Greek an Trab phiılosophers, wıth the exception of the Latıns, thought
thıs namely,that the possıble intellect 1S üoNne for a ]] men ]. 70) There
Can be lıttle doubt that Saılnt T’homas has made full uUuS®e of Wıllıam of
Moerbeke’s recent translatıon of Themistius to undercut Averroes’s
relhabılıty commentator an! that the challenge which he has PTresCN-
ted LO the Averroist Camp WasSs SIaVE ‚0)61  @D

Sger of Brabant

Siger of Brabant’s inıtıal LO Thomas’s De unıtate antellec-
LUS CONTTA Awverroustas 1s to be found 1ın hıs 1O ost De antellectu and
Nn0%, Was ONCe held, ın hıs (uaestiones de anıma ıntellectıiva. 'Thıs
Was demonstrated DYy the late Bruno ardı ın the COUTSeEe of hıs long
CONtrOVerSY ıth Fernand Van Steenberghen: ıt would AD PCAX that
Canon Van Steenberghen NO aCCcepts thıs pPart of Nardı's thesıs 7|)
Diger’s De anımda ıntellectıva represents slıghtly later phase 1ın theevolu-
tıon of hıs psychological ıdeas: the work 1S of partıcular interest ere

69) « Unitatem autem hulus separatı principil probat Themistius per hoc, quod
docens et addiscens idem intelligıt, quod NO  - esset nısı esset 1ıdem principium iıllustrans
1 b2d., Par. 120, A

70) Krgo pate quod Aristoteles et Theophrastus et Themistius et, 1pse Plato 1O.  -

habuerunt PTO princ1plo, quod intellectus possibilis a1t uUuNnNus ın omnibus. Patet etiam
quod Averroes refert sententliam hemistil et Theophrasti de intellectu possibilı
et agente. nde mer1ı1to supradiximus eu philosophiae er1pateticae PEr VEILSOTCIN.
nde mirum est quomodo alıquı, solum commentum Averroils videntes, pronuntiare
praesumunt, quod 1pse dicıit, hoe sens1lsse philosophos TaeCCOSs et Arabes, praeter
Latinos 1 b2ıd., Dar, 120, ÜTT8

71) Van Steenberghen, La ohrlosophıe sı8cle, 444 C: Bruno Nardı,
Sıigzerz drı Brabante nel neENSLETO del Rınascımento ıtalıano (Rome,
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SINCE he discusses 1n ıt the thought of Themuistius 72) The center of
focus has hıfted from Averroes LO Arıstotle, an the author mentijoned
mMOst frequently after Arıstotle 18 Themistius 78) The ma]or 21M of the
work 1s LO determine the Irue mınd of Aristotle regardıng the nature
of the soul, an not necessarıly LO arrıve at the truth 74) What 1S note-
worthy 1s that find Siger usıng Themistius 1n chapter of the De
NıMAa ıntellectıiva to determine the true mınd of Arıstotle he g1ves
cıtatiıons from Moerbeke’s translation 75) But hat 1S even INOTeEe 1MDOT-
an for 18 hıs discussıon 1n chapter of the question whether the
intellective soul 18 multıplıed accordıng LO the multiplication of human
bodıes, SINCEe Themistius’s doectrine the en intellect 1s disecussed
ın passıng.

Siger fırst sets forth arguments agaınst the multiplicatıon of the
intellect whıich AIe remmıscent of those IM0) be found ın hıs earher
WOrk, the (Quaestiones N lıbrum ertium de NUIMA. T’hey include the foll-
OW1Ng: that the intellective sou|l 1S separated from matter and therefore
lacks principle of ındıyıduatıon ; that it 1S self- subsistent and indıvı-
duated 1n ıtself an cannot be COIMNIMMNON to Man y indıvıduals: that
pluralıty esults only from quantified beıng, whereas the nature of the
intellect 1s to be separate from quantity ; and that there would then
be ınfınıty of souls for Arıstotle 76) But 1n sharp contrast to the
Quaestiones un Ihıbrum ertzum de anıma, Siger 1LOW admıts that there
AaAre both veELrYy dıfficult arguments and also authorıties for the multiplı-
cıty of intellective human souls. Diger 1n partıcular Avıcenna,
Algazel and Themistius, those three phiılosophers who had been sıngled
out by Saınt Thomas upholders of the multiplicıty of the potential

possıble intellect. Siger SayS that Themistius thinks that the agen
intellect ell Aas the intellective soul 18 multıplıed an that he especi-
ally beheved that the possıble intellect 18 multiplied. However, Siger
18 careful to make dıstınetion between LWwO kınds of agen intellect
for Themistius an 1t; 1s ere that he presents hıs interpretation of the

72) See Siger of Brabant, Quaestiones de nıma ıntellectıwwva, ch 37 143 A 155-156;
ch 7! 168 ; and ch. 8’ 170 In ch (P. 153), iger reliıes Themistius to determine
the TU mind of Arıstotle and refers LO hım Aristotle’s exDOSUOT.

73) Bruckmüller, 0
74) Siger, De anımda ıntellectıva, ch. 6' 163
75) Tbid., ch 8’ 170. Lines 18-19 ArC en word for word TOM Themistius,

Commentaire, 108, lines 45-47 'The other ciıtation (lines 9-12) 18 not quotation.
Commentaire, 114, lines 80-83

76) 1 b21d., ch € 164-167
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dıfficult Passage about « ılluminated » an! ıllumınatıng » intellects.
In CONTtTrAast Saılınt T’homas, and perhaps INOIe 1n QCCOTd ıth the
actual thought of Themistius 77), diger takes the phrase ılluımınated
an ıllumınatıng LO refer solely LO the gen intellect which 18 multı-
plied anN! LO ave nothıng LO do ıth the possıble intellect. The one

agen intellect that only ılluımınates (and 1s not apparently ıllumınated
1n an y Way) 1Ss evıdently another substance, but Siger specıfies
ıts ıdentity: he even refraıns from makıng asıde 1ıke that of Thomas
about (+0d the lowest Intelliıgence 78) The scheme that Siger dıscerns
1ın Themistius would thus aPpPCar LO be the followıng: the ONe agen
intellect ıllumınates the Ian y agen intellects 1n the souls of 1nen

and 1s 1n WaYy ıllumınated DYy anythıng 10810187 ultımate ; the Man y
agen intellects 1n the souls of 1INnen ATr iılluımınated by the one agen
intellect an 1n turn iıllumınate the potentıal poss1ıble intellects
which AT a lso part of the human soul 79)

In the remalnıng part of chapter of the De anıma ıntellectwwa,
diger presents forceful arguments agaınst the thesıs of the unıty of
the ntellect an confesses that because of the dıfficulty of these and
other arguments he has fOor SOINle tıme had doubts (mım dubium furt

Longo LtempnOore LO hat 18 to be held accordıng IN0} natural 1e4son

an hat Arıstotle thought about the multiplıcıty of the intellectıve
soul. He adds that ın the Case of such doubt ONe must follow the teag-

ching of faıth; namely that the soul 18 multiplied 80) 'T ’hıs statement
would certamly aD Pa LO ındıcate that Siger has abandoned the Aver-
rolst teachıng of the unıty of the intellect, an SOILLG of hıs best hısto-
Mans ave concluded thıs from theır study of the De anıma antellectı-

77) his 1S the judgement of Verbeke, T’hemıstrus, x Iyvyiı-xlyvi.
78) Sed et sunt ratıones multum diffieciles quibus NECESSE sıt anımam intellectivam

multiplicatione humanorum multiplicarı, et, eti1am ad hoc sunt auctorıtates.
Hoc nım vult Avicenna, et Algazel, et JThemistıus, et, eti1am vult de intellectu agente,
illustrante et, illustrato, quod multiplicetur, hlicet illustrans tantum e1t; unus, et, multo
mag1s intellecetum possibılem intendebat multiplicarı ». lger, De anıma ıntellectıva,
ch 79 168

79) (: Verbeke, T’hemistrius, xIyu-x vın
80) « Kit 1deo dico propter diffieultatem praem1ssorum et quorundam alıorum,

quod mihı dubium fuit, longo tempore, quı1d V13,; ratıonıs naturalıs ın praedicto proble-
mate sıt, tenendum, et qu1d senserıt Philosophus de 1CT2a quaestione ; et 1n talı dubio
fıdel adhaerendum est, QUAaC ratıonem humanam superat ». Siger, De nıma
ıntellectıva, ch 7‚ 169 On the disagreement of historlans regardıng the phrase mihl1l
dubium fuit ongo tempore » SCEC Van Steenberghen, La nhrilosophıe sıecle,

453, 1,
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81) Whıle much of the eredıt for Siger s change of heart mMay vVeEry
ell be attrıbutable LO the phiılosophıcal arguments of Saınt T’homas,

of whıch ALl quıte penetratıng 82) the role that Wılıam of Moer-
beke’s translatıon of Themistius played 1n Thomas’s Case agaınst
Averroes should not be forgotten. Nor should forget that Siger
hımself sShows gTeA interest 1n Themistius 1n hıs De anıma ıntellectıva
an EeVEeN aApPPCAaIs to prefer 1nı OVelL Averroes Aas cCommentator
Arıstotle 83)

Henry ate of Malınes

The paraphrases of Themistius 1n the Moerbeke translatıon also
exercısed influence Henry ate of Malınes (5 Malınes, 1246;

Lıiege, eTtT 1310), who Was yOUMNSEI contemporary .of T’homas an
diger )4 master of arts, and probably master ın theology well,

81) See Bruckmüller, 0 CWl., 22-33, 105-111, 114-119 an 168-170;; Nardı,
L’averrolsmo dı Sigieri e  6 Dante Y 93.98 an 110114 ıdem., Tommaso D' Aquino,

77-78:;: Van Steenberghen, La philosophrıe sıccle, 4.52.455 'There 18
indicatıion of an Y change in Siger’s attitude toward Averroes and the un1ity of the intellect
1ın the ACCOUNTS of Siger given by Ktienne G1lson, Hiıstory of Ohrıstian Philosophy M £the
Miıddle Ages (New VYork, 1955), 389-399 an 718-725 and Armand Maurer, Medie-
val Philosophy (New York, 192-199

82) For analysıs of homas’s arguments, SCC Mandonnet, 0‘ C: 175-181 ;
Van Steenberghen, Sıger de Brabant, IL 633-642 ; ıdem., La ohrlosophıe LU

sıecle, 432.-.443 'Lwo recent articles discuss the De unitate ıntellectus. See Howard
Kainz, The Multiplicity an Individuality of Intellects e aan of St.

"Thomas’ Reaction to Averroes » Divus T'homas (Pıacenza) (1971), 155-179: an
uth Keyna, On the Soul Philosophical Explorafion of the Active Intellect In Av_er-
ro0es, Arıstotle an Aquinas } T’he T'homast 1972), 131-149

83) We should recall that, 1ger ‚V6Il calls Themistius Aristotle’s expositor. See
Siger, De nima ıntellectıwva, ch 3’ 153 Ssee notes 1 ‚9 an UD  n

84) On Henry’s ıfe an works, SCC aurıce De Wulf, Henrı te de Malines » 1n
Bulletins Ade ” Academze Royale de Belgıque. AMASSEC Ades Lettres et des Sciences Morales et

Polıtiques, Serie 4’ i)‚ 465-481 (Aaston Wallerand, Bate, Henri }, ın Dicton-
naıre Ad’hıstorre et de geogranphıe ecclesiastıque (Parıs, 1932), ols Bruno
Nardı, Bate, Enrico », ın HEncıclopedra Jılosofica, Second ediıtlon, (Florence, 1967),
ols. 761-762 Wor diseussion of Henry’s interest, In astronom y an astrology, SC6 Duhem,
Le systeme du monde, I 24-28; Alexander Biırkenmajer, Henrı ate de Malines,
astronome et philosophe du siecle », 1n La Pologne Vve Congres International
des Scrences Historiques, Bruxelles 1923 Warsaw, 1924), 1-11, 1O reprinted In the
collection of hıs studies, Ktudes d’hıstorre des SCLENCES et de Ia nhilosonhıe du Moyen Age
(Studıa Conernmcanda, I Warsaw, 1970), 103-115: an Lynn 'horndike, enr y ate

the Occult an Spiritualism » Archıves ınternationales d’hıistorre des SCLENCES (1954),
133-140.
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Henry dıd not PUISUE un1ıvesıty teaching Career al Parıs, but rather
led ıfe of scholarshıp, first whıiıle serving secretary and UGCOT of
Guy de Haınaut, who Was the brother of ean 14 COUN: of Taımaut,
Holland an Zealand, and later whiıle holdıng Varıous eccles1astical
offices. He WasSs al dıfferent tımes of Saınt-Lambert, at Lıiege,
bıshop of Liege an bıshop of Utrecht 85) Henry studıed 26 Parıs from
around 1266 LO 1270 an he Was therefore ell acquamıted wıth the
VarTlOous doctrinal disputes that rocked the unıversity durıng thaft;
perlod, especlally that between Thomas an the Averroinsts; much of
hıs wrıting took place after the condemnatı]ıon of 17T 86)

Henry net, Wıllıam of Moerbeke for the first tıme ın 10274 an he
aPPCAaIs ave had close relatıons ıth hım until Moerbeke’s death 1n
1286 87) Although the extent of Moerbeke’s personal influence the
phılosophical ıdeas of Henry cannot be decıded ere 88)‚ ıt; 15 beyond
question that hıs translatıons of Themistius’s paraphrases the
De aAnNımAa, John Phıloponus’s De Intellectu, whıich 1s Commentary
part of the thırd book of the De anıma, Simplicius’s commentarıes
the Categories an De caelo, an Proclus’s Institutio T’heologıca and other
treatıses ave theır effect. Henry’s basıec philosophical utlook
1s that of concordiıst ‚that 1S, he bel1ieves that Plato an Arıstotle
really hold the Sarmne thıng, an he therefore attempts to reconcıle theıir
seemıingly conifheting VIeWS 89) The works whıich Moerbeke had

85) Wallerand, ate, Henri », col 1313
88) (Aaston Wallerand, Henriı Bate de Malines et saınt "Lhomas d’Aquin Revue

neoscolastıque de phrlosophıe 36 1934), 389-390. On Henry’s uUusSe of Saint homas’s
De unıtate ıntellectus, SCC Van De yver, Une utılısatıon pPeu COIMNMUNE de ‚X LES
de Thomas: Henrı Bate, Speculum 1LL, Recherches de theologıe ancıenNne el medzevale

(1956), 1929198 enTy shows cautıon TESETVE because of the condemnation
of I7 doubt because he worked outsiıde Paris an! the University See Van De
Vyver's remarks In hıs introduection LO ENTICWS 'ate Speculum Divınorum, I’

B7) De Wulf, « Henri ate de Malines » 466-469 ; Nardı, Bate, Enrico » col
761 According to Henry himself, ıllıam of Moerbeke had promised LO translate the
Parmenides of Plato, but died before he could do See Wallerand « Henrı1 ate de Malilı:
Nes et Saint; "Lhomas d’Aquin » , 383, 8 M

88) On ıllıam of Moerbeke’s tendencies toward neo-Platonism, SCC aurice De
Wulf, Hiıstorre de Ia phlosophıe medıevale, 5th ed., I1 (Paris an Louvain,
110-111 De Wulf remarTks of Moerbeke: « SEes sympathies PDPOUTC le n6o-platonisme S{o)ahr
profondes (D. 110) Grabmann, Papı del duecento L’Arıstotelısmo ; (Guglıelmo
dı Moerbeke P 57-61 an! 147-160.

89) Inter haec autem quamplures allas quaestiones dubitabilia tangendo Dar'-
tiıum quidem philosophiae solemniora, dissonantes qQquUOQUE superficlaliter
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translated would 1n general foster such concıllatıng approach LO
Arıstotle, but the explıcıt concordısm » pursued Dy Themistius and
Sımplielus an ıts influence Henry ave een especlally underscored
by ONe recent scholar 90)

Henry Bate’s mMa]or phılosophiıcal WOrk, the Speculum dıivanorum
el quorundam naturalıum, wrıtten between 1281 and 1302/1303, 1s
sweepıng treatıse which prımarıly studıes the entıa dıvana, that 1S,
a 1] the iımmaterıial and intellectual beings hıch form hıerarchy
ar whose ase 18 the human soul ; ıt consıders naturalıa only ın
passıng 91) Consequently, there 18 great emphasıs ın the work
problems CONCcernNınNg the nature of the soul an the intellect. There
AaAIrIe mMan y references to Plotinus, Proclus, Alexander of Aphrodisıas,
Phıloponus, Themistıius, the TIuber de CAUSIS, the pseudo-Dionysıus,
Augustine, Albert the Great an Thomas Aquıinas others 92)
Thıs encyclopedıc work 1s 1n the maın compilation of quotations
from most of these authors an 1t; thus has specıal ımportance fOor
determinıng both the SOUTCEeS avaıllable to asters 1n QTtS toward the
enNn! of the thırteenth century and also the date of the Latın translatıon
of VarTl0ous (reek an rah works 93) Of the twenty-three parts of the
Speculum, only three ave een publıshed far by Van De Vyver,
but the heavy usSe of Moerbeke’s translatiıons of Themistius an Phıiılo-
> both of whom shall meet agaln 1n James of Vıterbo, 1s eVl-
dent 94) Although Henry oes dedıcate Part 111 of the work LO the
question of the necessity of postulatıng agen intellect and presents

inter Platonis et Aristotelis, ın Nam realem SCu concordem quodammodo sentent.]iam
redactos443  Themistius and the Agent Intellect  translated would in general foster such a conciliating approach to  Aristotle, but the explicit « concordism » pursued by Themistius and  Simplicius and its influence on Henry have been especially underscored  by one recent scholar °°).  Henry Bate’s major philosophical work, the Speculum divianorum  et quorundam naturalium, written between 1281 and 1302/1303, is a  sweeping treatise which primarily studies the entia divina, that is,  all the immaterial and intellectual beings which form a hierarchy  at whose base is the human soul; it considers naturalia only in  passing %). Consequently, there is a great emphasis in the work on  problems concerning the nature of the soul and the intellect. There  are many references to Plotinus, Proclus, Alexander of Aphrodisias,  Philoponus, Themistius, the Liber de causis, the pseudo-Dionysius,  Augustine, Albert‘ the Great and Thomas Aquinas among others °?).  This encyclopedic work is in the main a compilation of quotations  from most of these authors and it thus has a special importance for  determining both the sources available to masters in arts toward the  end of the thirteenth century and also the date of the Latin translation  of various Greek and Arab works °®). Of the twenty-three parts of the  Speculum, only three have been published so far by Van De Vyver,  but the heavy use of Moerbeke’s translations of Themistius and Philo-  ponus, both of whom we shall meet again in James of Viterbo, is evi-  dent ?+). Although Henry does dedicate Part III of the work to the  question of the necessity of postulating an agent intellect and presents  inter se Platonis et Aristotelis, in unam realem seu concordem quodammodo sententiam  redactos ... » Henry Bate, Speculum, Prooemium, I, p. 47. Cf. Wallerand, « Henri Bate  de Malines et saint Thomas d’Aquin», p. 391. In the fifteenth and sixteenth century a  strong tradition arose comparing and conciliating Plato and Aristotle. It is now being  studied by Dr. Frederick Purnell, Jr. (Queens College, City University of New York).  See his Jacopo Mazzoni and His Comparison of Plato and Aristotle (Unpublished disserta-  tion, Columbia University, 1971), especially Ch. II: « The Comparatio Tradition », pp.  30-92, for a survey of the tradition from antiquity onwards.  90) See Tullio Gregory, « Platone e Aristotele nello Speculum di Enrico Bate di  Malines : Note in margine di una recente edizione », Studi medioevali 2 (1961), pp. 315-316.  9l) See Van De Vyver’s introduction to Henricus Bate: Speculum Divinorum, I,  PP- xili-xiv and xvili-xviil.  92) Wallerand, « Henri Bate de Malines et saint Thomas d’Aquin» p. 393. Cf.  Gerard Verbeke, « Guillaume de Moerbeke traducteur de Proclus », Revue philosophique  de Lowvain 51 (1953), pp. 350-351 and 357).  93) Van De Vyver, p. xxi; Wallerand, p. 388.  94) See the « Table de sources » at the end of the first two volumes of Van De Vy-  ver’s edition. Cf. Nardi « Bate, Enrico», col. 761.Henry Bate, Speculum, Prooem1um, I) (F Wallerand, Henri ate
de Malines et saınt Thomas d’Aquın » 391 In the fifteenth an sixteenth century z  z

strong tradiıtion comparıng an conciliating Plato an Aristotle. It 1s NOW eing
studied by Dr. Frederick Purnell, Jr. Queens College, City University of New York)
See hıs J acopo Mazzonz and Hiıs Commparıson of Plato and Arıstotle (Unpublished disserta-
tıon, Columbia University, especlally 'The omparatıo Tradition 7,
30-92, for SULCVeY of the tradition TOmM antıquity onwards.

90) See 'Tullio Gregory, n O  n O Platone e&  C Aristotele ne. Spneculum dı Enrico ate
Malines Note ın margine dı U:  © recente edizione Studr medioevalı 1961), 315-316

91) See Van De Vyver’'s introduectJ.on to ENTICUS 'ate. Speculum Divınorum, I)
X111-X1V anı XV1I-XVI1N.

92) Wallerand, Henrı Ate de Malines et, saınt T'homas "Aquiın » 303 (:
(Jerard Verbeke, « Guillaume de Moerbeke traducteur de Proclus Revue nhilosophique
de ‚OUVALN 51 (1953), 350-351 an 3517)

93) Van De Vyver, @0l Wallerand, 388
94) See the Table de SOUTCECS .  » AT the en!| of the first LWO volumes of Van De Vy-

ver’s edıtiıon. ( ardı «  « Bate, Enrico P col. 761
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Jong quotations the topıc from Moerbeke’s translatıon of Themis-
tıus, he 0eS not take the lssue of whether the en intellect 18
one INan y for T’hemistius, NOT oes he refer LO the troublesome
Passage ıllumımatıng an ıllumınated intellects 95) Fortunately,
Verbeke oes provıde ıth SOINe informatıon o the topıc an g1Vves

erucı1a|l quote from Part VIL, chapter of the Speculum, which 18
concerned ıth Themistius’s position the problem of the pluralıty
of the human intellect.

Apparently Henry believes that whıiıle Themistius LO uphold
the unıty of the en intellect, gıven he emphasızes that a ]] Inen
share the Samrnne intellectual principles an that the teacher an the
student must have the intellect ıf learnıng 1S LO take place, ONne
cCannot necessarıly conclude from thıs that there 1s only ONe agen
intellect 96) He also APPCAaIS to bellieve that he Ca  S Themıis-
tıus’s den1a|l that the agen intellect 1S (+0d Hıs solution would to
be that there 18 one gen intellect whıch ıllumınes a ]] INCI, namely
God, N pluralıty of indıyıdual gen intellects 1n the qouls of INe.  >
He thus reads the Passase ıllumınatıng an iılluminated intellects
LO Inecan that the first ılluminatıng intellect 1s God, the unıyersal an
creatıng intellect, whereas the INa y iıllumınated an ıllumınatıng »
intellects ATre the potential an en intellects 1n the indıyıdual souls
of 111e 97) Henry thus ASTEES ıth Saınt Thomas the interpretation
of the phrase iıllumınated an ıllumınatıng », but SOES beyond hım
by ıdentifyıng the fırst ılluminatıng intellect wıth definıte separate
substance, namely (+0d 98)

Havıng examıned the use that Saılint Thomas, Siger of Brabant
and Henry ate made of William of Moerbeke’s translatıon of Themiıs-
tius’s paraphrases the De anımAa, an havıng detaıled theır inter-

95) Henry Bate, Speculum, art M4; ch. 1-12, In "LTome I 9 155-202.
96) Verbeke, T’hemıstrus, x I V,
97) Kıx hoc 1g1ıtur SCTINONE Themistiu manıfestum est intentionem 1US satıs COIMN-

cordem hilis CSSC, YuUae dıceta Sunt Pr1Uus de unıversalı et, conditore intellectu, qualiter
videlicet Nnostrum perficit intellectum uUuNnNuUus ut1que primus exıistens illustrans et actıyus
intellectus, ad Q UEM reducımur composıtı qul potentla et aCctu, iıllustrati
et illustrantes plures quıdem exıstentes ». Henry Bate, neculum, art V C} ch rn
quoted by Verbeke, xIva, I1, TOomM Van De Vyver’s doectoral dissertation at Ouvaıln
s

98) Verbeke (xlyiıli-xlix) takes Henry ate LO hold that, Themistius 18 partısan
of the unıty of the actıve intelleect. hıs does not SCCI]N to completely ıth the text
which he himself g1ves an which have presented ın full 1n the prevl1ous note.



445Themistius and the Agent Tntellect

pretatıons of the intrıgumng Passage CONCETNINS the sıngle ıllumınatıne)
en intellect and the iıllumınated » an « ıllumıatıng » intellects,

AaATrTe NO 1n posıtıon LO turn I0) James of Vıterbo’s diseussion of
Themistius and the agen intellect.

L11 TT HEMISTIUS JAMES VITERBO

James of Vıterbo was orn al Vıterbo around 1255 and he Joıned
the Order of the Hermıits of Saınt Augustine 1n hıs natıve cıty around
12492 After few of study ın the Augustinı1an convent there,
he eft for Parıs, where he studiıed from 19275 untiıl EORT 1282, when
he returned LO Italy for three yCcar per10d an served 1n hıgh posts
of the Roman province of hıs order. He went back LO Parıs 1n tıme for
the academıc yCcal ]: 1n order LO TeSUTNeE hıs studies an he
became bachelor 1n theology 1n 1288 an doector 1n theology ,T
Kaster, 1293 99) He succeeded Chles of Rome, hıs teacher, AL Magıster
TEGENS RF the beginnıng of the NDe  z academıc yCalL, that 1s 1n September,
1293 100)_ At general chapter meetıng of the order In 1295, he WasSs

granted annual subvention for books and an y other needed ıtems
encouragement LO wrıte. James remaıned T Parıs until the en

of 1299 the begınnıng of 1300, when he traveled LO Naples LO become
the Master KRegent lector prınNCLDALLS of the Augustinian Studrum
generale recently establıshed 1n that cıty He taught there untiıl he
Was named Archbıshop of Benevento September d 1302 Anly
LWO months later, December 12, 1302, he Was named Archbıshop
of Naples, post he held untiıl hıs death 1n February, 1308 101), E

99) See Darvıd Guti&grrez, De vıta et scr1pt1s Jacobı de Viterbio (ca N  ) »
A nalecta Augustvmana 1937-38), 216-218 Gutierrez’s 1ve part artıicle (2O1d.,
216-224, 282-305, 358-381, 432-466 and 523-552) reappeared ıth almost modifications

mOoNnograph: De Jacobıs Viıterbiensıs Vita, operibus et doctrinatheologıica
ome, X& COPDY of which have examined In the Vatican Library. See Iso
Hauregau, « Jacques de Viterbe, theologıen }, 1ın Hıstorre lıtterarıre de la France XVII
(Paris, 45-63 Palemon Glorieux, Remertorwre des MAaitres theologıe Ade Parıs

sıecle, I1 (Parıis, 1933), 309 ; ıdem., «  ( James of Viberto », ın N ew (Jatholıc
Encyclopedia VIL (New Y ork, 1966), 813

100) Kelcko Ypma, La Jormatıon des nrofesseurs chez Les Ermites de Sarnt-Augustin
de 1256 1354 (Parıs, 1956),

101) Gutigrrez, CY.; 218-220 an 993 see Iso Blag10 Canterä, Documentı
rısquardantı 2l 1ACcOMO da Vıterbo ÄTrCLVvEeSCOVO drı Namnolhı (Naples, 1888), CODY
of which have examined 1ın the Vatican Library
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though James Was permitted by the order LO keep hıs evıdently Jarge
an ımportant personal lıbrary EeEVEeN after he had become bıshop,
he Was asked by the general chapter of 1306 to g1ve the order lorıns
of gold for the usSse of the books an to leave them LO the Augustinian
convent a Vıterbo after hıs ea However, they do not SeceIm LO ave
arrıyed there an ıst of the works that he possessed aPPCAaIS LO be
extant 102),

Among the works which James wrTote AT cCommentary the
Sentences, Abbrematıo Sententiarum Egudur ERomanı, Quaestiones
Parısıus dasputatae de predıcamentıs un divenıs, an (Quaestriones dispu-
tatae de Verbo 103) He 1s probably MOST celebrated for hıs ecclesiological
treatıse, the De reqgımıne chrıstianıo (1301-1302), which provıded
theoretical Justification for Boniıface 414 1ın hıs confhict wıth Phılıp
the FHFaır an whıch 1S dediecated LO that POPDC 104). However, the work
that 18 of interest LO us ere 1S the SEerT1eSs of quodlıbetal dısputatlions

102) Gutierrez, O' Cu., 9992 See Iso the unsigned artıcle, « Antiqulores qUuUa®
extant definıtiones capıtulorum generalıum ordinis » Analecta Augustimand 1909-

5 9 especlally note (: Ypma, La formation, 126-128, who g]ıves listing
of James’s books, though he does reproduce (PP 157-158) ist of books possessed by
the Paris convent of the Augustinlans around 1300. No philosophical works appCar to
be mentioned.

103) On James’s writings, SCC Canterä, « De scr1pti1s Iacobi Viterbiensis,
7, ÄAnalecta Augustinmana (1912), 346-355; Glorieux, Remertorwre, IL, 309-

312; Gutilerrez, 648 282-305; Stegmüller, Kemnertorvum Commentarıorum ın
ENLENLLAS Petri Lombard:ı (Würzburg, 187-188; Domenico Ambrasıi, « La
Summa de DECCALOTUM dıstıncthone de]l 12C0mo0 da Viterbo dal INS. VILI 101
Biblioteca Nazionale Napoli Asnprenas 1959), 47-78, 189-218 anı 288-308, but
especlally 47-62 Iso of interest AT6 LWO extual studies by (Clraco Scanzillo: &  «

°De episcopalı officio’del codice 793 di Monteccassino », Asprenas (1968), 1558- 199
edition 185-199) ; La Prima Quaestio disputata ° De Verbo’ del ecodiece 017
della Bıblioteca dell’ Archiginnaslo Bologna » Asprenas ), 25-61 (edıtion

41-
1 04) Arquilliere, Le DIus ancıen traste de l’Eglıse: Jacques de Vıterbo °“De reqr-

IMNE christiano) (1301-1302) (Parıs, ıdem., Jacques de Vıterbe 1n Ihectzonnarre
de theologie catholıque 111 (Parıs, 1947), ols. 305-309; Adhe6mar D’Ales, Jacques de
Vıterbe, th6ologien de l’Eglise » , Gregorsanum 1926), 339-353 ; Madoz, » ? Una

redaceciöon de I0s textos seudo-patristicos sobre el Primado, Jacob de Viterbo
Gregorianum (1936), 262-283; Ugo Marlanı, Secrıttorz yolıtıcı augustınıanı del
secolo XE (Florence, 64-99; ıdem., OChresa SLALO NEL teologı agostımanı del
secolo XIV Kome, , 75-88 an 151-174; and Rıchard Scholz, 7Ihe Publızıstik
ZUT e1rt Phulıpnps des Schönen und Boniıfaz IIT7T (Stuttgart, 129-.152 It must be
noted that it Was Boniface who made James bishop.
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whiıich James held durıng the 1293 LO 1296 whiıle he Was Magıster
TEGENS at Parıs, namely the Quaestiones Quodlubeta Disputationes
de quolubet. T'he fırst Was gıven 1n 3-12  9 the second 1n 4-1  $
an the thırd ın D These three Disputationes de quolbet,
each of whıch 1S composed of SOINeE twenty od: quest1ons, ATEe accepted

genume an havıng een composed dırectly Dy James. On the
other hand, the fourth quodlıbet, which exısts 1n only ONe manuscr1pt
al Bordeaux, aD PCAaIS LO be defective renortatıo 105)_ T’he fırst LWO

quodlıbets had notable circulatıon CF the University of Parıs, being
ment.ıoned 1n the 1ıst of works avaılable ohr the offic1al book sellers,
the statıonarıı, whıich Was issued February 20 1304 Moreover,
Varlous asters ar Parıs who WeIie contemporarTıes of James, such
Godfrey of Fontaıines, owned Coples of these LwoOo quodlıbets 106), Sınce
they provıde ıth much valuable ınformatıon topıcs debated
aM Parıs toward the end of the thırteenth CEeNTtUTY, theır publıcatıon
18 of ımportance for makıng INnOTe precıse OULI conception of the phiılo-
sophıcal durıng that perlod.

In hıs introduction to James’s fırst Quodlubet, Father Ypma sıngles
out the seventh an welfth questions the MOsStT. iımportant an the
mMOst elaborate 10 7) The former deals ıth the question whether the
motion of the 111 towards ıts en 18 CT of the 11 of the intel-
lect 1os)‚ whıiıle the latter ıtself ıth the problem whether
the agen intellect 15 part of the soul 109)_ Ypma Observes that ın
these LWwO questions above al James PUTSUES hıs OW. path aN! seeks

l05) See (Alorieux, Remertoirre, 1: 309-310; ıdem., La Istterature quodlıbetique,
I1 (Paris, 1935), 144-147 ; Gutierrez, Cil., 2090.294 Lottin has assigned Quod.
Lıbeta an I8 to iın his Psychlogıe et morale AL sıecles, ILL,

(Louvain and Gembloux, 731-732; anı Louvaın anı Gembloux,
869-870, Il. However, Ypma (Disputatvo Prıma De Quolibet, Vl, 2 M 10) rejects thıs

proposal because the date does not aQTCC ıth the date of James’s promotion
LO Magıster Polish cholar has recently questioned whether the fourth quodlibet
should be ascribed to James. See Korolec, « Les quest1ons quodlibetique de Jacques
de Vıterbe dans les manuserıts de la Bibliotheque Jagellonne » Mediaevalıa Philosophica
Polonorum 1966), 107-116, AT 109-110.

106) Ssee Ypma, introduction to Disputatıo Prıma, VIl, 1X an XIV-XV, an
Denifle an Chatelain, Ohartularıum Universitatis Parisıensıs, I1 (Parıs, 1891), 109

107) Juger par la longueur des diff&rentes questlons, les plus ımportantes et
les plus elaboröes sont les questions VIl et E3447  Themistius and the Agent Intellect  which James held during the years 1293 to 1296 while he was Magister  regens at Paris, namely the Quaestiones Quodlibeta or Disputationes  de quolibet. The first was given in 1293-1294, the second in 1294-1295,  and the third in 1295-1296. These three Disputationes de quolibet,  each of which is composed of some twenty odd questions, are accepted  as genuine and as having been composed directly by James. On the  other hand, the fourth quodlibet, which exists in only one manusecript  at Bordeaux, appears to be a defective reportatio 105). The first two  quodlibets had a notable circulation at the University of Paris, being  mentioned in the list of works available at the official book sellers,  the stationarii, which was issued on February 25, 1304. Moreover,  various masters at Paris who were contemporaries of James, such as  Godfrey of Fontaines, owned copies of these two quodlibets 1°%). Since  they provide us with much valuable information on topics debated  at Paris toward the end of the thirteenth century, their publication  is of importance for making more precise our conception of the philo-  sophical scene during that period.  In his introduction to James’s first Quodlibet, Father Ypma singles  out the seventh and twelfth questions as the most important and the  most elaborate 1°?). The former deals with the question whether the  motion of the will towards its end is an act of the will or of the intel-  lect 108), while the latter concerns itself with the problem whether  the agent intellect is a part of the soul 1°°). Ypma observes that in  these two questions above all James pursues his own path and seeks  105) See Glorieux, Repertoire, II, pp. 309-310; idem., La litterature quodlibetique,  II (Paris, 1935), pp. 144-147; Gutierrez, op. cit., pp. 290-294. Lottin has assigned Quod-  libeta I and II to 1291-1292 in his Psych»logie et morale au XII® et XIII® si@cles, III,  2 (Louvain and Gembloux, 1949), pp. 731-732, and IV (Louvain and Gembloux, 1954),  pp- 869-870, n. 2. However, Ypma (Disputatio Prima De Quolibet, p. vi, n. 10) rejects this  proposal because the date 1291-1292 does not agree with the date of James’s promotion  to Magister regens. A Polish scholar has recently questioned whether the fourth quodlibet  should be ascribed to James. See J. B. Korolec, « Les questions quodlibetique de Jacques  de Viterbe dans les manuscrits de la Bibliotheque Jagellonne », Mediaevalia Philosophica  Polonorum 12 (1966), pp. 107-116, at pp. 109-110.  106) See Ypma, introduction to Disputatio Prima, pp. vii, ix and xiv-xv, and H.  Denifle and E. Chatelain, Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, IL (Paris, 1891), p. 109.  107) « A en juger par la longueur des diff&rentes questions, les plus importantes et  les plus 6labor6es sont les questions VII et XII ... » Ypma, p. xxi.  108) See James of Viterbo, Prima Disputatio, q. 7 (« Utrum motus voluntatis in  finem sit actus voluntatis vel intellectus »), pp. 79-111.  109) 7bid., q. 12 (« Utrum intellectus agens sit aliquid animae »), pp. 157-182.Ypma, > D a ®

108) See James of Viterbo, Prıma Disputatıo, TUum motus voluntatis ın
ınem sıt aCLUSs voluntatıs vel intellectus »)7

109) Ibıd., TUum intellectus 381 sıt. alıquid anımae »), 157-182
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LO resolve problems 1n novel WaYy 110)_ Ypma a 180 pomts out that 1n
the welfth questlion James bases hımself the 1deas of Augustine
an Boethıus, but attempts reconcıle hıs posıtıon ıth Arıstotle,

,T least LO interpret hım accordıng to that solutıon, recogn1zıng at
the Same tıme that he 18 resolviıng the problem 1n fashıon that 1S not
the usual ONe 111)_

James’s practise 1n hıs Quodliubeta 1S LO gıve precise references LO
the authorıties whom he cıtes, practise a,180 found 1n other asters
of hıs day, such (Ales of Kome, Henry of (Ahent an Godfrey of Fon-
taınmes. But whıiıle he thus followed COINMON practise, he took the urther
trouble of strengthenıng hıs argumen by 1VINg word for word quota-
tıons from Mah y of these authorıties 112) 'T’he authorıties whose works
he cıtes an quotes ATe Arıstotle, Averroes, Algazel, Sımplicius, John
Phıloponus, Proclus, Augustine, Boethius, the pseudo-Dionysıus,
Anselm, John Damascene, Hugh of Saınt Vıctor, Robert Grosseteste,
Ghlbert of La Porree and Bernard of Claırvyaux 113)_ However, other
authorıities Ar diseussed wıthout reference LO theır WOLks, namely
ato, Avıcenna, Anaxagoras and Alexander 114) (T’he large number
of authors whom James Ca  - cıte Ma y ell reflect the riıchness of the
ımportant personal 1brary that he possessed. an took LO Naples after
he eift Parıs and that he EVEN retaıned after he had become the arch-
bıshop of Naples) 115),

110) (Yest urtout dans les quest1ons VII et GEl QuU®6 le Maitre SO  - propro
chemin et, qu’il herche resoudre les problemes d’une facon nouvelle Ypma, .

111) « L’entendement, et specialement la nature de l’intelligence agent, Ont ete
etudıies dans la question S 1 Une O18 de plus Jacques cherche Ul nouvelle solu'qion
du probleme, 8S’appuyant SUr les idees de Augustin et de Boece Mais meme empSs
il CSSaYVyC de le reconcılıer ‚:VEeC Aristote, plutöt de l’interpreter dans le SCHS de PTrOoOpT®©
solution. galt qu’ 1l resout le probleme d’une manlere PCU COTNINUNE®G Ypma, X X 1-
X X1l1.  AA

112) En qul les philosophes, ıstote et Averroes, Jacques de Viterbe
precıse touJjours, et Presque Sanıs exceptlon, dans quel lvre exactement trouve le
PAassasCc auquel 11 refere448  E.P. Mahoney  to resolve problems in a novel way 1!°). Ypma also points out that in  the twelfth question James bases himself on the ideas of Augustine  and Boethius, but attempts to reconcile his position with Aristotle,  or at least to interpret him according to that solution, recognizing at  the same time that he is resolving the problem in a fashion that is not  the usual one 111).  James’s practise in his Quodlibeta is to give precise references to  the « authorities » whom he cites, a practise also found in other masters  of his day, such as Giles of Rome, Henry of Ghent and Godfrey of Fon-  taines. But while he thus followed common practise, he took the further  trouble of strengthening his argument by giving word for word quota-  tions from many of these authorities !!?). The authorities whose works  he cites and quotes are Aristotle, Averroes, Algazel, Simplicius, John  Philoponus, Proclus, Augustine, Boethius, the pseudo-Dionysius,  Anselm, John Damascene, Hugh of Saint Victor, Robert Grosseteste,  Gilbert of La Porree and Bernard of Clairvaux !13). However, other  authorities are discussed without reference to their works, namely  Plato, Avicenna, Anaxagoras and Alexander 1!14). (The large number  of authors whom James can cite may well reflect the richness of the  important personal library that he possessed and took to Naples after  he left Paris and that he even retained after he had become the arch-  bishop of Naples) 115).  110) «& C’est surtout dans les questions VII et XII que le Maitre va son propre  chemin et qu'il cherche A r6&soudre les problömes d’une facon nouvelle » Ypma, p. xxi.  111) « L’entendement, et specialement la nature de l’intelligence agent, ont 6t6  6tudi6s dans la question XII. Une fois de plus Jacques cherche une nouvelle solution  du probleme, en s’appuyant sur les id6es de S. Augustin et de Bo&ce. Mais en meme temps  il essaye de le r&concilier avec Aristote, ou plutöt de l’interpreter dans le sens de sa propre  solution. II sait qu’il r&sout le probleme d’une maniere peu commune ». Ypma, pp. xxi-  xxil.  112) « En ce qui concerne les philosophes, Aristote et Averroes, Jacques de Viterbe  pr6cise toujours, et presque sans exception, dans quel livre exactement on trouve le  passage auquel il se refere .... Il revoie ainsi 6&galement aux ouvrages d’Algazel, Joannes  Grammaticus et une fois 4 Themistius, tandis qu'’il se r6f&re constamment ä Simplicius en  ajoutant ‘in Praedicamentis’  .. Il est vrai que les Maitres de son temps, comme Gilles  de Rome, Henri de Gand, Godefroid de Fontaines, Thomas Bailly avaient la meme  facon de citer leurs auteurs. Dans leurs Quodlibets les ref&rences sont parfois un peu plus  pr6cises, parfois un peu moins. Jacques de Viterbe a donc appliqu6 le systeme en usage.  Cependant, il avait le souci de renforcer son argumentation par des citations litterales ».  Ypma, pp. xxili-Xxiv.  113) 7bid., xxl-xxili.  114) Jbid., p. xxiv.  115) Zbid., p. xxiv. See also Ypma, La formation, pp. 124-128 and n. 102 supra.revole alnsı egalement Au  b OUVTagESs d’Algazel, Joannes
Grammati]ecus et unNne O1S T’hemistius, tandıs qu’1 refere constamment Sımplielus
ajoutan ıIn Praedicamentis’ est vTal QuUeE les alıtres de SO.:  z eMpS, Cilles
de KRome, Henr1ı de Gand, Godefroid de Fontaines, Thomas Bailly avaljent la meme
facon de cıter leurs Aauteurs. Dans leurs Quodliıbets les refe&rences sont parfois PCU plus
precıses, parfoi1s PCU mO1NnSs. Jacques de Viterbe done applique le systeme E
Cependant, 11 avalt le SOucC1 de renforcer SO  S argumentatıon Par des cıtatıons lıtterales Y

Ypma, XXIN-XXIV.
113) I bıd., XX1l-XXl.
114) 1bid., XI1V.
115) Tbid., XXIV. Ssee also Ypma, La formatıon, 194198 an Il, 1092 SUDTO,
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According to Ypma, whıle James g1VES exXxaCct references an ACC

rate quotations for MOST of hıs authorıtıes », he g1Ves Naine, let;
alone precıse reference, when he 18 sSımp1y presenting V1IeW of
contemporary recent wrıter. Nonetheless, he o0€es speak respectfully
when presenting VIeWS that Call be identifıe 0OSe of Gles of Rome,
Saınt T’homas eNTtYy of (+hent 115) W hen g1VINg recent VIeWS of
those who ack reputatıon of ımportance, he speaks of Iar qUL-
dam ». On the other hand, he aD PCAIS LO TESeTVeE for wrıters of SOTINE

ımportance lıke Gıiles Thomas such ermMs Magn doctores » 117)
doctores modernı » 118) doctores » 119) sanctı doctores », 120)’ doctores

catholıcı » 121)‚ exnNOSLULOTES NOMOTES Y 122)‚ excellentes doctores » 123)_
an solemnes doctores 124), However, he o0es not always ave recent
Latın medievals 1n mınd when he ses>s the term exnOSLLOrES ), SINCE
he clearly speaks of expnOoSUOTES antıqur ‚ who nclude John Phıloponus
an Themistius 125)’ an he explıcıtly refers LO Alexander an AÄAverroes

DrAeECLPUL exposıLorES 126)_
Father Ypma makes SOINeEe ıimportant observatıons about James’s

procedure 1n the indıyıdual questions that make hıs Quodlıbeta
whıich deserve consıderatıon ere He underscores the fact that before
broaching the true problem presented by the question which the

opponent » I8  9 James often 1 VeS rather COoNsISE SULVEY of the
Varlous OPIN1ONS the question. Although he oes not g1ve precise
indıcatıon LO hıch of hıs contemporarıes held ese opınıons,
James o0es relate these VIEeWS of hıs contemporarıes LO the VIeWS of
ancıent thınkers James recapıtulates Varlous opIn10ns subject
for dıdaetic> that IS that the problem broached by the

116) 1 bıd., XXIV-XXV. 'hıs 1s especlally noticeable 1n Quodlıbet I‚ (« Utrum
salvarı posset ereatio 81 1NO.  - dıfferret realiter SSC et essentla ın creaturIıs »), 43-61

117) James of Vıterbo, Disputatıo Pruıma, 3! 7, 100 ; an q. 12, p. 159
l18) 1 b1d., 4‚ , 1392 N! 134; 12,; 1062; 1 E} 184 ; Disputatvo

Secunda, Dr
119) James of Viterbo, Disputatvo Prıma, 7, 102 an 105
120 1 bıd., u Ss 115
121) I bıd., 1 C} 150 ; 1 9 158; Disputatıo Secunda, 1,
122) 1bıd., 1 9 169, Karlıer 1n the SAaTllc questlion James speaks of: tam antıquı

philosophi Quamhı poster1ores doectores » (P 157)
123) T bıd., 4‚
124) James of Viterbo, Disputatıo Secunda, 1 E 144

125) James of Viterbo, Disputatvo Prıma, 1 9 169

126) Ibid., 182
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nen Ca  } be better understood an the argument of the master
INOoTe easıly followed 12 7) Ypma l1scerns greater use of thıs procedure
1ın those questions which AIe devoted LO top1Cs vigorously debated 1n
James’s OW. day an he sıngles out the fourth and twelfth questions
of the fırst Quodlubet noticcalble of thıs 128)

Whıle Father Ypma 1s doubt; Correct 1n discerning didaetie
element 1ın James’s procedure of summarızıng other posıtions gıven
toplc, ıt WOUuU also SeEe1] quıte lıkely that there 18 dialectical PUTDOSE
a work here, namely LO present Varlıous posıtions an then to elımınate
those hıiıch ATe weak false 1n order to capture the true, a least
the Strongest, posıtion. However, there Iso AD PDEAIS LO be rather
specıal PUTrPDOSE ınvolved ı1n the twelfth question s LTeVvV1eW of Varlous
posıtions.

James that he LO SsSee both hat ancıent phiılo-
sophers (antıquı phrlosophi) well later teachers (nostervores doctores)
thought about the gen intellect and also hat 1s doubtful 1n theır
VIeWS 129), After presenting fıve OPIN1ONS the agent intellect culled
{from John Phıloponus an doctores modernı, wıth SOINe ideas taken
from Averroes an Themistius 130) James presents the conception of
the agen intellect whıich LO hım to be INOTe ratiıonal, :0)4{ which

ıth the doectrine of Man y ancıents, especlally Augustine an
Boethius 131) What 1s of interest LO us at thıs point 18 no%t the conception

127) Avant, d’entamer le vral probleme, aborde päar la question posee pPar OP-
ponens’, le probleme qu'il le cConcoılt, Jacques donne souvent aPETCU, plus
molns conclis, des Op1In10nNs SUur le probleme questlon. Sans preciser Dar quı Cces opinions
80n soutenues Cces interpretations sont defendues de SO  - emMpS, il les met parfois

rapport ‚VCC les OpiIn10ns des Antiques. (Yest POUT des ralsons didactiques qu’1l
resume diffe&rentes Opinlons. Pour qu’on pulsse mleux 8alsır le probleme entame Dar

"opponens’, et Sulvre le ralısonnement; du Maitre B Y pma, introduetion LO Disputatro
Prıma, S e A

128) Cecı est speclalement le Cas, quan 11 s’agit de sujets fort discuteös de SO:  -

eMDpS, 1OUS le VOYyYONS dans les quest1ons et XI Ou 1l la deuxieme
partie de la question resume des dıiffe&rentes Opinlons . 1b1d., y 8 <

129) Secundo, videndum est quid de intellectu agente opınatı sunt, Lam antıquı
philosophi quam posterlores doctores, et quid sıt ın opinlonibus dubitabile
James of Vıterbo, Disputatio Pız IU 1 9 157, lines 13-15

130) 1 b1d., 158-164. The fıfth posıtion (PP. 162-163), that of the doctores modernı,
Thomistic.

131) « Narratis 1g1ıtur summarIıe diversis opinion1ibus de intellectu agente, 10
tangendus est quıdam alius modus diecendi de 1pSO, qul miıhl apparet inter ceteros SSCc

rationabilior ; et est multorum antıquorum doctrinae, et maxıme beati Augustini et
Boetii, satıs e 1 bid., 165, lines 265-268
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of the intellect whiıich he elaborates based Augustine and Boethius,
but rather hıs subsequent attack the fıve posıtıions which he had
sketched prevıously 132). The conclusıon that he draws from the 1sa-
greement of the VarTlOUS exposıtors Arıstotle, both ancıent an
modern, 18 that 1t 18 not clear haft Arıstotle meant by the agen intel-
ect 1n partıcular an the intellectıve part 1n general. He aIgUuEs that
sınce Arıstotle’s mınd the matter remaıns hıdden because of the
brevıty an! obscurıty of hıs d1iscuss1on, there 18 no0%t much force 1n
argummg agaınst hıs OW.: conception of the agen iıntellect from anythıng
that Arıstotle sald, especlally SinCe statements of Arıstotle can 0_
prlately (non INCONGTUE) be interpreted 1n accord ıth hıs posıtıon 1ss)_
Indeed,; James then attempts LO show that hıs OW: posıtıon takes Care

of the objections whiıich he had raısed agaınst the fıve other theories
of the agen intellect 134)

'T'he specıal tactıc which James has thus sed ın the welfth
question 1S fırst to ave shown the discrepancy the Varlous
eXposıtors of Arıstotle, both ancıent 2n modern », the nature
of the agen intellect, then LO ave argued from thiıs discrepancy
LO the uncertaınty of Arıstotle’s posıtıon, an fınally to ave concluded
that, sSince Arıstotle’s posıtıon 1S not certaın, hıs OW.: conception of the
agen intellect has much (1f not mOTe) basıs 1n the Lext of Arıstotle

an y of the others which he has presented. Indeed, the uncertaınty
of Arıstotle’s posıtion 1s reemphasızed ear the en of the welfth
question, where James states that hat has een saıld about the agen
intellect 1s be taken not determinıng (determınando) the 1ssue
but rather investigatıng 1n probable ashıon (nprobabılater UNQUL-

132) I bıd., 168-169
133) Kit qula Pro Magn& pa videntur acc1pl verbis Aristotelis, ideo est COIl-

siderandum, quod intentio T1St0OTtelıs de intellectu agente, 1M MO et, unıversalıter de parte
intellectiva, 1O.  - est manıiıfesta. Culus sıgnum est diversitas exXxposiıtionum. Nam inter
eXpositores ant1quos et inter exposlıtores NOVvIlOres, invenıtur controversla 1n exponendo
Aristotelis verba. nde et quaelibet supradictarum opinionum nıtıtur verba Aristotelis
ad SUuam intentionem confirmandam rahere. (Cum ıgiıtur intentio Ariıstotelis CIrca istam
mater1am deo a1it occulta, quod ad plenum et, praecise comprehendi 110}  - potest quid de
hoc 1pse senserı1t, propter Sul sSermOnNnI1s revıtatem et, obscuritatem, arguere contra PTr3a6-
dietam posıt1ionem verbis Aristote_lis 110O.  F est multum efficax V12. Praesertim CU:

verba 1pslus NO.  > incongrue trahı possent a hanc positionem, 81 Qqu1s vellet, diligenter
intendere. tamen sufficiat ostendere, quod verba Arıstotelis nducta NO  >;

repugnant praedicto modo ponend », 1 b21d., 169-170, lines 426-439
134) 1 b1d., 170-181
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rendo), especlally SINCE the matter 18 dıfficult an unclear an 111e of
gTeAL geNIUS ave wavered ou ıt 185)_

Adı thıs pomt, James returns LO text whiıich had een presented
a the begınnıng of the welfth question 1n behalf of the posıtıon whıch
denıed that the agen intellect 1s part of the soul ıt 18 that the agen
intellect IN thıng essentlally 1n CT (substantıa Ctu eNS), Arıstotle
Sa yS 1n De aANıMA, 111 (ch D; 430a 18). It Ca  } consequently be argued that
the agen intellect could not be potential part of the soul 136) James’s
reply 18 sımply LO repeat hat he had emphasızed prevlously, namely
that 1t; 1S not completely clear haft Arıstotle thought about the agen
intellect. He adds that outstandıng eXPOSLIOTS of Arıstotle (pPraecınur
exPOSUOTES LPSVUS), namely Alexander an Averroes, saıld. that Arıstotle’s
mınd Was that the intellect 18 SOINe iımmaterı1a|] substance dıffe-
rent from the soul that 1S the form of the body, whereas others Say that
Artıstotle’s mınd Was that ıt 1S SOMe potency of the soul. HKrom thıs
succınt CONtLrAaS otf V1lews, James concludes ONCe agaln that onNne cannot

veELry effectıvely 1n thıs matter from Artıstotle’s O W. words 13 7)
However, he then attempts to sShOow that the Passase 1ın question best
fıts hıs OW. conception of the nature of the en intellect.

James’s posıtıon 1s that the agen an potential intellects AI
ot; really dıstinet DOWETIS but rather the ratiıonal soul ıtself taken
either actıvely passıvely. Only the soul 18 consıdered 1n the latter
ashıon oes ıt ave WETIS », aptıtudes », incomplete actualı-
tıes 138)’ He therefore explaıns that ıt 18 the verYy essecNCce of the soul
1tSe. perfected DYy the intellective potenCcy, whıch 1s called the
agen intellect ». The en intellect 1S certaın actualıty whıich 18

135) Quaecumque autem dieta sunt, d declarationem ultimiı modi loquendi da
intellectu agente, siıne praeiludicio Culuscumque opinion1s, accıplantur NON tam deter-
inando Quam probabiliter Inqulrendo dıeta. Praecipue OU. a1t; TES occulta et ardua,
Ccirca qQuam etiam N ingenla vacıllasse invenıuntur . 1 bıd., 181, IInes 820-824.

136) 1 b1d., 157, Iines
137) iıllud Crgo quod obieitur ın contrarıum, quod intellectus 1O.  - est alıquid

anımae, qula secundum Philosophum, ın LL De Anıma, est "substantia ‚Ctu ens’, cdicen-
dum est quod, sıcut .P- dietum est, NO  - ad plenum pate quıld Aristoteles de intellectu
agente opınatus fuerit. Nam praecıpul eXposlitores 1pslus, scilicet Alexander et AÄAverroes,
dixerunt; fuisse de intentione 1US quod intellectus 38 sıt alıqua substantı]ıa immater -
alis, HE 580 anıma UUa est humanı COTPOrI1S forma. 11 eTrO dicunt, quod intent1o
Aristotelis fuit, quod sıt potentla quaedam anımae. KEit ideo verbis Arıstotelis NO  -

potest multum efficacıter argul 1n hac mater12a ). 1 bıd., 181-182, lines 8925-.834
138) See 201d., especlally 165-168 an 171
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naturally present 1ın the soul and whıch 1s perfectible bYy urther
complete CT It 18 the substance of the sO111 ıtself, whıch 1s perfected
through thıs SOTT of potenCcy, that 1s INnNOTe properly called
than 185 the AL 13 9) James thus ends the twelfth question havıng
establıshed the fundamental uncertaınty of Arıstotle the question
of the agen intellect and yet havıng argued that hıs OWN conception of
the agen intellect best fıts the LexXt of the Phılosopher !

Let NO turn LO the VarTl0ous posıtions the en intellect
which James presents 1n the welfth question of the first Quodlubet
1n order that IAa Yy understand the ontext 1n which the VIeWS of
Themistius Arl introduced. In the fırst part of the question, that gıiven
OVeTr to understandıng what the questlion 18 a 11 about, James presents
two possıble Meanıngs of the term agen intellect The first meanıng
would take the term to refer to an Y intellect which 1s productive,
ıncludıng both the fırst of a [[ thıngs an a lso the intellect of
an y artısan maker. The second meanıng, the other hand, lımıts
the term LO the intellect through whose AA intellection takes place
1n human beings. James then restricets the present question the second
meanıng of agen intellect and spells OuUt the topıCc of the quaestio
the followıng ; W hether the en intellect, that 18 the intellect whıch
brıngs about an Causes intellectual actıvıty 1n US, 18 somethıng belong-
ıng to the soul ıts potential part SOIMNe other intellectual substance
exısting DPeEL 140)

The second part of the question presents the fıve COoNceptions of
the en ntellect which James Sses LO show the fundamental eI-

taınty of Artıstotle and which he rejects 1n {avor of hıs OW.: doctrine
the matter The first four VIeWS AIe taken irom John Philoponus’s
De ıntellectu, whıich 1S extant today only 1n the Latın translatıon of
Wıllıam of Moerbeke 141) The first posıtıon 1S that the agen intellect

139) Sustinendo Lamen modum ultımo tactum P de intellectu agente, postet
diel, quantum d auctorıtatem Philosophi praeiınductam, quod intellectus gCN: diıeıtur
‘substantia ctu ens’, qula est 1pSsa essentiı]a anımae, ut perfecta pCr potentiam intelleecti-
Valll, YUAC intellectus 201 cAieitur. KEit est quaedam actualıtas anımae naturalıter indıta,
quamVvIıs perfect1bilis pCr actum completiorem. Magis nım proprie cdieitur A}  NS, 1psa
anımae substantia perfecta PCI hulusmodi potentlam, quam 1psa potentla . 1 b2d., 182,
lines 835-841

140) 1 bid., 157-158, lIines 90-49.
141) Although James g1Vves for the most part only summaries TOM Philoponus

an not ıteral quotations, ere ALl few phrases an eXpresslons 1C. closely folow
the Moerbeke translation of Philoponus.
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1s unıyersal iıntellect, the maker of a 11 thıngs, namely God ; the second
18 that the agen intellect 1s SOINne intellect below the dıyvıne intellect
and ımmedı1ately above OUTr intellect whıich brings about OUTLr thınkıng ;
the thırd 18 that the potential an agen intellects AI®e both present
1n the soul, but whiıle the potential intellect 1S always exıstent 1ın the
soul, the agen actıve intellect 142 from wıthout an 1s present
only when it perfects the potential intellect; an the fourth, whıich 1s
Philoponus’s OW. posıtıon, 18 that the agen and potential intellects ATe

really ONe and the Same intellect hıch 1S ar tımes 1ın potenCcy and al
tımes 1n 2,.C1 143) Whıle the orıginal SOUTCeES of the four positions AIe

not ıdentifıed 1n the Moerbeke translatıon of the De 1ntellectu 1OI by
James of Vıterbo, they AT mentj.oned 1n the Greek text of Phıloponus’s
cCommentary the De aNıMAa, which 1S found 1n the Berlın Academy
edıtıon of the Greek (Commentators Artıstotle. The fırst posıtıon
1S that of Alexander of Aphrodisı1as an the second 18 that of arınus 144)
W hile the thırd posıtıon 18 ıdentifıed 1n the Moerbeke translatıon of
the De antellectu that of SOINe Platonists (quidam qu »»debantur
ESSsEC Platoniucı), 1n the Greek Lext. of the cCommentary the De NUMAa
ıt 1S attrıbuted LO Plotinus. The fourth posıtion, hıch Phıloponus
hımself adopts, 1s attrıbuted 1n the Greek text LO Plutarch 145) James
adds fıfth posıtion, whıch 1ın ıts basıc outlıne LO be aCccurate
SUMMAarY of fundamental points 1ın the philosophiıcal psychology of
Saınt Thomas, namely that the agen intellect 1s of the soul
whıich 18 really dıstincet from the poss1ıble intellect an whıich perfects the
possıble intellect by Causıng the ıntellıgıbles 1n potency LO become
intelligıbles 1n CT through abstraction from materıal condıtions 146)_

142) James adds the embellishment « et ZCN: vocatur (D 159, Iines when
gıyıng thıs 1e6W which, ın Philoponus, 18 only about intellect; ın act e

143) See James of Viterbo, Disputatıo Prıma, TZ, 158-161 ÖE Jean Philopon:
Vommentarre S5T le De anıma d’ Aristote, T’'raductzon de (Quillaume de Moerbeke, ed.
Verbeke (Louvain an! Paris, 1966), 43-45 an 48, ell Verbeke’s remarks 1n
the introduction, Ixiv-Ixvi.

1: 44) arınus held that the agen intellect 18 demonic angelic intellect ; he
thereby mediated between the pos1ıtions of Alexander and Plotinus. I: Schisse]l
VO  - Fleschenburg, « Marınos », ın Paulys- W1ıssowa, Real-Encyclopädıe der classıschen
Altertumswissenschaft X ANV- (Stuttgart, 1930), cols.- especially 1764

145) See John Philoponus, In Arıstotelıs Ade nıma lıbros commentarıa, ed Michael
Hayduck (Uommentarıa un Arıstotelem Aı  9 Berlin, 1897), 534, line 19-p 539,
line On Plutarch, SCcC Rudoltf Beutler, Plutarchos VO  - Athen ın Paulys- Wissowa,
Real-Encyclopädie der celassıschen Altertumswissenschaft X XI (Stuttgart, 1951), cols.
962-975, especlally 963-969

146) See '"Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologıae, B 79, d- 84, 3 and 6,
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In hıs presentatıon of the first three posıtions the ıntellect,
James fırst restates 1n hıs OW. words Philoponus’s presentatıon of
the posıtıon and then adds 5SOmMe explanatory comments of hıs OW.

KRegardıng the fıirst posıtıon, that the en intellect 1S God, he remarTks
that Plato 18 sa1ld LO ave held thıs an for that Te4ason LO ave compared
the agen intellect LO the Su.  - 147). Thıs comment rather puzzling
SINCE, not long after, durıng hıs presentatıon of hat aD PEAIS to be
Thomas’s posıtıon, James states (perhaps inspired by Thomas hımself)
that Plato postulated unıyversals separate 1ın realıty an dıd not eed
LO postulate en intellect 148) In an y Case, James also ıdentifies

SOINe Catholie doctors » (qguidam doctores Catholrcr) ıth the posıtıon
that (40d 1S the agen intellect, addıng that they WeIe perhaps moved
tO Sa y thıs by Teason of the Man y statements of Saınt Augustine hıch
SCcEeI LO insınuate thıs 149)' Although James of COUTSEe ASTECS that God
operates 1n the soul an! 1n a ]] thıngs unıversal ent, thıs 18 not
suffiıcıent, SINCE hıs actıvıty o0es not exclude specıal agents. In the
Case of the soul, then, there must be posıted, 1n addıtion LO God, SOmMme

specıal reated W! which Causes iıntellectual actıvıty 150).
The second posıtıon, that the en intellect 1s SOMe intellect below

the dıyıne intellect and ımmediately above the human, James aAPPECAIS
LO ıdentify (erroneously) ıth Alexander of Avhrodisias and also(correct-
1y) ıth Averroes an Anıcenna 151). He objects that thıs position,
which involves that the en intellect [015 not belong LO the human

147) KEt hoc dieitur sensisSse Plato propter quod intellectum agentem assımiılaviıt
soll. » 1 bıd., 158, lines 48-49 One possible explanation for James’s apparen ascr1ıption
LO Plato of the doctrine of intellect. IS that he read anı misunderstood the follo-
wing remarTk:455  Themistius aM the Agent Intellect  In his presentation of the first three positions on the agent intellect,  James first restates in his own words Philoponus’s presentation of  the position and then adds some explanatory comments of his own.  Regarding the first position, that the agent intellect is God, he remarks  that Plato is said to have held this and for that reason to have compared  the agent intellect to the sun 1*’). This comment seems rather puzzling  since, not long after, during his presentation of what appears to be  Thomas’s position, James states (perhaps inspired by Thomas himself)  that Plato postulated universals separate in reality and did not need  to postulate an agent intellect 148). In any case, James also identifies  «some Catholic doetors » (guwidam doctores Catholici) with the position  that God is the agent intellect, adding that they were perhaps moved  to say this by reason of the many statements of Saint Augustine which  seem to insinuate this 14?). Although James of course agrees that God  operates in the soul and in all things as a universal agent, this is not  sufficient, since his activity does not exclude special agents. In the  case of the soul, then, there must be posited, in addition to God, some  special created power which causes intellectual activity 1%0).  The second position, that the agent intellect is some intellect below  the divine intellect and immediately above the human, James appears  to identify (erroneously) with Alexander of Avhrodisias and also(correct-  1y) with Averroes and Anicenna !%1). He objects that this position,  which involves that the agent intellect does not belong to the human  147) « Et hoc dicitur sensisse Plato; propter quod intelleetum agentem assimilavit  soli. » Ibid., p. 158, lines 48-49. One possible explanation for James’s apparent ascription  to Plato of the doctrine of an agent intellect is that he read and misunderstood the follo-  wing remark: «... quamvis etiam hoc non sit secundum intentionem Aristotelis, qui  posuit intelleetum agentem esse aliquid in anima, unde comparavit ipsum lumini.  Plato autem ponens intelleetum unum separatum, comparavit ipsum soli, ut Themistius  dieit » Thomas Aquinas, De unitate intellectus, par. 86, p. 55. See also Quaestiones disputa-  tae de malo, q. 16, a. 12, ad 1, cited by Verbeke, (T’heEmistius, pp. xXXvV-Xxxxvi), where  Thomas says that « [Plato] ponebat intelleetum agentem esse substantiam separatam ».  148) « Et ideo, Plato, qui posuit universalia separata secundum rem, non indiguit  ponere intelleetum agentem ». James of Viterbo, Prima Disputatio, q. 12, p. 162, lines  185-187. Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Summa contra Gentiles, II, ch. 77, par. 5; Summa theo-  logiae, I, q. 79, a. 3; Quaes. disp. de anima, a. 4.  149) Among those holding that God is the agent intellect was Siger in his now lost  De intellectu. See Nardi, Sigieri di Brabante, pp. 21-29, 35-38 and 47.  150) James of Viterbo, Disputatio Prima, q. 12, pp. 158-159, lines 54-63.  151) 7bid., p. 159, lines 64-70. This is of course an error, since Alexander identifies  the agent intellect with God. See note 34 supra.quamVvIıs etiam hoc 1NO.  o aıt secundum intentionem Aristotelis, qu]
posult intellecetum agentem SSe aliquid 1n anıma, unde comparavıt 1psum luminl.
Plato autem ONEeCNS intelleetum 1300058881 separatum, cComparavıt 1psum soll, ut Themistius
cicıt Thomas Aquinas, De unıtate antellectus, DAr 8 9 See Iso Quaestiones dıspula-
Lae de malo, l 9 12; ad 1! cıted by Verbeke, (T’hemıistrus, XXXV-XXXVI), where
Thomas Sa ys that Plato] ponebat intellectum agentem SSEe substantiam separatam

148) KEt 1deo, Plato, qul posult unıversalia separata secundum re. 19103  - indiguit
OÖONCIC intellecetum agentem . James of Viterbo, Prıma Disputatio, l E 162, lines
185-187 ı T’homas Aquinas, Summa Conitra (7entiles, E: ch (a8 Par 5, Summa theo-
Logıae, I! 7 9 3‚ Quaes. dısp de Anıma,

149) Among those holding that God 18 the intellect Was Siger In hıs NO ost
De zntellectu. Ssee Nardı, Sıqrert dı Brabante, 21-29, 35-38 an

150) James of Vıterbo, Disputatio Prıma, I' 9 158-159, lines 54-63
151) 1 b21d., 159, lınes 64-70 'his 18 of COUTSE 9 SInNce Alexander identifies

the agen intellect ıth (}+0d. See note WD  e
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soul As potential part of 16 oes not SeEeIN LO be eıther suffıcıent
fıttıng. I: 18 not sufficJlent for the Samıe 1e4ason that the fırst posıtıon
WasSs not sufficent: a ]] iıntellectual substar c.s above the human sou]
AIe unıyersal Causes and specıal agen W' MUStT. be posıted ın the
human soul LO explaın intellection. Nor 1S ıt fıttıng, SINCE the unıon of

Sseparate intellect IN0 us (as postulated by Alexander an Averroes)
an the influx of intellıgıble forms from such intellect (as postulated
by Avıcenna) ave een sufficlently PIOVEN bYy grea doctors » (a
MAgINıS doctor10us) to be CONtIAaTrY LO sound teaching 152) James 18 quıte
wıllıng In® concede, however, that the separate Intelligences Can be
sa1ld LO operate (agentes 1n SOT1Nle WaYy 1n A regards OUr intellect,
namely by teachıng US, but they do auxıllary agents (coadıuvando)
and not A the princıpal en 'T'’hıs auxıllary SoTrTT ofactıvıty agaln requl-
Les SOINe intellectual W whiıich produces 1n 1n prımary ashıon
(prıncınalıter) the actual actıvıty of thınking, an 1t 1s thısW whıch
should properly be called the agen intellect 153)_

152) Kt 1deo, est, Jıa OPIN10 quorumdam, dieentium ntellectum agentem KRIS intel-
lectum quemdam, inferiorem quidem divyino intellectu, super1orem autem intellectu
NOSTTrO et, el secundum gradum naturae immediate u posıtum, CU1uUSs virtute fıt, ın
nobis intellectualis operatıo ; et hoc, vel secundum quamdam unıonem ad 110S, sıcut
posult Alexander et Averroes, vel secundum intfluxum formarum intellıgıbılıum formarum
intel.1g101l1um b 1PSO 1n NOS, sicut posult Avicenna. Kit secundum hanc et1am opinionem,
intellectus 11O.  S est alıquı4 anımae humanae tamquam 1US Pars potentlalıs. Sed
et, haec Op1in1o qUu' auffieclens ul convenlens SsSsSec videtur. Suff:ciens quıdem nım
110  — est, qula, CUu intellectuales substantiae, YQUAC sunt UPD. anımam humanam,
inter Causas unıversales numerantur, praeter 1PSas oportet ONEIEC ın anıma speclalem
virtutem agentem ın intelligendo, sıcut et UD dietum est de Deo. Convenilens eti1am NO  >

est, quod talıs un10 illıus intellectus ad NOS, vel influxus 1pS1us In NOS, qualem posuerunt
praedieti philosophi, doectrinae repugnat, s1cut mMagn1s doetoribus est aufficienter
Oostensum »). 1 b1d., 159, lınes 64-80 John Phıloponus, Commentaire, IInes
A  S Note ‚James’s UuUSCc of the phrase intellecetum quemdem »). 'The Magnı doctores
INa y VeELY we be aln T’homas and Chles of KRome, James’s fellow ugustinlan. See
1n particular (Gles of KRome (Eg1idio Eomano), Krrores Philosophorum, ed. Josef Koch
(Milwaukee, 1944), an De nlurıfıcatıone 2ntellectus DOossıbılıs, ed. Barracco (Rome,
1957) However, the latter edıtıon must be sed wıth cautıon. On (les er1ıtic of
AverrToes, SCE Gerardo Brunl, « Eg1idio Romano antıaverroista », Sophıa 1933),
208-219; Bruno Nardı, ote PCL Unl stor1a dell’averro1ismo latıno, 111 Egidio Romano

l’averroismo », Rıvısta dı storıa della Jılosofra 1948), 8  D er than Nardıis
artıcle, the best, analysıs of Giles’s De nlurıficatione 1S to be found 1n Charles Krmatın-
gCT, T’he (Voalescent Soul 2n Post-Thomastic ebate (Unpublished dissertatıon, Saint
Louils University, 1963), FKor Ermatinger’s er1ıti1c1ısm of the Barr-
CCO edition, SCC 5’ I1l. an 492.43

153) Possunt tamen die1l substantlae intellectuales agentes 1ın NOS alıquo modo,
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James apparently Sees thıs consıderatıiıon leadıng somehow to
the thırd posıtion, that the agen intellect 1S n o separate from the soul
but COTNES from wıthout and 18 present only when ıt 18 perfecting the
potential iıntellect 154) And ıt 1s eTe that he introduces ıdentical
the thırd posıtion, veELrYy close LO Ib. the opınıon of Themiistius
found ın hıs exposıtion Arıstotle’s De anıma 15a) The presentatıon
whiıich James then 1 VES 18 clearly based Wılllıam of Moerbeke’s
translatıon of Themistius’s paraphrases the De aNımAa, whıich Was

a,l1so used, ave sSecen above, by Thomas Aqumas, Siger of Brabant
an Henry ate of Malınes 156),

According IK8) James, Themistius held that there 18 twofold intel-
ect 1n the soul, namely the possıble (nossıbles) an the agent ' fac-
(VVUS) 157) each of whıch 18 potential part (notentialıs DAarS of the
so1] ıtself an each of whıich 18 separate, iımmortal an perpetual,
although the en 1s the 1NOTeEe noble From whıich ı 18 possible that
both belong INnan 158) James adds that Themistius sa1d that the
quantum d intellecetum, ın quantum NOS de alıquibus docent, 110  - quidem principaliter
operando, sed coadiuvando. Iste auıutem sgecundus modus agendi praeexigıit virtutem
alıquam intellectualem, ın nobis agentem principaliter actıonem actualem ; et, hoc proprie
debet; die1 intellectus agens’”” T bıd., 159, lines &1-8S5

154) HKit propter hoc est Jıa opin10 vel posit10 aliıquorum, qul posuerunt, intellectum
agentem 110  - sSsSec alıquid a,b anıma separatum, sed iın 1psa ex1istens ». 1 bıud., 159,
lIines 86-838 The statement of the positlon, including SOTNE of the phraseology, 18 dependent

Philoponus, Vommentarre, 45, lines 39-50 'T’he ast sentence of the paragraph (P
160, Iines ın which James 1S presumably appealing LO experlence (« Cu1lus tamen

oppostium eXperıimur )) 18 en TOM Philopon_us, 4 9 lines 94-95 an 47-48,
lines D

155) Huilc autem opınlon1 videtur SsSSC vel eadem vel propinqua, OPpIn10 hemistil,
sicut pate In exposıtione S Ü:  © up' lıbrum De Anıma Aristotelis ». 1 b1d., 160, lines
097-98

156) ome of the TOomM Themistius which James has based his SUMIMNaLy
ArI’c Iso LO be found ın "T’homas’s De unıtate ıntellectus CONLtra Averrotistas, but ıt would
aD PDCAaLr that James could not have culled a ]] the details sımply TOM that opusculum.

thıs 1SSUE, SCc«C q 1792 ınfra.
157) Whıle the Moerbeke translatıon of Themistius does not to the best of know-

ledge contaın the term antellectus DOSSLOLLS, he term zntellecus factwvus 1S used. See Themıis-
tıus, Commentarre, 225, line

158) « Posuit Nnım ın anıma SSEe duplicem intellectum, scilicet possibilem et
factivum, et utrumque potentlalem partem 1pS1US anımae, utrumque separatum, utrum-

que immortalem et, erpetuum, factırum tamen honorabıliorem, et, QuUuUO possibile est
homini SsSe utrumque . James of Viterbo, Disputatio Prıma, 1 C} 160, lines
HKor Themistius’s diseussion of the potentlal an agent intellects separate, immortal
an perpetual, SCC Themistius, Commentarre, 224-225, lines , Heınze: 9 9 lines
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twofold intellect thınks; but whıiıle the agen intellect 18 always 1n
aCT, the possıble intellect 1s not la9)_ Furthermore, while the mMan y iıntel-
lıg1bles 1n the possıble intellect ATe present there 1n dıyıded an varıed
WaY, those 1n the agen intellect ATEe present there sımultaneously an
in undıyıded ashıon. In the en intellect, the OoNne hand, essenNnCce

and 2.CT Are the Samne, whıiıle in the possıble intellect, the other hand,
esseNCce 1S dıfferent {from aCc%ı 160)_

James NO bOo the erucı1a|l question of whether the en
an the possıble intellects AIe multıplied for Themistius an he ANSWEeTS

ın the affırmatıve that Themistius held each 18 multıiplied accordıng
the multiplicıty of human beings. However, James then adds that

a ]] intellects (presumably he the indıyıdual possıble an agent
intellects found 1n human beings) ATe reduced the OoONne fırst intellect
from which they ATe drawn, that 1s {rom the divıne intellect 161)_ At

233-234, lines 65-93 (Heinze: 102, lines 30.p.'103‚ Iine 1 and 238-239,
IInes 64-96 (Heinze: 105, line 13-p 106, Ine 10) 'The ıntellectus factıvus 18 called honora-
hılıor A 2206, line James’s unclear remark possibile est, hominı SSe utrumque »

to reflect; imprecise understanding of 228, lines 68-72 Themistius 0€8s
call the en intellect DUrTS of the human goul al 233, line 78 (Heinze: 103, line

159) 1am dixıt Sse intelligentem, sed factiyrum SCHMLPECT aCctu, possibilem autem
NO  - SCH1LPDCT ». James of Viterbo, Drisputatıo Prıma, 1 9 160, lines 102-103 'hıs
statement to be based Themistius, C’ommentaire, DE lines 43-47 Essentia
autem actıvı intellectus idem est actul, et 19183 potentila procedit, sed 1PSIUS natura
homogenea actul, et ıta intellectus, quod 1aAM et; prıus dietum est, separatus est et 1mMpas-
s1biıilıs et immı1ıxtus vere, 1O.  - quandoque quıidem intelligens, quandoque NO  - intellıgens

160) Et quod In possı1bilı plurima sunt intellecta multipliciter et divisim, ıIn factıvo
autem simul et unıtive. Eit factıvro ıdem est essent]a et aCctus; 1ın possibilı VeTrO dıss1]-
milis essentl]a aAb ctu James of Viterbo, Diyutatıo Prıma, 1 9 160, Iines 103-106
H Themistius, V’ommentarre, Y  Y line dO-P 228, line 67 &ä In intellectu quidem ıg1ltur
quı potentla divisa sunt noemata, idest intellecta, In qQUO sunt et, artes et, scıentlae, 1n

autem quı secundum actum, mag1s autem In 1PSO actu, sıquidem idem In 1DSO essent]a
CUu actu, a 110 modo erıt utıque gTavıus divısıbili et, divinlus, 11O.  - transmutante hoc
1ın hoc, QU! componente, Qqu' dividente,u transıtu utente ad intelligentlas, sed

specles habente in sımul et simul praemittente. SIiC Nım solummodo T1t
utique, secundum quod alt Aristoteles, idem substantia 1pS1us et aCctus; 81 Nnım transıti-
TNeIN facıt quemadmodum scıentes, NECESSEC quidem PETIMaNEIC substantiam, alterarı
autem actum. Hoc utem est 1ın 1PSO differre essent]lam b actu, quod evidenter Aristoteles
16108)  e concedit. Sic igitur et In prımı1s alt: ‘meditari autem et et, dire NOn sunt
illius passiones’ It 18 not obvious that Themistius does SLa precisely distinetion
In the possible intellect between eESsSeEeNCE an 4C

161) «  « Et utrumque 1psorum posult multiplicarı secundum multiplicationem hom1i-
Num, licet reducantur 1n un um prımum intellecetum, scilicet divinum, QUuUoO
derivantur James ofVıterbo, Disputatıo Prıma, l 9 160, IInes 106-108 James
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thıs pomint he makes use of the thorny Passase 1n T’hemistius regardıng
ıllumınatıng an iıllumınated intellects: the fırst ıllumınatıng intel-

lect (UNUS allustrans DTVMUS) 18 taken LO be God, whiıle the Man y 1
mınated (zllustratı) an ıllumınatıng (ollustrantes) intellects aPPCAaI
be taken to be the indıyıdual agen intellects 1n the souls of INen

shall return LO the problem of the Man y intellects below 162),
Following the Moerbeke translatıon closely, James 1LO W attempts

to explaın how the agen and the possıble intellects 1n the sou] AIe

connected 1n regard to ıllumınatıon. He relates that Themistius held
that, whiıle each of these intellects exısts ın the soul part of it.
the possıble intellect 1S INOTIe connatural In the soul 163)_ Themistius also
held, James continues, that SINCE the possıble intellect 18 of ıtself
only potentlally thınkıng, 1ıt; 18 perfected and rendered actually think-
ıng by the agen intelleect. It 18 the agen iıntellect which ıllumınates
the possıble iıntellect and which 1S compared LO the possıble intellect

TT to the materı.al which ıt works. sıngle an unıted thıng
thus 2T1SES from the possıble N! agen intellects, ıf 1n SsOINe WaYy
from matter an form 164)_
to be takıng his terminology TOM the following text: S1 autem ad NUum actıyum intel-
lectum reducımur composıti] qul potentla et, aCctu, et, uniculque nostrum CSSCcC

b illo Ul  ® est, NO  - oportet mI1rarı e Themistius, (/ommentarre, 230; lines O14 'Themis-
1US speaks of DrUMUS ontellectus 1C. 18 UNUS at 235, lines y nde utem et

potentla intellectus Oomn12 intelligit, 1 prımus N1O: omn1la intelligit quı producit 1psum
actum ?» However, have been unable LO find the word derıware In Moerbeke.

162) « Unde alt quod est,; NUSs illustrans Pr1Imus; illustratı autem et, iıllustrantes
sunt plures, siıcut sol quidem UuUuLUS est, lumen utem ab 1psSO derivatum dividitur et multi-
plicatur } James of Viterbo, Disputatıo Prıma, 1 9 160, lines 109-111 'The depend-
10161° the Moerbeke translation 18 clear: « Aut primus quıidem illustrans est UuUNuUuS,
iıllustratı autem et illustrantes plures, s1icut lumen ; sol quidem nNnım est unus, Iumen
utem dices utıque modo alıquo partirı ad VISUS; propter hoc nNnım 1NO.  - solem ıIn CO

paratıone proposult sed Jumen, Plato autem solem: ONO nım proportionalem 1psum
facıt M Themistius, Commentarre, 239, Iınes }  D Yor the Greek text, SC6 note 37 SUDTA,

163) «  « Posuit etiam quod, licet uterque intellectus sıt ın 1PSa anıma et Pars 1pslus.
possibilis tamen mag1s est, anımae connaturalisThemistius and the Agent Intellect  459  this point he makes use of the thorny passage in Themistius regarding  « illuminating » and « illuminated » intellects: the first illuminating intel-  lect (unus illustrans primus) is taken to be God, while the many « illu-  minated » ((llustrati) and « illuminating » (@llustrantes) intellects appear to  be taken to be the individual agent intellects in the souls of men — we  shall return to the problem of the many intellects below 1%2).  Following the Moerbeke translation closely, James now attempts  to explain how the agent and the possible intellects in the soul are  connected in regard to illumination. He relates that Themistius held  that, while each of these intellects exists in the soul as a part of it,  the possible intellect is more connatural to the soul 1%). Themistius also  held, James continues, that since the possible intellect is of itself  only potentially thinking, it is perfected and rendered actually think-  ing by the agent intellect. It is the agent intellect which illuminates  the possible intellect and which is compared to the possible intellect  as art to the material on which it works. A single and united thing  thus arises from the possible and agent intellects, as if in some way  from matter ‚and form 1%%).  to be taking his terminology from the following text: « Si autem ad unum activum intel-  lectum omnes reducimur compositi ex eo qui potentia et actu, et unieuique nostrum esse  ab illo uno est, non oportet mirari ». Themistius, Commentaire, p. 235, lines 12-14. Themis-  tius speaks of a primus intellectus which is unus at p. 235, lines 7-8: « Unde autem et  potentia intellectus omnia intelligit, si primus non omnia intelligit qui producit ipsum  in actum ?» However, I have been unable to find the word derivare in Moerbeke.  162) &« Unde ait quod est unus illustrans primus; illustrati autem et illustrantes  sunt plures, sicut sol quidem unus est, lumen autem ab ipso derivatum dividitur et multi-  plicatur ». James of Viterbo, Disputatio Prima, q. 12, p. 160, lines 109-111. The depend-  ence on the Moerbeke translation is clear: « Aut primus quidem illustrans est unus,  illustrati autem et illustrantes plures, sicut lumen; sol quidem enim est unus, lumen  autem dices utique modo aliquo partiri ad_visus; propter hoc enim non solem in com  paratione proposuit sed lumen, Plato autem solem: bono enim proportionalem ipsum  facit ». Themistius, Commentaire, p. 235, lines 7-12. For the Greek text, see note 37 supra,  163) « Posuit etiam quod, licet uterque intellectus sit in ipsa anima et pars ipsius.  possibilis tamen magis est animae connaturalis ... » James of Viterbo, Disputatio Prima,  q. 12, p. 160, lines 111-113. Cf. Themistius, Commentaire, p. 225, lines 2-4 : « ..  quem  autem dicimus potentia intellectum, et si maxime sibi eadem intitulaverimus, tamen  magis est animae connaturalis, dico autem non omni animae sed soli humanae ».  164) 4... et quod possibilis, cum de se sit in potentia intelligens, perficitur et fit  actu intelligens a factivo illustrante sibi, qui comparatur ad ipsum sicut ars ad materiam.  Non tamen est ars materiae exterioris, sicut aedificativa respectu lignorum, sed investitur  intellectus factivus toti potentiae intellectivae (?), ac si ars aedificativa esset in lignis.  Et sic fit unum ex possibili et factivo, sicut ex materia et forma aliquo modo». JamesJames of Viterbo, Disputatıo Prıma,

1 9 160, lIines 111-113 CR Themistius, Commentarre, 225, lines D quem
autem dieimus potentla intellectum, et 81 maxıme s1bı eadem intitulaverımus, amen

magı1s est anımae connaturalis, dico utem 1O.  - mMnı anımae sed solı humanae ».

164) et quod possibilis, CUu. de sıt. 1ın potentia intelligens, perficıtur et fıt
ctu intelligens actıvro iıllustrante sibi, qul Comparatur ad 1psum sicut AaArs ad materl1am.
Non tamen est ArSs mater1ae exterl1or1s, s1cut aedificativa respectu lıgnorum, sed investitur
intellectus factıvrus tot] potentlae intellectivae E:2X S1 ArS aedificativa esset, 1n lıgn1s.
Kit S1IC fit 190080980081 possibilı et factivo, sicut mater1a et, forma alıquo modo James
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James ımmedı1ately eriıtic1zes the posıtıon of Themistius. Hıs

maın ıne of attack 1S LO that SINCEe the qoul actually understands
a ]] thıngs through the agent intellect, Themistius SaysS 165)‚ 1t
both UNNECESSaLY an superfluous LO introduce another iıntellect, the

possıble intellect », unless ONne should want LO Sa y that the poss1ıble
intellect 15 placed 1n the gu that the soul Ca  } be unıted LO the body
an acquıre intellectual perfection 1n regard IM0) the possıble intellect,
NF least whıiıle the agen intellect 18 ıllumınating ıt; (allustrante factıvo) 166),
James rejects thıs suggestion As unreasonable SINCE there would
then be bYy nature an WF the tıme LWwO dıfferent modes of thınkıng

understandıng 1n the soul, both of which would CONCerNn the Samne

objects: OnNne would take place through the agen intellect an the other
through the poss1ıble intellect. Besıdes, when the soul would be separated.
from the body, the possıble intellect would then SeEEIN to lack an Yy fune-
tıon and IKO) be wıthout PUrpOSE, gıven it 18 only perfected by the agen
intellect 1n regard LO phantasms. And 6even ıf it could be perfected
wıthout regard LO phantasms, posıtıng possıble intellect 1S still OÖI>-

of Viterbo, Disputatio Prıma, 12; 160, lines 113-118 (: Themistius, V’ommentaire,
229 lines 5-8 an 225, line 13-p 226 lıne Et sicut Iumen potentla visul et

potent1a coloribus adveniens Cctu quidem visum fecıt et ctu colores, ıta et ntellectus
iste quı Ctu producens potentla intellecetum 1O solum 1psum ctu intellecetum fecıit,
sed et potentla intelligibilia ctu intellig1bilia 1ps1ı instituit Superveniente autem 1psl
actıvo intellectu et, mater1am hanc noematum deprehendente factus UILLUS OCU illo
transıre potens fit et, COM PONETE et dividere et, CITCUMSPICeErTE 1a alıls. uam ig1tur
ratiıonem habet ALS d mater1am, hanc et, intellectus factırus d Cu quli potentila, et
S1C hıec quidem omnla {1t, hiec autem omn1a fecit ; propter quod et In nobis est intelligere
quando volumus. Non Nnım est Ars materı1ae exterl1or1s, sicut Qerarıla non est Aer1s et
aedificativa lıgnorum, sed investitur totı potentia intellectul qul factivus, 81 ut1que
gedificator lign1s et, 2eTraTıus erı NO  S 200 extrinseco assısteret, peCr OLUuMmM autem 1psum
penetrare potens Tat. Sic nım et quı secundum actum intellectus intellectul potentla
supervenlens uUuNus fıt 08 1PSO ; uNnummm Nnım quod mater1a et, forma460  E.P. Mahoney  James immediately criticizes the position of Themistius. His  main line of attack is to argue that since the soul actually understands  all things through the agent intellect, as Themistius says 1%), it seems  both unnecessary and superfluous to introduce another intellect, the  « possible intellect », unless one should want to say that the possible  intellect is placed in the soul so that the soul can be united to the body  and acquire intellectual perfection in regard to the possible intellect,  at least while the agent intellect is illuminating it (@llustrante factivo) 1).  James rejects this suggestion as unreasonable since there would  then be by nature and at the same time two different modes of thinking  or understanding in the soul, both of which would concern the same  objects: one would take place through the agent intellect and the other  through the possible intellect. Besides, when the soul would be separated  from the body, the possible intellect would then seem to lack any func-  tion and to be without purpose, given it is only perfected by the agent  intelleet in regard to phantasms. And even if it could be perfected  without regard to phantasms, positing a possible intellect is still super-  of Viterbo, Disputatio Prima, q. 12, p. 160, lines 113-118. Cf. Themistius, Commentaire,  Pp- 225, lines 5-8 and p. 225, line 13-p. 226, line 25: « Et sicut lumen potentia visui et  potentia coloribus adveniens actu quidem visum fecit et actu colores, ita et intellectus  iste qui actu producens potentia intelleetum non solum ipsum actu intellectum fecit,  sed et potentia intelligibilia actu intelligibilia ipsi instituit.... Superveniente autem ipsi  factivo intelleetu et materiam hanc noematum deprehendente factus unus cum illo  transire potens fit et componere et dividere et circumspicere alia ex aliis. Quam igitur  rationem habet ars ad materiam, hanc et intellectus factivus ad eum qui potentia, et  sic hic quidem omnia fit, hic autem omnia fecit; propter quod et in nobis est intelligere  quando volumus. Non enim est ars materiae exterioris, sicut aeraria [non] est aeris et  aedificativa lignorum, sed investitur toti potentia intellectui qui factivus, ac si utique  aedificator lignis et aerarius aeri non ab extrinseco assisteret, per totum autem ipsum  penetrare potens erat. Sic enim et qui secundum actum intellectus intellectui potentia  superveniens unus fit cum ipso; unum enim quod ex materia et forma ... »  165) James may have in mind the following passage: « Quam igitur rationem habet  ars ad. materiam, hanc et intellectus factivus ad eum qui potentia, et sic hic quidem  omnia fit, hic autem omnia facit ; propter quod et in nobis est intelligere quando volumus».  Themistius, Commentaire, p. 225, lines 16-19.  166) « Sed haec etiam opinio dubitalibis est. Cum enim anima per intellectum facti-  vum omnia intelligat actu, ut dicit, praeter necessarium videtur, et superfluum, inducere  alium qui dicatur possibilis, nisi quis dicere velit quod possibilis intellectus, in anima est  positus, propter hoc quod est unibilis corpori, in quo acquirit perfectionem intelligibilem,  secundum possibilem intellectum, illustrante factivo». James of Viterbo, Disputatio  Prima, q. 12, p. 160, lines 119-124.»

165) James mMa y have 1n mınd the following aAssSagC: Quam 1g1ıtur ratiıonem habet;
AaTrTs ad mater1am, hanec et intellectus factivus ad um qul potentila, et S1C hıec quidem
Oomn1la fit, hie autem omn1la facıt ; propter quod et, 1n nobis est intelligere quando volumus».
Themistius, (ommentarre, 225, lines 16-19

166) Sed haec et1am OPIN10 dubıitalıbis est. (Cum nım anıma. pCT intellectum factı-
VU omn1a intelligat aCctu, ut dicit, praeter necessarıum videtur, et, superfluum., inducere
alıum qul dieatur possibilis, nısı Qu1s dicere velıt quod possibilis ntellectus, ın anıma est
positus, propter hoc quod est unıbiılis COTDOTI1, ın QUO acquirıt perfectionem intellig1bılem,
secundum possibilem intellectum, illustrante factiıvo ». James of Viterbo, Disputatvo
Prima, 1 9 160, Iines 119-124
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fluous 167)_ James’s second lıne of attack, which 18 direceted agaınst
Themistius’s statement that the en intellect 1s always in aCT, 18 tOo
testify that ATe that ATre no%t always thıinkıng ; thıs WOU.
not be the Case ıf the intellect 1n the soul WeTe always 1n aCT Then,
followıng John Phiıloponus almost to the WOord, he adds that ıf an yOoNeE
should Sa y that do thınk, but wıthout domg an y weıghıng
CONSIderInNg, thıs would be speak ırratiıonally, for Oone Ca  a} thınk
who oes not a,1s0 weıgh consıder 168).

ome problems CONCErNINS James’s presentatıon of Themistius Le-
maın LO be examıned. Kirst of all, although James clearly 1d entifiıes God

the onNne and fırst ıllumınatıng intellect, ıt 18 not ımmedıately obvıo0ous
hat he takes LO be the Man y intellects whıch ATe ıllumınated and
ıllumınate an must therefore defend the ınterpretation which
TaVE above. It should be recalled that Saınt Thomas took the Man y
ıllumınated intellects LO be the indıyıdual possıble potential intellects
and the INan y ıllumınatıng iıntellects LO be the indıyıdual en intel-
lects 1ın the souls of INne  - He also took the fiırst ıllumınatıng intellect LO
be SOINe transcendent princıple of ıllumınatıion, and whıle he o0€es not
hımself ıdentify ıt; ıth 2008 partıcular Sseparate substance, he relates
that ıt 1S (+0d accordıng LO SOoOme Catholics an the lowest Intelligence
accordıng LO Avıcenna 169) Siger of Brabant, the other hand, took
the phrase about the Man y iılluminated an ıllumınatıng intellects LO
refer solely to the gen intellects ıIn the souls of Inen they ATe ıLlumı
nated by the onNne transcendent agen intellect an they 1n turn iHumi-

«  e hoc etiam 1O:  - videtur rationalibiter diel, qula LUNGC anıma esset
duplex intelligendi modus, simul et respectu eorundem oblıectorum et, hoc naturaliter.
Kit praeterea, Cu anıma separatur COTDOTE, tunc saltem videtur intellectus poss1ibilis
SsSsSec otlosus et, Tustra Cu NO perficiatur activo qui est In aCctu, nıs1ı secundum ordinem
ad fantasmata, ut videtur, qula sıne fantasmate nl. intelligit, vel, S] possıt aD 1PSO
perficı] SINe habıtudine W0| fantasmata, nl. mıinus videtur SUPDETVAaCU! pon1 ». 1 bıd.,
160-16L1, Iines 124151

168) Amplius, s1icut, dietum est, eXperimus NOS 110  - SCHLDEI intelligere ; quod 110  S

esseET, S] SCH1L DE esset. 1n anıma intellectus ın ACtU. S1 autem aliquis dicat, quod intellıg1-
IN UuSs quidem, 110  — perpendimus autem, irrationabiliter dieitur. Non Nnım contingıt intel-
lıgere alıquem 110  - perpendentem. Sunt, autem et Hıa multa, QUAC inducı1ı possent contra
praedictum modum ponendl ». 1 bıd., 161, lines 132-137 Si Qqu1s autem dicat; quod
intelligimus quidem SCHLDET, 110  - perpendimus autem hoc 1PpSUum, prımo quidem 1mMpPOSSI-
bıle hoc dicere ; 11O.  - contingıt nım intelligere NO  — perpendentem qula intelligıtThemistius and the Agent Intellect  461  fluous 167), James’s second line of attack, which is directed against  Themistius’s statement that the agent intellect is always in act, is to  testify that we are aware that we are not always thinking; this would  not be the case if the intellect in the soul were always in act. Then,  following John Philoponus almost to the word, he adds that if anyone  should say that we do so think, but without doing any weighing or  considering, this would be to speak irrationally, for no one can think  who does not also weigh or consider 168),  Some problems concerning James’s presentation of Themistius re-  main to be examined. First of all, although James clearly identifies God  as the one and first illuminating intellect, it is not immediately obvious  what he takes to be the many intellects which are illuminated and  illuminate and we must therefore defend the interpretation which we  gave above. It should be recalled that Saint Thomas took the many  illuminated intellects to be the individual possible or potential intellects  and the many illuminating intellects to be the individual agent intel-  lects in the souls of men. He also took the first illuminating intellect to  be some transcendent principle of illumination, and while he does not  himself identify it with any particular separate substance, he relates  that it is God according to some Catholics and the lowest Intelligence  according to Avicenna !%9). Siger of Brabant, on the other hand, took  the phrase about the many illuminated and illuminating intellects to  refer solely to the agent intellects in the souls of men : they are illumi  nated by the one transcendent agent intellect and they in turn iHumi-  167) « Sed hoc etiam non videtur rationalibiter dici, quia tunc in anima esset  duplex intelligendi modus, simul et respectu eorundem obiectorum ; et hoc naturaliter.  Et praeterea, cum anima separatur a corpore, tunc saltem videtur intellectus possibilis  esse otiosus et frustra cum non perficiatur a factivo qui est in actu, nisi secundum ordinem  ad fantasmata, ut videtur, quia sine fantasmate nihil intelligit, vel, si possit ab ipso  perfici sine habitudine ad fantasmata, nihil minus videtur supervacue poni». Ibid., pp.  160-161, lines 124-131.  168) Amplius, sicut dictum est, experimus nos non semper intelligere; quod non  esset, si semper esset in anima intellectus in actu. Si autem aliquis dicat quod intelligi-  mus quidem, non perpendimus autem, irrationabiliter dieitur. Non enim contingit intel-  ligere aliquem non perpendentem. Sunt autem et alia multa, quae induci possent contra  praedietum modum ponendi». /bid., p. 161, lines 132-137. « Si quis autem dicat quod  intelligimus quidem semper, non perpendimus autem hoc ipsum, primo quidem impossi-  bile hoc dicere; non contingit enim intelligere non perpendentem quia intelligit ... »  John Philoponus, Commentaire, p. 47, lines 96-98. The omission of semper, however, is  noteworthy.  169) See note 68 supra.8

John Philoponus, C’ommentaire, 4 9 lines 96-98 'The OmI1lss]ıon of SEMNUVDET , however, 18
noteworthy.

169) See note 68 U  n
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ate the possıble potential intellects 1n human souls. Lıke Saınt 'T’hO:
Mas, however, Siger 3180 aVO1ldes indentiıfyıng the transcendent agent 1N-
ellect ıth anı partıcular separate substance, despiıte the fact that 1n
hıs earlier De 1ntellectu he had taken (+0d LO be the en intellect 170)_
James’s remarTtTks about Themistius ın the twelfth question of the first
Quodlubet do not allow LO SLATEe unequ1vocally, an wıthout an Yy
danger that another ınterpretation 1S possıble, that by the iıllumınated
an ıllumınatıng intellects he meant the gen intellects only that 1S
LO Say, the en intellect 1ın the indıyıdual soul 15 iıllumınated by
(+0d an! then 1ın turn ıllumınates the possıble intellect. Nonetheless,
gıven the general dırection of James’s d1SCuss1on, it surely 11OTIe

plausıble to take that 1K0) be hıs understandıng of Themiistius rather
than LO belheve that he thought, lıke Thomas, that the ıllumınated a!
ılluminatıng intellects WerTe respectively the possıble intellect an the
agen intellect 1ın the human soul. James thus AD DEAIS ıM0) hold the Same

interpretation Diger and LO dıffer ıth Thomas, RF least thıs detaıl
of the doetrine of Themistius. Where he dıffers ıth both Siger and
T’homas, of COUTSE, an where he APPEAIS LO be 1n agreement ıth
Henry ate of Malınes (though do not Inecan LO suggest that he NeWw
Henry’s Wwork) IS 1ın ıdentifyıng the fırst ıllumınatıng intellect ıth
(A0od And thıs leads uSs to OUT second an! perhaps MOsSt ınteresting
problem regardıng James’s aCcCcount of Themistius.

As noted earher 1n OUT presentatıon of hıs key psycholo-
gıcal 1deas, Themistius exphicıtly rejects the VIeW, hıch had een
put forth by Alexander of Aphrodisıas, that the agen intellect 18
(G0d 171), Consequently, ir 1S puzzliıng, LO Sa y the least, that James of
Vıterbo has aserıbed IM0) Themistius the V1IECW that (+0d is the first
ılluminatıng intellect. Whıle OI eONe might reply that perhaps
James dıd not 1n fact ave dıreect AaCGcess to Moerbeke, but merely
based hımself the quotations and discussions regardıng T’hemiıistius
ıM0 be found 1n Thomas’s De unıtate ıntellectus CONTTA Averrorstas,
hıich do n0t contaın reference LO Themistius’s rejection of the cCoONcept
of (+0d the en intellect, thıs suggestion ll not. do We fınd 1n
James phrases and 1deas from the Moerbeke translatıon that do not
aD DCAI at a ]] 1n the opusculum of Thomas 172), FKor that reasonN, there

170) Ssee notes 78 anı 149 SUDT'O.
171) See notes an 35 SUPTC. $ Themistius, Commentaire, 233; Iines 65-79
172) good example of thıs 18 the UuUSC of the terms divısım, sımul N! unNıtkıveE (p

160, lines 104-105) 1C. reflects Themistius, CVommentarre, 227-228, lines 55-6l1,
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httle doubt that James 1n fact ave dırect ACCcEesSSs LO the
Moerbeke translatıon and that he actually read the PAassage 1n whıich
T’hemistius rejects the proposal that (}+0d 18 the en intellect accordıng
to Artıstotle.

How Can explaın 1n James’s 23CCOUNT, of Themistuns hıs iıden-
tıfıcatıon of (}+0d the first; ılluminatiıng intellect; ® belleve that there
AIe LWO possıble explanatıons an that they do n0t exclude one another.
First of all, 1n the Passase 1n question, Themistius AarSuUueEes agalınst those
who thınk that (+0d 1sS the en intellect that they ATEe overlooking
Arıstotle’s OW. statement that SINCEe there 1S 1n a ]] nature thaft which
18 matter and that whıch perfects MmMatter, there must be these
dıfferences 1n the soul, namely intellect whıch becomes a ]] thıngs
an intellect which makes a ]] thıngs 173)_ James Ia y VeLY ell ave
thought that .11 that Themistius ıntends LO exclude ere 1s that there
1S only one en intellect for a ]] Men, namely God, an that hıs actıvıty
alone explaıns human cognıtıon. 'Thıs would of COUTSEe be In lıne ıth
James’s crıtique of the first an second posıtions the agen intellect,
namely that, the causalıty of (+0d of SOINe other separate substance
18 no0%t sufficıent of ıtself LO explaın the OCCUTTeENCE of human thınkıng.
James would thus be takıng Themistius to wıth hıs OW: crıtique
of that; posıtıon. Furthermore, 1t; only after thıs Passage that Themis-
tıus ralses the question whether- actıve intellect 1S ONne Man y and
Sets forth hıs remarTk about the first ıllumınatıing intellect whıch 1S
OoNne and the Man y ıllumınated an ıllumınatıng intellects. James
mMay ave Sc6e1Il Themistius ar thıs pomt attempting tOo connect the
agen intellect which he had already PIOVEN mMust be present 1n the
indıyıdual human soul (agaımnst those who held that, there Was only Oone

agent iıntellect, God, for a,[1 men) ıth the first ıllumınatıng intellect.
thıs leads to the second possıble explanation. James’s OWN

theory of knowledge, 1n whiıich he admıttedly empts LO reconcıle
Artıstotle 1ıth Augustine, involves the Jomnt actıvıty of the indıyıdual
gen intellect 1n the soul an of God, whom James al ONe pomnt calls

en intelleet 174) It o0es no0%t seenm. ımplausıble, then, that James

especlally lines 55-56 (4 dıivisa SuUunt noemata, idest intellecta talıcs added )and line
61 (« habente N sımul et sımul talics added). None of these terms aPPCAar ın
hat 'T’homas attrıbutes tOo Themistius.

173) Themistius, Commentaire, 2338 Iiınes 65-79 See note 35 UD  o
174) Apparet ıgıtur dietis, unde cCausatur sei1ent1a, In nobis. Quia principaliter,

sicut ovente peCIr modum efficientis, causatur Deo; et ideo 1pse dieitur intellectus



464 E Mahoney
would ave een predisposed to fınd sımılar posıtıon 1n ONne of the
nhrlosophı antıqur.

Another factor that May ave led James LO ıdentify Themistius’s
fırst ıllumınatıng intellect ı6n (+0d 18 the termınology of hıght »
an ıllumınatıng ». James hımself had rather acutely observed 1ın
hıs brıef presentatıon of the fırst posıtıon the a&  en intellect, namely
that the gen intellect 15 God, that Catholie doctors (doctores catholıcı)
who hold thıs posıtıon WerTITe perhaps moved do by the Man y
statements of Saınt Augustine whıich Seemn LO suggest thıs 175). Sınce
James Was accustomed LO an sympathetic ıth Augustine’s doctrine
of God the lıght ıllumınatıng the mınd of human being, he
mMa y veLrYy ell ave een predisposed LO read Themistius’s reference
LO the ÖüNne fırst ıllumınatıng intellect reference to (+0d an NT,
1ıke Thomas an Diger, reference LO unspecıfıed separate
substance above the intellect of INa  S

ÜONCLUSION

In conclusıon, should pomt Out the results of OUT examınatıon
of James an underscore the sıgnıfıcance of certaın aSpeCcts of Quodlubet
J question 192 Kiırst of all, ave drawn attentıon LO previously
unnoticed early use of Wıllıam of Moerbeke’s translatıon of Themistius’s
paraphrases the De aANnımAa 176) LeVI1eW of the three prevıously
‚SCNS, ın QUuO, s1cut In cognition1s et princ1plo, Oomn1a cognoscuntur James of
Viterbo, Disputatıo DTIMAa, 1 9 L7IO. Iines 646-648 Wor the heavy emphasıs God

ma)]or of human cognıtion, SC 165, lines 265-268; 167, line 360-D. 168,
lıne a70: 175, Iines 610-623; 176, lines 630-656 ; EF3 lIines 680-685 ; 179, line
755-p 180, line 764

175) Nam, ut alt, quidam dixerunt intelleetum agentem SsSSc intellectum unıver-
salem et omnıum condıtorem, scilicet, Deum 1pSsum. Et hoc dAieitur sens1isSse Plato; propter
quod intellectum agentem assımılavıt soli Hoc et1am et quidam doctores catholie1
posuerunt, dicentes intellectum agentem ESSe Deum, qul est *lux Ver3a, QUAEC illumiıinat
e hominem venıentem 1n hunc mundum)’, moti fortassıs d hoc dieendum pluribus
verbis beatı Augustinl, UQUAC hoc insınuare videntur ». I bıd., 158, lIines 47-53 See
HKvangelıum secundum Iohannem, I! 9-10: « rat Iuıx Vera, UQUAC illuminat hominem
venıentem 1ın hune mundum }, ın Novum T’'estamentum GrAdele et alıne, ed. Merk (Rome,

306. See notes 658 an! 149
176) Lt 18 quıte surprising that Grabmann faiıled LO take note of James’s USC of the

Moerbeke translatiıon. See ın particular Martın Grabmann, Maıttelalterlıiche Deutung
und Umbildung der arıstotelischen re V“O' IIOIHTIKOZXR nach eıner Zusammen-
stellung mM (Jod. TEFE der Unwersitätsbuibliothel: 'asel (Sıtzungsberichte der Bayerıischen
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known SsSes of that translatıon durıng the ate thirteenth CENTUrY wıll
better enable LO apprecıate the iıdentiıfıicatıon of James’s dependence

ıt. 1s hıs quodlıbetal disputatıions.
Wıllıam of Moerbeke completed hıs translatıon 91 the Papal COUuUrt

Car Vıterbo November 22, 1267, whiıle James hımself, then only about
twelve old, Was presumably still lıvıng ıth hıs famıly ın the
SamInec cıty 177)_ Saınt Thomas almost immediately made heavy use of the
translatıon 1n hıs commentary the De AaNımMA, whıch Was composed.
1n 1268 an 1269 the fırst book WaS composed T Vıterbo, whıiıle the
second an thırd books WeItc wrıtten ,T Parıs 178) We also fınd references

Themistius which AlC clearly based the Moerbeke translatıon,
an n0t culled from A verroes, ın Thomas’s De speirıtualıbus creaturıs, De
malo an Prıma Pars of the Summa Lheologıae, a ]] of whıich WeTe

wrıtten In the SAa INe general per10d 179), Ags ave already noted above,
T’homas made full use of Moerbeke’s translatıon 1n the De unıtate
antellectus CONtra Averrorstas, wrıtten 1n 1270, LO diseredıit Averroes

reliable commentator other philosophers 180)_ About LWO

later, probably 1n WL 1273 Siger of Brabant, ONe of Thomas’s
ma]or targets 1n the De unıtate ıntellectus, made uSe of the Moerbeke
translatıon ın hıs De anıma ıntellectıva 181) The thırd use of the transla-
tıon whıch has een establıshed by modern scholarshıp OCCUTS,
ave SCCIL, 1n the Speculum dıivanorum el quorundam naturalıum of

Alkademıe der Wissenschaften. Philosophische-historische btezlung, 1936, eft4), which has
Iso appeared In talıan translatıon, Interpretazion. medioevalı del ITIOIHTIKOZXR
ed. Carlo (+1lacon (Padua, 1965 We shall ıte the German original. In thıs work, Grab-
INann discusses T'hemistius an Moerbeke’s translatıon (PP 2 an 56), well A  15

James of Viterbo an his Quodlubet I} (PP. 30-32 an 70) However, he does not

quote, let alone examıne, James’s account of LThemistius an he makes mention
of James’s use of the Moerbeke translatıon. T’he treatıse that Grabmann edited has een
translated Dy John Wiıppel See John Wiıppel an an W olter, M edizeval Phı

losophy From Augustine LO Nıcholas of ()usa (New ork an London, 4921-444
177) hıs date 18 gıven by Verbeke (T’hemıstrus, X11), who bases himself refer-

11Ce6 contained In manuscr1pt 1n the cathedral Lıbrary of Toledo, Codex 7 ar S d

178) See Verbeke, T’hemıstrus, XXX1V and XXXWVII.
179) Ibıd., IX-XXXWVIl.
180) Ssee above 119-121 and notes 1419

181) On the dating of the Da anıma ıntellectıva, SceC Van Steenberghen, La Yhlo-
sophıe 2zecle, 3706, Ssee Iso nNnOotes TT an 177-718
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Henry Bate of Malines, which Was wrıtten between 1281 an

182)
Sınce James’s OWN use of the Moerbeke translatıon of Themistius

not long after Henry’s, namely 1n work wrıtten between 1293
an 1296 183), ıt; 1S the veEry earlıest analyses of the psychology
of Themistius to be wrıtten 1n the West an therefore deserves the
studıed attention of hıstorlans of medieva|l phılosophy. Hor that
reason, ave taken paıns to establısh James’s ınterpretation of
hat Themistius mean by the ılluminated » an! ılluminating »
intellects, arguıng that he aPPEATS LO ave held that thıs phrase refers
to the intellects 1n the indıyıdual human souls they AaTre iıllumı-
nated by higher intellect an ın turn ıllumınate the possıble intellects
ın the souls of INnen Thıs intepretation, ave SCCNH, 1S the Same
that of diger of Brabant an at varıance wıth that of Thomas Aqumas
an Henry ate of Malıines. On the other hand, Sa  e that James
dıffers ıth both Siger and Thomas and 1sS thus apparently oNne ıth
Henry 1n ıdentifyıng the fırst ılluminating intellect ıth (+0d
neıther Diger NOT Thomas had specıfıed hat separate substance The-
mıstius had 1n mınd.

second result of OUT study of Quodlubet 1, question 12 has een
LO sShOWw how ser10usly James takes Themistius an John Philoponus
1ın hıs attempt LO determine Arıstotle’s mınd the nature of the en
intellect. i# should also be added that there AIe references LO Sım-
plicıus’s ComMmentary the Categories ın both the first and second
quodlıbetal dısputations 184) Kvıdently James consıdered the ancıent
commentators Arıstotle LO be valuable philosophical SOUICes an
felt iree tOo use them when the topıCc 1n question demanded ıt We thus
ave 1n the Case of James ıimportant indication of the ımpact that
the Greek CommMmentators had the phılosophical CF Parıs ın the
late thırteeneh CENTUCY result of the translatıng actıyıtıes of Wılllam
of Moerbeke. On the other hand, James’s interest 1ın studyıng these
relatıvely Nne  - philosophical SUUTICeEeS 1S testımon y LO hıs OW. wıde
interests an scholarly pursults.

182) Verbeke, T’hemistius, xIvii-xlix. On the dating, Sce Van De Vyver, intro-
duetion to Henricus Bate: Speculum Divınorum, I) XIN-X1IV.

183) See Ypma, introduetion LO Disputatio Prıma, VI, anı Iso note 105 a  °
184) See the references LO Simplicius In the indices of authors C1Te: Disputatio

Prıma, 9237 and Disputatio Secunda, 243 On Moerbeke’s translation, SCc«C Grabmann,
Panpı del duecento466  - E.P. Mahoney  Henry Bate of Malines, which was written between 1281 and 1302/  1303 182),  Since James’s own use of the Moerbeke translation of Themistius  comes not long after Henry’s, namely in a work written between 1293  and 1296 183), it is among the very earliest analyses of the psychology  of Themistius to be written in the West and therefore deserves the  studied attention of historians of medieval philosophy. For that  reason, we have taken pains to establish James’s interpretation of  what Themistius meant by the «illuminated» and « illuminating »  intellects, arguing that he appears to have held that this phrase refers  to the agent intellects in the individual human souls : they are illumi-  nated by a higher intellect and in turn illuminate the possible intellects  in the souls of men. This intepretation, as we have seen, is the same as  that of Siger of Brabant and at variance with that of Thomas Aquinas  and Henry Bate of Malines. On the other hand, we saw that James  differs with both Siger and Thomas and is thus apparently one with  Henry in identifying the first illuminating intellect with God —  neither Siger nor Thomas had specified what separate substance The-  mistius had in mind.  A second result of our study of Quodlibet I, question 12 has been  to show how seriously James takes Themistius and John Philoponus  in his attempt to determine Aristotle’s mind on the nature of the agent  intellect. It should also be added that there are references to Sim-  plicius’s commentary on the Categories in both the first and second  quodlibetal disputations 184). Evidently James considered the ancient  commentators on Aristotle to be valuable philosophical sources and  felt free to use them when the topic in question demanded it. We thus  have in the case of James an important indication of the impact that  the Greek commentators had on the philosophical scene at Paris in the  late thirteeneh century as a result of the translating activities of William  of Moerbeke. On the other hand, James’s interest in studying these  relatively « new » philosophical sources is a testimony to his own wide  interests and scholarly pursuits.  182) Verbeke, T’h&mistius, pp. xIvili-xlix. On the dating, see Van De Vyver, intro-  duction to Henricus Bate: Speculum Divinorum, I, pp. xili-xiv.  183) See Ypma, introduetion to Disputatio Prima, P- vi, and also note 105 supra.  184) See the references to Simplicius in the indices of authors cited, Disputatio  Prima, p. 237 and Disputatio Secunda, P- 243. On Moerbeke’s translation, see Grabmann,  I Papi del duecento ... Guglielmo di Moerbeke 0. P., pPp- 128-129.Guglielmo dı Moerbeke FG 128-129
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It would be exaggeratıon, of COUTISC, to suggest that James
took hıs OW: conception of the agen intellect from the (Areek COMMNIMNEN-

Lators. On the CONTrAaTY, ave SEC1 hıs eritic1sm of the VIeWS which
he has culled both from John Phiıloponus and also from Themistius.
Nevertheless, he 0€eSs take them to be ımportant nhrlosophı antıquı
exnOoSıLoreESs antıquı and he ses theır disagreement ıth other thinkers

indıcatıon that Aristotle’s OW. 1eW the nature of the agen
intellect 1S no%t clear. 'T hıs enables hım, he aD PCAIS to belıeve, LO
that hıs theory regardıng the agen intellect has much plausıbility

these other theories. 'The iıdeas of T’hemistius an John Philoponus
ave thus een ınto Quodlıbet 1, question 12 an play integra[l
role 1n the overall argument of that question.

By ınvestigatıng 1n SOINeE depth James of Vıterbo’s dıseussıon CON-

cerning Themistius’s doectrine the agen intellect, hope that
ave placed hım better 1n the intellectual ontext of hıs tıme and ave
brought out an iıllumınated sıde of hıs phılosophıcal thought not
sufficıently emphasızed by hıs pPrev1ous hıstorlans. James’s ınvestiga-
tıon of the 1deas of Themistius represents another chapter ın the hıstory
of the influence of the Greek commentators medıieval and Renaıis-

philosophy 185),

Kdward MAHONEY

185) indebted LO Rev. John Wiıppel (Catholie University of America) for
hıs careful reading of this artıcle earlier orm an for several valuable suggest1ons
for ıts ımprovement. My first examinatıion of James’s first quodlibet took place during
the academic year while held fellowshıp TOM the National Foundation
for the Humanıties. indebted LO that foundation for SUppOrt during that period
and Iso LO the uke University Research Counscıil for grants vVer period of for
travel an! microfilms.


