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Possible relations in which a thing (or essence)
a and a thing (or essence) b can stand:

N

I. Numerical sameness (of essence): 11. Numerical distinctness (of essence):
A relation whose relata are to be A relation whose relata are to be counted
counted as one thing (essence) as more than one thing (essence)

AN

A. With identity: B. Without identity:

The relata are to be counted as one The relata are to be counted as one thing
thing and do not differ in property even though they differ in property (and
(and hence are identical) hence are non-identical)

= Identity | | = Numerical sameness without identity

Figure 1

a relation exists, then we can say that each of the divine persons
is numerically the same as God but nonetheless distinct from one
another. In other words, the relation at (IB) allows us to preserve a
real distinction among the persons without abandoning the claim
that there is one and only one God.

Of course, the success of this type of solution depends on the co-
herence of supposing that there is a relation of the sort identified at
(IB). But could there be such relation? Most contemporary philoso-
phers would say “no,” since they suppose that for any aand b, aand b
are to be counted as the same thing only if a = b. But if this is correct,
there can be no relation weaker than identity that is nonetheless a
kind of numerical sameness.

The notion of essential sameness may be unfamiliar, but it is not
by any means incoherent. Indeed, as Abelard’s use of the example
involving the waxen image is intended to show, this notion is not
only coherent, but has a strong intuitive appeal. In order to explain
its appeal, as well as to prepare for Abelard’s own account of the
Trinity, we need to examine the example of the waxen image, and
others like it, in more detail.
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II.2  Numerical sameness without identity and
material constitution

Abelard appeals to the relation of essential sameness — or more specif-
ically, that species of essential sameness I am calling numerical
sameness without identity — in the course of explicating a number
of philosophical and theological doctrines. In each case, he appeals
to what is, at bottom, the same type of example, that of a material
object’s taking on some shape or form and thereby coming to consti-
tute a further object.”® We have already seen him appeal to a lump
of wax which, after being imprinted with an image, comes to consti-
tute a waxen image. In the course of explicating certain other doc-
trines, he also appeals to examples involving blocks of stone or lumps
of bronze which, in virtue of their shape, constitute statues of various
kinds.™

These types of examples are familiar from contemporary litera-
ture and are at the root of what is now commonly referred to as “the
problem of material constitution.” In general, we may say that the
problem of material constitution arises whenever we appear to have
a single object falling under different kinds — that is, kinds associated
with incompatible sets of defining properties. Thus, in the case of a
statue and its constituent lump of bronze, we appear to have a single
object (namely, some matter) falling under different kinds (namely,
statue and lump of bronze) that clearly have incompatible sets of
defining properties (as is clear from their different persistence condi-
tions: a lump of bronze can, whereas a statue cannot, survive being
melted down and recast as another statue). In such cases, the prob-
lem is to decide whether we really have one object or two — or, as the
question is now commonly put, whether the relation of constitution
is just identity. The lesson to be drawn from Abelard’s discussion
of such examples, I now want to argue, is that even if constitution
is not identity, this does not imply the existence of more than one
object.™?

As Abelard’s own examples help to make clear, the problem of
material constitution is generated, at least in part, by the fact that
we have conflicting intuitions about the individuation of (and hence
the proper way to count) certain kinds of material objects. When we
are presented with a bronze statue, say of Athena, common sense
tells us to count only one object — “there is one and only one object
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on Athena’s pedestal.” And this is because common sense individ-
uates such objects according to their matter. Thus, in the case of
Athena, whose constituent matter fills precisely the same region as it
does, common sense tells us to count one and only one object in this
region — and this despite that fact that statues and lumps have differ-
ent persistence conditions and so must be different kinds of material
object.

If we turn our attention, however, to the difference between stat-
ues and lumps, we find ourselves strongly inclined to count (at least)
two objects in the region occupied by Athena. That is to say, in ad-
dition to having common sense intuitions that dispose us to indi-
viduate material objects according to their matter, we also have ra-
tional intuitions disposing us to individuate them according to their
identity conditions. Since the region occupied by Athena contains
a statue and a lump of bronze, and no statue is identical with its
constituent lump, reason tells us that there must be (at least) two
objects in that region. The problem, as we can now see, is that in the
case of Athena we are led, on the basis of common sense and rational
intuition, to accept claims of the following sort:

(1) Both a statue and a lump of bronze fill a region R; the statue in R is
not identical to the lump of bronze in R; nonetheless, R is filled by
only one object.

(2) Both a statue and a lump of bronze fill a region R; the statue in R is
not identical to the lump of bronze in R; hence, R is filled by (at least)
two objects.

Claims (1) and (2) are clearly incompatible. As is evident from their
incompatibility, moreover, our intuitions about how to individuate
material objects are inconsistent as well. Since these intuitions are
responsible for generating the problem of material constitution in
the first place, we can think of the problem, at least initially, as that
of deciding which of our conflicting intuitions to accept.

As we have seen, Abelard thinks the statue and lump of bronze
constitute a single object. Thus, he sides with the intuitions favoring
(1). In order to explain how a single material object can nonetheless
belong to two genuinely different kinds, however, he introduces the
relation of numerical sameness without identity. In this way, he is
able to count the statue and its constituent lump of bronze as a single
material object while at the same time allowing for the obvious fact

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



Trinity 233

that being a statue and being a Iump of bronze are different kinds to
which objects can belong.

Unlike Abelard, contemporary philosophers typically side with
the intuitions favoring (2). Moreover, there is a perfectly good reason
for this: the intuitions favoring (2) provide us with a straightforward
and principled way of counting material objects, whereas the intu-
itions favoring (1) do not. According to the intuitions favoring (2),
we should count one and only one material object wherever a and b
are identical, and more than one such object wherever a and b are
distinct or non-identical. But how are we to count if we adopt the
intuitions favoring (1)? These intuitions allow us to count a single
object even in a region filled by a statue and a lump of bronze dis-
tinct from it. But this seems problematic. For if we cannot count two
material objects in a region filled by a statue and a lump of bronze
distinct from it, then how are we supposed to count?

If Abelard’s solution left him with no way of responding to this
problem, there would indeed be grounds for rejecting it. But in fact
this is not the case. There is a principled way of counting material
objects that is consistent both with common sense and with the re-
jection of (2). Michael Rea, one of the few contemporary philosophers
to have discussed this sort of view, formulates the principle in this
way:

We count one object (and only one object) in every region that is filled by
matter unified in some object-constituting way. We count one statue in
every region that is filled by matter arranged statuewise; we count one Jump
in every region that is filled by matter arranged lumpwise; and we count one
object in every region that is filled by matter arranged in either or both of
these ways (or any other object-constituting way). Thus, when we recognize
astatue and a lump in a particular region and deny that the statue is identical
with the lump, we are committed to the claim that there is matter in the
region arranged both statuewise and lumpwise, and that being a statue is
something different from being a lump; but all of this is consistent with
there being just one object in the region.™

This passage suggests a general principle for counting that nicely ac-
commodates Abelard’s views about material objects. If we substitute
talk of kinds where Rea talks of objects being arranged F-wise, we
can state the principle as follows: count one object wherever there
is matter belonging to kind F; count one object wherever there is
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matter belonging to kind G; and count one (and only one) object
wherever there is matter belonging to either or both of these (and
perhaps some other) kinds.** While this principle is explicitly for-
mulated for counting material objects, it can easily be extended to
cover (at least a certain class of) immaterial objects. For to the extent
that immaterial objects have forms or properties, they too can be said
to have a kind of “matter” — namely, whatever it is that plays the
role of subject for these forms or properties. But, then, to the extent
that even immaterial objects have “matter,” they too can be counted
in a way that is consistent with this principle.

As far asIcan tell, there is no reason to think that this principle for
counting material objects is incoherent, nor indeed any compelling
reason to prefer the intuitions favoring (2) rather than (1). If I am right
about this, however, Abelard’s appeal to the relation of numerical
sameness without identity would appear to be perfectly defensible.
He must, of course, pay an intuitive price for appealing to such a
relation to solve the problem of material constitution — namely, giv-
ing up the idea that material objects are individuated according to
their identity conditions. But note: there is an intuitive price to pay
no matter how we solve the problem, since the intuitions favoring
(1) and (2) are both very strong, and hence whichever option we take
entails the rejection of deep-seated intuitions. It is also worth noting
that those who, unlike Abelard, reject (1) in favor of (2) have a fur-
ther price to pay. For it apparently follows from the acceptance of
(2) that more than one material object can occupy the same place
at the same time — and hence that in cases such as Abelard’s statue
and lump of bronze, we have non-identical material objects that are
literally co-located.*s This, however, is extremely unintuitive, and
something which almost no medieval would accept.’® As Boethius
says, “two bodies will not occupy one place” (De Trin. 1).

Considerations of the sort just mentioned may well provide rea-
son for thinking that Abelard’s solution to the problem of material
constitution is not only coherent but preferable to other, more famil-
iar ways of solving the problem. Even so, my argument to this point
is intended not as a defense of the plausibility of Abelard’s solution
to this problem, but only as a defense of its coherence. For provided
that the notion of numerical sameness without identity is coherent —
and hereafter I shall take its coherence for granted — we have all the
resources needed to resolve the logical problem of the Trinity.
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III. SAMENESS AND DIFFERENCE IN THE TRINITY

III.t  An Abelardian (but not Abelard’s) account of the Trinity

As we have seen, each of the examples that Abelard discusses in the
context of material constitution involves one kind of material ob-
ject (a lump of bronze, stone, or wax) taking on some shape or form
and thereby coming to constitute another kind of object (a statue or
an image). It is between these two kinds of object, moreover, that
Abelard thinks the relation of numerical sameness without identity
holds. Now, since these two kinds of object are related in the way that
matter, on an Aristotelian view, is related to the form-matter com-
posite of which it is a constituent, Abelard’s view is that the relata of
the relation of numerical sameness without identity are the matter
of hylomorphic compounds on the one hand and the hylomorphic
compounds themselves on the other.

On the basis of Abelard’s account of material constitution, we
can develop a useful model for understanding of the nature of the
divine persons and their relationship to one another. According to
this model, each of the divine persons is a hylomorphic structure or
unity. Thus, just as in our earlier example of Athena we have a single
object (namely, matter) falling under distinct kinds (namely, being a
statue and being lump of bronze), so too in the case of the Trinity
we have single object (namely, the divine substance) falling under
distinct forms or properties (namely, being a father, being a son, and
being a spirit). Moreover, just as in the earlier case we have distinct
hylomorphic structures (a statue and a lump of bronze) constituting
a single object (namely, Athena), so too in the case of the Trinity we
have distinct hylomorphic structures (a Father, Son, and Holy Spirit)
constituting a single divine being (namely, God).

On this material-constitution model of the Trinity, therefore, each
of the divine persons is conceived of along the lines of a hylomorphic
structure having the very same thing (namely, the divine substance)
as one of its constituents. But since each of the divine persons will
be essentially the same as this constituent — on the grounds that hy-
lomorphic compounds are essentially the same as their constituent
matter — it will follow (due to the transitivity of essential sameness)
that each of the divine persons will also be essentially the same as
each of the others. On the other hand, since each of the divine persons
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is also a compound consisting of the divine substance together with
a distinct form or property, each of the persons will also be really
distinct from each of the others. The virtue of this model, therefore,
is that it allows for both enough unity to preserve the numerical
sameness of the divine persons and enough complexity to preserve
their real distinction in form or property.*’

Of course, there are some obvious dissimilarities between the
Trinity and ordinary material objects. For example, what plays the
role of the matter in the case of material objects is literally material,
and hence the hylomorphic structures or unities constituted from
their matter will be genuine form-matter composites. In the case of
the Trinity, however, what plays the role of matter is an immaterial
object and hence the divine persons can be said to be “hylomorphic”
compounds only in an extended or analogical sense. Again, in the
case of material objects such as a waxen image, the hylomorphic
structures constitute only accidental unities — that is to say, they are
what Abelard would call artificial, as opposed to natural, kinds of
object, since their forms (for example, their shapes) are accidental —
that is, only contingently possessed — and hence can be lost without
the destruction of their matter. The same is not true, however, in the
case of the Trinity. Following tradition, Abelard conceives of prop-
erties such as being a father and being a son as essential properties
of the divine substance, and hence such that the divine substance
could not exist without them. Despite these and other such dissimi-
larities, however, conceiving of the Trinity on the model of material
objects allows us to say that, although the persons are numerically
the same, they are nonetheless distinct in form or property (provided
of course that “form” or “property” is taken broadly enough to cover
the attributes of either material or immaterial objects).

At this point it might be objected that a mere distinction in prop-
erty among the persons, which is all the material-constitution model
seems to allow us, is not enough to preserve the orthodox doctrine
of the Trinity. For according to this doctrine, there is a definite num-
ber of persons, namely, three. But to preserve the existence of three
persons, we must say that the divine persons are not only distinct,
but numerically distinct. And yet it is hard to see how there could
be three of anything to count on the model of the Trinity just de-
scribed. For although this model preserves the non-identity of the
divine persons — the Father is not identical to the Son, and the Holy
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Spirit is not identical to the Father or the Son — nonetheless, it re-
quires us to individuate things according to their matter (as opposed
to their identity conditions) — that is, according to whatever serves
as the subject of their distinct forms or properties. But in that case,
it would seem that if we are to count the divine persons at all, we
must count them as one (and only one) thing.

The objection, however, overlooks the fact that we can count
things other than material objects (or subjects of properties). Admit-
tedly, if we count the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit only in the way we
count material objects, then we must count them as one. But mate-
rial object (or subject of properties) is not the only standard or unit
that can serve as a basis for counting. As we have seen, even in the
paradigm cases of material constitution, such as the case of Athena,
we can count (at least) two distinct kinds — being a statue and being
a Iump of bronze — and we can even count two distinct hylomor-
phic compounds — the statue and the lump of bronze. In neither of
these cases, however, are we counting material objects. Hence the
principle for counting articulated earlier does not apply to them, and
there is nothing to prevent us from counting them according to their
identity conditions.*®

Once it is realized, however, that we can count things other than
material objects (or subjects of properties), and that we can count
these other things according to their identity conditions, it should
also be clear that nothing prevents us from saying that things that
are numerically the same in one respect (say, material object) are
nonetheless numerically distinct in another respect (say, hylomor-
phic compound). But this is all that is needed to show that the
material-constitution model of the Trinity can preserve the numeri-
cal distinction of the persons, and hence escape the objection under
consideration. For on this model each of the persons is analogous
to a hylomorphic compound. Hence, according to it there are three
numerically distinct persons, though only one substance or God.

The material-constitution account of the Trinity just developed
ought to hold considerable interest for contemporary philosophers of
religion. For one thing, it provides a genuine alternative to the stan-
dard contemporary approaches to the logical problem of the Trinity —
which almost always take one of two forms. The first attempts to
interpret monotheism, or the Christian claim that there exists only
God, in such a way as to make it consistent with the existence
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of three divine beings. This is the approach defended by Richard
Swinburne,® and it is also usually accepted by those theologians
who adopt a so-called social view of the Trinity.2° The second ap-
proach, which as far as I can tell originates in the work of Peter
Geach, adopts the assumption that identity is always sortal relative,
and with it the view that things can be identical relative to one sortal
(say, substance) but distinct relative to another (say, person).?!

Both of the standard contemporary approaches to the Trinity face
serious difficulties. The first approach appears to be coherent, but
also inconsistent with the orthodox view of the Trinity. Indeed, it
appears to be committed to a form of tritheism — the heresy according
to which (to invert the Athanasian formula) “there is not one God,
but there are three Gods.”?? As for the second approach, the main
difficulty is whether the notion of identity it presupposes is accept-
able. Admittedly, a system of formal logic employing the notion of
“relative identity” can be constructed in such a way that no contra-
diction can be deduced from it, as Peter van Inwagen has shown.?3
But as even van Inwagen himself admits, it is unclear whether the im-
plications of this system, in particular its ontological implications,
are ultimately coherent, much less acceptable.?4

The difficulties facing these approaches bring us to a second reason
why the material-constitution account of the Trinity is of significant
interest. In addition to providing a genuine alternative to the standard
contemporary approaches, it appears to be preferable to them. For it is
both consistent with monotheism and coherent. Indeed, it may very
well be that Abelard’s notion of “numerical sameness without one
identity” provides the only coherent and orthodox way of resolving
the logical problem of the Trinity.?s

III.2  Divine simplicity

Despite the appeal of the material-constitution account of the Trin-
ity, and the fact that it is naturally suggested by Abelard’s own
discussion of material constitution, it is not an account of the
Trinity that Abelard himself accepts. This account presupposes a
certain amount of complexity in God — in particular, distinct forms
that together with the divine substance constitute distinct objects,
namely, each of the divine persons —whereas Abelard, like most other
medieval philosophers, accepts the doctrine of divine simplicity.
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According to the doctrine of divine simplicity, God is an abso-
lutely simple being, with no distinct parts, properties, forms, or
metaphysical complexity of any kind. Although Abelard assumes
this doctrine in all three versions of his Theologiae, he discusses it
at length only in the Theologia “scholarium.” Indeed, in this work
he prefaces his whole discussion of the logical problem of the Trinity
with a long section entitled “How there is unity in God” (quanta sit
unitas in deo). Here is how Abelard initially formulates the doctrine
of divine simplicity:

We confess the unity, or simplicity, or identity of the divine substance in
such a way that just as it remains completely devoid of parts, so also it
remains completely devoid of accidents; nor can it be changed in any way at
all, nor can there be anything in it that is not it itself. And so it is the same
completely simple and individual substance that is the Father and the Son
and also the Holy Spirit; and the same thing is also the whole Trinity itself,
that is, these three persons simultaneously. (TSch 2.68)

Note that this initial formulation of the doctrine appears to be con-
sistent with the presence of genuine complexity in God. Indeed, from
this formulation it might appear that Abelard is concerned with ex-
cluding only certain kinds of complexity in God — namely, those
associated with parts, accidents, and change — and on the basis of
their absence in God to infer merely that the divine persons, and
indeed the whole Trinity, must be the same substance or thing. If
this were all that Abelard thought divine simplicity required, his
understanding of the doctrine would be perfectly compatible with
the account of the Trinity developed above. For as we have seen, the
divine persons can be numerically the same substance or thing while
at the same time possessing distinct forms or properties. Nor would
admitting complexity of this sort compromise the view that God is
simple in the sense of having no parts (since he has no material parts),
no accidents (since all of his forms or properties are essential), and
being incapable of change (since the possibility of change requires
the possession of accidents).

But Abelard takes divine simplicity to require much more than
this. Indeed, as he interprets the doctrine, it excludes not only the
complexity associated with material parts, accidents, and change,
but also the complexity associated with the possession of forms or
properties (cf. TSB 2.105; TC 3.166; and TSch. 2.65-66 and 2.71-72).
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Thus, speaking of the divine properties, he says at one point: “I affirm
that these properties are not other than God himself or the per-
sons themselves” (TC 3.167). We have already seen that Abelard
thinks the divine persons are essentially the same as the divine sub-
stance. Here, however, he goes further in two respects: first, by sug-
gesting that the divine persons are also essentially the same as their
properties (so that the Father is essentially the same has his father-
hood, the Son is essentially the same as is sonship, and likewise
for the Holy Spirit and its procession); and second, by suggesting
that the properties themselves are essentially the same as the divine
substance.

Although Abelard sometimes articulates the doctrine of divine
simplicity positively, saying that the divine properties are the same
thing as God, he thinks the doctrine is stated most perspicuously in
negative terms: “there are no forms or properties in God.” Recog-
nizing that authorities speak as if there were forms or properties in
God, as well as his own tendency to slip into this way of speaking,
Abelard cautions us against interpreting such language too literally:

Now when we hear “properties” being spoken of, it must not be thought
that we have in mind any forms in God. Rather we speak of “properties” as
though we are speaking of “what is proper [to something]” —just as Aristotle
says that every substance has it in common not to be in a subject, nor to
admit of more or less, nor to have anything contrary to it. Now Aristotle
does not have any forms in mind when he assigns these common features.
On the contrary, he assigns these common features for the sake of removing
rather than introducing something. Thus, just as we say . . . that it is proper
to a formless thing, such as God himself, not to have forms, or to a simple
thing that it lack parts, and in this way seem to introduce no forms, but
rather to accomplish the removal of all forms and parts completely (or if
anyone also understands any forms by this way of speaking, it is certain that
they are not things different in any way from the those substances in which
they inhere), so also we say that one feature is proper to the Father, another
to the Son, and yet another to the Holy Spirit. (TC 3.166)

In this passage, Abelard makes it clear that there are no forms or prop-
erties in God, and hence the term “properties” (proprietates), taken
in its usual sense, cannot be applied to God. This by itself, however,
is sufficient to show that the broadly Abelardian account developed
earlier cannot be Abelard’s. For if there are no forms or properties
in God, then the divine persons cannot be literally distinguished in
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property (since this sort of distinction literally applies only to com-
pounds of matter and form, or subject and property).

In the foregoing passage we not only find evidence for how
Abelard’s account of the Trinity should not be understood, but also
some indication of how it should be understood. The key to Abelard’s
final account lies in the distinction he draws between a thing’s dif-
fering from another in property and a thing’s differing from another
in what is proper. Even though the divine persons do not differ from
one another in property, according to Abelard, they do differ in an
analogous way — namely, in what is proper to each. Judging from the
comparison to Aristotle, Abelard intends these two modes of differ-
ence to be explained in terms of different types of predication. For
example, when I truly predicate a property of a thing — say, a certain
shape of a lump of wax — this predication requires the introduction of
some positive feature or “form.” By contrast, Abelard suggests, when
I truly predicate of something what is proper to it, the predication
does not have this implication. This is especially clear, he suggests,
in cases of the sort mentioned by Aristotle — that is, in cases where
what is proper to a thing involves a privation or negation. For exam-
ple, when I predicate not being in a subject of a substance, not only
does my predication not imply the existence of a positive form or
property (presumably, there are no such properties as not being in a
subject), but it actually implies the non-existence or “removal” of a
positive form or property (namely, being in a subject or inherence,
which apparently is a positive form or property). Thus, things that
differ in property differ with respect to positive forms or attributes,
whereas things that differ in what is proper differ merely with respect
to the predicates that apply to them.

Evidently, therefore, the distinction of the divine persons is to
be understood not in terms of their possessing different forms or
properties, but in terms of the different sorts of predicates that apply
to them. Although differences in what is proper are marked by what
predicates apply to a thing, and not by what forms or properties it
has, it is important to recognize that this sort of difference is not be
understood as a mere conceptual or verbal distinction. For in each
case there will be a real difference grounding the application, or better
the applicability, of the relevant predicates. This is especially clear in
the case of the Trinity, as Abelard explains in the Theologia “summi
boni”:
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It is asked . . . whether the Trinity of persons in God should be understood
verbally or in reality. For our part, we say that it should be understood in
reality itself in such a way that from eternity that unique, entirely simple
and individual thing, which is God, has been three persons. . . that is, Father,
Son, and Holy Spirit. (TSB 3.1; cf. also TC 4.1)

Again, in the Theologia Christiana he says:

It was not because a distinction of names was made that there is a Trinity,
but rather because this Trinity has existed from eternity a distinction of
names was made at some point in time. (TC 4.5)*¢

It is clear, therefore, that if we are to understand Abelard’s own ac-
count of the Trinity, we must come to grips with its chief underlying
assumption, namely, that there can be real distinction even without
any distinction of forms or properties. Before examining this assump-
tion in detail, however, we need to recognize a complication that it
introduces into our discussion so far.

Up to now, we have been speaking of numerical sameness without
identity as a relation that obtains only between things that differ in
property. And this is because, until now, we have been operating on
the assumption that numerical sameness, together with sameness of
properties, is sufficient for identity. In terms of what Abelard says
about difference in what is proper, however, we can now see that
this is mistaken. For even though the divine persons are numerically
the same and do not differ in property (since there are no properties
in God by which they could differ), nonetheless Abelard wants to
say that they are really distinct, inasmuch as they differ in what
is proper to each. Evidently, therefore, Abelard thinks the relation
of numerical sameness without identity can obtain even when its
relata are the same in property (provided of course that they also
differ in what is proper). The point of all this can perhaps best be
made if we return to figure 1 and revise it in the way indicated at
figure 2.

As figure 2 illustrates, our earlier attempt to associate numerical
sameness without identity with the relation at (IB) was too quick.
According to Abelard, this is a form of numerical sameness without
identity, but it is not the only form, since the relation at (IA2) also
qualifies as a form of numerical sameness without identity. For the
same reason, our earlier attempt to associate the relation at (IA) with
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1. Numerical sameness (of essence):
A relation whose relata are to be
counted as one thing (essence)

AN

A. With sameness in property: B. With difference of property:
The relata are to be counted as The relata are to be counted as one thing
one thing and do not differ in even though they differ in property (and
property hence are non-identical)
/ \ = Numerical sameness without identity
1. With sameness in what is proper: 2. With difference in what is proper:
The relata are to be counted as one The relata are to be counted as one thing
thing and do not differ either in and differ not in property but in what is
property or what is proper proper (and hence are non-identical)
= Identity | | = Numerical sameness without identity |

Figure 2

numerical sameness with identity — or just identity simpliciter — was
too quick. According to Abelard, this relation is a genus with two
species, only one of which qualifies as identity.

The coherence of Abelard’s account of the Trinity, as well as these
further distinctions, depends upon the coherence of saying that a real
distinction can obtain between things that are numerically the same
and identical in property. So far we have little to go on in under-
standing what such a distinction could amount to. In order to put
ourselves in a position to evaluate Abelard’s account of the Trinity,
therefore, we need first to acquire a better understanding of this dis-
tinction and the justification for introducing it in the context of the
Trinity. I shall undertake this project by examining in more detail
Abelard’s notion of difference in what is proper. I then return, in the
final section of the paper, to assessing the overall coherence of his
account.

III.3  Abelard’s account of the Trinity

As we have seen, the notion of difference in what is proper is
closely related to that of difference in property — indeed, it is just
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an analogical extension of it. Any clarification of difference in what
is proper, therefore, must come by way of clarifying its analogue, dif-
ference in property. It turns out, however, that to understand what
Abelard says about difference in property, we must consider his treat-
ment of a closely related but more general notion, namely, difference
in definition. For as we shall see, Abelard characterizes difference in
property in terms of this latter sort of difference.

The following passage from the Theologia Christiana contains
what is perhaps Abelard’s clearest description of “difference in defi-
nition”:

Things are different in definition when they cannot be terminated at the
same definition associated with the meaning [of their terms] - that is, when
they are not mutually requiring of one another, even though each is the same
thing as the other, as in the case of a substance and a body, or a white thing
and a hard thing. For something is not a body insofar as it is a substance, or
a hard thing insofar as it is a white thing, since the one can exist without
the other; nor does it require the other in virtue of itself. (TC 3.154; cf. also
TSB 2.96—98, TSch 2.95-99, and LNPS 559.5-29)

According to Abelard, the characteristic feature of things that differ
in definition is that they do not require one another. What Abelard
has in mind by this characteristic can be made clearer by considering
one of his examples. To say that a white thing and a hard thing do not
require one another is just to say that a white thing is not required
to be a hard thing insofar as it is white, and a hard thing is not
required to be a white thing insofar as it is hard. From Abelard’s
use of “requires” in this and other contexts (most notably in his
discussions of entailment?’), it is clear that he intends to be making
a point about the meanings of expressions. To say that a white thing
is not required to be a hard thing is just to say that being white
is no part of the meaning of the expression “hard thing.” Things
differing in definition, therefore, differ only insofar as they fall under
descriptions —and a sufficient condition for their differing in this way
is that their descriptions differ in meaning.?® Thus, a white thing
and a hard thing differ in definition because the descriptions “the
white thing” and “the hard thing” differ in meaning. And the same
account applies to the example of a substance and a body, and other
such cases.?® In general, therefore, we may characterize difference in
definition as follows:
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The F is different in definition from the G just in case the descriptions “the
F” and “the G” are different in meaning (which, for Abelard, is equivalent
to saying that the descriptions are associated with different concepts).

It is worth noting that as Abelard understands “difference in defi-
nition,” it is intended to apply only to the case of a single concrete
individual. Hence, things that differ in definition are, for that very
reason, the same in essence or number.3° The same is true of the
other forms of difference we shall be considering.

Now initially, it might be thought that the notion of “difference in
property” is straightforwardly related to that of “difference in defini-
tion.” Aswe have seen, things differ in definition just in case they fall
under different descriptions. Moreover, as Abelard recognizes, differ-
ent descriptions often have different forms or properties associated
with them. In light of this, it might be thought difference in defini-
tion plus different forms or properties (corresponding to the relevant
descriptions) is all that is required for difference in property. In that
case, we could say, in reference to a particular block of marble that is
both white and hard, that the white thing differs in property from the
hard thing. For the descriptions “the white thing” and “the hard
thing” not only differ in meaning (and hence are different descrip-
tions), but also have different forms or properties associated with
them, namely, whiteness and hardness.

In fact, however, this is not what Abelard has in mind by “differ-
ence in property.” Abelard explicitly discusses the case of something
white and hard, but only to show that, despite their difference in def-
inition, the white thing and the hard thing are the same in property.
And the reason for this, he says, is that their different properties are
so “thoroughly mixed” (permixtae) that each of their subjects can be
characterized by the property associated with the other:

One thing is said to be the same in property as another when the one partici-
pates in the property of the other, just as what is white [participates] in what
is hard and what is hard [participates] in what is white. For something white
participates in hardness, which is a property of what is hard — that is to say,
something white is hard. And conversely something hard [participates in a
property| of what is white. (TC 3.140)

As this passage makes clear, when Abelard says that something white
is the same in property as something hard, this does not mean that
whiteness and hardness are the same property. Rather, it just means
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that the properties of whiteness and hardness “participate in one an-
other” in the same subject — that is to say, whiteness can be attributed
to the hard thing and hardness can be attributed to the white thing
(as Abelard indicates by the fact that we can say “the white thing is
hard” and the “the hard thing is white”). Thus, when Abelard says
that the white thing and the hard thing are the same in property,
what he means is that whiteness and hardness have the very same
subject of possession.

Abelard’s discussion of the white and hard thing provides a clue to
as to the proper understanding of difference in property. This form of
difference requires not only a difference in definition plus different
properties for different descriptions; it also requires that the proper-
ties in question be so “completely unmixed” (penitus impermixtae)
that they have different subjects of possession.3' This, I take it, is
the point that Abelard is emphasizing in the discussion of the waxen
image that we have already examined.3> In this passage, it may be
recalled, Abelard says that the wax (i.e., the matter of a form-matter
composite) and the waxen image made from it (i.e., the form-matter
composite itself] are different in property despite the fact that they
are numerically the same thing. Moreover, he explains this difference
by appealing to the fact that there is a property of the wax that can-
not be attributed to the waxen image — namely, being the wax from
which something is made — and conversely, that there is a property
of the waxen image that cannot be attributed to the wax — namely,
being made from wax. And this, I take it, is intended by Abelard
to show that the subject of the first property is distinct from the
subject of the second property, even if their subjects are the same in
essence.?3

In light of all this, we can see that, despite its misleading conno-
tations, what Abelard calls difference in property involves not only
different properties, but different properties that are related in such
a way that they cannot be attributed to the same subject. If we keep
this in mind, as well as Abelard’s view that whenever things differ in
property they will also differ in definition, we may offer the following
general characterization of difference in property:

The F is different in property from the G just in case (i) the F and the G are
different in definition, (ii) F-ness and G-ness are distinct properties, and (iii)
F-ness cannot be attributed to the G and G-ness cannot be attributed to the
F at the same time and in the same respect.
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With this characterization in hand, we are now finally in a position
to return to the notion of difference in what is proper.

As we have seen, Abelard denies that the distinction of the di-
vine persons can be understood literally in terms of the notion of
difference in property, since there are no forms or properties in God.
Strictly speaking, therefore, he says that the distinction of the divine
persons must be understood on analogy with the notion of difference
in property, and he introduces “difference in what is proper” to cover
the relevant analogical extension. Now as far as I can tell, the only
respect in which difference in what is proper is supposed to be un-
like difference in property is in not requiring the existence of any
forms of properties. Evidently, therefore, we can offer a general char-
acterization of difference in what is proper by modifying our earlier
definition of difference in property so as to remove the unwanted
ontological commitment:

What is proper to the F is different from what is proper to the G just in case
(i) the F and the G are different in definition, (ii*) “F” and “G” are different
predicates, and (iii*) “F” cannot be applied to the G and “G” cannot be applied
to the F at the same time and in the same respect.

The only difference between this definition and that of difference
in property occurs in the second and third clauses (to which I have
added asterisks, for the sake of emphasizing their difference). Thus,
instead of speaking of different properties, F-ness and G-ness, this
definition speaks of a different predicates, “F” and “G.” And instead
of speaking of the attribution of properties, it speaks of the attribu-
tion of predicates. Thus, whereas before we had unmixed properties
that distinguish subjects of possession, here we have unmixed predi-
cates that distinguish subjects of predication. In order to get a better
idea of how this sort of difference is to be understood, let us consider
how it applies to the case for which it was specifically introduced,
namely, the case of the Trinity.

The God of Christianity, says Abelard, is an absolutely simple
being, lacking any sort of metaphysical complexity whatsoever.
Nonetheless, this being has existed from all eternity in three per-
sons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit — from which it follows that there
is something in extramental reality, namely, the simple divine sub-
stance, that from all eternity grounds the applicability of the pred-
icates “father,” “son,” and “spirit.” Insofar as the simple divine
essence grounds the applicability of the first predicate, it is God the
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Father, and insofar as it grounds the applicability of the second, it
is God the Son, and likewise for God the Holy Spirit. If we allow
ourselves to focus for the moment on the case of the Father and the
Son, we can see how they differ in what is proper by seeing how they
satisfy the three clauses of our definition.

To begin, it seems clear that the Father and Son differ in defini-
tion, and hence satisfy the first clause. For descriptions “the Father”
and “the Son” clearly differ in meaning, and hence qualify as differ-
ent descriptions. This last point, however, guarantees that the Father
and the Son also satisfy the second clause of the definition. For pre-
sumably “the Father” and “the Son” are different descriptions just
because “father” and “son” are different predicates. Finally, the re-
lationship between the predicates “father” and “son” also seems to
guarantee that the third clause of the definition will be satisfied.
For “father” and “son” are relatively opposed — that is to say, they
cannot be simultaneously applied to the same subject in relation to
the same thing. This is not, of course, to deny that someone can be
both a father and a son. Rather it is to deny that someone can be
both a father and a son of the same thing.34 According to Abelard,
however, the simple divine substance is both a father and a son,
but not a father and a son of something extrinsic to the divine sub-
stance. But, then, insofar as the simple divine substance is God the
Father — that is, insofar as it is the subject of the predicate “father” —
the predicate “son” cannot be applied to it, and likewise, insofar
as the simple divine substance is God the Son - that is, insofar as
it is subject of the predicate “son” — the predicate “father” cannot
be applied to it. But if this is correct, then insofar as the simple di-
vine substance satisfies the predicate “father,” it (i.e., the Father) is
a distinct subject of predication from the simple divine substance
insofar as it satisfies the predicate “son” (i.e., the Son). Since in
general a distinction qualifies as real, however, just in case it is not
dependent on any activity of the mind, it would seem that the dis-
tinction between the Father and the Son is real. For as we have seen,
Abelard assumes that the divine substance satisfies the predicates
“father” and “son” by its very nature, quite apart from how we think
or speak of it.

Assuming, therefore, that a similar story can be told about the
Holy Spirit and the relationship of its distinctive predicate, “spirit,”
to “father” and “son,” we would appear to have a real distinction
among all the divine persons, despite their being numerically the
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same simple divine substance. Indeed, since the type of distinction
in question makes no appeal to forms or properties, we would appear
to have a genuine case of a real distinction whose relata are not only
numerically the same, but also the same in property. And of course, if
this is correct, Abelard has a genuine solution to the logical problem
of the Trinity.

By now it may be clear that Abelard’s account of the Trinity par-
allels the broadly Aristotelian or material-constitution account of
the Trinity developed earlier. Before turning to the evaluation of
Abelard’s account, therefore, it may be useful briefly to compare
it to the earlier account, which may be summarized as follows:

Material-constitution account of the Trinity

(MC1) Each of the divine persons is a “hylomorphic” compound
consisting of the divine substance plus some further form or
property (namely, fatherhood, sonship, or procession).

(MC2) Each of the divine persons is numerically the same as the
divine substance (since hylomorphic compounds are numer-
ically the same as their constituent matter).

(MC3) Each of the divine persons is a numerically distinct “hylo-
morphic” compound from each of the others (since the forms
or properties of each are distinct, or as we might say now,
unmixed).

(MC4) Hence, there are three numerically distinct divine persons
each of whom is numerically the same substance or God.

As in the case of the material-constitution account, Abelard’s own
account may be summarized in four claims:

Abelard’s account of the Trinity

(AB1) Each of the divine persons is the divine substance insofar as
the divine substance satisfies each person’s distinctive name
or predicate (namely, “father,” “son,” or “spirit”).

(AB2) Each of the divine persons is numerically the same as the
divine substance (obvious from [AB1]).

(AB3) Each of the divine persons is a numerically distinct subject
of predication from each of the others (since the predicates
of each are unmixed).

(AB4) Hence, there are three numerically distinct divine persons
each of whom is numerically the same substance or God.
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As we can see, the chief difference between these two accounts is that
the first distinguishes the persons on the basis of unmixed properties,
whereas the second distinguishes them on the basis of unmixed pred-
icates. In fact, once this difference is taken into consideration, the
other differences between the two accounts fall out fairly straight-
forwardly.

Having presented Abelard’s account of the Trinity, and seen its
relationship to the material-constitution account developed earlier,
let us now turn to its evaluation.

IV. A LIMITED ASSESSMENT OF ABELARD’S ACCOUNT OF
THE TRINITY

The main question for Abelard’s account, as I see it, is whether it
succeeds in providing us with three, really distinct divine persons.
The account clearly presupposes the existence of a single (absolutely
simple) divine being, and hence succeeds in upholding monotheism.
But when it comes to the distinction of the persons, it is not so
obviously successful. The simple divine substance, he tells us, is
by its very nature a Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. That is to say, in
virtue of being what it is, the simple divine substance grounds the
applicability of the unmixed predicates “father,” “son,” and “spirit.”
But why should we think this provides us with anything more than
a mere conceptual or verbal distinction among the persons?

As we have seen, Abelard has an answer to this question. Because
predicates such as “father” and “son” are “unmixed” — or as we might
put it, because they are converse asymmetrical relational expres-
sions — their subjects of predication must be distinct. Thus, assum-
ing that the simple divine substance really does ground their appli-
cability, we must distinguish the Father from the Son. For nothing
can be its own father, just as nothing can be its own son. And yet
since it is clear from scripture and tradition that each of the per-
sons is divine, God cannot be regarded as Father or Son in relation
to something extrinsic to the divine substance. Hence, if the simple
divine substance satisfies the predicates “father” and “son,” it must
do so in such a way that, insofar as it satisfies the one, it cannot
also satisfy the other, and vice versa. But this is just a way of saying
that insofar as the divine substance is a Father (i.e., insofar as it is
a subject of the predicate “father”) it is not the Son (i.e., the simple
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divine substance insofar as it is a subject of the predicate “son”). Of
course this is not yet to say why the distinction in question is real.
But here, too, Abelard has an explanation. According to him, the re-
ality of the distinction owes to the fact that the applicability of the
predicates “father” and “son” is grounded by the nature of the di-
vine substance itself, not in the way we conceptualize or speak of it.
But, then, if these two predicates are by their nature unmixed, and
hence distinguish their subjects of predication, and yet the divine
substance satisfies both of them by its very nature, it follows that
the distinction must be real as opposed to being merely conceptual or
verbal.

What all of this serves to emphasize is that the coherence of
Abelard’s account, and hence his solution to the logical problem of
the Trinity, ultimately depends on the coherence of his assumption
that the simple divine substance can ground the applicability of pred-
icates such as “father” and “son.” For once we grant this assumption,
it would appear that Abelard is justified in concluding that there
is a distinction among the persons that is both real and numerical.
Now as far as I can tell, Abelard does not himself give us any com-
pelling reason to accept this assumption, or even to think it is coher-
ent. He does discuss the specific relations among the divine persons
at length, but it is not clear that this discussion actually provides
us with any reason for thinking that it is possible for an absolutely
simple thing to serve as the subject of predicates of this sort.3’

Ultimately, therefore, I think it must be said that Abelard’s ac-
count of the Trinity is incomplete. Although it does not seem obvi-
ously incoherent, without further development and defense it cannot
be regarded as successful in providing a genuine solution to the prob-
lem of the Trinity. This is not to say, of course, that Abelard’s account
is destined for failure, but only that, for all he has shown, it may yet
fail.

Despite its incompleteness, I think there are at least two respects
in which it must be granted that Abelard’s account is successful.
First of all, and perhaps most importantly, it is successful in carv-
ing out the dialectical space open to anyone constrained by both the
Christian doctrine of the Trinity and the doctrine of divine simplic-
ity. In fact, his discussion not only carves out the relevant dialecti-
cal space, but also indicates what may very well be the only possible
strategy available for preserving a real distinction among the persons
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without compromising the absolute simplicity of God. In this way,
his discussion is also historically important, as it paves the way for
later medieval developments. In fact, we can see the great philoso-
phers and theologians of high and later Middle Ages, such as Thomas
Aquinas, picking up precisely where Abelard’s discussion leaves off,
addressing themselves directly to such questions as whether it is
possible for a single thing to ground the applicability of such “un-
mixed” predicates as “father” and “son,” and introducing elaborate
analogies to show that it is.3¢

Secondly, Abelard’s account is successful in steering a middle
course between the twin heresies that threaten to afflict every ac-
count of the Trinity, tritheism and modalism. Abelard tells us in his
autobiography that tritheism is among the charges brought against
him at the Council of Soissons, where he was first condemned as a
heretic — indeed that he narrowly escaped being stoned on the first
day of his arrival at the council on the grounds that he had “preached
and written (so the people had been told) that there are three Gods”
(HC 83, Radice 1974, 79; cf. also HC 88, Radice 1974, 83). The de-
tails of Abelard’s condemnations are complicated, and involve much
more than just his solution to the logical problem of the Trinity.3”
Nonetheless, it seems clear from what we have seen that the charge
of tritheism carries no weight. Indeed, if Abelard’s views commit him
to any form of heresy, it is much more likely to be modalism than
tritheism, that is, the view that there are not three really distinct
persons in God, but only one person. Even here, however, Abelard’s
account has the resources to resist the charge, inasmuch as it pro-
vides us with a principled reason for saying the divine persons are
really distinct.3®

In the end, therefore, it seems to me that Abelard must be cred-
ited with having developed a philosophically sophisticated and the-
ologically interesting account of the Trinity, one that not only calls
attention to the implications of standard medieval views about the
Trinity, but also highlights the sort of work that must be done if such
views are to be rendered ultimately defensible. Abelard’s discussion
helps us to appreciate, moreover, why it is so often the case that
specifically theological considerations lead medievals to make their
most important and original philosophical contributions. For apart
from the difficulties associated with such theological doctrines as the
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Trinity, one might never have the opportunity to develop the sorts
of refinements that Abelard introduces in his discussion of identity
and material objects.3?

NOTES

1. Marenbon 1997a, 58.

2. I follow the usual convention in Abelardian scholarship of translating
diversum as “different” rather than “diverse.” This notion of difference,
however, should not be confused with the technical Aristotelian notion
of difference, which literally involves a differentia — that is, the property
or feature that together with a genus constitutes a species.

3. In TSB 2.82-102, Abelard distinguishes six modes of sameness and dif-
ference (in essence, number, definition, likeness, change, and function).
Much of this account is repeated in TC 3.138-164 with the addition
of one further mode of sameness and difference (namely, in property).
The account of sameness and difference in TSch 2.95-100 is deliber-
ately simplified, and hence treats only four of the modes of identity (in
essence, number, likeness, and “property or definition” — which is really
an amalgam of each). Since the account in TC is the most complete, and
clearly presupposed in TSch, I will often be relying on it in what follows
for Abelard’s mature views about the proper resolution of logical prob-
lem of the Trinity. For Abelard’s discussion of sameness and difference
outside these theological contexts, see LNPS §58.1-560.28.

4. TSB 2.103: “The persons - that is, the Father, the Son, and the Holy
Spirit — are different from one another in a way analogous to those things
that are different in definition.”

5. Itisstandard to translate mucro as “blade,” as I do here, but it is impor-
tant to emphasize that Abelard uses the term as a synonym of “sword,”
whereas in ordinary speech, a sword has a blade — that is, the blade is
just one part of the sword, the hilt being the other part.

6. This description of essential sameness is derived nearly verbatim from
TSB 2.83. But cf. also the discussion at TSch 2.95 and LNPS 558.15-17.

7. Cf. Jolivet 1975, 538-543; 1982, 293, n. 48. See also Kretzmann 1982,
497.

8. Hereafter I shall drop the qualification “in our sense” and simply use
the term “identity” to refer to the relation of identity as we ordinarily
understand it.

9. Abelard’s views about numerical sameness change over time. He always
maintains that essential sameness entails numerical sameness, at least
in respect of essence. In Theologia “summi boni,” however, he claims
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that essential distinctness is compatible with sameness in number, as he
thinks is clear from the case of parts and wholes: “it is necessary for all
these things —namely, all those which are the same essentially —to be the
same in number, but the converse is not true. For perhaps this hand is the
same in number as this man of which it is a part, and no part is different
in number from its whole. Nevertheless, a part is not essentially the
same as a whole” (T'SB 2.83). In later works, however, Abelard comes to
deny that essential distinctness is compatible with numerical sameness,
and to argue instead that parts are neither numerically the same or
different from their wholes. Cf. especially TC 3.148-153.

For an excellent discussion of these examples, as well as their method-
ological importance for Abelard’s thought, see Wilks 1998. As Wilks
himself notes, the theoretical importance of these examples was first
suggested by Tweedale 1976, 147-157 and briefly commented on by Nor-
more 1987, 209-210 and 1992, 89-90. For some background on the use
of these examples among Abelard’s predecessors, see Constant Mews's
editorial introduction to TSch, 207-209.

See, e.g., Abelard’s account of universals in LNPS 522 and the account
of good and evil in Coll. 128-129; cf. also the discussion of both in Wilks
1998.

The problem of material constitution has been widely discussed by
contemporary philosophers, but until recently the theory proposed by
Abelard has not been recognized among the candidates for a possible so-
lution. In an important article, however, Michael Rea (1998) explicitly
develops and defends the type of solution that I attribute to Abelard, and
my own discussion is indebted to his. For the development and defense
of other views that are in many ways similar to Abelard’s, see also Paul
2002; Robinson 1985; Yablo 1987.

Rea 1998, 321-322.

It might seem somewhat odd to speak of matter as belonging to a kind -
asif it were itself a kind of object. This way of speaking, however, is fairly
well entrenched in Aristotelian metaphysics, and hence apparently just
shows how differently contemporary and Aristotelian philosophers use
the term “matter.”

Strictly speaking, this follows only on the assumption that (a) there
are such things as statues and lumps of bronze, and (b) that identity is
necessary (i.e., thatif a = b, then necessarily a = b). One could, of course,
deny either of these assumptions. But on the face of it, denying either
of them seems just as implausible as allowing for co-located objects.
The lengths to which contemporary philosophers have gone to avoid co-
locationism testifies to just how implausible it can seem. Part of what
makes the view implausible is that it is difficult to see how two material
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23.
24.
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26.
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objects, which are wholly co-located, and hence share exactly the same
micro-physical structure, could differ in their persistence conditions.
For a discussion of this, as well as other objections to co-locationsim,
including the objection that it involves a needless multiplication of
entities, see Merricks 2000, esp. 38—40 and 82-83.

Actually, if we say that each of the persons is a hylomorphic structure
we will be committed to admitting four distinct kinds of object in the
Trinity (the divine substance, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit).
It is not clear to me that this is a problem for Christian orthodoxy. But
if one wants to preserve the existence of only three kinds of object in
the Trinity, one can always identify one of the divine persons (say, the
Father) with the divine substance and then construe each of the other
two persons as “hylomorphic” structures. In fact, Abelard’s discussion
of the generation of the Son encourages just this sort of view. The Father,
he says, is power, whereas the Son is a certain kind of power — that is,
power plus a certain differentia: “Just as . . . to be a man (i.e., a mortal
rational animal) is to be a certain kind of animal, so also divine wisdom
[i.e., the Son] is said to be of the substance of divine power [i.e., the
Father], since to be wisdom (i.e., the power of discerning) is to be a
certain kind of power” (TSch 2.116). Cf. also TC 4.87.

In the case of properties it is, perhaps, perfectly clear that they are not
material objects, but the same should be clear even in the case of hy-
lomorphic compounds. After all, we have seen that one material object
can be comprised by two (or more) hylomorphic compounds - as in the
case of Athena, which is comprised by a statue and a lump of bronze.
Swinburne 1988; cf. also Yandell 1994.

E.g. C. Plantinga 1988.

See Geach and Amscombe 1963, 118-120. For further development and
defense of the “relative identity” approach to the Trinity, cf. Martinich
1978; van Inwagen 1988.

I have defended this claim at more length in Brower forthcoming.

van Inwagen 1988, esp. 248-260.

Cf. van Inwagen 1998.

For further development and defense of the material-constitution ac-
count of the Trinity, see Brower and Rea forthcoming.

This passage and the last are both cited in Marenbon 1997a, 154.

See, e.g., Dial. 284. For detailed discussion of this aspect of Abelard’s
views, see Martin 1987a, 1992a; and chapter 5 of this volume. Cf. also
Stump 1989, 87-109 and Marenbon 19972, 44—45.

It is clear, therefore, that Abelard is using the term ‘definition’ in a
deliberately broad sense, which extends beyond the strict Aristotelian
sense requiring a genus and specific difference.
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This explains why Abelard suggests at one point that only “univocals”
can be the same in definition. Cf. TSch 2.95.

This fact helps to explain why, in his earliest discussions of the Trin-
ity, Abelard thought that the distinction of the divine persons could
aptly be characterized in terms of this mode of difference. By the time
of the Theologia Christiana, however, he came to think that differ-
ence in definition was not fine-grained enough to capture the distinc-
tion of the divine persons, and hence introduced the notion of differ-
ence in property (and its analogical extension, difference in what is
proper).

Abelard comes close to putting the requirement in just this way at TC
3.186, where he is discussing the distinction of the divine persons: “It is
clear that the distinction of the persons consists not only in the distinc-
tion of their definitions and properties, but also in the exclusion of their
predication from one another (in remotione praedicationis ipsarum ab
invicem), since one of the persons is no way another.”

See TC 3.140, discussed in §11.1 above.

It is significant, therefore, that at one point in this passage Abelard
speaks of the things differing in property as things “distinguished by
their properties” (proprietatibus suis distinguuntur). See TC 3.140.
“Father” and “son” are what we would nowadays call converse, asym-
metrical expressions — which is just to say that if a is father of b, then b
cannot be father of a, but must instead be son of g, and conversely,
if b is son of a, then a cannot be b’s son, but must instead be b’s
father.

In support of this assumption, Abelard could, of course, appeal to scrip-
ture and tradition, which certainly refer to God as both “father” and
“son.” But while this would provide him with reason to suppose that
a single thing (namely, God) can ground the applicability of predicates
“father” and “son,” it would do nothing to show that an absolutely
simple thing can ground their applicability — at least without some fur-
ther argument for the claim that scripture and tradition also support the
doctrine of divine simplicity as he understands it.

See, e.g., Aquinas’s discussion in ST 1.27-30.

At the Council of Sens, where Abelard was condemned for a second
time, nineteen heretical propositions or capitula were imputed to him,
only five of which deal directly with Trinitarian issues. For a discussion
of these propositions, see Luscombe 1969.

Even if Abelard’s account could not resist the charge of modalism, how-
ever, it is hard to see how this would render it any worse off than that
of most other medievals who also accept divine simplicity.
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39. Iread earlier versions of this chapter to the 2001 Cornell Summer Col-
loquium in Medieval Philosophy and to the Philosophy Department
at Purdue University. I am grateful to the audiences on those occa-
sions for stimulating comments and discussion. I am also grateful to
Michael Bergmann, Martin Curd, Kevin Guilfoy, Patrick Kain, Peter
King, Eleonora Lorenzetti, John Marenbon, Michaeal Rea, Eleonore
Stump, and especially Susan Brower-Toland for helpful comments on
earlier drafts of this chapter.
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8 Sin, grace, and redemption

“From time to time some of my friends startle me by referring to
the Atonement itself as a revolting heresy,” wrote Austin Farrer,
“invented by the twelfth century and exploded by the twentieth.
Yet the word is in the Bible.”* Farrer is referring to Romans 5:11 in
the Authorized Version: “we also joy in God through our Lord Jesus
Christ, by whom we have now received the atonement.” Here the
word “atonement” - literally, the state of being “at one” — trans-
lates the Greek katallage, which means “reconciliation.” The doc-
trine of the Atonement, then, is in its essentials the claim that the
suffering, death, and resurrection of Jesus Christ effects a reconcil-
iation between God and human beings, who had been - and apart
from Christ’s gracious action would have remained - estranged on
account of human sin. And that doctrine, far from being a twelfth-
century innovation, is a prominent theme of the Pauline epistles and
a matter of theological consensus from the earliest days of Christian
thought.

One must distinguish, however, between the doctrine of the
Atonement and theories of the Atonement. Where the doctrine sim-
ply states that the Passion of Christ effects a reconciliation between
God and human beings, theories of the Atonement try to explain
how the Passion has such an effect. Various theories of the Atone-
ment have been put forward, and none has ever received the kind
of broad and enduring support that would entitle it to be regarded
as the orthodox view. Nevertheless, some theories have better cre-
dentials than others, and Abelard got himself in trouble by revising
or denying some well-credentialed twelfth-century views and — ac-
cording to his detractors, at least — embracing a most unsatisfactory
alternative.

258
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The best place to look for Abelard’s theory of the Atonement
is in his Commentary on the Epistle of Paul to the Romans. The
Commentary consists of verse-by-verse exposition of the literal sense
of Romans, with frequent excursuses or quaestiones on theological
or exegetical issues raised by the text.? (The only formal division of
the Commentary is into a prologue and four “books,” but as Buytaert
rightly notes, “The division into Books is rather artificial.”3) The
quaestio on the Atonement, found early in Book 11, has been the
target of both scholarly study and theological polemic ever since
Bernard of Clairvaux’s energetic propaganda war against Abelard. In
his Letter to Pope Innocent Concerning Certain Heresies of Peter
Abelard, Bernard charged Abelard with exemplarism and Pelagian-
ism. By “exemplarism” I mean the view that the Passion has redemp-
tive efficacy only as an unparalleled example of divine love. There
is no “objective transaction” in the Atonement (as Swinburne calls
it): no penal substitution, in which Christ undergoes on our behalf
the punishment for our sins, no payment of a ransom to deliver us
from the power of the devil, but simply a manifestation of divine
love that awakens an answering love in the believer.4 By “Pelagian-
ism” I mean the view that human beings do not need divine grace
in order to act rightly. Bernard argues that Pelagianism follows from
exemplarism. If our redemption consists in some change of heart
brought on by our response to Christ’s loving example, then it is we
who accomplish our own redemption. Abelard, according to Bernard,
“makes the glory of our redemption and the pinnacle of our salva-
tion consist, not in the power of the Cross or the price of Christ’s
blood, but in the improvement of our own way of life (in nostrae . . .
conversationis profectibus).”’

Bernard, as Philip Quinn dryly noted, “was far from being a fair-
minded philosophical critic,”® and his recounting of Abelard’s views
is full of the pervasive misunderstandings of one who has been
blinded by partisanship. But if Bernard was led astray because he was
too keen on condemning Abelard as a heretic, other readers have been
misled because they were too keen on commending Abelard as a hero.
For example, Hastings Rashdall praised Abelard lavishly for at last
stating the doctrine of the Atonement “in a way which had nothing
unintelligible, arbitrary, illogical, or immoral about it”7 — precisely
because Abelard was an exemplarist and eschewed such bizarre no-
tions as penal substitution and the ransom paid to the devil. In a
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different vein, Richard Weingart argued at length that Abelard’s the-
ory is orthodox, multifaceted, and eminently defensible;® but John
Marenbon is surely correct to warn that Weingart’s “book must
be read with caution, since the author’s desire to make Abelard’s
thought conform with what he takes to be orthodoxy sometimes
leads him to distort it.”?

No such polemical intent, whether of friend or foe, mars Quinn’s
sober and illuminating discussion. Quinn argues that “the transfor-
mative power of divine love”*° is the central but not the only motif in
Abelard’s account, and he denies that Abelard is a Pelagian.’* Unfor-
tunately, Quinn focuses on the short quaestio on the Atonement and
gives little attention to the Romans Commentary as a whole. In this
chapter I wish to preserve Quinn’s fair-mindedness while broadening
the scope of the discussion to include the Romans Commentary as a
whole. By doing so I hope not only to offer a more complete account
of Abelard’s theory of the Atonement but also to show how that the-
ory is connected to Abelard’s understanding of both original sin and
divine grace. It will soon become clear that Abelard is not an exem-
plarist of the sort that Bernard deplored and Rashdall praised. Abelard
does acknowledge an “objective transaction” in the death of Christ.
In order to explain what that transaction is, and why it is needed, I
look at Abelard’s account of the dominion of sin over fallen human
beings. This dominion has both an objective and a subjective aspect.
The objective dominion of sin is our being liable to the punishment
of sin; in the Passion Christ delivers us from the objective domin-
ion of sin by taking that punishment on our behalf. The subjective
dominion of sin is our strong inclination to obey our disordered de-
sires; in the Passion Christ delivers us from the subjective dominion
of sin by inspiring us with the love of God. As I will show, however,
this subjective transformation raises a difficult question about the
nature of divine grace. In the end, it is not Abelard’s supposed exem-
plarism but his unusual account of grace that might justify calling
him a Pelagian.

I. TWO MAJOR THEMES OF THE ROMANS COMMENTARY

The Romans Commentary has two overarching themes. The first
is the exaltation of divine grace at the expense of human merit, as
Abelard announces in his Prologue to the work:
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The intention of [the epistle to the Romans] is to call back to true humil-
ity and brotherly harmony the Roman converts from among both Jews and
Gentiles, who were claiming superiority over each other in prideful con-
tentiousness. Now it does this . . . by both magnifying the gifts of divine
grace and minimizing the merits of our own deeds, so that no one will pre-
sume to boast of his own deeds but will attribute whatever ability he has
to divine grace, recognizing that he has received from divine grace whatever
good he has . . . The manner of treating that subject matter consists, as has
been said, in minimizing our works and magnifying grace, so that no one
will presume to boast of his own works, but rather “let him who boasts boast
in the Lord.” (Comm. Rom. 43)™

Throughout the Commentary Abelard takes every opportunity to
remind the reader that we owe every good thing to divine grace and
can claim nothing on our own merits. Now it would be odd, to say
the least, if a work whose announced purpose was to extol divine
grace and depreciate human merit should turn out to be Pelagian.

The second main theme of the Commentary is that we are meant
to serve God out of love rather than out of fear (amore potius quam
timore).'3 To be righteous is simply to love God for his own sake and
to act rightly out of love for him. This love is of course called “char-
ity,” and Abelard frequently identifies justice (or righteousness) with
charity — not only in human beings but even in God. God’s justice
is taken to be his drive to justify, rather than his drive to punish;
and since we are justified on account of charity (God’s own charity
kindling charity within us), it seems natural for Abelard to speak
of God’s justice and his charity as equivalent. Thus when Paul de-
scribes God as “just and justifying,” Abelard glosses “just in his will
and justifying through his action” (Comm. Rom. 113). God is “just in
his will” because he has perfect charity towards us; he is “justifying
through his action” because he creates charity in us, thereby making
us just, that is, righteous.

II. THE OBJECTIVE TRANSACTION

The first theme suggests that human redemption is entirely God’s
doing; itisnothing of which we can boast. The second theme suggests
that what God does is to enkindle supernatural charity by which we
serve God out of love for himself and not out of fear. What sort of
theory of the Atonement will fit these themes best? I think we can
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see pretty clearly that an exemplarist theory would not be a good
fit at all, at least if we assume that God’s redemptive action is to
be found in the Passion of Christ. For unless the Passion actually
accomplishes something, unless there is an “objective transaction”
made in and through the death of Christ, there is nothing about the
Passion to inspire our love: pity, perhaps, or sympathy, but not love or
gratitude. Loving Christ because of what he did for us on the Cross
makes sense only if he in fact did something for us on the Cross.
And whatever that was, it had to be something Christ intended to
accomplish in his Passion. Otherwise the connection between his
Passion and our redemption would be merely accidental, and it would
be incongruous to feel gratitude and love toward Christ on account
of his death. We might of course be very glad the Passion had taken
place, and we might properly feel gratitude and love toward whoever
gave the Passion a redemptive efficacy Christ had not intended; but
there would be no sense in loving Christ because he died for us,
precisely because, ex hypothesi, he didn't in fact die for us at all.

Here’s another way of putting the same argument. On an exem-
plarist theory, the Passion works for our redemption only by present-
ing an extraordinary example of love that inspires an answering love
in our hearts. But the Passion is not an example of love at all if Christ
was not in some way acting for our benefit by allowing himself to be
delivered up unto death. So exemplarism turns out to be incoherent.
Only if there is an objective transaction can there be the subjective
transformation.

So the two main themes of the Romans Commentary, taken to-
gether, should make us expect Abelard to acknowledge some objec-
tive benefit that accrues to us in virtue of the Passion of Christ: a
benefit we could not attain for ourselves (so that we have no ground
for boasting) but that God in Christ won for us in his Passion (so that
he kindles in us the true love of God that enables us to serve God
in the right way, thereby making us righteous). That benefit is de-
liverance from the power of sin. Expounding Romans 7:14, Abelard
writes:

But I AM CARNAL: that is, I am given to carnal pleasures and earthly
longings. Indeed, I am so carnal that] AM SOLD INTO BONDAGE TO SINS:
that is, I subject myself freely to sin and its slavery for a payoff in earthly
goods, exercising every concupiscence in order to acquire and attain them.
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Or at any rate I was sold into bondage to sin in and with our first parents on
account of the delight and tasting of the apple that Eve desired (concupivit).
That’s how we were made captives. We had the power to sell ourselves into
slavery, but we do not have the power to buy ourselves back. Innocent blood
was given for us. Nor can we free ourselves from the dominion of sin by our
own powers, but only by the grace of the Redeemer. (Comm. Rom. 205)

Note the commercial language. Earthly goods are the payoff (the
pretium) we received for selling ourselves into slavery; but having
sold ourselves, we can no longer buy ourselves back. The context en-
sures that we take “redeem” in its most literal sense, “to buy back”;
Christ is our Redeemer, the one who buys us back. The price he paid
was his blood - in other words, his life. One could hardly ask for a
clearer affirmation of an “objective transaction.”

Of course, some of the metaphors in which Abelard affirms this
transaction require comment. I want to look at two in particular.
First, in what sense are we “taken captive”? Earlier writers had talked
about a ransom paid to the devil.™¢ Does Abelard here mean to affirm
that the devil had us in captivity, and that the price of Christ’s blood
was paid to the devil? And second, what is the “dominion of sin”
from which we are set free? Abelard’s understanding of the power
that sin has over us will be crucial to understanding what he thinks
Christ accomplished for us on the Cross.

III. THE POWER OF THE DEVIL

Let’s look first at what Abelard has to say about our being captives.
Abelard has nothing but scorn for the notion that the devil somehow
acquired rights over human beings, and that Christ’s death was a
ransom paid to the devil to release us from captivity. He writes:

If a slave should will to desert his master and place himself under another’s
control, would he be so much within his rights to act in this way that his
master, if he so chose, could not lawfully track down the slave and bring him
back? And who would doubt that if some master’s slave uses persuasion to
seduce a fellow slave and make him stray from obedience to his rightful
master, the seducer is accounted much more guilty in the eyes of the master
than is the one seduced? And how unjust for someone who has seduced
another to earn thereby some privilege or power over the one he seduced!
Even if he formerly had some rights over him, has he not earned the loss
of those rights on account of the wickedness of his seduction? . . . If either
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of these slaves should be placed above the other or receive power over the
other . . . it would be more conformable to reason that the one who was
seduced should exact vengeance on the one who harmed him by seducing
him. (Comm. Rom. 114-115)

On the strength of this analogy and a few other arguments, Abelard
concludes that the devil did not acquire any rights over human beings
simply because he successfully tempted them to disobey God. God
may have given the devil permission to torture human beings as
punishment for their sins, but the devil is only a jailer or licensed
tormentor; he has no actual right over us, and God can withdraw us
from the devil’s power at any time without doing the devil any injury
at all.

Moreover, Abelard argues, we know that God can keep a human
being free of sin from birth, since he did so for Jesus. If he can do that
for one person, he can do it for everyone. And if everyone were free of
sin, then no one would need punishment, and so there would be no
reason for the devil to have license to torment anyone at all. So there
was no need for the Passion in order to free us from the power of the
devil, since “the divine mercy had the power to free human beings
from the devil’s power by its mere say-so” (Comm. Rom. 116).

But if we were not captives of the devil, then to whom was the
price of Christ’s blood paid? Abelard asks:

To whom was the price of blood paid so that we might be bought back, if
not to him in whose power we were —i.e., as has been said, to God himself,
who had entrusted us to his tormentor? For it is not tormentors but their
masters who collect or receive the price for captives. And in what way did
he release those captives on payment of that price, given that he himself
previously demanded or instituted that price for the release of his captives?
But how cruel and wicked it seems for someone to require the blood of an
innocent man as a price. (Comm. Rom. 117)

Abelard is not merely saying that it would be wicked for God to
demand the blood of his innocent Son as the price for release of
human captives. He is saying that the notion of a price for release
of captives is incoherent. Human beings were not under the devil’s
power, but under God’s power. And the notion that God demanded
payment from himself, having arbitrarily set the price at the death
of his Son, is absurd.
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IV. THE DOMINION OF SIN

IV.1  Objective dominion: punishment

So although Abelard is willing to use the metaphor of captivity, he
rejects the notion that the Passion was a ransom paid to buy sinful
human beings back from the devil. Instead, he seems to take that
metaphor as equivalent to the other metaphor I wished to explore,
namely, that of the dominion of sin. What I hope to show is that for
Abelard, sin has both an objective and a subjective dominion over us.
The objective dominion of sin is our being liable to the punishment
for sin, namely, eternal damnation; the Passion releases us from that
dominion by way of the objective transaction that, as I have already
argued, Abelard must in consistency affirm. The subjective domin-
ion of sin is our inability to withstand the power of concupiscence;
the Passion releases us from that dominion by way of the subjective
transformation that the exemplarist reading of Abelard has taken as
central.

The only sustained attention to the dominion of sin comes in a
quaestio on original sin found in Book 11 of the Romans Commentary,
well after the quaestio on Atonement. Abelard notes that scripture
uses the word “sin” in a variety of senses. In the strict sense, “sin”
means actual contempt for God, which is what makes us guilty be-
fore God. In a second sense, however, “sin” means the punishment
to which we are liable on account of sin in the first sense. Yet a third
sense is involved when Paul says that Christ became sin for us; here
“sin” means a sacrifice for sin (Comm. Rom. 164).

When we speak of original sin, we are speaking of sin in the second
sense. All human beings are conceived and born in a state of sin in
the sense that we are all subject to the punishment for the sin (in the
first and strictest sense) of our first parents. Now there is a serious
question about how it can be just for God to inflict on us a punish-
ment for something we didn’t do, and Abelard discusses the matter at
great length. Fortunately that discussion is not relevant for our pur-
poses. What matters for us is that when we say that Christ bore our
sins on the Cross, we are talking about sin in the second sense; Christ
bore the punishment for our sins so that we don’t have to. As a result
our sins are “dismissed”; that is, the punishment to which we would
otherwise have been subject is canceled. As Abelard says at the end
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of the quaestio on original sin, “God’s forgiving (condonare) sin is
nothing other than his remitting its eternal punishment” (Comm.
Rom. 174).%5

So Abelard says here that apart from the redemptive work of
Christ, we are all liable to punishment for sin, and that Christ himself
bore that punishment on our behalf. In other words, Abelard explic-
itly teaches a theory of penal substitution. This point requires some
dilation, since even commentators like Quinn who acknowledge it
tend to underplay its importance. Abelard teaches substitutionary
atonement in at least two other passages in the Commentary. The
first is part of the exposition of Romans 4:25, where Paul says that
Christ “was handed over on account of our sins.” Abelard comments,
“There are two ways in which Christ is said to have died on Ac-
COUNT OF OUR SINS. First, the transgressions on account of which
he died were ours, and we committed the sin whose punishment he
bore. And second, by dying he took away our sins: that is, he removed
the punishment for our sins at the cost of his death” (Comm. Rom.
153).

The second passage is part of the exposition of Romans 8:3, where
Paul says, “God [sent] his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh;™® and
from sin he destroyed sin in the flesh.” Abelard comments:

[Paul] explains the way in which we are freed from sin in Christ. For GoD the
Father, i.e., the majesty of divine power, sent HIs SON IN THE LIKENESS
OF SINFUL FLESH: that is, he caused that Wisdom which is coeternal with
himself to be brought so low as to assume a passible and mortal human
nature, so that through the punishment for sin to which he was subject, he
might himself seem to have sinful flesh, that is, flesh conceived in sin. AND
FROM SIN, that is, from the punishment for sin that he bore for us in the
flesh — in the humanity he had assumed, and not according to his divinity —
HE DESTROYED SIN, i.e., he took away from us the punishment for sin
by which even the righteous were bound before, and he opened the gates of
heaven. (Comm. Rom. 211)

Abelard’s ideas on penal substitution are admittedly sketchy. In
each of these passages Abelard says that Christ bore the punishment
for our sins, language that suggests at least two things: first, that
what Christ suffered on the Cross is a penalty of the same kind as
that to which sinful human beings are liable; and second, that since
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Christ undertook to suffer on our behalf, we are no longer subject
to that penalty. Ordinarily when Abelard talks about the penalty for
sin, he means eternal death, or in other words, damnation.”” But
Christ didn’t undergo eternal death. What he did undergo was phys-
ical death, which Abelard seems also to have regarded as a punish-
ment for sin;'® but obviously even Christians are subject to physical
death. So I don’t see any straightforward sense in which Abelard can
hold that Christ bore the punishment for our sins. That somehow
Christ’s temporal and physical death frees us from eternal and spir-
itual death, Abelard has no doubt; but he nowhere seeks to explain
how such a thing happens.

IV.2  Subjective dominion: concupiscence

Abelard emphasizes the objective side of the dominion of sin: “the
debt of damnation by which we are bound, since we are made liable
to eternal punishment” (Comm. Rom. 171). But there is a subjective
side as well. Our desires are disordered by sin, so that we cannot effec-
tively will what we know is good. The Passion somehow sets us free,
so that we no longer have to obey the promptings of concupiscence.

The connection between original sin and the dominion of concu-
piscence is more oblique than one might suppose. Besides making us
liable to eternal punishment, the sin of our first parents also brought
hardship in this present life. In Romans 7:8 Paul refers to this tempo-
ral affliction itself as sin and remarks that “s1nN, i.e., the punishment
and affliction of this temporal life that we endure because of the fault
of our first parents, HAS WORKED inUSEVERY CONCUPISCENCE —
concupiscence, that is, of all earthly goods, so that through an
abundance of them we might evade every anxiety of our present
distresses” (Comm. Rom. 197). The Old Law actually excited this
concupiscence, because it promised these earthly goods as a reward
for obedience. Paul says that “Before the Law, sin was dead,” mean-
ing that the fomes™ of sin had less power to arouse concupiscence.
But after the Law had been given, we could have some confidence
that we would obtain the goods we desired, and so concupiscence
was inflamed (Comm. Rom. 110).

Thus, it is not original sin alone that enslaves us to sinful de-
sire. Because of original sin, we are subject to temporal misfortune

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



268 THOMAS WILLIAMS

as well as eternal damnation. The hardships of this present life in
turn incline us to look for security in worldly goods, and the Law,
by promising us such goods, makes our desire for them all the more
fervent. Now this sinful desire does not blot out our knowledge of
what is good, as Abelard makes very clear. In fact, we do not merely
recognize the goodness of what the Law enjoins; we want to do what
it commands: “By the very fact that I want to do and to desire ratio-
nally (per rationem appetere) what it commands, I genuinely recog-
nize that the law is good in its commandments” (Comm. Rom. 208).
But “I am burdened by the yoke of depraved habit that frustrates this
good will” (Comm. Rom. 209).

Abelard expresses this view most clearly in commenting on
Romans 7:22-23, where Paul says, “For I delight in the law accord-
ing to the inner man, but I find another law in my members, at odds
with the law of my mind.” Abelard comments:

Since he has said that he wills to do the good that the law commands and yet
doesn’t do it, he explains how both these things come about. He says that
he delights IN THE LAW ACCORDING TO THE INNER MAN, i.e., that
what the law commands pleases him, and that he desires it through reason.
Here he calls reason “the inner man,” the spiritual and invisible image of
God in which man was made according to his soul when he was created
rational and thereby placed above the other creatures. And again he says
he sees ANOTHER LAW IN his MEMBERS: that is, he recognizes that the
fomes of sin and the goads (stimulos) of concupiscence, which because of the
weakness of the flesh he obeys like a law, reign 1N the MEMBERS of his body
and have dominion over him. . . . I say that this LAW of concupiscence is AT
ODDS WITH, i.e., contrary to, the natural LAW OF MY MIND, i.e., reason,
which ought to rule me as a law. Indeed, through reason I desire good, but
through concupiscence I desire evil. (Comm. Rom. 209)

Abelard never suggests that our inherited sinfulness clouds our dis-
cernment of good and evil, but it makes us prisoners of concupis-
cence and turns us away from God,2° so that we are powerless to act
as reason dictates.

This powerlessness to carry out the good actions that the law
prescribes and conscience approves is what prompts Paul to exclaim,
“Wretched man that I am! Who will deliver me from this body of
death?” His answer, of course, is “The grace of God through Jesus
Christ our Lord.” But how does that grace work? Abelard’s answer is
instructive:
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[Paul] has said that THE GRACE OF GOD WILL DELIVER him THROUGH
CurisT. Now [in Romans 8:2] he explains how this happens. The LAwW OF
THE SPIRIT OF LIFE, that is, the law of charity and of divine love rather
than fear (as the Old Law was) iN CHRIST JESUS, i.e., given and offered to
us through him, HAS DELIVERED ME FROM THE LAW OF SIN AND
therefore oF DEATH, i.e., from the commandments or blandishments of car-
nal concupiscence, lest I obey them by consenting to them. (Comm. Rom.
210-211)

What frees us from obedience to concupiscence, Abelard says here,
is the love of God that is “given and offered to us through” Jesus.
Because of that love, we need neither disobey the law because of
concupiscence nor obey it merely out of fear; we can do God’s will
out of love for God. “Perfect love casts out fear,” and it casts out
concupiscence as well. And that perfect love is in some way given
to us through or by the Passion.

But in what way? Is there something supernatural about the way
in which the Passion creates love in us, or does our justification —
our being made righteous through charity — work in a more or less
natural way, by inspiring our gratitude and love in the same way as
(though presumably to a greater degree than) a human benefactor’s
kindness would inspire our gratitude and love? If grace works only
in the latter way, there might be something to be said for Bernard’s
complaint that Abelard is a crypto-Pelagian. For it would seem that
our redemption is accomplished, not by “the power of the Cross or
the price of Christ’s blood,” but by our own change of heart. So in
order to complete our picture of the process of redemption in Abelard,
we need to look more closely at Abelard’s understanding of grace:
what it is, how it works, and to what extent its efficacy depends on
human cooperation or even human initiative.

V. GRACE

VI The explicit account

Now if we define Pelagianism as the view that it is possible for
human beings to act rightly even without divine grace, Abelard is
clearly not a Pelagian. He repeatedly states that no one acts well
apart from grace. It is precisely this conviction that makes him
puzzle at length over the text “Jacob have I loved, but Esau have
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I hated,” which Paul quotes from Malachi 1:2—3. Paul himself con-
tinues, “What shall we say then? Is there iniquity in God?” (Romans
9:14). Abelard comments:

The Apostle appropriately raises an objection on the basis of the preceding
words. It is, as it were, an accusation and indictment of God, who, by not
predestining Esau, judged him worthy of hate even before he was able to
merit anything, and withheld from him such grace as he gave the other
brother, when his brother likewise had not previously merited anything. As
everyone agrees, he was unable to act rightly, since that grace was withheld
from him; and so it does not seem to be Esau’s fault that he was wicked so
much as God’s, since God was unwilling to give him the grace by which he
would have been able to act rightly. (Comm. Rom. 235)

Clearly the difficulty that Abelard states here is one that arises pre-
cisely because he thinks grace is necessary for right action. Never
one to shirk a difficulty, he drives the point home for another couple
of pages. He concludes the statement of the objection by pointing
out that God is said have to mercy on whom he wills and to harden
the hearts of whom he wills:

In other words, it is on account of God’s will and choice rather than their
own merits that human beings are either saved because of God’s mercy or
damned because of God’s hardening them in their sins, a hardening that God
himself brings about by not having mercy on them. The upshot, it seems, is
that the salvation or damnation of human beings is to be attributed entirely
to divine choice. (Comm. Rom. 237)

His first attempt to defend God against the charge of arbitrary
favoritism depends on the claim that God can treat human beings
however he pleases without doing them any injustice.* If the potter
(who merely rearranges pre-existing stuff) has rights over the clay, so
that he can legitimately make both an honorable and a contemptible
vessel out of the same lump of clay, then surely God (who creates
even the very stuff of which we are made) has rights over us, so that
he can legitimately make both saints and sinners out of his human
creatures. Abelard tries to take some of the sting out of this line of
argument by pointing out that God can make the best possible use
even out of wickedness — as witness the use he made of the treachery
of Judas. Moreover, God always has some reason for whatever he does
or permits, even if that reason is “hidden from us and past finding
out” (Comm. Rom. 240).
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Fortunately, Abelard recognizes that even if these considerations
answer the charge of arbitrary favoritism, they leave God vulnerable
to accusations of injustice on other grounds:

Even if God cannot be charged with injustice because he does not will to
give his grace to some, I still think it’s a legitimate question how wicked
human beings, to whom God did not will to give grace so that they might be
saved, are responsible for being damned, so that they are said to be damned
BY THEIR OWN FAULT. On the other hand, if it is no fault of their own, by
what merit of theirs are they said to be damned by God, “who repays each
according to his deeds”? But, once again, if someone is not saved, what fault
is it of his, since God never willed to give him the grace by which he might
be saved, and he could not be saved without it? (Comm. Rom. 240)

One might say that God does indeed offer grace to saints and sinners
alike, but sinners reject it. But this suggestion doesn’t really help,
Abelard says, because one needs divine grace even to accept divine
grace. If God didn’t offer sinners the grace they needed in order to
accept his saving grace, it isn’t their fault that they aren’t saved. In
such a case, Abelard says, God would be like a doctor who brings
in the medicine that would cure a desperately ill patient who is too
weak to sit up on his own and take the pill. If the doctor doesn’t help
the patient sit up and take the medicine, it is hardly the patient’s fault
that he isn’t cured, and the doctor deserves no praise for bringing in
the medicine if he does not take the necessary steps to ensure that
it effects a cure (Comm. Rom. 240).

And here Abelard’s discussion suddenly takes off in a new direc-
tion. He continues, “And so we say that it is not necessary for God
to offer us new grace for each good work, so that there’s no way we
can do or will good without a new gift of divine grace beforehand”
(Comm. Rom. 240-241). It's the “and so” (itaque) that is puzzling.
How does the doctor analogy suggest the conclusion that a single gift
of grace is enough to carry us along for multiple good works? The
doctor analogy is about our powerlessness to receive divine grace on
our own; Abelard’s conclusion is that once we have received grace,
we don’t exhaust its efficacy in a single good work. The conclusion
seems at first glance to be a non-sequitur.>?

I will return to this textual difficulty in a moment, but for now
let’s continue with the discussion of God’s offer of grace. Abelard
claims that “what happens with true and eternal goods is like what
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happens with the love or desire of temporal goods” (Comm. Rom.
2471). Imagine that some bigwig (praepotens) offers some of his riches
to a couple of needy people in the marketplace, on the condition that
they carry out some orders of his. One of them, “set on fire?? with
desire for the reward that has been offered and promised to him,
throws himself into the work and gets it done” (Comm. Rom. 241).
The other, however, is indolent and can’t stand hard work: the more
daunting the work, the less fired up he is about the reward. Why is
it, Abelard asks, that one gets down to work and the other prefers to
remain idle, even though each is offered the same reward? There is
no reason but “the goodness of the one and the idleness of the other”
(Comm. Rom. 241). The rich man has done no more for one than for
the other; that his equal actions have unequal results is attributable
entirely to the difference between the two poor men.

In the same way God makes us a daily offer of his heavenly king-
dom. He does everything he can to arouse our desire for the happiness
of that kingdom by setting it before us and promising it to us (ex-
ponendo et promittendo). “For,” as Abelard assures us, “the greater
someone understands a reward to be, the more he is naturally drawn
to it by his own desire, especially when all that is needed to obtain
it is the will, and it can be achieved by everyone with much less
cost in effort or danger than is needed to acquire earthly kingdoms”
(Comm. Rom. 241-242).

Thus, Abelard says that the only grace God needs to provide be-
forehand is to reveal — and to see to it that we believe in — the hap-
piness that he has promised and the means by which we can attain
it. “But this grace,” he says, “God offers equally to the reprobate
and the elect, in that he instructs both equally to this end, so that
from the same grace of faith that they have got hold of, one person
is incited to good works and another is rendered inexcusable by his
negligent sloth” (Comm. Rom. 242). Notice that Abelard assumes
here that the reprobate and the elect both have faith, at least in the
sense that they believe in God’s promise of an eternal reward. But in
the elect this faith is operative through love, whereas in the repro-
bate it remains “inert and sluggish and idle” (Comm. Rom. 242). In
fact, Abelard says here that such faith just is the grace that grounds
both the initial good will and perseverance in good will. There is,
then, obviously no need for new infusions of divine grace for each
new act of good will. If desire for heavenly beatitude is enough to
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inspire a first good act, it is enough to inspire further good acts. So
(although Abelard doesn’t say this explicitly) if I fall away from the
good work that I have begun, it must be my fault rather than God’s.
For he has done everything necessary to entice me; my own lethargy
is to blame for my backsliding.

At this point we have enough not only to solve the textual diffi-
culty that faced us earlier but also to see clearly what is distinctive
about Abelard’s view of grace. The textual difficulty, you will re-
call, is that Abelard moves immediately from the doctor analogy —
which illustrates human powerlessness to accept grace — to saying
“And so we say that it is not necessary for God to offer us new grace
for each good work” (Comm. Rom. 241). How is the non-necessity
of repeated gifts of grace connected conceptually with human pow-
erlessness to accept grace? The connection works in the following
way. Abelard first notes that if we are really as powerless as the doc-
tor analogy suggests, human damnation will be the inevitable result
of God’s refusal to stuff the salvific grace-pill down our throats. So
he looks for an account of grace that respects the divine initiative
(for we must not lapse into blatant Pelagianism) but lays the blame
for damnation squarely on sinners. He respects the divine initiative
by insisting that we cannot be saved unless God does what is neces-
sary to draw us to him. But he makes sinners culpable for their own
damnation by insisting not only that God does this for everyone (and
not merely for those who will be saved) but also that everyone has
the power to accept or reject God’s wooing. On this picture, grace is
not like a steroid injection to give otherwise unavailable strength for
good works, a new injection being needed for each new good work.
Instead, it is simply a divine offer of a good that we already have
the power to accept. As long as the good remains on offer and our
power to accept it is intact, there is clearly no need for God to keep
repeating himself.

So Abelard rejects the doctor analogy as originally presented. But
does he also reject the view with which he introduced that analogy:
namely, that we need grace in order to accept grace? He doesn't say,
butit’s reasonable to think the answer is no. We do need grace in order
to accept grace, but the grace in question is simply God’s creating
our nature appropriately, so that we can be moved by his offer of
eternal life and can decide whether to put forth the effort needed to
attain it. Abelard is certainly willing to call our natural powers gifts
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of grace, as he does in discussing the Gentiles’ natural knowledge of
the moral law.24

V.2 A natural development

Now notice that the motivation ascribed to human beings in
Abelard’s account of grace seems entirely mercenary. God gives us
grace by offering us eternal happiness, and we do his will because we
want what he offers. But the Passion was supposed to enable us to
serve God because we love God for his own sake, and not because
we fear punishment or desire reward.?S And in any event, it seems
clear that the offer of eternal happiness is not made exclusively in
the Passion, so the Passion does not seem to be a distinctive vehicle
of divine grace. So one might suspect that Abelard’s account of grace
is hopelessly at odds with his account of the Atonement.

I must admit that Abelard makes no effort to resolve this diffi-
culty; there’s no evidence that he even realized there was a problem.
But on his behalf T will propose a solution that accommodates the
main lines of Abelard’s thinking on these matters and does so in a
way that I suspect would meet with his approval. First, there is one
way in which the Passion is obviously distinctive. It involves not
merely the offer of happiness but an actual concrete step taken by
God to secure our happiness. It therefore excites not only desire but
gratitude. Even so, that gratitude is still basically self-regarding; we
are thankful for what God has done for us. Consider what Abelard
has to say about the limited worth of this sort of gratitude:

If Tlove God because he loves me . . . the saying of Truth itself applies to me:
“If you love those who love you, what reward will you have?” (Matthew
5:46). Certainly no reward for justice’s sake, since I am not regarding the
worth of the thing loved but [merely] my own benefit. And I would love
someone else as much or even more if he did me as much or even more
good; and I would no longer love him if I did not hope to gain anything
further from him. Hence, a good many people — in fact, nearly all of them -
have grown so wicked in their thinking that they openly admit they wouldn’t
revere or love God at all if they didn’t think he would be of any use to them.
(Comm. Rom. 202-203)

But the Passion, as an example of selfless love, contains within
itself the seeds of a remedy for this selfishness. The love he showed
us in the Passion was
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that true and pure love that the Apostle describes in these words: “it does
not seek its own” . . . For Christ’s love for us was so pure that not only did he
die for us, but in everything he did for us he sought no advantage for himself,
whether temporal or eternal, but only our well-being; he did not act with
an eye to some reward for himself, but did everything out of a desire for our
salvation. (Comm. Rom. 201)

And the Passion should not be thought of merely as an example to
emulate. It is the event that above all others reveals to us the nature,
the supreme and unstinting love, of God himself. By showing us the
incomparable goodness and love of God, it shows us how much God
deserves to be loved — not merely because of what he has done for us,
but because of who he is. Abelard exclaims, “Oh that we might have
such pure affection for God that we would love him insofar as he is
good in himself rather than insofar as he is useful to us!” (Comm.
Rom. 204).

Paradoxically, by presenting God in his most lovable aspect and
thereby moving us to love him without regard for our own happiness,
the Passion also fits us to receive happiness. For the true reward for
obedience to God is nothing other than God himself. Unless we love
God for who he is, we do not really desire our own happiness after
all; and anything else God might give us is good only because of God
himself.?® Recall that God’s grace was said to consist in his offering
us eternal happiness. We can now see that God’s offering us eternal
happiness can be nothing other than his offering himself. God him-
self is the integra causa amoris (Comm. Rom. 204), the complete
and sufficient object of love. By revealing himself as infinitely lov-
able through the sacrificial death of Christ, he empowers us to serve
him out of love rather than out of fear. This love for God is the char-
ity that makes us righteous. It is in this way that we are justified by
the Passion of Christ.

VI. CONCLUSION

So we are justified, made righteous, through charity. This charity not
only enables us to resist concupiscence, it also enables us to serve
God out of love rather than out of fear. And since charity is enkin-
dled in our hearts by the Passion of Christ, the exemplarist reading
of Abelard has at least a kernel of the truth: the Passion accom-
plishes our reconciliation with God through its effect on the human

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



276 THOMAS WILLIAMS

heart. As we have seen, however, Abelard does not think it could
have such an effect unless it also achieved some objective benefit
for us; that benefit is our deliverance from punishment for the sin of
our first parents. The exemplarist reading denies any such objective
benefit and therefore misses a key aspect of Abelard’s theory of the
Atonement.

Now recall that it was because of his supposed exemplarism that
Bernard charged Abelard with Pelagianism. Since the charge of ex-
emplarism has been answered, one might expect that the charge of
Pelagianism can be dropped as well. But in fact the issue of Pelagian-
ism remains open. For Bernard’s worry was that if our redemption
consists in a change of heart brought on by our response to the Pas-
sion, then it is we who accomplish our own redemption; and Abelard
certainly does think that our redemption consists precisely in such
a change of heart.

Whether Abelard is a Pelagian will largely depend on how we
characterize Pelagianism. If we define it as the view that one can
act rightly apart from grace, Abelard is (as I have already argued)
no Pelagian. But then one might worry that he escapes Pelagianism
only on a technicality, since he considers our natural powers gifts of
grace — they even fit his definition of grace as “a gift not conferred on
the basis of prior merits” (Comm. Rom. 60). So suppose instead that
we define Pelagianism as the view that human beings in their present
state can will rightly through an unaided exercise of their power of
free choice. On that definition Abelard is indeed a Pelagian. In the
Sententie Hermanni he says that “unless we say that man, from
himself through free choice from his nature, has the ability to love
God and cleave to him, we cannot avoid the conclusion that grace
predetermines our merits.”?” In other words, if we are so enervated
by the sickness of sin that we cannot, on our own, either accept or
refuse the medicine of divine grace, some patients will be lost solely
because the Great Physician gratuitously withholds treatment. Such
caprice, Abelard thinks, cannot be reconciled with the divine charity
that is both manifested and made effective in the Passion of Christ.
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When Abelard quotes the parts of Romans on which he is commenting
in a given passage, I put the scriptural text in capitals; other quotations
from scripture are indicated by quotation marks.

This theme first appears in the commentary on the second word of
the epistle (which in Abelard’s translation is servus, servant) and re-
curs throughout the work. It is especially prominent in Book 111, where
Abelard comments on Romans 7 and 8.

The ransom theory was the dominant theory of the Atonement for the
first millennium or so of Christian thought. Unlike the theory of penal
substitution, it can claim some basis in the words of Christ himself.
In Matthew 20:28 and Mark 10:45, Jesus says, “The Son of Man did
not come to be served, but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom
for the sake of many.” In his attack on Abelard Bernard clearly regards
the ransom theory as a non-negotiable element of orthodoxy, but no
less a figure than Anselm of Canterbury had denied it: see Cur Deus
Homo 1.7.

Abelard makes the same claim in his comments on Romans 4:7-8 (124—
126). For example, he writes that “sin (iniquitas) is remitted when the
punishment for it, which could be exacted by justice, is dismissed (con-
donare) by grace” (124).

Here and in Abelard’s exposition “sinful flesh” is literally “flesh of sin.”
For example: “through Adam we incur damnation” (Comm. Rom. 157)
and, at the end of the quaestio on original sin, “that utterly dire and
eternal death that we incur through that [original] sin” (Comm. Rom.
175).

At Comm. Rom. 175, he speaks of “the condition of immortality, which
was lost through original sin.” At 214 he says that we are “liable to
physical death on account of the sin of our first parents” and explains
why we do not recover immortality when our sins are forgiven.

It is customary to leave the word fomes untranslated. It literally means
“kindling” or “tinder”; metaphorically, the idea is that the disordered
human heart needs only a small spark of temptation to ignite sinful
action.
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25.

26.

27.
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Thus Abelard: “AND TAKING ME PRISONER, i.e., dragging me off
unwillingly as a prisoner TO THE LAW, i.e., the obedience, o sIN
conceived by the mind, so that I execute it in deed, waIiCH law, thus
taking me prisoner and turning me away from God, my rightful Lord,
as has been said, 1s IN MY MEMBERS” (Comm. Rom. 209).

This was, by the way, the same tack Abelard took in explaining how it
could be licit for God to punish us for the sin of Adam and Eve.
Adding to the strangeness is the conclusion of the sentence: “but often,
although God distributes an equal gift of grace to some, it doesn’t have
equal effects on their deeds; in fact, one who has received more grace
for acting will act less [well].” The “but” implies that this observation
in some way contrasts with has just been said, but of course there is no
contrast at all between the unequal effects of equal grace and the non-
necessity of repeated gifts of grace. If Abelard had gone straight from the
doctor analogy to the second half of the sentence, the connection would
have been clear. If the doctor doesn’t enable the patient to receive grace,
it’s the doctor’s fault that the patient doesn’t recover; but God offers
everyone equal grace, so if one doesn’t act well it’s one’s own fault.
“Set on fire” represents the Latin accensus, Abelard’s usual word for the
effect of the Passion on the receptive heart.

See in particular the commentary on 1:21 (Comm. Rom. 71).

Abelard speaks eloquently of the spiritual immaturity of such merce-
nary motives for the love of God, which he associates with the Old
Law. His most effective lines, however, are quoted from Augustine’s
Enarrationes in Psalmos 53:10: “If you praise God because he gives you
something, you are not loving God unselfishly (gratis). You would be
embarrassed if your wife loved you because of your wealth and would
consider adultery if you happened to fall into poverty. Since, then, you
want to be loved unselfishly by your wife, will you love God for the sake
of something else? What reward will you receive from God, you greedy
wretch?” (Comm. Rom. 202).

As Abelard quotes from Augustine’s Enarrationes in Psalmos §3:10,
“HE WHO MADE HEAVEN AND EARTH does not keep the earth in
store for you, but himself. . . . Have no regard for all these things, but
reach for God himself. And these things that he gives you are good on
account of the giver” (Comm. Rom. 202).

Sent. Herm. 155.

Cambridge Companions Online © Cambridge University Press, 2006



WILLIAM E. MANN

9  Ethics

Peter Abelard’s contributions to ethics are concentrated in two
works, his Ethics (or Scito te Ipsum) and his Dialogue between a
Philosopher, a Jew, and a Christian (or Collationes).* There are eth-
ical insights to be found scattered elsewhere in his works, but for
the sustained presentation of an ethical theory, one can only turn
to these two works. The Dialogue is actually two dialogues, one be-
tween a philosopher and a Jew, the other between the philosopher
and a Christian, debating the relative merits of pagan philosophy,
Judaism, and Christianity. The Ethics concentrates on the devel-
opment of a distinctively Christian ethical theory. It was to have
consisted of two books.

The unfinished second book of the Ethics begins with a description
of what Abelard takes himself to have accomplished in the first book,
namely, the provision of an understanding of what sins are, how
they are rectified, and how they differ from vices (Sc. 128.1—4; Spade
1995, 226). The second book was supposed to have taken up the topic
of what it is to do good, or, as he prefers to put it in his more careful
moments, what it is to do well (Coll. 163.3229-3230; Spade 1995,
404). The text was abandoned after one page. The Ethics, then, con-
sists of a rather elaborate and zestful account of wrongdoing along
with the merest of gestures towards an account of right-doing. It is
as if Dante had neglected to write Paradiso after finishing Inferno.
But as the newspapers attest daily, accounts of wrongdoing fascinate
us more than accounts of right-doing: how many more people have
read Inferno than Paradiso?

We can speculate, however, about what the general contours of
Abelard’s account would have been by deploying these strategies.
First, if a thing’s functioning badly gives us clues about how it should
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function well, then an examination of Abelard’s account of sin should
repay our efforts. Second, we can hope to exploit other writings of
Abelard. Third, as the focus on sin indicates, Abelard seeks to provide
an account of ethics that is theistic — more specifically, Christian — in
its essential features. Although Abelard is a maverick on many philo-
sophical matters, his project would misfire fundamentally were it to
present an ethical theory that is unrecognizable or indefensible from
the point of view of scripture and the Christian tradition. We can
appeal to the constraints thereby provided to impart some direction
to our speculation.

I shall begin by examining Abelard’s presentation and defense of
his account of sin in the Ethics, organizing the examination in the
hopes of shedding light on what it is to act well.

I. THE BIG IDEA

Early in the first book, Abelard puts forward three theses about what
sin is not and one thesis about what sin is. A sin is not a mental vice,
like irascibility or wantonness, that disposes us to do bad deeds. Nor
is a sin the bad deed itself (Sc. 2.21-22; Spade 1995, 4). A bit later,
Abelard claims that the will to perform a bad deed is also not a sin
(Sc. 6.11 ff; Spade 1995, off.). What sin is, according to Abelard, is
contempt of God (Sc. 4.31-32; Spade 1995, 7). What are Abelard’s
arguments for the three negative theses? And what is contempt of
God, such that it is not any mental vice, or deed, or act of will? I
shall begin by examining the negative theses, and defer discussion
of the contempt-of-God thesis until Section 11.

A sin is not a mental vice, according to Abelard, because one can
have a vice and yet, by resisting it, not sin. A person with a ten-
dency towards irascibility, for example, who successfully resists it
is not to be charged with a sin just for having the tendency. Vices
dispose us to sin but they are not the sins to which we are thereby
disposed.?

There is no concise, straightforward argument for the remarkable
thesis that no sin is a deed. Instead there are reiterations of that
thesis interspersed in the argument for the positive thesis that sin
is contempt of God. (And this comes after Abelard’s defense of his
third negative thesis.) But an argument for the positive thesis does
not by itself establish the thesis that no deed is a sin. Abelard must
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exclude the possibility that one way to scorn God is to act in ways
contemptuous of God.

We get some help when Abelard says, as if summing up results
established previously, that “outward deeds,” which are “equally
common to reprobates and the elect, are in themselves all indiffer-
ent” (Sc. 44.30-31; Spade 1995, 90). In fact, he had hitherto neither
explicitly characterized deeds as outward (exterior), nor made the
(sociological?) observation about their distribution among saints and
sinners, nor described them as indifferent. Nevertheless the quasi-
summary is helpful, enabling us to construct the following edifice
on its foundation.

Here is an example that Abelard uses at least twice (Sc. 28.11-17,
Spade 1995, 58; and Coll. 164.3237-3241, Spade 1995, 404): two
people participate in the legal execution of a criminal. One acts out
of a desire to see justice served, the other out of personal hatred of the
criminal arising from a long-standing feud. No matter how intense
our scrutiny of their behavior, we might not be able to discern who
is acting justly and who is acting unjustly. We can have a complete
specification of the “outward deeds” — the overt, publicly observable
bodily motions of a person — and still not know about the person’s
inner life — the beliefs, desires, motives, intentions, and the like —
that result in the outward deeds.

Outward deeds can thus be epistemologically inconclusive regard-
ing an agent’s mental states. Although this phenomenon is related
to the conception of indifference mentioned above, it does not ex-
plain the claim that outward deeds are indifferent. In the Dialogue
Abelard says that a thing is indifferent if it is neither good nor evil
(Coll. 160.3158; Spade 1995, 397). Abelard’s claim, then, is that no
outward deed is good or evil in itself: all bodily motions are morally
neutral.

Perhaps what Abelard has in mind is this. One and the same bodily
motion can, depending on circumstances, be embedded in a conduc-
tor’s downbeat, a minister’s blessing, and an executioner’s coup de
grace. To the extent to which bodily motions are interpreted as hav-
ing moral significance, it is because of the inferences people make
about the mental states and activities behind them. But, as we shall
see, it is Abelard’s view that, even when the inferences are correct, it
is a mistake to call the bodily motions good or bad, righteous or sin-
ful. Predicates of moral appraisal attach properly to internal items,
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the states and activities residing in the agent’s soul. Thus, no deed
is a sin.

The inward-outward dichotomy is a time-honored one in the his-
tory of philosophy. It is frequently associated with some sort of soul—-
body dualism. If Abelard had a philosophical theory about the re-
lation between soul and body, it is certainly not prominent in his
writings. At one point in the Ethics, in order to emphasize the point
that the commission of an outward deed does not augment the soul’s
sin, Abelard concludes, “As if that which occurred outwardly in the
body could contaminate the soul!” (Sc. 22.30-32; Spade 1995, 47).
It is tempting to read into this remark Augustine’s dualism, which
entails, among other things, that because the soul is superior to the
body, it cannot be affected by what happens to the body. As we will
see below, Abelard was influenced, directly or indirectly, by Augus-
tine’s thought. But this one passage is too isolated to serve as a basis
for an imputation of Augustine’s extreme dualism to Abelard.? It
will suffice for our purposes to suppose that whatever Abelard’s the-
ory might have been, it would legitimize his use of inward-outward
imagery.

Abelard’s third negative thesis, that to sin is not to will to perform
a bad deed, eliminates one more likely suspect — recall that vices
have already been dismissed — from the interior rogue’s gallery. In
the process of defending the thesis, Abelard considers an example
that had first appeared in Book 1 of Augustine’s De libero arbitrio.
Abelard reworks the example to present an analysis of it at odds with
Augustine’s own analysis. But Abelard’s reworking of the example
relies on conceptual apparatus that Augustine had developed after
having written De libero arbitrio. Examination of the example and its
reworking will help us to see not only the rationale for the negative
thesis but also for Abelard’s positive thesis.

Here is the example. A servant flees his sadistic master, who is
bent on torturing and killing the servant. Cornered finally by the
master and fearing for his own life, the servant kills the master.
Augustine and Abelard agree that the servant has done something
wrong. They offer differing diagnoses of what the wrongness con-
sists in. In De libero arbitrio Augustine tries out the hypothesis that
all wrongdoing is motivated by inordinate desire,* desire that is dis-
proportionate to the value of the object desired. The example of the
servant killing his master seems at first blush to be a counterexample
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to the hypothesis, for we are to suppose that the servant’s desire is
to live a life without fear, and no one can be faulted for having that
desire. Augustine’s resolution of the case is to claim, in effect, that
the servant’s desire is inordinate nevertheless, because it leads the
servant to overvalue his own life. His life is a good thing, to be sure,
as is, Augustine might have added, his master’s life. But the servant’s
life is not the sort of thing that can be possessed without the fear of
losing it. Thus to desire to possess one’s life without fear of losing it,
no matter what the cost, is to fail to appreciate that sometimes the
cost is too high.s

Augustine’s hypothesis pins wrongdoing on a set of unruly de-
sires. Abelard does not accept the maneuver. Let us look first at
what he says about Augustine’s example. There is nothing wrong
with the servant’s wanting to preserve his life; no hint from Abelard
that this desire is inordinate. If there is nothing wrong with the will
for self-preservation, what about the servant’s will to kill his master?
Abelard’s reply is that the servant has no such will; in the case as
described, he kills his master unwillingly (Sc. 6.32-8.4; Spade 1995,
14). A critic might protest that Abelard is surely mistaken: Because
the servant’s action of slaying the master was not a matter of inad-
vertence or accident, it seems obvious that the servant wanted to
kill the master and that that very desire was what brought about
the action. The servant, after all, could have acquiesced in his own
death rather than kill his master. Abelard acknowledges that that
would have been the right thing to do. That the servant chose to kill
his master shows that even if he had a desire not to kill, that desire
was outmatched by the desire to kill. It is disingenuous, then, for
Abelard to claim that the servant killed unwillingly. Since Abelard
agrees that the homicide was unjust, what else could its evil consist
in for him if not the evil desire?

It is crucial to see that Abelard’s strategy in reply is to assert that
the servant has no evil desire. Abelard does not help himself to a
more radical claim that might have been suggested by the moral
neutrality of bodily behavior, that no desire is bad. Some desires
are bad. It would be better for a person not to have them. Even so,
one’s harboring bad desires does not make one a sinner. Bad desires
are something to be fought against and overcome. Indeed, Abelard
suggests that if we had no bad desires with which to contend, if our
desires always naturally conformed to God’s will, then we would be
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deprived of the opportunity to achieve anything great for God’s sake
(Sc. 12.3-17; Spade 1995, 22-23).

The key to understanding why the critic’s protest misfires is to
see that, for Abelard, one and the same action can be done unwill-
ingly yet intentionally. An intentional action need not be whatever
action happens to have the strongest desires behind it. When Abelard
uses the verbs volo (I want) and nolo (I do not want), they apply ex-
clusively to desires. Correspondingly, when he speaks of an agent’s
voluntas (will) he is simply referring to what the agent would most
want to do, assuming that the agent is not subject to any kind of co-
ercion.® In happy circumstances what the agent does intentionally
just is what the agent most wants to do. But not all circumstances are
happy. Abelard submits the master-killing servant to illustrate the
possibility of an agent acting intentionally but unwillingly.” It might
be useful to consider a simpler example, one in which the issue of
the agent’s sinning does not arise. The mugger’s menu, “Your money
or your life,” most likely will induce you to surrender your money
intentionally but unwillingly. There is some element of choice even
in this harrowing circumstance, a choice whose potential for gal-
lows humor was exploited by the radio comedian Jack Benny (“I'm
thinking, I'm thinking . . .”). Abelard allows that your surrendering
your money can be voluntary even when performed unwillingly. But
“voluntary” here can only mean that your action was not committed
with the necessity of inevitability or that the action corresponds to
some desire of yours, for example, a desire to escape or defer death
(Sc. 16.24-32; Spade 1995, 34). Abelard does not take the fact that
you have a desire to avoid death to tell against the claim that you
act unwillingly. To adapt a point of his, “I wanted to give him the
money from a desire to save my life” does not entail “I wanted to give
him the money.” There is no will or desire to surrender the money;
it is rather that surrendering the money is something you suffer in
order to achieve something you do want (Sc. 8.21-10.6; Spade 1995,
17-18). The cases of the homicidal servant and the mugger’s victim
have this in common: they are specimens of intentional, unwilling,
but voluntary action. They differ in that one is sinful, the other not.

The distinction between desire and intention matters to Abelard
because he wants to locate an action’s sinfulness not in the agent’s
desires but in the agent’s intention. Although Abelard relies on the
distinction, he does not provide much explicit help in seeing how he
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arrived at it or how its two central concepts differ. In the next few
paragraphs I shall comment on the provenance and the contours of
the distinction. I warn the reader that the comments stray increas-
ingly beyond the confines of the text.

L1 Intention as consent

Abelard suggests that to form an intention to do something is to
consent to that thing. The terminology of consent traces back to
Augustine, who, in De sermone Domini in monte, a work written
approximately six years after Book 1 of De Iibero arbitrio, develops
an account of sin that supplements or supplants the earlier account
of sin as inordinate desire. On this later account, a sin is the cul-
mination of three stages, suggestion, pleasure, and consent. Sugges-
tions, Augustine says, come about typically through the workings
of memory or the bodily senses, and can range from a momentary
thought about having sex with someone to a vivid fantasy about ram-
ming one’s car into the vehicle that just cut into one’s traffic lane. In
Abelard’s hands, suggestion is linked more closely to conscious in-
stigators, including demons (Sc. 34.3-38.4; Spade 1995, 69-76). One
may or may not take pleasure in such suggestions. Abelard has no
brief to file against pleasure, any more than he did against desires.
Perhaps, like desires, some pleasures are bad, for instance, taking
pleasure in another person’s suffering. But Abelard asserts that no
natural bodily pleasure is a sin. If fiends were to force some help-
less monk to lie amid amorous women, he says, and if that helpless
monk were to be thus led into pleasure, but not consent, who would
dare call the pleasure a sin? (Sc. 20.15-19; Spade 1995, 42.) If bodily
pleasures were sins, then God would be at fault for having created us
in such a way that we cannot help but enjoy the taste of some foods
(Sc. 18.13-16; Spade 1995, 37). Finally, Abelard follows Augustine in
giving a subjunctive analysis of consent: to consent to a pleasurable
suggestion to ¢ is to set oneself to ¢ should opportunity arise (Sc.
14.17-19; Spade 1995, 29).8

“There are those,” Abelard observes, “who completely regret be-
ing drawn into consent to lust or to a bad will, and are compelled out
of the weakness of the flesh to want what they by no means want
to want” (Sc. 16.22-24; Spade 1995, 33). (This passage immediately
precedes the observation that some intentional actions are voluntary
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only in the attenuated sense that is compatible with their not being
done willingly.) It is tempting to see in this passage a prefiguration
of Harry Frankfurt’s distinction between freedom of action and free-
dom of will.® Roughly, one has freedom of action if one is free to
do what one wants to do. One has freedom of will if one is free to
want what one wants to want; if, that is, there is harmony betwen
one’s first-order desires and one’s second-order desires. A narcotics
addict who takes drugs because he wants to has freedom of action.
Nonetheless he lacks freedom of will if his second-order desire not
to have a first-order desire for narcotics is powerless over the first-
order desire. Conversely, a person who does not realize that she is
locked in her room may have freedom of will, the freedom to pick
and choose among her first-order desires, even though she would lack
the freedom to act on a desire to leave her room, were she to adopt
that desire. Abelard does not examine further the phenomena of first-
and second-order desires and the harmonies and dissonances that are
possible among them. His focus is on intention, since that is where
sin finds it home. But an examination of the philosophical contours
of intentions and desires may help us to understand why Abelard
endorses the change in the account of sin given by Augustine.

1> Intentions and second-order desires

Like intentions, second-order desires presuppose the capacity for self-
awareness. An intention is a setting of oneself to do something. The
object of a second-order desire is not just any first-order desire but
a first-order desire of one’s own. There is thus some cognitive ca-
pacity required of any creature capable of entertaining intentions
and second-order desires. There may be a further similarity between
them. A second-order desire can be directed favorably or unfavorably
at a first-order desire already in place. (“I am glad I want to have a
large family.” “Iwish I did not have a craving for tobacco.”) A second-
order desire can also be directed at a non-existent first-order desire.
(“I want to become more willing to help others.”) One might think
that some second-order desires are thus synchronous with their first-
order, object desires while others are future-directed. Plato put for-
ward the thesis in the Symposium, however, that the desire to have
x, when one already has x, is really the desire to retain x.*° It would
seem to be a trivial extension to add that the desire not to have x,
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when one in fact has x, is really the desire to lose x. If Plato is cor-
rect, then all desires are future-directed. And even if Plato is mistaken
in general, one might be able to make a case for the more circum-
scribed claim that all second-order desires are future-directed. If such
a Platonic case could be made, then second-order desires would share
an important feature with intentions, which seem to be essentially
future-oriented.

Still, there would be these differences, differences that suggest that
intentions are further up the cognitive stream. Second-order desires
have first-order desires as their objects. Can there be second-order
intentions, that is, intentions that take other, garden-variety inten-
tions as their objects? The schema, “I intend to intend to ¢,” if not
a typographical error, induces a kind of mental vertigo. It is hard to
imagine a circumstance in which it does not boil down to “I intend
to ¢.” In contrast, “Iintend to have only charitable intentions” and “I
intend not to have vicious intentions,” however rare, pompous, and
foolhardy they may appear, are intelligible. If wanting to want always
points to a future, intending to have intentions points to a future in
the future. For if we intend to acquire or retain certain intentions,
then we must intend that those future intentions will lead to action,
if opportunity arises, at a time subsequent to their acquisition or
retention. Whereas second-order desires, given the Platonic thesis,
require that we cognize ourselves as continuing subjects in the fu-
ture, second-order intentions require that we envision ourselves not
merely as continuing in the future, but as having intentions in the
future that we may or may not have now, and as being prepared to
act on those intentions at a still further future time.

L3 Conflicting desires and conflicting intentions

We humans are no strangers to the phenomenon of one person having
conflicting desires, that is, two or more desires such that the satis-
faction of one or more of them precludes the satisfaction of others.
The phenomenon is as familiar as wanting to have your cake and eat
it too. On first thoughts we might regard cases of intrapersonal de-
sire conflict as a kind of volitional immaturity. On second thoughts
it might occur to us that there are some occasions when not to be
pulled in opposite directions would be a symptom of less than full
humanity. Sophie can save one of her children but not both; which
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will it be? A reply of “Oh, well, flip a coin,” might pass muster from
a decision-theoretic point of view. But were Sophie not to persist in
wanting to save both children even when she knew she could not,
then Sophie would have become as brutalized as those who forced
the choice upon her.

The situation is quite different with conflicting intentions. We
understand Hamlet’s wanting and not wanting to slay Claudius and
appreciate the dramatic tension that his ambivalence contributes
to the play and to the psychological complexity of its protagonist.
We are gripped by the pivotal scene in which Hamlet, fully intent
on killing Claudius, forswears his intention at the last moment be-
cause to kill Claudius while Claudius is praying would be to allow
Claudius to go to heaven.** The logic of decisions is non-monotonic:
one’s intentions can and should change sometimes with the addi-
tion of a new consideration. Suppose now that I tell you that Shake-
speare contemplated inserting material into Hamlet that has Ham-
let announcing in the same breath, without benefit of intervening
considerations and without equivocation, that he intends to kill
Claudius and that he intends not to kill Claudius. I ask you to
speculate on how the scene would have fit into the play. Two hy-
potheses might occur to you. One is that Shakespeare was thinking
of portraying Hamlet as not merely burning to avenge his father’s
death yet frozen by inconclusive evidence: Shakespeare had con-
templated having Hamlet become completely unhinged. The other
is that Shakespeare was planning to have Hamlet feign being un-
hinged by putting the unused material into the scene with the barmy
but pointed banter with Polonius. Either hypothesis rightly regards
the simultaneous holding of both intentions as a sign of massive
irrationality.

To depict intention as a kind of consent following on the heels
of suggestion and desire enables us to see why this regard is appro-
priate. Consent, as employed by Augustine and Abelard, suggests
an executive decision that has taken into account various sugges-
tions received from the executive’s constituents, weighted by the
strengths of the constituents’ desires, but mindful of the executive’s
own desires concerning the desirability or undesirability of the con-
stituents’ desires. The palate favors going out for a pizza. The con-
science reports unreadiness for tomorrow’s examination. The person
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has a pizza delivered and spends the saved time studying. An exec-
utive who promulgates inconsistent policies provides no coherent
guidance for her constituents or herself. We may not be surprised to
find different components of a corporate body in competition with
each other. But we should think that the corporate head is derelict or
inept if her decisions and policies take no steps towards diminishing
the internal competition by restructuring the desires. Inconsistent
policies have the effect of sanctioning all actions and legitimating
all desires in a bellum omnium contra omnes. A cynical corporate
head, whose personal interests diverged from the interests of the cor-
poration, might find an occasion to hamstring the latter for the sake
of the former. But, to return the analogy to the individual case, when
the interests of one’s constituents are literally one’s own interests,
to pit the one against the other is to court schizophrenia.

Lg Ends and means

We have seen that Abelard rejects the following inference pattern
about desires: if A wants y and x is the only means to y, then A
wants x. This inference pattern seems to rest on a false descriptive
generalization. Desire for an end may or may not confer desire on
the means necessary to achieving the end. Consider now an anal-
ogous inference pattern for intentions: if A intends y and x is the
only means to y, then A intends x. In the history of philosophy after
Abelard’s time, the analogous pattern for intentions (and patterns
bearing a strong family resemblance to it) has often been put forward
as a normative principle, imputing responsibility to A for intending
the necessary means in the very process of intending an end. Here,
for a recent example, is Allen Wood’s introduction to his discussion
of Kant’s notion of a hypothetical imperative:

To set an end is to undertake a self-given normative commitment to carry
out some plan for achieving the end. Sometimes when I have set an end, I
subsequently feel an impulse or desire either to perform some action that
precludes achieving the end or else to refrain from an action that is necessary
for achieving the end. In such cases, I must (on pain of a failure of rationality)
make up my mind whether to abandon the end or to abstain from acting on
the impulse.*?
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Abelard does not discuss this feature allegedly attaching to inten-
tions. If intentions do impose a standard of instrumental rational-
ity on agents who have them, this is yet another respect in which
intentions carry with them more cognitive baggage than do desires.
Perhaps because Abelard neglects the topic of means-end rational-
ity, he also does not seem to be aware of a vexing distinction that
would become crucial to the principle of double effect, namely, the
distinction between what one intends and what one merely foresees
as consequences of one’s actions.’3

In sum, I have speculated, I hope on Abelard’s behalf, that to locate
sin in the realm of intentions rather than the domain of desires is to
imply that sins require for their commission beings whose level of
rational, cognitive sophistication is higher than that of beings who
are merely capable of desires, even second-order desires. Infants and
animals have desires. But, “as blessed Jerome has remarked, and as
plain reason maintains, as long as the soul remains in the stage of
infancy, it lacks sin” (Sc. 22.1-3; Spade 1995, 44).

II. DETAILS

So far we have been following the ramifications of Abelard’s three
negative theses. His positive thesis is that all sins are acts of inten-
tion, whether they be translated into physical action or not. But not
all acts of intention are sins. What makes an intention, or an act of
consent, a sin? Abelard’s answer is that sinful consent is “contempt
of God and an offense against him” (Sc. 4:32; Spade 1995, 7). The
terms are carefully chosen: as Abelard points out immediately, no
one can literally damage God, but contempt and offense are not the
same as damage.™ More formally, Abelard says that contempt of God
is “not to do for his sake what we believe should be done by us for
his sake, or not to omit doing for his sake what we believe should be
omitted” (Sc. 6.3-6; Spade 1995, 8; reaffirmed at Sc. 54.30-32; Spade
1995, 110).*5 The definition specifies two kinds of failures, failing to
do what one believes should be done and failing to refrain from that
which one believes one should refrain. Abelard discusses both kinds
of failures. The principal case offered in illustration of failing to do
is a case involving non-culpable ignorance. The case illustrating a
failure to refrain is a case of mistaken belief. As it turns out, the
distinction between acting in ignorance and acting on a mistaken
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belief tends to occupy Abelard’s attention more than the distinction
between failing to do and failing to refrain.

II.1  Sinning through ignorance

The star example of the first sort of failure appears in Abelard’s dis-
cussion of the persecution of Christ. It is not just that Christ’s per-
secutors were not sinning if they believed that they were pleasing
God by punishing a dangerous heretic. Even more strongly, Abelard
claims that had they failed to punish Christ when they believed that
he was a dangerous heretic, they would have been sinning (Sc. 54.27-
56.8,66.31-34; Spade 1995, 110-111, 131). Abelard spends more time
defending the former claim than the latter, a reasonable strategy if
he thought that the former claim is a consequence of the latter.™
If Christ’s persecutors were not sinful, why did Christ say “Father,
forgive them, for they know not what they do” (Luke 23:34)? Why is
forgiveness necessary if they were free of sin?

Abelard’s reply is to distinguish four senses of the term “sin,”
only two of which need concern us here. The proper sense of the
term is the sense Abelard has advocated — consent that is contempt
of God. There is in addition what I shall call on Abelard’s behalf a
public sense of “sin,” which applies to external deeds, in particular
to those deeds which have not been “performed or willed correctly”
(Sc. 56.32—58.1; Spade 1995, 130). Christ’s persecutors have commit-
ted a public sin but not a sin proper. The commission of a public sin
exposes its agents to divine punishment even though they might be
without sin proper. Christ’s petition, then, amounts to asking that
God remit punishment on the persecutors that is otherwise justified
by their deed. “Thus to sin through ignorance is this sort of thing:
not to have a fault in this [act], but to do what is not fitting for us”
(Sc. 66.27-28; Spade 1995, 116). To put the point in more contem-
porary terms, Abelard has just claimed that at least from the divine
point of view, some offenses are strict liability offenses, that is, cases
of culpable wrongdoing in which the offender has no mens rea. We
shall see that Abelard countenances a similar class of offenses from
the point of view of secular authority. When the point is put this
way, however, it becomes obvious that Abelard needs to provide an
account of what it is that makes a deed a public sin, something not
performed or willed correctly. Contempt of God cannot be the only
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dimension of moral wrongness. We need an account of what it is that
makes an act “not fitting for us.”

II.2 Natural lIaw

As a prelude to his definition of sinning through ignorance, Abelard
discusses the case of Cornelius the centurion, “a devout man who
feared God with all his household” (Acts 10.2). As Abelard inter-
prets the case, Cornelius had come to recognize and love God “by
the natural law” (Sc. 64.17; Spade 1995, 126), but did not believe in
Christ until Peter informed him. Abelard says that had Cornelius
passed away believing in God before his acceptance of Christ, he
would have been numbered not among the faithful but among those
without faith. The reference to natural law is seemingly offhand
and certainly isolated. Even so, I suggest that it may be the key to
understanding why Abelard thinks some actions are fitting or un-
fitting for us independently of whether they express contempt of
God.

In the Dialogue, the Philosopher claims that the natural law is
“the science of morals we call ‘ethics’” (Coll. 44.85; Spade 1995, 11).
It is “first” both in time and in nature to the “Old Law” given to the
Jews — the precepts contained in the Pentateuch — and to the “New
Law” given to Christians and contained in the Gospels and the apos-
tles’ teaching. Its temporal primacy explains how the ancient pagans
were able to achieve moral sophistication without knowledge of the
Old or New Law. Its natural primacy involves its being simpler than
the Old or New Law. The Old and New Law are less simple in that
they contain everything contained in natural law, but add to natural
law’s content. The Old Law, for example, includes precepts concern-
ing circumcision and forbidden food. Among the New Law’s edicts
is a precept concerning baptism. The challenge the Philosopher sets
the Jew and the Christian is to convince him, by rational argument
alone, that these sorts of additions make the Old Law or the New Law
superior to natural law. The presupposition behind the challenge, a
presupposition made explicit in the Philosopher’s discussion of Job
(Coll. 59.489-492; Spade 1995, 63), is that the content of natural law
is discoverable by natural reason, that is, reason unaided by supernat-
ural revelation. In contrast, insofar as the Old and New Law are less
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simple than natural law, their complexity is attributable to content
that appears not to be backed by reason but by faith based on reve-
lation alone. We should note that the Philosopher takes the content
of natural law — and thus the power of natural reason — to be fairly
extensive. We know by it that God exists and that we must love God,
neighbor (Coll. §3.332-334; Spade 1995, 48), parents, punish the de-
praved, and in general observe whatever practices are so necessary
for all people that without them individual human merits would be
insufficient (Coll. 125.2223-2225; Spade 1995, 283). Like Cornelius,
then, the Philosopher is no atheist. Yet, also like Cornelius, there
is no assurance that the Philosopher will be saved, no matter how
fervent his piety, if he lacks faith in Christ (Sc. 64.17-23; Spade 1995,
126). Abelard is careful not to say that Cornelius, and by implication,
the Philosopher, would definitely be damned. To say that would be
to presume to know too much about God’s plans.

One of the examples Abelard uses to illustrate the notion of sin-
ning through ignorance is a hunting accident (Sc. 66.19-21; Spade
1995, 129). Overeager Nimrod may mistake a companion for a deer,
death resulting. Not intentional homicide, but a substandard per-
formance nonetheless. If one of the precepts of natural law enjoins
us to exercise due diligence when engaging in dangerous activities,
then Nimrod has disregarded natural law. Note here two different
pleas of ignorance. “I didn’t know that my companion had moved
behind that bush,” an acknowledgment of ignorance of factual cir-
cumstance, helps to explain how the homicide occurred, may exon-
erate Nimrod from a charge of murder, but still betokens negligence.
“T didn’t know that I was supposed to be careful while engaged in
dangerous pastimes,” a confession of ignorance of a relevant part of
natural law, would betray not only Nimrod’s behavior but Nimrod
himself as substandard.

Let us return to the case of Christ’s persecutors. Perhaps what
Abelard has in mind is the thought that the persecutors have violated
a precept of natural law. A likely candidate for such a precept might
be that one should not punish the innocent. That Christ’s persecutors
violated this precept unwittingly exculpates them from the a charge
of sin but not from a charge of acting in a way not fitting for them.
As appealing as this solution may be, we shall see that it is at tension
with other things Abelard has to say.
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II.3 Sinning through mistaken belief

Recall that the second part of Abelard’s definition of contempt of God
is failing to refrain from that which one believes one should refrain.
Abelard does not discuss such a case in the Ethics or the Dialogue. We
get some help from his Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Romans.
Paul says of types of foodstuff that none is unclean in itself (Romans
14:14, 14:20). Yet, Paul continues, “He who has doubts is condemned,
if he eats, because he does not act from faith; for whatever does not
proceed from faith is sin” (Romans 14:23). Abelard interprets the
passage as maintaining that “he sins who uses even lawful things
against his conscience” (Comm. Rom. 306.313-314).

It appears that Abelard is speaking in his own voice and intends
his remark to apply universally. The Old Law contains a prohibition
against eating pork. The New Law does not (see Sc. 18.19-23; Spade
1995, 38). Abelard believes that the New Law supersedes the Old
Law. Does the New Law’s supersession rescind all parts of the Old
Law that are not also part of natural law? Or does the Old Law still
remain in effect on the Jews? In either case consider a Jew who be-
lieves that it is illicit for him to eat pork, but who consents to eating
pork nonetheless. If the Old Law is in effect, he is expressing con-
tempt of God by consenting to something that actually transgresses
God’s law. If the Old Law is no longer in effect, then although he is
not actually transgressing God’s law, it would seem that as long as
he mistakenly believes that he is, he actually is expressing contempt
of God.

Abelard’s definition of contempt of God sows the seed of what the
agent believes into it essentially. What we are seeing, I suggest, is
the harvest. Is the crop welcome? John Marenbon observes:

But if Abelard had thought about the more general application of the princi-
ple he appears to admit, he could hardly have remained complacent. . . . Ap-
plying the principle generally: I sin if I contravene what I believe, wrongly,
is a revealed precept that applies to me. But I might believe wrongly that
any precept is a revealed precept which applies to me, including ones which
contradict precepts of natural law (for instance, supposedly revealed precepts
commanding human sacrifice). I may even believe that my revealed precept
includes the command to follow it, not natural law . . . Abelard does not see
the difficulty which wrongly believed revealed precepts (whether general or
particular) present for his theory.*”
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One might think that Abelard’s complacency would be shaken
upon seeing that, according to his theory, an agent, A, has sinned
by intentionally refraining from human sacrifice when A believes
that human sacrifice is commanded. How can A sin by doing the
right thing? A related question: because refraining from human sac-
rifice is not otherwise sinful, how can A’s merely believing that it
is sinful make it sinful? An unflappable Abelard should reply by re-
minding us that his theory countenances two dimensions of wrong-
doing, acting in a way unfitting for us to act and sinning proper. If
there is anything that is picked out by the phrase, “A’s doing the
right thing,” it can only be A’s act of eating pork or refraining from
human sacrifice, which, we may suppose, A does fittingly. A’s sin
is not this, however, nor is A’s sin established by A’s belief. A’s sin
is in consenting to the sinful suggestion to which the belief gives
rise.

If Abelard needs two dimensions of wrongdoing, sin proper and
unfit action, parity of reason leads us to expect two dimensions of
good conduct, namely, having the right intention and action that is
fit for us to perform. Abelard takes pains to argue that when we call
an intention and its ensuing action good, we correctly distinguish
two things, the intention and the deed. We are mistaken, however, if
we think that the goodness of the intention and the goodness of the
action are two commensurable instances of goodness. Abelard’s po-
sition on this point is not entirely stable. His first pronouncement,
consonant with his thesis that all deeds are indifferent, is that when
“good” is predicated of an action, the predication is akin to synec-
doche. That is, the predication extends to a whole, the complex of
intention plus action, what properly applies only to a part, the in-
tention (Sc. 46.4-16; Spade 1995, 91). A bit later he seems willing to
settle for a weaker view. Even if deeds can be good in some sense,
the sense in which they can be good is different from the sense in
which intentions can be good. This difference in sense is sufficient to
preclude addition of the one good to the other to produce a complex
whose goodness is greater than the goodness of the intention alone
(Sc. 52.4-15; Spade 1995, 105).

In either case it is clear why Abelard insists on the claim that deeds
do not amplify an agent’s goodness. Suppose that two people have
the same charitable intentions, but that one of them is robbed of his
money through no fault of his own while the other brings her plans
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to fruition. It cannot be that the second person earns more divine
credit or that the first person’s credit diminishes in the eyes of God
because of the robber’s malice. For if merit could be enhanced by ex-
ternal deeds, then the rich could become more meritorious than the
poor simply by plowing their wealth into external projects. To think
that wealth can by itself contribute to true happiness or the worth
of the soul, says Abelard, is the height of madness (Sc. 48.25-30;
Spade 1995, 99).

The performance of deeds does not add to an agent’s sinfulness
or merit. What is the point, then, of secular institutions of justice,
especially punishment? If the real sin in murder lies in the murderer’s
consent, which will be duly assessed by a supremely knowledgeable
and just judge, and if performance does not aggravate the felony,
the imposition of punishment on a murderer by secular authorities
might seem to be akin to double jeopardy. It is true that natural
law is supposed to warrant punishing the depraved. Abelard does
not rest content with a bare appeal to natural law; moreover, the
cases he presents involve punishing those without relevant fault,
not the depraved. His discussion unfolds in two stages. First Abelard
argues for the permissibility of secular punishment. Then he argues
forits practical value. The discussion would warm the hearts of many
consequentialists.

The permissibility argument takes this form. If there are cases of
legitimate secular punishment where there is no sin on the part of
the defendant — cases where secular authorities may punish even if
God remits punishment - then a fortiori there should be cases of
legitimate secular punishment where the defendant has sinned. But
there are cases of sinless deeds meriting secular punishment. Abelard
cites two, one involving negligence, the other the knowing punish-
ment of an innocent person. Therefore there are cases of legitimate
secular punishment of sinners.

I do not propose to defend the first premise. It may appear to beg
the question against those who worry about the justice of double
jeopardy. Its defense would seem to depend, then, on the distinction
between two kinds of wrongdoing, prosecuted in two different ju-
risdictions. I do want to look at Abelard’s two cases more closely.
In the first one, a destitute mother, in an attempt to keep her baby
warm, takes him into bed with her and, while asleep, smothers him.
Abelard maintains that a legal authority™ is justified in exacting
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a heavy penalty on the woman, even though she lacks sinful con-
sent, in order to deter her and others from similar future behavior
(Sc. 38:13-22; Spade 1995, 79-80). Divine justice scrutinizes the in-
ner workings of the mind, where human justice cannot penetrate.
Human justice attends to the outer behavior (Sc. 40.7-19; Spade 1995,
82-83), attempting to modify it, not so much with an eye to serving
justice as to ensuring the common utility by preventing public in-
juries and the corruption of others (Sc. 44.3—5; Spade 1995, 88). This
is the practical value of secular punishment. In pursuit of this value
it may happen that a lesser offense should be punished more severely
than a greater one, if the lesser offense, left unchecked, would tend
to erode the common good more than the greater one. Thus arson is
punished more severely than fornication even though fornication is
the more serious sin from God’s point of view (Sc. 42.5-44.2; Spade
1995, 86-87).

Abelard’s second case is more troublesome. We are to imagine
a judge before whom a defendant has been brought by unscrupu-
lous plaintiffs. The plaintiffs impute something to the defendant.
The judge realizes from the imputation that the defendant cannot be
guilty. Yet at trial, the plaintiffs, using perjurious witnesses, make an
unrebuttable case for the defendant’s guilt. In discharging his judicial
duties, the judge justly imposes punishment on someone he knows
to be innocent (Sc. 38.22-40.5; Spade 1995, 81).

Let us suppose, on Abelard’s behalf, that whatever it is by means
of which the judge realizes the defendant’s innocence, it cannot be
admitted into the legal proceedings. Let us also suppose that there is
no legal mechanism in place for the judge’s recusing himself. These
are very large suppositions indeed, but without them the judge’s be-
havior cannot plausibly be described as the just fulfillment of his
secular official duties. Even with them, however, Abelard’s case is
still vexing. Recall that in the case of Christ’s persecutors, Abelard
says that they did not sin, because they unwittingly failed to live up
to a precept of natural law that one should not punish the innocent.
What should we say of Abelard’s judge, who wittingly consents to a
violation of that precept? How can this fail to be a case of sin? It can
be maintained that there is another Natural Law precept that dic-
tates that one ought to discharge those legitimate duties entailed by
one’s voluntary acceptance of a particular vocation. Without further
elucidation, however, we now must conclude that Abelard’s judge is
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ensnared in a moral dilemma. One precept says he must punish, the
other says he must not. No matter what he does, he sins.™

One might try to dissolve the dilemma by claiming that one of the
judge’s two conflicting duties is weightier and takes precedence over
the other. There are two problems. First, itis not clear that the duty to
discharge one’s office trumps the duty not to punish the innocent, as
isrequired by Abelard’s verdict. Second, even if one could make out a
case to that effect, one would not thereby have shown that Abelard’s
judge is free from sin. All one would have shown is that Abelard’s
judge sins less grievously in punishing the innocent defendant than
in failing to meet the obligations of his office.

It is possible to maintain that given the assumption that the judge
has sinned, it does not follow that the sinless defendant’s punish-
ment is illegitimate. Abelard may be prepared to embrace a purely
formalistic conception of secular judicial conduct, one that would
maintain that as long as all public procedure is duly followed, the
result is legitimate. This attitude would be consistent with the im-
portance Abelard lays on the inward-outward distinction.

Fornication is a worse sin than arson, says Abelard, but one may
wonder how Abelard’s theory can accommodate degrees of sin. Con-
tempt is contempt. It cannot be that the psychological intensity of
the contempt is an accurate index of the gravity of sin, lest the guilt-
ridden fornicator become less of a sinner than the swaggering arson-
ist. Psychological intensity would seem at most to provide a gauge
to the distance the sinner has to travel to make repentance. Abelard
scoffs at the Stoic doctrine that all sins are equal, calling it “plain
foolishness” (Sc. 74.9; Spade 1995, 145) and the kind of insanity that
consists in believing the most patent falsehood (Coll. 109.1795-1796;
Spade 1995, 230). Yet his own theory raises the question of how it is
that not all sins are equal.

Although Abelard presents a taxonomy of sins according to
their gravity, the taxonomy is disappointing in its conventional-
ity. According to Abelard, some sins are venial, others damnable; of
damnable sins, some are criminal, some are not (Sc. 68.27-29; Spade
1995, 134). “Sins are venial or light when we consent to what we
know should not be consented to; nevertheless at the time what we
know does not occur in memory” (Sc. 68.31-70.1; Spade 1995, 135).
Examples are boasting and overindulgence: there are occasions when,
caught up in the spirit of the moment, we brag or eat or drink too
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much and only in retrospect come to recall what we knew all along —
the excessive nature of our behavior. It is distinctive of damnable
sins that no one can have forgotten, even momentarily, that per-
jury, homicide, or adultery are sinful.2° Finally, damnable sins that
are criminal are those that have been carried out and made known
publicly.

Set aside the fact that the taxonomy is a mixed bag: by Abelard’s
strictest lights, criminal sins are not a third class of sin proper. Set
aside the fact that the taxonomy is too coarse-grained to help us
see why, for instance, fornication is a more serious sin than arson.
Abelard would still face the complaint that appealing to the phe-
nomenon of forgettability does nothing to explain why damnable
sins are worse than venial ones.

Let us raise a related problem for Abelard’s theory. It bears some re-
semblance to his case of the two differently motivated executioners.
Consider two cases of homicide, alike as they can be in their exter-
nal manifestations and consequences. Suppose further that in both
cases, the agent acts intentionally, consenting to the suggestion to
kill the victim. In the first case, Grimesby stands to inherit a fortune
upon the victim’s death, and is motivated entirely by greed. In the
second, Philemon has witnessed Amanda, Philemon’s sister, suffer
from a slow, painful, degenerative disease for which there is no cure.
In her lucid moments, Amanda has urged Philemon to kill her. Phile-
mon understands that he will gain nothing from Amanda’s death and
risks being charged with murder. He kills Amanda nevertheless; he
can no longer bear seeing Amanda suffering. A natural reaction to the
two cases is to say that motive should make a difference, a difference
to which Abelard’s theory seems insensitive. Grimesby intended to
kill out of greed, Philemon out of compassion. As far as Abelard’s
theory is concerned, however, the only relevant moral dimension to
sin is the intention. Would Abelard have us believe that Philemon’s
act is exactly as contemptuous of God as Grimesby’s is? That God,
“the examiner of the heart and reins,” can see no significant moral
difference between the two?

III. CONJECTURES

At one point Abelard says that adultery is more displeasing to God
than overeating because adultery does more injury to love of neighbor
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(Sc. 74.12-19; Spade 1995, 146). Abelard alludes to what lies at the
core of New Testament ethics. Love of God and love of neighbor are
enjoined on Christians as the two great commandments, on which
depend all the law and the prophets (Matthew 22:37—40). The more
we come to love God, the more eager we are to avoid what offends
him, and our eagerness will wax or wane in proportion to the magni-
tude of the offense (Sc. 72.24-26; Spade 1995, 142). To be sure, much
the same could be said of fear of God, except that anxiety replaces
eagerness. Fear motivates us to avoid incurring God’s wrath. But fear
can only produce painful and grudging compliance with God’s will,
while love involves endorsing God’s will and taking on God’s projects
as the lover’s own. Abelard depicts fear as standing to the Old Law as
charity stands to the Gospel (Sc. 72.2—-14; Spade 1995, 139-140). Fear
of divine punishment is the source of what Abelard calls unfruitful
penitence; love is the source of genuine and fruitful penitence (Sc.
76—92 passim; Spade 1995, 151-171 passim).

To say only this much, however, is to leave crucial questions unan-
swered. Why should we want to love God? Why should we want to
love our neighbor? Abelard says precious little in answer. To provide
a detailed response on his behalf would risk the charge of inven-
tion masquerading as exposition. I offer the following remarks as
the least daring answer I can think of. They are anchored in a claim
made by Abelard’s Christian in the Dialogue, that the ultimate good
for humans is to love the ultimate good itself, which is God (Coll.
132-133.2437-2440; Spade 1995, 315). We can presume that Abelard
would regard it as axiomatic that we desire to be happy. If greater
goods contribute to greater happiness and if God is the greatest of all
goods, then Abelard has the ingredients of an answer to the first ques-
tion. Themes that are prominent in the thought of Augustine would
help to answer the second. Suppose that created goods exhibit dif-
ferent degrees of goodness to the extent to which they reflect God’s
goodness. Humans, who are (feebly) like God in possessing the ca-
pacity for judgment, are superior to animals, who lack the capacity.
Animals, who are like God in being alive, are in turn superior to inan-
imate objects. In our ordinary, literally mundane affairs, then, the
other people we encounter are the most God-like creatures around,
thus deserving to be loved as much for their goodness as we love
ourselves.??
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Skating on even thinner ice, we are led to speculate about how
to connect an ethics of love to Abelard’s views about sin. This
much seems clear: the Augustinian account sketched in the previ-
ous paragraph tolerates, indeed, rests on, the thought that love should
vary in intensity depending on the worthiness of the object of love.
Abelard’s Christian argues for this thesis (Coll. 110-113:1826-1924;
Spade 1995, 235-243). Lovers may thus err in two ways, either by
investing too much love in an object not meriting it or by failing to
love strongly enough something they should.>> Now while degrees of
mislocated love might help Abelard to explain how sins can vary in
their severity, one may still wonder how this fits his analysis of sin
in the cases of Grimesby and Philemon. No doubt Grimesby fastens
far too much love on wealth and far too little on his victim. Phile-
mon’s love for Amanda seems harder to fault. Yet Abelard’s analysis
of sin brands both cases equally.

There are two components to the solution I suspect Abelard would
give. The first is that what motivates Philemon’s action is not gen-
uine love but “tender-heartedness” (misericordia), a natural incli-
nation — thus not a moral virtue — that tends to work against jus-
tice and God’s plans (Coll. 122-123.2152-2176; Spade 1995, 275—
277). The second is that Abelard’s account of sin is not, and is
not intended to be, an account of human depravity. Grimesby dis-
plays a character more depraved than Philemon’s because Grimesby’s
greed is not just another natural inclination like tender-heartedness.
Greed is a moral vice, voluntarily acquired, disposing its posses-
sor to sin. Ceteris paribus it would take considerably more effort
to establish in Grimesby’s soul the relations of love that constitute
its ultimate human good. Yet for all of that, Abelard can maintain
that Grimesby’s and Philemon’s consenting to homicide are equally
sinful.

It may have occurred to you that we have already embarked on
speculation about the content of the unfinished second book of the
Ethics. Let me indulge myself for one more paragraph. In the second
book Abelard would have maintained that moral virtues dispose us to
do well but they are not what doing well is. Nor is doing well simply
a matter of doing good deeds: first, because goodness attributed to
deeds is parasitic on a more fundamental goodness; second, because
the widow’s mites count for more than the sums of the wealthy (see
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Mark 12:41-44). Finally, doing well is not simply a matter of desiring
to do well; if wishes were horses, beggars might ride. To do well is to
consent to do well, to take on as one’s own projects, insofar as one
can, projects that are pleasing to God, out of love of God. Looking
back at Abelard’s definition of contempt of God as a model, we can
ask which of these two definitions would more closely match his
conception of love of God:

Love of God is to do for God’s sake what we believe should be done by us
for God’s sake.

Love of God is to do for God’s sake what should be done by us for God’s sake.

By incorporating the agent’s beliefs into it, the first definition more
closely parallels Abelard’s definition of contempt of God. But it also
entails that one could have genuine love of God while committing
atrocities, based on false beliefs, in God’s name. The second defini-
tion requires of genuine love of God that the lover’s actions actually
comport with God’s will, not some misguided conception of it. The
second definition sets a loftier standard. The first definition is au-
dacious, controversial, the sort of thing that would require defense
from a brilliant if pesky philosopher. Which one would Abelard have
chosen??3

NOTES

1. I provide references to the standard Latin editions of both works, as
well as to numbered paragraphs of the translations in Spade 1995. All
translations, however, are my own.

2. Abelard appears to regard irascibility and wantonness as vices due to
our bodily constitution, natural liabilities that we should learn how to
control. They are distinct from vices, like greed and gluttony, that are
acquired, typically by sinful choices. The distinction plays no role here,
but is relevant to the issue of vicious motivation; see §i11.

3. For further discussion of Augustine’s dualism, especially in relation to
his ethics, see Mann 1999.

4. Augustine, De Iibero arbitrio 1.3.8-1.4.10. “Inordinate desire” is
Thomas Williams’s translation of libido in Williams 1993. Although
somewhat tendentious in the context, the translation has the virtues of
not confining Augustine’s use of Iibido to sexual passion and emphasiz-
ing that the desire in question is somehow out of order.
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13.
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15.

16.

17.
18.

19.
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Augustine is referring to one’s earthly, embodied life. His resolution
foreshadows the hierarchy of values that he develops in Book 11 of De
libero arbitrio; see Mann 1999, 147 for citations.

Thus Abelard does not use voluntas to refer primarily to anything as
substantive as a mental faculty, something apart from but in commu-
nication, say, with another faculty called “intellect.” See, for example,
St. Thomas Aquinas, ST'1.79, 82.

John Marenbon (1997a, 259) pairs this case with another one mentioned
by Abelard: “Often too it happens that, attracted by her appearance, we
want to lie with a woman whom we know to be married, yet by no means
would we want to commit adultery with her as much as we would want
her not to be married” (Sc. 16:16-18; Spade 1995, 32). As the context of
Abelard’s discussion clearly implies, we have not sinned merely in hav-
ing those desires. So if the case is to parallel the master-killing servant
case, we must suppose, as Marenbon does, that we actually commit
adultery while wishing that our partner were not married.

. Augustine, De sermone Domini in monte, 1.12.33—34. Abelard refers to

the trio of suggestion, pleasure, and consent at Sc. 32:23-25 (Spade 1995,
68), even though he had not hitherto mentioned suggestion.

Frankfurt 1971.

Plato, Symposium 200C-D.

Act 111, scene iii.

Wood 1999, 61.

See, e.g. Audi 1999, s.v. “principle of double effect.”

For more on this distinction in another context, see Mann 1998.
Abelard defines contempt negatively, as not doing or not omitting, in
order to conform to the Augustinian thesis that evil is non-being. See
Mann 2001.

One can make a case that “They would have sinned by not punishing”
entails “They did not sin by punishing,” especially if one is inclined to
deny the possibility of moral dilemmas. For more on the topic of moral
dilemmas, see the discussion of the case of the judge punishing a person
the judge knows to be innocent, see 297298 below.

Marenbon 19973, 272.

A bishop, in Abelard’s example, but the case is not materially changed
if we suppose the authority not to be ecclesiastical.

Aquinas would later distinguish between simpliciter and secundum
quid moral dilemmas. A secundum quid dilemma is one that arises be-
cause of previous wrongdoing on the agent’s part. A simpliciter dilemma
is one in which the agent has done no relevant previous wrong that leads
toit. Thejudge’s plight seems to be a simpliciter dilemma. For references
and discussion, see Mann 1991,
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20. Compare Abelard’s observation with the 1843 M’Naghten rule defining
criminal insanity. A person is criminally insane if “at the time of com-
mitting the act, the party accused was laboring under such a defect of
reason, from disease of the mind, as not to know the nature and quality
of the act he was doing; or if he did know it, that he did not know he
was doing what was wrong” (Goldstein 1967, 45).

21. This sentiment is compatible with the beliefs that (1) humans are nev-
ertheless a fairly miserable lot and (2) there are other created beings —
angels, for example — superior to us in virtue of being immaterial.
Augustine held both beliefs; see especially Books 11 and 111 of De libero
arbitrio.

22. This is a vindication of the utility of the Augustinian notion of inordi-
nate desire.

23. An earlier draft of this essay benefited from comments from Jeffrey
Brower, Kevin Guilfoy, Scott MacDonald, Gareth B. Matthews, Christo-
pher Taylor, and Thomas Williams.
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10 Influence

Peter Abelard had a great influence upon his contemporaries. As he
himself reports, many students followed him, and, as is clear from
what we know about the history of twelfth-century logic,* his rivals
could not neglect his innovating theories and discussions, feeling it
necessary to develop their own theories in response to his. In the next
century, however, his direct influence disappeared in logic as well as
in theology. The census of Peter Abelard’s works* shows that very
few manuscripts from the thirteenth century preserve his works,
and that there are no manuscripts at all for his logical works. He did,
however, leave a school - the so-called Nominales, named after his
own commitment to nominalism - but it survives for only one or
two generations after him. As a result, Abelard is known in the next
century only in connection with the name, or rather the notoriety, of
the school of the Nominales, together with a few distinctive theories
associated with it.

In this chapter, I attempt to provide some indication of Abelard’s
overall historical influence. I shall focus, however, on the influ-
ence he had on his contemporaries, taking up three areas of twelfth-
century logic to which contributed — areas that we would nowadays
think of falling within the domain of metaphysics, philosophy of
language, and logic, respectively — and then examining his contem-
poraries’ reactions to them. Along the way, however, I will also have
something to say about the school of the Nominales and some of
their distinctive theories.

305
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I. A BRIEF SKETCH OF THE DEVELOPMENT OF
TWELFTH-CENTURY LOGIC

Let us begin with a brief sketch of the development of twelfth-
century logic. Our story begins with the arrival of Peter Abelard
at Paris around the very beginning of the century. Paris was at
this time celebrated for logic, because of the influence and reputa-
tion of William of Champeaux. As is well known, Abelard attacked
William’s own theory of universals soon after his arrival, and thereby
provoked what was to become a long-standing controversy. The the-
ory of universals is but one example of the many topics in the logic
of the day to which Abelard made an important contribution.

In the 11308 many masters began to gather at Paris and at Mont
Ste. Genevieve and to start logic schools, including Abelard, Adam du
Petit-Pont, Robert of Melun, Alberic of Paris, and Gilbert of Poitiers.
Although by mid-century, these masters had all died or retired from
teaching logic, their schools — the Nominales, Parvipontani, Me-
ludinenses, Albricani, and Porretani, respectively — continued to
exist, presumably at Paris, and to carry on their rivalries.> There
remain, moreover, collections of theses which were held by each
school.4

By the 1180s, which mark the beginning of the decline of twelfth-
century logic, all five of these logical schools had disappeared, with
the result that textbooks of logic from this period tend to be patch-
works of material taken from this and that school.’ By the very end
of the century, twelfth-century logic had died altogether, and a new
development of logic had started, with the appearance of the earli-
est terminist texts (textbooks of logic of a style which becomes very
popular from the thirteenth century on). These early terminist texts
consist of both a survey of the so-called “old logic” (logica vetus) —
cutting off to an elementary level every subtlety of speculation asso-
ciated with Abelard and the other twelfth-century logicians — as well
as a survey of the theory of fallacies based on the newly discovered
text of Aristotle, Sophistici Elenchi, which Abelard knew only very
superficially. The terminist texts also contain chapters which are
proudly entitled “the logic of the moderns” (logica modernorum) in
contrast to the aforementioned chapters, which they refer to as “the
logic of the ancients” (logica antiquorum). The theories discussed
in the logica modernorum systematize theories that were already
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discussed explicitly or implicitly in the second half of the twelfth
century,® but few of their elements trace back to Peter Abelard.

II. THE UNIVERSALS CONTROVERSY

The best-known topic of twelfth-century logic is, no doubt, the con-
troversy surrounding the nature and ontological status of universals.
In order to clarify Abelard’s own contribution to this controversy, I
shall begin with a brief historical survey of its development.

IL1 The historical background

To a great extent, what lies behind the universals controversy is a
new approach to logic, which is commonly referred to as vocalism,’
and which was first propounded in the late eleventh century by a cer-
tain John, who was the master of Roscelin of Compiegne. According
to this new approach, logic deals only with “voices” (voces) - i.e.,
verbal sounds - in contrast to the more traditional approach, repre-
sented in Porphyry’s Isagoge, which holds that logic deals not only
with verbal sounds, but also with things (res). In all probability,
Roscelin was the first to apply the vocalistic approach directly to the
three questions which Porphyry raises but declines to answer at the
beginning of his Isagoge — namely, the question (i) whether univer-
sals subsist or not, (ii) if so, whether they are incorporeal or not, and
(iii) if they are incorporeal, whether they are separated from or exist
in bodies. Although Roscelin propounded a vocalist theory, the lack
of sources makes it uncertain as to how precisely he answered Por-
phyry’s questions. It was, however, with the vocalist theory in mind
that Abelard, who had been Roscelin’s student, attacked William of
Champeaux’s view that universals are things. As I have indicated,
moreover, Abelard’s attack on William initiated what was to be an
on-going controversy about universals.

We should note the difference between Abelard’s formulation of
the problem (namely, whether universals are verbal sounds or things),
and Porphyry’s original questions (namely, whether universals
subsist or not). Abelard’s formulation is quite alien to the ancient
controversy over Platonism and Aristotelianism, which is evidently
reflected in Porphyry’s questions. As a matter of fact, nobody in the
twelfth century thought of any Platonic idea as separate from bodies
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(choris einai), and all agreed that, at least in our sensible world, there
are only individuals. (A Platonic theory, which asserted ideae as ex-
emplary forms in divine mind, did appear in the controversy, but
outside the mainstream.®) The answer given to the Abelardian ques-
tion, therefore, by vocalists (vocales) such as Roscelin and Abelard
provided a challenge for the realists (reales), namely, to explain what
sort of real things universals are and to conform their own theo-
ries about universal things with the foregoing assumption that only
individuals exist in the sensible world.

Finally, we should also note that an important prelude to the con-
troversy between Abelard and William is the attack of Anselm of
Canterbury on Roscelin in the late eleventh century.® The occasion
for Anselm’s attack was Roscelin’s views about the Christian doc-
trine of the Trinity, which Anselm thinks rest on a mistaken view of
universals. In any case, Anselm has no problem introducing the term
“essence” (essentia) to explain how one and the same universal (or
essence) can be in many different individuals that exist only in the
sensible world. Now it is possible to distinguish two meanings of the
term “essence,” corresponding to each of the two meanings of verb
“to be” (esse): (i) to be or to exist, when it is used as a free-standing
predicate, and (ii) to be something, when it is used as a copula. Now,
for Anselm, it is only God who exists in a pure sense, whereas crea-
tures always exist in a qualified or a restricted way as being some-
thing. In respect of God, therefore, “essence” can only mean some
existing thing, whereas in respect of creatures it can only mean being
something. Thus, according to Anselm, a species, such as man, is a
universal essence derived from a qualified or restricted way of being,
such as Socrates’s being man, Plato’s being man, and so on.*° In this
way, he suggests, a universal essence (that is, a species or genus),
such as man or animal, can be one and the same thing even while
existing in many different individuals.

II.2  Controversy between Abelard and
William of Champeaux

After these preliminaries, let us turn to the controversy between
Abelard and William of Champeaux. According to Abelard’s own re-
port in his Historia calamitatum (HC 65.85-91; Radice 1974, 60),
William began his career by asserting that universals are things — or
more specifically that essentially the same things (namely, genus and
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species) are totally present in each individual. The young Abelard at-
tacked this theory, forcing William to reject it in favor of another the-
ory, according to which universals are indifferently the same things,
as opposed to being essentially the same. For convenience, let us
call the former theory the material essence theory, and the latter
the indifference theory. Abelard’s report about his exchanges is well
supported by various other sources. Although there is no Porphyry-
commentary that defends the material essence theory as such, there
are several commentaries that report this theory and Abelard’s argu-
ments against it.™*

Briefly stated, the material essence theory maintains that the
same essence is present in different individuals of the same species
and in different species of the same genus — indeed, the essence just
is the species or genus in such cases. Now the essence in each case
is referred to as the matter (materia) of the individuals and species,
and the matter is said to become an individual or a species when it is
combined with certain forms (formae) — certain accidents in the case
of individuals (namely, those peculiar to the individual in question),
and certain substantial differences in the case of species (namely,
those definitive of the species in question). Thus, the essence man
becomes an individual, say Socrates, when it is combined with the
accidents that are peculiar to Socrates, and the essence animal be-
comes the species man when it is combined with the substantial
differences that are definitive of man, namely, rationality and mor-
tality. Although William is responsible for introducing the terms
“matter” and “form,”*? he clearly borrowed the term “essence” from
Anselm of Canterbury. We should note, however, that William’s use
of “essence” loses the subtle distinction that Anselm had drawn be-
tween the existence of God and that of creatures. William’s use of
“essence” is ambiguous, or rather it seems simply to mean some ex-
isting thing. Abelard’s attack on the material essence theory takes
advantage of this very ambiguity or simplification. Indeed, Abelard’s
attack is tantamount to saying that if one and the same universal, 1,
is in different individuals, I; and I,, as their matter, then uinI; and u
in I, cannot be the same thing, since I; and I, are different things, as
William himself admits.’> The indifference theory, which William
eventually adopts, attempts to avoid this consequence by asserting,
not the sheer sameness of u, but the sameness of u in the sense that
there is no intrinsic difference between u in I;and u in I,, although
the two u’s are different things in themselves.
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II.3  Realist theories prior to 1130

Abelard’s attack on the material essence theory was extremely suc-
cessful, though it did not succeed in persuading people to accept his
own theory that universals are mere verbal sounds. Indeed, at this
point in the controversy, Abelard himself had not yet developed his
own theory fully enough to explain precisely the sense in which uni-
versals are voces. His early glosses on Porphyry (IP Isag. and P774),
for example, which were written at around the time of his initial
attacks on William, do not even touch on such questions at all. In
order to resist Abelard’s position, therefore, realists initially thought
it was sufficient to appeal to authorities, such as Aristotle, Porphyry,
and Boethius, who support the realist position at various places in
their writings. Although Abelard gradually elaborated his theory
in a semantic direction — eventually speaking of meaningful words
(sermones) rather than verbal sounds (voces) — realists stuck to the
traditional conviction that universals are things (res), and continued
to defend a form of William’s indifference theory.

In his Glossae super Porphyium,™s after attacking William’s ma-
terial essence theory, Abelard turns to a discussion of two versions
of the indifference theory that emerge from the original formula-
tion of it, which we may refer to, respectively, as “the collectio
theory” and “the status theory.”*® According to John of Salisbury,
Metalogicon 11.17, these two theories are propounded by Jocelin of
Soissons and Walter of Mortagne, respectively. Jocelin of Soissons
taught at the cathedral school of Paris from c. 1110 to ¢. 1113, before
Abelard took the position, and his view is preserved in a work com-
posed by his student, De generibus et speciebus. The collectio theory
asserts that a universal, say man, which is indifferently the same but
essentially different in individual human beings, is a collection of
the essentially different cases of man in all the individuals (namely,
man,, man,, man,, etc.). The status theory is presented in two texts:
Tractatus de generali et speciali statu rerum universalium and an
unpublished Porphyry commentary (P17).'7 It asserts that an indivi-
dual, say Socrates, is an individual insofar as it is Socrates, or fol-
lowing their terminology secundum status of Socrates; that it is also
its species, namely, man, insofar as it is man, or in the status of
man; and so on for genera, such as animal, and each of the ten cate-
gories. According to the status theory, therefore, there are as many
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universals as individuals, since man in Socrates is a different thing
from man in Plato, although in the status of man they are indiffer-
ently the same as each other. Interestingly, the status and collectio
theories both retain William’s terminology of “matter” and “form”
as well as “indifference.”

In his Logica “nostrorum petitoni sociorum,” Abelard no longer
mentions the collectio theory. Instead, after discussing the other two
realist theories — namely, material essence theory (LNPS 515.14—
518.8) and status theory (LNPS 518.9-521.20) — he adds another
realist theory (LNPS 521.21-522.9)."% His discussion of this third
theory is too brief to make clear what the theory amounts to. How-
ever, in the Tractatus de generali et speciali statu rerum, which also
omits the collectio theory, there is some discussion of another realist
theory.’ According to the Tractatus, this third realist theory distin-
guishes three different uses of the term “man.” For it can be used
(1) for man simply (simplex or in sua simplicitate); (2) for that which
is associated with individual human beings (circa inferiora); or (3) for
individual human beings themselves (inferioratus). In the first sense,
man neglects the forms that distinguish individual human beings,
as when we say “man is a species”; in the second sense, it focuses on
individual cases of man in individuals, as when we say “man is an
animal”; and in the third sense, man is used to for individual human
beings themselves, as when we say “Socrates” or “Plato.”

A very similar theory is developed in the Sententia de universal-
ibus secundum magistrum R. It begins by mentioning the grammat-
ical distinction between proper and appellative (= common) nouns
and, appealing to the authority of Priscian, asserting that an appella-
tive noun, say “man,” refers to (nominat) individual human beings,
but signifies (significat) a universal nature, namely, rational mortal
animal (§2). It then asserts that an appellative noun can function as
a proper noun, namely, when it signifies in its simplicity (in sua sim-
plicitate), rather than in respect of individuals (in inferioribus), as is
the case when we say “man is a species,” not in its individuals (in
inferioribus) (§3). Here we see an evident parallelism of terminology
between the Tractatus and the Sententia. Therefore, let us refer to
the realist theory in question as Master R.’s, whoever he might have
been.?°

The Sententia secundum magistrum R. distinguishes man as the
potential matter of individuals, when “man” is used as a proper name
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(§4), and man as the actual matter, when “man” is used as an ap-
pellative noun (§5). Then, the Sententia says, man and this man are
different by proper nature; this man is the actual matter of Socrates
and is actually the same as Socrates, but precedes Socrates by nature
since it can exist without Socrateity (the forms which make the po-
tential matter man Socrates) (§6). This explanation of the distinction
between man and this man is strongly reminiscent of the third form
of realism mentioned by Abelard in his Logica “nostrorum petitoni
sociorum.” I conclude, therefore, that the theory Abelard has in mind
there is the theory of Master R.

Now, the unpublished commentary, P17, which adheres to the
status theory, also mentions this other realist theory as one of its
rivals. According to P17, some realists assert that essentially the
same animal is the matter of both Socrates and Browny (a name of a
fictitious ass), which is just William’s material essence theory. How-
ever, according to P17, these realists also assert that a universal in
its simple nature (in simplici natura) is opposed (oppositum esse) to
its singulars, but a universal affected by individual forms is the same
as its singulars,! the very theory of master R. In the end, therefore,
William’s material essence theory is similar to the theory of Master
R., but not the same. Master R. never uses the terms “essentially the
same” as William does. The fact that the Logica “nostrorum petitoni
sociorum,” the Tractatus, and P17 mention the theory of Master R.
and that they all omit the collectio theory, strongly suggests that
the collectio theory was outdated by the 1120s and from then on
Master R. actually propounded a new theory as part of a counterat-
tack of William'’s realist party against Abelard.

II.4  Controversy in the mid-twelfth century

Philosophers continue to develop various theories of universals in
the mid-twelfth century, and here again Abelard’s influence can be
detected. For present purposes, a brief survey of the various theories
will have to suffice.

Abelard’s followers, the Nominales, continued to develop his most
mature theory, according to which “universals are meaningful words
(sermones),” though they tended to use terms like termini instead
of sermones.?>
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Gilbert of Poitiers and his followers, the Porretani, assert that a
universal is a collection of forms in individuals each of which forms
makes its subject (an individual) what it is. Thus, man or white is
a collection of such forms in individuals, which make, say, Socrates
a man or white. This theory is in a sense a revival of the collectio
theory of Jocelin of Soissons. In the case of Gilbert and his followers,
however, the theory was developed in a much more subtle theologi-
cal and ontological context.?3

John of Salisbury (Metalogicon 11.17) reports that some teachers fo-
cus on the status of things, identifying them with genera and species.
(Note that this theory is different from the aforementioned status
theory of Walter of Mortagne, which does not identify status as uni-
versals.) In all probability these are the Meludinenses, followers of
Robert of Melun. According to the Ars Meliduna, words (dictiones)
signify common and private status, which are able to be participated
in by many (namely, in the case of common nouns) or by one (namely,
in the case of proper nouns?4) — though in reading these works it is
important to recognize that “signifying” (significare) is being used
in such a way as to contrast with “referring” (appellare). The same
work also asserts that universals are things able to be grasped by
intellect and to be participated in by many.?s

John of Salisbury also reports that there are some who explain
universals with a new-fangled term maneria/maneries, whose pre-
cise meaning is unclear, even to John (though in other contexts it
often means something like type). P21 and/or P20*¢ hold the maner-
ies theory, sometimes drawing a contrast between maneria rerum
(universals) and res maneriei (individuals).?” T would argue that the
maneria theory was held by the Parvipontani.?® For the same type of
phrasing used to draw this contrast in P21 and/or P20 is also found
in the Fallaciae Parvipontani,®® as well as in the Speculum specu-
lationum of Alexander Nequam,3° a former student of the school of
the Petit-Pont.3*

With the exception of a notio theory mentioned by John of
Salisbury in his Metalogicon 11.17, of which we know little,3? and
of John’s own theory in Metalogicon 11.20, these are the only the-
ories of universals we know to have been propounded in the mid-
twelfth century. It is worth mentioning that all these theories in the
mid-twelfth century discuss universals in relation to predication just
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as Abelard does. To my knowledge, moreover, only the faint memory
of the Parvipontani’s term maneria and the label of Nominales sur-
vive into the next century.?3

III. ABELARD’S SEMANTICS AND ITS INFLUENCE

In developing his theory of universals, Abelard articulated a distinc-
tive approach to semantical issues. And although his theory of uni-
versals was not accepted by his rivals, his semantical views were
influential in many respects. Here I shall take up several topics as
examples.

IIl.1  Signification

In De Interpretatione, Aristotle defines a noun, a verb, or a sen-
tence as a “sound significant by convention” (vox significativa ad
placitum).34 In order to illuminate Aristotle’s meaning, Boethius
gives some examples of non-significant sounds in his commentary,
namely, phonemes (litterae) and the nonsense word blityri (In De in.
maior 5.9, 14). In addition to these Boethian examples, William of
Champeaux includes the names of fictitious things like “chimaera,”
“goat-stag,” and so on. This is indicative of the fact that, by the
late eleventh century, the significative function of words is closely
identified with their denotation of things existing in the real world.
Although people in William’s day did define “signifying” as “pro-
ducing understandings in our mind” (generare intellectum), they
took these understandings to be only understandings of existing
things.

Abelard noticed that William’s interpretation of signification con-
tradicts what Aristotle says in his De interpretatione (1, 16a16—
17), namely, that “‘goat-stag’ signifies something.” He points out
in his Dialectica that this passage of Aristotle suggests that “goat-
stag” is significant. He thus distinguishes signification from denota-
tion (nominatio), saying that although “goat-stag” names (nominat)
nothing existing in the world, it is nonetheless significant (Dial.
127.28-32).

Now on this point it may be that Abelard was simply following
the vocalist tradition. Another contemporary vocalist, Garlandus of
Besancon,3’ touches on the idea that “goat-stag” is significant.3®
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Abelard’s interpretation of signification soon enjoyed widespread
acceptance. Fictitious names were never again to appear as exam-
ples of non-significant sounds in later Perihermenias commentaries
nor indeed in any of the logic textbooks throughout the twelfth
century.

II.2  Declension of nouns and signification

Aristotle says that oblique cases of a noun “are not nouns but cases of
anoun” (De int. 2, 16a32-b1).3” From a semantic point of view, how-
ever, it seems that one should say rather that declensions of nouns
according to case, gender, and number make no difference whatso-
ever with respect to their signification. In all probability, Abelard
was the first to propose this anti-Aristotelian view (cf. Dial. 124.36—
125.15). Thus, in commenting on the words of Aristotle quoted
above, Abelard says that Aristotle thinks cases are different from
nouns in a strict sense, but one can at the same time assert that
oblique cases of a noun are the same as their nominative insofar as
we pay attention to the identification of signification, not to the
construction of sentences (LI De in. 33.02.56—69, G 343.40-344.17).
Two later Perihermenias commentaries written by realists (Hrs and
Hio) follow Abelard on this point and say that Aristotle in fact in-
tends to be giving a two-fold definition of nouns, a loose one which
includes oblique cases as nouns, and a strict one which excludes
them.

The Introductiones Montanae maiores, which reports the teach-
ings of Alberic of Paris, a bitter opponent of the nominalist school,
also substantially follows Abelard on this issue. It asserts that
“Socratis” (“Socrates” in the genitive case), “Socrati” (“Socrates”
in the dative case), and so on are names of Socrates, but that Socrates
does not have many names, because although “Socratis” is not the
same as “Socratem” in ending, nonetheless it is the same as it in
signification.3® The Compendium logicae Porretanum, a work by a
Porretanus, also asserts (Thesis1.2) that many verbal sounds, namely,
different cases of a noun, are the same term, and (Thesis 1.3) that dif-
ferent genders of an adjective are the same noun.39

According to the Ars Meliduna, a work by a Melidunensis, sev-
eral theories about the relationship of oblique cases to nouns in the
corresponding nominative were proposed in the third quarter of the
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twelfth century: (1) that oblique cases differ from nouns in the cor-
responding nominative, since their endings are different; (2) that
oblique cases are neither the same as nor different from such nouns;
and (3) that oblique cases are the same as their corresponding nom-
inative, because their signification is the same. The Ars Meliduna
divides this third position into two species: (3a) oblique cases are
not only the same noun as their corresponding nominative but also
the same verbal sound; and (3b) oblique cases are the same noun
as their nominative, but different verbal sounds. The Ars Meliduna
itself adheres to theory (3a).

The Introductiones Parvipontanae (in MS Berlin, lat. oct. 262)4°
follows Aristotle in asserting that only nominatives are nouns, and
thus excludes oblique cases from this category, because the imposi-
tion of nouns is made in the nominative.4! I suggest that this treatise
is a work of a Parvipontanus, since it holds a theory of arguments
peculiar to that school.4>

Except for the Parvipontani, therefore, all the schools active in the
second half of the twelfth century followed Abelard on this issue in
one way or another. The next century retains the memory of these
views in the form of the claim “‘albus’, ‘alba’, ‘album’ are the same
noun,” although during the thirteenth century it is always falsely
ascribed only to the nominalist sect in a negative tone.

III.3  Appellatio

In his Dialectica, as I mentioned above in §mi.1, Abelard uses the
term nominare for denotation or reference in the modern sense of
the term, rather than for meaning in general (significare). The term
nominare originates from the grammar of the earlier period, namely,
the Glosulae to the Priscian minor, and was introduced in order to
gloss Priscian’s definition of nouns, according to which the property
of a noun is to signify substance with quality (Inst. Gr. 11.18, 55.6).
According to the Glosulae, Priscian’s definition may be paraphrased
as follows: a noun names (nominat) only substance (= subject matter)
and signifies (significat) a quality belonging to (circa) the substance.43
For example, “man” names an individual human being and signifies,
or determines, a quality (namely, humanity) belonging to it. Abelard
comes to use the term appellare rather than nominare in his Logica
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“nostrorum petitoni sociorum.”* The term appellare is, presum-
ably, derived from Priscian’s nomen appellativum, but Abelard is
the first logician, to my knowledge, to use the term.

Abelard argues elsewhere (LI De in. 3.03.28-34, G 348.37-351.2;
cf. also Dial. 139.12—-31 and 248.7-249.37) as follows. In order to save
the rules of conversion of past- or future-tensed propositions, as well
the rules for syllogisms containing them, we must consider that in
a proposition such as:

(1) <somebody> old was young,

the expression “was young” does not consist of two different words,
but functions as if it consisted only one. Otherwise, for example, its
simple conversion

(2) <somebody> young was old

should be true if (1) is true. As a matter of fact, he says, the simple
conversion of (1) is not (2), but

(3) somebody who was young is old,

which is indeed true. The Introductiones Montanae minores attacks
this discussion of Abelard’s, saying that “our master,” Alberic of
Paris, simply asserts that the rule of conversion does not hold in the
case of such propositions.45 This is the beginning of the discussion of
what sort of denotation subject and predicate terms have in proposi-
tions of various tenses, although the term appellatio is not invoked
at this point.

In the second half of the century texts appear that provide many
rules to show what sort of denotation terms have in propositions of
various tenses or contexts. For example, the Ars Meliduna 1, a prod-
uct of the Melidunenses and dated to the 1170s, provides such rules
in a part entitled De appellatione.*® Again the Tractatus Anagnini
147 and another treatise (in MS Vienna, Nationalbibl., VPL 2237,
ff. 31v—34v)*® provides the same sort of discussion, though this time
under the title of De suppositionibus. Substantially the same rules,
though greatly reduced in number, also appear in later terminist texts
in chapters entitled De appellatione.
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IV. INFERENCES

Medieval logicians inherited from Boethius a distinction between
two kinds of inferences, namely, topical inferences and syllogisms
(the latter of which were further subdivided into categorical and hy-
pothetical). Boethius expresses both kinds of inferences as of the form
“. .., therefore. . .” By the end of the eleventh century, however,
philosophers such as William of Champeaux had come to express
these inferences as of the form “if . . ., then .. .”4° That is to say, for
William, all inferences are simply conditional propositions of vari-
ous types. Against this background, Peter Abelard scrutinized infer-
ential forms in detail and drew some particular conclusions, which
provoked various reactions among his rivals and their schools.

IV.1  What is an argument!?

In his Super Topica glossae (LI Top. 296.13-23), Abelard maintains
that an argument (argumentum) is a proposition (propositio) intro-
duced to prove a question. For example, in the proof

(P) Socrates is man, therefore Socrates is animal,

the proposition “Socrates is man” is the argument introduced to
settle the question of whether or not Socrates is animal. By “a pro-
position (or argument)”’ Abelard means nothing but verbal sounds
(voces).

In the course of discussing this view he mentions two other the-
ories of arguments: (a) that an argument is that which is signified
or generated in our mind by the proposition, and (b) that an argu-
ment is the very thing which has the force of inference, so that,
e.g., man is the argument in (P), since it is what enables us to infer
animal in the conclusion. The second of these two theories, (b), is
William of Champeaux’s.5° Abelard rejects William’s theory in his
Dialectica (461.3-462.2), but the Dialectica is an earlier work and
it is not yet very clear whether Abelard himself takes arguments to
be merely verbal sounds or the things signified by them (cf. Dial.
459.26-461.2). As for theory (a), it is developed in two commentaries
on Boethius’ Topics (namely, B8 and Bg).5* We do not know yet the au-
thors of these commentaries or who in fact asserted theory (a), but it
is safe to suppose that the theory was propounded between Abelard’s
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writing of the Dialectica (before 1117) and the Super Topica glossae
(c. 1120).

Now at this stage of its development, the question “what is an
argument?” is closely connected with another, namely, “what is a
Iocus?” where “locus” is defined by Boethius as “the seat of argu-
ments” (De top. diff. 1174Dg). And the latter question is itself closely
connected with the famous problem of universals. For example,
William asserts that a universal thing (res), man, is both the argu-
ment and the locus in a proof such as (P). And, it was Abelard who
introduced the tri-partite distinction between things (res), under-
standings (intellectus), and words or other verbal sounds (voces) into
the universal controversy. Unfortunately, however, at the present
stage of research, we cannot pursue these connections more pre-
cisely. We must satisfy ourselves, therefore, with a brief survey of the
extant commentaries on Boethius’s Topics in the pioneering work of
N. J. Green-Pedersen.5>

According to Abelard, those who assert theory (a) argue that mere
verbal sounds without understanding are not sufficient to prove any-
thing (LI Top. 296.23-35). Abelard, however, answers this argument
in one way as follows. If the understanding of premises alone were
sufficient to prove anything, then there would be no use in overtly ex-
pressing any conclusion! Abelard also develops many other counter-
arguments or his responses in his Super Topica glossae (for other
counter-arguments, see LI Top. 296.35-298.22). Indeed, it was in the
face of theory (a) that Abelard sharpened his own theory into the more
“nominalistic” one, namely, that arguments are premises which are
merely verbal, a thesis that was taken up and defended by the Nom-
inales in the mid-twelfth century.

In response to Abelard’s nominalism about arguments, all the rival
schools assert that arguments are dicta, or items signified by propo-
sitions in one way or another.53 Unfortunately, we do not know the
arguments against Abelard’s thesis developed by his rival schools,
except in the case of the Meludinenses. Thus, the Ars Meliduna ar-
gues that because verbal expressions are conventional, the premise
“Socrates is man,” from which the conclusion “therefore Socrates is
animal” is supposed to be drawn, cannot be merely verbal. For if it
were verbal and therefore conventional, it could also mean the same
as “Socrates is stone,” 4 in which case the conclusion would not fol-
low. In light of considerations such as these, the Meludinenses assert
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that arguments are true dicta of premises, so that, e.g., the argument
in (P) is the dictum of the premise “Socrates is man,” namely, that
Socrates is man (Socratem esse hominem).

Alberic of Paris and his school assert that arguments are dicta of
general hypothetical propositions,’s so that, e.g., the argument in (P)
is the dictum of the hypothetical proposition:

If something is man, it is animal.

According to the Albricani, this dictum is the argument, not only of
(P), but of many other proofs of the same type:

Plato is man, therefore Plato is animal,

and so on. This theory is, in a sense, a revival of William of Cham-
peaux’s theory. For according to both William and Alberic, the force
of inference in this type of inferences lies with man, namely, the
predicate of the premise.

As for the Porretani, they assert’® that arguments are relations
(habitudines) of middle terms to either subjects or predicates, so
that, e.g., the argument in (P) is the relation which man as a species
has to animal as a genus, namely, the relation which is expressed by
the maxim (maxima propositio):

Of whatever a species is predicated,
so is its genus.

We may say that this theory is also a revival, in another sense, of
William’s theory. For William, the thing man is the argument, as
well as Iocus, for (P), but not insofar as it considered in itself. Rather
man is the argument (and the locus) only insofar as it has a relation
to its conclusion.s’

Finally, the Parvipontani assert that arguments are the dicta of
special hypothetical propositions, so that, e.g., the argument in (P)
is the dictum of the hypothetical proposition derived from (P) itself,
namely

If Socrates is man, Socrates is animal.

All of these considerations disappear with the arrival of terminist
texts, which simply follow, without any further ado, Boethius’s defi-
nition of argument: ratio rei dubiae faciens fidem (“reason producing
belief in something that was in doubt”).
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IV.2  Syllogisms vs. topical inferences

As I have said, William of Champeaux’® treats topical inferences
and syllogisms (both categorical and hypothetical) as various types
of conditional propositions. Thus, he treats topical inferences as
conditionals consisting of two categoricals (namely, “if {a categor-
ical}, then {another categorical}”), categorical syllogisms as con-
ditionals consisting of a categorical and a conditional (namely, “if
{a categorical}, then if {a categorical} then {a categorical}”), and
hypothetical syllogisms as conditionals consisting of hypotheticals
(namely, “if {a hypothetical}, then {a hypothetical}”). William also
introduces new non-Boethian Joci (from subject/predicate and from
antecedent/consequent) to validate those inferences.

Unlike William, Abelard makes a clear distinction between topi-
cal arguments and syllogisms, arguing that syllogisms need no sup-
port from loci. In his Dialectica (352.29-353.23), Abelard argues for
the distinction as follows. Suppose, as William argues, that a syllo-
gism had to be validated by this locus from predicates:

If something (M) is predicated of another (S) universally,
then if some other (P) is predicated of the predicate (M) universally,
P is predicated, too, of S universally.s?

In that case, this locus could be applied to a syllogism consisting of
any terms, including:

If every man is a stone,
then if every stone is an ass, every man is an ass.

William and his followers would agree that the Iocus of this syllo-
gism is stone (since, as we have seen, for William a Iocus is the thing
signified by the middle term). But if stone carries the force of in-
ference by virtue of its being predicated of man, the question arises
whether the predication holds in virtue of the way things exist in the
world or in virtue of the mere utterance of verbal sounds (secundum
rerum cohaerentiam sive secundum vocum enuntiationem). It ap-
pears that it must be in virtue of one of them, and yet William could
not accept either.

Abelard, thus, clearly distinguishes syllogisms from topical ar-
guments, saying that the former are perfect in the sense that their
validity derives from the combination of terms (complexio) itself,
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whereas the latter need a topical validation and so are imperfect
(Dial. 253.28-257.23). Consider, for example, the topical inference:

If Socrates is man, Socrates is animal,

In order for this hypothetical to be true, says Abelard, we need a locus,
that is, a relationship between man and animal, or more generally, a
relationship between a species and its genus. By contrast, syllogisms
of the form

(FI) If every M is P and every S is M, then every S is P,

will always be true solely in virtue of the combinations of terms,
since whatever terms we substitute for “S,” “M,” and “P,” the con-
ditional comes out true.

Here we need to be careful to distinguish two points. First, Abelard
does deny that syllogisms take the form of the conditionals suggested
by William, namely:

(F2) If every M is P,
then if every S is M, every S is P.

Nonetheless, he does not deny that they take the form suggested
by (F1). Even so, it remains unclear whether Abelard distinguishes
between syllogistic conditionals like (F1) and syllogistic inferences
of the form

(F3) Every Mis P,
every Sis M,
therefore every S is P.

Abelard does eventually argue, in his Super Topica glossae (LI Top.
323.5-328.37), that syllogisms, and in general argumentation of the
form

(F4) {premise(s) = argumentum}, therefore {a conclusion},

are not conditionals at all. Conditionals, he says, have a single mean-
ing which derives from its constituents being united by a conjunction
such as “if.” On the other hand, he says, the conjunction “there-
fore” does not make a single meaning from antecedent(s) and its
consequent, but merely links them as premise(s) and the conclusion
respectively. In his long and complicated discussions of this issue,
Abelard seems to struggle to show that conditionals of the form (F1)
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and (F2) are on a different level than inferences of the form of (F3)
and (F4).

These arguments of Abelard stimulated many rival masters. First,
there is the teaching of Alberic of Paris, at least as it is reported in the
Introductiones Montanae maiores. According to the Introductiones,
Alberic introduces rules of all types — (F1), (F2), and (F3) —with respect
to the first three moods of the first figure of syllogisms. In discussing
the second mood of the first figure, the Introductiones® says that
Abelard refuses to accept any rules of form indicated by (F2), on the
grounds of counter-arguments such as the following:

If there is no flower,
then if a rose is a flower, there is not a rose.

This counter-argument cannot be found in Abelard’s extant works,
and is difficult to understand. According to the Introductiones,
Abelard thinks the conditional is false because, while the antecedent
is true, the consequent is false — which is, perhaps, just to say: “there
is no flower” can be true, say in winter, while the consequent is
false, since “a rose is a flower” is always true, whereas “there is not
a rose” can be false, say in spring. Thus, the Introductiones says,
Abelard denies that any hypotheticals follow from categoricals or
vice versa. In the face of such counter-arguments, Alberic responds
that such hypotheticals can be true, but only when their terms are
such that the subjects cannot exist without the predicates.

The Introductiones also argues elsewhere®’ against “the error of
somebody” who maintains that syllogisms of type (F3) are the same
as conditionals of type (F1). This view is mistaken, the Introduc-
tiones says, because it often happens that conditionals of type (Fr)
are true, whereas the corresponding syllogisms are false in virtue
of the falsity of one of their premises. Consider, for example, the
following conditional:

If every man is a stone and every stone is imperceptible,
then every man is imperceptible.

This conditional is always true, but the syllogism corresponding to it
is false. The Introductiones then assigns loci to syllogisms, pointing
out that the loci are not introduced for the sake of confirming the
syllogisms, as some (namely, Abelard) falsely maintain, but rather
for the sake of showing how to invent them.
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As for the Porretani, they concede that in syllogisms of type (F3),
the conclusion does follow necessarily from the syllogistic combi-
nation of terms (sillogistica dispositio), but assert that necessity in-
volved is due not so much to the combination of terms as to en-
tailment (consecutio).®> The Ars Meliduna briefly asserts that Ioci
should be assigned to syllogisms, because syllogisms have a twofold
necessity, one from the combination of terms, the other from loci.®3
Both of these two schools ultimately reject Abelard’s final conclusion
that syllogisms of type (F3) and (F4) are on a different level from the
conditionals of type (Fr) and (F2). The Compendium logicae Porre-
tanum discusses syllogisms in part II, of which the subjects are propo-
sitions, and the Ars Meliduna discusses them in Part 1v, of which the
subjects are enuntiabilia, or the items signified by propositions.®4 I
know of no sources that report the position of the Parvipontani.

As awhole, the concept of “combination of terms” which Abelard
proposes is widely accepted, but many sources assert against Abelard
that syllogisms have twofold necessity.®s And in early terminist
texts, syllogisms are dealt with only in the form (F3), and have noth-
ing more to say about conditionals.

IV.3  No negatives follow from affirmatives

As mentioned above, William of Champeaux introduces certain non-
Boethian loci, such as the locus from subject/predicate etc. At the
same time, he also reduces the number of loci differentia enumerated
by Boethius in his De differentiis topicis to five: namely, from the
whole (a toto), from the part (a parte), from the equal (a pari), from
opposites (ab oppositis), and from immediates (ab immediatis).®®
Although he does not explicitly say why he treats only these five, the
explanation is perhaps that he is interested only in those loci which
give necessary or at least probable conditionals, as Abelard reports
(Dial. 271.38).

In his Dialectica, Abelard discusses these and some other loci,
putting each to the test of whether it produces necessary condition-
als. The discussion in which Abelard attempts to show that condi-
tionals from locus ab oppositis are not necessary in particular pro-
vokes much debate.®7

In order to follow Abelard’s discussion, it will be useful to high-
light certain rules it presupposes:
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(a) If xis A, then x is not A’s opposite (locus ab opposito).
(b) If xis A & B, x is A [or is B].

(c) If x is not A [or is not B|, x is not (A & B).

(d) P—Q, therefore not Q—not P.

(e) P—~Q, Q—R, therefore P—R.

Using these rules, Abelard argues as follows.%®

(A1) 1 If Socrates is (man and stone), Socrates is man. [by (b)]
2 If Socrates is man, Socrates is not stone. [by (al]
3 If Socrates is (man and stone), Socrates is not stone. [from
1 and 2 by (e]]
4 If Socrates is not stone, Socrates is not (man and stone). [by
(c]]
s If Socrates is (man and stone), Socrates is not (man and
stone). [from 3 and 4 by (e]

Thus, if a conditional from (a) locus ab oppositis — such as that at 2 —
is allowed, then a contradiction can be deduced. Therefore, the locus
ab oppositis is not valid.

On the basis of arguments such as this one, Abelard and his fol-
lowers, the Nominales, refuse to accept the necessity of conditionals
like 2, and instead propose the following thesis:

No negatives follow from affirmatives,
and vice versa:
No affirmatives follow from negatives.

Alberic of Paris argues against this view as follows. First of all, he
says, rule (b) does not hold; a conditional such as 1 is not a proposition
at all, but consists of many propositions (multiplex), one of which
is true, namely, “Socrates is man,” and the other of which is false,
namely, “Socrates is stone.”®® Secondly, rule (e) should be understood
not in such a way that proposition Q plays the role of a middle term,
but rather in such a way that the predicate term of Q plays this role.
In other words, rule (e) should be understood as follows:

If a predicate causes something else to be predicated of its subject,
which in turn causes a third to be predicated,
then the first thing causes the third to be predicated.
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We can put this more schematically as follows:

If something is x, then it isy,
if something is y, it is z,
. if something is x, it is z.7°

Third and finally, if we accept rule (e), we get into trouble even with-
out assuming (a), as the following argument clearly indicates:”?

o' If Socrates is man, Socrates is animal. [true assumption]
1’ If Socrates is (man and non-animal), Socrates is not animal. [by (b)]
2/ If Socrates is not animal, Socrates is not man. [from o’ by (d)]

.. 3/ If Socrates is (man and non-animal), Socrates is not man. [from 1’
and 2/ by (e]]
4 If Socrates is not man, Socrates is not (man and non-animal). [3' by
(c]]

.. 5" If Socrates is (man and non-animal), Socrates is not (man and
non-animal). [from 3’ and 4’ by (e]]

Like Alberic of Paris, Gilbert of Poitiers asserts that conditionals
are not necessary when there is opposition in their antecedents, as
in the case of 1 above.”* His followers, the Porretani, assert’3 more
generally that it does not follow that (P & Q)—P [or Q], since if one
says

If Socrates is man and Socrates is ass, Socrates is man,

‘Socrates is ass’ plays no role in the inference from the antecedent to
the consequent (non est causa), and thus commits the fallacy of non
causa ut causa. Conditionals conforming to rule (b), such as 1, or

If Socrates is man and ass, Socrates is man

cannot be true at all. Thus, Porretani assert, those who accept (b),
namely, Nominales, should admit that a contradiction follows from
(b), as can be seen from the following argument:74

(A2) 1" If Socrates is (Socrates and Plato), Socrates is Plato. [by (b)]
2/ If Socrates is Plato, Socrates is not Socrates. [by (a)]
.. 3" If Socrates is (Socrates and Plato), Socrates is not Socrates. [from 1”
and 2" by (e)]
4" But if Socrates is (Socrates and Plato), Socrates is Socrates. [by (b)]
-, 5" If Socrates is (Socrates and Plato), Socrates is Socrates and Socrates
is not Socrates. [from 3" and 4”]
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As for the Meludinenses, they judge that premise 1 is false, assert-
ing the thesis:?s

Nothing follows from the false.

Thus, against those who do not accept this thesis, the Ars Meliduna
argues that, it is possible to prove (i) that a proposition follows from
its contradiction, (ii) that two propositions contradictory to each
other follow from the same proposition, and (iii) a proposition (P) fol-
lows from another (Q), while both P and Q cannot be true together. In
support of (i), the Ars Meliduna gives a number of arguments, includ-
ing (A1) above. In support of (ii), it gives, among others, an argument
very similar to (Az2) above. In support of (iii), however, it argues as
follows:

If there is everything, there is not nothing. [by (a)]
If there is not everything, there is nothing. [by (a)]
.. If there is or is not everything, there is or is not nothing.

What an awkward argument! Not surprisingly, the terms “every-
thing” and “nothing” become the focus of attention in Sophismata
literature from the thirteenth century on.

It is worth noting that in support of (ii), the Ars Meliduna also
gives the following argument.

If Socrates speaks truly and he lies, Socrates lies,
if he lies, he does not speak truly,
... if he speaks truly and he lies, he does not speak truly,

And yet
Even if he speaks truly and he lies, he speaks truly.

Very awkward again! This is one of the earliest known formulation
of the Liar’s paradox in the Middle Ages. Note that here the propo-
sition “Socrates speaks truly and he lies” is supposed to be false, a
proposition from which nothing follows, according to the Meludi-
nenses.

As for the Parvipontani, they argue that Abelard’s argument at (A1)
does not establish anything interesting, because according to their
thesis:

Anything follows from the impossible.
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Hence, there is nothing surprising about the fact that any conclusion
whatsoever follows from propositions such as “Socrates is man and
stone,” which are obviously impossible. They attempt to prove their
thesis using the following argument, among others:7¢

If (Socrates is man) and (Socrates is not man), Socrates is man.
But if Socrates is man, Socrates is man or stone.
. If (Socrates is man) and (Socrates is not man), Socrates is man or stone.
But if (Socrates is man) and (Socrates is not man), Socrates is not man.
- If (Socrates is man) and (Socrates is not man), Socrates is stone.

Using a similar line of reasoning, one can deduce that Socrates is ass,
goat, rose, or anything whatsoever. Thus, the Parvipontani argue,
anything follows from an impossible proposition such as “Socrates
is man and Socrates is not man.”

Like the Meludinenses, the Parvipontani formulate a version of
the Liar’s paradox, though they do so in a much more sophisticated
manner:

If Socrates only says that he himself lies, he says something true or
false.
But if (Socrates only says that he himself lies) and (he says something
true), it is true that he himself lies.
If it is true that he himself lies, then he says something false;

. If (Socrates only says that he himself lies) and (he says something true),
then he says something false.
Again, if (Socrates only says that he himself lies) and (he says something
false), then it is false that he says something false;
But if it is false that he says something false, he does not say anything
false.

-, If Socrates only says that he himself lies, he says something false and
he does not say anything false.””

According to the Parvipontani, everything follows from this last con-
tradictory consequent.

It is fair to say, therefore, every twelfth-century school of logic
develops its own views about inferences in the course of reflecting on
Abelard’s argument at (A1). Although these schools discuss the views
of one another,”® they do so without ever coming to any agreement
among themselves. As it turns out, moreover, among the various
theses proposed by these schools, only Parvipontani’s thesis was to
survive and to continue to be discussed in the next century on.”?
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NOTES

. Many of the texts cited in this chapter are unedited or untranslated. I

quote Latin texts only when the relevant passages have never been pub-
lished; otherwise I give references to editions and other studies where
the Latin text at issue is quoted, allowing readers to find these sources
for themselves.

2. Barrow, Burnett, and Luscombe 1984-1985.

For the sources mentioning these schools, see Iwakuma and Ebbesen
1992.

In the case of the Porretani, we have the Compendium logicae Porre-
tanum; in the case of the Meludinenses, we have the Ars Meliduna and
the Secta Meliduna; and in the case of the Albricani, we have a short
treatise De sententia magistri nostri Alberici. As for the Parvipontani
and the Nominales, we have unfortunately no such texts, though a frag-
ment of MS Avranches 224 f. 3r—v, a partial edition of which can be found
in Iwakuma 1993b, might well be part of the Parvipontani’s collection.

. For example, the Ars Burana (193.10-11) adopts the Parvipontani’s def-

inition of argumentum (cf. §1v.1 below), while at the same time admit-
ting the non-Parvipontanean view that oblique cases are nouns as well
as nominatives (cf. §111.2 below).

6. Iwakuma 1987.
7. For vocalism, or early nominalism, see Iwakuma 1992b. Cf. also the

I0.

IT.

I2.

13.

discussion in chapter 1, §11.1.

. For this Platonic stream, see Iwakuma 1996, §7. For the fully devel-

oped Platonic theories of Bernard of Chartres and the later Walter of
Mortagne, see John of Salisbury, Metalogicon 11.17. (As far as I know,
there are no logical texts which contain the fully developed Platonic
theory.)

The realism of Anselm is discussed in more detail in ITwakuma 1996.
Hereafter I use “man” where English grammar requires “a man,” since
the latter often has misleading connotations for discussions of the Latin,
which lacks the indefinite article.

LI Isag., Glossae secundum vocales (for its authorship, see Mews 1984),
LNPS, another unpublished commentary P17, and the Tractatus de gen-
erali et speciali statu. Hereafter I shall follow the standard scholarly con-
vention of referring to these commentaries by the numbers attached to
them in Marenbon 2000, for example, P1, P2, etc.

This terminology can be traced back to Ps.-Rabanus (P3). I tentatively
identify Ps.-Rabanus (P3) with William of Champeaux in Iwakuma 1999.
Tweedale 1976, 95—111, gives a more precise analysis to the counter-
argument based on the texts of Abelard’s LI and LNPS. The other texts
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14.
15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.
23.

24.
25.
26.
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mentioned in n. 12 above gives essentially the same counter-arguments
against the material essence theory.

Iwakuma 1999 argues that P7 is a work of Abelard.

LIIsag. 10.17-11.9, Spade 1994, 23—27 (introduction of material essence
theory); and 11.10-13.17, Spade 1994, 28-40 (counter-arguments).
Geyer 1919 reads, 10.31-32, “quam - trahunt”; but MS reads “quae —
transit.”

LI Isag.13.18-14.6, Spade 1994, 41—44 (indifference theory); 14.7-17,
Spade 1994, 45-56 (collectio theory); and 14.18-31, Spade 1994, 47 (sta-
tus theory). Strictly speaking, it is incorrect to refer to this theory as
the status theory, since the key-term status is not used in this text. The
text does, however, report the characteristic thesis of the status theory,
namely, that there are as many universals (species and genus) as there
are individuals.

MS Paris BN lat. 3237, ff. 12a5ra-130rb and ff. 123ra—124va. The discus-
sion of universals are in ff. 125va-126ra = ff. 123rb-12471b.

This part of the discussion has been neglected, to my knowledge, by all
commentators except Tweedale. See the brief discussion in Tweedale
1976, 128-129.

Dijs 1990, §§2—3 (material essence theory), §§4—7 (another theory), and
counter-arguments for both §§8-25. This treatise does not mention vo-
calism either.

For the various attempts that have been made so far to identify master
R., see Dijs 1990, 91, n. 21. I tentatively propose that we identify him
with Radulph, who was master at Laon by 1115 and successor of his
brother Anselm’s school at his death ¢. 1117 (cf. Lesne 1940, 308). He
would seem to be the best candidate to try to revive the once defeated
theory of his former co-disciple, William of Champeaux.

P17, Paris BN lat. 3237, f. 125va = f. 123rb: “Quorundam enim eorum
est sententia eandem rem universalem totam indivisam in diversis et
oppositis individuis esse, ut vere dici possit idem animal in essentia
est materia Socratis et Brunelli. Ponunt etiam et genus et quodlibet
universale in simplici natura acceptum rei singulari oppositum esse,
inferioribus vero formis vestitum idem esse cum singulari.”

See the texts by the Nominales ed. in Iwakuma 1995, 68-88.

For Gilbert’s theory of universals, as developed in his theological works,
see Nielsen 1982, 68. As for the Porretani’s theory of universals, see
Martin 1983, xxxvii—-xcii.

See de Rijk 1967, 1.295.

See ibid. 1967, 1.306.

De Rijk 1966, 24 shows that P21 (a treatise on universals in MS Wien
Ostereichishe Staatsbibl., VPL 2486, ff. 1r—4r, ed. by Grabmann 1947) is
an extract from unedited P20 (in the same MS, ff. 45r-60v).
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33-

34.

35-

36.

37-

38.
39.

40.

Influence 331

For example, see Grabmann 1947, 69, checked against the mss (the
words in [] are omitted in P20o): “Et notandum quod . . . cum dicimus
‘homo est [animal]’, genus praedicatur [de specie, quia dicitur] homo esse
(P21] est P20) de illa maneria rerum (om. Grabmann) quae est animal,
quia ostenditur quod res huius maneriei est illius.”

de Rijk 1966, 29-30, and following him Marenbon 1993, 107, suggest
that P21 and/or P20 is a product of the school of Alberic of Paris. But I
doubt this attribution for various reasons, which I cannot discuss here.
P25, a Porphyry-commentary undoubtedly by an Albricanus, simply
gives a resume of Boethius’s arguments concerning Porphyry’s ques-
tions, and does not develop any theory of its own about universals.

de Rijk 1967, 11.52.20-26.

Thomson 1988, 11, vii 6. Cf. also I, xxxi 4 and 11, vi 3.

The maneria theory is also held by William of Conches. See his Glos-
sae super Platonem, 149 and Glossae super Boethium, 326.290-292.
Adam of the Petit-Pont, the founder of the school of Parvipontani, never
uses the term maneria. Did Parvipontani learn the maneria theory from
William, not from Adam?

As for the notio theory, see William of Conches, Glossae super
Boethium, 1xx-lcexiv. I owe this information to the editor, L. Nauta.
The term manerialiter appears in William of Sherwood’s Introductiones
in logicam, 268.89. As for the Nominales, see ITwakuma and Ebbeson
1992.

For this topic, see the detailed discussion in Iwakuma forthcoming, §s.
The relevant texts are edited in Iwakuma 1993a. Cf. also the notes there
(52) to Vienna I 1.4 and Escorial I 2.2.

See Iwakuma 1992a, 47-54, where it is argued that Garlandus of
Besancon, author of Dialectica, was active in the beginning of the
twelfth century, and that he is not the Garlandus Compostista, author
of the Compotus (hence “compostista”), active in the eleventh century
(as de Rijk 1959, xlix, suggests).

Garlandus of Besancon, Dialectica (ed. in de Rijk 1959) 65.16 and
68.30. Garlandus elsewhere explicitly asserts that “chimaera” was sig-
nificant before but is not now. Cf. de Rijk 1959, 70.33. Does this mean
that Garlandus thought that chimaera existed really before?

For this topic, see Iwakuma 1992b, §1, 97-101, and the sources collected
there.

For the full context, see Iwakuma and Ebbesen 1992, 98.

Compendium logicae Porretanum, 2—3. Note that adjectives were con-
sidered as a group of nouns in this period.

This MS was thought to have been lost in the Second World War. Con-
stant Mews, however, informs me that it is fortunately preserved in
Biblioteka Jagiellionska, Krakov.
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41.

42.

43.
44.

45.

46.

47.
48.

49.

50.
SI.

52.
53.
54.

55-
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F. 1va: “'Recta’ additur (in descriptione nominis) ut excludantur obliqui,
qui non sunt nomina sed casus nominum. Solus enim nominativus
nomen est eo quod per eum fiat impositio nominis.” The Ars Emmerana
also says that nouns are only nominatives, although the “recta” do not
need to be added in the definition of nouns (150.12-21, cf. also 151.17—
21). I suggest that the Ars Emmerana is a work of a Parvipontanus (cf.
also the next note).

F. 4va: “Dicimus ergo argumentum esse dictum conditionalis hypothet-
icae quae transformatur ab argumentatione.” The Ars Emmerana also
adopts this definition of argumentum (164.26-165.4). For this definition
of arguments, see §1v.1 below.

For the text of the Glosulae, see de Rijk 1967, 1.228, n. 1.

See LNPS 527.24 for “appellare vel nominare”; and 527.35 and 528.15
for “per appellationem.”

The Introductiones Montanae minores 36.16—32. The Introductiones
Montanae maiores (MS Paris BN lat. 151471, ff. 59vb—60ra) holds still
another theory.

See de Rijk 1967, 1.300-305. As for the date, see Hunt 1980, 112, n. 7.
Cf. de Rijk 1967, 11.260-282.

This treatise is, on the whole, word-for-word the same as the Tractatus
Anagnini 111, though at certain points it is more detailed. The MS con-
tains in ff. 271-34v several texts which I consider to be products of the
schools that Alberic of Paris left in Italy.

See Iwakuma forthcoming, 2.1. For the text, see the edition in Iwakuma
19933, 45-114.

See Green-Pedersen 1974, 16ff., Fragment 1.

For relevant sources, see Iwakuma 1995, 57ff. The designations “B8”
and “Bg” refer to the list in Green-Pedersen 1984.

Green-Pedersen 1984, 111-C, 163-221.

See Iwakuma 1995, 53-58.

Concerning this and other counter-arguments by the Meludinenses
against the Nominales’ thesis, see Iwakuma 1995, 55.

In Iwakuma 1995, 56ff.,, I attributed this theory to the Albricani only
tentatively. Since then, however, I have discovered further evidence for
my view in MS Wien Nationalbibl., VPL 2237, f. 311, “De sententia mag-
istri nostri Alberici”, which says explicitly, among positiones nostrae,
“Septima est quod argumentum est dictum hypotheticae generaliter
propositiae, ut dictum huius hypotheticae ‘si aliquid est homo, ipsum
est animal.” Dictum huius naturalis est argumentum ad istas omnes
argumentationes ‘Socrates est homo, ergo est animal’ ‘Plato est homo,
ergo est animal,’ et sic de ceteris. Dictum vero illius est hoc: aliquid
esse animal si ipsum est homo.”
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See Compendium logicae Porretanum, Thesis 111.40, 56ff.

See Green-Pedersen 1974, 17 (Fragment 1) and 18 (Fragment 3).

See Iwakuma 1993b, notes on §3-55.

AlLS are M, all M are P, therefore all S are P.

Paris BN lat. 151471, f. 83ra: “Sed m(agister) P(etrus) hypotheticam huius-
modi quae constat ex categorica et hypothetica naturali in nullo modo
concedit propterea quod in quibusdam terminis eam falsam esse con-
tingit, ut si nullus flos est, tunc si rosa est flos, rosanon est . . . Sed quod
ista fal/sa sit, apparet ex hoc quod ex vero nunquam sequitur falsum,
cum prima sit vera et quae sequitur sit falsa. Et hic communibus M. P.
hypotheticam aliquam ex categorica sequi vel e converso negabat. Ad
quod m(agister) Al(bericus), quamvis in quibusdam terminis qui leviter
huiusmodi propositiones falsae numerantur, tamen non omnes falsae
sunt iudicandae . . . Dicendum est igitur quod huiusmodi hypotheti-
cae verae sunt, non tamen in quibuslibet terminis propositae, sed in his
tantum in quibus subiectum nunquam potest esse sine praedicato vel
nunquam sine eo contingit, . . .”

Paris BN lat. 15141, f. 841b. I cite this passage in Iwakuma 1995, 58-59.
The passage omitted there runs: “Sed primo errorem quorundam putan-
tium hypotheticam, quae constat ex categoricis duabus iunctis per ‘et’
consequenti, eam(?) non esse aliam a syllogismo secundum cuius for-
mam et regulam constituta est, removere liceat. Dicunt namque syl-
logismum istum ‘omnis homo est animal, sed omne risibile est homo,
ergo omne risibile est animal’, esse istam ‘Si omnis homo est animal
et omne risibile est homo, [ergo] omne risibile est animal’, putantes
scilicet quod ponitur in assumptione esse positum pro conclusione. Sed
in utroque errant. Propositio namque hypothetica composita ex duabus
categoricis iunctis per ‘et’ consequenti (] et tertia ms), in multis vera
inveniretur, in quibus ille syllogismus, qui sic secundum regulam con-
stitutus est, falsus est, ut ‘si omnis homo est lapis <et omnis lapis est>
insensatus, omnis homo est insensatus’, ista hypothetica vera est, et syl-
logismus |84va| falsus est, quia habet falsam propositionem. Et quod syl-
logismus dici debeat falsus propter hoc quod habet falsam partem, dicit
Aristoteles plane in Elenchis. Iterum si verum huiusmodi syllogismum
concedant, oportet eos concedere ratione simili quod vero syllogismo
probatur quod ipsi sunt asini, quod est inconveniens. Unde manifestum
quod nullo modo syllogismus est illa hypothetica quae est constituta
secundum(?) se. Ista vero hypothetica semper vera est in omnibus termi-
nis, et nunquam fallit si secundum regulam alicuius fiat syllogismi. Illa
vero quae constat ex categorica et hypothetica naturalibus non deberet,
ut superius demonstravi, proponi [in quibus] in quibuscumgque terminis
syllogismus proponitur, sed in illis in quibus praedicatum nullo modo
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65.
66.

67.

68.

69.

70.
71.

72.

73.
74.

75-

76.
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relinquat subiectum. Revertendum est igitur ad id quod demonstrare
proposuimus, scilicet quod Ioci singulos ‘syllogismos’ contineat.”
Compendium logicae Porretanum, 2.8, 11-36.

See Ars Meliduna, 11.17 (de Rijk 1967, 1.347).

For the discussion of syllogisms in the Ars Meliduna, see de Rijk 1967,
11.378-383.

For a survey of this issue, see Green-Pedersen 1984, 111-C-2, esp. 198—201.
For a survey of the number of loci discussed in the twelfth century, see
Green-Pedersen 1984, 111-C-3, 203—210. Green-Pedersen leaves open the
question of this tradition’s origin, but it appears to me to have begun
with William. As for William'’s loci, see Iwakuma 1993b, note on 53.
There are already a number of studies treating this discussion of
Abelard’s and the reactions of his rivals. See the list in Iwakuma 1995,
48, n. 5. Among these Martin 1987b is the most perspicuous, and there-
fore my discussion mainly follows his.

Abelard’s discussion of this issue in the Dialectica (395.6-397.13) is
corrupted, as well as too brief to be certain of his views. I follow, there-
fore, the discussion reported in the Introductiones Montanae minores,
63.18-64.27 with emendations in Martin 19872, 391, n. 29.
Introductiones Montanae maiores, MS Paris BN lat. 15141, f. 63rb: “Fit
autem illa obiectio. ‘Socrates est homo et est asinus.” Haec propositio
est hypothetica, ergo est simplex vel composita. Et nolumus in huius
laborare solutione, cum hanc et consimiles propositiones minime esse
concedamus. Nunquam enim qui dicit hanc orationem ‘Socrates est
homo et asinus’, unum significat, ¥ Et ideo multiplex est iudicanda
et una vera et altera falsa. M.P. vero huiusmodi propositiones iunctas
per ‘et’ (] et per ms) hypo(theticas) iudicat etiam usque ad denarium
numerum iudicat unam hypothetariam(!).”

Introductiones Montanae minores, 64.28-65.12.

Introductiones Montanae minores, 65.23-66.4, where “expositione” on
line 25 should be read “ex positione.” Cf. Martin 1987a, 394-395.
Compendium logicae Porretanum, 23: “Dicit enim magister (whom I
interpret as Gilbert): non est necessitas consequentiae ubi est conflictus
positionis et nature.”

Compendium logicae Porretanum, Thesis 11.26 (22-23).

Compendium logiae Porretanum (23.77-81), where I emend “hoc est
‘Plato non est Socrates; . . .” to “‘si Socrates est Plato, non est
Socrates; . . .”

For the Meludinenses’ thesis (as well as the Parvipontani’s thesis dis-
cussed below), see Iwakuma 1993a and relevant sources edited there.

I follow the arguments given by Alexander Nequam, De naturis rerum,
cited in de Rijk 1967, 1m.290ff.
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77. I follow the version of Alexander Nequam, De naturis rerum, cited in
de Rijk 1967, 11.290, with some modification.

78. The Ars Meliduna mentions all the theses of the schools. As for the
discussion between the Meludinenses and the Parvipontani, there are a
number of sources to draw on (see Iwakuma 1993a). That Alberic of Paris
knew well the theses of other schools is proved by the source, De senten-
tia magistri nostri Alberici (MS Wien Nationalbibl. 2237, f. 31r) which
mentions as positio secunda, ex falso aliquid sequitur (against the Me-
ludinenses’ thesis), as tertia, ex impossibili aliquid sequitur (against the
Parvipontani’s thesis), and as quarta, negativa sequitur ex affirmativa
(against the Nominales’ thesis).

79. See Spruyt 1993, D’Ors 1993, and Ashworth 1974, 133-136.
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ABELARD’S WRITINGS
This list is indebted to Marenbon 1997a, Xiv—xvii.

The texts around which we have organized this volume represent
only part of Abelard’s larger corpus. For the sake of completeness,
we list here alphabetically all of Abelard’s known surviving works,
including direct reports of his teaching. For each item, we include
the Latin title, followed by an English translation or description of
that title, and (wherever appropriate) the abbreviation used for it in
this volume. We also list the standard — in some cases the only —
available Latin editions and English translations of Abelard’s works,
together with any other editions referred to by our contributors.

ad Ast.

Apol.

Coll.

Comm. cant.

Comm. Rom.

336

Carmen ad Astralabium (= A Poem for
Astralabe). Ed. in Rubingh-Bosscher 1987.
Apologia contra Bernardum (= Defense against
Bernhard). Ed. in Buytaert 1969, vol. x1,
359-368.

Collationes (= Comparisons) or Dialogus inter
Philosophum, Iudaeum, et Christianum

(= Dialogue between a Philosopherz, a Jew, and
a Christian). Ed. and trans. in Orlandi and
Marenbon 2001. Cf. also the trans. in Spade
1995.

Commentarius cantabrigiensis in Epistolas
Pauli (= A commentary on the Epistles of Paul
by an anonymous pupil of Abelard, with
material reported from Abelard’s lectures). Ed.
in Landgraf 1937-1945.

Commentaria in Epistolam Pauli ad Romanos
(= Commentary on the Epistle of Paul to the
Romans). Ed. in Buytaert 1969, vol. X1, 39-340.
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Conf. fid. Hel.

Conf. fid.
“Universis”

Dial.
Ep. 2—14 etc.

Ex. Or. Dom.

Ex. Sym. Ap./
Sym. Ath.

HC

Hex.

Hymn. Par.

Ipr

IP Cat.

IP De div.

Confessio fidei ad Heloisam (= The Confession
of Faith [Written] for Heloise). Ed. in Burnett
1986a.

Confessio fidei “Universis” (= The Confession
of Faith [that begins with the words] “For the
universal”). Ed. in Burnett 1986b.

Dialectica (= Dialectic). Ed. in de Rijk 1970.
Epistolae (= Letters). Letters 2—5 ed. in Muckle
1953; letters 6—7 ed. in Muckle 1955; letter 8 ed.
in McLaughlin 1956; letters 9—-14 ed. in Smits
1983. For letter 1, see Historia calamitatum
(HC) below. The letter to Abelard’s socii
(unnumbered) is ed. in Klibanski 1961, 6-7.
Expositio Orationis Dominicae (= A
Commentary on the Lord’s Prayer). Ed. in
Burnett 1985.

Expositio Symboli Apostolorum (= A
Commentary on the Apostles’ Creed) and
Expositio Symboli Sancti Athanasii (= A
Commentary on the Athanasian Creed). Ed. in
Migne 1878, vol. 178.

Historia calamitatum (= The Story of My
Misfortunes) or Epistola 1 (= Letter 1). Ed. in
Monfrin 1974, 62—109. Trans. in Radice 1974.
Expositio in Hexameron (= A Commentary on
Genesis I:1—2:25). Ed. in Romig 1981.
Hymnarius Paraclitensis (= The Paraclete
Hymnary). Ed. in Waddell 1987. Cf. also the ed.
in Szovérffy 1975.

A set of literal glosses traditionally identified as
the Introductiones parvulorum (= An
Introduction [to Dialectic] for the Young). Ed.
in Dal Pra 1969. (For the source of the
traditional identification, as well as doubts
about its accuracy, cf. Mews 1985, n. 9 and
Iwakuma forthcoming, n. 10.)

Literal gloss on Aristotle’s Categories. Ed. in
Dal Pra 1969, 43-68.

Literal gloss on Boethius’s De divisione. Ed. in
Dal Pra 1969, 155-203.
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IP De in.

IP Isag.

LI

LI Cat.

LI De in.

LI Isag.

LI Top.

LNPS

Literal gloss on Aristotle’s De Interpretatione.
Ed. in Dal Pra 1969, 69-154.

Literal gloss on Porphyry’s Isagoge. Ed. in Dal
Pra 1969, 3—42.

Logica “ingredientibus” (= The Logic [that
begins with the words] “For beginners”) which
contains the following commentaries or glosses:
Glossae super Categorias (= The commentary
from LI on Aristotle’s Categories). Ed. in Geyer
1921, IT11-305.

Glossae super Periermeneias (= The
commentary from the LI on Aristotle’s De
Interpretatione). Ed. in Jacobi and Strub
forthcoming, Geyer 1927, and Minio-Paluello
1956. Primary references are to the forthcoming
Jacobi-Strub edition, but references to the
Geyer and Minio-Paluello editions (prefixed by
a “G” and “MP” respectively) are also included
throughout. For translations of selections on
mind and language (based on Geyer’s edition
307.1-309.35; 312.33-318.35; 325.12-331.11;
365.13-370.22), see King 1982: vol. 11,

02" -116%.

Glossae super Porphyrium (= The commentary
from the LI on Porphyry’s Isagoge). Ed. in Geyer
1919, 1-109. Selection on universals
(7.25-32.12) trans. in Spade 1994.

Glossae super De topicis differentiis (= The
commentary from the LI on Boethius’s De
topicis differentiis). Ed. in Dal Pra 1969,
205-330.

Logica “nostrorum petitoni sociorum” (= The
Logic [that begins with the words] “At the
request of our friends”) or Glosulae (= The
Little Glosses [on Porphyry’s Isagoge]). Ed. in
Geyer 1933, 505-588. Selections on genera
(512.6-533.9) and differentia (558.1-560.15)
trans. in King 1982, vol. 11, 29*—54*.
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Planctus

Problemata

Sc.

Secundum mag.
Petrum

Sententie

Sent. Flor.

Sent. Herm.

Sent. magistri

Petri
Sent. Par.

Serm. 1—-33 etc.

Sic et non

Soliloquium

Lamentations. 1, 4, and 6 ed. in Dronke 1986,
146, 119-123, 203—209; 3 ed. in Steinen 1967,
142-144; 2 and 5 ed. in Meyer 1905, 347-352,
366-374.

Problemata Heloisae cum Petri Abaelardi
Solutionibus (= Questions of Heloise with the
Replies of Peter Abelard). Ed. in Migne 1878,
vol. 178.

Scito te ipsum (= Know Yourself) or Ethica

(= Ethics). Ed. and trans. in Luscombe 1971. Cf.
also the ed. in Ilgner 2001, and the trans. in
Spade 1995.

Secundum magistrum Petrum sententie (= A
Note [or Teaching] by Master Peter). Ed. in
Minio-Paluello 1956, vol. 11, 109-121.

Reports of Abelard’s Teachings, which include
the following:

Sententie Florianenses (= The Teachings
[Contained in the Manuscript] From Fleury).
Ed. in Ostlender 1929.

Sententie Abaelardi (= The Teachings of
Abelard), also known as Sententie Hermanni (=
The Hermanni Teachings or The Teachings of
[or Written Down By|] Hermannus). Ed. in
Buzzetti 1983.

Sententie magristri Petri (= The Teachings of
Master Peter). Ed. in Mews 1986.

Sententie Parisienses (= The Parisian Teachings
or The Teachings Contained in the Parisian
Manuscript). Ed. in Landgraf 1934.

Sermones (= Sermons). 1-33 ed. in Migne 1878:
vol. 178; cf. also Marenbon 1997a, 78, n. 8o for
supplementary material, including two other
sermons possibly written by Abelard.

Yes and No. Ed. in Boyer and McKeon 1977; q.
117 ed. in Barrow 1984. Trans. of prologue in
Minnis and Scott 1988, 87—-100.

Soliloquy. Ed. in Burnett 1984.
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Theologia

TC

TSB

tsch

TSch

TI

Theology, which occurs in three main
versions:

Theologia Christiana (= Christian Theology).
Ed. in Buytaert 1969, vol. XI1, 69—372.
Paraphrase in McCallum 1948.

Theologia “summi boni” (= The Theology [that
begins with the words] “The Highest Good”).
Ed. in Buytaert and Mews 1987, 309-549.

Early drafts of Theologiae “scholarium” (see
next item). Ed. in Buytaert 1969, vol. xi1,
399-451.

Theologia “scholarium” (= The Theology [that
begins with the words] “Among the schools”).
Ed. in Buytaert and Mews 1987, 309-549.
Tractatus de intellectibus (= A Treatise on
Understandings). Ed. in Morin 1994. Trans. in
King 1982, vol. 11, 64*~91*.
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