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[-] Abstract and Keywords

The chapter discusses the institutional setting of early modern French education and the
dominant players at the time, the secular colleges of the University of Paris and the
colleges of the three principal teaching religious groups: the Jesuits, Oratorians, and
Doctrinaires. It tries to provide the background to the teaching of philosophy in
seventeenth-century France, including an introduction to these various teaching groups
and a general characterization of the contents of their teachings. It uses these materials
to discuss the social and intellectual relations between Descartes and two main teaching
groups, the Jesuits and the Oratorians. Part of the background for these relations
involves the official disapprobation or censure of Cartesian philosophy. Descartes’
philosophy during the seventeenth century was subject to numerous condemnations by
religious, political, and academic institutions, perhaps as many as those suffered by
Aristotle’s philosophy during the thirteenth century.
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The institutional setting of early modern French education was fairly complex; the
dominant players at the time were the dozen or so secular Catholic colleges of the
University of Paris, together with seculars in about a dozen major cities, and the colleges
of the three principal teaching religious groups: the Jesuits, the Oratorians, and the
Doctrinaires. There were others who taught philosophy, of course—a handful of
Franciscans, Dominicans, Benedictines, Josephites, and the like, plus a few Protestants.
But the largest set of colleges was clearly that of the Society of Jesus, which became a
very powerful force in early modern French education. To give a snapshot of a changing
situation, just before the Jesuits were expelled from France in 1773, they controlled 105
colleges, in contrast with those of the other main teaching groups: twenty-six by the
Oratory and twenty-seven by the Doctrinaires.! This chapter tries to provide the
background to the teaching of philosophy in seventeenth-century France, including an
introduction to these various teaching groups and a general characterization of the
contents of their teachings. It also attempts to use these materials to discuss the social
and intellectual relations between Descartes and the two main teaching groups, the
Jesuits and the Oratorians. Part of the background for these relations involves the official
disapprobation or censure of Cartesian philosophy. Strangely, Descartes’ philosophy
during the seventeenth century was subject to numerous condemnations by religious,
political, and academic institutions, perhaps as many as those suffered by Aristotle’s
philosophy during the thirteenth century.

In 1671, Francois de Harlay, the archbishop of Paris, announced a verbal decree from
King Louis XIV requiring that “no other doctrine be taught in the universities than the
one set forth by the rules and statutes of the university, and that nothing of these other
doctrines be put into theses.” The King thus prohibited “certain opinions the faculty of
theology once censured, whose teaching or publication was prohibited by the
Parlement,” which, as he put it, “could bring some confusion in the explanation of our
(p.2) mysteries."2 The reference in the decree to “certain opinions the faculty of
theology once censored” was an allusion to a condemnation of fourteen anti-Aristotelian
propositions some fifty years earlier. In 1624, the Sorbonne had censored various
opinions disseminated by some alchemists.3 The faculty had objected to such propositions
as “the prime matter of the Peripatetics is utterly fictitious,” and “their substantial forms
are no less absurdly defended.”* Moreover, the faculty had also censored the
proposition that “physical alterations happen through the introduction or destruction of
an accidental entity,” because, they said, it attacked the “holy sacrament of the
Eucharist.”® Thus, the “confusion in the explanation of our mysteries” in the King’s 1671
edict also alluded to the 1624 condemnation. The King’s exhortation—“to bring it about
that no other doctrine than the one set forth by the rules and statutes of the University
is taught in the Universities”—recalled the subsequent arret issued by the Court du
Parlement. That legal document prohibited “all persons, under pain of death, from either
holding or teaching any maxims against the ancient authors which were approved by the
doctors of the Faculty of Theology."6 As aresult of King Louis’ decree, various
universities—Angers, Caen, Paris—followed with attempts to carry out his Majesty’s
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wishes by dismissing professors who taught Descartes’ philosophy. And, in fact, four
Oratorian philosophy professors, including Bernard Lamy, were subsequently dismissed
from their posts at Angers for teaching Cartesian philosophy. Although Louis did not
mention Cartesianism explicitly, it was clearly the “other doctrine” against which the 1671
decree was directed. In any case, he clarified his intent by 1675, specifically naming those
who “taught the opinions and thoughts of Descartes” as ones who “might bring disorder
to our Kingdom.” Louis ordered “they be prevented from continuing their lessons in any
way whatsoever.””

The Cartesians’ response was diverse and perhaps unexpected. It included a parody of
Parlement’s edict.8 In their “arret burlesque” the Cartesians mandated that Aristotle be
reestablished “in the full and peaceful possession of the Schools” and commanded “that
he always be taught and followed by the regents, masters, and professors of the Schools,
without however, their being required to read him, or to know his opinions.” They
similarly ordered the heart to remain the principle of the nerves and the blood to stop
circulating. They even reestablished the good reputation of the Scotist identities,
virtualities, and other formalities. In fact, other than protecting Aristotle from (p.3) the
examination of Reason, the Cartesians, in their burlesque, seemed most eager to prevent
Reason from defaming and banishing from the Schools the “formalities, materialities,
entities, identities, virtualities, haecceities, petreities, polycarpeties, and all the other
children of the defunct Master of the Schools, John [Duns] Scotus, their father.” If the
court did not act, they suggested, this “would bring about a great prejudice and cause a
complete subversion of the Scholastic philosophy which derives all its substance from
them.”? The Cartesians did not just wage a battle against that ancient author Aristotle but
directed their ire against the less ancient Scotus, the Master of the Schools, as well.

The edicts from the King, the Sorbonne, and Parlement, and the burlesque from the new
philosophers, raise a host of historical issues: we can ask what these reveal about the
relationship between philosophy in the faculty of arts and religious doctrine in the higher
faculty of theology; or what these indicate regarding the limits to any potential changes in
School philosophy in France; we can ask about censorship in general and Louis XIV’s
antipathy to Cartesianism in particular; we can wonder about the later Cartesians’
grounds for accepting Cartesian philosophy; and about their view of School teaching as
moribund: professors merely repeating Aristotle, whom they have not read and do not
know. Here I wish to consider just a few of these issues regarding the teaching of
philosophy in seventeenth-century France. Among these, one might find puzzling that the
authority the Cartesians attack as Master of the Schools is John Duns Scotus, and not
Thomas Aquinas. Assuming these satirists understood their Scholastic opponents, how
did Scotus come to be, after Aristotle, the “Master of the Schools” in seventeenth-
century France? Do we not think that Thomas Aquinas held this lofty position then? Did
not the Jesuits dominate education during the early modern period, especially during the
time of Louis XIV? And was not the Society of Jesus notorious for having a penchant for
Thomist philosophy and theology?

Scholars have, indeed, told us such things; according to them, the Jesuits, notorious
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Thomists, dominated French education in the early modern era; and the Jesuits were not
the only Thomists teaching in seventeenth-century France. Even L. W. B. BrocKliss titled a
section of his usually sound and insightful book on French higher education “Thomist
Aristotelianism and the New Science, 1600-1690.” There he asserts, “The leading
scholastic influence on the seventeenth century course was undoubtedly Aquinas.
Virtually every professor claimed to be a Thomist with the understandable exception of
Franciscans like Claude Frassen who pledged their allegiance to the rival school of Duns
Scotus.”10 To be fair, Brockliss continues by moderating his thesis; that is, by admitting
that the Thomist view was rejected on some particular quaestiones, such as whether
matter could have an existence separate from form, whether God could not create an
infinite body, and whether motion was sustained through the (p.4) pressure of
displaced air. Still, the judgment that Aquinas was the leading Scholastic authority in the
seventeenth century is well entrenched.

1.1. Seventeenth-Century Scholastic Philosophy: Thomism and Scotism

As we know, there was a renaissance in Thomist philosophy during the second half of the
sixteenth century.1 1 1n1567 Pope Pius V proclaimed St Thomas Doctor of the Church
and commissioned a master edition of his works (accomplished in Rome, 1570-1). And, as
I have said, the Jesuits played a significant role in collegiate education at the time. It is
easy to show that the Jesuits officially leaned toward Thomism; in practice, however,
they mixed their Thomism with other kinds of Scholastic thought, Scotism in particular.
The first part of this claim is well known, so I will limit myself to sketching it with a few
broad strokes, paying slightly closer attention to the second half of the claim. In the
Constitutions of the Society of Jesus, Ignatius of Loyola, founder of the Society,
recommended Jesuits to follow the doctrines of St Thomas in theology and those of
Aristotle in logic, natural philosophy, ethics, and metaphysics.1 2 What this actually entailed
is more difficult to determine. After Loyola, the official position of the Society was further
specified. Francisco Borgia, third General of the Jesuits (1564-72), advised: “Let no one
defend or teach anything opposed, detracting, or unfavorable to the faith, in either
philosophy or theology. Let no one defend anything against the axioms received by the
philosophers. ... Let no one defend anything against the most common opinions of the
philosophers and theologians."13 Borgia even formulated various opinions that Jesuits
must sustain, teach, and hold as true, including several propositions concerning man:

The intellective soulis truly the substantial form of the body, according to Aristotle
and the true philosophy. The intellective soul is not numerically one in all men, but
there is a distinct and proper soul in each man, according to Aristotle and the true
philosophy. The intellective soul is immortal, according to Aristotle and the true
philosophy. There are not several souls in man, intellective, sensitive, and
vegetative souls, and neither are there two kinds of souls in animals, sensitive and
vegetative souls, according to Aristotle and the true philosophy.14

In that litany, “Aristotle and the true philosophy” clearly meant Thomism. In fact, it can be
easily shown that to hold the opinion, stipulated by Borgia, that there are not several
souls in man is to deny a Franciscan doctrine (Scotist or Ockhamist) on behalf of a Thomist

Page 4 of 47

PRINTED FROM OXFORD SCHOLARSHIP ONLINE (www.oxfordscholarship.com). (c) Copyright Oxford University Press, 2015.
All Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a
monograph in OSO for personal use (for details see http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/page/privacy-policy). Subscriber: University of
Arizona Library; date: 12 September 2015




Descartes and the Teaching of Philosophy in Seventeenth-Century France

one. It is clear that the stipulation, in the Constitutions of the Society (p.3) of]Jesus, to
follow Aristotle in philosophy and St Thomas in theology resulted in a requirement to
teach Thomist philosophy.

Not all Jesuits agreed that it was a good thing for the Society to choose a single authority
or that St Thomas was always the best author to uphold. With the succession of Claudio
Aquaviva as the fifth General of the Society (1581-1615), these issues took on a new
vigor. The period was the one in which the Society reorganized its curriculum. Jesuits
undertook extraordinary pedagogical discussions, ultimately leading to the Ratio
Studiorum, the approved curriculum for all Jesuit colleges. In the meanwhile, Aquaviva
summarized the points that had to be observed. These included an admission that “no
doubt we do not judge that, in the teaching of Scholastic theology we must prohibit the
opinion of other authors when they are more probable and more commonly received
than those of Saint Thomas.”1® However, he continued, “Yet because his authority, his
doctrine, is so sure and most generally approved, the recommendations of our
Constitutions require us to follow him ordinarily. That is why all his opinions whatever
they may be ... can be defended and should not be abandoned except after lengthy
examination and for serious reasons.” Aquaviva said: “the primary goal in teaching should
be to strengthen the faith and to develop piety. Therefore, no one shall teach anything not
in conformity with the Church and received traditions, or that can diminish the vigor of
the faith or the ardor of a solid piety."16 And he reiterated the same points as Borgia,
extending them to philosophy:

Let us try, even when there is nothing to fear for faith and piety, to avoid having
anyone suspect us of wanting to create something new or teaching a new doctrine.
Therefore no one shall defend any opinion that goes against the axioms received in
philosophy or in theology, or against that which the majority of competent men
would judge is the common sentiment of the theological Schools. ... Let no one
adopt new opinions in the questions already treated by other authors; similarly, let
no one introduce new questions in the matters related in some way to religion or
having some importance, without first consulting the Prefect of studies or the
Superior.1 7

Although clearly not set in stone, the requirement to follow Thomas seems to have been
reiterated officially; the Jesuits appear to have deserved their reputation for being eager
Thomists, though allowing for some disputes within the order. But still, how long did the
Jesuits follow Thomas in philosophy in practice, if they ever did?

The answer to such questions may be obscured by there being no necessary or
sufficient conditions for such categories as Thomism—or Scotism—or even Aristotelianism
(or even Cartesianism, as we have said in the Introduction). Clearly there were many
issues, both major and minor, on which Scotus disagreed with Thomas, ranging through
the philosophical corpus. Many philosophers took up these issues, continuing the debate.
In the seventeenth century some authors did write books detailing the “great systems of
philosophy,” Thomism and Scotism—or (p.6) Thomism, Scotism, and Nominalism; at
times Averroism was added into the mix. Moreover, others tried to reconcile Thomism
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and Scotism or to settle accounts between the two.l8 Still others wrote books following
Thomas or following Scotus. For example, Claude Frassen, the Parisian Franciscan
mentioned by Brockliss, wrote two such multi-volume works, Philosophia Academica,
quam ex selectissimis Aristotelis et Doctoris Subtilis Scoti rationibus (1668) and Scotus
Academicus (1672-7), while the French Dominican, Antoine Goudin, wrote Philosophia
juxta inconcussa tutissimaque Divi Thomae dogmata (1668). Thus, the categories Scotist
and Thomist are not historians’ constructions, but come from the early modern writers
themselves. However, as important as these self-identifications were, the bulk of
philosophical teaching in France did not openly align itself with any particular philosopher.
Textbooks were simply called something like Summa philosophiae quadripartita or
Universae philosophiae; they made few general claims to be following any philosopher
(other than Aristotle).!© Thus, lacking sufficient actors calling themselves Thomist or
Scotist, we have to delve deeper to find a commitment to any specific philosophical
system. Setting aside Brockliss’ claim that “virtually every professor claimed to be a
Thomist,” we should investigate his contention that some Thomist views were rejected in
particular quaestiones. We might then be able to determine whether there are any
legitimate generalizations to be made about the contents of these quaestiones.

Making sense of Scotus as the “Master of the Schools” would therefore require us to
analyze these specific oppositions between Scotists and Thomists in seventeenth-century
France and to ask how the various teaching groups at the time might have lined up with
respect to these debated topics. My approach here is to determine most generally what
Thomism is by reference to some recognizable Thomist theses (that were said to be
Thomist at the time) and then to define Scotism in opposition to a few of these Thomist
theses. I will try to determine whether what was taught by the principal teaching groups
in seventeenth-century France can more properly be called “Thomist” or “Scotist.”
These are obviously broad strokes that might conceal significant differences among
philosophers. In subsequent chapters, I will look more closely at various seventeenth-
century Scholastic writings on logic, ethics, physics, and metaphysics. But meanwhile, let
us see whether we can determine in a general way what is a Thomist and what, in
contrast to this, is a Scotist.

Most useful for these purposes is the previously mentioned seventeenth-century
textbook, Philosophy in Accordance with the Principles of Saint Thomas,?0 of the
Dominican Antoine Goudin. In the work, Goudin is concerned with defending the (p.7)
philosophy of Aquinas and with refuting the criticism leveled at it by Duns Scotus.
Goudin’s philosophy textbook was reprinted numerous times in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries; there was a scholarly Latin edition and even a French translation of
it in the nineteenth century. The Latin edition and French translation suggest that the
work had considerable influence on late nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Neo-
Thomism.2! The later Catholic Church, under the leadership of Pope Leo XIII (with his
1878 encyclical Aeterni Patris) and thereafter, promoted what it called “Thomism.” In
1914, with the approval of Leo’s successor Pius X, the Sacred Congregation of Studies
attempted to define Thomism through twenty-four theses they thought embodied its
essentials.22 I detail Goudin’s Thomism and his arguments against Scotism following the
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order of these twenty-four theses.

The first six of the theses characterize Thomistic metaphysics. All beings are composed of
potential and actual principles, except God, who is pure act, utterly simple, and unlimited.
He alone exists independently; other beings are composite and limited. Being is not
predicated univocally of God and creatures, and divine being is understood by analogy.
There is a real distinction between essence and existence and between substance and
accidents. We encounter here an important Thomist thesis, with many ramifications, that
what we say about God is only by analogy to what we say about creatures. The doctrine
complements well Thomas’ “anti-Platonist” view that we do not have direct access to
God’s ideas or eternal exemplars in this life (as the souls of the blessed do) and that we
do not have knowledge of God’s essence. This set of theses is discussed in the first three
quaestiones of Goudin’s Metaphysica. In quaest. 1, art. 2, Goudin calls act and potency
the two chief constitutive principles of being.23 He then argues at length in quaest. 2, art.
2 that being is not said of God and creatures univocally, but analogica]ly,24 and that being
is not univocal with respect to substance and accident.2> One of the objections handled
by Goudin in this article involves the knowledge of God and his attributes; he affirms, in
good Thomist fashion, that we have only limited knowledge of God: “the knowledge we
have of God is certain, but it does not penetrate perfectly to divine being nor to the
manner this being is suitable for God; what we know is not much better than negation,
insofar as we recognize in God a manner of being much more sublime than that of
creatures.”2% Scotus is the target of all of these arguments: “Let us first say that almost
all philosophers admit that there is no univocity between a being of reason and a real
being, given that the former is only fictive and assumed. The only difficulty is with respect
to God and creatures, substances and accidents. Scotus claims that being is univocal
among all of these.”2” Scotus is also the target in Goudin’s third article, about the
distinction (p.8) between essence and existence: “The only question is whether essence
and existence are really distinct. Most philosophers deny it; Saint Thomas affirms it wisely.
Scotus holds that the distinction arises from the difference between the form and the
nature of the thing.”28 Implied in this set of theses is a theory of distinctions in which
there can be only two kinds of distinctions: real and of reason. Goudin’s discussion also
continues in this manner: quaest. 3, art. 2 concerns various kinds of distinctions. Goudin
pits Scotus’ view that there is a formal distinction, operating before the operation of the
intellect, and holding according to the nature of the thing, against “Saint Thomas’ opinion,
held universally” that in such cases “there is only one and the same entity conceived
diversely."29 The first six theses seem to represent Thomist metaphysics, as it would be
understood generally during the seventeenth century, and hold a number of oppositions
between Thomas and Scotus, as perceived in the seventeenth century.

The seventh Thomist thesis asserts that spiritual creatures are composed of essence and
existence and substance and accident, but not matter and form. This is a transitional
thesis about intelligences such as angels that was also disputed, along with their
individuation, manner of cognition, volition, and their ability to effect changes in creatures.
Goudin discusses some of these issues, but does not specifically contrast the Thomist
position against the Scotist one.30
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Theses eight to fourteen treat corporeal beings. These are composite; that is, constituted
of matter and form, meaning potency and act, neither of which may exist per se—Goudin
argues that what is changed cannot be absolutely simple but must necessarily be
composed of potency and act.3! Bodies are extended in space and subject to
quantification; quantified (or signate) matter is the principle of individuation. Bodies can
be in only one place at a time. There are animate and vegetative souls, which are
destroyed at the dissolution of the composite entity. It happens that all of these theses
were in some way controversial, directly or indirectly, in the debates between Thomists
and Scotists, as they were understood during the seventeenth century. In particular,
matter as potency and prime matter as pure potency that cannot subsist apart from form,
signate matter as the principle of individuation, and the impossibility of two bodies being
in the same place or one body being in two places at one time, became the object of
intense debate. Goudin, of course, reflects these discussions. He argues that prime
matter is pure potency and thus has no existence of itself, against the view that matter
and form each have their own proper and partial existence. He relates the latter to the
Scotist thesis that existence is not to be distinguished from essence in reality, something
he claims to refute in his Metaphysica.32 He tackles the implication of the Thomist
doctrine head on. In his Physica he asks “whether God could create matter without form
by his omnipotence.” He replies: “Scotus affirms this, as do some authors outside the
school of Saint Thomas; (p.9) Saint Thomas and all Thomists deny it”;33 and he proceeds
to defend the Thomist denial. In his Metaphysica Goudin also defends the Thomist view
about the numerical unity and multiplicity of substances: “they arise from matter that
connotes quantity. Thus think all Thomists against Scotus.”34 And he rejects Scotus’
haecceity as the principle of individuation.3® Moreover, he devotes a lengthy discussion
to the topic of “whether the same body can be in several places by way of extension or
circumscription, denied by Saint Thomas, Saint Bonaventure, and others, against
Scotus.”36 This set of theses also seems to represent adequately the metaphysical
foundations of Thomist physics as it is distinguished from Scotist thought.

Theses fifteen to twenty-one deal with humans more specifically. Human souls are capable
of existing apart from their bodies, are created by God, are without parts and so cannot
be disintegrated naturally (that is, they are immortal). They are the immediate source of
life, existence, and perfection in human bodies, and are so united to the body as to be its
single substantial form. The Thomist theses continue by distinguishing the two faculties of
the human soul, cognition and volition, from each other, and sensitive knowledge from
intellection. They assert that the proper object of the human intellect, in its state of union
with a body, is restricted to “quiddities” (or essences) abstracted from material
conditions.37 For Thomists, volitions are said to be free. It is notable that Goudin finds
grounds to dispute with the Scotists even with respect to such seemingly unimportant
questions as whether the intellect is nobler than the will38 This set of theses might look
innocuous, but it contains the disputed principle (referred to by Borgia) of the unity of
the human soul, which, it is argued, cannot be composed of a plurality of forms, rational,
sensitive, and vegetative, as well as the “empiricist” thesis that the proper object of the
human intellect is what is abstracted from material conditions. Goudin reflects these
debates as well. He rejects the Scotist opinion about the form of corporeity subsisting
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after death for the Thomist view that in substantial corruption there is resolution to
matter deprived of all forms: when a person dies and the rational soul departs, all human
accidents perish at the same time and are replaced by similar accidents.39 Goudin then
details a debate between Scotists and Thomists about how qualities are intensified, taking
the Thomist side, as usual#? And he devotes a whole article against the Ockhamist view of
the plurality of forms and the Scotist view on the form of corporeity.‘*1 On the question
about the object of the intellect, Goudin is fairly (p.10) clear: in his Physics he states:
“the object of the human intellect in its state of life is the quiddity of material or sensible
things and what can be deduced out of them. That is the doctrine of Saint Thomas”; %2
however, in his Metaphysics he further specifies: “the material object of the intellect is
real being, created and uncreated, substance and accident, but the formal object of the
intellect is the common notion of being abstracted all from matter.”43

Finally, Thomist theses twenty-two to twenty-four concern knowledge of God. Divine
existence is neither intuited nor demonstrable a priori, but it is capable of demonstration
a posteriori. The simplicity of God entails the identity between his essence and his
existence. God is creator and first cause of all things in the universe. Goudin comments on
Thomas’ five a posteriori demonstrations for the existence of God and defends them
against various objections,44 including Scotus’ objection to the first argument that the
power that moves a thing can be located in what is moved.*> The Thomist claim that God
is not demonstrable a prioriis a consequence of the opinion that God’s essence cannot be
grasped in this life. “Platonists” such as Augustine and Anselm held that the existence of

God could be demonstrated a priori.

Even at this most abstract level, as we have already seen through Goudin’s attacks of
Scotism in his defense of Thomism, we can make sense of Scotism in opposition to the
Thomist theses. Unlike the Thomists, Scotists held that the proper object of the human
intellect is being in general46 and not merely the “quiddity” of material being.47 Scotists
would have thought that the concept of being held univocally (not analogically) between
God and creatures;*8 that there is only a formal or modal (not real) distinction between
essence and existence and between substance and accidents;*9 that prime matter can
subsist independently of form at least by God'’s omnipotence;50 that a haecceity, or
individual form (not signate matter) is the principle of individuation for bodily
creatures;°! that a body can be in two places at the same time; %2 and that humans are a
composite of plural forms: rational, sensitive, and Vegetative.53 The Scotist theory of
formal or modal distinction and the claim that the principle of individuation is an individual
form or haecceity were, of course, the basis for the Cartesians’ burlesque of Scotist
“formalities, materialities, entities, identities, haecceities, etc.”54

(p.11) Thus we have some clearly defined positions by which we can judge whether a
School philosophy that does not openly declare itself as following any particular author
might be considered as leaning toward Thomism or Scotism. But before applying this
rough instrument, we should mention briefly the general course of studies of the main
groups teaching philosophy during the seventeenth century. As diverse as these groups
were, the place of philosophy in the French curriculum, whether taught by seculars or
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regulars, was fairly similar. Students took four or five years of humanities (French, Latin,
and Greek language and literature) followed by a year of rhetoric and the collegiate
curriculum—that is, two years of philosophy. The latter was an Aristotelian-based
quadripartite program of logic, ethics, physics, and metaphysics, often taught in that
order. Jesuits added a third year and also taught a course in mathematics; ethics was
sometimes paired up with metaphysics. At least one Oratorian College apparently taught
logic and metaphysics the first year and ethics and physics the second.?® In spite of these
differences, the reason to emphasize the similarity of the curriculum is that it yielded a
similarity of textbooks. One can find quadripartite philosophy texts written by a wide
variety of French teachers of philosophy, seculars from the University of Paris or Jesuits,
Oratorians, Doctrinaires, Franciscans, Dominicans, etc.

The Colleges of the University of Paris

From an examination of their publications it would be easy to show that Parisian secular
masters in the first half of the seventeenth century accepted the Scotist view on most of
our disputed theses. Take, for example, Eustachius of Sancto Paulo (1573-1640), who
received a Doctorate of Theology from the Sorbonne in 1604 and entered the Cistercian
congregation of the Feuillants in Paris, 1605, maintaining close relations with the
Sorbonne throughout his life. Eustachius wrote possibly the best-selling Latin-language
philosophy textbook of the seventeenth century, Summa philosophiae quadripartita,
published in 1609, with editions almost yearly until 1649. Eustachius’ work was even
used at Cambridge in the 1650s, its ethics section becoming part of the curriculum there
until the early eighteenth century. But what one can say about Eustachius could, on the
whole, be repeated for other Parisian masters, such as Charles Francois d’Abra de
Raconis,”® and in the works of the teachers of the French nobility, such as Scipion
Dupleix.57

(p.12) Returning to the contents of philosophical teaching, on the question of whether
the proper object of the human intellect, that which is studied by the science of
metaphysics, is the “quiddity” of material being (with the intellect proceeding up the
hierarchy of beings ultimately by analogy alone) or whether it is being in general,
Eustachius sided with Scotus (for the most part). Without referring to any particular
authority, he rejected the Thomist position that the object of metaphysics is predicated
being, and accepted the Scotist one that the object of metaphysics is being, common to
God and created things, as the standard view: “the standard view is far more plausible,
namely that the complete object of metaphysics in itself ... is real being, complete and in
itself, common to God and created th1'1'1gs."58 Eustachius also defended the proposition
that God’s essence cannot be conceived except as existing,®® and he asserted that we
can form concepts of God’s essence in this life: “By means of the natural light we can even
in this life have imperfect awareness of God, not merely of his existence but even of his
essence.”%0 Eustachius continued in a Thomist fashion, however, by denying that we can
demonstrate God’s existence a priori, since God is not per se nota to us;%1 he also
asserted that what is said about God and creatures is said analogically, not
“synonymously.”62
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In contrast, Eustachius, like Scotus, and against Thomas, accepted a third distinction
beyond real and rational; he argued that there are three kinds of distinctions: real,
rational, and another he called a natura rei, which he further subdivided into formal,
modal, and potential.63 He also held that matter can exist independently of form:
“Although matter cannot be produced nor annihilated by any natural agent, God can
create or annihilate it. ... God can strip naked all forms, substantial and accidental, from
matter, or create it naked, without form, ex nihilo, and allow it to subsist by its own power
in such a state.”* Moreover, he thought that humans are a composite of plural forms,
not a single substantial form.%° He also argued for the Scotist doctrine that a form, not
signate matter, is the principle of individuation.56 On the theory of place, Eustachius again
sided with Scotus: external and internal place are relations between the containing and
contained bodies, and two places are the same only by equivalence, not in relation to a
fixed reference frame.%” Moreover, after maintaining that two bodies can be in one place
by divine virtue, Eustachius argued that there is no incompatibility (p.13) involved in
one body existing in several places.68 On the theory of time, Eustachius argued for what
may have been the successor to the Scotist line: time is divisible into real time and
imaginary time, where imaginary time is that which precedes the creation of the world.6?
(And of course, imaginary time would be independent of bodies and their motions.)

Oratorians and Doctrinaires

Similar things can be said about the Oratorians, whom it would not be unfair to
characterize as within the sphere of influence of the University of Paris.”% The Oratory
officially began in 1613, when Pope Paul IV signed the bull Sacro Sanctae, sanctioning the
institution, and Parlement registered the patent letters authorizing the society’s
foundation. It was initiated two years earlier by a group of six priests, led by Pierre de
Bérulle, who gathered at a house on rue Saint-Jacques in front of the Carmelite convent
in Paris, with the intent to live together as a community.”! Of the six, three were doctors
and two bachelors of theology, all from the Sorbonne. By 1629, when Bérulle died,”? the
Oratory maintained forty-four flourishing houses. It also had established more than a
dozen colleges—even though it did not set education as a primary goal.”3 Bérulle
hesitated to accept teaching as a function for Oratorian priests, in part because he did not
wish to offend (or to compete with) the ]esuits.74

As T have said, French education during the first half of the seventeenth century was
fairly similar in form. Oratorians followed the general pattern.75 They probably differed
somewhat from the Jesuits and Doctrinaires by conducting their teaching primarily in
French,’6 and they seem to have added courses in history and geography as (p.14)
early as the 1640s. In philosophy, like everyone else, they taught a broadly Aristotelian
set of courses (at least until the 1660s). Perhaps because of Bérulle’s propensity for what
he called “Platonic” thought,77 the Aristotelianism of the Oratory differed slightly from
that of the Jesuits and Doctrinaires. From the textbooks published by two early
Oratorians, William Chalmers and Jacques Fournenc, Oratorian teaching seems to have
been more eclectic. Chalmers (or Camerarius, 1596-1678), who became an Oratorian in
1627, taught at Angers and published works on logic and ethics,”® “following the
thoughts of the Subtle Doctor”;’9 that is, John Duns Scotus. Fournenc (1609-69), who
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became an Oratorian in 1623, taught at Marseille, Condom, and Angers (1641-8), and
published a synopsis of Aristotle’s doctrine “with various explanations and illustrations
from the thoughts of Plato.”80 Fournenc’s colleague at Angers, Jean-Baptiste Duhamel
(1624-1706), was even more unusual. He entered the order in 1643 and, having taught
at Angers from 1646 to 1652, he left the following year to become the curé of Neuilly-
sur-Marne, near Paris. Duhamel is best known for his attempt to reconcile ancient and
modern philosophy. His Astronomia physica and De meteoris et fossilibus (both
published in 1660) are written as conversations among Theophilus, an advocate of ancient
philosophy, Menander, a passionate Cartesian, and Simplicius—who is Duhamel’'s
mouthpiece—a non-d ogmatic philosopher who seizes upon what is best from each of his
interlocutors. Duhamel’s De consensu veteris et novae philosophiae (1663) and
Philosophia vetus et nova ad usum scholae accomodata (1678) are also written in a
similar vein.81

What I have asserted about the Parisian masters and the Oratorians, however, cannot be
said of the Doctrinaires.82 While there are very few philosophy textbooks published by
Doctrinaires in the seventeenth century, the little we have does support the claim that
they taught Thomism exclusively. There are a number of examples to support this in Jean
de Viguerie’s book about the French and Italian Doctrinaires; a single example here
should suffice to impart the flavor of such discussions. One of the quaestiones in Jean
Vincent’s Cursus philosophicus (Toulouse, 1660-71) is whether matter can exist by itself
without form. Vincent divides the issue into two groups, the Scotists (including Henry of
Ghent, Gregory of Rimini, Suarez, and others), who assert that matter has proper
existence, and the Thomists (including Cajetan and Zabarella), who think matter to be
without proper existence.83 Vincent sides with the second (Thomist) view, affirming that
matter does not have proper existence and answering negatively to (p.15) both the
questions whether matter can exist without form either by God’s power and whether it
can exist without form natura]ly.84

Jesuits

It seems fairly clear that, with few exceptions, early Iberian and Roman Jesuits, such as
the Conimbricenses (the Jesuits of the University of Coimbra) and Franciscus Toletus, on
the whole defended a Thomist physics. Their general allegiance to Thomist theory of
matter and form, place and time, can easily be documented. For example, when Toletus
discussed the question of whether prime matter is a substance, he detailed both Scotus’
alleged affirmative reply and Thomas’ negative answer—prime matter is pure potency—in
order to side with Thomas. Toletus then discussed whether matter could exist without
form. He referred to Thomas’ thinking that that would be impossible, since it would imply
a contradiction, and to Scotus’ doctrine that it can be done by supernatural means. He
concluded that he sided with Thomas, that there could not be any matter in act without a
form. Against Scotus he argued that matter in itself is imperfect.85 Similarly, Toletus
agreed with Thomas on the question of the plurality of forms®6 and took his side against
Scotus on the question of the immobility of place;87 he also argued a Thomistic line that if
there is no motion, there is no generation or time.88 On the other hand, Toletus
disagreed with Thomas about such things as the real distinction between essence and
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existence, quantified matter as the principle of individuation, and some aspects of the
explanation of the Eucharist.89

In contrast, later Jesuits rejected the Thomist position on these topics for the Scotist one.
For example, the French Jesuit René de Ceriziers, writing in 1643,90 argued that there
can be no form without matter and no matter without form by natural means. But he
added, “however, one must not deny that God can conserve matter without any form,
since these are two beings that can be distinguished, which no more depend upon one
another than accident upon substance, the former being separated from the latter in the
Eucharist.”%! Further, he affirmed that a body can be in two places at the same time by
divine power?? and even that two bodies can similarly be in the same (p.16) place.?3 De
Ceriziers also disputed the Aristotelian (and indirectly the Thomist) view about time:
“Aristotle claims that time is the number of motion or of its parts, insofar as they succeed
one another. Now it is certain that time is a work of our mind, since we construct a
separated quantity from a continuous one, naming it the number of motion, that is, of the
parts that we designate in it.”9% And he seems to have accepted the relativity of place 95
In another clear departure from Thomism, de Ceriziers argued that God could produce
an actual infinity: “Although we refuse Nature the power of producing the infinite, we
should not refuse it to its Author. Can he not make everything he can in this moment—for
example, can he not make all the men he can produce? If so, their multitude will either be
finite or infinite. Let us say that it is finite; that would be to limit God’s power. To grant
that it is infinite is to agree with my opinion.”%% And de Ceriziers proceeded to reject all
arguments claiming that an actually infinite world would be impossible.

While de Ceriziers’ physics seems to have become Scotist, his metaphysics appears to
have remained Thomist, in large part. He does begin his treatise with the statement that
the object of metaphysics is “true being insofar as it is suitable for God, first and most
perfect of all beings, and his creatures, which are weak expressions of his essence.”®”
But he holds for analogical predicationg8 and a real distinction between essence and
existence.?? On the other hand, he seems to accept an ontological argument: according to
him, we can form a concept of God’s essence and God’s existence follows from his
essence.! 00 With respect to the principle of individuation, de Ceriziers rejects both the
Thomist and Scotist views for the option called “double negation”; he asserts, “It is
difficult to assign the ultimate difference that individuates Socrates and makes him be this
man rather than another. Some think that the principle of individuation is ... areal
difference that determines the thing’s particular nature, in the way rational restricts
animal to the species of man. As for me, I believe that it is being itself or existence, insofar
as it has a negation, of unity with another thing and of division in itself.” 101

Another contemporary French Jesuit, Pierre Gautruche, in a work approved by the
order, specifically argued “contra Thomistas” on various topics, such as prime matter
existing without form.1 02 On the question of the plurality of human forms, Gautruche
even identified a position against the reality of partial forms as the one held by Thomas,
Francisco Suérez, and the Conimbricenses,!93 but sided with Scotus.! 94 Gautruche also
(p.17) rejected the Thomist doctrine of place, including the doctrine that the universe
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cannot move as a whole.1 05

It might look as if early (perhaps Iberian and Roman) Jesuits were Thomist-leaning, but
later (perhaps French) Jesuits were not. However, even this conclusion should be
qualified. When one reads the extremely influential Disputationes Metaphysicae of the
great Jesuit metaphysician Suarez, one is struck by the fact that in general he proceeded
by considering issues in the light of his predecessors, especially Thomas and Scotus. In
his Disputations, Suarez sided with Scotus almost as often as he sided with Thomas,
though he also often took a direction that was his alone. Of course, even when he sided
with Thomas or Scotus, he modified their doctrines significantly. Suarez accepted
analogical predication, with Thomas, %6 but thought that a concept of being can be found
which is strictly unitary107 and, thus, he sided with Scotus on this issue: “the proper and
adequate formal concept of being as such is one.” Sudrez added that this is the common
opinion; its defenders are “Scotus and all his disciples.”108 He accepted the Scotist
doctrine of matter existing without form by divine power (this leads him to being listed
among the Scotists by the Doctrinaire Jean Vincent),! 99 but he sided with Thomas on the
plurality of forms.110 He argued, against both Thomas and Scotus, that the principle of
individuation is matter and form!1! (rejecting both Thomas’ signate matter and Scotus’
haecceitas).1 1% Most importantly, he argued against Thomas that there is a third
distinction other than real and rationalll3 He disputed the Thomist doctrine of a real
distinction between essence and existence (calling it a distinction of reason with a basis in
things) and between substance and accidents (though he rejected the Scotist formal
distinction as vague and substituted instead what he called a modal distinction).1 14
Suérez, an important early Iberian Jesuit, seems to have been as much a Scotist as a
Thomist (or perhaps may be better understood as neither Thomist nor Scotist).

It would seem that the Jesuits’ propensity for Thomism has been greatly exaggerated.
This makes room for Scotus as much as Thomas to have been considered the Master of
the Schools in the seventeenth century; and, of course, it gave the Cartesians a better
target to ridicule. The scope of philosophical teaching in French colleges was fairly broad,
ranging from the Thomism of the Doctrinaires, to the Scotism of Paris and of at least the
French Jesuits, to the eclecticism of the Oratorians. The Cartesians behind the arret
burlesque could call Scotus the Master of the Schools because a Scotist bent was evident
from their Parisian perspective in the second half of the seventeenth century.

(p.18) 1.2. Descartes and the Jesuits

Descartes spent his formative years (c.1606-14) with the Jesuits at La Fleche, the main
Jesuit teaching college at the time, given that their once and future flagship college in
Paris, Clermont (later named Louis-le-Grand), was not allowed to reopen until 1616.
More than eight years with the Jesuits, from boyhood on, is supposed to have been a
powerfully determinative experience for anyone. But Descartes seems not to have
communicated with his former teachers after he left La Fléche until the publication of the
Discourse on Method, some twenty-three years later. Writing to one of his teachers and
sending him a copy of the Discourse, Descartes stated in 1637: “I am sure you would not
have retained the names of all the students you had twenty-three or twenty-four years
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ago, when you taught philosophy at La Fléche, and that I am one of those who have been
erased from your memory.”1 15 1n fact, the Jesuits did remember Descartes and an
exchange of letters began. Descartes’ correspondence with them can be regarded as
three separate series of letters, each spanning a couple of years. First are the four
letters to the Jesuits of La Fleche in 1637 and 1638, possibly to Etienne Noél or Antoine
Vatier, requesting comments about the Discourse.1 16 Second is the series of letters
written during 1640 to 1642, dealing with his dispute with Pierre Bourdin, and
culminating with the Letter to Jacques Dinet, Provincial of the Jesuits for the Ile de
France, published with the second edition of the Meditations. And third is the set of
letters from 1644 to 1646, predominantly involving Denis Mesland, but also including
others such as Etienne Charlet, No€l, and the now friendly Bourdin.! 17 For most of
these letters, Clerselier, the editor of Descartes’ Correspondence, does not provide the
name of the correspondent or the date of the letter; he simply identifies them as “A un
reuerend Pere lesuite (To areverend Jesuit Father).” Descartes himself generally
(p.19) treated the Jesuits as if they were a collective whole; in the Seventh Set of
Objections and Replies, he refers to the Jesuits as “a society which is very famous for its
learning and piety, and whose members are all in such close union with each other that it
is rare that anything is done by one of them which is not approved by al,”118 and he says
in a letter to Constantijn Huygens: “since I understand the communication and union that
exists among those of that order, the testimony of one of them alone is enough to allow
me to hope that I will have them all on my side.”119 Descartes generally acted as if talking
to one Jesuit can be like talking to all of them: “their mathematician of Paris [Bourdin] has
publicly refuted my Dioptrics in his theses—about which I have written to his Superior, in
order to engage the whole order in this dispute.”120 Whether he was right or not was
not as important as the fact that by dealing with Jesuits like Bourdin or Dinet, he thought
he would be dealing with the whole order.

The relations between Descartes and the Jesuits took various unexpected turns. In the
summer of 1640, Descartes told Huygens: “I am going to war with the Jesuits.”12! From
then on, Descartes fought skirmishes on many fronts, with many adversaries (both real
and imagined), Jesuit and non-Jesuit. Those many battles and what has been called the
“persecution” of the Cartesians are generally well known.! 22 Some actions were covert
while others were fought openly. Following the hostilities precipitated by the disputation
involving Bourdin, Descartes had numerous troubles with Protestants, culminating in
condemnations at Utrecht in 1642 and Leiden in 1647.123 After Descartes’ death in 1650,
Catholics at Louvain in 1662 condemned his works; 1 24 they were put on the Index of
Prohibited Books in 1663.12° The fighting intensified with numerous attacks in print.126 As
I have noted, the Cartesians counter-attacked with satires but also with learned
essays,127 and the anti-Cartesians retaliated with their own satires.! 28 Ultimately, the
dispute spilled into the official political arena, the domains of the King, of the universities,
and of the teaching orders: after Louis XIV issued his anti-Cartesian edict in 1671, the
faculty of arts at Paris tried to condemn Cartesianism in 1671, and succeeded in
1691;129 there were skirmishes at the colleges of Angers and Caen during 1675-8;
the Oratorians, attempting to bring their teaching in line with that of the Jesuits,
prohibited the teaching of Cartesianism in 1 678,131 and the Jesuits formally (p.20)

130
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condemned it in 1706.132 Though not the only enemies, the Jesuits are often thought to
have been the fiercest. Francisque Bouillier, for example, in his Histoire de la philosophie
cartésienne, devoted a whole chapter to them, stating that “because of the importance of
their role in the battles against and in the persecutions of Cartesianism ... they deserve a
place apart in this history.” 133

Clearly, not all the salvos in the war went in the same direction. After all, it was Descartes
who satirized his own Jesuit education in the Discourse, saying that he had attended one
of the most famous schools in Europe, but that he had gained nothing from his attempts
to become educated: at best, “philosophy enables one to talk plausibly on all subjects and
win the admiration of people less learned than oneself,” but “there is nothing up to now
which is not disputed and consequently doubtful” in it.134 However, Descartes’ thoughts
about Jesuit education and his relations with them in general were much more complex
than the statements of the Discourse would lead one to believe. He courted the Jesuits
early on, and, when he got into trouble with Protestants at Utrecht in 1642, he tried to
have them rally to his side, as a Catholic being attacked by the infidel.1 35 In fact, the Jesuit
role in the persecution seems limited: the battles between Descartes and Jesuits do not
appear as significant or as numerous as those between Descartes and others.136 The
effect of the Jesuits needs to be inferred; in order to have enough materials about the
Jesuits as persecutors of Descartes, Bouillier had to treat Huet, a non-Jesuit, as a
]esuit.137 Still, the relations between Descartes and the Jesuits were, at bottom,
intractable. The differences between them seem incommensurable, if not at the level of
doctrine, at least at the level of pedagogy and pragmatics. The relations between
Descartes and Bourdin provide ample examples to display those inherent difficulties.

In the summer of 1640 Mersenne was sending the Meditations to various savants,
soliciting objections that would be published with the Meditations. Indeed, Descartes
expected a set of objections from Bourdin, Professor of Mathematics at Clermont
College, with whom Descartes had already exchanged some unpleasantries: Bourdin
(p.21) had publicly criticized Descartes’ writings on optics without giving Descartes the
courtesy of alerting him to the criticism.! 38 Bourdin ultimately sent Descartes his
objections to the Meditations, but Descartes did not receive them in time for the first
printing of the Meditations and Objections and Replies; he included them in the second
printing as the Seventh Set of Objections. The exchange was not successful, to say the
least. In his Letter to Dinet, published together with the Seventh Set of Objections,
Descartes complained bitterly about Bourdin and dismissed his objections as silly or
misguided. However, Bourdin’s criticisms, though verbose, were far from silly. Bourdin
does not generally strike one as a frivolous person; he looks a bit conservative, but not
excessively so.

By 1640, when he debated with Descartes, Bourdin had already published three books, a
Geometry, following Euclid, another Geometry,139 and his Cours de mathématique 140 A
few years later he published his fourth, an Introduction to Mathematics.14! Bourdin’s
mathematics, as that of the Jesuits, can be characterized by its practical bent, evidenced
by the contents of his books as well as by his two posthumous publications:
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L’architecture militaire ou I’art de fortifier les places reguliéres et irreguliéres and Le
dessein ou la perspective militaire (both Paris, 1655). He also published a cosmological
work consisting of a volume binding together two small treatises: Sol flamma and
Aphorismi analogici. There he defended Tycho Brahe’s cosmology against that of
Aristotle and the Scholastics.l 42

From Bourdin’s writings, it would have been difficult to infer his being a dogmatic
opponent of Descartes. Yet Descartes treated Bourdin as an unworthy critic: “what he
does is to take fragments from my Meditations and ineptly piece them together so as to
make a mask which will not so much cover as distort my features.”143 He sneered at
Bourdin: “He is foisting on me ... a piece of reasoning that is worthy of himself alone,” and
“he finally reaches a conclusion which is wholly true when he says that in all these (p.22)
matters he has ‘merely displayed his weakness of mind.”” 144 Descartes overlaid his
insults with the suggestion that Bourdin was not actually inept, but just pretended to be
so—that he was playing the clown: “Yet it is embarrassing to see a Reverend Father so
obsessed with the desire to quibble that he is driven to play the buffoon. In presenting
himself as hesitant, slow and of meager intellect, he seems eager to imitate not so much
the clowns of Roman comedy like Epidicus and Parmenon as the cheap comedian of the
modern stage who aims to attempt to raise a laugh by his own ineptitude.”145 Ultimately,
Descartes flatly accused Bourdin of being a liar:

The conclusion, unless I am wholly ignorant of what is meant by the verb “to lie,” is
that he is inexcusably lying—saying what he does not believe and knows to be false.
Although I am very reluctant to use such a distasteful term, the defence of the
truth I have undertaken requires of me that I should not refuse to call something
by the proper word, when my critic is so unashamedly and openly guilty of the
deed. Throughout this whole discussion he does virtually nothing else but repeat
this foolish lie in a hundred different ways, and try to persuade and bludgeon the
reader into accepting it 146

Part of the problem with the Seventh Set of Objections was Bourdin’s writing his
objections in a dialogue form and with his penchant for rhetorical flourishes. The decision
proved disastrous, as Descartes had the last word and undercut Bourdin’s objections by
interspersing his own replies within Bourdin’s dialogue form, making the set of Objections
and Replies extremely difficult to read. Bourdin’s lengthy objections also suffered
because Descartes mustered his considerable rhetorical skills in his even longer Replies.
Descartes admitted that in his dealings with Bourdin he was sometimes unsure he had
understood the thrust of his interlocutor’s objections. In a revealing passage Descartes
wrote to Mersenne: “I wish to believe that Father Bourdin did not understand my
demonstration,” but that does not prevent his objections from “containing cavils that
were not merely invented through ignorance, but because of some subtlety that I do not
understand.”147 Still, the overall structure of Bourdin’s attack on Descartes is fairly clear.

Bourdin’s objections are all directed against Descartes’ method of doubt, and he clearly
hoped to derail Descartes’ enterprise from the start. His strategy was to show that the
method failed either because it was untrue to itself, and smuggled in various principles,
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or because, if the method did not smuggle anything in, it went nowhere. (p.23) Bourdin
alleged that doubt was itself a principle; therefore, the method smuggled in various
principles.1 48 Moreover, he argued that the principles Descartes smuggled in were
defective in several ways. They were not as certain as the common principles denied by
the method of doubt: “Let me come to your maxim ‘If something appears certain to
someone who is in doubt whether he is dreaming or awake, then it is certain—indeed so
certain that it can be laid down as a basic principle of a scientific and metaphysical system
of the highest certainty and exactness.” You have not at any point managed to make me
consider this maxim to be as certain as the proposition that two and three make five.”149
And he tried to show that the principles smuggled in were not as worthy or as certain as
the common principles ruled out by the method: “You promise us that you will establish
by strong arguments that the human soul is not corporeal but wholly spiritual; yet if you
have presupposed as the basic premise of your proofs the maxim ‘Thinking is a property
of the mind, or of a wholly spiritual and incorporeal thing,” will it not seem that you have
presupposed, in slightly different words, the very result that was originally in
question?”1 50 Bourdin even supported his complaint by showing that it was not merely a
hypothetical case, but that there were philosophers who held that thinking is a property
of the body, so that their position cannot have been ruled out without a substantive
principle.

With the second horn of the dilemma, Bourdin tried to show that the method produced
nothing or that it proved too much.}®! Bourdin noted that, in fact, the method could not
produce anything as it rejected all means of argumentation and any major premise
whatever: “The method is faulty in the implements it uses, for as long as it destroys the
old without providing any replacements, it has no implements at all. ... I[f you propose any
syllogism, it will be scared of the major premise, whatever it may be.”152 More generally,
Bourdin argued, the method was quixotic and imprudent: “The method goes astray by
being excessive. That is, it attempts more than the laws of prudence demand of it, more,
indeed, than any mortal demands.”153

Whatever Descartes may have thought about Bourdin’s criticism, at least Bourdin’s
attack was consistent with Jesuit pedagogical practice. By restricting himself to a critique
of Descartes’ method, Bourdin did not have to engage any particular doctrinal point.
Instead, he emphasized the difficulty that Jesuits would have with any method that
espoused skepticism, even if only as a preliminary step. One of the more revealing
exchanges between Descartes and Bourdin occurred over Bourdin’s calling something
Descartes had said “familiar even to the least novice.” Descartes answered: “I would
certainly not argue with the last statement. For I have never sought any praise for the
novelty of my opinions.”1 54 Descartes’ reply involved a delicate subject which was not
directly raised by Bourdin, but which must have been a major worry for Descartes at
(p.24) the time. Descartes was attacked for the novelty of his opinions; this was the
subject of the condemnation of his works by the Academic Senate of Utrecht in 1642.
Descartes dealt with the issue in his Letter to Dinet, where he denied the novelty of his
opinions; here is the problem, as Descartes saw it:
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It may hardly seem likely that one person has managed to see more than hundreds
of thousands of highly intelligent men who have followed the opinions that are
commonly accepted in the Schools. Well-trodden and familiar pathways are always
safer than new and unknown ones, and this maxim is particularly relevant because
of theology. For the experience of many years has taught us that the traditional and
common philosophy is consistent with theology, but it is uncertain whether this will
be true of the new philosophy. For this reason some people maintain that the new
philosophy should be prohibited and suppressed at the earliest opportunity, in
case it should attract large numbers of inexperienced people who are avid for
novelty, and thus gradually spread and gain momentum, disturbing the peace and
tranquility of the Schools and the universities and even bringing new heresies into
the Church.1°°

According to Descartes, the solution to the problem—a solution he himself recognized as
paradoxical—was that all of Peripatetic philosophy, insofar as it is different from other
philosophies, is new, and that his is ancient. In fact, with respect to the principles of his
philosophy, Descartes claimed that he accepted only those “which in the past have always
been common ground among all philosophers without exception, and which are therefore
the most ancient of all.” And since what he deduced from these principles is contained in
them, the truths deduced were equally ancient. The principles of the prevalent philosophy
were new when Aristotle invented them and they should not be considered better now
than they were then. Besides, “everything deduced from them is controversial and liable
to be changed by individual philosophers, depending on the fashion in the Schools, and
hence it is exceedingly new, since it is still being revised every day.”1 56

Descartes’ defense might have seemed unconvincing. He did not say how he knew that all
philosophers generally accepted his principles and why he thought that his principles
were the most ancient of all. But it can be shown that his reply was not constructed after
the fact, or just to satisfy the Magistrates of Utrecht. Descartes had already attempted
on several occasions to avoid having his philosophy called novel. For example, in the 1638
letter to a Jesuit, Descartes had written: “I know that the principal reason which requires
those of your order most carefully to reject all sorts of novelties in matters of philosophy
is the fear they have that these reasons would also cause some changes in theology.”157
Similarly, in the Dedicatory Letter to the Deans (p.25) and Doctors of the Sorbonne,
published with the Meditations in 1641, Descartes had rejected the judgment that his
method was novel.l 58 Thus, Descartes was not unaware of the potential risk his
philosophy ran by being associated with novelty. Even though it did not resolve all the
difficulties, Descartes’ reply to Bourdin put into relief the element most necessary for
understanding his defense against novelty. Descartes’ philosophy is ancient because it is
true, and one can understand that it is true because it is innate with us; thus, one can
recognize its great age as soon as one becomes aware of its truth.! 59 This may have
been Descartes’ strongest and only defense against the charge of novelty, but it is a weak
defense that ultimately failed to convince anybody.

Descartes maintained such defense in his later works, elements of which even made their
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way into one of his replies to the question of the novelty of the cogito. As he wrote to
Mesland, “I am much obliged to you for informing me of the passages in Saint Augustine
that can help in authorizing my opinions. Some other friends of mine have already done
something similar. And I take great satisfaction in the fact that my thoughts agree with
those of so sainted and excellent a person. But I am not at all of the habit of thought of
those who desire that their opinions appear new. On the contrary, I accommodate mine
to those of others insofar as truth allows me to do so0.”160 Moreover, one does not have
to delve too deeply into the Principles of Philosophy to understand that its point of view
was consistent with such a strategy. Part of Descartes’ task in the Principles was to deny
that his principles are novel, or that they are “opposed to the traditional philosophy
universities throughout the world have hitherto taught.” Indeed, Principles, part IV,
article 200, was titled “There are no principles in this treatise that are not accepted by all
men,; this philosophy is not new, but is the most ancient and most common of all.” The text
stated: “But I likewise desire that it should be observed that although I have here tried
to give an explanation of the whole nature of material things, I have nevertheless made
use of no principle that has not been approved by Aristotle and by all the other
philosophers of every time; so that this philosophy, instead of being new, is the most
ancient and common of all.” These issues were raised in the Preface to the Principles as
well, though Descartes seems to have attempted to have it both ways. Descartes said:
“The ... reason that proves the clarity of these principles is that they have been known
from all time and even received as true and indubitable by all men.” However, he added,
“But although all the truths I place in my Principles have been known from all time and by
everyone, nevertheless there has never yet been anyone, as far as I know, who has
recognized them as the principles of philosophy, that is to say, as principles from which
may be derived a knowledge of all things that are in the world.”161

(p.26) As the seventeenth century wore on, however, the Jesuits became increasingly
anti-Cartesian, as did many others in the teaching orders. A summary of a disputation by
the Jesuits of Clermont College during 1665 gives a general assessment of the doctrinal
difficulties associated with Cartesianism:

To say no more, the Cartesian hypothesis must be distasteful to mathematics,
philosophy, and theology. To philosophy because it overthrows all its principles and
ideas which commonsense has accepted for centuries; to mathematics, because it
is applied to the explanation of natural things, which are of another kind, not without
great disturbance of order; to theology, because it seems to follow from the
hypothesis that (i) too much is attributed to the fortuitous concourse of corpuscles,
which favors the atheist; (ii) there is no necessity to allow a substantial form in man,
which favors the impious and dissolute; (iii) there can be no conversion of bread
and wine in the Eucharist into the blood and body of Christ, nor can it be
determined what is destroyed in that conversion, which favors heretics.! 62

The summary is broken down into three main categories: the first, the complaint already
issued at Utrecht, is the rejection of any novel philosophy. As we have seen, Descartes
attempted to defend himself against that charge by arguing (unsuccessfully, it seems)
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that his philosophy was actually the oldest of all philosophies. The second refers to the
Scholastic teaching about the objects of mathematics and natural philosophy, usually
discussed under the topic of the classification of the sciences. Given that mathematics is
an abstraction from natural things, the application of mathematics to natural things would
be a “disturbance of order”; the Jesuit claim is that mathematical sciences should be
subalternated to physics and not vice versa, as they seem to be with Descartes. The third
category is itself divided into three parts, all concerning the relations between philosophy
and theology. Cartesian philosophy is unfairly linked with atomism and the standard
complaint against atomism is issued against it.163 The disputants also object that man’s
substantial form is not necessary, something Descartes himself complained about with
respect to Regius’ exposition of his philosophy.1 64 At last, we come to the issue of the
Eucharist, which seems to have been the focus of opposition to Cartesianism in the
second half of the seventeenth century. It was the issue to which Louis XIV’s edict
referred; it was alleged to be the cause of Descartes’ works being placed on the Index;
and it was specifically cited as a grounds for condemnation at Louvain.

1.3. Descartes and the Oratorians

The Oratorians’ propensity for “Platonism” seems to have made them ripe for accepting
Cartesian philosophy during the second half of the seventeenth century. This led one
noted Cartesian scholar to assert that “Of all the teaching orders, the one who (p.27)
embraced the new philosophy (Cartesianism) with the most zeal was the Oratory, and of
all the Oratorian colleges none was more attached to Cartesianism than the College of
Angers.”165 In fact, the Oratorians became the model for what Henri Gouhier called
“l'augustinisme cartésianisé”—his category designating “Platonist” or Augustinian
theologians who adopted Cartesian philosophy.1 66 Another reason that might lead
scholars to claim an attachment between Descartes and the Oratory was that Descartes
maintained unusually good relations with Oratorians during his life. In the period when he
felt he was at war with the Jesuits, he turned to the Oratorians for support, Guillaume
Gibieufin particular. Descartes had met Gibieuf when he returned to Paris (between
April 1625 and the end of 1628) after a lengthy trip to Italy. At the time, Descartes
believed that he was making progress on his method for avoiding sophisms (described in
the Rules for the Direction of the Mind), and seemed ready to “mount the stage of the
world,” as he said. He recounted a meeting at the residence of the papal ambassador in
which one M. de Chandoux, an alchemist, talked about his own new philosophy. As
Descartes recalled, he used the occasion to correct Chandoux: “I made the whole
company acknowledge what power the art of reasoning well has over the minds of those
who are moderately educated, and the extent to which my principles are better
established, more true and more natural, than any of those currently received in the
learned world.”167 The large and distinguished audience included Bérulle. Following the
meeting, according to Descartes, Bérulle granted him a private audience and encouraged
him to develop his philosophy as an antidote to atheism. Bérulle died a year or so later,
but in the interval Descartes formed a lasting relationship with Bérulle’s second-in-
command Gibieuf, Vicar-General of the Oratory, and with Charles de Condren, who
succeeded Bérulle as the second General of the Oratory.! 68
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One of the earliest pieces of correspondence Descartes kept was a letter he wrote to
Gibieuf. In it Descartes thanked Gibieuf for “the honor he gives him of remembering him”
and gently recalled the “service he was able to provide” for another Oratorian. Descartes
used the occasion to announce that he was starting to write a short treatise, and to
remind Gibieuf of his promise to correct it upon completion.1 69 There are no extant
letters between Descartes and Gibieufin the 1630s, just an indirect correspondence
mediated through Mersenne, and a few references to Gibieufin Descartes’ letters to the
former. In two of the letters Descartes indicated that he agreed with what (p.28)
Gibieufwrote about God’s freedom, as Mersenne related it to him, but that he had not
yet read Gibieuf's book; in a third, Descartes thanked Mersenne for having forwarded
the book to him.1 70 Ten years later, Descartes was still saying that he agreed with what
Gibieuf wrote about God’s freedom: what he said about the subject was only a repetition
of what Gibieuf had said.l7! In 1638, Gibieuf wrote some comments on Descartes’
Discourse. Descartes requested the comments from Mersenne,! 72 and after receiving
them, indicated that he thought Gibieuf was “wholly on his side.”173 No doubt this
episode was instrumental in Descartes’ subsequent request to Mersenne to use Gibieuf
in an attempt to obtain the approbation of the Sorbonne for the Meditations.1 7% At the
time Descartes felt that he needed the political backing of the Sorbonne against the “cavils
of the ignorant”—that is, against the Jesuits and Bourdin in particular—and Gibieuf
happened to be a member of the Sorbonne.l 75 As Descartes claimed, he had resolved
“to arm myself from now on, as much as I can, with the authority of others, since the
truth is so little appreciated alone.”! 76 These machinations clearly worked to Descartes’
satisfaction: Gibieuf seems to have given his approval,”7 and Descartes even expected to
have won the protection of Condren, had he lived.1 78 Still, it may be that Gibieuf's
approbation was superficial, perhaps mostly in Descartes’ mind. According to Gibieuf's
biographer, the Oratorian Cloyseault, Gibieuf was troubled by Descartes’
pronouncements on his favorite issue of God’s freedom, and believed that Descartes had
committed gross errors in this matter.!l 79

After Descartes’ death, his philosophy found another Oratorian defender, Nicolas-Joseph
Poisson. After studying at the Sorbonne, Poisson (1637-1710) joined the Oratorians in
1660 and became a priest in 1663. His first publication (1668) was an edition and French
translation, with introduction and commentary, of Descartes’ first work, Compendium
musicae, as well as of Descartes’ long letter to Constanijn Huygens known as the
“Treatise on Mechanics.” In 1671 Poisson published Commentaire ou Remarques sur la
méthode de M. Descartes, ou I’on établit plusieurs principes généraux nécessaires pour
entendre toutes ses oeuvres, intending it to be the first of a series of commentaries on all
of Descartes’ works. Poisson was also urged by many to write a biography of Descartes.
But a growing controversy over Descartes’ philosophy induced him to abandon these
projects and to return to ecclesiastical matters. When it became known that Poisson was
about to publish his Remarks on Descartes’ Method, the Council of the Oratory issued an
order prohibiting the publication; but the (p.29) order came too late. A second order
was sent to Poisson, summoning him to Paris and requesting he bring with him all printed
copies of the work. The Oratory locked these up in the library at Vendome and took
further steps to prevent dissemination of the book.1 80 The difficulty in defending
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Cartesian philosophy is well illustrated by the final page of Poisson’s Commentaire. There,
in the “Avis de l'auteur,” Poisson wrote that it is evident that he does not always agree
with Descartes. But, he added, because of requirements placed on him by his superiors,
he needed to assert—what may have been almost impossible to maintain—that “he does
not claim to defend anything that the Catholic Church or even the least universities have
condemned.”18!

It is clear that some Oratorians became attached to Cartesian philosophy during the
second half of the seventeenth century. This persisted, despite warnings and reprimands
by superiors, official edicts, or actual punishment by collegiate or university officials and
the state. The extent and depth of the Oratory’s teaching of Cartesian philosophy during
the second half of the seventeenth century is what I wish to consider a bit more closely:
How much Cartesian philosophy did Oratorians actually teach in their colleges and what
might that philosophy have looked like?

Following the King’s 1671 decree prohibiting the teaching of Cartesian philosophy, the
Oratorian council formally prohibited all Oratorian professors “from teaching any new or
suspect doctrine in its co]leges”182 and, as early as 1673, one can find the General of the
order eliciting a promise from Bernard Lamy, a priest of the Oratory who had just taught
his first philosophy course at the College of Saumur, to stop teaching the opinions of
Descartes.1 83 Subsequently, Lamy and three other Oratorian professors (Fathers
Eugene Fromentier, Cyprien de Villecrose, and Vincent Pélaut) of the College of Angers
were disciplined for having disobeyed these mandates.! 84 All this became interestingly
more specific with the decree of the 1678 general assembly of the Oratorians. Recalling
the King’s edict, the Oratorians prohibited the teaching of Cartesian philosophy: In the
teaching of “Physics, we must not depart from Aristotle’s Physics nor his principles of
Physics as commonly received in the colleges, in order to teach the new doctrine of
Descartes, whose teaching the King has prohibited for good reasons.” 189 The
congregation also insisted that professors teach seven commonly received principles
opposed to those of Descartes; they reaffirmed elements of the Scholastic metaphysics of
matter and form, real accidents, the rational soul, and the possibility of the void and of the
plurality of worlds.1 86

Clearly, then, although some Oratorians were extremely wary of Cartesian philosophy, at
least a few found it sufficiently appealing to teach it in their courses despite the threat of
severe sanctions from various quarters. These same Oratorians, it can also (p.30) be
shown, were Augustinian in theology.1 87 Thus Gouhier’s category of “augustinisme
cartésianisé” is plausible.! 88 Still, one should not oversimplify the relationship between
Cartesianism and Augustinism, or the affinity of Augustinians for Cartesianism. As we have
seen, Oratorians did prohibit the teaching of Cartesian philosophy. Augustinism and
Cartesianism could just as easily undermine each other. In fact, one does not have to
argue this thesis in the abstract; one can simply point to the anti-Cartesian work of the
Oratorian Jean Baptiste de la Grange as concrete evidence.!1 89

De la Grange wrote a two-volume treatise, Les principes de la philosophie contre les
nouveaux philosophes, Descartes, Rohault, Régius, Gassendi, le p. Maignan, etc., which
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he published in Paris in 1675-9 (various editions were also printed in 1681-4). In this
work, de la Grange acknowledged the widespread appeal of Cartesian philosophy:
“Although one is attracted to Descartes’ philosophy at first because it seems new and
much easier than that of the Peripatetics, nevertheless, to the extent that one knows its
principles even a little, it is easy to see that this doctrine contains something bad in it,
such that one should be surprised that so many intelligent people profess this
doctrine.”199 De la Grange clearly wished to warn against that appeal. Now, it is clear that
the primary target of de la Grange’s attack is the unnamed opponent, Nicolas
Malebranche (1638-1715), who entered the Oratory in 1660 and had just published the
first volume of his Recherche de la vérité (1 674—5).191 For de la Grange, Descartes
looms as the corrupter of orthodoxy who can seduce even members of the Oratory. As
de la Grange says about himself, he has an obligation “to fight against all sentiments
contrary to the true philosophy, however absurd they may be.” This obligation requires
him “to refute the manner in which a recently published Cartesian explains the nature of
our knowledge.”192 And de la Grange proceeds to refute such views held by that
Cartesian as “some things are known directly through themselves and others are known
only through consciousness or inner sensation ... As for corporeal things, they are not
intelligible by themselves, and thus we can see them only in God.”193 Malebranche, of
course, is the philosopher who, in his Recherche de la vérité, presented and defended
the claim that we see all things in God, together with a radical occasionalism that denies
causal efficacy to finite things, including minds. De la Grange continues with his refutation
of the views of his unnamed opponent in several pages, referring to these views as
“absurdities into which those who obstinately refuse to embrace our position necessarily
fall”194 De la Grange is crystal clear: Cartesian doctrines lead to serious errors.1 95

(p.31) For de la Grange, Descartes was a dangerous person, a thinker whose
philosophy had been rightly condemned, based as it was on principles in some way
inconsistent with Catholic theology: “It is not necessary to enter very far into the details
of the propositions taught by Descartes to know that it is with good reason that His
Majesty, who applies himself toward maintaining the peace in the Church, as well as
toward upholding the interests of the Crown, has not long ago prohibited the teaching of
this author’s opinions in his k]'ngdom.”196 The inconsistency that de la Grange warned
against was not as straightforward as a direct conflict between Catholic theology and
Cartesian philosophy. De la Grange believed that the bulk of the opposition between
Catholic theology and Cartesian philosophy was indirect, a result of the direct opposition
between Cartesian and Scholastic philosophy. It was the latter opposition, de la Grange
believed, which was destroying Catholic theology by undermining the Scholastic
philosophy upon which that theology had been based. Thus, de la Grange concentrated
on pedagogic and heuristic elements in that opposition; among other things, he
emphasized the deleterious effects inherent in the novelty of Cartesian philosophy:

One need only hear Descartes explain the greatest mysteries of the faith in a
completely novel manner, and assert that all Catholic theologians have been
mistaken until now, to become convinced that, even if his doctrine is not wrong, at
least it is dangerous, and that professors of philosophy are completely wrong in
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teaching it to young people, of whom it is appropriate not to inspire the love of
novelty and distaste for the old doctrine.l 97

However, de la Grange did not stop there. The remainder of his two volumes contained a
most critical discussion of Descartes’ principles, beginning with the rejection of the
plurality of worlds, Principles, part 11, art. 22:198

For, who would believe that Descartes teaches only the truth and what is known
clearly by the natural light when he asserts in article 22 of Principles, part II, that
several worlds are impossible? Can anything more novel and more shocking to
reason be uttered? Ever since people have reasoned about the works of God,
there possibly has not been a single one who has dared to teach this doctrine, or
even who has held this opinion. In fact, there is nothing that seems more clear and
natural to us than to say that God, having produced this world, can still produce
another? How could Descartes have put forth such an error?199

De la Grange clearly exaggerates his criticism; the plurality of worlds had been discussed
by many previous thinkers, and some of these did deny that there could be a plurality of
worlds, even while conceding the Augustinian principle that God, having created this
world, could create another.290 For example, Thomas Aquinas defended the singularity
of the world in both his commentary on the De caelo and in his Summa Theologiae. In the
former he denied the very possibility of plural worlds, given the (p.32) unlimited power
of God: “However, it should be realized that some prove the possibility of many worlds in
other ways. In one way, as follows: The world was made by God; but the power of God,
since it is infinite, is not limited to this world alone. Therefore it is not reasonable to say
that he cannot make yet other worlds.” Aquinas replied that “if God were to make other
worlds, he would make them either like or unlike this world. If entirely alike, they would
be in vain—and that conflicts with his wisdom. If unlike, none of them would comprehend
in itself every nature of sensible body; consequently no one of them would be perfect,
but one perfect world would result from all of them.” He also argued that the perfection
and goodness of the world requires that it be unique.201 In the Summa, Aquinas raised
the question “Whether there is only one world?” The first objection recalled that
“Augustine says (De diversis quaestionibus LXXXIII, quaest. 46), it is unfitting to say that
God has created things without a reason. But for the same reason he created one, he
could create many, since his power is not limited to the creation of one world; but rather
it is infinite, as was shown above [quaest. 25, art. 2].7202 Aquinas answered: “The very
order of things created by God shows the unity of the world. For this world is called one
by the unity of order, whereby some things are ordered to others. But whatever things
come from God, have relation of order to each other, and to God himself, as shown above
[quaest. 11, art. 3; quaest. 21, art.1]. Hence it must be that all things should belong to
one world.”203 Although the argument in the De caelo commentary was directed against
the possibility of the plurality of worlds, the argument in the Summa was more
ambiguous. It appears to conclude in the same fashion that the singularity or unity of the
world is necessary, but the necessity at stake could be interpreted as hypothetical or
consequential, as opposed to absolute necessity. In any case, the tide of philosophical
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opinion on this issue had clearly turned by the seventeenth century, and few thinkers
then would have denied the possibility of a plurality of worlds.204

De la Grange continued his attack on Principles, article 22, arguing that Descartes’ thesis
was based on two “unproven” principles. The first unproven principle is Descartes’
definition of matter as extension (entailing the indefinite extension of the world):

What I find amusing is that Descartes boldly teaches extremely dangerous
conclusions, which he derives from two unproven principles. The first principle he
assumes is that wherever there is space there is matter, because whoever says
space says extension, which is nothing other than matter. One can see whether he
brings forth any argument to establish that principle in Principles 11, articles 16 and
19.

To the first unproven principle, Descartes adds a second principle, assumed erroneous
by de la Grange, that two bodies cannot occupy the same place: (p.33)

The second principle he must necessarily assume in order to conclude that several
worlds are impossible, and of which, however, he does not speak, is that two
bodies cannot, absolutely speaking, be in the same place, and that matter cannot be
in another matter. ... As a result, we must note that Descartes’ conclusion that
several worlds are impossible is not only false and dangerous, but also that it is
derived from a dangerous principle that two bodies cannot be, absolutely speaking,
in the same space.205

Plainly, the unstated “dangerous” principle, about the possibility of two bodies being in
the same place, played a role in seventeenth-century discussions of the naturalistic
explanation of the mystery of the Eucharist. For example, in the discussion of place in his
Corps de la philosophie, Dupleix argued that, supernaturally, two bodies can be in the
same place, and that, given the sacrament of the Eucharist, one body can be in two
places.206 This was a common discussion in early seventeenth-century philosophy
textbooks. Both questions—whether one body can occupy two places and whether two
bodies can occupy one place—were answered affirmatively by Abra de Raconis in view of
the problem of the Eucharist.207 And, as I have asserted, Eustachius held a similar
doctrine. After maintaining that two bodies can be in one place by divine virtue, he
argued that no incompatibility is involved in one body existing in several places. The
example he gave for the latter proposition was that in the Sacred Eucharist the body of
Christ is really and personally in several places.208

What is interesting for our purposes is that this issue was a point of contention between
Thomists and Scotists in their discussions of the Eucharist—St Thomas formally rejecting
the notions that one body can be in two places and two bodies in one place, 299 and John
Duns Scotus officially insisting that two bodies can be in one place 210 Descartes seems to
have ranked himself with the Thomists on this issue; ironically, de la Grange’s criticism
would also have held against St Thomas. Thus, it would be legitimate to suppose that de la
Grange’s criticism of Descartes would not, in general, be shared by Scholastics with a
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deep attachment to Thomist doctrine, but was more likely to find approbation with non-
Thomist Scholastics; that is, those with Scotist (or Augustinian) tendencies.

This one example can be multiplied. De la Grange continued his critique of Descartes with
analyses of such topics as whether animals can reason,?11 the accidents (p.34) ofthe
Eucharist, the nature of place and void, the infinity of the world, and the possibility of the
void. De la Grange was an Oratorian—that is, an Augustinian—and anti-Cartesian
philosopher all at once. We should emphasize that his reasons for being anti-Cartesian did
not always coincide with the reasons Jesuits or Thomists usually gave against Descartes.
Augustinism and Cartesianism simply do not need to be wedded to one another.

A further question arises: how transformed must Augustinianism and Cartesianism be in
order for them to harmonize with one another? The data are readily available for at least
a partial answer; that is, one can examine the Cartesianism of the Oratorian fathers at
Angers, as evidenced in the censure of their theses, and especially that of Bernard Lamy,
one of the Oratorians previously mentioned, for whom we have both the censure of his
teaching and his subsequently published work212 Now, it is clear that the Oratorian
fathers at Angers were condemned for many reasons, and that teaching Cartesian
principles was only one of those reasons. The censures of Villecrose and Pélaut would
have been difficult to defend as condemnations of Cartesianism proper.213 Even those of
Fromentier and Lamy contained other elements that could not be described as
Cartesian. There were thirteen propositions extracted by the censors from the teachings
of Fromentier at the College of Angers during 1672 and 1673, only four of which were
identified as Cartesian and criticized as such. In fact, one of the propositions, about the
souls of animals, ran counter to Descartes’ doctrine and was identified as non-
Cartesian.214 Ten of Lamy’s sixteen propositions from his teaching at the College of
Angers during 1674 and 1675 were identified as Cartesian and criticized as such, though
the censor’s criticism also ranged widely over other issues.

But there were plenty of criticisms of Cartesianism. In the case of Fromentier, the censor
objected to his teaching that real accidents are not to be distinguished from substances,
and to his explanation of the Eucharist without having recourse to real accidents,
propositions identified as Cartesian.21® The censor remarked that “The opinion of the
Cartesians who claim that there are no species or real accidents in the Eucharist is
contrary to the theology of the Holy Fathers and to the doctrine of the Church.”216
Moreover, he objected to the doctrine of the indefiniteness of the universe?!7—a thesis
(p.35) also identified as Cartesian?18—about which he declared: “As for the second
principle, claiming that the world is infinite in its extension, it is not less dangerous than
the first; it is true that the Cartesians do not wish to use the word infinite, which would
be too odious, but only the word indefinite, which is the same thing, and which adds
merely one syllable to everything that is said about the infinite.”219 Similarly, the censor
objected to Cartesian doubt,220 against which he argued that: “To say that we must
doubt all things is a principle that tends toward atheism and upsets the foundations of the
highest of mysteries ... This principle manifestly entails atheism or at least the heresy of
the Manicheans, who accepted a good and an evil principle for all creatures.”221 Finally,
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he criticized the atomism of Fromentier and Descartes,222

philosophers formally rejected atomism:

even though both

The opinion of Epicurus and Democritus, that the world has been formed by the
fortunate encounter of atoms and small bodies flying about from all parts, has been
treated as extravagant and impious. One wants to believe that Descartes and his
followers do not teach that the universe was made by chance and without God’s
providence, but, at bottom, what they say is not different than what Democritus
and Epicurus advance, since Descartes only wants God to have created all matter,
divided it into almost equal parts, agitated these parts in various directions, each to
its own proper center, and several around a common center; after that, God can
remain at rest ... Is there something more odious in Epicurus’ opinion not found in
Descartes’ hypothesis?223

In the case of Lamy, two of the censor objections concerned problems already raised
against Fromentier about the explanation of the Eucharist. However, with Lamy, instead
of protesting about real accidents, the censor objected to the definition of extension as
the essence of body and to the rejection of substantial forms.224 The censor also derided
Lamy’s acceptance of the cogito, his consequent definition of the soul as cogitatio, the
assertion that children think in their mother’s womb, and the proposition that sensations
such as pain are experienced in the soul, not in the body.225 He objected to Lamy’s
propositions that God is the principal cause of motion, that the quantity of motion is
conserved, and that the only kind of movement is local motion.226 In short, it (p.36) is
clear that Fathers Fromentier and Lamy were teaching a significant number of doctrines
recognized as Cartesian at the College of Angers during the years 1672 to 1675.

Less than a decade later, Lamy published his Entretiens sur les sciences. There, he still
showed himself to be a Cartesian to a certain extent, but in the portion of the work called
“Discours sur la philosophie,” he limited his approbation of Descartes. In the “Discours,”
Lamy talked about the air pump (something he said Descartes was unaware of) and the
experimental knowledge his contemporaries derived from it, knowledge that went
beyond what Descartes understood.?2” He claimed that Descartes gave incorrect
explanations of meteorological phenomena because of his lack of experiments.228
However, he credited Descartes with “having opened” the path of mechanism; namely,
that “people no longer believe that something is known unless they can explain it
mechanically.” That is what he referred to as Descartes’ “method” in the “Discours” and
the focus of his approval:

It is with his method that one should be associated; I say his method, because
most of his explanations must be regarded as reasonable conjectures rather than
as the truth. What he asserts is always clever and in keeping with the hypotheses
he made up; but that is not to say that what he advances is true ... It is therefore,
once again, the method of this philosopher that one should accept in physics, rather
than his particular opinions. We will find many of his opinions to be false to the
extent that we will make more discoveries in physics.229
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Moreover, Lamy praised Descartes for his account of mind and the union of mind and
body: “He is the one who has spoken the best about the mind and who has distinguished
its functions from those of the machine of the body with the greatest clarity ... One can
hardly add anything to what he teaches regarding the union of the soul and body.”230
Lamy used the praise as an introduction to Malebranche’s account of sensation and
morals; these, he asserted, were based on the existence of God being proved by all
things and the dependence all creatures have on him.231 According to Lamy, “These are
all the principles of the new philosophy of Descartes, before whom nobody has shown so
clearly the relation of man to God.”%32

Still, in order to understand what Lamy found most appealing about Descartes, one has
to investigate further what he thought Descartes’ “method” amounted to. Lamy talked of
method in “Idée de la logique,” another of the Entretiens, without mentioning Descartes
at all—although the themes discussed by him were Cartesian (and Malebranchian) and
reminiscent of the Meditations (together with their representation in Principles, part I).
For example, one can find the Cartesian criterion of truth as God’s guarantee that clear
and distinct ideas are true: “Humans are made in such that, in the same way that they
are attracted by the good, they are compelled by clear and distinct knowledge, which
requires their consent. And hence they are not deceived, (p.37) since nature, which is
good, cannot require them to consent to what would be false.I understand by nature
here the Author of all things, or the very things such as he has made them.”233 One can
also see various versions of the cogito: “When we are reflecting on [the fact that] we are
thinking, we cannot doubt that we are existing."234 And again: “But, after all that, when I
consider that whether I am awake or asleep, whether or not I am being deceived,
whether or not I have wings, I am. For if I am being deceived, I am therefore deceived;
therefore I am. Thus, I must consent to [the fact] that I exist.”23° Furthermore, one can
find the Cartesian distinction between the understanding and the will: “There are,
properly speaking, only two different operations of the mind. We perceive by means of
the first; we consent by means of the second.”236

However, Lamy’s Cartesianism was framed in a context that Descartes would not have
recognized. Lamy began his “Idée de la logique” by asserting “We are the work of God;
we therefore have no cause for believing that our nature is defective.”237 The principle
could be given a Cartesian interpretation, but Lamy took it further than one might have
expected. For Lamy, a consequence of the principle was that we can always determine
the truth simply by being attentive: “Attention constitutes the principal part of wisdom ...
An attentive mind is capable of everything.”238 Lamy had so little doubt about the human
capacity for knowledge that he even thought one accepted false religions (as Protestants
did, according to him) simply because of lack of attention.239 The other aspect of Lamy’s
optimism was that his notion of a clear idea encompassed much that Descartes would
never have thought of as a clear and distinct idea. In fact, Lamy used an example of a tree
in front of him as a model of a clear idea, at the level of the cogito: “When something is
proposed to us with complete clearness, it is not in our power to believe that it is not
what it appears to us. ... For example, when we reflect on [the fact that] we are thinking,
we cannot doubt that we are existing. I see clearly this tree before me, I touch it, I
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cannot doubt that it is not there, because this idea of ourselves and of this tree that I
touch contains within it the idea of an actual existence.”240 True, Lamy did not go so far
as to suggest that the senses give us what the tree is, just that it is. Nevertheless, Lamy
went well beyond Descartes’ conclusion in the Sixth Meditation, that the senses tell us
that bodies exist, suggesting that the senses tell us that a particular body exists.
Descartes would not have thought that the tree could be perceived clearly, nor that the
tree would be known to exist with the same degree of certainty with which I know myself
to exist. Lamy’s Cartesianism seemed to have gone in the direction of an empirical
version. However, Lamy remained agnostic about the veracity of the senses: “I cannot
examine here whether the senses are deceitful or not; lacking this (p.38) examination, it
suffices, in order not to be mistaken, to consent only to our having such and such ideas
and such sensations on such and such occasions. And since this is the only clear thing, it is
the only thing we must accept.”241 Still, Lamy was enough of an Augustinian that he
wished to defend the proposition that there are spiritual ideas we find inside us taught to
us by nature: “he who is always [seeking what is] outside of himself, who thinks only of
things he finds in bodies, is not capable of [consciously] perceiving everything that nature
requires him to receive as true.”242 This resonated better with Cartesianism, but it
looked more Augustinian than Cartesian.243

The overall impression is that Lamy was an Augustinian who dabbled in Cartesianism.
Since there was no Cartesian order and linkage of reasons in his philosophy,244 Lamy
could pick and choose among Cartesian doctrines, modifying them to suit his
Augustinianism. By putting Cartesian philosophy at the level of an empirical science, he
could preserve his Augustinian theology as more basic and untouchable. Lamy fits nicely
into the category of “augustinisme cartésianisé”; for him, in general, the Cartesianism was
made to fit the Augustinianism.

Yet we should not conclude that the move toward Cartesian “empiricism” was a
phenomenon proper to “augustinisme cartésianisé” alone. An even more radical form of
Cartesian empiricism can be found in the category of “cartésianisme augustinisé,” namely
in the work of Frangois Bay]e.245 Bayle’s main philosophical work, The General Systeme of
the Cartesian Philosophy (1670)—surviving only in English translation—was a synopsis of
the Cartesian system, constructed out of Descartes’ whole corpus. In it, Bayle went
through the Cartesian system in an order somewhat reminiscent of the Principles: he
detailed the cogito, the consequence that the soul knows itself better than it knows any
other thing, both proofs for the existence of God, God’s guarantee that we cannot err in
what we clearly and distinctly know, the certainty of the existence of bodies, that errors
proceed from the ill-use of our freedom, etc. However, he concluded the first book,
treating metaphysics, with the following remark: “when we say that the certainty of our
Understanding is greater than that of our Senses, we mean nothing else, than that the
judgments we form in a riper age, by reason of some new Observations we have made,
are more certain than those, we have formed from infancy, without having reflected on
them.”246 Bayle did make the final turn into empirical Cartesianism. (p.39) For him the
corrective for the prejudices of childhood was not reason, but experience. His
empiricism became even more marked in his later works.
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We can reaffirm the fertility of Gouhier’s categories, but we will find many shades of
Cartesianism within them. Clearly, individual Oratorians seem to have had a penchant for
Cartesian philosophy, while the order as a whole remained hostile to it—whether for
intellectual or political reasons. Descartes seemed to have received some encouragement
for his philosophy from the highest levels of the order—from Bérulle and Gibieuf—during
his lifetime. But the situation changed after his death. Although the Oratorians could
tolerate such Cartesians as Malebranche, it could also countenance anti-Cartesians such
as de la Grange. The few Oratorians who taught Cartesian philosophy—Lamy and
Fromentier, for example—got into trouble (as did Poisson). The society did formally
prohibit the teaching of Cartesian philosophy. It would take us too far afield to do more
than to speculate briefly about the reasons for this official condemnation. Pierre Bayle
thought that the Jesuits pressured the Oratorians to renounce Descartes’ philosophy,
because they feared that Oratorian colleges would attract all the young students “who
prefer the new philosophy a hundred times more than the old one.”247 But that seems
unlikely. More probable is the association of Jansenism with Cartesianism that was
frequently proposed during the late seventeenth century: “les deux plus grands
Ennemis qu’ait a present 'Eglise, les Jansenistes et les Carthistes” (the two greatest
enemies the Church has at present, the Jansenists and the Cartesians), as the narrator of
the events at Angers says.248 Oratorians must have had enough political pressures
defending themselves against the former charge that they might not have wanted to
defend themselves against the latter one as well. Still, Oratorians did teach Cartesian
philosophy and continued to propound it in print. Taking Lamy’s writings as evidence,
what Oratorians defended—an empirical version of Cartesianism—seems only distantly
related to Descartes’ philosophy. Ultimately, this movement toward an empirical
Cartesianism might have been independent of socio-political (p.40) reasons. Given that
we find a quasi-Cartesian empiricism in the Oratorian Lamy, and a ful-fledged Cartesian
empiricism in the Lanterniste Bayle, we can wonder at the intellectual forces in the
second half of the seventeenth century driving Augustinians who became Cartesianized
and Cartesians who became Augustinized to tend toward a kind of empiricism.

Notes:
(1) This is from a census in 1762; see Brockliss 1987, 22.

(2) Jean Duhamel, Quaedam recentiorum philosophorum, ac praesertim Cartesii,
propositiones damnatae ac prohibitae. in Duhamel 1705, v.17-18. It is thought that the
Jesuits were behind this condemnation, acting through Louis XIV’s Jesuit confessor Jean
Ferrier. See Schmaltz 2002, 29-34.

(3) L.e. Antoine Villon, Etienne de Clave, and Jean Bitauld. See Garber 2002.
(4) Positiones Publicae, in de Launoy 1653, 128-9.
(5) De Launoy 1653, 132.

(6) Duplessis d’Argentré 1726-38, ii. 147.
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(7) Louis Phelypeaux, in Babin 1679, 6.

(8) Some of them also wrote satirical verses: “Tumultaire amas de quatre Facultez, /
Bizarres Universitez, / Qui pour me chasser de la France, / Feittes la geurre a toute
outrance, / Croyez-vous vos voeux exaucez / Parce que vous me bannissez, / De
I'enceinte de vos Colleges / Comme un faiseur de Sacrileges? ... / N’est-ce point,
Recteurs bilieux, / Ce quivous donnant dans les yeux / Vous a remplis de jalousie, /
Contre notre Philosophie ... ” See “Monsieur Descartes aux Universitez, Sur la defense
de I'enseigner, qu’elles se sont procurées,” in Babin 1679, 15-17.

(9) “Arrest Donné en Faveur des Maistres és Arts et Professeurs en I'Université de
Paris, pour la doctrine d’Aristote,” in Babin 1679, 19.

(10) Brockliss 1987, 338.
(11) Some of this section is a revised version of ch. 2 of Ariew 1999a and 2011.

(12) “In theology there should be lectures on the Old and New Testaments and on the
Scholastic doctrine of Saint Thomas. ... In logic, natural and moral philosophy, and
metaphysics, the doctrine of Aristotle should be followed, as also in the other liberal arts.
St. Ignatius 1970, 220-1.

”

(13) Rochemonteix 1889, i. 4n-6n.

(14) Rochemonteix 1889, i. 4n—-6n.

(15) Rochemonteix 1889, iv. 11n-12n.

(16) Rochemonteix 1889, iv. 11n-12n.

(17) Rochemonteix 1889, iv. 11n-12n.

(18) For an excellent account of these variations, see Schmutz 2002: 51-81.

(19) And following Aristotle does not usually mean what we would mean by it. We need
only consider the case of Théophraste Bouju whose 1614 Corps de toute la philosophie
was subtitled: “Le tout par demonstration et auctorité d’Aristote, avec eclaircissement
de sa doctrine par luy-mesme.” Despite the subtitle, Bouju’s opinions diverged
enormously from orthodox Aristotelianism.

(20) Goudin was born in Limoges 1639 and died in Paris 1695. He became a Dominican in
1657. He taught philosophy and theology at Limoges, Avignon, Brive, and Paris (the latter
from 1672 on).

(21) See Narciso 1960, 124-47.1 am indebted to the Scholasticon entry on Goudin for
this bibliographical reference (www.ulb.ac.be/philo/scholasticon/nomenG.htm#goudin).

(22) Sacra Studiorum Congregatio 1914: 383-6.
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(23) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, quaest. 1, art. 2, p. 188.
(24) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 200.

(25) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 203.

(26) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 207.

(27) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 200.

(28) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 208.

(29) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 224; see also p. 226.
(30) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica 11, quaest. 2, art. 1, pp. 255-7.
(31) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica 1, axiom 2, p. 48.

(32) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica I, disp. 1, quaest. 2, art. 2, p. 69.
(33) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica I, disp. 1, quaest. 2, art. 4, p. 77.
(34) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, quaest. 3, art. 1, p. 219.
(35) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, p. 221.

(36) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica I, thesis 3, quaest. 4, p. 315.

(37) See Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica IV, quaest. 4, art. 2: “the object of the human
intellect in its state oflife is the quiddity of material or sensible things and what can be
deduced out of them. That is the doctrine of Saint Thomas,” p. 404.

(38) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica IV, quaest. 4, art. 3, p. 408. The issue plays a role in the
debates about (Thomist) intellectualist versus (Scotist) voluntarist moral philosophy.

(39) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica 111, quaest. 1, art. 3, p. 117.

(40) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica 111, quaest. 2, art. 3, pp. 132-3.

(41) Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica IV, quaest. 1, art. 3, pp. 238-46, esp. pp. 243-4.
(42) See Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica IV, quaest. 4, art. 2, p. 404.

(43) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, quaest. proem., art. 1, p. 183.

(44) Goudin 1726 [1668], Metaphysica, disp. 2, quaest. 1, art. 1, pp. 240-52.

(45) Goudin 1726 [1668], p. 244.

(46) Scotus 1639, Opus Oxoniense I, dist. 3, quaest. 3.
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(47) Aquinas 1964-76, I, quaest. 84, art. 7.

(48) Scotus 1639, Opus Oxoniense, 11, dist. 3, quaest. 2.

(49) Scotus 1639, Opus Oxoniense, I, dist. 3, quaest. 1-2.

(50) Scotus 1639, Opus Oxoniense, 11, dist. 12, quaest. 1.

(51) Scotus 1639, Opus Oxoniense, 11, dist. 3, quaest. 6.

(52) Scotus 1639, Quaestiones quodlibetales, quaest. 10, art. 2.
(53) Scotus 1639, Opus Oxoniense, 1V, dist. 11, quaest. 3.

(54) There were other points of disagreement between Thomists and Scotists, some of
which played an important role in seventeenth-cent. debates, but they were no longer
thought essential to Thomism as defined in the 20th cent. For example, Thomist theory of
place required the immobility of the universe as a whole as the frame of reference for
motion (Aquinas 1953, IV, lectio 8; see Goudin 1726 [1668], Physica I, thesis 3, quaest. 4,
art. 1) whereas for Scotists space was radically relative: there is no absolute frame of
reference for motion (Scotus 1639, Quaestiones Quodlibetales, quaest. XII). Similarly,
Thomists thought that without motion there would be no time (Aquinas 1953, IV, lectio
16-17; see Goudin, Physica I, thesis 3, quaest. 3, art. 2), whereas Scotists thought that
time was independent of motion (Scotus 1639, Quaestiones Quodlibetales, quaest. 11). It
should be clear that I am not claiming completeness in my inventory of the divergences
between Thomism and Scotism. As I will show in Ch. 2, on moral philosophy, there is, as
well, a significant debate between Thomists and Scotists about what constitutes happiness
in the afterlife, whether it consists in the vision of the divine essence, and thus resides in
the intellect (Thomists), or in the love of God, and thus is part of the will (Scotists).

(55) Maillard 1975, 188.

(56) De Raconis (c.1580-1646) taught philosophy at the Parisian colleges of des Grassins
and du Plessis (from about 1610 on) and held a chair in theology in the College de
Navarre, Paris (1616). He published Summa Totius Philosophiae (1617, with many
editions variously titled to 1651).

(57) Dupleix (1569-1661) was the tutor to the son of Marguerite de Valois, first wife of
Henry IV. From 1603 to 1610 he published various volumes of an extremely popular
French-language philosophy textbook (Logique, Physique, Metaphysique, and Ethique),
ultimately issued as Corps de philosophie, with various editions until the 1650s.

(58) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Metaphysica, praef. quaest, 2, p. 1.
(59) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Metaphysica, pars 11, disp. 2, quaest. 4, p. 24.

(60) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Metaphysica, pars 1V, disp. 3, quaest. 1, p. 71.
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(61) Eustachius 1629 [1609], quaest. 2, pp. 73-4.

(62) Eustachius 1629 [1609], p. 15.

(63) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Metaphysica, pars III, disp. 3, quaest. 5-8, pp. 52-5.
(64) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Physica, pars I, disp. II, q. 4, pp. 16-17.

(65) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Physica, pars III, tract. I, disp. 1, quaest. 6, pp. 174-5.

(66) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Metaphysica, tractatus de proprietatibus entis, disp. 2,
quaest. 4, pp. 38-9. See also de Raconis 1651, Metaphysica, tract. 4, sec. 2, 4, brevis
appendix, pp. 76-8, and Dupleix 1992 [1610], p. 235.

(67) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Physica, tract. 3, 2nd disp., quaest. 1, pp. 56-8.

(68) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Physica, pars 1, tract. 3, disp. 2, quaest. 3, p. 59. See also de
Raconis 1651, Physica, tract. 2, quaest. 1 and 2, esp. pp. 207, 216, and Dupleix 1990
[1603], 261-2.

(69) Eustachius 1629 [1609], Physica, tract. 3, quaest. 2, pp. 63-4. See also Dupleix 1990
[1603], 299-303. But see Edwards 201 3 for some fine-tuning on these remarks.

(70) There are a number of fairly recent general works on the Oratory: de Polignac
1968; Boureau 991; d’Ambrieres 1995. The main work about Oratorian education
remains Lallemand 1888. There are a few interesting studies of particular Oratorian
colleges: Maillard 1975 and Julia et al. 1993. The main biographical source for Oratorians
is Batterel 1904.

(71) In addition to Bérulle, the priests included Jean Bence and Jacques Gastaud, Doctors
of Theology from the Sorbonne, Frangois Bourgoing and Paul Métézeau, Bachelors of
Theology, also from the Sorbonne, and Pierre Caron, Curé de Beaumont.

(72) The standard works on Bérulle are: Dagens 1952 and Houssaye 1874.

(73) The principal colleges that the Oratorians established between 1614 and 1629 were
located at Dieppe, Riom, Angers, Pézenas, Marseille, Vendome, Le Mans, Beaune,
Montbrison, Nantes, Saumur, Condom, and Forez. From 1630 to 1762, the Oratory also
established colleges at Troyes, Provins, Soissons, and Toulon, among others. After 1762
they took control of a number of Jesuit colleges: Agen, Arras, Autun, Béthune, Lyon, and
Tours. See Lallemand 1888, chs. 2 and 3.

(74) As already indicated, the Jesuits were expelled from France in 1594 but readmitted
in 1603. That is why the college HenrilIV in La Fleche opened in 1604; the college
Clermont in Paris, founded in 1563, did not reopen until 1616. When the Jesuits were
expelled from France for the second time in 1762, La Fleche was given to the
Doctrinaires and Clermont (now called Louis-le-Grand) to the University of Paris, across
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the street from the Sorbonne.

(75) The Oratorians codified their teaching in their own ratio studiorum, published by
Jean Morin in 1645. See Lallemand 1888, 231.

(76) According to Lallemand, the primary teaching in the lower classes was in French and
in the higher classes in French and Latin. He also asserts that Oratorians taught Latin as a
dead language (1888, 212, 240).

(77) Referring broadly to Plato and Augustine, and ultimately also to Scotism.
(78) Chalmers 1632.
(79) Batterel 1904, i. 261.

(80) Fournenc 1655. Batterel 1904, ii. 497: “tout s’y traite par Aristote ou par Platon, qui,
dans la concurrence avec son disciple, a, d’ordinaire, le pas et la préférence.”

(81) See Batterel 1904, iii. 142-54.

(82) A teaching order founded by César de Bus just before the turn of the seventeenth
cent. The first Doctrinaire college was founded at Brive in 1619, five years after the
Oratorians founded their first college at Dieppe. For more on the Doctrinaires and their
teaching, see de Viguerie 1976.

(83) Vincent 1660-71, i, q. 2, sect. 5, pp. 74-5, “Utrum materia propriam habeat
existentiam.” See also de Viguerie 1976, 534-8.

(84) “Materiam non haberet propriam existentiam” and answering negatively “An materia
possit divinitus existere sine forma” (sect. 6) and “Utrum materia possit naturaliter
existere sine forma” (sect. 7). Note that the principal Jesuit metaphysician Francisco
Suaérez is cited as a supporter of the first (Scotist) view.

(85) Toletus 1589, quaest. 13, fo. 34". Théophraste Bouju also followed the Thomist line
about the reality prime matter. See Bouju 1614, i. 315-16, 319-20, 322, 326-7, 329-31.

(86) Toletus 1615 [1574], ii, cap. 3, quaest. 7.

(87) Toletus 1589, iv, quaest. V: “An locus sit immobilis,” fos. 120'-121". Cf. Grant 1976,
137-67.

(88) Toletus 1589, iv, quaest. 12, fos. 142V-143V.
(89) Toletus 1869-70, iv. 200-1, 215-22, 240-1, 243-6, 255-8.

(90) The title-page of the work says “Avec permission des Superieurs,” though by then
de Ceriziers had left the order to become almoner of the Duc d’Orleans. René de
Ceriziers (or Cerisiers) was born in Nantes in 1603 and entered the Jesuit order in
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1622; he taught humanities and philosophy. He left the Jesuits in 1641 and became
almoner for the duc d’Orleans and then Louis XIV. He died in Paris in 1662. He wrote
some religious and hagiographical works that were reprinted numerous times and
translated into many other languages. He himself translated the chief works of Augustine
and Boethius into French (also reprinted frequently).

(91) De Ceriziers 1643, i. 57.
(92) De Ceriziers 1643, i. 99-103.
(93) De Ceriziers 1643, i. 103-5.
(94) De Ceriziers 1643,1.112.

(95) De Ceriziers 1643, i. 93-4, though he does not say enough for me to be very
confident about it.

(96) De Ceriziers 1643, i 116. For de Ceriziers’ rejection of the arguments claiming that
an actually infinite world would be impossible, see 116-19.

(97) De Ceriziers 1643, iii. 1.

(98) De Ceriziers 1643, iii. 6-7.
(99) De Ceriziers 1643, iii. 15-18.
(100) De Ceriziers 1643, iii. 50-2.
(101) De Ceriziers 1643, iii. 31.

(102) See Gautruche 1665, ii. Physica Universalis, 27. Gautruche was born in Orléans in
1602. He entered the Society of Jesus in 1621, after having studied at Rennes. He taught
philosophy at Rennes (1642-4) and perhaps at La Fleche. In 1653, he returned to the
college du Mont at Rennes as prefect of studies and professor of theology, posts which
he kept until 1679. He died in Caen in 1681. For more on Gautruche, see Brockliss 1992,
55-89; 1995, 187-219.

(103) Gautruche 1665, Physica, 40.

(104) Gautruche 1665, Physica, 41.

(105) Gautruche 1665, ii. 331.

(106) Suarez 1998, disp. 28, sect. 3, no. 2.
(107) Suérez 1998, disp. 2, sect. 3, no. 7.

(108) Suarez 1998, disp. 2, sect. 1, no. 9.
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(109) Suéarez 1998, disp. 34, sect. 5, no. 36.
(110) Suéarez 1998, disp. 15, sect. 10, no. 61.
(111) Suérez 1998, disp. 5, sect. 2, nos. 8-9.
(112) Suéarez 1998, disp. 5, sect. 6, no. 15.
(113) Suéarez 1998, disp. 7, sect. 1, no. 16.
(114) Suéarez 1998, disp. 31, sect. 1, no. 3.
(115) AT i 383.

(116) Noél (1581-1659) taught philosophy and theology at La Fleche when Descartes
was a student and later became its rector. He published some physical treatises in which
he deviated from strict Aristotelianism and disputed the conclusions of Blaise Pascal’s
experiments on the void. Vatier (1591-1659) studied philosophy at La Fleche (1615-18,
just after Descartes had left) and stayed to teach humanities and mathematics (1618-21).
He taught philosophy in Paris when Descartes resided there and returned to La Fleche
as professor of philosophy and theology (1630-2 and 1634-42). Descartes received some
letters from Vatier praising the Discourse; he was quite pleased by this approbation,
mentioning it a number of times. In one of his letters to Mesland, Descartes even asked
for Vatier’s opinion of his explanation of the Eucharist.

(117) Mesland (1615-72) was one of the few Jesuits to receive Descartes’ Meditations
enthusiastically, going so far as to compose a summary of this text that would be suitable
for use in the schools (AT iv. 122). A footnote in the original Adam and Tannery edn of
Descartes’ works suggests that Mesland was “consigned to Canada” in 1646 as
punishment for his association with Descartes (AT iv. 345n.). However, Mesland was
assigned first to Martinique and then to Santa Fe (now Bogotd) in Nouvelle-Grenade (now
Colombia). Moreover, the evidence suggests that he requested the assignment in order
to carry out his plan of “converting the savages” (AT iv. 345). This mission deprived
Descartes of a trusted friend, but also of a potentially valuable religious ally. Charlet
(1570-1652) entered the Jesuits in 1589 and became professor of theology at La Fleche
in 1606 and rector there from 1608 to 1616 (during Descartes’ stay at the college). He
subsequently held various significant ad ministrative offices in the order. He was distantly
related to Descartes and seems to have looked after him during his school years. As
Descartes wrote to him: “you have acted like a father to me throughout my youth” (AT iv.
156).

(118) AT vii. 452; CSM ii. 303. See also the Letter to Dinet, AT vii. 564.
(119) AT ii. 50. See also Ariew 1995.

(120) AT iii. 103.
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(121) AT iii. 103.

(122) See McClaughlin 1979.

(123) Verbeek 1988, 1992. There were plenty of other skirmishes, of course.
(124) D’Argentré 1726-38, iii/2. 303-4.

(125) Bouillier 1868, i. 446-7. In their 2003 article, Armogathe and Carraud show, as
previously suspected, that the Louvain condemnations were the catalyst for having
Descartes’ works put on the Index in 1663.

(126) See e.g. the work of the Jesuit de la Ville [le Valois] 1680, the Doctrinaire Vincent
1677, the Oratorian de la Grange 1682, and of others such as Huet 1689 and Duhamel
1692.

(127) See the “Arret burlesque,” in Boileau 1747, iii. 150-3. [Arnauld?] in Boileau 1747
(repr. in Cousin 1866, iii. 303-17). See also Bayle 1684.

(128) The Jesuit Gabriel Daniel, 1690; M. G. de L’A. [Pierre Daniel Huet] 1692; Daniel
1693.

(129) D’Argentré, 1726-38, i. 149.
(130) For an account of the events at Angers, see Babin 1679.

(131) Concordat entre les Jesuites et les Peres de I’Oratoire, Actes de la Sixiéme
Assemblée, September 1678, in Bayle 1684, 11-12.

(132) Rochemonteix 1889, iv. 89-93. The full text is given in Ariew 1994. These Jesuit
condemnations were widespread; there is even a discussion of them in the
correspondence between G. W. Leibniz and the Jesuit B. Des Bosses. Leibniz 1875-90, ii
311-507.

(133) Bouillier 1868, i. 571.

(134) AT vi. 5-9, 16. Also: “as for the sciences, inasmuch as they borrow their principles
from philosophy ... no solid building could have been constructed on such shaky
foundations.”

(135) See the Letter to Dinet, AT vii. 563-603, especially the end of the letter, pp. 582ff.

(136) Though Arnauld and Baillet believed that the Jesuits—or at least one Jesuit, Fabri—
caused Descartes’ works to be put on the Index. See Bouillier 1868, i. 466-7. See also the
anonymous Plusieurs raisons pour empécher la censure ou la condemnation de la
philosophie de Descartes, reprinted in Cousin 1856. Cousin claims to have evidence that
the treatise was written by Arnauld. In any case, whoever wrote the treatise clearly
blamed the Jesuits for using the Descartes affair in order to stir up troubles against
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“Jansenists” (such as Arnauld).

(137) Bouillier 1868, i, ch. 28. Huet was certainly a friend of the Jesuits. Victor Cousin also
thought the Jesuits were behind the Cartesians’ persecution from 1663 to 1706, but he
had to treat the University of Louvain and non-Jesuit professors such as Plempius as
pawns of the Jesuits in order to make his point. The Jesuits’ involvement might have been
genuine, but it was certainly indirect.

(138) Bourdin was born in 1595, a year before Descartes. He became professor of
humanities at La Fléche just after Descartes had left (1618-23). He returned as
professor of rhetoric in 1633 and taught mathematics the following year. In 1635 he was
sent to Clermont where he stayed until his death in 1653.

(139) Bourdin 1639, divided into geometria speculativa, geometria practica, notae
geometrica, and aditus in arithmetica. Bourdin 1640.

(140) Bourdin 1661. The reason why I include this work among those published by
Bourdin on or before 1640 is that an anonymous 1645 work was identified as a revised
edn; the 1645 work contains plates dated 1631. Thus 1631 is probably the date of the
1st edn, with printings in 1640 and 1641. See Jones 1947. The Cours de mathématique
also contains materials on fortifications, terrain, military architecture, and sections on
cosmography and the use of a terrestrial globe.

(141) Bourdin 1643, I: géometrie; I1: géometrie de raison; III: abrégé de I'arithmétique.

(142) Bourdin 1646. The authorship of the two treatises is unsure. All attribute Aphorismi
analogici to Bourdin, but some attribute Sol Flamma to the Jesuit, Etienne Noél

(143) AT vii. 454; CSM ii. 304. Descartes compared his reasoning to that of children: “I am
amazed that his ingenuity has been unable to devise anything more plausible or subtle. I
am also amazed that he has the leisure to produce such a verbose refutation of an
opinion which is so absurd that it would not even strike a seven year old child as
plausible.” AT vii. 466; CSM ii. 31 3. Later on, the comparison is with a three year old (AT
vii. 514).

(144) AT vii. 474; CSM ii. 319. AT vii. 477; CSM ii. 321. Also: “These comments are
amusing enough, if only because they would be so inappropriate if they were intended to
be serious.” (AT vii. 511; CSM ii. 348). “Having asked this utterly absurd question ... ”
(AT vii. 524; CSM ii. 356).

(145) AT vii. 492-3; CSM ii. 333. Also: “[Als my critic here jeeringly and impertinently
suggests.” (AT vii. 491; CSM ii. 332). “And my critic continues to play his comic role
outstandingly well when he tells the story of the peasant. But what is most laughable here
is that he thinks the story applies to my words, when in fact it applies only to his own.” (AT
vii. 510; CSM ii. 347). Also: “There is much here that deserves to be laughed at now and
for ever more, but rather than point this out I prefer to respect the actor’s costume that
my critic has assumed; and indeed I do not think it is right for me to spend all this time
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laughing at such ill-considered comments.” (AT vii. 517; CSM ii. 350).
(146) AT vii. 525; CSM ii. 357.

(147) AT iii. 249-50.

(148) AT vii. 532; also AT vii. 469. AT vii. 504.

(149) AT vii. 457; CSM ii. 306-7. Similarly AT vii. 471.
(150) AT vii. 489-90; CSM ii. 331. Similarly AT vii. 494-5.
(151) AT vii. 527-8.

(152) AT vii. 528-9; CSM ii. 358-9; also AT vii. 529-30.
(153) AT vii. 530; CSM ii. 361.

(154) AT vii. 464; CSM ii. 312.

(155) AT vii. 578-9; CSM ii. 390-1.

(156) AT vii. 580; CSM ii. 392. See also AT vii. 581; CSM ii. 392: “Again, there is no need to
fear that my opinions will disturb the peace of the Schools. On the contrary, philosophers
already take sides against each other on so many controversies that they could hardly be
more at war than they are now.”

(157) Oct. 1637, AT i. 455-6. Compare with the Letter to Dinet, AT vii. 581 CSM ii. 392:
“As far as theology is concerned, since one truth can never be in conflict with another, it
would be impious to fear that any truths discovered in philosophy could be in conflict with
the truths of faith. Indeed, I insist that there is nothing relating to religion which cannot be
equally well or even better explained by means of my principles than can be done by
means of those which are commonly accepted.”

(158) AT vii. 3.

(159) AT vii. 464.

(160) To Mesland, 2 May 1644, ATiv.113.

(161) AT ixb.10-11.

(162) Oldenburg 1965-86, ii. 435.

(163) The same accusation can be found in Goudin, 1726 [1668], ii. 16, arts. 3-4.
(164) Letter to Regius, mid-Dec. 1641, AT iii. 460-2 and Letter to Dinet, AT vii. 585-6.

(165) Cousin 1856, 22.
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(166) As opposed to his category of “le cartésianisme augustinisé,” referring to the
followers of Descartes who found it expedient to use the authority of St Augustine in
order to fend off attacks by opponents of Cartesianism. Under the rubric of le
cartésianisme augustinisé Gouhier 1978, ch. 3, discusses Clerselier, de la Forge, the
pseudo Ameline, and Rohault; ch. 4 on I'augustinisme cartésianisé discusses Ambrosius
Victor, Lamy, and Poisson.

(167) AT i 213.

(168) Gibieuf (c.1591-1650) received his Doctor of Theology from the Sorbonne in 1611.
He entered the Oratory in 1612 and became Vicaire Généralin 1627, when Bérulle
became a cardinal. His principal work, De libertate Dei et creaturae, was published in
1630. Condren (1588-1641) became a priest of the Oratory in 1614 and received a
Doctor of Theology from the Sorbonne in 1615. He succeeded Bérulle as General in
1629.

(169) ATi16-17.
(170) AT i 153; also ATi. 174 and 219-20.

(171) AT iii. 360 and 385-6. This did not prevent Descartes from later endorsing the
Jesuit position on the matter and claiming that his view is “not very different” from that of
Denis Pétau, AT iv. 115-20.

(172) AT ii. 97.

(173) AT i.. 147.

(174) AT iii. 183-4.
(175) AT iii. 237 and 239.
(176) AT iii. 184.

(177) AT iii. 419-20.
(178) AT iii. 472-3.

(179) “I1 [Gibieuf] était surpris qu’il [Descartes] fiit tombé dans des erreurs si
grossieres que de croire qu’on piit se sauver, dans la loi de grace, sans connaitre ni
aimer J.-C. en toute sa vie; qu’on plit, dans le paganisme, mériter le ciel sans la grace; et
que nous fussions pas moins redevables de notre salut a notre propre volonté qu’au
secours et a la miséricorde ce divin Sauveur.” Charles Edme Cloyseault, as quoted in
Descartes 1936, i. 448.

(180) Lallemand 1888, 120.

(181) Nicolas-Joseph Poisson, cited in Lallemand 1888, 120-1.
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(182) Girbal 1964, 30n. This edict was renewed a number of other times, with “the new
philosophy” expressly referring to Descartes in 1675. See Babin 1679, 9-10.

(183) Girbal 1964, 29.
(184) Girbal 1964; Babin 1679, 35-45.
(185) D’Argentré 1726-38, ii. 345.

(186) See also the “Concordat entre les Jésuites et les Peres de 1'Oratoire,” and
“Remarques sur le Concordat,” in Bayle 1684, 1-17, 17-45.

(187) See e.g. Girbal 1964, 1988.
(188) Gouhier 1978. See also McClaughlin 1979.

(189) De la Grange (c.1641-post 1680) joined the Oratory in 1660. He taught philosophy
at Montbrison and at Mans and theology at Troyes. He left the Oratory in 1680 to
become curé of Chatres, near Paris.

(190) De la Grange 1682, i. 1; see also 109-35.

(191) The Recherche appeared in a number of later edns with significant changes,
particularly an increasingly long series of “Eclaircissements” that occupied fully a third of
the text by the 6th and last edn (1712).

(192) De la Grange 1682, i. 77-8.

(193) De la Grange 1682, i. 78. Cf. Malebranche, Recherche de la vérité, iii/2, chs. 6-7.
(194) De la Grange 1682, i. 83.

(195) De la Grange 1682, i. 85.

(196) De la Grange 1682, i. 1-2.

(197) De la Grange 1682, i. 2.

(198) One should recall that the 1678 congress required Oratorians to teach “6. There is
no repugnancy in God’s being able to produce several worlds at the same time.”

(199) De la Grange 1682, i. 6-7.
(200) Ariew 19994, ch. 8; Duhem 191 3-59, ix, ch. 20.
(201) Aquinas 1952, De caelo et mundo I, lect. 19, sect. 197.

(202) Aquinas 1964-76, i, quaest. 47, art. 3, obj. 1.
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(203) Aquinas 1964-76, i, quaest. 47, art. 3, rep.

(204) As Pierre Duhem would have it, the tide was already turning against this approach
as early as 1277. Duhem 191 3-59, ix, ch. 20.

(205) De la Grange 1682, i. 7-9.
(206) Dupleix 1990 [1603], 261-2.

(207) Abra de Raconis 1651, pars 3, Physica, tract. 2, “De loco, ad quartum librum
physicorum,” quaest. 1, “An plura loca idem numero corpus capere possint, seu an idem
numero corpus possit esse in pluribus locis”; quaest 2, “An duo vel plura corpora possint
esse in eodem loco per penetratione.”

(208) See Eustachius a Sancto Paulo 1629 [1609], Physica, pars 1, tract. 3, disp. 2,
quaest. 3, “An duo corpora in eodem loco, et idem corpus in duobus locis esse possit,” p.
59.

(209) Aquinas 1964-76, pars 3, quaest. 75, “Quia impossibile est quod unus motus
ejusdem corporis localiter moti terminetur simul diversa loca”; see also Aquinas 1934, iv,
ch. 63. For Thomas’ denial that two bodies can be in one place, see 1964-76, pars 3a,
quaest. 83, 84; 1956, i, art. 2; 1953, iv, lect. 9 and 1915, ij, lect. 7.

(210) Scotus 1639, Quaestiones quodlibetales, quaest. 10, art. 2.

(211) De la Grange 1682, i. 13, titled: “Les bestes n’on point de raisonnement.” One can
find numerous discussions of the Cartesian definition of matter and body and repeated
criticisms of the consequence that animals are machines lacking sensation and knowledge;
see e.g. Claude Frassen 1668, pars 3: “Rejicitur sententia Cartesii de materiae et
corporis definitione,” p. 30; “Negat Cartesius dari animam sensitivam atque
cognoscitivam in brutis; et asserit esse meras machinas, quae ex sola organorum
dispositione, et artificiosa partium structura instar horologii moventur,” p. 646.

(212) Bernard 1966. Lamy (1640-1715) taught humanities and philosophy and studied
theology at various Oratorian colleges (1661-75). He was teaching philosophy in 1675
when he was expelled from Angers.In 1676 he was sent to the seminary in Grenoble and
given a chair in theology. He resided in Paris from 1686 to 1689 and afterwards in
Rouen, where he remained for the rest of his life. Lamy is best known for two pedagogical
books, L’art de parler (1675), a manual of rhetoric which was often reprinted, and the
Entretiens sur les sciences (1683), a collection of essays discussing the proper way of
teaching a variety of subjects to young students.

(213) For Villecrose’s theses, see Babin 1679, 38; the replies of the censor are on p. 45.
Pélaut’s theses with comments from the censor are on pp. 67-70.

(214) Fromentier, in Babin 1679, 36. Marginal note: p. 41.

Page 44 of 47

PRINTED FROM OXFORD SCHOLARSHIP ONLINE (www.oxfordscholarship.com). (c) Copyright Oxford University Press, 2015.
All Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a
monograph in OSO for personal use (for details see http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/page/privacy-policy). Subscriber: University of
Arizona Library; date: 12 September 2015




Descartes and the Teaching of Philosophy in Seventeenth-Century France

(215) Babin 1679, 35.

(216) Babin 1679, 39. Note that the 1678 Congress required the teaching of “3. That
there are real and absolute accidents inhering in their subjects, that can be
supernaturally without any subject.”

(217) Babin 1679, 35.
(218) Babin 1679, 35.

(219) Babin 1679, 35. See [Rochon] 1672, 28. Clearly the censor had read Rochon. There
are other similarities between his criticisms and those of Rochon (see pp. 56, 68, 123),
but none so striking. I wish to thank Moti Feingold for suggesting I read Rochon.

(220) Babin 1679, 35.
(221) Babin 1679, 40-41.
(222) Babin 1679, 36.
(223) Babin 1679, 41.

(224) See Lamy’s propositions 4 and 8 in Babin 1679, 37 (also in Girbal 1964, 156-7), with
the censor’s replies, propositions 1 and 5. Babin 1679, 43-5; Girbal 1964, 158-61. Note
that the 1678 Congress required the teaching of “1. That actual and external extension is
not the essence of matter. 2. That in each natural body there is a substantial form really
distinct from matter.”

(225) See Lamy’s propositions 6, 7, and 11 in Babin 1679, 37 (Girbal 1964, 157-8), with
the censor’s replies, propositions 2, 3, 4, and 9, in Babin 1679, 43-4 (Girbal 1964, 160-2).
The censor also tried to extend Lamy’s rejection of qualities as distinct from substances
to spiritual qualities; see the censor’s proposition 10 (in Babin 1679, 44; Girbal 1964,
162), concerning Lamy’s proposition 13 (Babin 1679, 37; Girbal 1964, 158). Note that the
1678 Congress required the teaching of “4. That the soulis really present and united to
the whole body and to all parts of the body. 5. That thought and knowledge is not the
essence of the rational soul.”

(226) See Lamy’s propositions 9 and 10 in Babin 1679, 37 (Girbal 1964, 157), with the
censor’s replies, propositions 6, 7, and 8 in Babin 1679, 44 (Girbal 1964, 161-2).

(227) Lamy 1966 [1683], 258-9.
(228) Lamy 1966 [1683], 259.
(229) Lamy 1966 [1683], 261-2.

(230) Lamy 1966 [1683], 262. Lamy also praises Descartes’ mathematics and optics in
other parts of the Entretiens: see pp. 220-3, 232-6.

Page 45 of 47

PRINTED FROM OXFORD SCHOLARSHIP ONLINE (www.oxfordscholarship.com). (c) Copyright Oxford University Press, 2015.
All Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a
monograph in OSO for personal use (for details see http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/page/privacy-policy). Subscriber: University of
Arizona Library; date: 12 September 2015




Descartes and the Teaching of Philosophy in Seventeenth-Century France

(231) Lamy 1966 [1683], 263.
(232) Lamy 1966 [1683], 263.

(233) Lamy 1966 [1683], 80. Obviously, clear and distinct perceptions make way for clear
knowledge or clear perception, in Lamy’s vocabulary.

(234) Lamy 1966 [1683], 79.
(235) Lamy 1966 [1683], 87.
(236) Lamy 1966 [1683], 81.
(237) Lamy 1966 [1683], 79.
(238) Lamy 1966 [1683], 84.

(239) Lamy 1966 [1683], 85. The only role that Lamy makes for doubt is that it puts us on
our toes. Lamy 1966 [1683], 86.

(240) Lamy 1966 [1683], 79.
(241) Lamy 1966 [1683], 88.
(242) Lamy 1966 [1683], 88.

(243) Lamy talks about what nature teaches us, not what our nature teaches us; he also
refers to “the seeds (les semences) of all truths.” Lamy 1966 [1683], 88.

(244) It is Descartes who said: “those who do not take the time to grasp the order and
linkage of my arguments, ... will derive little benefit from reading this work.” AT vii. 9-10.

(245) Bayle was a physician and, for most of his life, after 1666, a member of the Faculty
of medicine at the University of Toulouse. He was associated with the Société des
Lanternistes—an open forum in Toulouse for discussing ideas and reporting on new
experiments. He was an active participant in the Society’s meetings, teaching alongside
Pierre-Sylvain Régis, Emmanuel Maignan, and others. His Cartesian sources included
Régis and, through him, Robert Desgabets, and he was likewise known by such
luminaries and Cartesians of the era as Malebranche.

(246) Cordemoy and Bayle 1670, 76-7. A modern edn of Bayle’s Systeme General can be
found in Lennon and Easton 1992. An anonymous reader correctly indicated that Bayle is
merely translating something Descartes himself asserted in the Sixth Set of Objections:
“Thus it is evident that when we declare that the certainty of the intellect is far greater
than that if the senses, we mean merely that the judgments we make as adults as a result
of new observations are more certain than those we formed in early childhood without
any reflections at all.” However, Bayle takes the sentence out of context and uses it in his
synopsis of the Principles. He also does not quote the continuation, in which Descartes
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rejects the basis of the assertion as Bayle understands it: “But I cannot grant what is
added here, namely, that this error is corrected by touch and not by the intellect. ... On
the contrary, in addition we need to have some power of reasoning to teach us that in this
matter we ought to give more credence to a judgment based on touch that to a
judgment elicited from sight. Since this power of reasoning has not been in us from our
infancy, it must be ascribed not to sense but to the intellect alone. And therefore in this
very case it is the intellect alone that corrects an error of sense.” AT vii. 439-40.

(247) Bayle called the condemnation of Cartesianism by the Oratorians “a kind of
agreement (Concordat)” between the Oratorians and the Jesuits: “They are committing
themselves to renouncing Descartes’ philosophy, which they were beginning to accept.
This had displeased the Jesuits very much, either because they feared that the Oratorian
colleges of philosophy would attract all the young students, who find the new philosophy a
hundred times more appealing than for the old, or they feared that Descartes’ principles
would cause a schism in religion. They obviously feared both things, but the former much
more than the latter.” Bayle 1684, “Avis au Lecteur.”

(248) Babin 1679, “Avis au Lecteur,” Journal.
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[-] Abstract and Keywords

Descartes initially conceived the Principles of Philosophy as a comparison of his
philosophy and that of the scholastics, intending the work to be a synopsis of his
philosophy arranged in the same order as in the school curriculum, together with a
summary of school philosophy; and he chose Eustachius a Sancto Paulo’s Summa
Philosophiae Quadripartica for the task—“the best book of its kind ever made,” as he
said. Descartes’ praise for Eustachius’ Summa seems to have been genuine. Eustachius
did manage something of a feat, to have reconceptualized the whole quadripartite
collegiate curriculum in one handy volume. Taking a cue from Descartes, this chapter
describes the change in late Scholastic textbooks that culminates in such works as
Eustachius’ Summa, the work Descartes wanted to publish and to comment upon and
those the Cartesians used as models to emulate in the construction of their textbooks.
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When, in 1640, Marin Mersenne was sending out the manuscript of Descartes’
Meditations, Descartes thought himself at war with the Jesuits. He wrote to Mersenne
that he would not travel that winter, since he is “expecting the objections of the Jesuits in
4 or 5 months,” and believed that he “must put himself in the proper posture to await
them.”! For that reason he told Mersenne that he felt like “reading some of their
philosophy—something I have not done in twenty years—in order to see whether it now
seems to me better than I once thought.” Thus he requested that Mersenne send him
“the names of authors who have written textbooks in philosophy and who have the most
following among the Jesuits, and whether there are new ones from twenty years ago.” As
Descartes reminisced about his Jesuit textbook authors, he said he remembered “only
the Coimbrans, Toletus, and Rubius,” but also requested from Mersenne “to know
whether there is someone who has written a summary of all of Scholastic philosophy and
who has a following, for this would spare me the time to read all their heavy tomes.”
Descartes recalled: “It seems to me that there was a Carthusian or a Feuillant who had
accomplished this, but I do not remember his name.”? We do not have Mersenne’s reply,
about the “Carthusian or Feuillant,” but, presumably, he identified Eustachius a Sancto
Paulo as the Feuillant Descartes remembered having written a summary of all of
Scholastic philosophy in one volume, since in Descartes’ next letter to Mersenne he
wrote: “I have purchased the Philosophy of Brother Eustachius a Sancto Paulo,” and
added that Eustachius’ Summa “seems to me to be the best book ever written on this
matter.”3 Descartes continued to look for other Scholastic textbooks, seeking one as
excellent as Eustachius’, but written by a Jesuit; in that process he read the Philosophy of
Abra de Raconis (who unfortunately was not a Jesuit and whose Summa was not any
better than Eustachius’). Descartes wrote to Mersenne, “I have seen the Philosophy of
Mr. Raconis, but it is not as suitable for my design as that of Father Eustachius. And as
for the Coimbrans, their writings are too lengthy; I would have wished wholeheartedly
(p.42) that they had written as briefly as the other, since I would have preferred to
have dealings with the society as a whole, instead of a particular person.”4 Descartes also
initiated another project, the precursor to the Principles:

My intent is to write in order a textbook of my philosophy in the form of theses, in
which, without any superfluity of discourse, I will place only my conclusions,
together with the true reasons from which I draw them—what I think I can do in a
few words. And in the same book, I will publish an ordinary philosophy text [that is,
a School text], such as perhaps that of Brother Eustachius, with my notes at the
end of each question, to which I will add the various opinions of others and what
one should believe about all of them, and perhaps, at the end, I will draw some
comparisons between these two philosophies.5

Later, he informed Mersenne that he had begun the project;6 but it was soon aborted:
“I am unhappy to hear about the death of Father Eustachius; for, although this gives me
greater freedom to write my notes on his philosophy, I would nevertheless have
preferred to do this with his permission, while he was still alive.””
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Descartes’ praise for Eustachius’ Summa seems to have been genuine. Eustachius did
manage something of a feat, to have reconceptualized the whole collegiate curriculum in
one handy volume. The contrast between “the heavy tomes” of the Jesuits that Descartes
remembered and Eustachius’ Summa must have been remarkable. More than six
decades later, when G. W. Leibniz was writing to the Jesuit B. Des Bosses about
pedagogy, he still brought up Eustachius’ Summa as the exemplar of the philosophical
textbook.8 Taking a cue from Descartes and Leibniz, this chapter attempts to describe
the change in Scholastic textbooks that culminates in Eustachius’ Summa—the work
Descartes wanted to publish and to comment upon and that the Cartesians used as a
model to emulate in the construction of their textbooks.

(p-43) 2.1. Logic in Late Scholastic Textbooks

In their logic texts, late Scholastics usually follow topics dictated by the various books of
Aristotle’s Organon; that is, they begin with the Categories and On Interpretation, and
continue with the Prior and Posterior Analytics, ending up with the Topics and Sophistical
Refutations. For example, after two introductory books containing some preliminary
questions,9 Scipion Dupleix issues six other books, corresponding to Aristotle’s six logical
works. Dupleix’s third book concerns categories; that is, substance, quantity, quality,
relations, and so forth. His fourth book is about statements and their components: nouns
and verbs. The fifth discusses syllogism. The sixth is about science and demonstration.
Book 7 deals with topics, meaning dialectical or probabilistic arguments; and book 8
concerns fallacies. As we will see, one can say similar things about the logic textbooks of
other early seventeenth-century French Scholastics (such as Eustachius a Sancto Paulo,
Théophraste Bouju, René de Ceriziers, et al.). Dupleix’s text, however, already exhibited
some changes and development over previous logic texts.

The writing of textbooks began in earnest in the second half of the sixteenth century,
reflecting some widespread pedagogical reforms. The Jesuits, following the model of the
University of Paris, were in the process of reorganizing and standardizing their collegiate
curriculum; textbooks, both Jesuit and non-Jesuit, reflected those changes. For example,
the Jesuits of the University of Coimbra, the Conimbricenses, wrote volumes by
committee, presenting the works of Aristotle that were taught in their curriculum; they
patterned themselves on the model of the great commentaries, each volume treating a
specific text (Physics, On the Soul, On the Heavens, etc.), but with an elaborate (post-
Renaissance) scholarly apparatus, giving both Aristotle’s Greek text and a new Latin
translation, as well as paraphrases or commentaries (explanationes) and quaestiones—
the latter being the analysis of standard problems relevant to the text under
discussion.!9 This pattern was generally accepted by other early textbook writers,
although some editions of the Coimbran tomes and commentaries such as those of the
Jesuit Franciscus Toletus omitted the Greek versions of Aristotle. Still, unlike (p.44)
their commentary on the Physics or On the Heavens, the Coimbrans’ Dialectics was not a
treatment of a single Aristotelian work, but a series of commentaries strung together
according to the traditional order of Aristotle’s Organon. But even this got modified in a
number of ways.
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After six preliminary questions,!! the Coimbran Dialectics begins in earnest with a
commentary on Porphyry’s Isagoge. 1t then gives the complete Latin texts of the
Categories and On Interpretation with commentary and related questions, but it
excerpts the PriorAnalytics,12 and continues with various chapters from part I of
PosteriorAnalyticsl?’ but omits part II completely. Finally, only the first three chapters of
the Topics are tackled and none of the text of the Sophistical Refutations is provided,
though a couple of related questions are discussed. In their preface “To the Reader,” the
Coimbrans state that they did not provide the full texts of the Topics and Sophistical
Refutations in order to save their readers from an unprofitable labyrinth; they then refer
them to Petrus Fonseca’s Dialectics instead.l 4

Toletus’ Commentary on Aristotle’s Logic also begins with a commentary on Porphyry’s
Isagoge (following Toletus’ six preliminary questions).!® And, after his commentary and
questions on the Categories, Toletus inserts the text of Gilbertus Porretanus’ Six
Principles, the latter work being a rearrangement of Aristotle’s categories.1 6 He
continues with his commentary of On Interpretation, skips the Prior Analytics entirely,
and gives a complete commentary and discussion of the Posterior Analytics, including its
book 2, which is neglected by the Coimbrans. Although Toletus’ Logic is a hefty book,
there is no exposition of the Topics or the Sophistical Refutations.1 7 Perhaps because of
such apparent deficiencies, the later editions of Toletus’ Logic are supplemented by the
folios of Ludovicus Carbone’s Additions (Additamenta). These consist of a preface with
questions about the Prior Analytics (p.45) and a Treatise on Syllogism, followed by a
second Treatise on the Instruments of Science; that is, definition, demonstration, topical
syllogism, enthymeme, and example. The Additions end with a treatise on Precognition, or
the foreknowledge required for demonstration.! 8 None of these Additions are properly
commentaries on Aristotle’s texts, nor do they provide the relevant original Aristotelian
texts, but clearly they deal with questions discussed in connection with Aristotle’s
Organon—here primarily from the Prior and Posterior Analytics.

Ultimately, works such as Eustachius a Sancto Paulo’s Philosophy uniformly omitted all
the Aristotelian texts. Like Carbone before him, Eustachius simply arranged the
quaestiones in the order in which the curriculum would have presented them, doing so
for all the Aristotelian sciences, not simply for some particular sciences, within the frame
of the whole philosophy curriculum—Logic and Ethics, Physics and Metaphysics—in a
single volume.!? Dupleix’s various works, collected in a large Corpus of Philosophy,
adopted the same arrangement, though instead of being questions, the chapters were
now subject matters.20

Once the requirement for direct commentary is dispensed with, textbooks become more
creative with their arrangement and distribution of materials, with what they (p.46)
cover and what they emphasize. As part of larger quadripartite structures, logic
textbooks then decrease in size somewhat (that is, at least in comparison with the size of
the Coimbran and Toletus textbooks, even when they are published separately, as is
Dupleix’s Logic at times). Some logic texts, such as Dupleix’s and Bouju’s, maintain
approximately the same structure as before, adding just a few new elements. As I have
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said, Dupleix gives the usual six-part treatment corresponding to the six Aristotelian
books, but starts with a couple of introductory books on the status of logic and on genus,
species, etc. In contrast, Bouju’s Logic or Dialectic is arranged into five books. Book 1 is
about the elements or principles of argumentation; that is, terms and statements,
corresponding to both the Categories and On Interpretation. The other books follow
more closely the Aristotelian arrangement: book 2, syllogism; 3, demonstration; 4,
probable syllogism; and 5, sophistical syllogism. Another structural aspect of Bouju'’s
Philosophy is that, like the Coimbrans, he provides Aristotle’s text in both Greek and
Latin, though unlike them, he does not furnish the full text but only some relevant
quotations taken from all over the Aristotelian corpus.21

Eustachius’ Summa, also unfettered with the need to stick closely to the tradition of
formal commentary, break new ground. Part I of the Summa, Dialectics or Logic, is
structured into a tripartite treatise about the operations of the mind. After a Preface
consisting of the usual five (or six) questions on the subject and divisions of dialectics, and
whether it is art or science, theoretical or practical, Eustachius discusses the first
operation of the mind, which concerns “things presented to it by a kind of simple vision,
without affirmation or denial”; that is, “simple apprehension.” For Eustachius, in the
second operation, the mind “compares these things and separates them out, and either
assents to them by affirming or dissents to them by denying”; the second operation thus
concerns “judgment or enunciation.” Finally, in the third operation, “from the many
things thus collected together the mind infers something distinct from them by a process
of reasoning or argument”; the third operation is then called “discourse or argument.”22
As aresult, instead of giving a six-part commentary on Aristotle’s six books, Eustachius
rearranges the materials into a tripartite schema, with the first part, (p.47) simple
apprehension, corresponding to the materials treated by the Categories, and the second,
on judgment, being the matter treated by On Interpretation, while the third, on
argument, is constituted by the materials of the Prior and Posterior Analytics, Topics,
and Sophistical Refutations. However, although Eustachius’ three parts still take on
much of the standard materials in the usual order, one can say that they are transported
by the schema into the realm of psychology or perhaps epistemology; they are no longer
merely about terms or even about things conceived in the mind (“beings of reason,” as
they are for Thomas Aquinas), but about the actual operations of the understanding and
their perfectibility.

René de Ceriziers follows Eustachius in the tripartite arrangement, which becomes the
predominant way to think about logic. His Logic (part one of the French Philosopher) also
begins with questions about the status oflogic and continues with three parts concerning
the three operations of the understanding; that is, a first part on simple apprehension, a
second on enunciation, and a third on discourse or reasonimg.23 But not all mid-
seventeenth-century logic texts adopted this exact pattern. Pierre Gautruche agreed
with the general line about there being three operations of the understanding,24 but
divided his exposition into five parts: a preliminary disputation, then a disputation on
terms, another on enunciation, a fourth on argumentation, and a fifth on the principal
effects of the operations oflogic; that is, scientific knowledge (scientia). In fact, part four
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corresponds to a general discussion of various kinds of syllogisms, including
demonstrative, probable, and sophistical syllogisms, whereas part five deals with how we
acquire knowledge that is certain, or what is called demonstration. Gautruche’s
bifurcation of reason into syllogistic or formal argument and demonstration, the latter
being discourse that meets material conditions for certainty and knowledge, reflects
some division about how to deal with this last operation of the understanding.25

Before turning to a brief description of the contents of logic texts, we should touch upon
the structure of one final text, the Logic or Dialectics of the Dominican Antoine Goudin,
whose arrangement of questions is significantly different. He divides his exposition into a
Minor Logic and a Major Logic. The Minor Logic is tripartite, (p.48) following the now-
familiar three operations of the mind: apprehension, judgment, and reasoning or
discourse. Thus it deals with terms, propositions, and syllogism (with an appendix on
method). The Major Logic, also tripartite, is a kind of philosophical logic; it treats questions
that are usually raised in conjunction with the Minor Logic. For example, part 1 starts
with universals; that is, genus, species, and difference; it then proceeds through the
Categories.

The Preliminary Questions

Textbooks usually begin with some standard questions about the subject or discipline to
be discussed, whatever the discipline, whether it is logic, ethics, physics, or metaphysics.
These questions usually treat the etymology of the term by which we call the discipline,
its subject and its end, and ultimately its status as science or art, theoretical or practical
endeavor. The preliminary questions often end by outlining the divisions and parts of the
discipline at stake. For example, Dupleix tells us that the words “logic” and “dialectics”
mean the same; they can be used indifferently for the whole discipline. He adds that often
“dialectics” is reserved for only a part of logic, commonly called topics,26 about probable
or likely arguments, as do Aristotle and the Peripatetics. Dupleix also indicates that Plato
and the Platonists use the term “dialectics” differently, for “metaphysics and
supernatural philosophy.”27

The question about the status oflogic frequently amounts to asking whether it is a
“science,” like philosophy; that is, like the branches of philosophy, physics and
metaphysics, or not. The disciplines are divided into those dealing with contingent things,
such as the arts, and those dealing with necessary things, such as the sciences. They are
also divided into the theoretical—metaphysics or theology, physics, and mathematics—
and practical; that is, ethics and politics. The theoretical disciplines are properly called
sciences because they teach the knowledge of things by their own cause. This, of course,
makes an exception of mathematics, which is called science “because of the certainty of its
demonstrations, which are wholly infallible and as certain as the science acquired by the
knowledge of their own cause.”28 Logic fits badly within these classifications. As Dupleix
indicates, it does not look like a science or an art, and it is neither theoretical nor practical.
It is not productive, like an art, and does not treat necessary things or make us know a
thing through its cause.2? There are, however, a couple of different ways to think about
the arts as productive: properly and improperly speaking. As René de Ceriziers states,
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“Art, properly speaking, is a behavior that trains the agent in the production of sensible
and enduring work, like Painting, which produces pictures. In this manner, Logic is not
Art. One can still call Art that which directs an (p.49) action of which nothing sensible
remains, whether the action is external, as in singing, which is regulated by Music, or
whether the action is spiritual and immanent, as in reasoning; and in this sense Dialectics
and Morality are arts.”30

In part, the question of whether logic is a science depends upon the resolution of another
question, concerning the subject or formal object of logic; that is, what logic is about. The
main opinion about the formal object of logic is the Thomist one, that this object is the
“being of reason,” which directs the three operations of the mind .31 In his Commentary
on Aristotle’s Metaphysics, book 4, lesson 4, Aquinas states: “there are two kinds of
beings: beings of reason and real beings. The expression being of reason is applied
properly to those [second] intentions which reason derives from the objects it considers,
for example, the intentions of genus, species and the like, which are not found in reality
but are a natural result of the consideration of reason. And this kind of being, ie., being of
reason, constitutes the proper subject oflogic.”32 This is the position that Goudin, as a
Thomist, defends and that Dupleix disputes.

Dupleix explains the Thomist position, but calls beings of reason imaginary things—in
effect, non-be:ings.33 Paraphrasing Thomas, Dupleix says that we consider things in two
ways: the first insofar as they are and the second insofar as we conceive them by means
of our understanding. If we consider them as they are, we find in them properties and
accidents; but we attribute to them different properties and accidents, if we consider
them insofar as we conceive them in our understanding. So, in the first case, we can
consider a person and find that he or she is large or small, cold or hot. Dupleix continues:

When I consider substance, not insofar as it is, but as I conceive it, I say thatitis a
predicate and supreme genus, insofar as there is no other genus above it. Similarly
animal is a genus because it contains several species below it. ... And in this way
predicate, genus, species, individual are merely intellectual and conceptual beings
of reason. ... Saint Thomas and his followers call things that exist in actuality beings
of things or first intentions and notions; [and they call] the properties that are
attributed to them by the discourse of reason and the understanding beings of
reason or second intentions and notions. These, they say, are the subject of logic
insofar as they guide the discourse or operations of our understand:ing.34

(p.530) Dupleix uses the Thomist doctrine to reject logic as a science, properly speaking.
He allows that one can call logic a science, improperly speaking, given that its
demonstrations are certain, but, as he says, in logic there are no demonstrations of the
thing by its cause. For Dupleix, as long as one considers the subject of logic a being of
reason—that is, an imaginary thing—the demonstrations will be about fictive objects, not
about things through their causes.3® In a way, Dupleix’s criticism resembles some of the
Jesuit criticisms of mathematical disciplines not being sciences, not having demonstrations,
abstracting from real causes, from being and the good.36
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In general, however, the consensus position is that logic, like mathematics, is a science,
given the certainty of its demonstrations. Dupleix calls this a science, improperly speaking,
while de Ceriziers and Goudin think of it as a science, properly speaking. Goudin even
defends the certainty of the demonstrations of logic against the argument that logic
sometimes constructs probable syllogisms and sophisms, and that thus it is not a science.
He denies that logic imparts to us the habit of consenting to probable or sophistical
conclusions, though he agrees that the mind can apply rules of logic to probable or
sophistical matters. This does not alter the status oflogic as a science, since the rules of
logic properly dispose the given matter into sy]logisms.37

The preliminary questions on logic therefore discuss the ambiguity in the term
“dialectics” and the status of logic: is it part of philosophy or is it more like mathematics,
related to but outside philosophy? Scipion Dupleix, taking a minority position in his
classification of the disciplines, thinks oflogic as an art, in opposition to physics and
metaphysics, which he maintains as sciences (in keeping with the standard view); he gives
his book on Physics the subtitle of Science of Natural Things, and his Metaphysics the
subtitle of Supernatural Science, but he gives his book on Logic the subtitle of Art of
Discoursing and Reasoning.

Simple Apprehension

Eustachius’ first operation of the mind, or cognition elicited by the intellect, is a simple
vision without affirmation or denial. It is to be contrasted with the second operation, in
which the mind compares things and assents or dissents to them, and the third operation
where it infers something distinct from them. The most elegant such schema has to be
Claude Frassen’s, whose operations of the mind are the same three described as: simple
apprehension, in which the intellect attains its object without affirmation and negation;
judgment, in which it does so with affirmation and negation, but without inferring
something from another; and discourse, where it does so with inference.38 Of course,
some texts, such as those of Dupleix and Bouju, are organized more traditionally, dealing
first with terms, nouns, and verbs, which are then said to be conjoined into sentences
and propositions, and these ultimately into syllogisms. And there are hybrid versions,
such as that of Pierre du Moulin, who defines the sorts of conceptions there (p.51) are
in the human mind; that is, the classic three, but refers to them as single or composite:
“Single Conceptions are those, which are expressed with one word, as a Horse, a Man,
Whitenesse, to see, to run, etc. Composed Conceptions are those, which are expressed
by an Enunciation, or proposition, that affirmeth or denieth something, as Man is
reasonable. God is no lyar.” Du Moulin’s third category is argument: “Of many
propositions joined together, is made an argument, or Sy]logisme.”39

Eustachius divides the simple apprehension or cognition of the mind—clearly a
forerunner of the Cartesian idea—into two kinds, the first confused, the second distinct:

The first involves the bare understanding of what a word means; the second
involves not merely an understanding of a word but a clear and distinct conception
of the nature of what is signified. The first may be said to be the apprehension of a
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word or a term, the second of a nature and essence. The former is shared by
everyone who is familiar with language, including common people and peasants; the
latter is found in the wise, who have explored the natures of th]'ngs.40

After this, Eustachius’ discussion follows the now-established practice and discusses
terms, then universals (in the fashion of Porphyry), and then categories, separating the
discussion of the first four categories from the last six (in the fashion of Gilbertus
Porretanus). In Eustachius’ discussion of the categories, we also encounter the doctrine
of the grades or degrees of being, with substance having more being than accidents and
the accidents of quality and quantity having more being than other accidents:

It should be noted that these ten supreme kinds, though they are true and real,
are not called entities in the same way, since they do not have an equal share in
being: some are more properly said to be entities than others. For example, a
substance is said to be more properly an entity than any accident, since no natural
power can enable accidents to exist unless they inhere in or belong to a substance.
Or again, among accidents, quantity and quality have more right to be considered
entities than the remaining categories, which generally follow from them. For
example, relations arise partly from quantity and partly from quality; action and
passion arise from active and passive powers, which are qualities, and so on41

Not all textbook writers felt the need to discuss universals or categories. Bouju limited
himself to a few comments on terms of first and second intention (the latter being terms
about terms), nouns and verbs, then some chapters on kinds of nouns—finite and infinite,
common and singular, univocal or synonymous, equivocal or homonymous, analogous,
concrete, or connotative, and abstract—before moving on to statements and
propositions. To these, de Ceriziers added categorematic versus syncategorematic,
transcendental, and absolute versus connotative terms, as did Eustachius.*2
Categorematic terms, according to de Ceriziers, are “significative and place things in the
categories.” Syncategorematics “restrict the signification of other terms, as do these
three: All, None, Some.” Transcendental terms do not have a place in any category, as
(p.52) for example Being, Thing, etc.43 But for those discussing such universals, the
traditional problem of universals, whether there are universal natures, was a remaining
locus of great controversy. Platonist and nominalist answers—for the former, that there
are universal Forms or Ideas separate from things, and for the latter, that only words
and not things are universal—were usually trotted out merely to be dismissed. Taken
seriously as matters of debate were the Thomist and Scotist positions—respectively, that
universals are only in the intellect and not in things, and universals are natures that are
not really but formally distinct from the individual. For a Thomist, Peter is considered as
separate from Paul but our intellect considers them as one, as having a common human
nature. The Scotist replies that the nature of Peter is not really, but formally distinct from
Peter, and even if Peter is distinct from Paul, there is a formality in Peter, namely human
nature, which is not formally distinct from the nature of Paul?* Frassen supports the
Scotist position.45 Goudin and de Ceriziers deny it and affirm the Thomist position; de
Ceriziers states: “[Universals] are distinguished only by our reason, which considers
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things without their individual conditions. From this we must conclude, against Scotus,
that universals are a work of the mind not found in nature except after the action of the
understanding. ... This is the doctrine of Aristotle and Saint Thomas.”46

Judgment

Judgment is the second operation of the mind, requiring the composition of the cognized
simple elements (names and verbs) into propositions (statements or enunciations).
Textbooks begin their discussion, at times, with what they call imperfect propositions,
composed of subject and predicate but without the linkage provided by the copula, such
as All powerful God or Peter the Apostle. Perfect propositions assert or deny the
predicate of the subject, as in God is all powerful or Peter is the Apostle *7 These again
are the materials covered in Aristotle’s On Interpretation. Textbooks generally follow
Aristotle but in abbreviated fashion: they discuss kinds of propositions (universal,
particular, indefinite, affirmative, negative), propositions modified (that is, modal,
conditional, and disjunctive), and oppositions between propositions (depicting the square
of oppositions, involving contraries, contradictories, and subordinates), ending up with
the conversion of propositions into one another. For example, universal affirmative
enunciations are said to be contradictory to particular negative enunciations: “every man
is white” is given as contradictory to “some man (p.33) is not white.”48 This leads to a
discussion of the conversion or equipollence of enuciations: “no man is a horse” can be
converted into “no horse is a man.”4 Some textbooks continue the discussion with the
treatment of modal propositions, their contraries, contradictories, subalternates, and
equipollence. Eustachius limits himself to a handy one-page diagram.50 Dupleix treats the
matter in a single small chapter, and recalls a mnemonic devise encapsulating modal
conversions; he continues with another small chapter on hypothetical, conjoined, and
disjoined enunciations.?’ Bouju has an extended discussion of modal equipollence and
conversion—as for example: “it is necessary that Socrates be rational” is said to be
equipollent to “it is not possible for Socrates not to be rational” and “it is impossible for
Socrates not to be rational.”>2

Aristotle’s On Interpretation also famously discusses future contingents, but all textbooks
dispense with this discussion, except for those of the Coimbrans and Toletus,>3 which are
generally obliged to talk about them because of their commentary format. Another
exception is the Logic of Goudin, whose arrangement of Minor/Major Logic allows him to
devote an article to the topic, under the rubric of Major (or philosophical) Logic.54

Since judgment involves affirmation and denial, textbook authors are at times called to talk
about truth and falsity. Eustachius produces this definition of it:

truth is properly defined as conformity of the knowing intellect with that which is
known. This conformity is a relation of assimilation or adequacy of the intellect to the
thing which is understood; and falsity is a deviation of our intellect from the truth of
the thing known. Thus, propositions are said to be true or false not because they
do or do not conform to our cognitions, but because they do or do not conform to
the thing known.2>
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Eustachius also inserts a short treatise on method as part of his discussion of the second
operation of the mind, before his discussion of the third operation, discourse,
encompassing both syllogism and demonstration. He speaks generally of method and its
divisions, prudential and dialectical, general and particular. For Eustachius, there is an
order to the method of any science, which is that “what is prior must be expounded
earlier, and what is posterior, and incapable of being understood without what has gone
before, should be explained later.”®6 He also touches on analysis and synthesis; (p.54)
that is, the order of resolution or division and composition or integration, each in four
parts. Eustachius’ analysis is, however, concerned with such things as the resolution of a
whole into its single members or conclusion into its principles. Similar but converse things
can be said about his notion of synthesis.”

In contrast with Eustachius’ exposition, method is not usually discussed in conjunction
with judgment, but with argument and discourse, ifit is discussed at all. In fact, authors
as diverse as Frassen and Goudin argue that method should not be distinguished from
the third part of logic as a fourth part unto itself. As a result, discussions of analysis and
synthesis, or aspects of order in science, are often located in the third part of logic, with
argument, discourse, syllogism, and demonstration. For example, Dupleix has a chapter
on analysis and synthesis at the start of his book 6 on demonstration. But his notions of
analysis and synthesis, like those of Eustachius, are not concerned with ordering
propositions in the search for truth, but about the dissolution (or composition) of a thing
to (or from) its principles:

Analytic (in the same way as resolutive in French) ... is nothing more than a regress
or return of a thing to its principles and (to speak more clearly) a dissolution of the
pieces of which a thing is composed—so that it is the contrary of composition. For
example, throw a bush into the fire: what will be fire in it will be turned into fire; air
will be exhaled; water will be evaporated; but if the wood is green, the air and
water will mix and a kind of foam will come out of the pores; the terrestrial will be
resolved into ashes. And through this resolution we will judge that this wood was
composed of the four elements.58

Goudin similarly adds an appendix on method to the third part of his Minor Logic, just
after his discussion of syllogism. However, he thinks of analysis and synthesis as two ways
of proceeding in the search for truth, by invention or discovery and by doctrine or
teaching: “By invention, when one seeks the truth with only the resources of one’s mind;
by doctrine, when one delivers to others the truth one has discovered.”®? Still, he is able
to encompass the notions held by Eustachius and Dupleix:

The analytic method is the way of proceeding with order in the invention of truth.
We call it analytic or resolutive because it resolves questions into their principles,
effects into their causes, composites into their parts. ... Synthesis proceeds in the
opposite way from analysis, that is, from principles to conclusions, from causes to
effects, from parts to whole. ... The analytic method climbs from things to the
principles of things. The synthetic method descends from principles already
discovered to things one wishes to explain.59
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Goudin continues with four general rules of method (together with three rules for
analysis and five for composition).5! The first general rule of method for Goudin is to
begin always with the easiest, most known, and most proximate things and proceed
(p.55) from there a little at a time and by degrees toward the most difficult, obscure,
and remote. His second rule is to make use of the natural order of things and adapt to it
any artificial order to the extent possible. The third concerns knowing things in all their
parts and attributes, organizing them by a fictitious order, if one cannot recognize a
natural one. The justification indicates that one knows things more easily if they are
ordered and linked among themselves, when there are too many things to know. The
fourth rule is to cut out useless or extraneous things in the pursuit of one’s goal.62

Reasoning

We should consider briefly the third operation of the mind, namely discourse or
argument. This again covers the materials of four distinct Aristotelian books: Prior
Analytics, about syllogism, Posterior Analytics, about scientific demonstration, Topics,
about probable argument, and Sophistical Refutations, about fallacies.

A syllogism is a deductive argument constructed out of two premises and a conclusion, all
enunciations, each composed of a subject and predicate linked together by a copula. Du
Moulin explains the subject-predicate linkage using a Venn-diagram-Ilike illustration of
three rings (trying to get transitivity across): “If the ring A, be joined with the ring B, and
the ring B, with the ring C, it followes that the ring A, is joined with the ring C. This also is
made plaine by the example of numbers, in arguing thus: XII. containes VI. and VI.
containes 111. Therefore XII. containes I11. For we have said that in Mathematicks to
containe, is the same, as in Logicke to be attributed.”®3 Du Moulin’s discussion continues
in the standard fashion by defining the figure and mode of a syllogisrn.64 Like other
logicians, Du Moulin proceeds next to give rules for determining a syllogism’s validity,
which are then encapsulated in the standard mnemonic verses of girls’ names.5°

(p.56) At this juncture in Schools books, there is usually a transition from the notions of
syllogism to those of demonstration; that is, from what is discussed in the Prior Analytics
to what is discussed in the Posterior Analytics. Bouju’s transition is particularly
interesting. He thinks of syllogism as “formal conditions for inference” and demonstration
as “material conditions for inference.” According to Bouju, the syllogism considered
formally is perfect as long as it is constructed according to the proper mode and figure;
that is, according to its form. In that way, we can say the syllogism is valid without having
regard to the truth or falsity of its premises and conclusion. But demonstration requires
more: it requires the consideration of the material conditions of the premises, their truth
or falsity, necessity or contingency. Syllogism considered according to its material
conditions is thus divided into probable or demonstrative. According to Bouju, then,
demonstrative syllogism or demonstration is a syllogism that deduces its conclusion from
propositions that are true, first or immediate, necessary, prior to, and better known than
the conclusion, and cause of its knowledge.66
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These conditions are, of course, the conditions for demonstration or scientific knowledge,
as stated in Aristotle’s Posterior Analytics. As Eustachius states: “principles of
demonstration refers the assumptions or premises from which a necessary conclusion is
deduced. ... In the course of the Posterior Analytics, Aristotle mentions eight conditions
that such principles must meet, namely ... that the principles must be true, immediate,
better known, prior to and causes of the conclusion, necessary, appropriate, and
eternal.”6” Dupleix does the same: “through the use of demonstration, whose [purpose]
is to produce science, one must supply principles (which are the matter of the science)
that are true, proximate and immediate, primary, more known, and causes of the
conclusion, without which conditions and qualities the demonstration will be defective and
imperfect.”%8 In unfolding those conditions, we also rejoin the other definition of science
as the eternal and universal knowledge of the proximate cause of the thing, and achieve
the contrast between science and opinion, knowledge received from the intellect and that
received from the senses: “true science consists in knowing things by their proper
cause, something ordinarily hidden and unknown to us. ... Most of what we claim to know
lies in an indifferent and often deceptive opinion and belief, which we take from various
accidents, rather than in a certain knowledge of things by means of their proper and
proximate cause.”69 By explicating “more known,” Dupleix (p.57) derives what is
desired: “we must understand that things are said to be more known than one another
according to nature or according to us. It is certain that, according to nature, universal
and more common things are most known, that is, first in the order of nature. ...
According to us or with respect to us, things are more known either by means of our
intellect or by means of our external senses. The intellect has the universal things and the
senses the singular things as object."70

There is not much to be said about the late Scholastics’ treatment of probable syllogism
and fallacies. Most do short work of these. For instance, Eustachius devotes a single brief
disputation to each of these, and Goudin barely mentions them at all.’! Others, such as
Du Moulin, Dupleix, and Bouju, do give these subjects more consideration, spending two
books on them. Du Moulin treats The Places of Invention out of order, in book 2, before
Enunciation, Syllogism, and Demonstration, ending his tome with book 6, Fallacies; in fact,
Du Moulin’s book 2 is more than twice the size of his other books, and, together with
Fallacies, constitutes more than half of the whole work. Bouju and Dupleix also devote a
fair amount of their logic to these subjects, with proportionately more discussion of
fallacies. I suppose that one can say the same thing about contemporary logic texts; some
do devote a fair proportion of their volumes to discussing reasoning and informal fallacies
instead of formal matters. It is amusing to realize how little these discussions have
changed in the last four centuries. Bouju discusses and gives examples of fallacies of
equivocation, composition, division, ignoratio elenchi, post hoc, ergo propter hoc, multiple
questions, affirming the consequent, petitio principii, etc.

2.2. Ethics in Late Scholastic Textbooks

With logic (as it will be with physics), the problem faced by textbook authors was that of
making sense of different works of Aristotle as a single treatise, unified according to a new
schema. With ethics (as with metaphysics), the task is somewhat different. Although some
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textbook authors envision their projects as making sense of a number of Aristotelian
works, they are relatively few in number. An example of this kind would be Pierre
Barbay, in his Commentary on Aristotle’s Morals, which is divided into three books, the
first, a major treatise on Generic or Monastic Morals, the second, a shorter work on
Oeconomics, and the third, also short, on Politics. This is not an unexpected configuration
of the Aristotelian moral and political works. Théophraste Bouju also discusses these
three subject matters in his Philosophy, keeping them distinct from one another, but
loosely grouping them together as philosophical subjects “that belong to prudence,” as
contrasted with those “that belong to wisdom,” namely (p.538) logic, physics, and
metaphysics.72 Neither Barbay nor Bouju seem to have felt the need to reconceptualize
the materials into a single unified plan. They, like the other textbook authors, propose to
produce treatises on ethics based primarily on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics. The
textbook authors do know of other Aristotelian ethical works, such as the Magna
Moralia,”3 but the Nicomachean Ethics is still the work at the center of their discussions.
However, producing a treatise on the ten books of the Nicomachean Ethics results in
almost the same problem as before, in that the ten books do not themselves seem
sufficiently unified. Thus the task of producing an ethics becomes the one of
reconceptualizing the materials of the ten books of the Nicomachean Ethics into a single
unified treatise. This happens almost from the start with early modern textbooks on
morals. Although there are a number of direct commentaries on the Nicomachean Ethics
written during the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries,”’# even the Conimbrans do not
attempt to write their ethics in the form of a commentary; instead, they collect
Disputations on the main issues associated with Aristotle’s books of the Nicomachean
Ethics, which they arrange according to a new, reordered schema.

A superficial glance at the basic structure of the ten books of the Nicomachean Ethics as
it has come to us confirms the sense of disunity: (1) The Good for Man. Happiness; (2)
Moral Virtue in General; (3) The Voluntary and Involuntary. Fortitude and Temperance;
(4) Other Moral Virtues; (5) Justice; (6) Intellectual Virtues; (7) Continence and
Incontinence; (8) Friendship; (9) Properties of Friendship; (10) Pleasure. Happiness.
Even at this very general level we can ask about the two apparently disparate topics
collected in book 3, on the principles of human action, such as voluntariness and
involuntariness, and on the virtues of fortitude and temperance. Or we can wonder
about the relationship between the two books on friendship (8 and 9) with the book that
precedes them on continence and incontinence (7) and the one that follows on pleasure
and happiness (10). And we can ask about the doubling of the discussion of happiness in
books 1 and 10. One can sense Thomas Aquinas’ difficulty in trying to put these materials
into some order as he considers them in his Commentary on Aristotle’s Ethics. Aquinas
faithfully preserves Aristotle’s arrangement in his Commentary and does not reorder the
Ethics. After laying out some preliminary materials, he manages to conceive of the ten
books of the Ethics along a tripartite model, which he believes is derived from Aristotle
himself: (i) Happiness; (ii) The Virtues; and (iii)) The End of Virtue.”® Aquinas also thinks
that the second part, on the virtues, is further (p.39) divided into three parts, (1)
Introductory questions (parts of the soul); (2) The virtues themselves;”’6 that is, moral
virtues concerned with the internal passions (fortitude, temperance, liberality,
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magnanimity, veracity),”’ moral virtues concerned with external operations (justice), and
intellectual virtues (wisdom, prudence, science); and (3) Things that follow from and
particular effects of the virtues;”’8 namely, continence and incontinence and friendship (in
regard to man himself, that is pleasure and happiness, and in regard to the common good
and the good of the whole state). But when Aquinas writes the corresponding passages in
his Summa Theologiae in his own voice (in the first and second parts of part 2), he
reconceives the schema entirely.

It has been said that Scholastic textbook authors took Aquinas’ Summa as the model for
the organization of their own textbooks.”? But it is difficult to see this. For one, Aquinas is
writing a Summa of Theology, where the questions of happiness and the virtues are
extended beyond the natural to the supernatural; and this is not always the perspective
of Scholastic textbooks writing about ethics for the philosophy curriculum. For Aquinas,
“Happiness is twofold; the one is imperfect and is had in this life; the other is perfect,
consisting in the vision of God.”80 Similarly, for Aquinas, since man’s happiness is dual—in
one of its aspects proportionate to human nature, something that can be obtained by
means of natural principles, and in its other aspect surpassing man’s nature, something
that can be obtained by the power of God alone—virtues also have to be dual As he
states: “it is necessary for man to receive from God some additional principles, whereby
he may be directed to supernatural happiness. ... Principles of that kind are called
‘theological virtues.”” Aquinas’ theological virtues—faith, hope, and charity—are “infused
in us by God alone”; they are not made known to us, “except by Divine revelation,
contained in Holy Scriptures”; and they are “specifically distinct from the moral and
intellectual virtues.”81 Apart from these supernatural considerations that are not always
integral to the Scholastic ethics textbooks, Aquinas’ discussion covers in great detail other
topics that the textbooks do not usually cover; in his exposition, Aquinas includes a
treatise on habits and another on law, before concluding with one concerning acts that
especially pertain to humans, such as prophesy and miracles. The overall (p.60)
structure of Aquinas’ Summa is considerably different from the schema that was to be
adopted in the early modern textbooks.

But perhaps what is meant by the “Thomistic” influence on Scholastic ethics relates
primarily to the doctrine of the four cardinal virtues: prudence, justice, fortitude, and
temperance. This is an old classification Aquinas receives from St Ambrose; he quotes the
latter as saying: “We know that there are four cardinal virtues, namely, temperance,
justice, prudence, and fortitude.” But Aquinas also thinks of the four virtues as Platonic in
origin; he cites Macrobius asserting: “Plotinus, together with Plato, foremost among
teachers of philosophy, says: ‘The four kinds of virtue are fourfold. ”82 Clearly, the four-
part schema does not fit very well with Aristotle’s both broader and looser classification
of the virtues, especially given that, for Aristotle, prudence is an intellectual virtue and
that thus it would be discussed separately from the others in his exposition. Prudence
also appears to be more than one of the virtues in that it seems to accompany all virtues.
However, Aquinas accepts the four-part schema and devotes his antepenultimate treatise
to prudence and justice (qq. 47-122) and his penultimate treatise to fortitude and
temperance (qq. 123-170). It is this characteristic—that is, the doctrine of the four
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cardinal virtues and the act of concluding (or nearly so) one’s treatise with sections on
prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance—that causes one’s treatise to look
Thomistic. So, within this fairly limited perspective, one can call the new seventeenth-
century Scholastic schema for ethics a Thomistic one based on the Summa Theologiae.

The textbook of the Jesuits of Coimbra, Disputations on Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics,
follows this “Thomistic” pattern. It consists of nine books of disputations on: (1) the good;
(2) the end; (3) happiness; (4) will, intellect, and appetite; (5) the good and evil of human
actions; (6) the passions; (7) virtues in general; (8) prudence; and (9) justice, fortitude,
and temperance. A similar pattern and even order of topics can be seen in the textbooks
of many authors, such as Eustachius a Sancto Paulo, Pierre Gautruche, Antoine Goudin,
and, to a lesser extent, René de Ceriziers and Barbay. For example, Eustachius follows
the Coimbran pattern, but conceives it in a tripartite fashion. After the preliminary
questions, the first part of Eustachius’ Morals, titled On Happiness, is itself divided into
three parts: on the good, the end, and happiness itself (corresponding to the Coimbran
parts 1-3). Part 2 concerns the Principles of Human Actions and discusses in succession:
internal principles of human action, such as will and appetite; acquired principles, such as
habit; and external principles, including God and Angels (corresponding to the Coimbran
parts 4-5). Eustachius’ third part is about Human Actions themselves; that is, Passions,
Virtues, and Vices; it is further divided into several disputations and questions:
concerning the good and evil of human actions; passions, such as love and hate; the
virtues in general; prudence; justice; fortitude; and temperance; ending with a short
disputation on vice and sin (corresponding to the Coimbran parts 6-9).83

(p.61) De Ceriziers also follows the same general model, 84 except that he insists that
one should discuss ends before means, and, in this case, the end of human actions before
the means that lead us to them. This yields two parts with the second part being further
divided. De Ceriziers asserts, “Since moral philosophy has no other end than to lead the
will in its operations and the will never acts without the understanding illuminating it, I
think it is necessary to treat all of the virtues of this master faculty ... so that the first part
of my Morals will concern the virtues of the understanding; and because the knowledge
of ends precedes the choice of the means, the second part will be to show the nature of
the supreme good, in which man’s end truly resides.”® Thus, de Ceriziers begins with a
book on the intellectual virtues: wisdom, intelligence of first principles, knowledge
(science), art, and prudence. But he continues with the now established pattern: the
nature of the supreme good, internal principles of human actions, external principles of
human actions, virtues (involving the passions), still ending with the four cardinal virtues
—prudence, justice, fortitude, and temperance (thereby also doubling the discussion of
prudence).

Scipion Dupleix and Bouju do not follow these models. They simplify their schemas,
discussing the supreme good and then giving multiple chapters on the virtues.86 We do
not need to detail these here, but will consider the peculiarities of their doctrines as
(p.62) needed. Let us finish this brief survey of the structure of seventeenth-century
Scholastic textbooks on ethics with the one given by Pierre du Moulin, whose
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arrangement of topics is unusual8’ Du Moulin organizes his Elements of Moral
Philosophy into two parts. After an introduction, part 1 is concerned with happiness, or
the end of human life. Part 2, the bulk of the text, is itself divided into four subparts: 2.1,
on the means for attaining happiness (virtue in general); 2.2, on the species of moral
virtue: temperance, courage, and justice; 2.3, on the communication of virtue, or
friendship; and 2.4, on the intellectual virtues: wisdom, science, prudence. Du Moulin is
decidedly not following the “Thomistic” pattern. In fact, he raises the issue of the four
cardinal virtues, which he attributes to Cicero and “others after him,” and makes the
point, consistent with Aristotle, that prudence is an intellectual, not moral virtue: “they
therefore act in the same way as someone listing the virtue of the squire among the
virtues of the horse.” Thus, for Du Moulin, there are only “three cardinal or principal
virtues, temperance, fortitude, and justice.”88

The Preliminary Questions

Unlike the preliminary questions on logic, textbook authors usually make short work of
the preliminary questions on ethics. Perhaps this is because they have mostly settled the
standard questions: what is ethics, its subject or object, its end, and its division or order.
(I have, of course, just discussed their various views on the divisions and order of ethics
in the previous section.) The only outliers to this claim are Dupleix, who allocates a whole
book to the preliminary questions, and Du Moulin, who skips the usual preliminary
questions and devotes his introduction to the soul, its faculties and passions (sensitive
faculty, appetite, intellect, will, and perturbations or affections of the soul).89

The textbook writers mostly agree that ethics or morals is not properly an art, but a
genuine science. In this way of thinking, the question about whether ethics is the same as
prudence is usually raised, and answered negatively. Goudin identifies the view with
“Epicurus and several other philosophers.” The argument, which he claims to derive
from Aquinas,90 is that principles of prudence are not universal but particular (p.63)
principles, allowing us to determine what to do in a specific situation. So a person can
know the principles of morals and what is good or bad in general, but still choose what is
bad in a particular case: we do not always act according to what we know, but may be
corrupted by our passions or vice. The principles of prudence and morals being
different, Goudin concludes (with others) that prudence and morals are different. But he
also considers how to respond to someone who says that prudence would consist in the
right or healthy perception of what one should do, that it is an intellectual virtue
regulating reason with respect to things to be done, and would thus be indistinguishable
from morals. Even then Goudin demurs; he agrees that prudence would in this case be
the right perception of what one should actually do, the right advice about a particular
act, but it would not be so in a general and abstract sense, when considering
speculatively what is just and honest.9!

Thus Goudin’s conclusion, like that of the others, is that ethics is a science. He even says
that ethics is subalternated to physics, meaning that it bases its conclusions on the
principles of physics, which are certain. As with all subalternate sciences, the object of
subalternated science (ethics, in this case) is defined by the addition of some difference
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to the object of the science to which it is subalternated (physics, in this case), and with
which it shares a genus. According to Goudin, the difference between ethics and physics
is that the object of physics is vital motions and human affections insofar as they proceed
from a living soul, while ethics studies those same affections insofar as they can be
declared good or bad from the point of view of reason.92

There is, in addition, a general consensus among the textbook writers that ethics is a
practical science, as opposed to a theoretical science. By this they mean that the aim of
ethics is activity, as opposed to contemplation. But they also seem to agree that all
sciences, whether active or contemplative, aim at the same thing, namely happiness.
Eustachius puts this very well:

The end of all philosophy is human happiness, for in the eyes of the ancients nothing
was a greater spur to philosophizing that the aim of becoming more blessed than
other men. This happiness was taken to consist partly in the contemplation of the
truth, and partly in action in accordance with virtue. Hence in addition to the
contemplative sciences there must be some science that provides an account of
what is right and honorable, and instructs us in virtue and moral probity. This
science is called ethics, that is, moral learning, or the science of morals, and is
traditionally reckoned as one of the chief parts of ph]'losophy.93

Dupleix also agrees with such sentiments. According to him, “Morals is a [branch of]
Philosophy that teaches us to regulate our actions by our reason.” He specifies that the
genus of ethics or morals is philosophy, “insofar as Philosophy in general is divided into
theoretical and practical, that is, into contemplative and active. The latter is (p.64)
nothing other than morals; the former includes all the sciences that have knowledge and
not action as goal, such as Metaphysics, Physics, and Mathematics.” His definition serves
to distinguish morals both from the contemplative sciences and the “illiberal” or
professional arts: “of the latter because they do not teach one to regulate mores, but
only give some precepts and some rules of the professions; of the former because they
do not consist in action, but only in contemplation.”94 But this is where Dupleix’s
agreement with the other textbook writers ends. The remainder of his definition refers to
the object of morals, and while there is near unanimity for a Thomist position among the
other writers, Dupleix disputes the position. He gives several candidates for this, which
he criticizes, including the Thomist one.

According to Dupleix, Averroes holds that the subject or object of ethics is “the
governance of the city” and Marsilio Ficino, whom Dupleix calls a “great supporter of
Platonist Philosophy,” does not diverge from this, saying that it is “the city itself.” Aquinas
writes that it is “the action of man ordered or regulated to some end” or else that it is
“man himself insofar as he acts toward some end.” Thomists say that it is “man insofar as
he is capable of happiness or beatitude.” Still others state that it is “the happy life or the
supreme good of the active life.” Finally, Francesco Piccolomini—"“a great Peripatetic”
though “too skeptical,” as Dupleix says—asserts that it consists in “human actions insofar
as they can be composed and regulated with respect to honesty and propriety."95
Against Averroes and Ficino, Dupleix argues that even if there were no city or
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community of any kind, moral philosophy would continue to regulate the governance of
families or the actions of particular persons. The governance of the city concerns politics,
a part of morals, but it is not the universal subject of the whole thing. Dupleix is looking
for the object of the part of morals called monastic, about the governance of particular
people, as opposed to either politics or oeconomics, about the governance of the family.

Dupleix’s criticism of Aquinas is that he does not specify the end to which human actions
are regulated (namely, honesty and propriety). And the alternative subject given by
Aquinas and the Thomists misses the mark, according to Dupleix, because man himself,
who is the subject of physics, cannot be the subject of morals. Dupleix speculates that
Adquinas and the Thomists may have been led astray by an analogy between medicine and
morals: as medicine has as its object man, who can be cured from the illnesses of the
body, morals would have as its object man, who can be cured by the illnesses of the soul.
He thinks of this as a bad analogy, since medicine proposes to cure the human body, not
the whole man, and morals proposes to cure neither the man nor his soul, but only his
actions, “so as to get them to conform with honesty and decency.” Finally, those who
think that the happy life or the supreme good of the (p.65) active life is the subject of
morals confuse the subject and the end of the discipline. Surprisingly, perhaps, Dupleix
gives Piccolomini’'s answer as the true object of morals: “human actions insofar as they
can be regulated and composed with respect to honesty and propriety.”96

Dupleix’s disagreement with Aquinas is not enormous. Still, it is important to note that he
and some of the other textbook authors clearly wish to call attention to their
disagreements with the Thomists 97 Dupleix might criticize Aquinas and the Thomists
more frequently in his Physics and Metaphysics, but, as we have just seen, he does not
fail to note some of his disagreements with them even in Ethics. Dupleix also criticizes, or
rather dismisses, many other philosophers. As with Dupleix’s dismissal of Ficino and the
Platonist position on the object of ethics or as with Goudin’s rejection of the Epicurean
position on prudence, when textbook writers bring up non-Aristotelian doctrines, such as
Platonist, Stoic, or Epicurean ones, it is usually not to take them seriously as live
philosophical options, but just to catalog the positions and to reject them out of hand. We
can see this as well with respect to the Platonist, Stoic, and Epicurean views of happiness,
virtue, etc.98

Happiness

De Ceriziers begins his chapter on the supreme good by asserting “Everyone desires
beatitude in this life; no one possesses it.”99 He defines the supreme good as something
in our power, something we can acquire with the force of our own nature, and not just
what is supernaturally graced. He then proceeds to detail man’s unhappiness in this life—
man being the only animal who feels, imagines, and remembers his own misery—and ends
by referring to Varro, who counted 288 different opinions concerning felicity. Still, de
Ceriziers thinks that these things only prove that men are not happy, not that they cannot
become happy. De Ceriziers argues that if beatitude were impossible for man, “God and
Nature (who do nothing superfluous) would be giving man this desire in vain. Why would
man be the only intelligent being, if he cannot be content?”199 His response is that
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subjects that are capable of receiving a particular accident are capable of receiving its
contrary: whoever suffers heat, suffers cold; that which can be black can be white. Men
who can be miserable in this life by being full of vice can possess the felicity (p.66) which
is opposite to misery and vice; we can be happy and virtuous because we can be
miserable and full of vice. However, de Ceriziers continues, happiness does not consist in
accidents, riches, and honors; it does not reside in the goods of the body or in the habits
of virtue in which the Stoics think it consists.

Before giving his own opinion on the subject, de Ceriziers formulates a distinction and
lays out some conditions. Happiness is dual: objective and formal; objective happiness is
the good enjoyed by the blessed and formal happiness the enjoyment of the blessed. He
then states: “Man has his ultimate and perfect felicity only in heaven, though there is
something of it on earth that corresponds to this supreme good that we await as the
ultimate end of our desires and which we cannot possess without being happy."101 The
conditions for this happiness (that corresponds to the supreme good in heaven) are five-
fold: the good that serves as the object of our happiness must be most good, most
perfect, most beautiful, most sufficient, and most delectable. Having considered these
conditions, de Ceriziers concludes that the only possible object of felicity for man is God;
he alone satisfies the five conditions. Hence he also concludes that formal human felicity is
a most perfect operation of the principal human faculty (this is allegedly in agreement with
Aristotle); the question left to be resolved is whether this action belongs to the faculty of
understanding, as Aquinas thinks, or that of the will, as Duns Scotus believes (another
possibility, which de Ceriziers attributes to Bonaventure, is that felicity requires both
understanding and will). De Ceriziers’ answer to this final question is dual, depending
upon whether one is speaking about our future life in heaven or our present life here-
below. In heaven one cannot perceive God without loving him or love him without
perceiving him; nonetheless de Ceriziers argues that the essence of supernatural felicity
consists in the action of the understanding, the noblest of our faculties—and in that way
he believes that he comes to agree with Aristotle, Plato, and biblical prophecy. In
contrast, de Ceriziers places the felicity for our present life in the love of the supreme
being, meaning in our faculty of will, though he admits that something would be missing
from our felicity here-below if we were to love God without tasting the sweetness of the
divine object. De Ceriziers summarizes his thoughts by asserting “eternal beatitude
consists in the knowledge of God and temporal beatitude in his love.”102

Bouju follows the same kind of argumentative path as that traced by de Ceriziers, but
comes to radically different conclusions. Like de Ceriziers, he argues that God and
nature do not operate in vain and would be doing so if everyone sought for an illusory
(p.67) felicity they could never attain. He also attributes to Aquinas the argument, of
which he approves, that human nature cannot be deceived at all times—as, for example, if
it were to believe that felicity is a true being, if there is no such thing. A false opinion is
only an infirmity of the understanding, and since defects are accidents, they cannot be in
us universally and always; thus a judgment held always and by everyone cannot be
false.1 03 Like de Ceriziers as well, Bouju lists conditions for the human happiness we can
have in this life (as understood through our “natural light”), though he lists eight
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somewhat different conditions than de Ceriziers’ five: it is a good; it is pleasurable and
brings the greatest joy; it is something within our power; it can be gotten easily; it is the
most desirable of all human goods; it is sufficient, perfect, and desirable in itself, not for
something else; it brings tranquility; and it is the ultimate end of all human actions, though
not something fleeting, but for the long run.! 9% Given these conditions, it becomes clear
that happiness does not consist in external goods, such as riches, power and worldly
authority, the favor of eminent people, good fortune, the goods of the body, such as
pleasure, health, and beauty, the goods of the mind, such as contentment and pleasure,
the affection of the person loved, amusement and diversion, honor, praise and glory, or
even the habit of virtue.! 09 According to Bouju, human felicity consists in activity of the
soul in accordance with the virtues of perfect wisdom and prudence. This alone, he
argues, fits his conditions: wisdom and prudence are goods of the noblest part of our
souls; are accompanied by pleasure and contentment; in our power; easy to exercise;
the most excellent good for man; the only sufficient, perfect, accomplished goods; cause
in us tranquility and rest; and are such that the ultimate end or perfection of man consists
in their activity.1 06 Bouju ties up some loose ends by discussing Solon’s pronouncement
that one should not count any mortal happy until he is dead; he also deals with the kinds
of external and bodily goods that do belong to fe]icity1 07 and the thought that it is an
honest, delectable, and useful good. Thus, Bouju rejoins Aristotle as much as possible.
He concludes his first book on happiness by describing the three kinds of lives that men
can lead: the contemplative life in the exercise of wisdom, the civic life in which one
comports oneself according to prudence and the moral virtues, and the life of sensual
pleasures, of excess and unregulated passions. The first two lives can be called happy,
but the third, of course, is proper only to the beasts and brutes and is unworthy of
man.108

(p.68) The same pattern of argument, though not the same conclusion, is repeated by
the other textbook writers. In most ways, Dupleix is closest to Bouju. He starts his book
on the supreme good with the diversity of opinions concerning the subject, referring also
to Varro. He argues that there are two kinds of supreme goods, one according to moral
philosophy, having to do with this life, which is difficult to attain and extremely rare, and
the other according to theology, which we await in the afterlife. He proceeds to discuss
only the former supreme good and lists conditions for it, such as: it is supremely good,
most perfect, self-sufficient, and delectable. This allows him to argue that the supreme
good is not in voluptuousness, not in riches, or in health, and to dispute the Stoics and
Plato. Finally, Dupleix argues for Aristotle’s position, as interpreted by Piccolomini, 1 09
and contends that the doctrine is in conformity with or at least is not repugnant to
Christian theology.

Du Moulin likewise argues that felicity, or the end of human life, must be praiseworthy
and desirable in itself and that the means toward this end must be so as well. Felicity is
the end for man, not qua citizen or king, policeman or student, but qua man—not for a
portion of life but for a whole life. Moreover, there must be such an end: “God and
nature do nothing in vain ... and there is a natural desire in man for felicity, which would
be in vain if it were impossible to be satisfied.”110 Similarly as well, Du Moulin discusses
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the false supreme goods, such as honor and riches, and argues that happiness does not
reside in power, pleasure, or habit, but in activity, and this activity must be proper to the
noblest of our faculties, meaning the understanding rather than the will111 Where Du
Moulin deviates slightly from Bouju and Dupleix is in his final chapter, devoted to the
degrees of felicity. According to Du Moulin, there are two kinds of happiness, imperfect
happiness, to be sought on earth, and perfect happiness that we hope for in heaven;
imperfect felicity is a degree or step toward perfect felicity, which is the vision of God in
our future life.

The consensus doctrine, which is shared by Goudin and Eustachius (and in many
respects the Coimbrans and Gautruche), is a mixture of all these elements, making
particular use of the distinction between objective and formal human blessedness that I
have already noted in de Ceriziers and Frassen. Goudin, for example, argues that there
is an ultimate end to human life, because there cannot be an infinite chain of final causes
without a first final cause that begins to move the will. And if there were not an ultimate
final cause for human life, human desires would be in vain. This ultimate end of human life
must be sought in and for itself.1 12 There are two features in happiness: the object
whose possession makes us happy and the state that results from possessing this object;
thus happiness can be objective or formal, depending upon whether one refers to the
object or to the state. Thinking of the object of happiness, we can easily conclude (p.69)
that happiness cannot reside in any created good—not in riches, honors, glory, power,
corporeal pleasures. Man’s happiness, both natural and supernatural, resides only in
God.113 Referring to the formal happiness we can acquire, Goudin argues that perfect
happiness cannot be obtained in this life, but man can obtain an imperfect happiness in this
life. Perfect formal happiness resides in the intellect, in the vision of the divine essence—
Goudin siding with Aquinas and against Scotus—and natural formal happiness resides in
the activity of the intellect; that is, in the most perfect contemplation one can have of God
in the natural order.114

The Principles of Human Actions, Passions, and Virtue

There is general consensus among textbook authors about the varieties of virtues and
their definitions. They distinguish between intellectual and moral virtues. A few textbook
authors—de Ceriziers, for example—spend a chapter or book describing the intellectual
virtues, distinguishing among wisdom, intelligence of first principles, science, prudence,
and art.115 But all of them devote considerable detail and multiple chapters or books to
passions and moral virtues. Passions, according to Goudin, following Thomas Aquinas, are
motions of the appetitive faculty arising from one’s imagination of something good or
harmful; they come in two kinds, concupiscible—such as love and hate, desire and
aversion, joy and pain—and irascible—such as hope and despair, audaciousness and fear,
plus anger (which does not have an opposite). Almost all textbook authors argue against
the Stoics that one should control the passions, not get rid of them; Goudin thinks likewise
about the controlling the passions, but considers the disagreement between Scholastics
and Stoics to be merely verbal.l16 Moral virtue, on the other hand, as Du Moulin puts it,
“is the habit of an upright will that leads the appetite to honest things, to choosing a mean
with respect to us and according to the dictates of reason.”! 17 Du Moulin explains that
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moral virtue is a habit because it is not innate, but something acquired by exercise, like all
powers of the mind, whether they are natural powers, habits, or passions. It resides in
the will, rather than in the sensitive appetite. Thus, no action is praiseworthy if it is not
voluntary. The will holds the sensitive appetite in check, choosing the mean, though not
the arithmetical or geometric mean, between doing too much or too little; that is,
determining when, how, for what cause, how much, and whether to act on a particular
desire.

Given that virtue consists in the choice of the mean between extremes and that happiness
lies in activity of the soul, some authors consequently feel the need to discuss the
faculties of the soul or principles of human action. However, aside from some minor
variations, there does not seem to be much diversity of opinions among these
discussions. (p.70) All textbook authors distinguish the two faculties of the soul],
understanding and will; a few add considerations about appetite and habit. All are in
agreement that the will inclines only toward the good. Eustachius explains this very well:

The freedom of the will with respect to good and evil is not a liberty of contrariety,
as if it could positively incline by its appetition toward plain contraries, namely
toward good and evil as such; or as if it could by contrary actions incline to the
good and also to the evil (for example seek the good and at the same time
repudiate the good as such, or repudiate the evil and at the same time seek it as
evil). It is, rather, a liberty of contradiction, insofar as it can either will or not will a
good, or either reject (or actually repudiate) an evil or not reject (or actually
repudiate) it. In other words, the will's freedom with respect to both good and evil
consists in the exercise of an act, since in connection with good and evil it has the
power to exercise or to suspend a given act118

The issue of whether the understanding moves the will or is moved by the will is also
usually raised. As Eustachius puts it:

The intellect is said to move the will, since there can be no action of the will unless,
as a precondition, there is a prior action of the intellect. Now this alone would not
be enough to enable us to say the intellect moves the will. But in addition, and most
importantly, the intellect, by its antecedent awareness of an object or a goal, is the
cause that makes such and such an act of will ensue. ... We say, then, that the will is
moved by the intellect insofar as the form [species] of its action is concerned, since
the intellect proposes to the will an object from which the acts of will take their
form, as from an external formal principle. ... However, with respect to its exercise,
the intellect is moved by the will in its free acts. For we all experience that we can
apply our mind to learning something at one time, and can withdraw it again, when
we wish. Moreover, the principle of action, and hence of understanding, is an end,
since every agent operates for the sake of an end; yet the good in general, wherein
lies the rationale for the goal of every human action, is an object of the will. Hence,
it belongs to the will to move other faculties of the soul, including the intellect, to

their respective acts.119
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After their discussion of the understanding and the will and virtue in general, the
textbook writers usually proceed to detail the particular virtues. Some of them attempt
various classifications of the virtues, discussing the four cardinal virtues, for example.
Dupleix raises and rejects a number of opinions about whether the virtues are one or
several kinds, including the opinion of the Stoic Chrysippus that there are as many virtues
as there are qualities, and two versions of the opinion of other Stoics and Academics,
following Zeno and Plato, that there is only one moral virtue, namely prudence. He
concludes for Aristotle’s view that there are different kinds of virtues, settling on eleven
moral virtues, together with their extremes in both lack and excess; these are justice,
courage, temperance, liberality, magnificence, magnanimity, regulated ambition,
sweetness or clemency, truth, right behavior, and affability or courtesy.120 Dupleix
discusses these in great detail in the chapters that follow. Surprisingly, however, he
(p.71) introduces another large set of virtues. Some of these, such as sobriety, chastity,
and taciturnity, he reduces to temperance; patience and modesty to sweetness or
clemency; hardiness and constancy, vigilance and diligence, to courage. But he keeps
continence and obedience as semi-virtues, or dispositions to virtues, and he maintains
virginity and saintliness as heroic Christian virtues. Finally, he argues that faith, hope, and
charity are theological, not moral virtues; that is, gifts or graces from God.121

Bouju classifies the moral virtues according to whether they are exercised more for
one’s good than for the good of others and according to whether they are exercised
more for the good of others than for one’s good. He then devotes a book on justice and
equity and another on friendship (though he does not decide the question of whether
friendship is a virtue or merely accompanies virtues). He places, in the category of more
for one’s good, such virtues as temperance, honesty, sobriety, continence, and
clemency, but also abstinence and virginity, which Dupleix considered heroic Christian
virtues. In the second category, he treats courage, magnanimity, liberality, etc. He lists,
in the category of justice and equity, such concepts as rights and law, but also religion,
piety, and grace or gratitude. He seems, like all textbook authors (except Dupleix), to
want to treat the virtues naturalistically, not mentioning theological or Christian virtues,
by subsuming as many of them as possible into the moral virtues.

So with the main topics of Scholastic moral philosophy—happiness, virtue—the principal
division between philosophers seems to be whether to treat these subjects
naturalistically, that is as separate from revealed truths, or to consider the two together.

2.3. Some Elements of Physics in Late Scholastic Textbooks

Like the issue oflogic, the challenge for Scholastics with respect to the sciences was to
reconceptualize the materials of a number of disparate Aristotelian works into some kind
of unity.122 Textbook writers such as the Coimbrans and Franciscus Toletus began by
giving separate treatments of Aristotle’s major works on natural philosophy: the Physics,
De caelo, On Generation and Corruption, Meteorology, De anima, and Parva

naturalia.1 23 But even as they were writing formal commentaries on these natural
philosophical works (giving Aristotle’s text, paraphrases, and quaestiones), writers had
already conceived their materials into an ordered sequence of books or topics. For
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example, here is Toletus’ classification or ordering of the sciences from the beginning of
his Physics: (p.72)

What is contained in natural philosophy is either about the principles or about the
things composed out of the principles. The book of the Physics is about the
principles of all natural things and their common properties; the rest are about
what is composed out of them. Now, what is composed is either a simple body not
constituted from others, or composite and mixed. If they are simple, they are
either incorruptible, like the heavens, which are treated in the first two books of De
caelo, or corruptible, like the elements, which are the concerns of the last two
books. ... As for composites, because generation and corruption and not only
composite but also the simple elements themselves are common to all, On
Generation and Corruption first discusses the one and then the others. Of
composites, some are inanimate and some animate. Inanimate composites are
treated first, and then animate. Among inanimate things some are sublime, and are
called meteors, and occur above us, like winds, rain, rainbows, haloes, and the like.
The books of the Meteors are about them. Some are beneath us in intrinsic parts of
the earth, like metals and stones, which are treated in the books of Minerals. As for
animate things, because the soul is common to them, they are treated first of all in
the three books of De anima, and then certain things that proceed from the soul,
namely sleep, waking, youth, age, life, death, and the like are treated in the book of
Parva naturalia. After those subjects, animate things themselves: of which some
are animals, some plants. Animals and their kinds are extensively discussed in the
books of Historia and in the books De partibus animalium. Finally there is De
plantis.1 24

For Toletus, the order of the physical sciences is clearly specified; the principle of order
dictates the sequence from principles to things composed of them and from simples to
composites. And with very minor deviations, through a multitude of attempts to
reconceptualize these materials under a variety of conceptual schemes, the order
described by Toletus remained set for the seventeenth century: one discusses first the
materials of the books of the Physics, then in succession those of De caelo, On Generation
and Corruption, and Meteorology, and finally one details the subject matter of De anima;
one might then add some topics from the shorter biological works (Parva Naturalia: On
Sleep, On Dreams, On Youth, Old Age, Life and Death, and Respiration; plus History of
Animals, Parts of Animals, and On Plants). That is the order followed by Dupleix in his
Physics and by Eustachius a Sancto Paulo in part 3 of his Summa.l2° After a preliminary
book on the order, subject or object of physics, and whether it is a science, Dupleix
details the materials from Aristotle’s Physics in three books: his book 2 is about Principles
and Causes of Natural Things; book 3 concerns the definition of nature as a “principle of
motion and rest of natural bodies”; 126 and book 4 is about (p.73) the elements thought
to be needed for local motion, such as place, void, infinity, and time. Dupleix continues
with the three books of materials from Aristotle’s De caelo, On Generation and
Corruption, and the Meteorology: book 5 on the heavens; book 6 on the elements; and
book 7 on mixed bodies, such as meteors. He concludes his account with book 8, about
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the topics of the De anima, namely the three kinds of souls, vegetative, sensitive, and
rational. Eustachius follows this sequence of topics but reconceives the materials as a
tripartite Physics. He asks whether there is an order to be followed in the different parts
of philosophy, and asserts that there is an order appropriate both for the nature of things
and for doctrine, namely the order going from the most simple things to those more
composite, from the principles to that from which they are constituted, at the same time
progressing from the most universal things to the lesser universals, to the genera and
species.127 Eustachius also asserts that Aristotle made use of such an “order or method”
in his writings on the various parts of philosophy: Aristotle in the Physics started with
principles, causes, and the general properties of natural things then progressed “partly in
analytic order and partly in synthetic order” from the most universal principles to the
singular species of natural bodies; he then first differentiated the inanimate bodies—from
the simplest, the heavens and elements in the De Caelo, to the mixtures and more
composite bodies in the Meteorology.128 Hence, after the Preliminary Questions,
Eustachius’ part 1 concerns Natural Body in General and encompasses (1) Principles, (2)
Causes, and (3) The Common Properties of Things, namely infinity, place and void, time,
and motion. Part 2 concerns Inanimate Natural Body and contains (1) The World and the
Heavens, with an appendix on Geography, (2) Elements, and (3) Mixed Bodies. Part 3 is
about Animate Bodies: (1) Generation of Souls, and (2) Vegetative, (3) Sensitive, and (4)
Rational Soull29 I will limit my exposition of Scholastic physics to the Preliminary
Questions, Natural Body in General, and the beginning topics of Inanimate Natural Body.

The Preliminary Questions

As with logic and ethics, these initial questions are typically about the order of the matter
at hand (which we have just treated), its object or subject, and whether it is a theoretical
or pratical activity, science or art; here we are concerned with the object of physics and
whether physics is a true science. There is general consensus with respect (p.74) to
these issues, as well as with respect to the difficulties that the questions are meant to
discuss. Dupleix considers whether the object of physics is mobile being to the extent
that it is mobile, that is: things subject to motion and change; mortal and corruptible
things; sensible substances, which are the objects of our external senses; mobile body to
the extent that it is mobile; or natural body insofar as it is natural. He settles on the last
option.1 30 Eystachius follows a similar reasoning to Dupleix and comes to the same
conclusion:

The object of physics, properly speaking, is a natural body, insofar as it is natural. I
say a body not an entity or substance, because each thing should be explained in
terms of its nearest genus; hence it is more appropriate to say man is a rational
animal than that he is a rational entity or a rational substance. I say natural, not
mobile, because it is more fitting to explain something by its differentia than by a
property; hence it is better to say man is a rational animal than that he is an animal
that gives rise to laughter. Now natural is the proper differentia of the object of
physical study (physiologia), while mobile is simply a property. Hence something is
mobile because it is natural, but not vice versa. I add “insofar as it is natural” to
prevent your supposing that a natural body comes under physics irrespective of
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the way we consider it. If we consider it as something capable of being healed, it
belongs to medicine; if we consider it as an entity it belongs to metaphysics. It
belongs to physics insofar as it contains the principle of motion and rest. We call this
a “natural body”—something that has a dual nature, namely matter and form—for
these are called the principles of motion and rest.131

Physics is always ranked among the three theoretical sciences, along with metaphysics
and mathematics, but, since the object of physics is natural body, as we have just
established, one can raise some objections as to whether physics is truly a science.
Dupleix argues that science is about eternal and necessary, certain and infallible things,
and physics is about corruptible things, such as natural bodies; moreover, it contains
false, uncertain, and possibly deceptive principles. Dupleix answers that physics is not
about individual and singular things, but common and universal natures.! 32 Eustachius
agrees; he bases the true and proper scientific character of physics on the many aspects
of natural things, certain and indubitable both in themselves and to us, and on our ability
to form true notions of them.! 33 Scientific knowledge, in contrast to ordinary cognition, is
causal knowledge. But natural philosophers do know many effects through their proper
causes—for example, that every body is mobile because it is natural, and that the
locomotion of every body is successive because it cannot be simultaneously naturally in
two places. Hence, to that extent, their knowledge can truly be called scientific.

Eustachius admits that there are many propositions in natural philosophy that are only
probable, and many causes that are perhaps unknown, but these defects are due (p.75)
to the knower, not to the science. Furthermore, a science does not necessarily have to
be complete; it is sufficient if at least some propositions in it are known with certainty and
demonstrated through their true, though not yet accurate, causes. To say that science
deals with perpetual, unchanging things means that the propositions of a science must be
indubitable and eternally true. The objects about which the statements are predicated
may be mutable in their natural being, but the propositions themselves cannot be subject
to change. Thus, for instance, the statement “every mixture is dissolvable” is universally
and necessarily true, even though this particular mixture has not yet been dissolved; the
same is true of the statements “every animal is mortal” and “every man is rational.”
Scientific propositions are not always composed of abstract universals as in the statement
“man is rational.” They may also consist of collective universals; that is, of individuals
taken universally and collectively. The statement “every man is mortal” is an example of
such a proposition. Eustachius then explains that it is not always necessary to have a
plurality of individuals upon which to base a universally true proposition. In the case of
such particular objects as the Sun, the Moon, the individual heavens, and the four
elements, where there is only one individual of the same nature, it is possible to make
statements that are universally true:

Indeed, although the object of the total science is always something universal, still it
is possible for some part of the total science to deal always with some particular
object. Such is the case when, given the present universe, there cannot be many
individuals of the same nature. For that reason, the physicist according to custom
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treats of our Sun, Moon, individual heavens and four elements. However, the
propositions that are made about such objects are universally true. For example,
this proposition, “whenever the moon comes into the shadow of the earth, an
eclipse occurs” is about a particular thing, yet is universally true. This is sufficient
for the notion of a science.l 34

Eustachius regards these particular objects as enjoying a privileged status, so that the
propositions concerning them are universally true and may be incorporated into the
science of physics.

Natural Body in General

In this first part of Natural Philosophy, we are dealing with all of the materials discussed
in the eight books of Aristotle’s Physics, from principles and causes of mobile things, to
their properties: motion itself, infinity and continuity, place and the possibility of void, and
time. One locus of disagreement in seventeenth-century Scholasticism involves the
principles of things: matter, form, and privation. As Dupleix wrote in 1603: “There is so
much great noise among the Scholastics concerning the establishment of matter, that if I
wanted to appease all sides, I would waste too much time.”135 Traditionally, matter and
form are inseparable. All substances are informed matter. Form is associated (p.76)
with actuality and matter with potentiality: to be in actuality is to participate in a form and
to have potentiality is to have a “power” of acting or undergoing something.! 36 In this
conception of substance, matter has the potential for receiving forms, whether substantial
or accidental. Forms are kinds, or universals, and matter provides the individual
substance with its particularity. Thus, matter is the principle of individuation, always
subordinate to form, which makes it a recognizable entity of such and such a kind.
Substantial change, or mutation, that is generation and corruption, is a change in the very
nature of a thing, its acquisition or loss of a substantial form. Substantial forms are said to
be indivisible, not capable of more or less, and not possessing contraries, and thus they
cannot be acquired successively and piecemeal

Short of substantial change, motion, in contrast, occurs successively between contraries;
motion must pass from one contrary to the other contrary. According to its Aristotelian
definition, “the actualizing of what is in potentiality insofar as it is in potentia]ity,"1 37 motion
is an imperfect actuality, the actuality of a being whose potentiality is being actualized
while it still remains in potency for further actualization. A being moves, then, by virtue of
the successive acquisition of qualitative or quantitative forms or of places. For example,
water becomes hot by the acquisition of heat, which it has the potential for acquiring.
Forms in the categories quantity, quality, and ubi or place have contraries or positive
opposite terms. Thus, true motion is only in those three categories, which entails that
there are three kinds of motion: augmentation and diminution (in the category of
quantity); alteration (in quality); and local motion (in place). But since a thing cannot both
be in actuality and potentiality at the same time with respect to the same form, no object
undergoing change can be the active source of its own change or motion; rather, it would
have to be moved by an agent already possessing the actuality it itself lacks. Water, for
example, cannot be the active cause of its own heating, whereas fire can be the cause of
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the water’s heating, given that fire is actually hot and can turn the water’s potentiality for
heat from potency to act. That which moves, the agent that introduces a form, must
possess the form or actuality; that which is moved has the power or potentiality for
receiving the form: “in physical change, all these are found: an agent, a patient ... and
furthermore an acquired form, and a way or medium by which it is acquired.”1 38 The
thing which moves and the thing moved are therefore not the same, resulting in the
principle that everything moved is moved by some other thing. Another consequence of
the definition of motion is that rest is opposed to motion; it is the privation of motion in the
thing that is naturally capable of motion and, inasmuch as motion is made to accomplish
rest, it is also said to be the end or perfection of motion. However, living things are
moved as well by an internal principle of motion, and the elements, that is the simple
bodies, are carried to their natural places by their forms, which tend to (p.77) their
natural places (the natural place of earth being in the center of the universe, surrounded,
in order, by the natural places of water, air, and fire).139

An important change in the Aristotelian theory of motion was the adoption of impetus
theory by the late Scholastics, including Toletus, who (along with Julius Scaliger) was
usually cited as the authority in favor of impetus by textbook authors in the seventeenth
century.140 Impetus was an attempt to solve a difficulty in the Aristotelian theory of
motion: the continued lateral motion of a projectile. Aristotle argued not only that
everything in motion is moved by something else, but also that the mover must be in
contact with the moved thing. In the case of projectile motion, the only thing in contact
with the moving object is the medium through which it moves (usually the air). Aristotle’s
solution was that the mover of the projectile gives the air immediately surrounding it the
power to move the projectile further and that this power is passed on through the
medium with the projectile. Scholastics rejected this solution and proposed instead that,
when a projectile is thrown, the mover transmits an impetus to it, which then continues to
act as an internal cause of its continued motion.

The association of matter with potentiality also suggests that prime matter would be pure
potentiality or nothing. In contrast, the association of form with actuality suggests that an
ultimate form, or pure actuality, might subsist by itself. The textbook questions typically
discussed in conjunction with these doctrines concern whether matter is a substance,
whether potency is the essence of matter, whether matter is not capable of being
generated or corrupted, whether matter is disposed to receiving the form, whether
matter or form is the cause of corruption, whether some forms preexist in matter, in
what way form arises from matter, whether forms can be outside matter, and, ultimately,
whether there can be any prime matter separate from forms. There is much agreement
and disagreement in the answers given to these questions. One can point to almost
universal agreement among late Scholastics concerning the negative answer to the
question of whether forms are generated from matter. Although late Scholastics usually
repeat the phrase: “form results from the potentiality of matter, that is, from the natural
aptitude of matter to receive various forms in succession,” they do not understand it as
indicating that form receives its nature from matter.141 Similarly, seventeenth-century
Scholastics agree that at least one form can subsist without matter, namely rational soul.

Page 29 of 75

PRINTED FROM OXFORD SCHOLARSHIP ONLINE (www.oxfordscholarship.com). (c) Copyright Oxford University Press, 2015.
All Rights Reserved. Under the terms of the licence agreement, an individual user may print out a PDF of a single chapter of a
monograph in OSO for personal use (for details see http://www.oxfordscholarship.com/page/privacy-policy). Subscriber: University of
Arizona Library; date: 12 September 2015




Summa Philosophiae Quadripartita or the Construction of the Late Scholastic
Textbook

At times, there is sharp disagreement on whether matter can exist without form. Dupleix
puts the disagreement into relief:

Thus matter deserves the name of substance because it subsists by itself and is
not in any subject. This reply is based on the Philosopher’s doctrine, but it does not
satisfy everyone, particularly (p.78) Saint Thomas Aquinas and his followers, who
hold that such matter is not in nature, and cannot be in it, and even that this is so
repugnant to nature that God himself cannot make it subsist thus stripped of all
form. But this opinion is too bold, too mistaken, and as such it has been rejected by
Scotus the Subtle [Doctor] and by several others who convicted Saint Thomas by
his own words.142

Dupleix further asserts that matter subsisting without form “is not repugnant to nature
and still less to divine power, which is infinite and above everything in nature.” He adds
that “even though matter is not found separated from forms, it is nevertheless something
distinct and separate from form in essence, and it even precedes form when one
considers the generation of natural things.”143 The fine line Dupleix wishes to draw is
exhibited when he considers the creation of matter and form. He states that there is
never any matter without form in nature but that we can conceive matter without form,
without in any way upsetting the natural order:

In the same way we ordinarily consider the virtues, vices, colors, dimensions and
other accidents outside their subject, even though they are never separated from
it, we can consider substances without having any regard to their accidents, which
can be elsewhere than in them. That is why the ancient Pagans did not recognize
that God created this matter as well as the forms at the beginning of the world, and
thinking instead that it was something separate from forms, they imagined a chaos,
a confused and unformed mass corresponding to this prime matter, from which
they made all things arise.l 44

Dupleix’s doctrine is clear: matter can exist without form naturally and by supernatural
action; we can conceive it thus; but it simply does not so exist, given that it was created
simultaneously with form; still, it could. Most late Scholastics supported something like
Dupleix’s view. In contrast, the Dominican Goudin maintained the extreme Thomist
position, arguing: “It seems that matter cannot exist without form even by means of
God’s absolute power. That is what Saint Thomas states (III quodlib. art 1). God himself
cannot make it that something exist and not exist. He cannot make something that implies a
contradiction and, consequently, he cannot make matter be without form.”14°

As the Scholastic position became somewhat more dualistic than hylomorphic, with matter
being endowed with being, another trend was the shifting of one of the principal functions
of matter to form. The principle of individuation became form, instead of matter, with
consequent changes in what is meant by form. We can grasp the change in position when
we read Dupleix’s exposition of form in his Physique. The question Dupleix wishes to
answer is why there is not a prime form common to all