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ABSTRACT
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ISSN 0075-4625; 370)
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Finnish summary

Diss.

The present study investigates Peter Olivi’s (1248-98) conception of various aspects of
animal consciousness from the point of view of philosophical psychology. Although the
study pertains to animals, human beings are not excluded: according to medieval view,
there is a strong psychological continuity between human beings and other animals.
Thus, the subject matter of the present study includes those cognitive operations which
are understood as being common to humans and other animals: perception, psycholog-
ical functions which are attributed to the so-called internal senses, and certain types of
self-consciousness.

Each of the three parts of the study deals with one of these themes. Part one anal-
yses Olivi’s intentional theory of perception and situates it into larger philosophical and
historical contexts. Part two deals with Olivi’s view on the internal senses, which account
for psychological functions that enable complex cognitive operations with regard to ex-
ternal objects. These functions account for animals” seemingly rational action, and they
include imagination, memory, and estimative apprehension, i.e., evaluation of external
objects with respect to the well-being of the percipient. Part three discusses types of self-
consciousness, which Olivi attributes to animal soul. These include cognising one’s body
as a part of oneself, and second-order consciousness of one’s cognitive activity.

The result is a detailed study of certain aspects of Olivi’s thought. Olivi is consid-
ered as one of the most important yet poorly studied medieval thinkers, and his role is
especially important in philosophical psychology. The present study opens new ground
by conducting a detailed investigation on Olivi’s thought and by examining aspects of
medieval philosophical psychology that have hitherto received less attention. The most
important results pertain to Olivi’s conception of intentional consciousness, his under-
standing of the relation between conscious mind and the body, and to medieval under-
standing of the similarity between human beings and non-human animals.

The study is a philosophical investigation: it aims at philosophical understanding
rather than historical exposition. Yet, as philosophical acuteness and historical accuracy
go hand in hand in history of philosophy, the result can be described as philosophically
informed and historically accurate study. Also the employed method combines philo-
sophical conceptual analysis with methods of the science of history. The main sources
include all the major philosophical works of Olivi that have been edited—most impor-
tant works are Summa quaestionum super Sententias and Quodlibeta quinque.

Keywords: Peter Olivi, history of philosophy, medieval philosophy, philosophy
of mind, animal psychology, consciousness, internal senses, percep-
tion, self-consciousness, intentionality
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1 GENERAL INTRODUCTION

It is a scientific fact that human beings are animals. Genetically we are almost
identical to other primates and the evidence for the psychological and behaviour-
al similarity between human beings and other animals is continually increasing,
as ethologist make new discoveries. Nowadays it is extremely difficult to find
a single feature or ability which would set us apart. Still, we tend to conceive
of ourselves as beings who differ from other animals—not only because we are
accustomed to thinking that our psychological and other abilities differ in degree
from those of other animals—but especially because we conceive of ourselves as
qualitatively different. Despite scientific evidence, we have adopted a profound
cultural conception of a radical disparity between human beings and other ani-
mals. Just growing up in our western culture teaches us to believe that we differ
radically from beasts. We do not learn what exactly constitutes the difference
perhaps just because there is no single aspect that would do so, but somehow we
learn to think that the difference exists.

This cultural conception of a radical difference between human beings and
other animals does not often find its expression in explicit statements. If asked,
most adult people would probably acknowledge that we are animals—although
there are certainly also those who openly deny this. We must go deeper to find an
expression of our conception: we have to pay attention to our intuitive reactions,
to our values, and to our feelings. Even though we may confess that there is not
much of a difference between humans and higher primates, we do not conceive
of primates as we conceive of other people. We react differently to human beings
than we do to animals, and we value animals less; although cruelty to animals
makes many of us feel sorrow and disgust, it does not bring about the same moral
sentiments as does cruelty to human beings. I do not want to claim that it should;
I want to point out that even though we learn in schools that scientifically we
are animals, before that we somehow also learn that there is a radical difference
between human and non-human animals and that in the end the latter conception
affects our action and choices more than the former. It is the latter conception that
is manifested in our way of living, in our values, and in our intuitive reactions
and feelings.
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What are the origins of our cultural conception of the difference between
human beings and other animals? Why do we consider animals as being radically
different from ourselves? The answers to these questions are difficult to find
because the story is complicated and probably quite ambiguous. However, it
seems to me that one thing is certain: the difference has not always been a part
of our cultural imagery—at least in the form it has taken today. In the course
of history, people have conceived of the relationship between human beings and
other animals in different ways, and past people have not always shared our
preconceptions.

A striking effect of an alternative conception of the status of non-human an-
imals is the once conventional practice of trying non-human animals in courts of
justice!. During the Middle Ages (and beyond?), animals were commonly put on
a trial because of the crimes they had committed: for example, rats were prose-
cuted for destroying the crop, swine and dogs were charged for murder, a cock
was accused of laying an egg, insects were brought to trial for devouring the vine-
yards. The variety of species of trialled animals and their alleged crimes is vast.
The prosecuted animals were sometimes sentenced to death, sometimes excom-
municated, and sometimes imprisoned, but—interestingly enough—they were
not always found guilty. Thus, although one might be tempted to think that the
practice was only ceremonial, it was not. It was not obvious beforehand that the
outcome of the trial would turn out to be detrimental to the prosecuted animal,
and during the processes the culprits were considered as much persons in the
face of the law as any human being.? The extant records of animal trials show us
that the difference between men and beasts was conceived of differently in the
medieval field of jurisprudence than it is done today. Also the laymen—farmers
whose fields had been ravaged by mice, wine growers whose vineyards had been
devastated by noxious insects, and parents whose children had been devoured
by murderous swine—the ordinary people who laid the charges against animals
must have understood these creatures in a way that differs from our modern per-

This curious practise has received little attention from modern scholars. The most impor-
tant studies are William Ewald, “Comparative Jurisprudence (I): What Was It Like to Try a
Rat?” University of Pennsylvania Law Review 143:6 (1995): 1891-1905; E. P. Evans, The Crim-
inal Prosecution and Capital Punishment of Animals (London/Boston: Faber and Faber, 1987)
(originally published by William Heinemann, London: 1906); and Walter Woodburn Hyde,
“The Prosecution and Punishment of Animals and Lifeless Things in the Middle Ages and
Modern Times,” University of Pennsylvania Law Review 64:7 (1916): 696-730.

The practise prevailed well beyond the Middle Ages. The majority of the cases, reports
of which are still extant, are from the 151, 16%1, and 17th centuries. However, we cannot
conclude that it was more common to try non-human animals in the Early Modern period
than in the Middle Ages on the basis of extant reports because in the Middle Ages the regis-
ters of the courts were imperfectly kept and also because the archives have been destroyed
either partially or totally (Evans 1987, 137). It is probable that the registers from the Early
Modern period simply survived better than those of the Middle Ages.

8 Ewald 1995, 1902-5; Evans 1987, 18-20, 37-50, 1534, 298-303. Evans lists cases of animal
trials between the years 825 and 1906 (ibid., 265-86). However extensive the list is, it seems
to contain only the cases in which the accused were found guilty (ibid., 136).
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spective. It seems bizarre to us that animals were tried in the justice system, but
medieval people did not see anything odd in this practice®.

Asnon-human animals were treated—to some extent at least—on a par with
human beings, so human beings were considered to be animals. Philosophers of
the Middle Ages, especially from the 13" century onwards, tended to follow the
Aristotelian definition according to which human beings are rational animals:
our rationality may mark us apart from other animals, but we are animals never-
theless. We shall see below that this was not only a terminological issue but that
the typical medieval approach was to hold human beings and other animals as
quite similar to each other from a psychological point of view as well. It is, to
be sure, possible to emphasise our rationality and to neglect our animality even
within the Aristotelian framework, but (at least arguably) the general approach
in the Middle Ages was somewhat distinct from the modern one, in which the
difference is more salient. Thus, even from a philosophical point of view the
difference between human beings and other animals was not very radical for me-
dievals because they understood human beings as rational animals and, as such,
quite similar to other animal species.

To be sure, medieval philosophers and theologians did not think, at least
unanimously, that there were absolutely no differences between human beings
and non-human animals. Above all, human beings were usually taken to be the
only bodily creatures who have or are capable of having a relation with God be-
cause their rationality was seen to mark humans off from the rest of the bodily
creation. One may say that there are exceptions to this thinking as well. For in-
stance, tradition has it that Franciscus of Assisi preached to beasts and considered
them as confreres, as fellow worshippers, and praisers of God®. Franciscus is, of
course, a radical case in many respects, and his attitude towards non-human an-
imals cannot be taken as a typical medieval way of thinking. Even so, the issue
of seeing animals in light of their relation to God or lack thereof itself shows a
radical disparity between modern and medieval thinkers.

At the present state of scholarship, it is not possible to understand exactly
how medieval people conceived of the relation between human beings and other

4 In fact, as bizarre as it seems, animals are occasionally prosecuted even today. In 2008 there

have been at least two cases which have caught the attention of media—and judging from
the tone of the reports they have done so only because they are considered amusing to
the audience. See Thomson Reuters, “Macedonian court convicts bear of stealing honey,”
March 13, 2008, http:/ /www.reuters.com/article/latestCrisis/idUSL13835831; Sky News,
“Donkey Sent to Prison For Attack,” May 20, 2008, http:/ /news.sky.com/skynews/article
/0,,30200-1316536,00.html. A definitive judgement about how these cases should be under-
stood would require a thorough reading of the court documents, and that goes beyond the
scope of this book. However, one may point out at least one difference between the case
of the Mexican donkey and medieval juridical processes against animals: the donkey was
held as a pledge until the owner paid the bill, whereas in the Middle Ages the owner of a
sentenced animal was not held responsible for its actions. Quite the contrary, sometimes
the owner was even remunerated for the loss of the executed beast (Evans 1987, 155).

As, for instance, in Bonaventure’s Legenda Sancti Francisci. See Bonaventure, The Life of St.
Francis of Assisi, ed. and transl. Manning (Rockford: Tan Books and Publishers Inc., 1988),
VIII, 78-84.
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animals®. However, already on the basis of the foregoing evidence, it is quite clear
that the boundary was drawn very differently than it is nowadays—regardless of
whether we draw it on the basis of our cultural conception, which places a radical
disparity between the two, or on the basis of scientific evidence, which diminishes
the difference yet does not incite us to try rats for alleged crimes. There simply
is too much we haven’t yet sussed out. The lacunz in our knowledge exist in
the field of the history of ideas because we do not know (and perhaps never will,
at least comprehensively) how medieval people conceived of themselves and the
animals with which they lived.

But there are also lacunee that can be filled more easily. Philosophers and
theologians wrote a vast amount of literature that pertains to philosophical psy-
chology, and much of the material can be approached from the point of view of
the differences and similarities they saw between human beings and other ani-
mals. Yet this has not been done sufficiently. Although medieval philosophical
psychology has recently been a subject of lively scholarly attention, we still do not
know enough about medieval conceptions of the psychological functions which
were understood to be common to human beings and other animals.” By exam-
ining these conceptions, we obtain a finer understanding of the medieval way
of conceiving the distinction between human and non-human animals, and this
better enables us to critically reflect on our own preconceptions.

In the present study, I shall make a modest contribution to filling the lat-
ter lacuna by examining the thought of one of the most interesting and origi-
nal philosophers of the latter half of 13" century, namely, Peter of John Olivi
(1248-98)8. Why Olivi? In short: because his role in the transition from medieval
to Early Modern ways of thinking is so important. Although modern scholar-
ship on medieval philosophical psychology has mainly concentrated on Thomas
Aquinas, it is nowadays acknowledged that from the perspective of later devel-
opments the thinkers from the Franciscan order are far more significant. Within
the lesser brothers, there are two philosophers who have been extensively stud-

6 For historical perspectives on this topic, see, e.g., A. N. H. Creager & W. C. Jordan, eds., The

Animal/Human Boundary: Historical Perspectives, Studies in Comparative History (Univer-
sity of Rochester Press, 2002); Jennifer Ham & Matthew Senior, eds., Animal Acts: Configur-
ing the Human in Western History (NY/London: Routledge, 1997); Alain Boureau, L’Empire
du livre: Pour une histoire du savoir scolastique (1200-1380). La raison scolastique II, Histoire
(Paris: Les Belles Lettres, 2007), 187-99.

Philosophical discussions concerning the similarities and differences between human be-
ings and non-human animals have been studied to some extent. See Richard Sorabji, Ani-
mal Minds and Human Morals: The Origins of the Western Debate, Cornell Studies in Classical
Philology 54 (Ithaca, New York: Cornell UP, 1993); Thierry Gontier, L'Homme et I'animal: La
philosophie antique (Paris: PUF, 1999).

I shall not provide a historical narrative of Olivi’s life, for it has been sufficiently pre-
sented elsewhere. I advice those who are interested to read at least the following stud-
ies: David Burr, “The Persecution of Peter Olivi,” Transactions of the American Philosoph-
ical Society 66 (1976): 1-98; Sylvain Piron, “Censures et condamnation de Pierre de Jean
Olivi: enquéte dans les marges du Vatican,” Mélanges de 1'Ecole frangaise de Rome-Moyen
Age 118:2 (2006): 313-373, http:/ /halshs.archives-ouvertes.fr/halshs-00179543/ fr/; Carter
Partee, “Peter John Olivi: Historical and Doctrinal Study,” Franciscan Studies 20 (1960): 215-
260.
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ied, namely, John Duns Scotus and William of Ockham; but there are two oth-
ers on whom Scotus and Ockham appear to be leaning. These two stand out
as original thinkers who initiated changes that ultimately were to alter the way
we see ourselves and the world we live in. They are Roger Bacon and Peter
Olivi. The transformation of natural philosophy into science owes much to Ba-
con, and Olivi’s significance in the field of philosophical psychology cannot be
exaggerated. Olivi belongs to first generation of Franciscan scholars who had a
fair knowledge of Aristotelian natural philosophy—for instance, he seems to be
one of the earliest Franciscans to comment on Aristotle’s Physica’. However, as
Olivi thinks that arguments from authority do not have a place in philosophical
discussions, he considers Aristotle’s ideas with a critical eye: philosophical argu-
mentation concerning human cognition has to be grounded in experience. This
phenomenological approach leads Olivi to present orginal ideas (some of which
are inspired by Augustinian philosophy) and makes him appear as an astonish-
ingly modern thinker in psychological issues. In order to see how important a
tigure Olivi is in the field of philosophical psychology, one needs only to point
out that the rise of voluntarism, often attributed to the thought of Scotus and
Ockham, was initiated by Olivi’s lengthy discussions concerning the freedom of
the will. However, other aspects of his philosophical psychology anticipate later
developments as well. As we shall see in the course of this study, his way of
conceiving the mind and consciousness and their relation to the body appear to
contain threads which will eventually become more salient in the Early Modern
period.

Scholarly interest in Olivi’s thought has increased significantly during the
last ten years, but he is still a poorly known figure, and studies concerning his
ideas are considered more than welcome. This applies also to the subject mat-
ter of the study at hand. Some aspects of Olivi’s philosophical psychology have
been discussed to some extent in the literaturel?, but there are themes that re-

9 Sylvain Piron, “The Formation of Olivi’s Intellectual Project,” Oliviana 1 (2003),

http://oliviana.revues.org/document8.html.

See Séraphin Belmond, “Le mécanisme de la connaissance d’apres Pierre Olieu, dit Olivi,”
La France franciscaine 12 (1929): 291-323, 463-487; Efrem Bettoni, Le dottrine filosofiche de
Pier di Giovanni Olivi, Pubblicazioni dell’universita cattolica del S. Cuore, nuova serie, 73
(Milano: Societa editrice “Vita e pensiero”, 1959); Christopher J. Martin, “Self-Knowledge
and Cognitive Ascent: Thomas Aquinas and Peter Olivi on the KK-Thesis,” in Forming the
Mind: Essays on the Internal Senses and the Mind/Body Problem from Avicenna to the Medical En-
lightenment, ed. H. Lagerlund, Studies in the History of Philosophy of Mind 5 (Dordrecht:
Springer, 2007), 93-108; Vincenzo Mauro, “La disputa de anima tra Vitale du Four e Pietro
di Giovanni Olivi,” Studi medievali 38, fasc. 1 (1997): 89-138; Robert Pasnau, Theories of
Cognition in the Later Middle-Ages (Cambridge: CUP, 1997); Robert Pasnau, “Olivi on the
Metaphysics of Soul,” Medieval Philosophy and Theology 6 (1997): 109-132; Robert Pasnau,
“Olivi on Human Freedom,” in Pierre de Jean Olivi (1248-1298): Pensée scolastique, dis-
sidence spirituelle et société, ed. A. Boureau & S. Piron, Etudes de philosophie médiévale
79 (Paris: Vrin, 1999), 15-25; Fracois-Xavier Putallaz, La connaissance de soi au XII¢ siécle: De
Matthieu d’Aquasparta a Thierry de Freiberg, Etudes de philosophie médiévale 67 (Paris: Vrin,
1991); Katherine H. Tachau, Vision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham: Optics, Epistemology
and the Foundations of Semantics 1250-1345 (Leiden/NY /Kebenhavn/Koln: E.J. Brill, 1988);
Juhana Toivanen, “Peter Olivi on Internal Senses,” British Journal for the History of Philos-
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main to be studied—themes such as the cognitive functions of the sensitive soul,
consciousness and the human/animal boundary. Olivi is a significant thinker in
this respect—not only because he is decidedly interested in psychological ques-
tions generally, nor only because his role in the development of a new concep-
tion of human will and, consequently, in the rise of the voluntarist movement,
which leads him to explore minutely the distinction between human beings and
non-human animals. Olivi’s thinking is significant also, because he extensively
addresses questions that concern those psychological capacities which were un-
derstood as being common to human beings and other animals in the Middle
Ages. For, medievals took it that there is a psychological area which belongs to
all animals, human and non-human alike. In order to fully understand what this
common area is, we must begin by discussing one of the most distinguished fea-
tures of the medieval approach to psychology, namely, the tendency to conceive
of psychological activity in terms of faculties of the soul. This helps to define
the topic of the present study, and it also paves the way for a unifying strand
throughout.

One of the salient features of medieval philosophical psychology is that the soul
is conceived of as having a structure. Mental operations and processes are not
attributed to a unitary and unextended mind but to different faculties of the soul.
These faculties operate with relative independence, and they all have their own
specific functions: for example, the faculty of sight accounts for seeing; the fac-
ulty of imagination accounts for cognitive operations that pertain to absent or
even non-existent objects; the intellect accounts for understanding the essential
features that are common to many individuals of a certain species. In essence,
every psychological function is attributed to a distinct faculty of the soul; this
approach to psychology is commonly referred to as “faculty psychology”.

At the beginning of the Early Modern era, due to the rise of a mechanistic
way of explaining many processes that were earlier attributed to the soul, it be-
came common to criticise scholastic psychology by arguing that it is of no avail
to postulate a distinct faculty to the soul to account for each of a being’s abili-
ties. When we see that some creature is capable of crying, for example, it does
not lead us far if we conclude from this that the creature has a faculty of cry-
ing.!! This kind of criticism may have been appropriate at the time, but it misses

ophy 15:3 (2007): 427-454; Ivo Tonna, “La “pars intellectiva’ dell’anima razionale non & la
forma del corpo (Dottrina di Pierre Jean-Olieu [Olivi] sull'unione tra anima e corpo),” An-
tionianum 65 (1990): 277-289; Mikko Yrjonsuuri, “Free Will and Self-Control in Peter Olivi,”
in Emotions and Choice from Boethius to Descartes, ed. H. Lagerlund & M. Yrjonsuuri, Stud-
ies in the History of Philosophy of Mind 1 (Dordrecht/Boston/London: Kluwer, 2002):
99-128; Mikko Yrjonsuuri, “Types of Self-Awareness in Medieval Thought,” in Mind and
Modality: Studies in the History of Philosophy in Honour of Simo Knuuttila, ed. V. Hirvonen, T.
J. Holopainen & M. Tuominen (Leiden: Brill, 2006), 153-69; Mikko Yrjonsuuri, “The Soul
as an Entity: Dante, Aquinas, and Olivi,” in Lagerlund 2007a, 59-92; Mikko Yrjonsuuri,
“Perceiving One’s Own Body,” in Knuuttila & Kérkk&inen 2008, 101-16.

For instance, Descartes employs this line of criticism against the method of explaining the
action of natural things by postulating substantial forms as explanans. See, e.g., Descartes’
letter to Regius (AT III, 506). I thank Vili Lihteenmaki for pointing out this passage to me.
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the central idea of faculty psychology. After all, faculties were not postulated
arbitrarily but rationally only after their existence was found to be necessary by
a philosophical analysis of mental processes. The central idea behind the me-
dieval approach to psychology is that complex mental processes can be analysed
and divided into more specific sub-processes which interact with each other and
perhaps even causally trigger one another into action. These sub-processes are at-
tributed to different faculties of the soul, and the faculties are understood as the
smallest units by which the soul performs its operations. In this way, faculty psy-
chology enables a detailed analysis of the interaction between the various mental
sub-processes because it treats them not only as isolated units but also from the
point of view of their interrelationships.

Thus, by conceiving of mental activity as being performed by relatively in-
dependent faculties of the soul and concentrating on an analysis of their oper-
ations and interactions, medieval philosophical psychology can be viewed as a
project of charting the “mental architecture” (as Peter King has called it'?) of hu-
man beings and non-human animals. The soul has a structure; mental space is
constructed out of faculties of the soul'®.

There are several ways in which the faculties of the soul can be divided and
grouped. The basic distinction is the Aristotelian tripartite division of kinds of
souls: the vegetative, the sensitive, and the intellectual. Each of these types comes
with a different set of faculties. The faculties of the vegetative soul, however, are
not relevant to this study for the simple reason that they are not psychological
or mental (in the modern sense of these terms): they account for growth, taking
on nutrition, and generating offspring—functions that are common to all living
beings, including plants. By contrast, the faculties that accompany the sensitive
and the intellectual souls are psychological, and as such they are a component of
the mental architecture. These can be further divided into two groups, namely,
cognitive or apprehensive faculties and appetitive faculties. The former group
of faculties is responsible for the ability to acquire information about the world,
and the latter group accounts for the being’s engagement with and activity in the
world. By these two distinctions we can arrive at a fourfold division of the psy-
chological faculties of the soul:

Cognitive Appetitive
Sensitive soul sensory cognition sensory appetite
Intellectual soul intellectual cognition intellectual appetite (the will)

With this fourfold division, it is easy to point out the thematic scope of this study:
I shall concentrate on the upper left section, i.e., to those cognitive functions that
go with the sensitive soul. This section, “sensory cognition”, can be further di-
vided into two clusters of faculties, namely, the external senses (sight, hearing,

12 Peter King, “The Inner Cathedral: Mental Architecture in High Scholasticism,” Vivarium

46:3 (2008), 253-74.

Note that the soul itself was not necessarily understood as being constructed out of faculties
of the soul. The metaphysical relation between the soul and its faculties is one thing; the
psychological or mental structure of the soul is quite another.
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taste, touch, and smell) and the so-called internal senses, which account for the
higher cognitive processes of the sensitive soul. The psychological functions that
these faculties perform include all the different modalities of sensation, conscious
perception, the ability to imagine absent sensible things, the ability to fantasise
about unreal things (unicorns and the like), the ability to apprehend external ob-
jects in relation to one’s well-being, and memory. These psychological functions
and the faculties of the soul which go with them and by which they are realised
form the topic of the present study.

To put it another way, the present study concerns the cognitive functions
that are available to human and non-human animals alike: the cognitive function
that is specific to human beings—reason—is excluded. This does not, however,
mean that human cognition is entirely left out—quite the contrary: the title of the
work is not meant to include only non-human animals but all the animals, hu-
man and non-human alike. This point cannot be over-emphasised. As I already
indicated, medieval philosophers followed Aristotelian taxonomy and thought
that human beings are animals—rational animals, to be sure, but animals never-
theless. According to them, humans are ensouled bodily beings, and even their
rationality is based to a great extent on the lower cognitive capacities shared with
other animals'4. Humans’ mental lives are very similar to those of other animals
because the intellectual soul provides the same set of psychological capacities
as the sensitive soul of non-human animals (with the one exception of the intel-
lect, which is lacking from the latter). Speaking figuratively, we can say that the
mental space of human beings was understood as being otherwise similar to that
of non-human animals, but the former has an additional wing or arch which is
missing from the latter. This is a generalisation, to be sure, since many medieval
philosophers thought that—to continue with the metaphor—the additional intel-
lectual part of the mental space is kitted out with windows, which enlighten the
whole space, including the parts which are otherwise similar in human beings
and non-human animals. That is to say, many thought that all the psychological
functions of human beings are somewhat different from those of other animals
because the sensitive faculties of the human soul and those of the animal soul are
not exactly alike.'®

One might think, following this lead, that because Scholastic philosophy de-
marcates animality from humanity in rather specific terms—by attributing reason

14 Although medieval philosophers took up their cudgels for and against pure empiricism,

they were quite unanimous in thinking that human beings need empirical information that
comes through the sensitive faculties of the soul in order to be able to perform rational
thinking. The disputed issue was whether rational thought is completely based on abstrac-
tion from sense data, or it requires that our minds be illuminated from above in addition
to receiving sense data through the senses. See, e.g., Joseph Owens, “Faith, Ideas, Illu-
mination, and Experience,” in The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosophy, ed. N.
Kretzmann, A. Kenny & J. Pinborg (Cambridge: CUP, 1982), 440-59; Leen Spruit, Species
intelligibilis: From Perception to Knowledge, vol. 1, Classical Roots and Medieval Discussions
(Leiden/NY/Koln: E.J. Brill, 1994).

A famous proponent of this line of thought is Thomas Aquinas, who thinks that at least
the highest faculties of the sensitive soul function differently in human beings than in non-
human animals. See, e.g., Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologize, ed. P. Caramello (Turin:
Marietti, 1948-50) (hereafter ST), 1.78.4.
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to human beings and denying it to animals—the distinction between human be-
ings and animals would have also been conceived of as clear-cut. From a certain
point of view this is true, but in the Middle Ages the distinction was not so much
based on essences but on activity: if one lives the life of an animal, one is an
animal; and only by performing the functions that are specifically human does
one become truly human'®. Now, from a psychological perspective there are two
specifically human actions: intellectual understanding and free choice. All of the
other psychological functions of human beings were thought to be more or less
identical to those of non-human animals. From these ideas it follows that, as
Gregory Stone aptly (yet rather provocatively) puts it: “The difference between
animals and humans is that animals cannot do metaphysics [...] Humans transcend
their animality only insofar as they participate in that science. In brief, of all hu-
mans, only the theorist is not a beast.”'” Or, if we want to emphasise more the other
side of the coin, we may say that only when a human being exercises her freedom
does she become something more than a mere beast. And although the medieval
conception of freedom is a multifaceted one, it was commonly thought that free-
dom requires quite a lot. For instance, it is not clear that an acting because of
an emotional impulse counts as free. Quite the contrary: freedom requires over-
coming and controlling emotions. In other words, most human beings are most
of the time very much like animals because in their normal everyday lives they
do not engage much in theoretical understanding or free choice in the sense that
medieval philosophers comprehended these operations. Only by engaging in in-
tellectual activity or by making free choices does one separate oneself from the
beasts. In this respect, the dividing line between humans and beasts is clear, but
every individual human being may be situated on either side of the line; one
may be a human being in the morning and an animal in the afternoon, at least
concerning one’s mental activity.

It is noteworthy that even when the difference between human beings and
non-human animals was emphasised, there remained a general tendency to see a
strong psychological continuity between them. The differences between human
beings and higher animals were considered minor; the prevailing idea was that
there is much more in common than there are differences between these two sets.
As Gareth Matthews has argued8, it was not until Descartes that human psychol-
ogy was radically separated from animal psychology. Before that, the prevailing
idea was that all beings form a continuum with no sharp discontinuities or radical
disparities'.

16 Joyce E. Salisbury, “Human Beasts and Bestial Humans in the Middle Ages,” in Ham &

Senior 1997, 9-21.

Gregory B. Stone, “The Philosophical Beast: On Boccaccio’s Tale of Cimone,” in Ham &
Senior 1997, 27.

Gareth B. Matthews, “Augustine and Descartes on the Souls of Animals,” in From Soul to
Self, ed. M. ]. C. Crabbe (London/NY: Routledge, 1999): 94-5; See also Gareth B. Matthews,
“Animals and the Unity of Psychology,” Philosophy 53:206 (1978): 437-454.

The classical study of the idea of continuity in the scale of nature is Arthur O. Lovejoy, The
Great Chain of Being: A Study of the History of an Idea (Cambridge/Massachusetts: Harvard
UP, 1936).
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This idea is well reflected by Aristotle, who thinks that the shift from plants
to the simplest of animals is vague and comes only in degrees. The tripartite di-
vision of types of souls is clear-cut, but Aristotle expressly thinks that ensouled
beings cannot be easily sorted into three distinct groups. Rather, there are always
cases which are difficult to classify.? Interestingly, the idea of continuity applies
also to psychology. In psychological issues, philosophers before Descartes ad-
hered to—to use Matthews’ expression—a “Principle of Psychological Continu-
ity” (Matthews 1999, 95). According to this principle, the shift from irrational to
rational animals involves no radical psychological discontinuity. Human beings
have much in common with non-human animals, and almost all of the psycholog-
ical operations and processes that we are capable of can be found also in higher
animals, at least in forms that resembles much the ones we have. It seems to me
that medieval thinkers in general, being adherents of Aristotelian and Augus-
tinian thought, accepted the basic insight of their sources of inspiration, which is
the psychological continuity between non-human animals and human beings.

One especially interesting aspect in light of psychological continuity relates
to consciousness. Since the Early Modern period, it has not been evident that
non-human animals are conscious at all. Whatever Descartes himself thought
about animal consciousness, some of his ideas—the controversial relation be-
tween thinking and consciousness and the denial of thinking to all creatures save
human beings—were soon understood as entailing at least the possibility that an-
imals are not conscious?!. The idea that animals are mere mechanical automata
became a possible stance to take.

Due to this slow and large scale change that took place during and after the
17" century, the existence of animal consciousness needs argumentation. How-
ever, it seems to me that this has not always been the case. I propose as a working
hypothesis that in the Middle Ages the issue would have appeared absurd be-
cause it was a basic assumption that the acts of the soul’s cognitive faculties make
the subject conscious of the object of those acts. For instance, when an external
object actualises the potency for seeing in the eyes, the subject becomes conscious
of that external object.

We have to be careful, however, because the concept of consciousness is by
no means well-defined. Even a glance at modern discussions concerning con-
sciousness shows that the cluster of phenomena it covers is rich: intentionality,
phenomenality, reflexivity, selective attention, selfthood, experiential ownness,
experiential unity, and so forth—all these aspects are taken to be important for
understanding what consciousness is. Already, this multifaceted quality reminds

20 Aristotle’s examples of these borderline cases include ascidians, sea anemones, testacea,

and sponges. For Aristotle’s idea of the continuous scale of nature, see Historia animalium
VIL1, 588216-P3; De partibus animalium (hereafter PA) IV.5, 681710-28; De generatio animal-
ium 1111, 761#15-31.

For discussion about Descartes” conception of consciousness, see Lilli Alanen, Descartes’s
Concept of Mind (Cambridge, Mass./London: Harvard UP, 2003), 78-83. Whatever
Descartes thought about consciousness in non-human animals, it is clear to him that they
do not have souls or minds in the sense human beings have them. See, e.g., Descartes’
letter to Regius (AT III, 369-70).

21



23

us to use the concept cautiously. Another problem is that medievals did not have
a single equivalent concept to consciousness. The term ‘consciousness’, a deriva-
tive from the Latin conscientia, received a technical philosophical meaning during
the 17" and 18 centuries. Before that, consciousness was not an explicit topic of
philosophical inquiry. However, these problems do not undermine the fact that
medieval philosophical texts are a rich source of material relating to the phenom-
ena that are nowadays treated under the term consciousness. Some of the roots
of our notion of consciousness go back to the Middle Ages (and even beyond),
and in this sense we can say that medieval philosophers were interested in ques-
tions related to consciousness—even though they did not necessarily think that
all these phenomena could be gathered under one and the same concept.??

Thus, when I employ the concept of consciousness and suggest that me-
dievals in general thought that human and non-human animals are conscious
beings, I am not claiming that medieval philosophers used the same concept
or that their theoretical interests were similar to ours. Nor am I claiming that
consciousness was an explicit topic of discussion for them. Rather, I mean that
medieval philosophers discussed the phenomena we nowadays treat as more or
less relevant features of consciousness, and their discussions contain ideas about
human and non-human animals as being intentional creatures who are capa-
ble of self-reflexivity and who have a first-person experiential and phenomenal
consciousness about the things that actualise their cognitive faculties®>. Olivi
serves as a good (arguably the best) example of this. An analysis of Olivi’s
views concerning the cognitive functions of the sensitive soul shows us that he
discusses many aspects of consciousness. The intentionality of cognitive activ-
ity, phenomenal consciousness, reflexivity, and to some extent also questions
concerning selfhood, experiential ownness, and experiential unity—all these are
present in Olivi’s thought.

The general claim about medievals taking human and non-human animals
as conscious beings remains a hypothesis—as, in fact, does the claim about

2 For discussion, see Sara Heindmaa, Vili Lihteenméki & Pauliina Remes, “Introduction,”

in Consciousness: From Perception to Reflection in the History of Philosophy, ed. S. Heindmaa,
V. Lahteenmdki & P. Remes, Studies in the History of Philosophy of Mind 5 (Dordrecht:
Springer, 2007), 1-26.

See Part I, Chapter 6.2. I am not alone in thinking that medieval philosophers would have
agreed that the activity of the cognitive faculties of the soul provides consciousness. For
instance, Robert Pasnau suggests that: “When premodern philosophers try to explain the
various forms of cognition (sensory and intellectual), they take for granted that they are
trying to explain what we call consciousness.” (Robert Pasnau, Thomas Aquinas on Human
Nature: A Philosophical Study of Summa theologiee In 75-89 (Cambridge: CUP, 2002), 197.)
Unfortunately in this connection Pasnau does not specify what he means by the term “con-
sciousness”. See also Pasnau 1997b, 122, where it is stated that: “[Olivi and Ockham] agree
[...] that our perceptions have a certain phenomenological feel.” Eleonore Stump also finds
a kind of consciousness in Aquinas’ and Ockham’s discussions concerning cognition, and
although she employs terminology that refers more to access consciousness than to phe-
nomenal consciousness, it seems that she has in mind the kind of phenomenal feel that
is usually connected with phenomenal consciousness (Eleonore Stump, “The Mechanisms
of Cognition: Ockham on Mediating Species,” in The Cambridge Companion to Ockham, ed.
P. V. Spade (Cambridge/NY/Melbourne/Madrid: CUP, 1999), 169-81).
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the generality of the psychological continuity between human beings and non-
human animals in premodern times—because in order to establish these claims
one should conduct research that goes well beyond the scope of this study How-
ever, even though these claims cannot be defended in their full generality in this
context, one of the aims of this study is to argue that Olivi adheres to both of
them.

This may sound a staggering assertion. Olivi is not the first medieval philo-
sopher who comes to mind as a proponent of the similarity between human be-
ings and non-human animals. He was not particularly interested in animals be-
cause in the domain of psychology his main concern was to arrive at a philo-
sophically respectable account of human psychology that would not threaten the
fundamental doctrines of Catholic faith as he understood them. From this point
of view it is only natural that he occasionally makes asides such as the following;:
“This difficulty would require a more extensive consideration and explication,
but I do not care much about it; in the present question we are discussing only
the human body directly, since its investigation concerns the Catholic faith in
some way.”?* Olivi does not care to find answers to problems that concern only
animals because the issue does not bear any theological significance. Analysing
animal psychology was of secondary importance for him at least generally, in his
main projects and interests.

Moreover, Olivi does not deviate from the common medieval position con-
cerning the differences between human beings and other animals. According
to him, human beings are capable of many psychological processes that are not
available to other animals: we are intellectual, and most importantly we are
free—and the kind of freedom Olivi attributes to human beings he utterly denies
to all other bodily beings. There are also other important ways in which Olivi
sets human beings apart from other animals: for instance, humans are immortal
and spiritual beings, who are capable of morality and of having a relation with
God. Other animals lack all this. The reader must bear this in mind, lest she or
he be misled by the limited scope of this study. This study deals precisely with
those psychological functions and faculties which are common to human beings
and non-human animals, and therefore it may appear that Olivi beholds these
two groups as very alike. This is not the case if we consider the entire picture—in
fact, there are reasons why Olivi can be blamed for widening the conceptual dis-
parity between human beings and other animals because according to him these
two kinds of creatures differ greatly from an ontological point of view. Above all,

u “Heec autem difficultas maiori indigeret tractatu et explicatione, sed de ea non multum

curo, quia in quee stione hac non loquimur directe nisi de corpore humano, quia huius
inquisitio spectat aliquo modo ad catholicam fidem.” (Petrus Ioannis Olivi, Quaestiones in
secundum librum sententiarum, ed. B. Jansen, Bibliotheca franciscana scholastica medii aevi
IV-VI (Florence: Collegii S. Bonaventuree, 1922-26) (hereafter II Sent.), q. 53, 224.) On one
occasion Olivi betrays his stance towards the values of human beings and non-human an-
imals by saying that one intellectual mind is more valuable than infinite number of brute
animals (Petrus Ioannis Olivi, Questiones de incarnatione et redemptione, Quaestiones de vir-
tutibus, ed. A. Emmen & E. Stadter, Bibliotheca Fransiscana Scholastica Medii £vi XXIV
(Grottaferrata: Collegio S. Bonaventura, 1981) (hereafter Queest. de virt.), q. 2, 140.
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Olivi’s enthusiasm for voluntarism, and his assigning a special status to human
beings because of their freedom separates humans radically from other animals.

Still, Olivi accepts the Aristotelian taxonomy and says explicitly that human
beings are animals?®. He writes extensively about the psychological faculties of
the sensitive soul and about other topics which are relevant also to animal psy-
chology. And although according to him the gulf between human beings and
other animals is wide, it is crossed by a bridge, which consists of psychological
faculties that are common to all animals, including human beings?. Even though
Olivi raises human beings up to a distinct position among created beings, he does
not see any radical discontinuity between the psychology of non-human animals
and human beings. When it comes to the psychological processes that are com-
mon to humans and other animals, the differences are minor if they exist at all.
There are also several reasons to believe that he understands animal conscious-
ness much in the same terms as he understands human consciousness. In other
words, even though Olivi thinks that there are significant differences between

%5 See, e.g., II Sent. q. 73, 67; Petrus Ioannis Olivi, Queastiones de novissimis ex summa super IV

Sententiarum, ed. P. Maranesi, Collectio Oliviana VIII (Grottaferrata: Collegii S. Bonaven-
turee ad claras aquas, 2004) (hereafter Queest. de nov.), q. 7, 160; Peter of John Olivi, On Gen-
esis, ed. D. Flood (St. Bonaventure, NY: Franciscan Institute Publications, 2007) (hereafter
Super Gen.), 88. Moreover, Olivi employs the term animal perfectus, and it is clear that he
counts human beings as such (II Sent. q. 62, 590-1). When considering Olivi’s views on var-
ious matters, a caveat is in order. For it is not a simple task to decide whether Olivi accepts
certain ideas he presents, or whether they are presented just for the philosophical reason of
making it explicit that things can be understood in many ways. Olivi himself, in his apolo-
getical writings, says that there are many philosophical ideas that he recites only, without
adhering to them (Petrus Ioannis Olivi, “Responsio fratris Petri Ioannis [Olivi] ad aliqua
dicta per quosdam magistros Parisienses de suis Queestionibus excerpta,” ed. D. Laberge
in AFH 28 (1935) (hereafter Responsio secunda): 405. There are a number of ideas and argu-
ments that Olivi presents as not being his own. He distances himself from them by stating
that some unnamed authors (quidam) have held those views. However, the concession Olivi
makes in his apologetical writings may be just a prudential measure, and it is often rather
easy to see which ideas Olivi favours, despite his strategy of presenting them so as to con-
ceal his own view. In some cases it can even be shown that Olivi in fact adheres to the view
of quidam. I shall indicate in due course when it is not clear whether a certain view is Olivi’s
or not. Moreover, I do not think that it is necessary to know what Olivi himself thought
of as the right way of thinking. Sometimes it is enough that an idea is presented: it may
change the way people think even though it is not originally presented as the correct way
of thinking. For discussion, see David Burr, “Olivi and the Limits of Intellectual Freedom,”
in Contemporary Reflections on the Medieval Christian Tradition, ed. G. H. Shriver (Durham,
N.C.: Duke UP, 1974): 195-6; Burr 1976, 42—44; David Burr, “Petrus Ioannes Olivi and the
Philosophers,” Franciscan Studies 31 (1971): 41-71; Frangois-Xavier Putallaz, Insolente liberté:
Controverses et condamnations au Xllle siecle, Vestigia 15 (Fribourg/Paris: Editions universi-
taires Fribourg Suisse/ Editions du Cerf Paris, 1995), 127-62; Partee 1960, 254—6 provides
a useful collection of quotations, in which Olivi discusses his own strategy and relation to
philosophical matters.

It has been argued that medieval conceptions of the higher cognitive faculties of the soul
could be relevant also for modern discussions concerning animals’ ability to have be-
liefs and other mental states that are close to rational (Cyrille Michon, “Intentionality
and Proto-Thoughts,” in Ancient and Medieval Theories of Intentionality, ed. D. Perler (Lei-
den/Boston/Kdln: Brill, 2001), 325-342).
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human beings and other animals, he also thinks that there are also significant
similarities between these types of creatures.?”

In the present study, Olivi’s conception of the cognitive functions of the
sensitive soul will be discussed. Given that these functions are so numerous,
it should not come as a surprise that the investigation covers a diversity of top-
ics and does not aim at establishing only one claim. The three parts, into which
this study is divided, deal with distinct subject matter, contribute to different dis-
cussions, and contain their own internal arguments and claims. In spite of this,
the three parts form a unified whole: they all shed light on Olivi’s conception
of the various types of sensory cognition and of the psychological functions the
sensitive soul provides.

Moreover and most importantly, there is a unifying strand that goes through
the whole work. This strand is related to Olivi’s way of understanding how con-
sciousness functions. Perhaps the best way of understanding what I mean by this
is by considering again the medieval conception of the soul/mind as being struc-
tured. According to the medieval view, the sensitive or intellectual soul provides
a “mental space” which has a great deal of structure because it is constructed out
of the faculties of the soul. Psychological functions are attributed to these facul-
ties in such a way that each of them has its own psychological role, and they all
have certain kinds of relations to each other. In this way, different psychological
processes take place in different “regions” of the mental space.

This kind of conception of the soul/mind?® differs radically from the more

7 Interestingly, Olivi once even says that higher animals (such as dogs and lions) are almost

capable of amor amicitize—which for him is basically possible only for intellectual beings
(II Sent. g. 111, 282). To be sure, he denies that it is a genuine kind of amor amicitie, but it
seems that he thinks that the phenomenal feeling these animals have towards their masters
comes pretty close to human friendship. This shows clearly how Olivi is willing to adhere
to the principle of psychological continuity.

There is a tricky terminological problem with regard to the concepts of soul and mind: if
we want to avoid a flagrant anachronism, we cannot attribute the modern concept of mind
to medieval discussions without qualifications because the concept simply does not have
any equivalent there. First, in the medieval context the term mens, which is commonly
translated as “mind”, does not convey the same meaning as the modern term “mind”. In
medieval philosophy, the term mens was often employed—following Augustinian usage—
to denote the intellectual (and incorporeal) part of the human soul and its functions, the
intellect and the will. (This usage is especially manifest in De Trinitate; see also, e.g., Au-
relius Augustinus, De libero arbitrio, ed. W. M. Green, CCSL 29 (Turnhout: Brepols, 1970)
(hereafter De lib. arb.), 1.8-9.) In other words, the scope of the term mens is stricter than that
of “mind” because it does not include all mental processes, such as perception or emotions.
Second, we cannot equate the modern concept of mind with the medieval concept of anima
either. This is because medievals attributed to anima functions that we do not consider as
mental. Anima is an Aristotelian form and as such quite a different “thing” from the mod-
ern mind: in addition to psychological operations, it accounts for vital functions such as
growth, nutrition, and reproduction, and thus the functions of anima include much that is
not mental. The scope of the term anima is broader than that of “mind”. Understood in
this way, mens is a part of the anima—and “mind” is not identical with either one of them.
Rather, it crosses the medieval distinction by encompassing the functions of mens and some
functions of anima. (The confusion stems, as is well known, from Descartes’ identification of
mens and anima. See, e.g., René Descartes, Responsio ad quintas objectiones (AT VII, 356).) For
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prevailing conception since Descartes; he conceived of the mind as being unex-
tended and indivisible. The mind to Descartes does not have parts: “And the
faculties of willing, sensing, understanding, etc., cannot be said to be its parts be-
cause it is one and the same mind which wills, senses, and understands.”? This
is an ontological claim, to be sure, but it applies also to the way the mind oper-
ates. The unextended and indivisible mind undergoes all the psychological acts,
whatever they are. In this way all the psychological acts are bundled together,
so to speak: for example, perception, understanding, and volition are—to use
Descartes’ expression—modes of thought. In other words, all psychological pro-
cesses are equal to thinking, and although they may have different names (due to
some differences in their contents), they are not structured in the same way as in
the scholastic paradigm of faculty psychology. Rather, they are on a par with each
other. Although they have different statuses—some of them are “pure” thoughts
and depend on the mind alone whereas others require the stimulation of bodily
organs—they do not take place on different levels but belong to the mind. Some
psychological processes (such as emotions) take place in the brain, but they are
also consciously experienced, and as experiences they are in the mind: it is the
same unextended and indivisible mind which perceives, experiences emotions,
and understands universal truths.3

It is especially important to note that Descartes attributes consciousness to
the mind and understands the body only as a mechanical device. For instance,
perception of pain in the foot takes place in such a way that a destructive change
in the foot causes a mechanical movement in the nerves between the foot and
the brain. This movement causes changes in the brain, and the mind perceives
these changes as a pain that occurs in the foot. The bodily change in the foot is
mechanically transmitted to the brain, and only after this may it be consciously

discussion, see, e.g., Henrik Lagerlund, “Introduction: The Mind/Body Problem and Late
Medieval Conceptions of the Soul,” in Lagerlund 2007a, 3—4; John P. Wright & Paul Potter,
“Introduction,” in Psyche and Soma: Physicians and Metaphysicians on the Mind-Body Prob-
lem from Antiquity to Enlightenment, ed. J. P. Wright & P. Potter (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
2000), 9; John P. O’Callaghan, “Aquinas’s Rejection of Mind, Contra Kenny,” The Thomist 66
(2002): 15-59; Mary T. Clark, “De Trinitate,” in The Cambridge Companion to Augustine, ed.
E. Stump & N. Kretzmann (Cambridge: CUP, 2001.), 97; Gerard O’Daly, Augustine’s Philoso-
phy of Mind (London: Duckworth, 1987), 7-8. To avoid this terminological problem, I shall,
whenever possible, use the technical expression “faculties of the soul” with appropriate
qualifications to single out the parts of the soul I want to discuss. However, despite the
aforementioned problem, I shall also use the term “mind” in a modern sense to pinpoint
those functions of anima which would nowadays be labelled psychological or mental. Thus,
as I use the term “mind”, it refers to volitional, cognitive, and appetitive functions of the
soul regardless of whether or not they were thought to be actualised and realised in bodily
organs (i.e., whether or not they are functions of mens). In this way, perceptual faculties,
internal senses, the sensitive appetite, the intellect, and the will are included; and the veg-
etative functions of the soul are excluded.

“Neque etiam facultates uolendi, sentiendi, intelligendi etc. eius partes dici possunt, quia
una et eadem mens est quee uult, quee sentit, quee intelligit.” (René Descartes, Meditationes
de prima philosophia 6 (AT VII, 86).)

30 See, e.g., René Descartes, Principia philosophize 1.9 (AT VIII, 7-8); ibid., 32 (AT VIII, 17); ibid.,

53 (AT VIII, 25); Alanen 2003, 79-80.
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perceived by the mind. In a similar manner: whatever takes place in the body, it
is the unextended entity-like mind that provides the subject with consciousness
about these changes®!, and the connection between the mind and the body is
located in the brain. There need not even be an actual harmful change in the foot.
If the nerve between the foot and the brain is moved in a similar manner as to
when there is such a change, the subject perceives pain in the foot, despite the
fact that in reality there is nothing in the foot that causes the experience of pain.
(Descartes, Meditationes 6 (AT VII, 86-7).)

When we look at medieval texts, we see a completely different kind of pic-
ture. The conscious mind is not related to the body solely via the brain. It is—to
state it somewhat provocatively—dispersed throughout the body. Conscious ex-
periences are acts of the soul, and they may be realized in all the parts of the
body. This view becomes apparent if we concentrate on the psychological func-
tions that take place in bodily organs. The functions of the sensitive soul are the
Aristotelian forms of different parts of the body, and whenever a faculty is actu-
alised, the subject becomes conscious of the object that has actualised it. If the
faculty of sight of a cat is actualised by the visible qualities of, say, a mouse in
a corner of the kitchen, it sees the mouse and becomes consciously aware of it.
And if my foot is heated by fire, my sense of touch senses the excessive heat, and
I feel pain. The reason for these occurrences is the fact that the acts of seeing and
feeling are acts of the faculties of the soul. In other words, in order for me or the
cat to become conscious of the contents of the cognitive acts that take place in
our bodily organs, it is unnecessary for that information to be transmitted to any
centralised command centre, as it were. The mind or consciousness is not related
to the body as it is in Descartes” picture. Rather, the perceptual qualities of an
external object are already available to a conscious subject when they actualise
one of the faculties of the soul, and the faculties are not confined to an entity-like
mind but dispersed throughout the body.

We can see this kind of picture for instance in Avicenna’s (Ibn Sina, c. 980-
1037) works, who—despite his substance dualism—does not think that the soul-
body relationship functions as it does in Descartes” works. When an act of a
faculty of the soul takes place, it is realised in a bodily organ (given that it is a
faculty that uses bodily organs) and thus located somewhere in the body. The
contents of the act are already phenomenally present to the subject because the
act in question is an act of the soul of the subject. The connection between the soul
and the body is not located in the brain, so to speak. Moreover, information from
one faculty does not have to reach any other faculty of the soul in order for the
subject to become conscious of that information®2. It suffices that the first faculty

31 It must be noted, however, that Descartes is clear that the subject does not become con-

scious of those changes as being physiological changes in the body. Rather, the physiolog-
ical changes appear to me as a painful experience. The subject does not perceive harmful
changes in the foot, but she perceives pain.

Note, however, that Avicenna considers the perceptual capacity of the soul as essentially
one. The information from various external senses actually reaches a centre because all the
external senses converge in a central faculty of perception, the common sense (sensus com-
munis). See Avicenna, Avicenna latinus, Liber de anima seu Sextus de naturalibus, ed. S. van
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is a faculty of the soul of the subject. The soul itself, as a whole, accounts for the
unity of different conscious experiences. This becomes clear from the following
passage:

Again, we say “when I perceived such and such a thing, I became angry”,
and it is a true statement, too. So it is one and the same thing which perceives
and becomes angry. [...] Then most probably the truth is that when we say
“I perceived and became angry”, we mean that something in us perceived
and something in us became angry. But when one says, “I perceived and
became angry”, one does not mean that this occurs in two different things in
us, but that something to which perception transmitted its content happened
to become angry. Now either this statement in this sense (in which we have
interpreted it) is false, or the truth is that what perceives and what becomes
angry is one and the same thing. But this statement is manifestly true (i.e.
in the sense in which we have interpreted it). Then, what becomes angry is
that very thing to which the perceptive faculty transmits the content of its
perception. Its being in this status, even though it be body, is not due to
its being body alone; it is then due to its being in possession of a faculty by
which it is capable of combining both these things. This faculty not being a
physical one must be the soul itself. Thus the substratum in which both these
qualities inhere is not the whole of our body, nor any two organs of our body,
nor yet a single organ in so far as it is a physical organ; so the conclusion is
that the combining substratum is soul itself or body inasmuch as it possesses
soul, the combining substratum even in the latter case really being the soul,

which itself is the principle of all these faculties.>3
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Riet (vol. I, Louvain/Leiden: E. Peeters/E. J. Brill, 1972; vol. II, Louvain/Leiden: Editions
orientalistes/E. J. Brill, 1968) (hereafter Shifi’ De an.), IV.1, 5. For discussion, see Chap-
ter 3.1 below. In this study, I shall discuss Avicenna’s ideas to some extent, not only to
make comparisons to Olivi’s thought, but also to shed light on it. The choice is justified by
the central role Avicenna’s psychology played in the 13" century, and even though Aris-
totle becomes increasingly central for understanding medieval thought towards the end
of the century, Olivi’s thinking is in many respects closer to Avicenna’s than to Aristotle’s.
For Avicenna’s influence on psychological theories of medieval Latin philosophers, see Dag
Nikolaus Hasse, Avicenna’s De Anima in the Latin West: The formation of a Peripatetic Philos-
ophy of the Soul 1160-1300 (London/Turin: The Warburg Institute/Nino Aragno Editore,
2000).

Avicenna, Avicenna’s Psychology: An English Translation of Kitab al-najat, Book II, Chapter
VI with Historico-philosophical Notes and Textual Improvements on the Cairo Edition, transl.
F. Rahman (London: Oxford UP, 1952), 15, 65-6; See also Shifa’ De an. V.7, 158-60.
For a more detailed exposition of this passage—one that supports my reading—see Jari
Kaukua, Avicenna on Subjectivity: A Philosophical Study, Jyvéaskyld Studies in Education,
Psychology and Social Research 301 (Jyvaskyla: University of Jyvaskyld, 2007), 82-5,
http:/ /urn.fi/URN:ISBN:978-951-39-2772-1. The allusion to a faculty that combines per-
ception with becoming angry should probably be understood not as referring to any of the
faculties of the soul but to a capability that really belongs to the soul as a soul. It must
be noted, however, that Avicenna’s stance is ambiguous because sometimes he attributes
the unifying function to one of the faculties of the soul, namely, to the estimative faculty
(Shifa” De an. IV.1, 11; ibid., 3, 35; For discussion, see Deborah L. Black, “Imagination and
Estimation: Arabic Paradigms and Western Transformations,” Topoi 19 (2000): 60-1).
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Perceiving and becoming angry are acts of different faculties of the soul and they
are realised in distinct organs of the body (perception in the eyes and in the brain,
and anger in the heart). These two psychological events appear to the subject as
things that happen to her because the soul itself accounts for unitary conscious-
ness. There does not have to be a single faculty of the soul that would bring about
the apparent unity and consciousness. Essentially, this means that my ensouled
body and its psychological activity accounts for consciousness.

Thus, from the point of view of the mind/body relationship the picture is
quite dissimilar to Descartes” depiction. A harmful change in the foot appears to
the subject as pain because the soul is present in the foot; not because the mind ap-
prehends the changes in the foot only insofar as information about those changes
is transmitted to the brain and pineal gland, as is the case in Descartes. Moreover,
Avicenna seems to think that although the soul has distinct faculties, there does
not have to be one single faculty that accounts for different kinds of acts (i.e., acts
of different faculties) being experienced as belonging to the same subject. The
soul itself as a whole accounts for the unitary nature of our experience. This also
means that consciousness is not a function of one of the faculties of the soul but
concomitant with the acts of all the faculties of the soul.

This idea appears also later, in medieval Latin philosophy. We can find it,
for instance, in an influential psychological treatise, written by an anonymous
Master of Arts in about 1225. Although the author does not explicitly address
the issue, he appears to think that each faculty of the soul provides conscious-
ness of the objects of its own acts. We can see this especially when he discusses
the faculty of imagination, which accounts for imagining absent things and see-
ing dream images when we are asleep. An act of the imagination brings about a
consciousness of images of objects that are not actually present. For cognising an
absent object, it suffices that the imagination acts alone, and when this occurs we
are conscious of imagining things that are not really present. Imagination pro-
vides consciousness. However, the author accounts for things often appearing as
real and actually present in dreams by explaining that when we are asleep our
imaginative acts leap from the imagination to the cognitive faculty that accounts
for perception (the so-called common sense); the imaginative acts thereby actu-
alise the common sense. When this happens, the activity of the common sense
provides us with the fallacious experience of perceiving an object via external
senses and as a real, present, external thing, and this is why dreams appear as
reality.3* Ergo, the acts of the common sense provide phenomenal consciousness

3 Anonymous, De anima et potenciis eius, ed. R. A. Gauthier in “Le traité De anima et de po-

tenciis eius d’un maitre es arts (vers 1225), introduction et texte critique,” Revue des sci-
ences philosophiques et théologiques 66 (1982): 44-7. For an English translation of the text, see
Anonymous (Arts Master c. 1225), The Soul and Its Powers, in The Cambridge Translations of
Medieval Philosophical Texts, vol. 3, Mind and Knowledge, ed. & transl. R. Pasnau (CUP 2002),
9-34 (especially p. 27). It has been claimed that Aquinas also would adhere to this way of
conceiving of consciousness as concomitant to all the faculties of the soul. Robert Pasnau
argues that in Aquinas’ theory of perception conscious perception of external objects (or,
to be more precise, sensible qualities of external objects) is provided by the external senses
alone, and as such an act of the common sense would be redundant for a consciousness of
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too. Although the consciousness provided by the acts of the common sense has a
different kind of phenomenal feel than that provided by the acts of the imagina-
tion, because the former acts depict the object as being present, whereas the latter
depict it as being absent, they both count as phenomenal consciousness neverthe-
less. This explanation of dreaming shows us that there is no single centre which
accounts for consciousness. Rather, every faculty of the soul endows the subject
with a certain type of consciousness or conscious awareness about the objects of
its acts: acts of imagination bring about fancies, and acts of the common sense
bring about perceptions. Both kinds of acts make the subject conscious of their
objects, i.e., make the object appear in the phenomenal experience of the subject.

Olivi stands in a peculiar relation to both of these views. On the one hand,
he is clearly a medieval thinker: the soul is constituted by its faculties, and the
sensitive faculties of the soul are located in different organs and parts of the body.
When these faculties act, the acts are realised in the organs, but at the same time
they are already in the soul: the act of sensing heat in the foot takes place in
the foot, but nothing has to be transmitted anywhere in order for the act to be
present in the soul (see, e.g., II Sent. q. 49, 12). On the other hand, however, Olivi
makes an interesting and important move when he discusses the need for paying
attention in order to perceive things in our perceptual reach. Namely, he thinks
that the soul has a kind of centre that accounts for selective attention and thus
brings about consciousness of the objects which fall within this attention. There
is one faculty in the soul which is responsible for these functions, namely, the
highest cognitive faculty of the soul. The highest cognitive faculty functions as
the centre of phenomenal consciousness in the soul, and consciousness occurs
in a centralised location, so to speak. Thus, in order for a being to perceive the
heat in its foot it is not sufficient that the act of sensing the heat is present in
its soul via the sense of touch. It must also be brought into the consciousness
of the subject, and Olivi thinks that this is done by the activity of the highest
cognitive faculty of the soul. The highest cognitive faculty of the soul must act
in relation to other faculties in order for the subject to become conscious of the
acts of those faculties and the objects thereof. For instance, in order for the cat
to become conscious of the mouse in the corner, it is not sufficient that its faculty
of sight receives information about the mouse. To be sure, it is necessary that
perceptual information from the mouse reaches its eyes one way or another (or,

the sensible qualities to be possible (Pasnau, Thomas Aquinas on Human Nature, 195-8; Pas-
nau refers to ST 1.78.4 ad 2). It needs to be mentioned that this interpretation goes against
the common reading of Aquinas, as Pasnau himself notes. Pasnau also points out that if his
interpretation is correct, Aquinas’ view differs from that of Avicenna, who, after all, thinks
that conscious perception takes place in the common sense. However, the difference cannot
be put in terms of “centralised consciousness” (in the case of Avicenna) and “decentralised
consciousness” (in the case of Aquinas), for even though Avicenna thinks that conscious
perception takes place in the common sense, this is only because he does not make a dis-
tinction between the common sense and the external senses: they are both aspects of one
and the same perceptual capacity (see footnote 32 above). As we have seen, Avicenna at-
tributes, at least arguably, consciousness to the soul as a whole, not to some centralising
faculty thereof.
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to be precise, its faculty of sight reaches the mouse somehow), but in addition
to this the highest cognitive faculty of the cat’s soul must direct its attention to
the faculty of sight, to its activity, and through it to the mouse. Only then does it
consciously perceive the mouse.>

In this respect, the picture Olivi presents resembles much Descartes’” view.
Actually, Olivi’s stance comes astonishingly close to ideas presented in the Early
Modern period. The highest cognitive faculty of the soul provides the subject
with a centre of phenomenal consciousness, which is very much like Descartes’
mind—if not ontologically, at least functionally. In fact, there are ontological
affinities as well, but the functional similarities between Olivi’s way of conceiv-
ing of consciousness and Descartes’ mind are more striking. According to Olivi,
every human being has an immaterial “mind”, the intellectual part of the soul,
which ultimately accounts for all modalities of consciousness from the simple
perception of certain perceptual qualities in external objects to the abstract think-
ing of mathematical calculations. It does not perform all psychological acts be-
cause some of them are produced by other faculties of the soul (and this is a
difference from Descartes), but it does apprehend the acts when they take place
in the other faculties of the soul, and it does make the subject conscious of them
and the contents thereof. In this way, all conscious activity involves the highest
cognitive faculty.

Interestingly, Olivi’s conception of consciousness also resembles the Stoic
idea about hegemonikon, an octopus-like command centre of the soul, which ex-
tends itself to different parts of the body and receives information from vari-
ous external senses. In the Stoic view, hegemonikon accounts for consciousness
in much the same way as the highest cognitive faculty in Olivi’s theory.?® This
comparison between medieval philosophical ideas and those of the ancient Sto-
ics may sound astonishing. However, Stoic ideas were not extinct in the Middle
Ages. The works of Lucius Anneeus Seneca (c. 4 BC-65 AD) were widely read
and commented on in the Middle Ages, and he was the most well-known and
respected Stoic thinker at the time. He was especially appreciated in Franciscan
circles; for example, Roger Bacon wrote a textbook on ethics, Moralis Philosophia,
which was largely based on certain works of Seneca®. The appreciation of Seneca

% Interestingly, Daniel Dennet criticises the idea about consciousness existing in a single

point—an idea he takes to be of a Cartesian origin. His contention is that we cannot locate
consciousness within any single point or even area of the brain. (Daniel Dennet, Conscious-
ness Explained (Boston/NY /Toronto/London: Back Bay Books, 1991), 101-11.) In a way,
Olivi comes quite close to this view because he refuses to locate the highest cognitive fac-
ulty within any part of the brain: in human beings it is not in the brain at all, and in the case
of non-human animals the whole brain functions as the organ of the highest cognitive fac-
ulty. By contrast, Olivi’s idea is to find a single point within the soul, a point which accounts
for consciousness, as we shall see in the course of this study.

36 See, e.g., Anthony A. Long, Stoic Studies (Cambridge/NY: CUP, 1996), 224-49; Havard

Lokke, “The Stoics on Sense Perception,” in Theories of Perception in Medieval and Early Mod-

ern Philosophy, ed. S. Knuuttila & P. Karkkéinen, Studies in the History of Philosophy of

Mind 6 (Springer, 2008), 35-46; Spruit 1994, 54-9.

Roger Bacon, Rogeri Baconis Moralis philosophia, ed. F. Delorme & E. Massa (Turici: In

Zdibus Thesauri Mundi, 1953).
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was undoubtedly roused by his (most certainly forged) correspondence with the
apostle Paul, which was then thought to be authentic.®® In addition to Seneca,
there were other sources through which Stoic ideas were available to medieval
thinkers. Cicero’s works (especially De officiis) contain a considerable number of
them, particularly in the field of ethics. And when we take into heed that Sto-
icism greatly influenced Christian thought in general and Augustine in particu-
lar, we can understand how pervasive the influence of Stoicism was®. And yet
it was mostly invisible because Stoic ideas were not recognised as such by me-
dieval philosophers. This is one of the reasons why the presence of Stoicism in
medieval thought is hard to trace. However, as Gerard Verbeke states, any study
that wishes to reveal Stoic influences in medieval philosophy “cannot, of course,
be limited to a collection of literal quotations. It must recognise doctrinal influ-
ences in order to uncover the perhaps indirect penetration of the Stoic legacy into
medieval civilisation.” (Verbeke 1983, 15.) I fully agree with him, and therefore I
do not think that the lack of explicit references is an insurmountable problem in
every case.

The topic of this study, however, is not to trace doctrinal influences either
from Stoicism to the Middle Ages or from Middle Ages to Early modern era—
however important it would be to produce a clearer picture of these historical
developments as well. From this point forward, I shall leave aside the allusions
to the similarities between Olivi and Descartes on the one hand and between
Olivi and the Stoics on the other and concentrate on Olivi’s thought.

One issue needs to be explicitly mentioned before I move on to present the
overall structure of the book at hand. For, I shall argue that there are reasons to
think that according to Olivi centralised consciousness does not belong only to
human beings. Non-human animals are also endowed with a similar psychologi-
cal structure. They too have one faculty which provides them with consciousness.
The ontological basis of animal psychology and consciousness is quite different
from the one which Olivi attributes to human beings, but the functional role of
the highest cognitive faculty of the soul is rather similar in these two types of
creatures. This functional similarity accentuates the psychological continuity be-
tween human beings and other animals. Even the way in which consciousness is
brought about is very similar in both cases.

Olivi’s conception of consciousness as a function of a single faculty of the soul
is the unifying strand of the present study. Each of the three parts, into which
this study is divided, deals with subject matter of its own, and the arguments

38 Gerard Verbeke, The Presence of Stoicism in Medieval Thought (Washington D. C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1983), 8-11; For the presence of Stoicism in medieval
thought, see also Marcia L. Colish, The Stoic Tradition From Antiquity to the Early Middle Ages,
vols. 1-2, 2nd edition (Leiden/New York/Kebenhavn/Kdln: E.J. Brill, 1990); Sten Ebbesen,
“Where Were the Stoics in the Late Middle Ages?” and Calvin Normore, “Abelard’s Sto-
icism and Its Consequences,” both published in Stoicism: Traditions and Transformations, ed.
S. K. Strange & J. Zupko (Cambridge: CUP, 2004), 108-131, 132-147.

Augustine knew Stoic thought very well and in many respects was influenced by Stoic
philosophy. For an extensive presentation of Augustine’s use of Stoicism, see Colish 1990,
vol. 2, 142-238.
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and ideas presented in one part are not always closely related to those presented
in the other two; but in addition to contributing to different discussions, all three
parts aim at analysing Olivi’s conception of consciousness as a function of a single
faculty of the soul. It is not necessary to present a detailed summary of every
chapter of this study here, because each of the three parts will begin with an
introductory chapter, which includes such a summary. What follows is a general
overview of the contents of each of the three parts and of how they are related to
the idea of the centre of consciousness.

In Part I, I shall assess Olivi’s theory of perception. After laying out the
foundations of Olivi’s theory—with an analysis of his conception of the sensory
faculties of the soul and their mutual relationship—and discussing his criticism
towards the so-called species theories of perception which were prevailing at the
time I shall analyse Olivi’s theory, which he presents as an alternative. Olivi was
an innovative thinker, and as he opposed some of the most fundamental prin-
ciples of earlier conceptions, he elaborated on a theory of perception that can be
taken as an intentional theory. It contains many interesting features. For instance,
Olivi accentuates the active character of perception and finds a way of discussing
phenomena such as intentionality of consciousness and the role of conscious at-
tention in perception. It is also interesting that the theory Olivi puts forth incor-
porates some elements that betray very clearly his dualistic anthropology. Even
though Olivi works hard to avoid falling into the pitfalls of radical dualism in
his anthropology, he allows for sensations in a disembodied soul. This conces-
sion already questions the role of the body in perception. In fact Olivi’s theory, if
analysed downright, carries some dualistic strands within it.

However, the most important feature of Olivi’s theory in light of the general
aim of this study is his conception of perception as a process in which the faculties
of the soul are active. Perception is not a passive reception of sensible qualities,
but an active process, and perceptual consciousness requires that the subject di-
rects her attention to the senses and through them to the external world. Olivi
emphasises (in an Augustinian tone) that we do not perceive everything that is
in our perceptual field. If our attention is directed to, say, our memories of past
events or to a conversation we happen to be having, even apparent changes in our
visual field go unnoticed. We become conscious only of those things to which we
direct our attention or which are so intense that they catch our attention.

This idea is closely related to Olivi’s conception of conscious perception as a
function of one of the faculties of the soul because accordingly one pays attention
to the things towards which the highest cognitive faculty of the soul is intention-
ally directed. Moreover, the subject perceives different things only if this faculty
produces an act of apprehension in relation to them. In this way, perceptual con-
sciousness requires the activity of the highest cognitive faculty of the soul. Part I
shows that Olivi’s theory of perception draws heavily on this kind of conception
of a cognitive centre of the soul. Finally, differences between perception in non-
human animals and human beings are taken to the fore in order to point out that
despite certain ontological differences, these two kinds of beings are functionally
similar to each other when it comes to perceptual processes.
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Part II is devoted to the higher cognitive functions of the sensitive soul.
These include not only such aspects of sense perception that cannot be accounted
for by appealing only to the external senses—such as combining the sensible
qualities that are perceived by different external senses with each other and per-
ception of perception—but also other post-sensory capacities. Animals seem to
have imagination and memory, and they are capable of apprehending things in
relation to their own well-being. These and similar functions that inhere in the
area between simple perception and intellectual understanding were tradition-
ally attributed to the so-called internal senses (sensus interiores). Part Il discusses
Olivi’s view on them.

The idea about the centre of consciousness can also be found in Olivi’s treat-
ment of the internal senses. Namely, Olivi denies the difference between the in-
ternal senses and attributes all of the higher cognitive functions to the common
sense, which is the highest cognitive faculty of the sensitive soul. One of the
reasons Olivi proposes this idea is his willingness to ensure the psychological
and experiential unity that we experience while we perform or undergo differ-
ent kinds of psychological processes: despite the diversity in my mental activity,
every psychological process I undergo appears to me as an experience I am hav-
ing. To use Olivi’s expression, “the same I who understands, wills and sees.”40
Within the soul there is a centre which provides a unitary experience when we
are performing various kinds of psychological processes. The same idea applies
to non-human animals, and in their case Olivi accounts for the experiential unity
by appealing to a common foundation of all the higher cognitive functions. He
conceives of these functions as acts of one and the same faculty of the soul, the
common sense. The common sense performs all the higher cognitive functions,
and this common source of psychological processes accounts also for the experi-
ential unity which is phenomenally evident to humans. Part II provides a detailed
discussion about Olivi’s conception of these functions.

Finally, Part III concentrates on certain aspects of Olivi’s understanding
of self-cognition. The main argument is that the common sense provides non-
human animals with types of self-cognition that resemble intellectual and reflex-
ive self-consciousness available to human beings. In this way, Part III is a contin-
uation of Part II: it deals with the most refined functions of the common sense.
Self-cognition is conceptualised as a special kind of cognitive relation in which
the subject and object poles of an intentional cognitive act happen to be the same,
i.e., the highest cognitive faculty of the soul brings forth an act that is intention-
ally directed to the cognising subject herself as a bodily and conscious being.

According to Olivi, a bodily being is capable of perceiving its own body by
the sense of touch in such a way that the body is apprehended as a genuine part of
the cognitive subject—as a part of the self. In addition to bodily self-perception,
Olivi discusses reflexive self-consciousness of the intellectual soul. He thinks that
the human mind is capable of forming a reflexive act that pertains to the mind it-
self. He takes this to be a necessary precondition for experiencing one’s mental
activity as one’s own—as something that appears to the subject in her phenome-

40 “[...] ego idem qui intelligo volo et video [...]” (II Sent. q. 54, 280.)
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nal experience. Experiential unity between various kinds of cognitive acts and ex-
periential “ownness” of those acts requires self-consciousness, which is acquired
by the highest cognitive faculty of the soul. Although Olivi discusses these ideas
almost exclusively with respect to the intellectual soul, there are several reasons
to think that the same kind of psychological function is attributed to the common
sense in the case of non-human animals. In other words, the most refined func-
tion of the common sense appears to be an ability to provide experiential unity
and an experience of being the phenomenal subject of all the cognitive activity
that the soul performs. This requires a certain kind of reflexivity from the part
of the common sense. These types of self-cognition—bodily self-perception, its
relation to an animals’ ability to strive for self-preservation, and various kinds
of reflexive self-consciousness—are analysed in detail. By analysing Olivi’s ideas
concerning these matters, we can see how they are affected by the idea of the cen-
tre of consciousness and how the distinction between the conscious mind and the
body is anticipated in the medieval context, in which the body is unanimously
conceived of as a genuine part of the self.

Despite its historical significance and philosophical originality, Olivi’s thinking
was neglected by scholars for a long period. The first decades of the 20" century
witnessed the initial wave of serious scholarly interest in his philosophy, and as
a result the critical editions of some of his major works were prepared. Interest
in Olivi’s thinking continued after this first wave but remained somewhat in the
margins, until very recently. Within the last ten years or so, the scholarly commu-
nity has increasingly focussed on it, and nowadays it is generally acknowledged
that Olivi is a very important figure in the history of philosophy and that his ideas
are philosophically very innovative and interesting. Knowledge about his think-
ing is rapidly increasing. Still, there is much work to be done in order to obtain a
clear understanding thereof.

In the present study, I have used only those works of Olivi’s, which are
available as modern editions. Only about ten years ago, this would have been
a considerable demerit, but at the moment the situation is much improved. As
a result of the new enthusiasm in Olivi’s thinking, a considerable number of his
works have been edited. This gives good ground for an Olivi scholar to draw a
coherent picture without going through the pains of reading manuscripts. From
the point of view of the present study, the single most important work is Olivi’s
question-commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard, the so-called Summa
queestionum super Sententias (hereafter Summa), the second book of which has been
edited completely in Queastiones in secundum librum Sententiarum, and the major
part of the fourth book in Quastiones de novissimis*!. Other works of importance

4 As I have already indicated, I shall refer to the second book of Summa as II Sent. followed

by the number of the question and page numbers. However, the fourth book is referred
to as Quaest. de nov., simply because the numbering of the edited questions do not follow
the original in Summa. For the original numbering, see Antonio Ciceri, Petri Ioannis Olivi
opera: Censimento dei manoscritti, Collectio Oliviana I (Grottaferrata: Editiones collegii S.
Bonaventuree ad Claras Aquas, 1999), 103-13.
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are his Quodlibeta quinque*? and the apologetic writings he wrote when the ortho-
doxy of some of his ideas was questioned*3.

To conclude this general introduction, let me briefly summarise what I take
to be the general contribution of the present study. It is twofold. First and more
obvious is the contribution to the field of the history of philosophy and/or to
the history of ideas. The explicit intention of this study is to give a detailed,
philosophically motivated and historically accurate analysis of Olivi’s thought
concerning the cognitive functions of the sensitive soul**. By hopefully accom-
plishing this aim, the study will increase our knowledge of the philosophical psy-
chology of one of the most interesting thinkers of the 13 century.

However, if a study that pertains to the history of philosophy is striving not
only to be historical but also philosophical, it must include another dimension
besides being a historically accurate (re)presentation of the thinking of a dead
philosopher. This other feature is often less explicit but clearly more philosophi-
cal. It seems to me that there are altogether three philosophical goals to which a
historical study may aim.

In rare cases, ideas taken from the history of philosophy may contribute di-
rectly to modern discussions in the field of philosophy. By accepting this utility of

42 Petrus Ioannis Olivi, Quodlibeta quinque, ed. S. Defraia, Collectio Oliviana VII (Grottaferrata:

Collegium S. Bonaventure ad Claras Aquas, 2002) (hereafter Quodl.).

Petrus Ioannis Olivi, “Responsio quam fecit Petrus [loannis] ad litteram magistrorum,
preesentatam sibi in Avinione,” ed. D. Laberge in “Fr. Petri Ioannis Olivi, O. F. M. Tria
scripta sui ipsius apologetica annorum 1283 et 1285,” AFH 28 (1935): 126-30 (hereafter Re-
sponsio prima); Responsio secunda; and Petrus Ioannis Olivi, “Epistola ad fratrem R.,” ed. S.
Piron, C. Kilmer & E. Marmursztejn, AFH 91:1-2 (1998): 33-65 (hereafter Ep.).

Thus, the present study falls somewhere between the first two genres of the history of
philosophy which are distinguished by Richard Rorty in his well-known article (Richard
Rorty, “The Historiography of Philosophy: Four Genres,” in Philosophy of History: Essays
on the Historiography of Philosophy, ed. R. Rorty, J. B. Schneewind & Q. Skinner (Cambridge:
CUP, 1984), 49-75), namely, historical and rational reconstruction. On the one hand, I aim
at a historically accurate reconstruction of Olivi’s thinking, but on the other hand the topics
of discussion are (at least partly) motivated by modern interests; in some cases I endeav-
our to point out certain consequences of Olivi’s ideas which he did not explicitly take into
consideration. Thus, I tend to agree with Rorty when he states that the different genres are
usually mixed within any particular book on the history of philosophy (ibid., 68). More-
over, I do not think that drawing consequences from the ideas of a past author necessarily
implies that anachronisms will result, as Quentin Skinner seems to claim in his ground-
breaking and much discussed article on the methological issues in the field of history of
philosophy and ideas (Quentin Skinner, “Meaning and Understanding in the History of
Ideas,” History and Theory 8:1 (1969): 9-10). For instance, when we say that a given theory
is contradictory by pointing out that it contains claims that are not compatible with each
other, we are drawing conclusions that are not explicitly present in that theory, and this
is not imposing an anachorist reading of the text. Similarly, when I say, for instance, that
Olivi puts forth an intentional theory of perception or that he discusses self-cognition, I use
concepts that either did not exist at the time, or at least had a different meaning than they
have today. Olivi himself did not use concepts such as “intentional theory of perception”
or “self”, yet I am still not guilty of anachronism—at least not a problematic one—because
it is legitimate to use modern concepts and ideas in analysing historical texts (indeed, it is
inevitable) just as long as we do not say the author himself would have used them and as
long as we do not impose a false interpretation of the texts.
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the history of philosophy, I do not claim that there are some “perennial problems
of philosophy”, nor that past authors would have addressed the same philosoph-
ical problems that we do nowadays. Past ideas usually cannot be brought di-
rectly to modern discussions and they cannot be taken as direct answers to mod-
ern problems. Rather, sometimes a solution presented by a historical author—
meaningful only in the context in which it was first raised—inspires a modern
reader to generate new ideas, which are not necessarily present in the original
text. Thus, even misunderstandings of a historical texts may yield important
changes in the way we think*®. In addition to this, historical studies may trans-
form the way we conceive important questions and possible answers to them.
Our ways of thinking may be changed by interpretations of historical ideas, and
as a result the historical questions and answers may become relevant again. This
is what has happened, for instance, in the case of Aristotelian virtue ethics, which
is nowadays a respectable option in modern discussions concerning moral phi-
losophy*.

Another philosophical result of doing a historical study—a study which
tracks those slow processes in which the worldviews of people living in each
era were formed and transformed—is the demonstration of how these processes
shaped our own ways of thinking. A historical study may tell a story that facili-
tates our understanding of why we think the way we do and what the important
factors are in the development of our ways of thinking.*”

Finally, a historical study may reveal that our preconceptions and ways of
conceiving the world are not unquestionable and necessary, but historically con-
tingent. By obtaining a deep understanding of a different yet rational way of think-
ing, we may realise that it is possible to conceive of the world and ourselves in
a very different manner. Seeing the contingency in our ways of thinking, and
questioning the necessity of the principles onto which we base our assumptions,
opinions, and intuitions—can there be anything more philosophical? And the
history of philosophy may be a useful instrument that facilitates in seeing and
questioning. A past idea may serve as a kind of a mirror from which we can see
more clearly our own subconscious preconceptions, and a better understanding
of the features of our own thinking makes it possible to undertake the philosoph-
ical project of questioning them. (Skinner 1969, 52-3.) These three philosophical
aims are ambitious, to be sure, and I do not claim that the present study hits
upon any of them; but if this study reaches even half way, or gives occasion for
someone else to write a more comprehensive story, I shall be content.

% Heidegger’s reading of Aristotle is a good example of such an innovative misunderstand-

ing.
One important factor in the new coming of virtue ethics was Alasdair MacIntyre’s influen-
tial work After Virtue, which draws heavily from an Aristotelian approach (Alasdair MacIn-
tyre, After Virtue: A Study in Moral Theory, 2" ed. (Notre Dame: University of Notre Dame
Press, 1984).

This kind of approach is clearly present, e.g., in Foucault’s idea of genealogy.
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Part 1

Theory of Perception



2 INTRODUCTION

Perception is the most fundamental cognitive relation we have to the world
around us. Without the ability to perceive, we would be hindered from all other
types of cognitive activity as well. The importance of perception was empha-
sised also by medieval philosophers. Especially in the latter half of the 13" cen-
tury, after the incorporation of Aristotelian and Arabic natural philosophy into
university curricula, it became typical to think that even though we are intellec-
tual beings capable of understanding the intellectual structure of the world we
nevertheless need our senses in order to actually do so. Empirical information
was taken to be necessary for rational understanding. Also, other psychological
processes were thought to be based on perception: we can remember only things
we have perceived before, and even though we are able to imagine things that
we have never perceived we can do so only insofar as the imagined things are
constructed out of perceptual features that we have perceived before. Moreover,
our emotional life was thought to require perception, since our emotions were
thought to be necessary related to things we are familiar with through sensa-
tions. In short, perception was taken to be a foundation for all our cognitive and
psychological activity.

The ability to perceive is also important from the point of view of the psy-
chological continuity between human beings and other animals. Aristotle already
thought that animals are distinguished from plants by the ability to perceive.
Even though not all species of animals have all the five external senses that the
higher animals have, the capacity of perception is endowed by the sensitive soul,
and as such it is common to all animals. To be an animal is to be capable of per-
ception, and in this regard there is no difference between rational and irrational
animals.! Human beings and non-human animals have basically the same psy-
chological capacity of perception.

Medieval philosophers share this Aristotelian view. Generally speaking,
they think that when it comes to perception, there are only minor differences
between human beings and higher animals such as dogs, wolves, sheep, snakes,

1 De sensu et sensibilibus (hereafter Sens.), 1, 436°10-13; De anima (hereafter DA) 11.3, 414229—
b5; ibid., I11.12, 434230-b9.
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and the like. All these creatures are endowed with the same set of external senses,
and thus their cognitive relation to the external world is basically quite similar to
ours. To be sure, medieval thinkers know that the acuteness of the senses varies
between different species of animals, but this is understood by them only as a
matter of quantitative difference, not a qualitative one.

All this applies also to Olivi’s thought. He accepts the fundamental role
of perception and in this respect the similarity between human and non-human
animals. However, when it comes to the details of Olivi’s theory of perception, it
is clear that he deviates from the theories of perception that prevailed at the time.
In this first part of the study, I shall discuss Olivi’s theory of perception from
various points of view beginning from his conception of the faculties of the soul
that are responsible for perception, and ending up with a discussion concerning
the differences and similarities he sees between human and animal perception.

To begin with, Olivi thinks in keeping with a long tradition, that the per-
ceptual capacity of higher animals (including human beings) is divided into five
external senses: vision, hearing, smell, taste, and touch. In addition, according to
him the sensitive soul provides one so-called internal sense, the common sense
(sensus communis), in which all the different perceptual aspects converge. Olivi
takes it that the external senses are distinct from each other. They are not different
modalities of one perceptual capacity, but they must be understood as separate
faculties of the soul. Moreover, he claims that the common sense is distinct from
the external senses. The relation between the external senses and the common
sense will be the focus of Chapter 3, which deals with the foundations of Olivi’s
theory of perception in terms of the faculties of the soul. In that chapter, I shall
point out that Olivi argues in favour of a clear distinction between the percep-
tual faculties of the soul but that despite this distinction he sees a close functional
relation between them.

After sorting out the basics of Olivian faculty psychology, I shall concen-
trate on Olivi’s own theory of perception?, which can be understood as a critical
reaction to the species theories of perception that were prevalent at the time. Ac-
cording to the species theories, perception is basically a passive process in which
the object actualises the passive faculties of perception by a so-called sensible
species (species sensibilis). Olivi’s critique towards the species theories will be the
topic of Chapter 4. Instead of the species theory, Olivi puts forth his own theory
which can best be understood as an intentional theory of perception. He turns
the Aristotelian picture, which emphasises passivity of perception, upside down
and incorporates Neoplatonic elements into his theory. He emphasises that we
perceive only if we pay attention to our environment and concludes on the basis
of this that rather than being passive recipients we are active participants in the
process of perception. Even though the two first chapters also deal with Olivi’s
view to some extent, his theory will be addressed in detail in Chapter 5.

2 The topic has been dealt with in Pasnau 1997b, 1214, 1304, 168-181; Tachau 1988, 39-54;
Spruit 1994, 215-24; Belmond 1929, 295-9, 463-72. A classical presentation of the historical
development of theories of vision is David C. Lindberg, Theories of Vision from al-Kindi to
Kepler (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1976).
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The idea that consciousness is a function of a single centre—the highest cog-
nitive faculty of the soul—will be discussed in Chapter 6, where I shall analyse in
detail the functional relation between the external senses and the common sense
and the role of attention in the process of perception. I shall argue that even
though Olivi distinguishes external senses from the common sense, he does not
think that the acts of the external senses provide consciousness to the subject.
Rather, conscious perception, which makes the subject actually perceive the ob-
jects she perceives, is a function of only one faculty of the soul. In the case of
non-human animals, this faculty is the common sense. The acts of the common
sense provide the subject with consciousness of the intentional objects of those
acts, and by intentionally directing this highest cognitive faculty of the soul to
different external senses (which amounts to directing one’s attention) the subject
becomes conscious of different perceptible qualities, which are attained through
the external senses. However, Olivi’s view seems to entail another type of con-
sciousness which can be called “peripheral consciousness”. Even when the sub-
ject does not pay attention to her surroundings, there seems to remain a kind of
undetermined peripheral consciousness which does not suffice for conscious per-
ception of external objects but enables the subject to notice patent changes in her
surroundings and direct her attention to them so as to consciously perceive them.

The next two chapters of Part I are dedicated to the manifestation of dual-
istic currents in Olivi’s theory of perception (Chapter 7), and the apparent mind-
body problem which emerges on the basis of this dualism (Chapter 7.4). In these
chapters I shall show how Olivi’s theory of perception leads him to the brink of
functional dualism and even commits him to a sort of a mind-body problem. Al-
though Olivi is keen to reject flagrantly dualistic anthropological views, I shall ar-
gue that many features of Olivi’s theory of perception betray the dualistic strand
of his anthropology. The main reason why Olivi’s theory of perception entails a
functional dualism is because of his idea about perception as a psychological pro-
cess which takes place in the soul and is tied to bodily processes only accidentally.
External objects are capable of causing some kind of physiological changes in the
organs of the senses, but in the end these changes do not have anything to do
with perception. Perception is brought about by the soul, and even though acts
of perception are realised as physiological changes in the organs of the senses,
these changes are not necessary for percepion. In other words, perception is ac-
tivity of the soul, and the body has only a subordinate role in the process—in fact,
it is not even necessary to have a body in order to be able to perceive. This way of
conceiving perception is suggestive of a radical mind-body problem, and I shall
claim that Olivi can (and indeed must) be understood as a rare bird who not only
recognises the possibility of separating perception as a mental process from the
physiological changes that take place in the body but also suggests that the latter
may be unnecessary for perception; at least their role is questionable. Thus, Olivi
adheres to a kind of functional dualism and leaves the functional connection be-
tween the body and the soul quite explicitly open.

Finally, Chapter 8 deals with Olivi’s conception of perception in non-human
animals. The central question of that chapter is how non-human animals are
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supposed to perceive given Olivi’s adherence to the active nature of perception,
which seems to require a spiritual soul that is capable of existing without the
body. It will turn out that, in fact, Olivi sees only minor psychological differences
between human and animal perception regardless of the radical metaphysical
dissimilarity of the souls these kinds of creatures have.



3 FACULTIES OF PERCEPTION

3.1 Five External Senses

In order to understand Olivi’s theory of perception it is necessary to first consider
the foundation on which his theory is based, i.e., to see how he conceives of the
faculties of perception!. In typical medieval fashion, Olivi approaches percep-
tion as being the actualisation of certain potencies or faculties of the soul. These
faculties are the external senses—sight, hearing, smell, taste, and touch—and the
common sense. The external senses provide information about the sensible qual-
ities of external objects?>. These sensible qualities are the proper objects of the
external senses: for example, colours in the case of sight and sounds in the case
of hearing. The information that is acquired through the senses is received in the
common sense, which combines all the various sense modalities and forms a uni-
fied perceptual experience out of them. But what exactly is the relation between
these faculties of the soul? External senses are located in distinct organs of the
body, but are they distinct from each other also in the soul?

There are two possible ways to construe the relation between the various
external senses on the one hand, and between the external senses and the com-
mon sense on the other. Either these faculties are considered not as many dis-
tinct faculties but as one perceptual capacity, which has different modes of acting
(represented by the external senses); or they are understood as separate facul-
ties, which can, at least in principle, act independently from each other. In the
first case, there is only one faculty in the soul, and it is somehow diversified to
perform different kinds of sensations in the various organs of the senses. For
instance, although Aristotle is not explicit on the matter, it is widely accepted
among modern scholars that he did not understand the five external senses as
being independent faculties, but rather as—to use a famous metaphor that was

1 This and the following chapter are largely based on II Sent. qq. 60-62, 570-596, in which

Olivi deals with the relation of external senses to each other and to the common sense.
We shall see in Part III, Chapter 19.2 that in Olivi’s view the sense of touch is an exception
to this rule.
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introduced by Alexander of Aphrodisias—radii of a circle, the centre of which is
the koineé aisthesis (which is the predecessor of the faculty that was to become the
Latin sensus communis). There is only one perceptual capacity, and it perceives
different qualities as if through different channels. The external senses represent
separate modes in which the koine aisthesis perceives external things, and they are
not independent faculties.> The activity of any of the external senses is, in this
view, also the activity of the centralised perceptual capacity, and there is no point
in asking where, or in which faculty, perception takes place. This reflects, to be
sure, the fact that Aristotle does not approach the issue from the point of view of
faculty psychology.

However, the same idea was adhered to also by later thinkers within the
tradition of faculty psychology. Avicenna, for instance, thought that there is only
one perceptual capacity in the soul and that the external senses are only different
aspects of it: “And this power is the one that is called the common sense, which
is the centre of all the senses, and from which branches are drawn and to which
the senses return, and it is that which truly senses.”* The external senses are
not independent faculties but branches of the common sense, and the soul does
not contain many faculties of perception but only one, the common sense. The
common sense receives different perceptual qualities through the channels of the
external senses. Activity of any of the senses is in fact also activity of the common
sense. The perceptual capacity as a whole does the perceiving.

In contrast to Avicenna, many Latin scholars of the 13" century adhered to
the alternative view according to which the perceptual power of the soul is not
one. The soul includes many distinct perceptual faculties, which are not only
situated in different organs but are also distinct from each other in the soul. One

3 The most important passages in which Aristotle presents the idea of the unity of the per-

ceptual capacity are DA II1.1-2; ibid., 7; Sens. 7, 44925-19; and De somno et vigilia (hereafter
Sommn.), 2, 455%12-22; For discussion, see, e.g., Charles Kahn, “Sensation and Consciousness
in Aristotle’s Psychology,” Archiv fiir Geschichte der Philosophie 48 (1966): 52-9 (reprinted
in Articles on Aristotle 4: Psychology & Aesthetics, ed. J. Barnes, M. Schofield & R. Sorabji
(London: Duckworth 1979): 1-31); Juha Sihvola, “The Problem of Consciousness in Aris-
totle’s Psychology,” in Heindmaa, Lahteenméki & Remes 2007, 49-65; The metaphor of the
radii of a circle was first suggested by Alexander of Aphrodisias (Cristina D’Ancona, “De-
grees of Abstraction in Avicenna: How to Combine Aristotle’s De anima and the Enneads,”
in Knuuttila & Kérkkédinen 2008, 47-71); For discussion about later developments of Aris-
totelian ideas, see, e.g., Simo Knuuttila, “Aristotle’s Theory of Perception and Medieval
Aristotelianism,” in ibid., 8-17.

“Et haec virtus est quee vocatur sensus communis, quee est centrum omnium sensuum et a
qua derivantur rami et cui reddunt sensus, et ipsa est vere quee sentit.” (Shifa’ De an. IV.1,
5.) The idea about spiritus animalis as a physiological vehicle for the psychological powers
of the soul, which was employed by Avicenna among others, goes well with the idea of
one perceptual capacity: spiritus animalis comes from the brain and is diffused to the sense
organs through the nerves. It receives different complexiones due to the organs in which it
exists. In this way, there is one spirit which is essentially the same, but it is diversified to
different functions by the organs. (See, e.g., Alain de Libera, “Le sens commun au XIII®
siecle: De Jean de La Rochelle a Albert le Grand,” Revue de metaphysique et de morale 4
(1991): 483; Ruth E. Harvey, The Inward Wits: Psychological Theory in the Middle Ages and the
Renaissance (London: The Warburg Institute, University of London, 1975), 21-30.)
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of the reasons for this change was probably related to discussions concerning
the perception of perception, which was considered as an essential feature of the
ability to perceive. The idea that no sensitive faculty is capable of apprehending
its own activity was widespread, and these ideas together seem to require that
the faculty that perceives the activity of the senses must be distinct from them.

In the 13" century, Aristotle was sometimes interpreted as being a propo-
nent of the view that the external senses and the common sense are distinct fac-
ulties of the soul. This is quite understandable, given that Aristotle oftentimes
discusses the external senses as if they were distinct faculties, and he even pro-
vides a criterion for distinguishing the faculties of the soul which may be taken
as entailing the distinction thereof. This criterion, widely employed by medieval
Aristotelians (e.g., Aquinas), is based on the differences in the objects of appre-
hension. It claims that the faculties of the soul are diversified by their acts, which
are in turn diversified by the objects that cause the acts.” If there are two kinds
of objects (e.g., two perceptual qualities), they are apprehended by two distinct
kinds of acts, and these acts must be brought about by two distinct faculties.
Thus, the difference of faculties can be inferred from the difference of objects: for
every distinct kind of object there is a distinct faculty which pertains to it. Colour
and sound are different kinds of sensible qualities, and therefore they are appre-
hended by different faculties: colours actualise the faculty of sight, and sounds
actualise the faculty of hearing. This criterion was used not only to separate dif-
ferent modes of perception from each other (seeing from hearing) but also to indi-
cate that there must be several faculties in the soul that perform these functions.
Colours and sounds do not directly affect the same perceptual capacity but they
pertain to different faculties (sight and hearing) and affect the common sense only
through them.

Following this lead, Aquinas appears to think that the external senses differ
from each other and from the common sense. There are altogether six perceptual
faculties in the soul: five external senses and the common sense. These are in
reality distinct from each other, and the activity of the external senses is not the
same as the activity of the common sense.®

5 See, e.g., DA 11.4, 41516-22; The idea about the priority of objects to acts and acts to fac-
ulties was in general use in the Middle Ages. See, e.g., Anonymous, De potentiis anima et
obiectis, ed. D. A. Callus, in “The Powers of the Soul: An Early Unpublished Text,” Reserches
de théologie ancienne et médiévale 19 (1952): 147-8; ST 1.77.3.

See, for example, ST 1.78.4; Thomas Aquinas, Queestiones disputate de anima, ed. B.-C. Bazan,
Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P. M. edita, 24.1 (Rome /Paris: Commis-
sio Leonina/Les Editions du Cerf, 1996) (hereafter Quast. de an.), g. 13; Thomas Aquinas,
Quastiones disputate de veritate, cura et studio fratrum preedicatorum, Sancti Thome de
Aquino Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P. M. edita, 22.2 (Romee ad sanctee sabinae, 1972) (here-
after De veritate), q. 15.1 arg. 3 & ad 3; Occasionally Aquinas employs the metaphor of a
circle and radii thereof (see, e.g., Thomas Aquinas, Questiones de quolibet, ed. R. A. Gau-
thier, Sancti Thoma de Aquino Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P. M. edita, 25 (Rome/Paris:
Commissio Leonina/Editions du Cerf, 1996), VII.1.2 ad 1; Thomas Aquinas, Sentencia libri
De anima, ed. R. A. Gauthier, Sancti Thomee de Aquino Opera omnia iussu Leonis XIII P.
M. edita, 45.1 (Rome/Paris: Commissio Leonina/Vrin, 1984) (hereafter Sent. DA), 3.6), but
he also explicitly denies the theory that the faculties are the same (Sentencia libri De sensu et
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Thus, the question Olivi addresses is the following: is there only one faculty
or are there several faculties of perception in the soul? He dissents from the view
of Avicenna and agrees with Aquinas and others, since he clearly does not accept
the unity of the perceptual faculties of the soul. He argues that the external senses
are not different aspects of one perceptual capacity and denies the association of
the common sense with the external senses.” The common sense and the external
senses are separate faculties that differ from each other due to their particular and
distinct modes of acting.

However, it is not as evident that Olivi accepts the criterion, as employed
by Aquinas, for instance, to distinguish between the external senses: namely, in-
ferring the plurality of the faculties from the plurality of kinds of perceivable
objects. At the outset, Olivi seems to straightforwardly reject this idea: he claims
that each of the external senses is capable of apprehending objects which belong
to different species and genera. The bright light of the sun, the dim light of a
candle, and the various colours are all apprehended by the faculty of sight. Sight
also perceives transparency (perspicuitas transparentium), which belongs to yet an-
other genus than that of light and colour. Similarly, other senses are capable of
apprehending various kinds of objects that belong to different genera.® In this
way it seems that we cannot conclude from the differences in objects that there
are distinctions of the external senses because it is possible for one and the same
faculty to apprehend different kinds of objects. Sight senses objects that belong
to different genera; yet it is only one faculty.

However, if we look closely at Olivi’s discussion, we see that in fact he does
not reject the criterion of distinguishing faculties on the basis of the diversity
of their objects completely. We shall see below that he does not apply it to the
higher cognitive faculties of the sensitive soul (the internal senses)’, but despite
his avowal of the diversity of the kinds of objects that can be perceived by each
of the external senses, he employs the criterion to make distinctions between the
senses. Eyes do not hear noises nor do they smell odours, rather, they appre-
hend only the objects of sight, and similarly all the other senses have their proper
objects:

sensato, cura et studio fratrum preedicatorum, Sancti Thomae de Aquino Opera omnia iussu
Leonis XIII P. M. edita, 45.2 (Rome/Paris: Commissio Leonina/Vrin, 1985) (hereafter Sent.
De sensu), 1.18). For discussion, see Pasnau 2002, 195-6 & n26.

II Sent. q. 60, 569-73; ibid., q. 62, 586-96. Olivi actually occasionally employs Avicenna’s
illustration and speaks as if the external senses were branches of the common sense (ibid.,
g. 51 app., 194; ibid., q. 62, 592). However, it is clear that he does not accept the idea that
there would be only one perceptual capacity, which would receive different modes of acting
from the different sense organs: the faculties of the soul are not limited by their organs (see
especially ibid., q. 62, 592-3; ibid., q. 51 app., 158-9). See also Chapter 3.2 below.

“[...]non omnis diversitatis speciei vel generis obiectorum probat vel includit diversitatem
potentiarum nostrarum; alias tot erunt in nobis potentice intellectivee quot sunt species et
genera scibilium. Secundum hoc etiam quilibet sensus particularis esset plures potentize,
quia nullus est quin habeat plura obiecta diversorum generum; lux enim et color differunt
genere. Multa etiam sunt species et genera sonorum, et multa sunt genera tangibilium et
gustabilium.” (I Sent. q. 55,292.)

9 See Part II, Chapter 11.1.
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Sense experience proclaims the plurality of the senses and the faculties of the
senses in three ways. First is the restriction of the senses to certain objects and
certain acts. For we see that the faculty which is in the eye cannot perceive
sounds, smells nor flavours, and neither can the sense of hearing perceive
light or colours but only audible [qualities].!?

On this superficial level, objects indicate that there is a difference of faculties.
The external senses are distinct from each other because they pertain to different
kinds of objects.

We have to be careful, however, for it is not apparent how extensively Olivi
thinks this idea can be applied. He admits that sounds cannot be seen nor colours
heard, certainly, but this does not yet prove that he would adhere to the criterion
as such. It seems to me that the crucial question is, whether he thinks that the
objects which are apprehended by one of the external senses have some underly-
ing similarity or not. There are two options: either Olivi thinks that the objects
of one sense are somehow similar to each other, in which case he might approve
the criterion according to which different senses can be distinguished from each
other on the basis of their objects; or the objects themselves do not have anything
in common, in which case the criterion does not apply. In the former case there
would be one faculty for one kind of object because all the objects of one faculty
would fall under one common denominator. In the latter case there would be no
common denominator between the different objects of one faculty and thus the
raison d’étre of the faculty could not be inferred from the unity of its objects.

One thing needs to be noted at the outset. Whatever the case may be, the
various kinds of objects that pertain to one of the external senses have at least
one thing in common, namely, they are all apprehended by one and the same
faculty. It is not obvious that colours, transparency, and light have anything else
in common, but Olivi seems to take it for granted that they are perceived by sight.
The question is whether or not this is the only thing they have in common.

Olivi discusses at lenght a common denominator or common feature (com-
munis ratio) to which all the objects of one faculty must pertain. If such a common
denominator can be found, it will give the required unity to the objects of one
faculty, and therefore it will account for their being apprehended by one and the
same external sense. In many passages, Olivi seems to say that despite the di-
versity of the objects which can be apprehended by one sense (light, colour, and

10 “Quod pluralitatem sensuum et potentiarum ipsorum sensualis experientia clamat et hoc

quoad tria. Primum est ipsorum limitatio ad determinata obiecta et ad determinatos actus.
Videmus enim quod potentia quee est in oculo non potest percipere sonos nec odores nec
sapores, nec auditus lucem et colores, sed sola audibilia.” (I Sent. q. 60, 570-1.) However,
Olivi limits the application of this criterion. Not every kind of difference between objects
forces us to conclude that the faculties that apprehend them must be distinct from each
other: “[...] diversitas potentiarum tunc potest ex diversitate obiectorum accipi, quando
una earum est essentialiter limitata ad unum genus obiectorum et alia ad aliud. Ab illa
etiam generali unitate obiectorum potest argui unitas potentize, ad cuius totalem ambitum
potentia secundum ultimatam et substantialem specificationem suam sumpta attingit, et
hoc uno modo sibi substantiali et specifico et non pluribus substantialibus modis diversi
generis vel speciei.” (II Sent. q. 61, 583.)
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transparency in the case of sight), there must exist a real unity between these
objects. He admits that we do not know what the common denominator is; we
simply know that it exists because we apprehend a diversity of objects by the
same external sense. Moreover, at one point Olivi seems to state that the com-
mon denominator is a real property of the objects.!! Understood in this way,
there really is something in the objects themselves which makes them similar to
each other so that they can be perceived by one of the external senses. The fact
that different kinds of objects fall under the scope of one faculty would in this
case be only an indicator of some underlying similarity in the objects themselves.
If we perceive two very different things by one sense, it means that these objects
have something in common, even though we do not necessarily know what it is.

Olivi was meticulous in his attempt to find the common denominator in
the case of every external sense, but he fails—except for in the case of the sense of
touch. This is interesting, given that it was precisely the sense of touch which was
so often a difficult issue for medieval philosophers. There was an ongoing discus-
sion concerning the unity of the sense of touch, and no consensus was reached on
whether it should be considered as one faculty or as a genus of several faculties.
The number of external senses was regarded as disputable because it was thought
that the qualities that are perceptible by the sense of touch (hardness/softness,
heat/cold, etc.) are so different from each other that it is problematic to relate
their perception to a single faculty. The unity of the other senses was generally
considered unproblematic.!? Olivi’s thinking is an exception in this regard. He
made an ingenious move by claiming that the common denominator which gath-
ers together the various qualities that are perceived by the sense of touch is their
effect on the organ of touch (i.e., flesh or the whole body of the perceiving subject)
and its well-being. All the qualities which are apprehended by touch affect the
body of the percipient in ways that either perfect or destroy it, and that is why
those qualities are perceived by one and the same sense. The sense of touch is

B This is what Olivi seems to say in II Sent. q. 61, 584: “Igitur sufficit quod ex specificatione

potentiae seu ex aliquo uniformi respectu ad eam sumatur una communis ratio omnium
obiectorum suorum quee respectu immediatorum obiectorum aliquam naturam vel pro-
prietatem realem ponit in obiectis secundum quam conveniunt, licet illa saepe sit nobis
incognita et innominata, nisi solum per respectum ad potentiam cuius sunt obiecta, iuxta
quod omnia obiecta visus vocamus visibilia et auditus audibilia et tactus tangibilia. [...]
Preeterea, perspicuitas transparentium differt genere a luce et colore, et tamen ipsa vere
videtur a visu penetrante et cernente perspicua. Quia tamen sub uno aspectu aspiciunt
visum et aspiciuntur ab eo, ideo in una communi ratione visibilitatis conveniunt.”

12 See, e.g., Shifi’ De an. 1.4, 83-5; Avicenna, The Canon of Medicine (al-Qaniin fr'l-tibb), ed. L.
Bakhtiar, transl. O. C. Gruner & M. H. Shah (Great Books of the Islamic World, inc., 1999)
(hereafter Canon), 8.1, §§554-5, 163. The same approach applies also to 13t century au-
thors. For instance, Pietro d’Abano’s thorough and well-known work Conciliator contains
a short discussion of the unity of the sense of touch (Pietro d’Abano, Conciliator differen-
tiarum philosophorum et precipue medicorum (Venice: Juntas, 1565), fol. 64¥?). By contrast, the
work does not contain a similar discussion with regard to the other senses, at least on the
basis of the index of the renaissance edition. See also, e.g., Jean de la Rochelle, Tractatus de
divisione multiplici potentiarum animae, ed. P. Michaud-Quantin, Textes philosophiques du
Moyen Age XI (Paris: Vrin, 1964), I1.4.
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one faculty exactly because its objects have a common denominator, a property
that makes them similar to each other in the relevant respect.'®

Finding a common denominator in the case of the other senses is more prob-
lematic for Olivi. He argues that in the case of sight the common denominator is
unknown to us: we only know that it exists because we apprehend all the visible
objects by sight. The same goes for the other senses. Thus, it seems that Olivi
wants to adhere to the view that there must be some common denominator in
the objects of each of the senses. Although we do not know what the common
denominator is, it must exist because otherwise there is no reason for the unity of
each of the senses by which the diverse objects are perceived. Light and colour
must have something in common because they are seen, but colour and sound
apparently do not have anything in common because they are not perceived by
one and the same faculty. Thus, the objects of one sense must have something in
common. However, if we look closely at what Olivi says in the following passage,
where he most explicitly addresses the issue, we get a confusing picture about the
nature of this common feature:

The species and genera of sounds are manifold, and various are the genera
of touchable and tasteable [qualities]. One might say that they are not so di-
verse that they would not be univocally under some common denominator
of some very general or subaltern genus. But this too is false because a ray
or radiation of light that issues forth from fire or from the sun is not univo-
cal with it [viz the light from which it issues] but only analogical, and still
they both [viz the ray and the light] are apprehended by sight. Therefore,
it suffices that they converge in some analogous property [...] But what are
these properties in themselves? Not all of them are known to us or have a
name, except in relation to the faculty to which [the apprehension thereof]
belongs. For instance, when we say that the property of visibility is that in
which all visible [qualities] converge in relation to sight, and the property
of touchability is that in which all tangible [qualities] converge in relation to
touch [...]"#

Olivi evidently denies that all of the objects of sight can belong to the same genus
generalissimus: radiation of light is only analogous to the light from which it is-
sues. Hence, in the end it seems that there is not need for any similarity in the

13 I Sent. q. 61, 579, 585; Yrjonsuuri 2008, 101-16. Olivi’s conception of the sense of touch is
dealt with in detail in Part III, Chapter 19.2.

“Multa etiam sunt species et genera sonorum, et multa sunt genera tangibilium et gustabil-
ium. Si dicatur quod non sunt sic diversa quin in aliqua communi ratione alicuius generis
generalissimi vel subalterni univocentur: etiam hoc est falsum, quia radius seu radiosi-
tas lucis igneee vel solaris non habet univocationem cum ipsa, sed solum analogiam, et
tamen utraque visu apprehenditur. Sufficit ergo quod in aliqua una ratione analoga con-
veniant [...] Quaecunque autem sint secundum se huiusmodi rationes: nobis tamen in om-
nibus non sunt notee vel nominatee nisi solum per respectum ad potentiam cuius sunt; ut
cum dicimus quod ratio visibilitatis est illud in quo conveniunt omnia visibilia respectu vi-
sus, et ratio tangibilitatis est illud in quo respectu tactus omnia tangibilia conveniunt [...]”
(I Sent. q. 55, 292-3; See also ibid., q. 64, 606.)

14



52

qualities that are apprehended by one sense, and therefore the only common de-
nominator is that the objects are perceived by one faculty. The objects of sight are
only analogous to each other; in reality the sole thing that connects the different
objects of one faculty is the fact that they are apprehended by one and the same
faculty. There is no underlying similarity within the objects themselves, not even
a similarity that remains unknown to us.

If we take this idea seriously, it seems that Olivi attempts to find a common
denominator to account for the unity of the objects of each of the senses, but being
unable to do so in every case he makes recourse to the faculties. He points out that
the faculties simply apprehend the objects that are proper to them. Thus, despite
his principally positive stance towards the criterion of distinguishing external
senses from each other on the basis of their objects, Olivi seems to end up with
approaching the issue from the point of view of faculties and their acts, modes
of acting, and types of acts. The common denominator to which all the objects of
one external sense pertain is taken from the faculty and its mode of perceiving.
For instance, every object we see has the common denominator of being visible to
us, and visible objects do not necessarily have anything more in common. All in
all, Olivi’s stance remains somewhat unclear, and it seems that he does not make
up his mind on this matter.

Taking this ambivalence into consideration, we can say that if Olivi thinks
that there is no unifying feature in the objects of one faculty, and the only common
denominator between them is the fact that they all are apprehended by the same
faculty, his view lacks the philosophical acuteness which is typical of him. The
criterion of distinguishing faculties from each other on the basis of the differences
in their objects requires a real unity within all the objects of each separate faculty if
it is intended to demonstrate anything. Had Olivi appealed only to this criterion
when arguing that external senses differ from each other, we could accuse him of
circular argumentation. Take the following premises:

1. External senses differ from each other because every sense pertains to its
proper objects, which differ in kind from the objects of other senses.

2. The proper objects of one external sense have nothing else in common than
the fact that they are apprehended by the same sense.

From these we cannot conclude anything about the distinctness or unity of the
senses. There is no more reason to think that the sight that sees a coloured sur-
face is the same faculty as the sight that sees light than there is to think that the
sight that sees a coloured surface is the same faculty as the sense of smell that
smells apples. If there is no other explanation for the unity of the objects of one of
the senses but the fact that they fall under that sense, inferring the distinctness of
faculties from the distinct types of objects they pertain to is not valid reasoning.
However, if the fact that different kinds of objects pertain to one and the same fac-
ulty is only an indicator of some underlying similarity in the objects themselves,
the reasoning is valid, but even in that case it remains unavailing.

However, this is not the only criterion Olivi uses to distinguish between the
external senses. He employs other criteria, and because he approaches the issue
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from the point of view of the faculties and their modes of acting, he is in a position
to draw distinctions between the external senses without fallacious reasoning. In
other words, the criterion by which Olivi separates the faculties of the soul from
each other is based on the different types of acts that different faculties produce:
“It is impossible for a created being to be a principle of acts or effects, which
belong to different genera, by one power; thus we deem the faculties of the soul
to be essentially distinct because they have different acts.”!® It is obvious that the
difference in the acts is not due to the objects they pertain to (even though, as we
have seen, in many cases this is also true). Olivi’s idea about what makes the acts
different becomes clearer if we look at the following passage:

[...] even though one faculty can produce acts which differ in species, it can-
not produce acts which differ in genera. This is because acts receive their
species from the objects or from their relation (habitudine) to the objects, but
they receive their genus from the faculty. [...] An illustration of this (al-
though not completely similar) can be given in the case of light, which is
generated by the sunlight. It receives different shapes from vases that partic-
ipate in the light while retaining the unity of specific clarity, which it receives
from the sunlight.'

This passage accentuates again that Olivi approaches the issue from the point of
view of the faculties. Perceptual acts are defined mainly by the faculties, whereas
the objects play only a minor role in specifying the acts: they distinguish different
kinds of acts a faculty has from each other, but they do not make the acts so
different that they would have to belong to separate faculties. Thus, from the
difference in objects we cannot infer a difference in faculties. Neither can we
infer a difference in faculties from a difference between acts, as long as the acts
themselves belong to one genus which they receive from the faculty. What Olivi
has in mind here is that every faculty has its own proper mode of apprehending,
which is peculiar to it. The faculty of sight sees; the faculty of hearing hears; the
intellect grasps things intellectually. As long as different kinds of acts and objects
fall under one mode of apprehending, the faculty to which they belong is the
same.

15 “Impossibile est enim in aliquo creato quod secundum eandem virtutem sit principium

diversorum actuum vel effectuum diversorum genere; unde potentias animee per actus
diversos iudicamus esse diversas secundum essentiam.” (II Sent. q. 50, 31.)

“[...] quamvis actus differentes specie possent esse ab eadem potentia, non tamen genere;
quoniam actus speciem sortiuntur ex obiectis seu ex habitudine ad obiecta, genus vero a
potentia. [...] Exemplum autem huius, licet non omnino consimile, potest dari in lumine
genito a luce solari quee varietatem figurarum accipit a vasis lumen ipsius participantibus,
retinendo unitatem claritatis specificam quam trahit a luce solari.” (I Sent. q. 54, 275-
6.) The point of the illustration is that sunlight illuminates several dissimilar vases, and
thus generates shiny surfaces of different shapes. These “lights” are of a different species
because they are shaped differently; but they remain in the same genus of light because
they are all generated by the sun. Similarly, the acts of one faculty belong to the same
genus (of acts of seeing, or acts of understanding, for example), but they can be different in
kind due to the difference of objects they pertain to.

16
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Olivi’s emphasis on the faculties is most clearly present in his third argu-
ment in which he holds the five external senses as distinct from each other!”.
Namely, he argues that the acts of different senses, considered in themselves, dif-
fer from each other:

The third [proof] is the sensible diversification of the acts of hearing and see-
ing, taken in themselves and in an absolute manner, and likewise of the other
acts of different senses. Namely, hearing differs sensibly from seeing—not
only because it is about such [scil. visible] object but also because hearing
as hearing differs from seeing as seeing. In other words, these acts belong
sensibly to different species already due to the nature (ratio) they have solely
from their faculties, without various specifications which they receive after-
wards from their special objects, according to which vision of black differs
specifically from a vision of white. Thus, if per impossibile the same sound
would be visible to the eyes, audible to the ears, and tasteable to taste: still
seeing it would differ specifically from hearing and tasting it, and it would
not be heard by the eyes, but only by the ears, and it would not be seen by
the ears, but only by the eyes.!8

The five external senses differ from each other because their acts or modes of
acting differ from each other. The crucial point in this passage is that even if
per impossibile all the external senses would apprehend one and the same quality,
each of them would apprehend it in a way proper to it and not in the ways that
are proper to the other senses.

Thus, even though we can, to some extent, judge by the objects that the
five senses are separate faculties, the fundamental difference between them is not
due to their objects but to their modes of apprehension. Seeing is activity of its
own kind, and it differs from hearing and tasting because hearing and tasting are
different kinds of apprehension. It is also important to note that Olivi appeals to
our experience in this matter: the difference between the modes of apprehension
is not an abstract matter but an experiential fact. In a way, Olivi’s starting point
is our experience of the different modes of apprehension we are capable of. This
experience attests to the differences between the senses, which are then confirmed
also by the differences between the objects of the senses.

Thus, in principle Olivi accepts the criterion that different kinds of objects
require different faculties, since he employs it—at least to some extent—in the

7 The other two criteria are those discussed above: different external senses pertain to differ-

ent kinds of objects, and they are realised in different organs.

“Tertium est sensibilis diversificatio actuum audiendi et videndi secundum se et absolute
sumptorum, et sic de aliis actibus diversorum sensuum. Nam audire, non solum in quan-
tum est talis obiecti, differt sensibiliter a videre, immo etiam audire, in quantum audire,
differt a videre, in quantum videre. Quod est dicere quod huiusmodi actus sensibiliter
differunt specie secundum solas rationes quas a solis suis potentiis habent absque diversis
specificationibus quas postmodum a suis specialibus obiectis accipiunt, iuxta quod visio
nigri differt specie a visione albi. Unde si per impossibile idem sonus esset visibilis ab
oculo et audibilis ab aure et gustabilis a gustu: adhuc videre ipsum differt specie ab eius
auditu et gustu, nec audiretur ab oculo, sed a sola aure, nec videretur ab aure, sed a solo
oculo.” (II Sent. q. 60, 571-2.)
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case of external senses. However, he does not present it as comprehensive and,
arguably, does not benefit from it. He simply begins with the faculties that human
beings and higher animals have and ends up claiming that there must be some
common denominator between the objects of a particular external sense. In the
case of touch he finds the common ground, but in the case of the other senses
he has to recourse to the senses themselves, to their different kinds of acts, and
also to our experience of this difference. The decisive factor which differentiates
the faculties of the soul from each other is their way of apprehending, or their
modes of acting. This is an interesting difference from Aquinas’ approach, for
instance, which contends that we have to begin with the objects of perception,
then go on to the acts, and finally contend with the faculties of the soul: the
order is from objects to acts and from acts to faculties. Olivi reverses this order
because he thinks that the distinctness of faculties and their activity is prior to the
distinctness of the objects they pertain to. We have the five perceptual faculties,
and their differences are evident to us; furthermore, it is not crucial that we are
incapable of knowing why certain objects are apprehended by one and the same
faculty.

3.2 The Common Sense and the External Senses

Let us now turn to the relation between the external senses and the common
sense.’ Question 62 of the second book of Olivi’s Summa is devoted to this is-
sue. In that question, Olivi asks whether the common sense is the same faculty as
the external senses, and his answer is clearly negative, even though at the outset
his discussion seems to go somewhat off the declared topic. The arguments he
presents in his responsio are designed to prove the existence of the common sense
as a faculty which is behind and in control of the external senses, apprehend-
ing their acts, and combining the information that is provided by them. None
of the arguments give any reason for the distinction of the common sense from
the external senses. This apparent perplexity can, however, be accounted for by
taking into heed Olivi’s idea about the distinctness of the external senses. A few
questions earlier (in question 60) Olivi has already shown that the external senses
differ from each other. His rejection of the Avicennian idea of a single perceptual
capacity, which has different modes of perceiving that are realised as the five
external senses, is already evident on the basis of question 60. It is therefore suf-
ficient for him to prove the necessity of the existence of a faculty that somehow
brings together the different external senses. This faculty cannot be any of the ex-
ternal senses because they are not capable of apprehending the acts and objects of
the other senses. Hence, it is clear that Olivi understands the combining faculty,
the common sense, as a faculty that differs from the external senses.

However, the relation between the common sense and the external senses
is more complicated than it seems at the outset. In his response to the counter-

19 The topic has been discussed also by Bettoni 1959, 380-9.



56

arguments, Olivi takes up the question of the mutual relationship between the
perceptual faculties and draws a vague picture. He begins by pointing out that
the organs of the external senses are rooted in the heart and brain, which are the
organs of the common sense?0. This, as Olivi remarks, has lead some to think
that the common sense and the external senses are not essentially different fac-
ulties, but the external senses are rather like streams flowing from the fountain
of the common sense (II Sent. q. 62, 592). In other words, Olivi refers again to
the Avicennian view, according to which there is only one perceptual capacity,
which is limited to different modes of acting in different organs of the senses,
and he claims that this idea is based on the physiological connection between the
primary organs (brain and heart) and the organs of the external senses.

Olivi does not accept this view. He puts forward a few counter-arguments,
which are of a metaphysical nature, and concludes that the external senses and
the common sense are numerically, specifically, and essentially different from
each other?!. But he continues and says something quite idiosyncratic and even
frustrating, namely, that there is something in common between his own view
and the one he is opposing:

However, both explanations agree in that the common sense is in the five ex-
ternal senses, and those five are in it by a kind of radical unity of essence or by
an essential connection and coexistence. And so, even though the common
sense is principally in the heart and in the brain, nevertheless its secondary
and subsidiary existence is in all the organs of the five external senses and
in all the parts thereof. And similarly, the senses of sight, hearing, taste, and
smell are not in their proper organs in such a way that their existence would
not extend as radically (conradicabiliter) all the way to the radical organ of the
common sense. And no wonder because their organs are not unextended nor
simple. Quite the contrary, they are composed of and combined with diverse
[parts] and stretched radically all the way to the brain and to the heart by
mediation of the brain, inasmuch it is the organ of the common sense [. .. 1%

20 “[...] organa quinque sensuum seu organizatio ipsorum procedit a corde et cerebro et

iterum in illa sicut in radicem suee subsistentiee impendent et reflectuntur seu recolligun-
tur.” (I Sent. q. 62, 592; see also ibid., q. 51, 123.) For more details on Olivi’s view concern-
ing the localisation of the common sense, see Part II, Chapter 11.1, footnote 8.

Olivi points out that the essence of every sense is to be essentially ordered to its objects,
which requires that it is differentiated from the others by substantial differences. Substan-
tial differences change species, and thus the senses belong to different species and cannot
be one faculty. See II Sent. q. 62, 592-3.

“Uterque tamen modus in hoc concordat quod vel per quandam radicalis essentice identi-
tatem vel per essentialem cohaerentiam et coexistentiam est sensus communis intra quinque
sensus et ipsi quinque in eo. Et ideo, licet sensus communis principalius est in corde et in
cerebro, nihilominus eius secundaria et supprincipalis existentia est in omnibus organis
quinque sensuum et in qualibet parte illorum. Et consimiliter visus vel auditus et gustus
et odoratus non sic sunt in suis propriis organis quin eorum existentia conradicabiliter at-
tingat usque ad radicale organum sensus communis. Nec mirum, quia organa eorum non
sunt punctalia nec simplicia, immo ex diversis composita et connexa et usque ad cerebrum
radicaliter pertingentia illoque mediante pertingunt ad cor, prout est organum sensus com-
munis [...]” (II Sent. q. 62, 593—4.) Olivi still uses the metaphors of streams flowing from a
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The faculties differ from each other, and still they overlap physiologically: the
common sense extends to the organs of the senses, and the external senses stretch
to the brain and thence to the heart. Olivi thinks this overlapping is necessary,
because otherwise the common sense would not be able to apprehend the acts of
the senses immediately when they take place (see, for example, II Sent. q. 51, 132;
ibid., . 58, 502-3). It seems that although Olivi considers the common sense as
essentially distinct from the external senses because its functions (apprehending
the objects and acts of the senses, governing, and controlling the senses, account-
ing for unitary consciousness, and providing a self-image—I shall discuss more
about all these functions below) are such that they cannot be performed by any
of the external senses or even by all of them together, he does not think that the
bodily realisation of the common sense should be completely disconnected from
the organs of the external senses.

Olivi’s discussion about these matters is unfortunately far from comprehen-
sive, but the overall picture is that the external senses and the common sense are
distinct faculties—although the boundary between their organs is vague. The
faculties are distinct from each other because the external senses are essentially
different from each other due to their separate modes of sensing, and yet there
is a need for a governing faculty that brings the senses together—a faculty that
cannot be an external sense. The boundary between the organs, however, is not
precise. The external senses are not confined to their proper organs, but are within
the sensory nerves and even in the brain®3. Similarly, the common sense extends
towards the organs of the external senses. This is slightly confusing because the
concession to the rivalling Avicennian view seems to somewhat undermine the
entire effort of making a distinction between the common sense and the external
senses. This idea about the vague boundary may reflect the medieval medical the-
ory, according to which the refined and fine matter called spiritus animalis flows in
the ventricles of the brain and from there to the sensory nerves and organs of the
senses?*. It is impossible (or at least highly arbitrary) to point out a certain point
at which this carrier of the sensory powers changes into another faculty. Olivi,
however, does not relate his idea to any physiological considerations, so we are
left with nothing but conjectures?.

It is noteworthy that Olivi does not consider it a problem that two distinct
faculties are actualised in one and the same organ. For instance, he thinks that

fountain, and centre and radii of a circle: “[...] nam sensus communis est superior sensibus
particularibus, et tamen isti radicantur in illo quasi sicut rivi in suo fonte et sicut diversee
lineee radiosee in suo puncto generali et fontali.” (ibid., g. 51 app., 194.) He also repeatedly
calls the common sense a radix of the external senses (for example, in ibid., q. 62, 592). As
I'have already stated, this terminology was employed generally. See, e.g., ST1.78.4 ad 1.
“[...] virtutes sensuum particularium radicaliori modo respiciunt cerebrum et nervos inte-
riores quam organa exteriora, ut oculos, aures, nares et consimilia; et tamen actus earum
aliquo modo respiciunt prius et immediatus exteriora organa quam interiora, licet non ita
radicaliter.” (II Sent. q. 51, 114; see also ibid., q. 58, 510; ibid., q. 73, 97.)

For a clear presentation of the medical theory of spiritus animalis, see Harvey 1975.

Note, however, that he explicitly adheres to the idea that sensitive powers are carried by
spiritus animalis. See II Sent. q. 49, 9; ibid., q. 50 app., 69-70; ibid., q. 51, 112; ibid., q. 58, 494,
506; ibid., q. 59, 528, 550; ibid., q. 62, 595; ibid., q. 73, 97; Quodl. 1.4, 17.
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the sense of touch exists in the whole body, including the organs of other external
senses: it is realised, for example, in the eyes because we feel the pressure and
puncture if our eyes are pressed or pricked. (II Sent. q. 51 app., 167.) In this
way, two faculties may be realised in one and the same organ. Moreover, he
seems to think that in simple animals, such as worms (annulosi vermes), there is
no difference between the organs of touch (which is the only external sense that
the simplest animals have) and the organ of the common sense because worms
do not have a central organ which could be appointed as its seat. Even so, he
seems to think that even in the case of worms these faculties differ from each
other. (II Sent. q. 62, 590; Quaest. de virt. q. 5, 260.) In other words, in the case
of worms and other very simple animals the common sense and the sense of
touch are realised in the same organ, and still they can be considered as distinct
faculties. In this way, Olivi does not think it is a problem that two faculties exist
physiologically in the same organ or are realised in the same matter. This applies
to the common sense and the external senses also in the case of higher animals
and human beings because the boundaries of the organs of these faculties are
crossed and a certain physiological limit of one faculty cannot be located.

We may consider why Olivi thinks that external senses must be separate
from the common sense. One reason is that he approaches the question of unity
and distinctness from the point of view of the soul and not from the point of
view of physiology. It is quite clear that faculties cross the boundaries of organs
in all possible ways: there are faculties that are realised in multiple organs (the
common sense is both in the heart and in the brain) and there are organs that in-
corporate many distinct faculties (e.g., the external senses and the common sense
in the brain, or the senses of touch and sight in the eyes). Even though Olivi some-
times appeals to physiology when he discusses the difference between faculties
of the soul, physiological facts are clearly of a secondary importance for him. The
soul is composed of different faculties, and the reasons for holding two faculties
as separate from or identical with each other are either related to psychological
considerations or to metaphysical considerations of the soul. Perhaps we can say
that even though it is quite difficult to understand how two distinct faculties can
be realised in the same matter, the psychological processes they bring about are
clearly distinct from each other. For instance, an act of seeing is psychologically
quite different from pain in the eye, and these two processes can take place in-
dependently of each other. It seems that the psychological difference and the
possibility of independent activity are good enough reasons for Olivi to conclude
that there must be two distinct faculties, even within the same organ26.

Despite the separation of the common sense from the external senses, Olivi
thinks that there is a close functional relation between these faculties. The com-
mon sense—to which Olivi attributes perception, very much in the same way as
Avicenna as we saw in the passage cited above—perceives external objects only

2 Although it is not completely apparent whether the latter idea (a possibility of indepen-

dent activity) can be applied to the distinction between the common sense and the external
senses because at the outset Olivi seems to think that the external senses cannot function
unless the common sense functions as well. See Chapter 6.2 below.
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through the external senses and their acts. The only thing it apprehends directly
is the activity of the senses. By apprehending the acts of the senses, it apprehends
also the external objects:

It must be known first, therefore, that the common sense cannot immedi-
ately apprehend any real and present object except for the acts of the external
senses, by which it apprehends the objects of those acts. This is because the
acts of the senses cohere with their objects and take them into themselves in
such a way that by apprehending the act the object of that act is also appre-
hended.?”

Thus, the common sense needs the external senses, which it uses to perceive ex-
ternal objects. It is the centre in which all the external senses converge, but it does
not apprehend anything external directly by itself. This accentuates Olivi’s con-
ception of the common sense as being a centre of perceptual awareness. The acts
and objects of the external senses are apprehended by the common sense, and this
makes the subject conscious of external objects and also of the acts of sensing. At
the outset, this idea seems to lead into a representational theory of perception,
but we shall soon see that this is not what Olivi has in mind. Rather, his critique
towards the theories of perception which prevailed at the time is partly aimed at
the alleged representationalist currents in those theories. Olivi’s idea appears to
be that the common sense, being the centre of perceptual consciousness, some-
how uses the external senses in order to reach the external objects. It does not
perceive the external object in the acts of the senses but by them. In order to un-
derstand this idea, however, we must first consider Olivi’s criticism towards the
theories of perception which he thinks lead into representationalism and endan-
ger the freedom of the will.

z “Sciendum ergo primo quod sensus communis nullum obiectum reale et praesentiale

potest immediate apprehendere nisi tantum actus particularium sensuum per quorum ac-
tus apprehendit obiecta eorum; quia actus eorum sic coheerent suis obiectis et sic tenent illa
intra se quod eo ipso quo apprehenditur actus apprehenditur eius obiectum.” (II Sent. q. 62,
594; see also ibid., q. 61, 582-3; ibid. g. 32, 588-9.) To be precise, the common sense is capa-
ble of apprehending also actuales aspectiis (a term which I shall discuss later, in Chapter 5.3)
of the external senses, and even reflexively its own acts (ibid., q. 62, 595). The question of
the reflexivity of the common sense is dealt with in Part ITI, Chapter 20.3.



4 CRITICISM OF SPECIES THEORIES OF
PERCEPTION

Olivi is known as the first thinker to present a thorough criticism of the so-called
species theories of perception that were prevalent at the time he developed his
own thought. He criticises some of the central tenets of these theories and con-
cludes with a complete rejection of them due to the problems he sees in certain
focal issues—especially problematic according to Olivi is the assumption that we
and our cognitive faculties are passive in the process of perception. His rigorous
attack against these theories is partly motivated by his fear that the belief in the
passivity of the faculties of the soul endangers the freedom of the will by mak-
ing it more acceptable that the will too is a passive power. Still, it is evident that
his interest in theories of perception (and theories of cognition in general) is not
just subordinate to his theological and philosophical worries concerning absolute
freedom. Rather, he is interested in these theories in their own right as well. Olivi
develops his own theory of perception with an eye on the problems in earlier
theories, especially in species theories, and he is fully aware that the theory he
proposes in their stead is a novel challenge to them. Therefore, in order to under-
stand his alternative approach, we must begin by outlining some of the central
tenets of the theories he opposes and then move on to see on what grounds he
rejects them.

Even though I shall discuss the theories Olivi opposes to some extent, my
intention here is not to give a comprehensive and detailed analysis of any sin-
gle theory of perception for two reasons. First, given the diversity among the
13™ century discussions on the topic it would be misleading to present any one
of them as the prevailing theory or as “a typical medieval view” against which
Olivi reacted. This would hinder the understanding of the fact that Olivi wrote at
a time that witnessed a lively discussion of several authors who all proposed their
own theories. The Aristotelian influence was heavy in all the rivalling theories of
perception during this time, to be sure. However, Arabic innovations, especially
in the development of a new perspectivist approach to vision, and even Neopla-
tonic ideas of the activity of the soul in perception played a role in the resulting
variety of different theories. In other words, there simply was no single theory
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that can be labelled the medieval theory of perception. Markedly, there was no
single theory that can be labelled the species theory of perception. Rather, there
was an assortment of competing theories which have something in common but
which differ in many details. Thus, there is no point in portraying a single theory
of perception to serve as a background and as an aid in understanding Olivi’s
theory because the background is too complex.

Second, Olivi’s criticism itself is aimed at very general principles of these
competing theories. Even though the main targets of his attack are probably
Roger Bacon and other developers of a new perspectivist theory of perception
(the so-called perspectivists)!, he does not have only one particular theory in
mind. His criticism is directed against all kinds of theories of perception which
have certain fundamental principles in common. It is these common principles
that he mainly rejects, and by criticising them he refutes also the theories which
are based on them. Thus, in order to understand Olivi’s critique and the basic
principles of his view, it is necessary to take up here only those features which
are fundamental to the rivalling theories and which Olivi explicitly opposes.

With this in mind, the most important and pervasive feature at the base of
Olivi’s criticism is the overall approach that is common to many medieval theo-
ries of perception, including the new perspectivist theories and those which are
more strictly Aristotelian. According to this approach, the cognitive faculties of
the soul are passive recipients of external stimuli. The process of perception is
depicted as the cognitive faculties of the soul “being acted upon” by external
objects: an external object actualises a potency inherent in the soul. The actuali-
sation of a perceptual faculty amounts to perception. This idea raises a problem,
since it was commonly assumed that an agent must be present to the recipient to
act on it. Taking this into consideration, one might ask how the objects of sight
are meant to actualise the potency to see in the eyes: it is pertinent to ask, for ex-
ample, how the colours of a distant object, say, of a mouse reach the eyes of a cat
that is chasing it. And we should also consider what makes the cat’s act of seeing
an act that is about the mouse? Arguably, there must be some kind of causal link
between the mouse that the cat sees and the cat’s faculty of sight.

Many 13t century authors appealed to the so-called sensible species (species
sensibiles) when they dealt with the aforementioned questions. There were, cer-
tainly, different possible ways of understanding the ontology of the sensible
species, the details of the process which explains the causal link between the ob-
ject and the perception thereof, and how the sensible species actualise the per-
ceptual faculties. The basic idea, however, was that the sensible species bring the
information of the perceptual qualities of the objects to the external senses as the
species actualise the senses. The sensible species are images, similitudes, like-
nesses, or forms which account for the causal link between perceived objects and
the faculties of perception; they fill the causal gap and cover the distance between
the object and the faculty, and they bring about acts of sensation. Species were
sometimes understood as kinds of corporeal entities that actually travel from ob-

1 Tachau 1988, 39-40; Olivier Boulnois, Etre et représentation: Une généalogie de la métaphysique

moderne a I'époque de Duns Scot (XIII*-XIV*® siecle), Epimethee (Paris: PUF, 1999), 56-67.
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jects to the organs of the senses; some claimed that they are accidental forms of
objects and that the same form that exists as colour on the surface of the objects
actualises the transparent medium (illuminated air and water) and the faculty of
perception. Perspectivists such as Bacon argued that the sensible species are mul-
tiplied in the medium: the perceptible quality of the object generates a species in
the adjacent medium. This species, in turn, generates a further species in the con-
tiguous part of the medium along a straight line. The propagation of the species
is a process of successive actualisation of the medium, and when the species hap-
pens to meet a sense organ it actualises the cognitive faculty that is realised in
the organ; this is an act of sensation.? This idea became quite popular, and even
those who did not agree with the idea of the multiplication of species oftentimes
accepted the existence of sensible species as an explanation for the connection
between the senses and the objects of sensation. The perceptible qualities of ob-
jects do not affect the senses directly, but still there is a causal connection between
the objects and the cognitive faculties due to the mediating device of the sensible
species. Then again, many medieval authors thought, in an Aristotelian manner,
that the sensible species are received in the cognitive faculties without matter,
and they expressed this by claiming that the sensible species have a spiritual or
intentional existence in the medium and in the cognitive faculties—an idea that
they took from Averroés. The idea behind this is that, say, the colour of an ex-
ternal object does not make the medium between the bodily organ and the object
coloured, and the eyes do not become red when a red apple is seen. Thus, the
form of redness has a different kind of existence in the medium and in the eye
than in the apple. Different authors understood the notions of reception without
matter and spiritual existence in different ways, but the overall idea remains the
same.® This list of different ways to understand what sensible species are and
how they function is not meant to be exhaustive, but it points out that despite
the differences in details, there are some rather stable elements that are shared by
many theories of perception.

In order to obtain a slightly more substantial picture of the theories Olivi
opposes, we may have a short look at Aquinas’ view. I do not intend to claim that

For the reception and development of the perspectivist account which introduced the idea
of the multiplication of the species in medio, see Tachau 1988, 3-26; For discussion of the
history of the theory of perception as a reception of a sensible form, see, e.g., Martin M.
Tweedale, “Origins of the Medieval Theory That Sensation Is an Immaterial Reception of
a Form,” Philosophical Topics 20:2 (fall 1992): 215-31. The idea about the multiplication of
species comes from Grosseteste (Lindberg 1976, 94-102), but its main developer was Roger
Bacon. See also Spruit 1994, 1-255: although he is mainly concerned with the theories con-
cerning intelligible species, he discusses also medieval views on sensible species to some
extent. Olivi discusses the multiplication of species in II Sent. q. 26, 446—64 and seems to
deny it, but as we shall see, the issue is not central to his own view.

For discussion and references, see Knuuttila 2008, 8-17. However, Bacon understood the
sensible species as corporeal entities: although they can occupy the same physical space
in the medium without interfering with each other, they do not have a spiritual being.
Bacon’s view had little effect, though, and the idea about spiritual being prevailed in the
Middle Ages. (Calvin G. Normore, “The Matter of Thought,” in Representation and Objects of
Thought in Medieval Philosophy, ed. H. Lagerlund, Ashgate Studies in Medieval Philosophy
(Aldershot: Ashgate Publishing, 2007), 126-7.)
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Aquinas would have been the main target of Olivi’s criticism; quite the contrary,
but Aquinas presents some of the central ideas in an easily digestible form, as he
describes the process of perception as follows:

A sense is a passive power meant to be changed by an external sensible ob-
ject. This external source of change is the per se object of sense perception,
and where it differs the nature of the sense power differs. But there are two
sorts of change within things, natural and spiritual. Natural change is when
the form of the source of change is received into the subject of change accord-
ing to a natural existence, as heat is absorbed by something being heated.
Spiritual change is when the form of the source of change is received in the
subject of change according to a spiritual existence, the way the form of a
colour is in the eye, which does not thereby become coloured. An operation
of a sense involves a spiritual change by which the intention of the sensed
form comes to be within the sense organ. Otherwise—supposing natural
change accounted for sensation—all natural bodies would sense when they
are altered. But in some senses, namely sight, there is spiritual change only.
In others, along with spiritual change, there is natural change as well [.... ]*

From our point of view, the crucial ideas in this passage are the passivity of the
senses, the spiritual existence of the perceptible forms (i.e., the sensible species),
the conception of perception as being acted upon by a sensible species, and the
overall approach of perception as a process that begins from the object and ends
up with the actualisation of the cognitive faculties of the soul. Aquinas’ theory
as well as the theories of other medieval Aristotelians are—to use David Lind-
berg’s well known classification (Lindberg 1976)—intromissive theories, which
emphasise the passivity of perception: external objects affect our sense organs
and/or cognitive faculties, and this amounts to perceiving. The same approach
is present in the theories of the perspectivists, such as Roger Bacon. One impor-

4

“Est autem sensus queedam potentia passiva, quee nata est immutari ab exteriori sensi-
bili. Exterius ergo immutativum est quod per se a sensu percipitur, et secundum cuius
diversitatem sensitivae potentiee distinguuntur. Est autem duplex immutatio: una natu-
ralis, et alia spiritualis. Naturalis quidem, secundum quod forma immutantis recipitur in
immutato secundum esse naturale, sicut calor in calefacto. Spiritualis autem, secundum
quod forma immutantis recipitur in immutato secundum esse spirituale; ut forma coloris
in pupilla, quee non fit per hoc colorata. Ad operationem autem sensus requiritur immu-
tatio spiritualis, per quam intentio formee sensibilis fiat in organo sensus. Alioquin, si sola
immutatio naturalis sufficeret ad sentiendum, omnia corpora naturalia sentirent dum al-
terantur. Sed in quibusdam sensibus invenitur immutatio spiritualis tantum, sicut in visu.
— In quibusdam autem, cum immutatione spirituali, etiam naturalis [...]” (ST 1.78.3.) The
translation is taken from the Blackfriars edition (Thomas Aquinas, Summa Theologie vol. 11
(Ta. 75-83), Paperback edition, ed. T. Suttor (Cambrige: CUP, 2006)), but I have made small
emendations to it. A well known controversy over Aquinas’ conception of the relation be-
tween spiritual existence and cognitive operations has ensued in modern scholarship. The
problematic idea is that on the one hand it seems that Aquinas identifies spiritual exis-
tence with cognition, but on the other hand, if he does it seems to follow that the medium
also cognises. For discussion, see Chapter 7.1 below; For Aquinas’ theory of perception,
see, e.g., Eleonore Stump, Aquinas (London/NY: Routledge, 2003), 244-76; Pasnau 2002,
171-99; Anthony Kenny, Aquinas on Mind, Topics in Medieval Philosophy (London/NY:
Routledge, 1993), 31-40.
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tant difference between Aquinas and the perspectivists is that the latter are not as
clear about the sensible species’ mode of existence in the medium and in the sense
organs. For instance, Bacon seems to understand species as corporeal entities, al-
though they may be called spiritual because they cannot be perceived (Tachau
1988, 22-3). Olivi rules out this possibility by claiming that it leads to untenable
consequences, but the crux of Olivi’s criticism is that regardless of whether the
species are corporeal entities or have a spiritual existence (whatever that means),
they cannot account for the perceptual process.”

It is important to note that the idea in Aristotelian species theories of percep-
tion is not to introduce sensible species as a kind of representational object which
would be the immediate object of a cognitive act. Rather, a sensible species is a
theoretical postulate which accounts for the causal relation between the external
objects and cognitive faculties. Sensible species are not immediate objects of cog-
nition, but causal intermediaries by which perception occurs, and the object that
is perceived is in reality the external object itself. In this way, these theories at
least pretend to avoid representationalism and adhere to direct realism.®

This, however, is one of the points Olivi clings to. Being probably the first
scholastic philosopher to question their existence (Tachau 1988, 27), he sternly
attacks theories that employ sensible species; he claims that if species were to be
understood as representations of external objects, they would necessarily be the
primary and immediate objects of our cognition” and that if perception were to
occur by the mediation of sensible species, we would actually be hindered from
perceiving external objects altogether. In other words, Olivi argues that some of
the species theories lead into epistemological problems of representationalism.

However, it is important to note that Olivi does not think that this kind of
critique applies to all versions of species theory. When dealing with Olivi’s theory
of cognition and the critique that Olivi directs towards species theories, Robert
Pasnau claims that: “Olivi’s strategy is to advance through a series of ever-more-
serious charges against the species theory. His attack culminates in the claim that
the theory would leave us epistemologically isolated from the external world.”
(Pasnau 1997b, 236.) It seems to me that Pasnau is only partially right. Even
though the charge of representationalism is an important part of Olivi’s critique,
he does not claim that all species theories are representationalist theories. Instead,

5 Tachau 1988, 43-6. Olivi takes up the two possible ways of interpreting the metaphysics of

the species—i.e. that they have an esse naturale et sensibile or an esse intentionale et spirituale
et simplex—in II Sent. q. 73, 87.

The standard interpretation of Aquinas’ theory of perception goes along these lines. See,
e.g., Kenny 1993, 35-6. This interpretation has been questioned in Pasnau 1997b, 195-219.
Pasnau’s claim, to put it shortly, is as follows: Aquinas thinks that sensible species are
objects of perception and not just causal intermediaries. Pasnau has further supported his
reading in Robert Pasnau, “Id quo cognoscimus,” in Knuuttila & Kérkkéinen 2008, 131-49,
but his interpretation is not generally accepted.

In many contexts, Olivi discusses intellectual and sensitive cognition without making a
clear distinction between the two, and he rejects species theory in both cases. To my mind,
this reflects his idea that human beings are conscious of the objects they perceive by their
intellects (See Part III, Chapter 18.1). The distinction between intellectual and sensory cog-
nition is not significant from this perspective.
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he discusses many versions of species theories (and also other kinds of theories
of perception, which do not make use of sensible species), and refutes only some
of them on the basis that they lead to epistemological isolation.® The views that
Olivi discusses and rejects are the following (II Sent. q. 58, 461-2):

(A) Cognitive acts are produced directly by the objects.

(B) Cognitive acts are produced by species, which are caused by objects. This
claim has two versions:

(B1) Species are the only efficient causes of cognitive acts.
(B2) Species and faculties are both efficient causes.

(C) Cognitive acts are produced by species, which are produced by the faculties
of the soul’. This claim also has two versions:

(C1) The role of the object is not specified.
(C2) Objects must excite the faculties to produce the species.

The focal point of Olivi’s discussion of these theories of cognition is to question
the widely accepted assumption that faculties of the soul (other than the will) are
passive in relation to their objects, i.e., the faculties are actualised by their objects
one way or another. Olivi thinks that the main reason some have come to think
that the will is a passive power is a belief of the passivity of the other faculties
of the soul: “My impression is that the main reason many have come to believe
that our will is completely passive has been and is that they take it to be certain
that all the other faculties [of the soul] are passive.”!? By undermining this belief,
Olivi bolsters his own thesis that the will is an active faculty.!! This line of criti-
cism applies to the theories belonging to groups (A) and (B), and the critique of

8 Pasnau also recognises that Olivi’s critique of this kind applies only to certain versions of

species theory (Pasnau 1997b, 238-9.), but he does not deal with Olivi’s reaction to other
versions of species theory, thus leaving an impression that Olivi opposes only representa-
tionalist theories of cognition.

According to Spruit 1994, 219, Matthew of Aquasparta and Roger Marston held this view.
See ibid., 228-31, 235-7. However, the source of this view may also be Robert Kilwardby’s
De spiritu fantastico, in which Kilwardby presents an active theory of perception. According
to him, the soul forms in itself a similitude of the object that causes changes in the sense
organs and then perceives the similitude by a reflexive act. See José Filipe Silva, “Robert
Kilwardby on Sense Perception,” in Knuuttila & Kérkkdinen 2008, 87-99.

“Quia autem illud quod meo iudicio super omnia movit multos ad credendum quod vol-
untas nostra sit totaliter passiva fuit et est hoc quod pro firmo tenent omnes alias potentias
esse passivas.” (II Sent. q. 58, 461.)

Tachau 1988, 39—40. Because Olivi’s principal motivation to present an alternative theory
of perception was to ensure the freedom of the will, it is natural that he does not hold fast
to the criticism he presents against species theories of perception. This is especially true in
his apologetical writings (Responsio prima, Responsio secunda, and Ep.) but also in Summa.
In Responsio prima 10, 128, and Responsio secunda, 404-5 Olivi concedes that these questions
are only philosophical and that he does not care how they should be understood; in Ep. 13,
55-6 he points out that in Summa he only presents the views of some other thinkers. These
statements are in agreement with his wording in II Sent. q. 58: he uses impersonal expres-
sions when he presents his alternative to the species theory, and he explicitly says that it
is presented only to show that the freedom of the will can be defended also in that way

10
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representationalism that troubles the latter group is subordinate to Olivi’s worry
about the passivity of the faculties of the soul. Theories of the type (C) are rejected
because ultimately they make the species superfluous: perceptual processes can
be accounted for without employing the species.

Although I shall present the main lines of Olivi’s criticism against all these
different types of theories, I shall concentrate on his charge against (B)—that is,
against the types of species theories that  have been discussing above—because it
is the most relevant to this study;, it contains the most philosophically interesting
features, and because his arguments against the other types, as Katherine Tachau
describes: “remain sketches, a skeleton begging for flesh on the bones.” (Tachau
1988, 48-9.) It is important to acquire a general impression of the skeleton as
well, but because the rejection of the other types of theories is less important for
my purposes, I do not intend to present Olivi’s discussions in full detail but to
concentrate on the general lines that reveal features of Olivi’s own approach.!?

Olivi rejects the theories of the type (A) by claiming that if cognitive acts
were caused or produced solely by external objects, the acts should be attributed
to the objects and not to the cognising subject. He seems to think that any activity
belongs properly to the agent and not to the recipient, i.e., to the active party
which brings them about and not to the passive recipient of the activity. Thus,
his claim amounts to saying that if the acts of seeing by which a cat acquires a
sensation of a mouse and a bowl of cream are caused only by the mouse and the
bowl in such a way that the faculty of sight of the cat has nothing to do with
the production of these acts, we should say that the mouse and the bowl are
seeing, not the cat. Moreover, he argues that an act receives its essence completely
from the agent that produces it, and thus there would be no reason to think that
only human and non-human animals are capable of cognition if the action of the
objects were sufficient to produce a cognitive act. A perceptual object should in
this case, in principle, be capable of bringing about an act of cognition not only in
our cognitive faculties but in everything else it happens to act upon.

Although Olivi’s arguments are perhaps not very convincing, it is clear that
he thinks it necessary to give at least some role to the cognitive faculties of the

(II Sent. q. 58, 461, 515). It is, however, quite clear that Olivi prefers his alternative account
of perception because on another occasion he writes that: “[...] actus cognitivus efficiatur
ab ipsa potentia tanquam a vi activa, probatur. Primo eisdem rationibus quibus probatur
quod voluntas est potentia activa. Nam et principales rationes, quibus philosophantes co-
nantur probare potentias cognitivas non esse activas sed passivas, non minus probant hoc
de voluntate. Et tamen ex hoc sequitur destructio libertatis ac per consequens et omnis
boni moralis [...]” (ibid., q. 74, 124.) That is, the arguments which prove the passivity of
other faculties of the soul necessarily apply also to the will. Since he is not prepared to allow
the passivity of the will, he must also reject the passivity of other faculties and thus deny
species theories. Olivi also explicitly adheres to his alternative account of perception and
to the criticism against species theories (ibid., q. 72, 17; ibid., q. 73, 63-103). In this way the
arguments Olivi presents in questions 58 and 72-74 (of which I shall speak more below)
give us firm ground to conclude that it is Olivi himself who conceives of all the faculties of
the soul as active in regard to their objects and that Olivi upholds his criticism of species
theories despite the impersonal manner in which he presents it.

12 Olivi’s rejection of the views (A), (B), and (C) can be found in II Sent. q. 58, 463-77; See also
ibid., 487-9; ibid., q. 73, 83-103; ibid., q. 74, 122—4.
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soul in the process of perception. He supports this idea also by appealing to our
intimate experiences. When we have acts of perception (or intellection, for that
matter), we feel that we are active in their production. The acts come from us,
not from objects. As we shall see, this idea becomes important for him when he
discusses his own view about the activity of the faculties of the soul. On the basis
of these arguments, which remain rather sketchy, Olivi comes to the conclusion
that the idea that external objects are the sole cause of cognitive acts must be
rejected.

Theories of the type (B) receive the most versatile treatment of all the theo-
ries Olivi opposes!3. Although his critique against such theories is largely based
on his claim that they lead to problems of representationalism and ultimately
leave us in epistemological isolation, this line of criticism is not the only one he
advances. For instance, in opposition to (B1) he repeats the idea that if the acts
were completely produced by the species, there would be no reason to say that
we perceive since any activity must be attributed to the agent rather than to the
recipient—in this case to the species generated by the perceptual object. Thus,
he appeals again to the idea that our cognitive faculties must have some role in
perception. His rejection of (B2) is more complicated, for it comes in many ver-
sions since the role of the species can be understood in many ways. Olivi presents
altogether four options: a sensible species is a partial cause of a cognitive act, a
disposition without which a faculty cannot bring itself to act, a representation
of the object, or a proximate cause of a cognitive act with the faculty being the
ultimate cause. None of these satisfy Olivi, and he shortly criticises all of them
by pointing out technical and metaphysical problems. Just to show what kind of
arguments he utilises, we may take one up that he presents against the idea that
species are dispositions which enable the cognitive faculties to bring about their
own acts: to Olivi dispositions are lasting modifications of the faculties whereas
species cannot remain in them after the object that causes them is removed from
the scope of the cognitive faculty. Thus, Olivi draws a conceptual distinction be-
tween a species and a disposition, and thus rejects the idea that they are the same.
This and other arguments that are similar in kind prove, in his eyes, that species
cannot be even partial efficient causes of our cognitive activity.

We can see already from this argument that Olivi opposes many versions
of species theories that fall within the general lines of (B) and that different ver-
sions are rejected on different grounds. It seems apparent, however, that the main
targets of his charge are the species theories I outlined in the beginning of this
chapter: the perspectivist theories which depict species as corporeal entities that
are multiplied in the medium, and the Aristotelian theories in which the species
have spiritual existence both in the medium and in the soul. As he puts it, species
can be understood in two ways: “Some also say in accordance to this that every
sensible object generates two kinds of species: one having a natural and sensible
being and the other having only intentional, spiritual, and simple being”'4. The

13
14

The following discussion is in many ways indebted to Pasnau 1997b, 236-47.

“Iuxta quod et quidam dicunt quod a quolibet obiecto sensibili gignitur duo genera
specierum, una scilicet habens esse naturale et sensibile et alia habens solum esse inten-
tionale et spirituale et simplex [...]” (II Sent. q. 73, 87.)
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first option must be rejected because it fails to explain everything it purports to
explain: a corporeal species can perhaps account for the rectilinear propagation of
light and vision, but it falls short of being able to bring about a cognitive act. Only
a spiritual and unextended species may be capable of producing a spiritual and
unextended act of cognition!®. In more precise terms, a corporeal species cannot
function as a representation of an external object. This brings us to Olivi’s critique
against representationalist theories of perception. For the other way to conceive
of the metaphysics of the sensible species—namely, to take them as simple and
spiritual entities—makes them capable of representing external objects. But even
the species theories in which species are understood in this way cannot be true,
according to Olivi, because he is convinced that this way of understanding the
species leads to serious problems, which ultimately tear an epistemological gap
between us and the external world.

AsTalready pointed out, one of the many versions of (B2) claims that species
are needed as representations of external objects. This is the version of species
theory that receives the most attention and sharpest criticism from Olivi'®. His
starting point is that the main reason species are postulated is that they represent
external objects: “[...] [species] are not needed to represent an object, and still
this is for what they seem to be needed the most”!”. However, we may ask what
it means that a species is a representation. In the medieval context, being a repre-
sentation can be understood in two ways, as Pasnau has pointed out. According
to the first view—which he calls a sophisticated theory of species—a sensible
species is not a representational object of cognition, but rather it is a cognitive
state by virtue of which a cognitive faculty and its act represent an object from
the external world. According to the other version, the so-called naive species
theory, the species functions as a representational object which is a kind of a sign
that represents an external object to a cognitive faculty. (Pasnau 1997b, 195-7,
238.) The former view comes very close to the reading of Aquinas I depicted
above: the species is not apprehended as an object, but it is a theoretical postu-
late by which the external object is perceived. It is a representation only insofar as
a cognitive act that is caused by it represents an external object to the cognising
subject. Thus, in this view the species is not an object which is apprehended by a
cognitive faculty. By contrast, the latter view is a rather straightforward version
of the representationalist theory of perception, in which the species is an object of
apprehension that represents the object that has generated it. According to this
view, an external object is apprehended only indirectly by a direct apprehension
of the species that represents it.

Now, Olivi’s criticism towards species theories is mostly aimed against the
naive version of the theory. This reflects his own understanding of the perceptual
process. As we shall see in subsequent chapters, he thinks that the cognitive fac-

15 II Sent. q. 73, 83-4. For discussion see Tachau 1988, 43-7; Normore 2007, 130-1.

16 Olivi criticises representationalist version of species theories in many places. At least the
following are important: II Sent. q. 58, 469-70; ibid., 487-502; ibid., q. 74, 122-3.

“[...] [species] non exigitur ad repreesentandum obiectum, et tamen hoc est illud pro quod
magis videbatur exigi.” (II Sent. q. 74, 122.)
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ulties of the soul are active and that they must be intentionally directed towards
an object before they can bring about an intentional act of perception. It seems
only natural that sensible species play the role of objects in this kind of approach.
I shall argue below that Olivi thinks his critique applies also to the sophisticated
species theories, but let us first see what he takes to be the main problem in the
naive version of species theory.

Olivi opposes this representationalist interpretation of species theory be-
cause he thinks it entails problematic epistemological consequences. According
to him, sensible species that are understood as representations through which our
cognitive faculties are meant to apprehend external objects would hinder us from
perceiving the objects they represent. In the end, this idea would lead to sceptical
conclusions in relation to the reliability of our senses. If an act of perception were
to take place by the mediation of a sensible species, the species would be the first
and immediate object of our perception:

Moreover, a species would never actually represent the object to the faculty,
unless the faculty regarded it by directing and fixing its gaze (aspectum) to it.
But the thing to which the gaze of the faculty is directed is an object (habet
rationem obiecti), and the thing to which it is first directed is a primary ob-
ject. Therefore, these species would rather be objects than intermediate or
representative principles. — Moreover, a faculty apprehends and cognises
that thing as an object to which it directs itself, in order to regard it. So, if it
regards the species, it cognises it as its object [...] and so we would always
cognise the species before the thing that is in front of us.!®

In this text Olivi lays out the most fundamental ideas of his criticism. A sensible
species cannot represent an external object to a perceptual faculty otherwise than
by being the object of perception. The only way a sensible species can affect the
faculties of the soul is by becoming an object of perception, and as such it would
also be the first object. It is clear that by this expression Olivi does not mean
temporal priority. Rather, his idea is that the first object of perception is what is
perceived as an object, and, crucially, if this is how perception takes place, the
external object is not perceived at all. Thus, in Olivi’s view this kind of species
theory results in a complete inability to apprehend the external object because as
an intermediary object of apprehension the sensible species “would rather veil
the thing and impede us from seeing it as present and in itself than help us in
doing so.”"?

18 “Preaeterea, nunquam species actu repraesentabit obiectum ipsi potentize, nisi potentia as-

piciat ipsam, ita quod convertat et figat aspectum suum in ipsam. Sed illud ad quod con-
vertitur aspectus potentiae habet rationem obiecti, et illud ad quod primo convertitur habet
rationem primi obiecti. Ergo species istee plus habebunt rationem obiecti quam rationem
principii intermedii seu repreaesentativi. — Praeterea, illud ad quod aspiciendum potentia
convertitur, ab ipsa potentia apprehenditur et cognoscitur tanquam eius obiectum. Si igi-
tur aspicit ipsam speciem, ergo cognoscit eam tanquam suum obiectum [...] et ita semper
primo cognosceremus speciem quam ipsam rem obiectam.” (II Sent. q. 58, 469.)

“[...] potius velaret rem et impediret eam preesentialiter aspici in se ipsa quam ad hoc
adiuvaret.” (II Sent. q. 58, 469.)
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Olivi’s way of interpreting the naive species theory is flagrantly represen-
tationalist. It portrays perception as similar to a case in which a person sees a
painting and claims to see the thing that the painting is about. When I see one of
the self-portraits of Vincent van Gogh, I do not see van Gogh but only an image
of him; similarly, Olivi thinks the naive species theory entails that when a cat sees
a mouse, it does not actually see the mouse but an internal representation of the
mouse—which may or may not be truthful. The representational species would
be apprehended as such, and this interpretation leads to epistemological prob-
lems and even to sceptical conclusions. As I am in no position to judge whether
van Gogh really looked like his self-portrait, the cat has no access to the visible
qualities of the real mouse. It sees only an internal representation, and this rules
out the possibility of being certain that the mouse is in fact such as it appears to
the cat (or to any percipient, including human beings) in its perception. The cat’s
perception would be no more about the mouse than my perception is about van
Gogh. Alternatively, if the external object were apprehended in itself in addition
to the apprehension of its sensible species, the percipient would, as it were, see
the same object twice: first as represented by the species, and then directly. This
clearly is not the case, according to Olivi, and if it were, it would also prove that
the external object can be seen without the mediating species. (II Sent. q. 58, 469;
ibid., q. 73, 89.)

In his criticism, Olivi also appeals to the experiential difference between var-
ious psychological operations. It is obvious that the psychological operation of
imagining or recollecting an absent object is phenomenologically quite different
from seeing a present object. Yet, Olivi claims that if the faculty of sight does not
reach the external object but only an internal representation of it, i.e., the sensible
species, this phenomenal difference would not exist:

[...] then it does not see the object as present. It sees it only in the way we say
a thing is seen when it is cognised as absent by gazing at a memory species
which is placed under our gaze instead of at the thing itself. In this way, all
vision [...] would be like remembering or imagining an absent thing rather
than seeing it.2

The focal idea is that if perception were to take place by sensible species that rep-
resent external objects, there would be no explanation for the phenomenal differ-
ence. Given that the difference exists, perception cannot take place by sensible
species.

The crucial question is: does this line of criticism apply also to what Pasnau
calls the sophisticated species theory? Does it apply to the Aristotelian kind of
species theories in which the species is not a representationalist object of cogni-
tion? For instance, Aquinas repeatedly states that species are not perceived at
all. Moreover, there is nothing species represents the object fo. There is no in-
ternal spectator, and the species is not a sign, painting, or an image in virtue of

20 “[...] igitur non videt preesentaliter obiectum nisi solum illo modo quo dicimur videre

rem, quando eam cogitamus absentem, aspiciendo speciem memorialem obiectam nostro
aspectui loco rei, et sic omnis visio [...] potius erit recordatio aut imaginatio quasi de re
absenti quam visio.” (II Sent. q. 58, 469-70.)
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which something else is brought to mind. Rather, the species is a causal interme-
diate that explains our direct cognition of the external world. As Olivi himself
makes clear, he does not have these kinds of species theories in mind when he
lays down his charges concerning representationalism. This can be seen by look-
ing at the internal structure of Olivi’s critical discussion of the species theories.
As I have pointed out, there are many types of species theories, all of which Olivi
rejects, and when he advances to the problems of representationalism, he is ex-
plicitly discussing only the theories of the type (B2). He even explicates further
what kind of theories he has in mind:

Perhaps it is said that [...] species are needed for representing the object to
the faculty [...] and that an act of cognising is said to be from the species to
the extent that the representation it provides is required in order to produce

the act.2!

The epistemological problems of representationalism are aimed only against this
particular version of species theory, in which it is overtly stated that species rep-
resent objects to cognitive faculties, as if they were images of some kind. But can
his criticism be extended to apply also to sophisticated species theories?

In a way it cannot, for Olivi himself sometimes identifies cognitive acts
with sensible species and with similitudes of the objects??. So, at the outset it
seems that if species are understood in the way that is suggested by sophisticated
species theory, there is nothing particularly controversial in them. A cognitive act
would represent an external object to the subject, and this cognitive state would
be a species.

This affinity does not mean, however, that Olivi would accept a sophisti-
cated species theory, for species theories are committed to other ideas that he
finds problematic. Most importantly, Olivi denies the idea that the species—or
the cognitive acts—could be produced by an external object. Even sophisticated
species theories are committed to the passivity of the faculties of the soul, and
Olivi cannot accept this. Thus, the concession Olivi makes concerning the iden-
tity of a cognitive act and a species is a terminological one. We may call the acts
of our cognitive faculties species if we wish, but they are after all very different
than the species in the sophisticated theory.

Finally, the criticism Olivi directs against theories of the type (C1) is based
on the principle of parsimony. If the faculties of the soul are capable of produc-
ing a species which then brings about a cognitive act, why are the faculties not
capable of producing an act of cognition in the first place? Olivi’s answer is that
they are. He thinks that even though not all versions of species theory lead to
epistemological isolation by distancing us from the external world to the extent
that we do not reach it at all, sensible species are still superfluous. If we are able

21 “Forte dicetur quod [...] species exigitur ad repraesentandum obiectum ipsi potentiee [... ]

et quod pro tanto dicatur esse actus cognoscendi ab ipsa specie, quia eius repraesentatio
preeexigitur ad productionem ipsius.” (II Sent. q. 58, 467.)
2 See II Sent. q. 58, 470-3; ibid., q. 25, 439-46; Responsio secunda, 405; Ep. 13, 55-6.
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to perceive external objects by the mediation of species (so that species do not veil
the object from us), we are able to perceive them also without the species.?®

The same idea is also used against (C2) but in a slightly different way. Olivi
begins by pointing out that the only way external objects can (even in principle)
excite the faculties of the soul is by their similitudes. Understood in this way,
there is no difference between (C2) and (B), and the critique against the latter
applies also to the former. Moreover, in order to have any role in the process of
perception, the excitative activity of the objects must somehow affect the faculties
of the soul. Otherwise they are futile. Olivi thinks that there are only two options:
either the soul perceives the excitation or not. In the latter case the excitation has
no role whatsoever, and in the former case we fall back to the problems of theories
of the type (B).

The overall idea Olivi presents to us is that if the external objects cannot
be apprehended directly, they cannot be apprehended at all; and if they can be
apprehended directly, the species become superfluous. In this way, Olivi rejects
the role of sensible species in cognitive processes altogether by claiming that they
are not needed in any way to account for how perception takes place. Hence,
Olivi’s basic assumption that leads him to discard species theories of cognition is
that either species have too salient a role in cognitive processes, or they have no
role whatsoever?*.

Still, Olivi does not reject the existence of species altogether. He accepts the
existence of memory species (species memorialis), which are of high importance for
his account of the psychological processes of imagination and recollection (see
Part II, Chapters 13 & 14). Moreover, as I already mentioned, he admits that if
species are considered as identical to cognitive acts, there is no reason to deny
their existence—a concession that accentuates his rejection of the role of species
in cognitive processes because it amounts to saying that there are no species but
only cognitive acts. Finally, he accepts the species in medio even though he does
not give them any role in cognitive processes. In this respect his explanation in
one of his apologetic works, Epistola ad fratrem R., is telling. He was accused
of holding to the view “[t]hat things do not multiply their species, but the soul
cognises them by its essence.”?> Olivi explicates his view as follows:

Sight so perceptibly proves the multiplication of species in the case of sun-
rays and in shining out of illuminated colours that he who denies it earns a
punishment, and may God show mercy to those who have imposed this [de-
nial] to me, for I assert this everywhere [...] I have never said that the soul
cognises things by its own essence, as if it were an exemplar and similitude
of all things.2°

23 I Sent. q. 58, 473; ibid., q. 74, 122-3.

2 This has been pointed out by Spruit 1994, 219. Spruit discusses Olivi’s reaction to species
theories of intellection, but Olivi does not see any crucial difference between sensitive and
intellective cognitions in this regard thus the same point applies to both levels.

“Quod res non multiplicant species suas sed ab anima per essentiam cognoscuntur.” (Ep.
13, 55.)

“Multiplicationes specierum in solis radiis et in refulgentia colorum irradiatorum visus ita
sensibiliter comprobat, quod quasi pena indiget qui hoc negat, et parcat Deus illis qui hoc

25
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From this passage we see that Olivi does not deny the existence of species, but
we also see that he understands them in a quite different manner than does, say,
Aquinas. Species in medio seem to be identified with beams of light, which are
perceptible in themselves. For example, when the sun shines through a small
window of a dark room, it is possible to see a bright sunbeam in the air of the
room without seeing the sun; and if there is a stained glass in the window, its
colours shine in a similar manner. Perhaps Olivi has cases like this in mind.?’
Clearly, this is quite a different way of conceiving the species in medio than
Aquinas’ understanding, according to which species have a spiritual existence
not only in cognitive faculties but also in medio. By contrast, Olivi denies the pos-
sibility of a spiritual existence of species in medio, and he explicitly says that if
the species in medio exist, they are corporeal?®. His basic assumption is—and this
is the third general line of Olivi’s criticism towards species theories—that corpo-
real and extended objects cannot produce spiritual and unextended species. And
since it is not necessary to posit corporeal species in order to account for percep-
tion, the theories of the type (B) cannot be correct.

The inability of corporeal objects to produce spiritual effects is also one of
the reasons Olivi refutes the possibility that external objects could have an influ-
ence on our cognitive faculties. Olivi’s criticism towards theories of the type (A)
is motivated by his need to support the activity of the will. This he does by pre-
senting an alternative theory of cognition, according to which cognitive faculties
are not passive but active, and they produce their own acts by themselves. In this
way he opposes one of the central tenets of medieval species theories: cognitive
faculties are not passive receptors of external stimuli. In a critical tone so typical
of him, Olivi rejects this idea, which is central to Aristotelian theories of his time:
“Aristotle provides insufficient evidence, nay, almost no evidence at all for his
claim, but he is believed without reason as a god of this age.”?

mihi imposuerunt, cum ego hoc ubique asseram [...] Nunquam etiam dixi quod anima per
essentiam cognoscat res, quasi ipsa esset exemplar et similitudo omnium rerum.” (Ep. 13,
55; see also Responsio prima 10, 128.) The idea that someone needs punishment instead of
argumentation comes from Aristotle (Topics 1.11, 105%2-9).
z See also II Sent. q. 73, 84.
8 “[...] lux aut alie formee corporales non possunt gignere speciem in aliquo puncto eris
quee sit simplex simplicitate intellectuali. Unde si aliquo modo gigneret ibi speciem sim-
plicem, non esset simplex nisi simplicitate punctali, quee non est extra genus quantitatis
nec extra genus corporalium.” (II Sent. q. 58, 456.)
“ Aristoteles nulla sufficienti ratione, immo fere nulla ratione probat suum dictum, sed ab-
sque ratione creditur sibi tanquam deo huius seeculi.” (II Sent. q. 58, 482.) Olivi’s opposition
towards theories of the type (C) is based on the simple idea that it is unnecessary to posit
an intermediate species between the faculty and its act if the faculty produces the species
anyway. A faculty that is capable of producing a species that produces an act is as capable
of producing the act directly, and the species in between is superfluous.
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5 INTENTIONALITY OF PERCEPTION

5.1 Activity of the Cognitive Faculties of the Soul

We have now seen that Olivi’s theory departs from the intromissive Aristotelian
theories and the perspectivist theories that were prevalent at the time. However,
Olivi does not adhere to other theories from earlier traditions either. He does
not accept extromissive visual ray theories, according to which a corporeal ray
of light comes out from the eyes, hits an external object, and brings about an
act of perception!. Extromissive theories were somewhat popular in antiquity,
and even though medieval philosophers knew about them they did not usually
regard them as a valid alternative—regardless of the fact that one important au-
thority, Augustine, might be taken as a proponent of an extromissive theory of
perception. Medieval scholastics were not unanimous as to whether Augustine
had proposed an extromissive visual ray theory or not?, but Olivi makes it clear
that if this is Augustine’s view, “it is not necessary to follow Augustine in this
matter.”> This is important because Augustine is the thinker Olivi respects the
most, and still he is ready to reject Augustine’s ideas if they seem clearly to be
untrue—and this is just the case in his theory of perception.

Although Olivi does not devote much to rejecting the visual ray theories it is
important to pay attention to a few focal points in which his view diverges from
them. After all, his theory incorporates some elements from the extromissive
tradition. The visual ray theory that Augustine seems to assert in some of his
texts is paraphrased by Olivi as follows:

[...] in this matter [Augustine] said something that nobody these days fol-
lows. One of these things is the idea of the corporeal rays proceeding from
the eye all the way to the objects. He says that these rays are kinds of bodies,

II Sent. q. 73, 59-63; For discussion about different versions of extromissive theories and
the reasons they were considered plausible, see Lindberg 1976.

Pasnau 1997b, 131. Olivi writes, in a polite manner, that: “[...] Augustinus circa actum
particularium sensuum more dubitantis et hinc inde fluctuantis aliqua dixit [...]” (I Sent.
q- 74, 113; see also ibid., q. 73, 56, 61-2.)

“[...]in hac parte non est necessarium Augustinum sequi.” (II Sent. q. 58, 484.)
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like kinds of rods that are emitted from the eyes and invigorated by them [...]
He also says that the act of vision takes place in the place where the object is
seen (that is, where the rays are terminated) rather than in the eyes, whence
the rays spring forth.*

We can see the main reason Olivi gives no proper treatment to extromissive vi-
sual ray theories: no-one adheres to them. There is no burning need to criticise
them because they are not actual alternatives. However, this piece of text already
includes two central ideas that Olivi explicitly rejects: the idea that something
corporeal issues from the eyes and proceeds through the medium to the object;
and the idea that seeing takes place in the object and not in the eye.

I shall discuss his divergence from both of these in chapters to come, but it
is worthwhile understanding the main elements of his view already at this point.
First, Olivi denies any real emission of corporeal particles from the faculties of
the soul to external objects. He distinguishes between what he calls virtual and
essential presence. The faculties of the soul must be present to their objects, but
they send nothing real to them; rather, they attend to them only virtually. We
shall see below that this distinction amounts to an assertion that faculties of the
soul are intentionally directed at external objects and that their acts are about those
objects. Thus, although Olivi’s manner of discussing the virtual reaching out of
the faculties of the soul is reminiscent of extromissive theories, it diverges from
them because no real extromission takes place. Second, Olivi thinks that an act of
the soul cannot be where the soul is not, and since the animal soul can only be in
the body (and human soul can be only in the body when it is united to it in this
life) an act of perception cannot occur at the site of the object. This is attested to
by our experience as well because we feel that our acts of perception take place
in the organs of our bodies and not outside our bodies.> We can comprehend
the reason Olivi’s theory does not belong among extromissive theories: to put it
simply, nothing comes out of the eyes when a being sees, rather the act of seeing
takes place in the eyes of the percipient. The central supposition of extromissive
theories is that the distance between the object seen and the faculty of sight is
crossed by something coming out of the eyes, and Olivi straightforwardly denies
this.

This does not mean, however, that there are no elements from extromissive
theories to be found in Olivi’s theory. We shall soon see that although he denies
any real extromission, he adheres to similar ideas: Olivi postulates a virtual reach-

4 “[...] in hac materia [Augustinus] quaedam dixit quee nullus hodie sequitur, ut est illud

de radiis corporalibus ab oculo usque ad obiecta progredientibus. Quos radios dixit esse
queedam corpora quasi quasdam virgas ab oculis emicantes et ab eis vegetatas [...] Dixit
etiam quod actus visionis potius fit in loco ubi est res visa, ubi scilicet terminantur isti radii,
quam in loco oculi, unde scilicet erumpunt isti radii.” (II Sent. q. 58, 482; see also ibid., q.
73, 55-9.) Olivi reads Anselm of Canterbury as an advocate of this theory as well and
refers to his De veritate 6, but he later hesitates making even this attribution (see ibid., 58-9,
and ibid., 62, respectively). In the passage Olivi refers to, Anselm is discussing perceptual
errors which he attributes not to external senses but to the interior sense. He does not seem
to say anything definitive about the mechanism of sight. (Anselm of Canterbury, Dialogus
de veritate, PL 158.)
5 See, e.g., II Sent. q. 58, 482-94 passim; ibid., q. 73, 59-68.
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ing out of the cognitive faculties of the soul and (perhaps even more importantly)
the activity of the faculties of the soul in the process of perception.

The latter idea is revealing and clearly present in Olivi’s critique against the
Aristotelian view that perception is a manner of being affected. We have already
seen some reasons Olivi departs from the intromissive Aristotelian theories, and
(as I already indicated) according to Olivi the most important problem in those
theories is that they consider perception as being passive reception. In contrast to
this, Olivi incorporates a Neoplatonic element in his own theory: the active role
of the soul in perception, which he may have have taken from various sources
that were well known to medieval authors, such as Augustine, Avicenna, and
Nemesius of Emesa®. But the theory Olivi puts forth is not similar to anything
presented before him, and he is well aware of its originality:

In this way they answer to the fifteen arguments [...] by which the cognitive
faculties are proven to be totally passive. Although they agree with certain
great doctors in some of their claims and they agree with other doctors who
are also great in some other matters, still they completely disagree with ev-
erybody in other things, and as far as I know they do not agree with any
solemn doctor when all ideas are taken together.”

Despite his impersonal mode of expression, Olivi clearly prefers the unnamed
thinkers” ideas—one easily gets the impression that Olivi is just concealing the
fact that the theory he presents is his own. He takes his inspiration from earlier
thinkers, to be sure, but does not follow them blindly.

Now, Olivi’s central idea is that the cognitive faculties of the soul are not
passive but active. It is important to emphasise once more that the principal rea-
son Olivi accentuates the active role of the soul is his willingness to secure the
activity of the will, which is a necessary condition for its freedom. And activity of
a faculty presupposes that it is not affected from without. This idea Olivi applies

6 For references, see Knuuttila 2008, 9-11 & footnote 25. Olivi’s theory of perception is a clear

example of his originality and his relation towards philosophical authorities. He might be
labeled as an eclectic philosopher: he takes ideas from Aristotelian philosophy but uses
them to promote his own Augustinian-Neoplatonic goals. Eclecticism is, however, not
necessarily a pejorative label: as Carlos Bazédn has pointed out, eclecticism in relation to
authoritative ideas sometimes resulted in originality in the Middle Ages. We cannot expect
contradictory things of historical figures; we cannot require them to be objective exegetes
and original philosophers at the same time. (Carlos Bazan, “13%" Century Commentaries
on De anima: From Peter of Spain to Thomas Aquinas,” in Il commento filosofico nell’occidente
latino (secoli XIII-XV), ed. G. Fioravanti, C. Leonardi & S. Perfetti, Rencontres de Philosophie
Médiévale 10 (Turnhout: Brepols, 2002), 124.) Olivi is perhaps not the best exegete—mainly
because he does not even try to be—but he is orginal. He willingly opposes authorities
when he thinks that theological orthodoxy or philosophical soundness require him to do
so. Itis rather well known that his treatment of Aristotle is not reverent, but he also opposes
his major source of ideas, Augustine, when necessary.

“Sic igitur respondent isti ad istas quindecim probationes [...] quibus probatur potentias
apprehensivas esse totaliter passivas. Licet autem isti in aliqua parte dictorum suorum
concordent quibusdam magnis doctoribus et in aliqua alia parte aliis etiam magnis: in
quibusdam tamen omnino discordant ab omnibus, et in omnibus in simul sumptis cum
nullo, quod sciam, doctore sollemni concordant.” (II Sent. q. 58, 515.)
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not only the will but also to all the other faculties of the soul. He devotes three
questions of the second book of Summa, namely, the questions 72-74 to the impos-
sibility of external objects acting on cognitive faculties. However, the basic idea
which leads Olivi to reject the passivity of the cognitive faculties can be found
already in question 58, where Olivi tackles not only species theories but also the
general claim that external objects are efficient causes of our cognitive acts. He
presents a long and complicated argument in favour of this view which he then
goes on to refute. The argument culminates in a proposition which states that:
“objects can act on the faculties”®. The strategy of Olivi’s imaginary opponent
is to prove this claim by arguing that even sensible objects can produce effects
that are capable of affecting our cognitive faculties, i.e., simple and unextended
effects. In other words, by proving that external objects can produce effects that
are proportional to our senses, the opponent strives to show that perception is a
passive process in which the objects actualise the senses.

Both Olivi and his opponent concur that the crux of the issue lies with
whether an external object is able to act on the spiritual faculties of the soul in
order to be able to affect the senses. Olivi flatly denies this possibility by invok-
ing the authority of Augustine and by providing a lenghty philosophical criti-
cism against the arguments of the opposing view?. I shall not deal with Olivi’s
criticism in detail, but it is important to note the core thereof: in order to affect
our senses, external objects should be able to produce simple and unextended
effects—be they species, which act as intermediaries in an objects” actualising the
faculties of the soul, or cognitive acts, in which case an object would directly affect
the faculties by producing a simple and unextended act in the cognitive power.
According to Olivi, external objects are unable to do so, and therefore they can-
not actualise our senses nor be the efficient causes of our perceptual acts.!” In
other words, Olivi rejects the central idea of the Aristotelian theories that depict
perception as an essentially passive process in which our passive faculties are af-
fected and actualised by external objects directly or by the mediation of sensible
species. Faculties of the soul are not passive recipients of external stimuli.

Instead, all the faculties of the soul are activell. Olivi thinks that this is,
to use a modern expression, phenomenologically evident to us: “Moreover, we

8 “[...] obiecta possunt in eis agere” (I Sent. q. 58, 400.) The entire argument includes nine

proofs of this premise, and it covers the pages 400-3.

Olivi’s argumentation is scattered throughout different questions. The most important pas-
sages are the following: II Sent. q. 58, 437-9, 452-6, 461-515; ibid., q. 72, 18-24; ibid., q. 73,
82-90.

II Sent. q. 58, 437-61. Augustine’s view is presented in pp. 437-9, and the rest of the passage
is devoted to disproving the opposing view. See also ibid., 489; ibid., q. 72, 15-30. The
crucial idea behind this argument is, of course, that even the sensitive faculties of the soul
are simple and spiritual. This is how Olivi understands them to be. See, e.g., ibid., q. 54,
282-3.

For discussion, see Bonnie Kent, Aristotle and the Franciscans: Gerald Odonis’ Commentary
on the “Nicomachean Ethics” (Ann Arbor: UMI, 1984), 200; Belmond 1929, 294. It is clear
that Olivi’s discussion of the activity of the faculties of the soul includes also the sensitive
faculties, such as external senses, because he explicitly deals with the senses and points out
that they can be considered as active faculties. (II Sent. q. 58, 461-515; See also qq. 72—4.)

10
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experience inwardly within ourselves that those acts [viz acts of the faculties of
our soul] issue from us and that we really perform them.”!? It is quite typical
for Olivi to draw from internal experience and base philosophical doctrines on
phenomenological observations!'®. He also utilizes this method in his theory of
perception. He acknowledges, to be sure, that the experience we have of our
cognitive acts is, as it were, bidirectional. On the one hand, we feel that we are
active in the process of perception, but, on the other hand, the external world
seems to imprint itself onto our senses. In fact, Olivi believes that most thinkers
who have proposed a theory of perception in which the faculties are regarded as
passive recipients have been led astray because they have put too much weight on
the other side of this bidirectional phenomenological experience, and neglected
the other:

In addition, it must be known that the two aforementioned causes come to-
gether in a cognitive act: that is why we experientally feel in it two as if
contrary features (rationes). For, insofar as an act comes from an internal cog-
nitive principle, we feel that it is our act and a kind of activity of ours which
issues from us and, as it were, tends towards and is directed to an object. By
contrast, insofar as an act is produced by an object to which it is terminated,
it appears to be, as it were, a kind of affection (passio) that enters us from the
object and with the object, as if the object were impressed and imprinted on
the innermost of our [cognitive] faculty. And almost all who have said that
cognitive and affective acts flow from and are impressed by their immediate
objects are moved by the latter experience, and they have not paid attention
to the first one [...]"

In this way, Olivi draws attention to the active nature of our perceptions. Our
cognitive faculties are active in relation to their acts and objects.

12 “Preeterea, nos intime experimur in nobis actus istos procedere a nobis et quod nos vere

operamur illos.” (II Sent. q. 58, 463—4); “[...] quia nos expresse sentimus nostros actus
videndi vel cognoscendi exire seu produci a nostris intimis et hoc intime.” (ibid., q. 72, 24);
See also ibid., q. 74, 124.

A. Emmen has said about Olivi that: “He excelled in introspection, often appealed to expe-
rience, and was one of the first writers to use elements of the phenomenological method.”
(The Encyclopedia of Philosophy, vol. 5, ed. P. Edwards (NY/London: Macmillan & Free Press,
1967), s.v. “Olivi, Peter John.”)

“Ulterius sciendum quod quia ad actum cognitivum concurrit duplex causa praedicta: id-
circo experimentaliter sentimus in ipso duas rationes quasi oppositas. Nam pro quanto exit
ab interno principio cognitivo, sentimus quod est actio nostra et quoddam agere nostrum
a nobis exiens et quasi in obiectum tendens et in illud intendens. Pro quanto vero fit ab
obiecto tanquam a terminante, videtur nobis esse quasi queedam passio ab obiecto et cum
ipso obiecto intra nos illapsa, acsi ipsum obiectum esset in intimo nostrae potentize impres-
sum et illapsum. Et propter hanc secundam experientiam moti sunt fere omnes illi qui
dixerunt actus cognitivos et etiam affectivos influi et imprimi a suis obiectis immediatis,
non attendentes primam experientiam [...]” (II Sent. q. 72, 38.) The latter kind of experi-
ence is also genuine, according to Olivi, but it does not prove that external objects really
actualise our cognitive faculties (ibid., 43). Olivi accounts for this experience in a different
way. I shall return to this topic below.

13
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Now, we must consider what Olivi means by the activity of the cognitive
faculties. Olivi’s idea is that activity of the faculties of the soul means that they are
able to produce their acts by themselves. A faculty that is actualised by something
external to itself is not active but passive; and a faculty that is not actualised by
something external but by itself is active. This doctrine becomes clear when Olivi
endeavours to prove that the will is an active faculty. He presents altogether three
different opinions. According to the first, the will is active only insofar as it is free;
according to the second, it is partly active and partly passive because it must be
put into motion by external objects; finally, according to the third opinion, “the
will is totally active in respect to its acts in such a way that it receives absolutely
nothing from the object or from the intellect. It is the sufficient, efficient principle
of its own acts, both free and unfree.”1>

Olivi prefers the third opinion, and he applies the same definition of activity
to the other faculties of the soul. However, he specifies that he does not intend
to deny all passivity from the faculties of the soul: they are passive in the sense
that their acts take place in the faculties themselves and thus actualise a potency
inherent in the faculties. The central question is whether the acts are produced by
external objects, by faculties themselves, or by both of them together.®

Importantly, Olivi does not think that activity presupposes freedom. The
will is active even when it is not able to produce free acts—for example, when
the subject is asleep or mentally disturbed—because even in such a state it is not
actualised by anything external to it. By contrast, freedom presupposes that the
will produces its own acts, i.e., that the will is active. Activity is a necessary but
not sufficient condition for freedom. In addition to being active, the will has to
be able to reflexively turn onto itself and move itself to act in such a way that it is
also able to refrain from doing so. And even beyond this, the will has to be able
to reflexively turn onto its own act of willing, which means that one has to will
one’s willing, at least potentially. Only then is it also free. The unfree acts of the
will lack the reflexive aspects, but even they are produced by the will.l”

15 “[...] voluntas est totaliter activa respectu actuum suorum, ita quod penitus nihil recipit ab

obiecto nec ab intellectu, sed ipsa est sufficiens principium effectivum actuum suorum, sive
liberorum sive non liberorum.” (II Sent. q. 58, 410); “Preeter hoc autem specialiter probant
hoc de voluntate secundum hoc quod est non libera, quod scilicet ipsa sit activa sufficienter
respectu actuum suorum, in quantum est non libera.” (ibid., 478.) Traditionally the relation
between the faculties of the soul and the objects thereof was illustrated by saying that the
faculty is like a piece of wax and the object a signet ring that imprints its image into the
faculty. Interestingly, Olivi turns this picture upside down: “Esset autem huius rei clarius
exemplum, si poneretur quod cera haberet intra se virtutem applicandi et imprimendi se
diversis sigillis, sic quod ipsa sigilla essent solummodo termini huiusmodi applicationum
et impressionum absque hoc quod aliquid agerent in ipsam ceram. Tunc enim ipsa cera
posset in se producere imagines diversorum sigillorum [...]” (ibid., 415-6.)

“Non est igitur intentio nostra hic quaerere an ipsa [sc. voluntas] quantum ad hoc sit poten-
tia passiva quod vere in se seu in sua materia recipiat actus et habitus suos [...] sed potius
an actus sui sint totaliter producti ab ipsa aut totaliter ab aliis agentibus, upote, ab obiectis
et consimilibus, aut partim producantur ab ipsa, partim ab aliis.” (I Sent. q. 58, 410.) Here
Olivi explicitly discusses only the will, but it becomes clear that this is the meaning of the
term “activity” in relation to sensitive faculties as well.

“Ad actus enim liberos necessario exigitur triplex aspectus, qui esse non possunt nisi

16
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As we have seen, Olivi applies this kind of activity to all the faculties of the
soul, not only to the will. By denying that it is possible for external objects to
actualise the faculties of the soul, Olivi espouses that the faculties have activity in
relation to their acts. Thus, activity must be understood as pertaining to the rela-
tion between faculties, their acts, and their objects. The external senses are active
in the process of perception because their acts are not caused by external objects.
All the faculties of the soul are active, and that means they are efficient causes of
their own acts. This does not connote that all the faculties of the soul are capable
of self-reflexively moving themselves into action—at least it seems that Olivi at-
tributes the ability to refrain from acting, when the conditions for acting are met,
only to the will and not to other faculties of the soul. If the cognitive faculties of
the soul were capable of refraining from acting, they should be considered free,
and this is not what Olivi wants to do. Rather, it seems that producing certain
kinds of cognitive acts is an intrinsic feature of the cognitive faculties. The fac-
ulties are such that when they are confronted with an adequate object, they are
immediately actualised (see, e.g., II Sent. q. 58, 468; ibid., q. 59, 552; Quodl. 1.5, 19).
The crucial idea is that the act is not efficiently caused by the object but by the
faculty, but this does not presuppose that the faculty in question can refrain from
acting. This is the level of activity Olivi attributes to the cognitive faculties of the
soul.

5.2 Objects as Terminative Causes of Cognitive Acts

Now, since objects are not efficient causes of acts of perception a question arises:
Does Olivi obviate the role of the object in perception altogether? When the cat
sees the mouse in the corner of the kitchen, it seems quite natural to assume that
the mouse has some role in accounting for the cat’s seeing it. Otherwise, it seems
that there would be no reason for the cat’s act of seeing the mouse to pertain
to that particular mouse, instead of to any other object. It could just as well be
seeing Anaxagoras while looking at the mouse, if the mouse had no effect on the
cat’s act of seeing. At least there seems to be no reason for the act to be about the
mouse rather than about any other object, unless the mouse has something to do
with cat’s perception thereof.

In fact, Olivi’s view is not so counterintuitive that he would deny any role to
the object completely. He explicitly claims that an act of perception presupposes

liberum arbitrium maneat in sublimi et potestativa et elevata consistentia super se et super
suum obiectum et super inferiores potentias. Exigitur enim unus aspectus quo sit conver-
sum ad obiectum. Et alius aspectus quo sit conversum ad se ut agens ad patiens, quia non
potest se movere, nisi prius sit conversum ad se ut movens ad mobile; actus autem non est
in eo liber, nisi exeat ab eo movendo se libere [. .. ] tunc autem apparet quod movet se libere,
quando potest se ab illo motu retinere. Tertius aspectus exigitur [...] quo videlicet sit con-
versum ad se ut ad obiectum vel saltem quod possit converti super se et super suum actum
sicut super obiectum, pro eo quod nunquam aliquid volumus libere, nisi cum volumus nos
velle, aut saltem cum statim possumus nos velle actum illum.” (I Sent. q. 59, 552--3); ibid.,
g 58, 429; For discussion, see Yrjonsuuri 2002, 102-3, 118-21.
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an object!®. The cat could not see the mouse were it not running about in the
vicinity of the cat and falling within its visual field. The act of seeing must be
about the mouse if the cat is to see the mouse. In this way, an object is a necessary
element in perception. However, since Olivi denies the efficient causal role of the
object in the process of perception, he has to account for its role in some other
way. We get a hint of how Olivi solves this predicament from Epistola ad fratrem
R.:

In the question Whether the will is an active faculty, in an answer to an argu-
ment, I recite at length a certain position which says that the apprehensive
faculties of the soul are total efficient causes of their own acts, although the
objects co-operate with them not by way of efficient [cause] but by way of
object. In the same place it is said that the acts of the faculties and the species
which are in the intellect (in acie intelligentie) are the same."”

Here Olivi repeats his idea that the acts of the cognitive faculties can be under-
stood as species. However, more important are the two other ideas he presents:
external objects are not efficient causes of cognitive acts, and external objects nev-
ertheless co-operate in cognitive processes. The faculties are total efficient causes
of cognitive acts, and objects do not have any efficient role whatsoever. Still, the
objects are necessary for cognitive acts to take place, and they partake in the pro-
cess “per modum obiecti”?’. What does Olivi mean by this perplexity?

In the following passage, taken from Summa, Olivi gives a more detailed
account of his conception of the role of objects in perception, or in cognitive pro-
cesses in general:

[...] an object, to the extent that aspectiis and acts of the faculties are termi-
nated at it, co-operates in the specific production of them [...] Namely, a cog-
nitive act (and aspectus) is directed (figitur) to the object and has it intention-
ally absorbed into itself. This is why a cognitive act is called apprehension
of and apprehensive extension to the object. In this extension and absorp-
tion the act is intimately conformed and assimilated to the object. The object
presents itself or appears as being present to the cognitive aspectus, and by an
act that is assimilated to it the object is a kind of representation of itself. As
an actual illumination of a spherical or quadrangular vase becomes spheri-
cal or quadrangular only because the light source generates it in conformity
with the figure of that which receives and confines it; so also, because a cog-
nitive power generates a cognitive act with a certain formative absorption

18 I Sent. q. 74, 115-6; See also ibid., q. 72, 39; ibid., q. 58, 415.

19 “In queestione vero an voluntas sit potentia activa, in responsione cuiusdam argumenti
recito diffuse quandam positionem que dicit quod potentie anime apprehensive sint tota
causa efficiens actuum suorum, quamvis obiecta eis cooperentur, non per modum effici-
entis, sed per modum obiecti. Ibidemque dicitur quod actus potentiarum et species que
sunt in acie intelligentie sint omnino id ipsum.” (Ep. 13, 55; the reference is to II Sent. q. 58,
461-515.) Remember that even though Olivi denies in his apologetical works that the view
he presents is his own, there are good reasons to believe that he favoured it—at least at the
time he wrote his question-commentary (see Chapter 4, footnote 11).

Olivi explicitly points out that not everything that is necessary for producing something is
the efficient cause of it (II Sent. q. 58, 419).

20
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of the act to the object, and with a certain signet-like and inward (sigillari et
viscerali) extension to the object, therefore—because it is generated thus—the
act becomes a similitude and a signet-like expression of the object.?!

The passage contains many important ideas, one of which is the aspectus of a
cognitive faculty. For the time being, I will leave the term untranslated; before
submerging ourselves into a detailed discussion of that concept let us ponder the
other ideas Olivi presents in the passage, keeping in mind the question about the
role of the object.

We see again Olivi explicitly stating that a cognitive act is generated by a
cognitive faculty. However, an object co-operates in the production of an act by
functioning as a ferminus for an act of a cognitive faculty. Thus, the act is ef-
fectively caused by the faculty alone, but it is fixed (figitur) to the object and—
importantly—the object is intentionally absorbed into the act. Olivi’s manner of
expressing his idea is idiosyncratic, but the idea is clear enough even on the basis
of this passage: the cognitive act is intentionally directed to the external object,
and somehow this intentional directedness, which is terminated at the object,
makes the act a similitude of the object, thus making the percipient conscious of
the external object. To use a modern expression, Olivi’s theory is an intentional
theory of cognition, and more precicely, it is an object-theory, very close to the one
Brentano claimed to have found from his medieval sources??. A cognitive act is

2 “[...] obiectum, in quantum terminat aspectus et actus potentiarum, cooperetur specificee

productioni eorum [...] Nam actus et aspectus cognitivus figitur in obiecto et intention-
aliter habet ipsum intra se imbibitum; propter quod actus cognitivus vocatur apprehensio
et apprehensiva tentio obiecti. In qua quidem tentione et imbibitione actus intime confor-
matur et configuratur obiecto; ipsum etiam obiectum se ipsum praesentat seu preesentialiter
exhibet aspectui cognitivo et per actum sibi configuratum est queedam repraesentatio eius.
Sicut enim actualis irradiatio vasis spheerici vel quadrati fit spheerica vel quadrata ex hoc
solo quod lux generat illam cum conformitate ad figuram sui suscipientis et continentis:
sic, quia vis cognitiva generat actum cognitivum cum quadam informativa imbibitione ac-
tus ad obiectum et cum quadam sigillari et viscerali tentione obiecti, idcirco eo ipso quod
sic gignitur, fit ipsa similitudo et sigillaris expressio obiecti.” (II Sent.q. 72, 35-6.)

Franz Brentano, Psychology from an Empirical Standpoint, ed. L. L. McAlister, transl. A. C.
Rancurello et al. (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973), e.g., on p. 88-9; For discussion,
see, e.g., Charles Siewert, “Consciousness and Intentionality,” in Stanford Encyclopedia of
Philosophy (2006), http:/ /plato.stanford.edu/entries /consciousness-intentionality /; I have
profited also from Dominik Perler, “What Are Intentional Objects? A Controversy among
Early Scotist,” in Perler 2001a, 203-26. Although Olivi speaks about the cognitive act be-
coming a similitude of the object, he does not mean that it would be a representation of
the object, as we have seen. His idea is that the cognitive act’s being about E must be ac-
counted for somehow, even though it actually is about E directly. The act does not become
an intentional object E’ that has some kind of mental existence. It just is the intentional
act of cognising E. Olivi’s theory of cognition has been criticised by modern scholars. For
example, Spruit has argued that: “Olivi, for instance, does not provide a reasonable justifi-
cation for the objective reference of mental content. Since he rejects the presence of innate
contents as a rationale for his peculiar view on the intra-mental production of intellective
cognition, he is caught up in a ‘stalemate” position between a static object and a dynamic
mind whose intentional outward projection appears insufficiently argued for to guarantee
an effective cognitive grasp of the sensible world.” (Spruit 1994, 223-4.) However, if this
criticism holds in relation to Olivi, I cannot see any reason why, in principle, it would not
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intentionally directed to an object, and this makes the subject of the act conscious
of the intentional object of the act. There is no representational entity between
the act and the object—this is what Olivi has in mind when he says that the object
reveals itself to the act and, as it were, represents itself23—and the structure of a
cognitive act is such that there are no other intermediaries either: the structure
consists only of an act, which is intentionally directed at the object, and an object,
which is where the act is terminated. Because the act is directed to and terminated
at the object, the act itself becomes a similitude of the object, and this suffices for
a cognition to take place. More concretely, when the cat sees the mouse in the
corner of the room, its faculty of sight produces an act of perception which is in-
tentionally directed at the mouse. The act somehow forms itself according to the
visual qualities of the mouse and becomes a similitude of it, thus making the cat
see it. In this way, the role of the object in perception is salient, even though it
does not function as an efficient cause of the perceptual act. Cognitive acts are
intentional, and external objects function as intentional objects for these acts; to
use the common shorthand, the acts are about the objects.

As the acts of the cognitive faculties of the soul become similitudes of the
objects they pertain to, they provide the subject with perception of the objects.
In other words, the content of a cognitive act is the particular external object to
which the act is intentionally directed. The cat sees the mouse in the corner be-
cause the mouse functions as the end-term of the cat’s intentional act of seeing
the sensible qualities of that particular mouse.?* The act of perception becomes
a similitude of the mouse because “[...] the objects are the end-points of the fac-
ulties and their acts in such a way that the acts receive their species from them
because of this kind of termination [...]”? As we have already seen, Olivi’s idea
is that the acts of various cognitive faculties of the soul receive their genera from
the faculty and their species from the object?®. This means that the act of seeing

hold in relation to all intentional theories of cognition. According to Olivi, the mind is ca-

pable of intentionally reaching the external world. He does not give a detailed explanation

for this ability (he seems to think that it is sui generis), but surely he is not the only thinker
who can be blamed for thinking that the relation between the mind and the external world
cannot be accounted for by appealing only to efficient causality from without.

Olivi is explicit in this regard: “Preeterea, nulla species ita repraesentat obiectum sicut ip-

summet obiectum repraesentat se ipsum.” (II Sent. q. 58, 469.)

“Rursus sciendum quod quia actus cognitivus obiecti individualis est terminatus in ip-

sum, in quantum est hoc individuum et non aliud: ideo de essentia talis actus est quod sit

propria similitudo huius individui, in quantum huius, et quod non sit similitudo aliorum
individuorum eiusdem speciei, pro quanto individualiter differunt ab isto. Quod igitur
actus iste repraesentet individualem rationem et proprietatem sui obiecti, non habet ex hoc
quod sit in materia corporali aut ex hoc quod fluat a forma corporali ad hic et nunc limitata,
sicut Aristotelici dicunt, immo potius ex hoc quod terminatur ad obiectum individuale, in

quantum individuale, et hoc sub modo preedicto.” (II Sent. q. 72, 37.)

“[...]ipsa obiecta sic sunt terminativa potentiarum et actuum quod actus trahunt speciem

ab eis propter huiusmodi terminationem [...]” (II Sent. q. 58, 514.)

26 In Chapter 3.1; See also II Sent. q. 54, 275-6; ibid., q. 72, 17-18, 35-40. According to Olivi,
there are three ways in which something can receive its species from another thing: “[...]
trahere speciem suam ab aliquo potest esse tripliciter: aut sicut a principio intrinseco et
essentiali aut sicut a principio effectivo aut sicut a termino obiectivo seu obiecto termina-
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the mouse is an act of seeing because it is brought about by the faculty of sight and
realised in the eyes; it is an act of seeing the mouse because the mouse provides
the content of the act.

The object, therefore, plays a crucial role in cognitive processes because it is
a necessary end-term of an intentional cognitive act, and it defines the content of
the act. But one might still consider what kind of role the object actually has. How
does the object figure in the process if it does not play any causal role whatsoever?
In the passage above, Olivi employs the Neoplatonic imagery of Augustine (Kent
1984, 198) and metaphorically describes how an object makes an act a similitude
of itself without having any causal role. The sun shines and enlightens vases of
different shapes. The light which falls upon the surface of each vase becomes
similar in shape to the vases: light on the surface of a round vase is also round.
Olivi thinks, reasonably, that the vase has no causal role in the generation of the
light: the light on the vase is produced solely by the sun. But the light’s being a
particular shape is due to the object onto which it falls. In other words, the vase
gives the light a shape it has on the vase, but the vase has nothing to do with the
generation of the light. It does not play any causal role in generation, but once
generated and projected to the vase the light becomes a kind of similitude of the
vase because it enlightens its surface.”’ This is principally what happens in the
case of cognitive acts as well, according to Olivi: an act is directed to a certain
object, and its existence as a cognitive act is caused entirely by the cognitive fac-
ulty to which it belongs. But the object to which the act is intentionally directed
renders the act a similitude of the object.

Even on the basis of the Augustinian imagery, it nevertheless seems that the
object must have some kind of a causal role after all. It is difficult to see how an
object could affect the content of a cognitive act without being a cause of some
kind. How does Olivi account for this apparent causal role of the object, given
that he is not willing to assign any causal role to it? In fact, on one occasion Olivi
surprisingly admits that the causality of an object can be enumerated among the
efficient causes?®, and on another occasion he places it in the genus of a final
cause. However, it is clear that the former concession does not mean that the
causality of an object could properly be held as efficient causality because in other
places Olivi repeatedly denies that possibility.

What about the latter suggestion? Is the object a final cause of a cognitive
act? Modern commentators seem to disagree on this matter, even though they do
not argue strongly but seem only to presuppose their positions without paying
much attention to the question?”. Arguably, Olivi seems to realise that he is pos-

tivo.” (II Sent. q. 58, 414.) The acts of the faculties of the soul receive their species from
objects in the third way.

Olivi uses the same illustration in several places: II Sent. q. 54, 276; ibid., q. 58, 415; See also
ibid., 452-3.

“[...] licet obiectum [...] non habeat simpliciter et proprie rationem efficientis [...] ni-
hilominus potest large enumerari inter causas efficientes.” (II Sent. q. 72, 10.)

According to Kent, the object functions as a final cause in Olivi’s theory (Kent 1984, 192-5).
Also Pasnau seems to think that an object is a final cause (Pasnau 1999, 20; Pasnau 1997b,
171). By contrast, Frangois-Xavier Putallaz thinks that Olivi invents a new kind of cause
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tulating a kind of causality which does not fall under any of the four Aristotelian
types of causes® because when he says that the object belongs to the genus of
a final cause, he actually specifies that the object should be called a terminative
cause:

The objective cause can be properly considered as belonging to the genus of a
final cause, or—if you want to call it by a more proper name—it can be called
a terminative cause. For, a material cause has the true nature (ratio) of a cause
in respect to the thing that is educed from it or received in it, although it is
not properly an efficient cause of the thing. Similarly, the terminative cause
has the true nature of a cause, although it is not properly an efficient cause of
the actions that are terminated at it.3!

It seems to me that, strictly speaking, terminative causality is not a species of fi-
nal causality, at least in its Aristotelian meaning. A final cause is, according to
Aristotle, the end for the sake of which something is done, or the realisation of a
form in natural development®. The object in a cognitive process is neither. One
way of expressing that X is a final cause of Y, is to say that “X is what Y is for”. By
contrast, Olivi’s terminative cause could be expressed as “X is what Y is about”.
The mouse is not what the cat’s act of seeing is for; it is what the act of seeing is
about. At least a final cause must be understood in a wide sense, should termi-
native causality be included in it. By postulating this new kind of cause, Olivi
is able to account for the activity of the cognitive faculties, the faculties’ being a
total efficient cause of their acts, and the apparent fact that the objects somehow
affect the content of the cognitive acts. On the one hand this sounds quite strange.
But on the other hand, Olivi is here dealing with a mental phenomenon that Aris-
totelian psychology does not recognise: intentionality of cognitive acts. Because
Olivi understands perception as an intentional directedness of the mind to the
world, he necessarily faces the problem of accounting for the role that an object

that is distinct from the four Aristotelian causes (Putallaz 1995, 146).

Of the four Aristotelian causes—material, efficient, formal, and final—the first two are dis-
missed: an object is not a material cause of a cognitive act because cognitive acts take place
in the faculties of the soul (see, e.g., II Sent. q. 51, 113; ibid., q. 58, 410.), not in the object,
and Olivi explicitly denies the possibility that an object could be an efficient cause, as we
have seen. An object cannot be a formal cause either because if it were it should be able to
act on the soul—a position which Olivi flatly denies. In this respect, Olivi differs from, e.g.,
Aquinas, who thinks that an object, or its species, is a formal cause of a cognitive act. In his
later writings, Aquinas also claims that the intellect’s presentation of an object is a formal
cause of an act of the will. (see, e.g., ST 1.78.3; ibid., I-11.9.1.) Olivi and other franciscan vol-
untarists reject this latter view because they think that it would render the will unfree: the
will would be necessitated by the act of the intellect (Kent 1984, 194-9). Olivi also rejects
the former view, as we have seen. So, the only possibility left is that the object is a final
cause of an act of seeing. Olivi seems to also deny this option, as we are about to see.
“Potest autem causa obiectiva proprie poni in genere cause finalis aut, si propriori nomine
vis eam vocare, vocetur causa terminativa. Sicut enim causa materialis habet vere rationem
causae respectu educti ex ea vel recepti in ea, quamvis non sit proprie causa efficientis eius:
sic causa terminativa habet vere rationem causee, quamvis non sit proprie causa efficiens
actionis terminatee in ipsa.” (II Sent. q. 72, 36-7.)

32 See, e.g., David Ross, Aristotle (London/NY: Routledge, 1923), 74-7.
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plays in the process of perception. And although Olivi’s tentative answer is per-
haps not convincing, it may be valued as being one of the first serious attempts
to bridge the apparent gap which arises when the mind is understood as capable
of intentionally reaching the external world without any causal intermediaries.

5.3 Intentional Directedness of Cognitive Faculties

Understood in the way described above, Olivi’s theory is not counterintuitive af-
ter all. Our acts of perception are produced by the senses, but their content is
about the objects they pertain to. The only thing that is hard to reconcile with
Olivi’s view is that if we take his Neoplatonic metaphor literally, we get a con-
fusing picture: the metaphor seems to suggest an extromissive theory in which
something issues from the faculty of sight into the object and becomes a simil-
itude of the object not in the eyes but in the object. The sun does not become
triangular when it illuminates a triangle; it is the light of the sun on the surface of
the triangle that does. Similarly, following the metaphor, when an act of seeing
is terminated at an external object, it is not the faculty of sight that receives the
perceptual qualities thereof but the act of seeing, which somehow takes place in
the object.

This picture is confusing because it goes clearly against what Olivi says
about perception. He thinks that an act of vision takes place in the faculty of sight
which is realised and situated in the eyes, and not in the object®®. Thus, although
Olivi employs the Neoplatonic metaphor, he rejects two of its central supposi-
tions, namely, that something issues from the faculties of the soul to the objects of
percepion and that perceptual acts take place in the object. The metaphor helps
us to understand how the object functions as a terminative cause for the acts of
perception, but it leaves open one central question: how do the perceptual qual-
ities of the object reach an act which takes place in a faculty of the soul? What
kind of a link—causal or other—is there between the faculty, its act, and the ob-
ject??* Had Olivi accepted some kind of causal influence coming from the object
to the senses (such as sensible species), he could appeal to this influence. But,
as we have seen, Olivi flatly denies all kind of intromissive influence (or at least
denies that such intromission has anything to do with perception). Thus, he has
to appeal to some other kind of explanation.

Olivi does have an answer to this problem. He thinks that cognitive faculties
are able to virtually reach out to the objects, and appeals to this virtual reaching
out when he accounts for the way in which an act of perception grasps its object:

[...]a power can be present to something either essentially or virtually. This
is to say that it can be present to something in such a way that its essence

33 As I have indicated (in footnote 5 above), Olivi takes it that the acts of the soul take place

in the faculties themselves. See also II Sent. q. 73, 60; ibid., q. 72, 12.

In a way, the question is similar to one which can be posed to ancient extromissive visual
ray theories: given that the eyes send out a visual ray which hits the object, how is the
information received back into the faculty?
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really is beside that thing, or in such a way that the aspectus of its power is so
efficaciously directed to the thing that it, as it were, really touches the thing.
If the power is not present to its object or patient in this second way, it cannot
act, even if it were present to it by its essence or according to the first way.
The visual power is present to a thing that is seen from a distance in this
[second] way. [...] This [kind of] presence suffices for an act of seeing [...]*°

Let us postpone the discussion concernign the term aspectus yet a moment, for
there are a couple of things that need to be addressed first. In this passage Olivi
distinguishes two ways in which a cognitive faculty may be present to its object.
Either it is present to it essentially, which means that there is a real connection
between the faculty and its object, roughly in the way my sense of touch is in
contact with the keyboard as I write this text; or it is present to its object virtually.
We shall see below how the latter takes place and what the meaning is of the
central term aspectus, but already now it is clear that the virtual presence is a
necessary condition for perception. If a faculty of the soul is not virtually present
to an external object, it cannot produce an act of perceiving that object. It is also a
sufficient condition for perception, as the example concerning the faculty of sight
shows: if the faculty of sight is virtually present to an object, it is thereby capable
of producing an act in relation to the object and of apprehending it.

The term virtual excludes a need for real connection between the object and
the faculty. The faculty of sight does not have to be in contact with the object
in order to perceive it.>® Olivi thinks that by this distinction between real and
virtual presence he is capable of rejecting both the species theories and extromis-
sive theories of perception. Both of these account for the connection between the
faculties of the soul and their objects by appealing to a real connection. Species
theories bridge the gap by postulating species as mediating entities, and extro-
missive theories claim that the faculty somehow goes to the object, or at least gets
into contact with the object by mediation of the extromitted stuff. By contrast,
Olivi thinks that it is not necessary for a cognitive faculty of the soul to be in real
contact with the object at all. Somehow the faculty still reaches the object in a way
that enables it to receive the relevant information from: it.

This idea is very important for Olivi’s theory of perception, and it figures
also in his discussion of the possibility of external objects to affect the faculties of
the soul. As I already indicated, Olivi takes it that even though external objects

35 “[...] virtus aliqua potest esse praesens alicui aut essentialiter aut virtualiter, hoc est dictu,

quod potest esse praesens alicui per hoc quod sua essentia est vere iuxta istum aut per
hoc quod aspectus suee virtutis ita efficaciter est directus in ipsum acsi realiter attingeret
ipsum. Si autem hoc secundo modo virtus non sit preesens suo obiecto vel patienti, non
poterit agere, etiamsi per essentiam suam seu iuxta primum modum esset preesens illi.
Hoc autem modo virtus visiva est praesens rei visee distanti ab ipsa. [...] haec preesentia
sufficiat ad actum videndi [...]” (II Sent. q. 58, 486-7.) Olivi applies this distinction also
when he confronts an interpretation of Augustine according to which the bishop of Hippo
thought that the soul is where its intention is fixed (Ibid., q. 37, 657). Olivi answers that:
“verba illa metaphorica sunt. Non enim sumus ibi realiter seu substantialiter, sed solum
virtualiter seu intentionaliter.” (Ibid., 672.)

For discussion concerning virtual reaching out, see Pasnau 1997b, 168-81 (especially 172—
5).
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could per impossibilem affect the faculties of the soul, that would not amount to
actually cognising them. This becomes even more clear if we look at the following
paragraph:

[...] however much a cognitive faculty is informed by dispositions (habitus)
and species that differ from the cognitive act, it cannot proceed to a cognitive
act unless it first actually tends (intendat) to an object in such a way that the
aspectus of its intention is actually turned and directed to it. And so, given
that a species preceding a cognitive act flows from the object, the faculty
must still actually tend towards and intellectually regard (aspiciat) the object
in addition to this; for it is not possible that it would produce a cognitive act
in itself without this [tending].*”

In order to apprehend their objects, the cognitive faculties must tend or intend
(intendat) to them. This is, as we have seen, one of the reasons Olivi discards
the species theory of cognition: if nothing else, species are superfluous for cogni-
tion. Even if an external object were somehow capable of affecting the faculties
of the soul, this would not amount to perceiving the object because a cognitive
act which bears information concerning an external object becomes possible only
by the soul’s own activity of tending to the object. On the basis of the preceding
two passages we may conclude that the virtual presence of a faculty to the object
is achieved in such a way that the faculty of the soul somehow virtually tends to
the object. This enables it to produce a cognitive act in relation to the object.
How does this virtual tending take place? In order to understand this we
must finally take up the central term aspectus that figures repeatedly in the texts
that deal with the functioning of cognitive faculties®. If we look at the two pre-
vious passages, we see that this has a focal role in both of them. According to the
former passage, virtual presence of a cognitive faculty is achieved by directing
the aspectus of the faculty to the object. In the latter passage, Olivi speaks of it

i “[...] quantumcunque potentia cognitiva per habitum et species ab actione cognitiva differ-

entes sit informata, non potest in actionem cognitivam exire, nisi prius intendat actualiter
in obiectum, ita quod aspectus suze intentionis sit actualiter conversus et directus in illud.
Et ideo dato quod species preecurrens actionem cognitivam sit influxa ab obiecto, adhuc
preeter hoc oportet quod potentia actualiter intendat et intellective aspiciat in obiectum;
nam impossibile est quod absque hoc producat in se actum cognitivum.” (II Sent. q. 72,
9-10.) Olivi discusses this idea in many places: see, e.g., ibid., q. 34, 620-1; ibid., q. 58, 466;
ibid., q. 73, 89; ibid., q. 74, 123; ibid., q. 76, 148; See also Pasnau 1997b, 21, 1304, 168-81. I
am aware that habitus does not necessarily translate as “disposition,” but at least in the case
of Olivi this translation is a good one and conveys certain of his ideas well.

Olivi also uses other terms, namely, intentio and attentio as synonyms for aspectus. A very
illuminating text in this respect goes as follows: “Causa igitur mutui impedimenti [poten-
tiee] est unitas intentionis in qua radicantur et a qua regulantur. Propter hoc enim nimia
attentio auditus impedit visum, quia sensus communis nimium intendens actui et obiecto
auditus cessat ab intendendo actui et obiecto visus, deficiente autem sensu communi ab
intendendo actui et obiecto alicuius sensus deficit necessario et ipse particularis sensus ab
intendendo suo obiecto. Eo enim ipso quo sensus communis retrahit aspectum suum a tali
sensu, retrahitur aspectus talis sensus, pro eo quod sensus communis est radix eorum.”
(II Sent. g. 59, 555; emphasis mine.) Intentio and attentio are used rarely, and aspectus figures
fere ubique.
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as a necessary condition for a cognitive act and as an explanation for the way in
which the faculties of the soul tend towards their objects. But what is this aspec-
tus? Unfortunately, Olivi does not provide any detailed discussion about it, and
even though we can find some helpful passages and make interpretations on the
basis of them, we must content ourselves with some amount of uncertainty about
his final view.

At any rate, this is how Olivi defines aspectus on one occasion: “By this aspec-
tus I mean virtual or intentional directing (conversio) of a faculty to an object.”>
This is not particularly helpful, given that Olivi does not tell us what he means
by the terms “virtual” and “intentional”. In this context “virtual” does not seem
to be contrasted with real. Olivi does not want to say that the faculty would not
be really directed but rather refers to the idea which was present also in the two
passages cited above, namely, that the faculty does not actually cross the distance
between itself and the object. When it comes to the other term, intentio, it seems
to me that it should be taken as indicative of astonishingly modern ideas of in-
tentionality, intentional directedness, and aboutness.

However, there are also certain apparent disparities between Olivi’s idea of
intentional directedness, which he so often expresses by using the term aspectus,
and the modern idea of intentionality as a distinctively mental phenomenon. The
most striking of these disparities is the wide range of things Olivi accounts for
by appealing to aspectus. The following piece of text is very illuminating in this
respect:

[...] the aspectus of the inclination of fire, by which fire moves upwards, is
turned towards its local end-term rather than towards the moving thing (i.e.,
fire). The same applies to the impulse of a thrusted stone or an arrow, accord-
ing to which a motion immediately follows; for the aspectus of an inclination,
which the catapult or the bow (proiector) gives to them, is vigorously turned
towards the end-term of the motion. As the creator gives to the elements
their inclination—the aspectus of which is directed to the natural place of the
elements—according to which the movement of the elements naturally fol-
lows, and as the projectiles (proiectis) receive their [inclinations] from their
movers or thrusters (proiector), so the apprehensive and appetitive faculties
receive—from the nature or from the will—an aspectus which is directed to-
wards the objects of these faculties and according to which apprehensive and
appetitive acts follow.*

% “Aspectum autem hic voco conversionem virtualem seu intentionalem potentize ad obiec-

tum.” (I Sent. q. 59, 543.) In another place Olivi gives a similar definition. He discusses
God’s ability to create and argues that God—who is the only being able to create—is able
to act “nullo patiente aut obiecto terminante nec aliquo materiali ad suam actionem eget
potest agere et agit absque omni aspectu, id est, absque virtuali protensione et conversione
seu determinata sui applicatione ad quemcunque locum vel ad quodcunque forinsecum
vel ad quemcunque realem terminum sui virtualis aspectus terminativum.” (Ibid., q. 1, 7.)
“[...] inclinatio enim ignis per quam movetur sursum potius habet aspectum suum con-
versum ad suum terminum localem quam ad ipsum mobile, scilicet, ignem. Et idem est
de impulsu lapidum vel sagittarum proiectarum ad quem immediate sequitur motus; in-
clinatio enim data eis a proiectore aspectum suum habet fortiter conversum ad terminum
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We can see that the term aspectus has a very wide range of usages in Olivi’s writ-
ings. Heavy things have an inclination, aspectus of which is directed towards the
centre of the Earth*!, and light things have an inclination, the aspectus of which is
directed upward. The inclination and the impulse which a stone receives from a
catapult and an arrow from a bow have an aspectus towards the places the stone
and the arrow are about to fly. In another context, Olivi says further that the light
of the sun also has an aspectus to the objects it illuminates and that a magnet has
an aspectus towards a piece of iron it attracts. The light of the glorified bodies of
the saints and angels have an aspectus, which can vary in such a way that they be-
come visible to some people while remain invisible to others who are in the same
room. And finally, the organs of the senses and the faculties of the soul have as-
pectiis towards their objects—even the sense of touch and sense of taste function
by directing their aspectiis, although it does not proceed further than to their own
organs (II Sent. q. 58, 489).#? Generally, all the created powers—whether they are
natural, such as the light of the sun, or belong to realm of psychology—function
by aspectus.®3

motus. Sicut autem ipsis elementis datur a generante inclinatio habens aspectum conver-
sum ad sua naturalia loca, ad quam naturaliter sequitur motus eorum, et sicut proiectis
datur a suis motoribus seu proiectoribus: sic potentiis apprehensivis et appetitivis datur,
sive a natura sive a voluntate, aspectus conversus ad sua obiecta, ad quos sequitur actus
apprehensionis vel appetitus.” (I Sent. q. 58, 420-1; See also footnote 42 below.)
4 Olivi really thinks that the Earth is round. See II Sent. q. 23, 423.
42 See especially II Sent. q. 73, 76-82. The idea that all created agents must necessarily have
an aspectus towards the patient of their action is presented by Olivi in several places. For
example, he writes that: “Dixerunt enim quod virtus solis et cuiuslibet agentis in long-
inquum agit per virtualem aspectum seu per virtualem conversionem et directionem in
longinquum, et ideo quantum ad efficaciam virtualis aspectus et directionis preesens est
toti medio in longinquum protracto usque ad terminum ultra quem non potest agere. Si-
cut enim proiectis, quando proiciuntur, datur quidam impulsus per quem habent inclina-
tionem usque ad terminum ad quem per impulsum illum tendunt [...] sicut etiam visus
aliquando dirigitur per aspectum in rem propinquam, aliquando vero ultra in longinquum
et iterum aliquando ulterius, sicut in nobis sensibiliter experimur; sic isti dixerunt quod
omnis virtus naturaliter agens, saltem corporalis, habet aspectum virtualem non solum ad
superficiem corporis sibi immediate preaesentis, sed ad totum medium usque ad terminum
ultra quem ab eo nulla potest sequi impressio.” (II Sent. q. 23, 424-5; See also ibid., q. 1, 12,
18; ibid., q. 18, 363; ibid., q. 53, 215; ibid., q. 87, 202.)
Because of this wide usage of the term aspectus it is not surprising that it is quite difficult
to translate. Could there be a single English word that would bear all the different mean-
ings? In discussing the aspectus of the cognitive faculties of the soul, Pasnau translates it as
“attention” (e.g., in Pasnau 1997b, 133). In the case of the aspectus of the common sense and
the intellect, this translation is legitimate, since the aspectus of the higher cognitive capaci-
ties of the soul accounts for the contents of phenomenal awareness, as we are about to see.
However, the translation is also problematic because it cannot be used when discussing the
natural powers. It would be odd to say that the sun directs its attention to the objects it
illuminates, or that an arrow directs its attention to the target it is about to hit. One possi-
ble and rather natural translation might be to use a direct derivative from the latin word,
namely, “aspect”. The word has, even in modern English, a meaning that would be quite
suitable. For example, we can say that a house has a southern aspect, i.e., it has a position
facing southwards. Another possible translation might be “orientation”. Both of these,
however, are quite clumsy and lead the reader easily astray. Therefore, in order to reduce
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All these various cases have something in common: an action is directed
to something that is external to the acting agent. The illuminative activity of the
sun is directed to the objects its light illumiates; a thrusted stone or an arrow
flies towards certain location, and its inclination to fly and activity of flying are
directed to those locations; a magnet attracts iron and its activity of attracting
is directed to the piece of iron that is nearby; and finally, the cognitive faculties
of the soul direct their cognitive activity towards the objects they cognise. The
central idea is that if an agent has an ability to act on a patient through a distance,
it must direct its power to that patient in order to be able to act on it. Also, if an
agent is able to grasp something from an object that is not immediately in contact
with the agent’s power, the agent must direct its power to the object—this is how,
say, vision functions. In all these cases, the power of the agent is directed towards
the object in relation to which it produces an act, in which it produces an effect,
or towards which it is moving.

The fact that Olivi accounts for all these cases by appealing to aspectus shows
that he thinks that there is something fundamentally similar in all of them. Being
directed towards something is essentially the same phenomenon in flying arrows
as in perceptual acts. This is clearly a difference compared to modern conceptions
of intentionality, where intentionality is regarded as a distinctive “mark of the
mental,” as Brentano puts it. In Olivi’s eyes, this kind of directedness is similar in
the psychological acts of perception and in other cases in which there is a distance
between the agent and the patient. It is not confined to the psychological activities
of the faculties of the soul. Although he probably would admit that the cases he
discusses are quite dissimilar in some respects, he emphasises the similarity of
being directed to something external and acting in relation to it.

It has been argued that the Olivian idea of virtual attention, to which the
term aspectus refers, is equivalent to action at distance**. As far as the physical
effects that are caused by distant objects, such as the light of the sun on the trian-
gular shape here on Earth, this characterisation is just*>. However, it is important
to keep in mind that the case of cognitive faculties is somewhat different. The fac-

the possibility of misunderstanding, I shall leave the term untranslated, knowing that this
solution renders the text less readable and less elegant. As far as I am able, I shall use
expressions such as “direct oneself,” “directedness,” and “direction,” but when these turn
out to be too artless, I shall restrain myself to aspectus. This will be the case especially in the
translations of Olivi’s texts: aspectus is a noun, and “directedness” is a clumsy translation
almost without exception.

B. Jansen, Die Erkenntnislehre Olivis (Berlin: Duemmlers, 1921), 118, quoted in Pasnau
1997b, 174.

See II Sent. q. 23, 424-33 for Olivi’s discussion of the virtual reaching out of physical powers,
such as the light of the sun. He presents two rivalling views. According to the first view, the
agent acts directly on the part of the medium adjacent to it and this part acts on the next
part and so on until the influence reaches the patient. In this picture the agent does not
act directly on a distant patient. The other view is more like action at a distance because
according to it the agent really acts directly on a distant patient. Olivi leaves the issue
explicitly open and does not determine which of these views is correct. This issue, however,
does not have direct consequences on Olivi’s theory of perception because the cases of
natural powers (such as the sun) and the faculties of the soul are somewhat different.
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ulty which reaches out virtually to the object does not act at a distance. It directs
itself towards a distant object and produces its own act in itself, not in the object.
(See, e.g., Queest. de nov. q. 1, 76.) Neither of these changes is action at a distance.
And the perceived object does not act at a distance either because it does not act
at all in the process in which it becomes apprehended. Thus, in the case of cogni-
tive faculties there is no action at a distance: the faculties are capable of directing
themselves to external objects and producing acts that are similitudes of the ob-
jects because they are produced in relation to those objects. In this way, Olivi’s
theory differs quite radically from Ockham’s, who thinks that the object actualises
our sensory faculties by action at a distance (See, e.g., Stump 1999, 178-95). To
be sure, since the perceptual acts become similitudes of the objects to which they
pertain through a distance, something must take place between the object and the
faculty. Because Olivi denies that this happens by any kind of action at a distance
we may say that he is in fact unable to account for this phenomenon—unless we
admit that intentionality is an explanation for it. If we do admit that, we should
not be puzzled about the lack of causal intermediaries between the faculties of
the soul and external objects.

Although we are now in a better position to understand Olivi’s idea about
how the cognitive faculties of the soul direct themselves, there are still a couple of
texts that are worth looking at because they clarify the picture further and attest
that the interpretation advanced thus far is in line with his thought. First, Olivi
explicitly states that neither the faculties of the soul nor the aspectiis thereof really
travel to the object: “[...] the essence of the visual aspectus always stays around
the part of the organ in which its faculty is formally fixed, although it virtually
extends outside or retracts inside.”#® The aspectiis of the faculties of the soul are
capable of virtually and intentionally tending towards external objects, but they
do not actually cross the distance. Aspectus may also be retracted from the exter-
nal world. This is an important idea, which I shall discuss more in Chapter 6. The
basic idea is, however, that when the aspectus is completely retracted, the faculty
is incapable of acting.

In another text of major importance, Olivi tries to explain the term aspectus
by presenting a metaphorical illustration. It repeats many ideas we have been
discussing hitherto:

[...] first we must discuss what is the aspectus by which a cognitive power
regards its remote or nearby object, or by which a power that has influence
on things (virtus infulxiva) regards a nearby or remote patient. In order that
this be grasped by the simple-minded, I explain it by using a sensible and
unsophisticated example. Just as a piece of iron is sometimes restrained like
a formless mass that is wrapped in itself, and sometimes it is sharpened by
stretching its parts after the fashion of a sword; likewise a cognitive faculty
sometimes remains restrained and wrapped in itself in such a way that its
intentional power (vis intentiva) is not directed to any object, and sometimes

46 “[...] aspectus visualis secundum suam essentiam semper stat circa illam partem organi in

quo eius potentia formaliter est affixa, quamvis virtualiter protendatur ad extra vel retra-
hatur ad intra.” (II Sent. q. 32, 588; see also ibid., q. 73, 59-61.)
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it is so stretched inside itself and sharpened by stretching that it becomes
sharply intent on something exposed to it. This [latter] mode of existence
and being (se habendi) 1 call its actual aspectus.*”

Olivi goes on to say that the directing of a faculty (conversio potentiz) either pre-
cedes and causes the aspectus or is identical to it. He does not say which of these
options is true: either the faculty is first directed, and this causes an aspectus in it,
or the process of directing a faculty is the same thing as its aspectus. Either way,
the metaphor suggests that the faculties of the soul may be like a piece of iron
that is either an informed mass which is not pointing to anything at all or like a
sword that points to something. The central idea is that when we see a sword, we
see it as pointing in some direction, much in the same way as we see a guiding
arrow pointing in some direction. Although this metaphor has its problems—
one might argue that the sword (or the arrow) does not point anywhere by itself
but it must be interpreted as such by an intentional mind that has acquired cer-
tain cultural ways of conceiving swords (and arrows) as such that they point in
some direction—it is clear that it is meant to show how the faculties of the soul
are such that they are able to be intentionally directed to different directions and
objects. The faculty of sight is intrinsically an intentional faculty. It can be di-
rected to the coffee mug on my desk, to the lake behind the window, or to this
text on the screen of my computer, and it apprehends the mug, the lake, or the
text, depending on the direction in which it is turned.

Finally, intentional directing of a faculty of the soul is not identical to a cog-
nitive act but a necessary precondition for the act:

[...] it is clear that our volitional or cognitive power cannot produce a cog-
nitive or volitive act without an accidental aspectus which is actually termi-
nated at some object and that no created power can produce an act without
the presence of a patient and without a virtual aspectus that is extended to
and terminated at the patient.*®

Percipients are capable of directing their faculties without apprehending any-
thing at all. The presence of an object is necessary for actual perception, but the
directing of aspectus does not require an object. For instance, when someone is in

4 “[...] est primo attendendum quid sit ille aspectus quo virtus cognitiva aspicit suum obiec-

tum remotum vel propinquum aut quo virtus influxiva aspicit in patiens propinquum vel
remotum. Ut autem hoc a rudioribus facilius capi possit, utamur ad hoc sensibili et grosso
exemplo. Sicut enim ferrum aliquando recusum est velut massa informis et versus se in-
voluta, aliquando vero per protensionem suarum partium acuitur in modum ensis: sic
potentia cognitiva aliquando stat velut recusa et in se involuta, ita quod sua vis inten-
tiva in nullum obiectum intendit, aliquando vero sic intra se protenditur et protendendo
acuitur quod est acute ad aliquod sibi obiectum intenta. Hunc autem modum existendi et
se habendi vocamus eius actualem aspectum.” (II Sent. q. 73, 63-4.)

“[...] constat quod absque accidentali aspectu in obiectum aliquod actualiter terminato
non potest nostra potentia volitiva vel cognitiva aliquem actum cognitivum vel volitivum
producere, nec aliqua potentia creata potest aliquem actum producere absque preesentia
patientis et absque virtuali aspectu in ipsum protenso et terminato.” (I Sent. q. 74, 130.)
Aspectus does not belong to the genus of action (ibid., g. 28, 491).
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complete darkness and tries to see, she directs her faculty of sight to the external
world. Yet, since her sight is incapable of reaching any object due to the darkness,
she does not see anything. In such a case, the faculty of sight is intentionally di-
rected (and thus its aspectus is directed to the external world), but an act of seeing
cannot be achieved.*’ If the lights are then turned on, the aspectus reaches an ob-
ject which happens to be present and is terminated at it. This enables the faculty
of sight to bring about an act of apprehension which is, in turn, terminated at
the object and becomes a similitude of it, thus allowing the percipient to actually
perceive it.>? We are in control of the faculties of our soul to the extent that we
are able to direct them as we please, but if we happen to direct them to an object
that is present, an act of apprehension follows automatically®!. In other words,
we can use our faculties, but we cannot voluntarily control their acts. If I direct
my eyes to some object, I necessarily see it unless I turn my eyes away or close
them.

We have now seen how Olivi conceives of the process of perception. Al-
though he employs idiosyncratic terminology, his basic idea is clear enough. The
faculties of the soul function in such a way that they must be intentionally di-
rected to their objects, but this does not mean that the faculties or their acts would
be actually drawn to the objects. Cognitive acts of the soul are capable of being
about their objects by being virtually present to them. All in all, according to Olivi
there are three elements which are needed in the process of cognising an object:
the faculty of the soul which is intentionally directed at the object, the cognitive
act itself, and the object at which the aspectus and the act are terminated. Olivi re-
duces the metaphysics of a cognitive act by discarding the species, thus deviating
from the Aristotelian theory of his time, and putting forth an intentional theory
of perception.

4 IISent.q.73,68-9.

50 I Sent. q. 61, 577; See also ibid. q. 58, 473; ibid., q. 32, 574; ibid., q. 72, 12.

51 “[...] ad conversionem aspectus, si obiecta sint alias debito modo preesentia [...] semper
sequitur aliquis actus apprehensionis.” (II Sent. q. 59, 552.) The faculties of the human soul
are controlled and directed by the will (see, e.g., ibid., q. 72, 26), and non-human animals
are moved by the sensitive appetite.



6 INTENTIONAL CONSCIOUSNESS

6.1 Selective Attention

One of the main reasons Olivi accentuates the need for intentionally directing the
cognitive faculties is his conviction that we do not consciously perceive anything
unless we pay attention to the things within reach of our perceptual capacities.
He emphasises the idea—which has been discussed in the course of the history
of western philosophy and which is a central topic also in modern philosophy of
mind!—that we become consciously aware of things in the external world only
if we pay attention to them. Perception is, in an Augustinian manner, an active
process in which selective attention plays a crucial role. Attention accounts not
only for the fact that we are not aware of everything that is within our perceptual
reach, but it also determines the contents of our phenomenal consciousness. The
world around us is full of details, and the amount of things we may perceive is
vast; selective attention creates a kind of barrier between the world and our con-
sciousness by reducing the amount of information that is present in our conscious
experience. As Olivi so strongly emphasises this aspect of the perceptual process,
it is crucial to understand exactly how selective attention functions in his theory
of perception.?

We can begin unfolding Olivi’s thought concerning this issue by looking at
the following text in which Olivi argues that the aspectus of a corporeal faculty is
composed of a corporeal and a spiritual component:

For, an organic aspectus and act [i.e., aspectus and act of a faculty that is re-
alised in a corporeal organ] are united and adjusted to the body in such a

See, e.g., Deborah Brown, “Augustine and Descartes on the Function of Attention
in Perceptual Awareness,” in Heindmaa, Lihteenméki & Remes 2007, 153-175. For
modern discussions, one can begin with, e.g., J. K. O'Regan & A. Nog, “A sensori-
motor account of vision and visual consciousness,” Behavioral and Brain Sciences, 24:5
(2001): 939-1011, http://www.bbsonline.org/documents/a/00/00/04/17 /bbs00000417-
00/index.html (I thank Pessi Lyyra for pointing out this article to me). See also footnotes
in Brown 2007, 155-8.

For discussion, see also Pasnau 1997b, 132-3.
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way that it [viz the faculty] does not regard anything that is not corporeal, or
it cannot regard anything that is not united to a body which it also regards,
and it can do this only in a quasi corporeal way. For, as a sense is composed
of a faculty of the soul and a corporeal organ, so its aspectus is composed of a
spiritual aspectus of its faculty and a corporeal aspectus of its organ.?

Olivi means that two conditions must be fulfilled in order to see the mug on my
desk: (1) my eyes must be directed towards the mug and (2) the spiritual aspectus
of my faculty of sight must be directed towards the mug. The first of these con-
ditions is quite obvious: I am unable to see the mug unless my eyes are directed
in such a way that it falls within my visual field. The corporeal aspectus refers
to this kind of directedness of the organs of the senses. The spiritual aspectus, by
comparison, refers to the intentional directedness of the faculty of sight and ulti-
mately to the intentional directedness of attention and consciousness. Not only
my eyes but also my faculty of sight must be intentionally directed towards the
mug in order for an act of perceiving the mug to become possible, and (as we
shall see in a moment) not only the faculty of sight but also my attention must be
directed to the mug in order for me to become conscious of it.

One of the reasons Olivi proposes this idea of a double aspectus is his critical
attitude towards Aristotelian theories of perception. He rejects the Aristotelian
supposition that perception is a passive reception of external stimuli partly by
pointing out that we actually do not see everything in our visual field all the time.
If the Aristotelian theory were correct—Olivi claims—we should see equally well
when we actually look at some object as when we are engrossed in some other
activity (such as listening to music) with the object just happening to be in front
of our eyes. Sensible species do not cease from acting on our cognitive facul-
ties when we concentrate on something, and if perception is a passive reception
thereof, we should see no matter where our attention is directed.

However, in reality, if we do not pay attention to the objects in front of our
eyes, we are not conscious of them. It oftentimes happens that we do not see
things in our visual field. For instance, if a bird flies past my window (which is
in my visual field while I write this text), I do not necessarily see it, or at least
I do not become conscious of it. All that is needed for me to fail to consciously
perceive the bird is that I am too intensely attending to this text I am writing, to
my thoughts concerning the next sentence I am about to write, or to the music
I listen to while I should be working instead. Olivi’s distinction between the
corporeal and spiritual aspectiis functions as an explanation for this phenomenon.
Although my eyes are actually directed in such a way that the window and the
bird fall within my visual field, there is still the possibility that my faculty of sight
remains (to use Olivi’s own words): “velut massa informis et versus se involuta”
(see Chapter 5.3, footnote 47). In this case, there is the possibility of seeing the

8 “Nam aspectus et actus organicus sic est corpori coniunctus et conformatus quod vel nihil

aspicit nisi corporeum, vel non potest aliquid aspicere nisi ut coniunctum corpori quod et
aspicit, nec potest hoc nisi cum modo quasi corporeo. Nam sicut sensus est compositus ex
potentia animee et organo corporeo: sic aspectus eius est compositus ex spirituali aspectu
suae potentize et ex corporali aspectu sui organi.” (II Sent. q. 67, 618-9.)
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bird because it is in my visual field, but my faculty of sight is not intentionally
directed towards it and, therefore, does not proceed to actual seeing.

The most clear example of this phenomenon is of course a person who is
asleep: even when the eyes of a sleeping person are open, she does not see what
happens in her bedroom. Olivi repeatedly uses this kind of example to prove that
an aspectus of the faculty of sight is needed in order to perceive. For example, he
writes:

For, it is certain that [in the case of] a sleeper, who has his ears and nostrils
open and whose sense of touch is present to the clothes that are near, species
have the power to flow from the objects that are present to the open organs of
the senses; yet, this is not sufficient for seeing and hearing or for the sensation
of smelling and touching unless the actual aspectus of the senses is awake and
tends there.*

What Olivi has in mind in this passage is that it is not enough that the organs of
the senses are open to external influence. Even though external objects are capa-
ble of affecting our bodily organs by the sensible species, the reception of species
would not amount to perception. When the eyes of a sleeping person are open,
external objects can affect them, but the sleeper does not see anything. The reason
Olivi gives for this is that an actual aspectus of the faculty of the soul is needed
in order to perceive, and in the case of a sleeping person this is missing. In other
words, the corporeal aspectus of the organ alone does not suffice for perception.
The eyes of a sleeper may be directed to external objects, but she does not see
them. This proves that sometimes things in the visual field are not perceived—a
fact that calls for explanation. Olivi thinks that species theories cannot provide
an explanation, but his own theory can—by appealing to the spiritual aspectus of
the faculties of the soul.

So, the lack of a spiritual aspectus explains why a sleeping person does not
perceive. How is this related to the need for selective attention in the process of
perception? Basically, Olivi’s view is that the lack of a spiritual aspectus is due to
the fact that a sleeping person does not pay attention to her surroundings either
because her consciousness is busy seeing dreams or because she is sleeping so
deeply that she is completely unconscious. The directing of the spiritual aspectus
of the faculty of sight is ultimately done by the directing of one’s attention.

We can see this—and some of the details about the way in which this di-
recting of one’s attention takes place—by looking at an intriguing yet difficult
passage from Olivi’s Quodlibeta. In question seven of the first quodlibet, Olivi
is faced with a question: Why are people who are half asleep (the Latin term is
semidormientes, and I take it that it means sleepwalkers) capable of seeing, hear-
ing, speaking, walking, and conducting other similar actions even better than
when they are awake? From the point of view of a modern reader, Olivi’s answer

4 “Constat enim quod dormiens, auribus apertis et naribus et tactu preesente vestibus sibi

iunctis, habebunt fluere species a praesentibus obiectis in aperta organa sensuum; et tamen
non sufficit ad videndum et audiendum vel ad sensum odoratus et tactus, nisi actualis
aspectus sensuum pervigiliter ibi intendat.” (II Sent. q. 73, 89.)
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is a bit disappointing because he misses many philosophically interesting issues
that might be addressed in relation to this question. He responds shortly that
these actions are possible for a sleepwalker because her common sense is active
to some extent. He seems to think that the activity of the common sense is a suf-
ficient explanation for the sleepwalker’s abilities. After providing this answer,
Olivi goes on to parade Augustine in support of his idea and then appeals to
our experience. The basic idea he presents is that the functioning of the common
sense is necessary for the activity of the external senses:

The external senses cannot be awake, and they cannot act unless the common
sense acts with respect to their acts and the objects of the external senses.
(Augustine says this explicitly in Super Genesim, book XII, chapter 25, where
he states: “There can be no bodily vision without the spiritual. Spiritual vi-
sion, on the other hand, can occur without the bodily kind.” By spiritual vi-
sion, he means the vision of phantasy (fantasie)—the text makes this explicitly
clear. Namely, in the text, Augustine makes a distinction between spiritual
and intellectual vision and a little further, in the subsequent chapter, he says
that the spiritual vision is in between the intellectual and corporeal visions.)
A sign of this is that our external senses do not perceive anything we would
know, not even their most easily discernible and manifest objects, when our
interior intention is totally directed and turned towards something. This is
why we do not remember anything about them later unless we see or have
perceived them some other time.’

There are a couple of issues in this text ot which I would like to draw attention.
First, the text gives us a more detailed picture of the way we are sometimes hin-
dered from consciously perceiving things in our surroundings. The idea is that
the external senses are incapable of acting if the common sense does not act in
relation to them. Activity from the common sense is needed in order for the ex-
ternal senses to function. Even a sleeping person may perceive her surroundings
if her common sense has some level of activity in relation to the external senses.
In this case, we speak of a sleepwalker. Olivi does not say whether or not the

5 “Quod autem sensus particulares non possint esse uigiles, seu in suo actu, nisi sensus com-

munis sit in actu respectu illorum actuum et obiectorum sensus particularis, dicit expresse
Augustinus, XII Super Genesim, capitulo XXV, ubi dicit quod ‘Corporalis uisio sine spir-
ituali esse non potest. Spiritualis uero usio sine corporali fieri potest’. Vocat autem ibi
spiritual uisionem, uisionem fantasie, sicut ibi expresse patet. Nam ibi ponit differentiam
inter ipsam et intellectualem. Et paulo post in capitulo sequenti dicit quod est media inter
intellectualem uisionem et corporalem. Huius autem signum est quia, cum nostra interior
intentio totaliter ad aliqua est intenta et conuersa, tunc nostri sensus particulares etiam suis
obiectis patuli et aperti nihil penitus de illis percipiunt quod nos sciamus. Vnde nec de illis
postmodum recordamur nisi alias uidemus aut senserimus illa.” (Quodl. 1.7, 25-6.) The
passage Olivi refers to is in Aurelius Augustinus, De Genesi ad litteram libri duodecim, PL
34, ed. J.-P. Migne (Patrologia Latina Database), http://pld.chadwyck.co.uk/ (hereafter De
Gen. ad litt.), XI1.24.51. Translation of Augustine’s text is taken from On Genesis, transl. E.
Hill & M. O’Connell, The Works of Saint Augustine: A Translation for the 215t Century I/13
(NY: New City Press, 2002).
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sleepwalker has phenomenal consciousness of her surroundings, but at least she
is capable of acting appropriately.

Another idea that this excerpt reveals is that sleeping persons are not the
only ones who sometimes fail to be conscious of external objects. Olivi thinks that
the same phenomenon takes place also while a person is awake. At the end of the
passage, he supports his idea that the common sense has to have some kind of
activity in order for a person to perceive her surroundings by drawing from the
internal experience of not being conscious of external objects because attention
is directed elsewhere—Olivi uses the expression interior intention by which he
denotes the intentional directing of attention and consciousness. This shows that
a sleeping person who does not perceive anything at all is similar to a person who
is awake but intent on one thing and who fails to perceive other things around
her. Olivi’s idea is that the common sense must be involved in the process in
order for the subject to consciously perceive the objects within the reach of her
external senses.

These examples reveal an important and philosophically insightful feature
in Olivi’s theory, namely, the need for attending or paying attention to external
senses and their objects. We are not only passive recipients of external stimuli; our
consciousness is selective and active also with regard to perception. This ability
and the need to selectively attend to different external senses and their objects
shows that our mind is intentional in its operations. This aspect of the workings
of our mind explains why sleeping persons do not perceive anything at all and
why those who are awake do not necessarily notice everything that is within the
reach of their senses. Importantly, in both of these cases the reason for the failure
to perceive is the same: our mind is conscious only of those things to which it
directs its attention.

In order to see how the activity of the common sense is related to the activ-
ity of the external senses and what the mechanism is in which selective attention
functions, we may look at Olivi’s discussion concerning the mutual hindrance of
the external senses. Already in the previous passage, Olivi draws on our expe-
rience of not perceiving everything in our perceptual field, and he employs the
idea that perception requires attention to account for the phenomenal fact that our
senses hinder each other: listening to music hampers my eyes from seeing. Olivi
is not by any means the only thinker who has paid attention to this fact. Perhaps
the most well-known discussion comes from Augustine—I shall relate Olivi’s
view to that of Augustine below—but the idea appears also in other thinkers
and contexts. For instance, our inability to use all of our senses simultaneously
equally well is one of the reasons why the perceptual capacity was understood
as unitary in an Aristotelian-Avicennian manner. It was taken to prove that we
actually only have one faculty of perception which uses different channels—i.e.,
the external senses—to reach different perceptual qualities. Understood in this
way, when the perceptual capacity uses the channel of sight excessively, it can-
not at the same time use other channels to perceive, and the sounds and noises
around us go unnoticed. According to this interpretation, external senses cannot
be separate faculties because if they were, they would not hinder each other.
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Olivi acknowledges this problem and admits that this phenomenon exists,
but he does not think that it necessitates the conclusion that there is only one
perceptual capacity. His explanation for the mutual hindrance of the external
senses is based on directing one’s attention instead of using one and the same
faculty in different ways or through different channels. A strong focus on an
object of one of the external senses hinders us from congnising the objects of
other senses, and according to Olivi:

[...] the cause of mutual impediment is the unity of the intention (infentionis)
in which [the faculties] are rooted and by which they are regulated. This is
why excessive auditory attention (attentio auditus) impedes vision: the com-
mon sense which tends (intendens) excessively to an act and object of the
sense of hearing ceases from tending to an act and object of vision, and when
the common sense ceases from tending to an act and object of some [exter-
nal] sense, the external sense itself also necessarily ceases from tending to its
object. By the very fact that the common sense withdraws its aspectus from
such a sense, the aspectus of that sense is withdrawn because the common
sense is the root of them [viz the senses].®

Olivi employs rather fluctuating terminology, but it seems that all the terms, in-
tentio, attentio, intendo, and aspectus refer to the directing of the aspectus of the
common sense and denote selective attention. In the case of the common sense
the term aspectus translates easily as “attention” because the intentional directed-
ness of the common sense determines the contents of consciousness’. The idea
Olivi puts forth is that the external senses hinder each other not because they are
aspects of one and the same faculty but because we must pay attention to them in
order for them to function. This is done by directing the aspectus of the common
sense towards them. The necessity of the aspectus of the common sense accounts
for the fact that the senses hinder each other since it cannot be directed simulta-
neously to all of them with an equal intensity. If the aspectus of the common sense
is altogether directed away from the external senses and the objects thereof, the
subject is not at all conscious of the things in her visual field nor of the noises that
actually surround her, and so forth®. So, depending on which one of the external

6 “Causa igitur mutui impedimenti est unitas intentionis in qua radicantur et a qua regu-

lantur. Propter hoc enim nimia attentio auditus impedit visum, quia sensus communis
nimium intendens actui et obiecto auditus cessat ab intendendo actui et obiecto visus, de-
ficiente autem sensu communi ab intendendo actui et obiecto alicuius sensus deficit neces-
sario et ipse particularis sensus ab intendendo suo obiecto. Eo enim ipso quo sensus com-
munis retrahit aspectum suum a tali sensu, retrahitur aspectus talis sensus, pro eo quod
sensus communis est radix eorum.” (II Sent. q. 59, 555; See also ibid., q. 58, 484; ibid., q. 62,
589-90; ibid., 593-6; ibid., q. 66, 613; Quodl. 1.7, 25-6; Toivanen 2007, 432-4.)

As I point out above (in Chapter 5.3, footnote 38), all these different terms seem to be
synonymous with aspectus, at least in those contexts in which Olivi discusses his idea of
directing one’s attention.

“[...] aliquando potest esse tanta retractio quod totaliter deficit et prostratur aspectus. Et
tunc nulla potest esse apprehensio nec per consequens aliquis alius actus, cum aspectus
necessario preeexigatur ad actum apprehensionis.” (I Sent. q. 59, 552; see also ibid., q. 62,
595-6.)
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senses is in the focus of our attention, we perceive different things. We see if we
pay attention to our eyes, to their activity, and to visible objects; we hear if we pay
attention to our ears, to their activity, and to audible objects. The aspectus of the
common sense is responsible for the direction to which our attention is drawn.

The preceding text shows Olivi clearly acknowledging that it is possible to
not be aware of things in one’s immediate surroundings not only while asleep but
also while awake. In both cases, the way this takes place is the same: the person
does not pay attention to one or all of her senses and their objects. Paying at-
tention and perceiving are inextricably related because the former is a necessary
condition for the latter. To put it more concretely, in order for me to see the bird
behind my window I must withdraw my attention from the music which flows
from my earphones and redirect it to my eyes and thus to the bird. In techni-
cal terminology, this is done by directing the aspectus of the common sense from
the faculty of hearing towards the faculty of sight. With the co-operation of the
faculty of sight, the aspectus is directed to visible objects within my perceptual
field.

In a passage that repeats the idea of the mutual impediment of the external
senses, Olivi makes it clear that the (spiritual) directedness of the external senses
is rooted in the aspectus of the common sense:

As the faculties are naturally connected to each other, so are their radical
aspectiis. This is why the act of vision is impeded when the aspectus of the
common or interior sense is totally turned away from the objects and acts
of vision. This happens sometimes when the whole actual intention of the
interior sense is directed to an act and object of the sense of hearing, or touch,
or when it is totally withdrawn inside because of slumber. Therefore, the
fact that various faculties of the soul impede one another from their acts is
not because they would have one simple and, as it were, point-like root of
their essences but rather because of their mutual connection and because the
aspectus of a superior faculty is related to the aspectus of inferior faculties, as
a root is to branches.’

The overall picture is that the common sense can be directed towards different
external senses—this amounts to directing one’s attention—and the aspectiis of
the external senses is directed towards external objects only if the aspectus of the
common sense is directed to them. The aspectiis of the external senses are, in a
way, extensions of the aspectus of the common sense.

0 “Sicut autem potentiee sunt sibi invicem naturaliter colligatee, sic et earum radicales aspec-

tus; et ideo cum aspectus sensus communis seu interioris totaliter advertitur ab obiectis
et actibus ipsius visus, tunc impeditur actus videndi; fit autem hoc aliquando, cum tota
actualis intentio sensus interioris convertitur ad actum et obiectum auditus vel tactus vel
cum per somnum tota revocatur ad interiora. Quod igitur diversae potentiee animee impe-
diant se aliquando in suis actionibus non provenit ex una simplici et quasi punctuali radice
suarum essentiarum, sed potius ex mutua colligantia ipsarum et ex eo quod aspectus supe-
rioris potentiae se habet ad aspectus potentiarum inferiorum sicut radix ad ramos.” (II Sent.
g. 50 app., 54.)
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By appealing to the necessity of paying attention, Olivi is able to underpin
his idea about the activity of perception. We are not passive recipients of external
stimuli, rather, the relation of our mind to the external world is more like acting:
the world is there, available for us to perceive, and we direct our intentional at-
tention to it in a selective way. We perceive things which fall under our active
attention; other things go unnoticed from us. In this way, attending to an object
is necessary for perceiving it, and it seems that when attention is directed to a
certain object (via an appropriate external sense) the subject necessarily perceives
it.

6.2 Consciousness and the Common Sense

What is the exact relation between selective attention and consciousness? The
question revolves around the concept of consciousness, to be sure, and modern
philosophy of mind has shown that it is not a simple task to define what con-
sciousness is. However, as I already said in the general introduction of this study,
by consciousness I mean a kind of first personal phenomenal appearance: for in-
stance, when I am conscious of my mug, the mug is phenomenally present to me
in my experience. It feels something like for me to perceive the mug.

It is not easy to find any kind of discussion concerning phenomenal con-
sciousness from medieval authors, but I do not think it is impossible either. It
goes without saying that the medieval authors do not employ the same termi-
nology as we do, and their theoretical interests often lay on matters that are not
directly concerned with phenomenal consciousness—or even with philosophical
psychology, for that matter. Still, we can pinpoint ideas that can be understood
as pertaining to the phenomenon we are accustomed to calling phenomenal con-
sciousness. This is not the place for a thorough discussion of this issue, and I shall
not dwell upon it, but I think it is necessary to show that Olivi recognises the
phenomenon. In question seven of his Queestiones de novissimis, he asks whether
a separated soul suffers from corporeal fire. He responds that it is heretical to
think that it does not suffer, and then he goes on to present four alternative ex-
planations as to how the suffering takes place. One of them—inspired by certain
passages from Gregory and Augustine—has it that corporeal fire really burns the
soul, and the suffering is due to actual burning. This is a neat solution, but Olivi
does not accept it. He has many reasons to reject it, but already at the beginning
of his answer he makes an interesting claim. For, he says that:

[...] although Gregory says that the fire burns the spirit and although both
Peter and Augustine say that the spirits will burn and enter [a state of] eter-
nal combustion, it is naive to believe that [the fire] would literally burn and
consume them. [...] By invisible or spiritual burning [Gregory] refers to the
living experience of sensible burning. This becomes clear from what he says
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next, namely: “the soul suffers not only by seeing but also by experiencing
the burning.” [...] On the basis of this, it is clear that by burning and suffer-
ing from fire he means the experiential sensation and vision of fire [... 1%9.

Olivi thinks that the soul does not really burn. Corporeal fire cannot affect the
spiritual soul directly. Still, the separated soul suffers pain because it has a “liv-
ing experience of burning.” The only thing that happens to the soul is that it
perceives fire and has an experience of being in pain, and it seems to me that this
kind of experience cannot be anything but a phenomenal feel of being in pain. In
this way, Olivi’s reading of Gregory’s text makes a reference to phenomenal con-
sciousness. Although in this context Olivi does not mention anything about the
soul’s normal perceptions when it is united to the body, his idea seems to be that
perception involves this kind of phenomenal and experiential aspect also then. I
can see no reason why Olivi would deny the phenomenal feel from a soul that is
united to the body; if he thinks that a separated soul may have such a feel when
it perceives!®. It feels something like to perceive, regardless of whether one has a
body or not.

In Olivi’s view, the common sense plays a crucial role in bringing about acts
of apprehension and the phenomenal aspects that accompany them!2. I tenta-
tively argue in the introduction to this study that some medievals seem to think
that an act of any of the cognitive faculties of the soul brings about consciousness
of its object. When the faculty of sight acts, its object is seen and appears to the
subject. Similarly, when the imagination acts, the subject becomes conscious of
the thing imagined. Understood in this way, consciousness is an intrinsic function
of all the cognitive faculties of the soul. On the basis of the foregoing discussion,
it seems that Olivi deviates to some extent from this view: consciousness requires
activity of the highest cognitive faculty of the soul, and as such it is a function of
the common sense!3. The acts of the common sense are needed in order to have
phenomenal consciousness about perceptual objects.

10 ”[...]licet Gregorius dicat quod ignis exurat spiritum, et licet tam Petrus quam Augustinus

dicant eos arsuros et in combustionem eternam ituros, nimis tamen rude est credere quod
ad litteram exurantur et ardeant et comburantur. [...] Per ardorem aut invisibilem seu
spiritualem [Gregorius] intelligit vivam experientiam ardoris sensibilis, sicut patet per illud
quod subdit, quod scilicet ‘anima non solum videndo sed etiam experiendo incendium
patiatur’. [...] Ex quo patet quod cremari et pati ab igne accipit pro sensu et visu ignis
experimentali [...]” (Queest. de nov. q. 7, 154-5.)

We shall see in Chapter 7 that the differences between perceiving with a body and perceiv-
ing without a body are minor, according to Olivi. It is the soul that does the perceiving in
both cases.

A sign of this is that perception of pain belongs to the common sense, not to the exter-
nal senses, and this probably also applies to the disembodied soul in corporeal fire. For
discussion about perception of pain, see Chapter 19.2.

It must be noted that in the case of human beings it seems that the ultimate centre of phe-
nomenal consciousness is not the common sense but the intellect which apprehends the
acts of the common sense. Thus, human consciousness is actually a function of the intel-
lect, not of the common sense. See II Sent.q. 37, 659; ibid., q. 51, 122; ibid., q. 54, 241, 280;
ibid., q. 58, 464; ibid., q. 59, 540; ibid., q. 74, 126. For discussion, see Part III, Chapter 18.

12

13
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Acts of the external senses are also necessary for perceiving external objects,
to be sure'*. However, Olivi seems to think that external senses are only means
for sensing external objects and that ultimately the acts of the common sense ac-
count for the contents of conscious experiences. The common sense must produce
an act in relation to an object in order for the object to appear to the subject. An
indication of this is that Olivi repeatedly writes that the common sense is the sub-
ject of the acts of perception by which external objects are apprehended. This idea
can be seen, for example, from the following excerpt:

According to the different [directions of] attention (aspectus) which the com-
mon sense has in the brain, different acts are attained. For, according to the
attention which it has towards the eyes, it apprehends visible [qualities], and
following the attention towards the ears it apprehends audible [qualities].
The same goes for all the other senses.'
We see here Olivi claiming that the common sense apprehends visible and audi-
ble qualities. Its aspectus can be directed towards different external senses, and
this enables it to form an act of perception in relation to perceptual objects. It is
the proper subject of the acts of perception even though it must use the external
senses and their acts to reach the external world. Thus, ultimately the common
sense accounts for the acts of perc:ep’ciom.16

From this perspective, it is noteworthy that Olivi does not think that the
common sense would act only in relation to the external senses and their acts. It
does not only apprehend the acts of the external senses and, as it were, see the
external objects in those acts. This would lead to problems of representationalism
and, as we have seen, Olivi regards these problems as serious enough to under-
mine the plausibility of any theory that entails them. Instead, Olivi repeatedly
writes that the common sense apprehends external objects. His idea seems to be
that the common sense is really capable of apprehending external objects—not
indirectly by apprehending, say, an act of seeing but directly by apprehending
the objects of sight, somehow using the faculty of sight and its act in the process.
Even though the common sense cannot apprehend external objects by itself and
has to employ the external senses in order to perceive them, Olivi does not think
that the acts of the senses are objects for the acts of the common sense. They do
not function as representations of external objects. This is somewhat puzzling,
for it is not very clear how this idea differs from the sophisticated species the-
ories of perception in which the species functions as a means for perceiving an
external object and not as a representationalist entity which would be an object
of perception. One might say that Olivi refutes some versions of species theories

14 “Sciendum ergo primo quod sensus communis nullum obiectum reale et preesentiale potest

immediate apprehendere nisi tantum actus particularium sensuum per quorum actus ap-
prehendit obiecta eorum.” (II Sent. q. 62, 594.)

“Secundum autem diversos aspectus quos [sensus communis] habet in cerebro diversos
sortitur actus. Nam secundum aspectum quem habet versus oculos apprehendit visibilia,
secundum autem aspectum ad aures apprehendit audibilia et sic de aliis sensibus.” (II Sent.
q. 58, 510; see also ibid., q. 32, 589; ibid., q. 84, 183.)

Important texts in this respect are the following: Quodl. 1.7, 25-6; II Sent. q. 58, 464; ibid., q.
62, 589-90; ibid., q. 66, 613.

16
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but nevertheless incorporates some aspects of them into his own theory without
clarifying how his own view is supposed to differ from the ones he has so sharply
rejected.

Be that as it may, it is clear that acts of the common sense are needed in
order for a subject to perceive external objects. It is not even clear that the external
senses are capable of acting if the common sense does not act in conjunction with
them. As we have seen, Olivi explicitly says that the spiritual aspectus, the lack
of which hinders a sleeping person from perceiving things around her, comes
ultimately from the common sense. He also says that without the aspectus of the
common sense the external senses cannot act. (Quodl. 1.7, 25-6, quoted above
in footnote 5.) I shall point out below that in Summa Olivi resolves one specific
problem by implying that there can be acts in the external senses even when the
common sense does not act in relation to them, but it seems that even if he really
thinks this is possible, he also thinks that the subject does not become conscious of
the objects of these acts unless the common sense directs its aspectus towards them
and forms an act of perception in relation to them. The subject is conscious only of
those things in relation to which the common sense has activity, and the activity
of the common sense requires that its aspectus be first directed to the object.

The significance of the common sense in the process of conscious perception
can be seen in Olivi’s accounting for the conscious attention by appealing to the
aspectus of the common sense. As we have seen, Olivi requires that in order to
perceive external objects one has to direct one’s attention to the external senses
and to the objects thereof. Becoming conscious of external objects requires pay-
ing attention to them, and in Olivi’s technical vocabulary this is done by directing
the aspectus of the common sense to the external senses and through them to the
perceptual qualities in the world. Thus, the activity of the common sense is neces-
sary for conscious perception, and the aspectus of the common sense accounts for
its contents. This also holds true for the other way around: we do not perceive
things which are outside the scope of the aspectus of the common sense. Once
again, the texts in which Olivi speaks about total unconsciousness show most
clearly how the directing of the aspectus of the highest cognitive faculty of the
soul is responsible for the contents of consciousness. Consider the following text,
which deals with the way the aspectus of the cognitive faculties may be retracted
altogether:

[...] sometimes there can be such a retraction that the aspectus is totally miss-
ing and completely paralysed (prostratur). In this case, there can be no ap-
prehension, and by consequence nor can there be any other act because the
aspectus is necessarily needed for an act of apprehension. This applies to an
infant when it is in utero—especially at the beginning of its formation—and
this happens also in the deepest sleep. If the aspectus is not totally paralysed
but retracted in a similar way without being retracted totally, then there are
some acts.!”

v “[...] aliquando potest esse tanta retractio quod totaliter deficit et prostratur aspectus. Et

tunc nulla potest esse apprehensio nec per consequens aliquis alius actus, cum aspectus
necessario praeexigatur ad actum apprehensionis. Et hoc modo contingit in infante, dum
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This text is an answer to a question concerning the acts of the intellectual part of
the souls of children, madmen, and sleeping persons. Olivi thinks that sometimes
their intellects function (though never freely), sometimes not, and the lack of their
activity is accounted for by appealing to the retraction of the aspectus. A few pages
earlier, Olivi says that by the term “retraction” he means the withdrawing of the
intentional directing of the sensitive faculties of the soul from the external world,
as in the case of a sleeping person who does not see even though her eyes are
open (II Sent. q. 59, 549-50). Thus, he means that when a faculty is completely
retracted, its spiritual aspectus is not directed to anything at all. According to the
cited passage, the aspectus can be retracted from its intentional directedness either
partially or totally, and when it is totally retracted there is no act of apprehension
whatsoever. This takes place during deep sleep and in the beginning of the fcetus’
formation. This passage illustrates well that the aspectus of the faculty which
provides a being with consciousness accounts for the contents of consciousness. If
it does not extend to anything whatsoever, the being does not have any cognitive
act, and hence she is not conscious, but unconscious.

While it is true that the faculty Olivi is discussing in the passage is the in-
tellect, the same idea goes for other faculties of the soul as well. This is evident
for two reasons. First, Olivi makes an important allusion to a foetus in utero: he
thinks that feetuses do not have intellectual souls at the beginning of their devel-
opment (II Sent. q. 51, 130-1), and therefore it is clear that retraction takes place
also in other faculties of the soul. Second, when Olivi defines the term retractio he
makes it explicit that he has in mind virtutes animales seu sensitivee. Thus, all the
powers of the soul can be retracted in such a way that they are not intentionally
directed to anything at all, and if this is the case, the subject does not have any
act of apprehension whatsoever.

Now, it is important to remember that the complete retraction of external
senses is due to the retraction of the aspectus of the common sense. The exter-
nal senses cannot provide any sort of consciousness to the subject if the common
sense is completely retracted from them. Moreover, because the common sense
may also have other acts of apprehension in which the external senses are not at
all employed (e.g., imaginative acts, in which the common sense produces an act
of apprehension in relation to a memory species)'®, a complete lack of conscious-
ness or an emptiness of the content of consciousness requires that the aspectus
of the common sense is not only retracted from the external senses but also re-
tracted totally from all other possible objects. In this way, it is clear that from a
metaphysical point of view the common sense plays a crucial role in the process
of acquiring consciousness.

As I have already mentioned, phenomenal consciousness was not an ex-
plicit topic of discussion for medieval philosophers, and Olivi is not an excep-
tion. However, there are many passages in which Olivi bases his views on the

est in utero, maxime in principio formationis, et hoc quidem in somno profundissimo. Si
autem non totaliter prostratur, sed sic retrahitur quod tamen non totaliter, tunc aliquos
actus habet.” (II Sent. q. 59, 552; see also ibid., 549-50, 559.)

18 See Chapter 4 above, and Part II, Chapters 13 & 14.
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way things appear to us in our phenomenal experience. These passages reveal
that the content of phenomenal consciousness is determined by the acts of the
common sense. One of the texts of this kind comes from Olivi’s account of the
fact that we have two eyes and thus two visual aspectiis, but the object still ap-
pears to us as one. Olivi explains:

Also because the uniformity of the concurrence of the double aspectiis of the
two eyes on one and the same object appears (occurrit) to the common sense
as if one in reality, and yet according to the duality of the eyes they are really
two aspectiis and two visions of the same thing. This is why the common
sense sensibly judges the object to be one, or rather the thing is presented
through the two visions to the common sense as one, just as it is really one
thing. However, the common sense readily perceives one act to be in one eye
and the other in another eye, which is also why it perceives that one act of
seeing is taken away, and the other remains when one of the eyes is closed.!’

The point I want to emphasise here is that the content of our phenomenal con-
sciousness is not determined by the two acts of our two eyes but by the act of
the common sense which combines these acts. If the acts of sensation which take
place in the eyes were to provide us with consciousness of their objects, the phe-
nomenal experience of seeing would be quite different than it actually is. Actu-
ally, we see external objects from two angles because of the distance between our
eyes. However, when we see an object we, do not see it as if from two sides or
angles; rather, the object appears to us as one, and the vision of it appears to us
as one even though it contains both aspects. The same idea can be put even more
radically: there is an act of seeing in both eyes. If both of them were to bring
about consciousness about their objects, we would have an experience of seeing
two similar objects (or almost similar, due to the different angles from which the
same object is seen). Olivi points out that this is not the case. We have an impres-
sion of seeing one object, and this is due to the act of the common sense which
contains the information from both eyes. When we close one of our eyes, we see
only the aspect of the object which is seen by the open eye, but when both of our
eyes are open, we do not see the two aspects of the object as separate, nor do we
see two objects. Rather, we see one object as if by one vision which comprises
both aspects.

This experience, Olivi points out in the passage cited, cannot be accounted
for without appealing to the common sense. The act of the common sense in-
cludes the information from the acts of both eyes, and our perceptual experience
of the object is based on and provided by this act. The object appears to our con-
sciousness in the way the act of the common sense presents it, not in the way the

19 “Quia etiam uniformitas concursus gemelli aspectus duorum oculorum super idem obiec-

tum occurrit sensui communi acsi realiter una, cum tamen secundum dualitatem oculorum
sint vere duo aspectus et duze visiones eiusdem rei: idcirco sensus communis sensibiliter
iudicat esse unam, vel potius res per ambas visiones non offertur tunc sibi nisi ut una, sicut
et est vere una. Sed tamen bene sentit alium actum videndi esse in uno oculo et alium in
alio, unde et cum unus eorum clauditur, sentit unum actum videndi esse subtractum alio
remanente.” (II Sent. q. 73, 94.)
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acts of the two eyes apprehend it. On the basis of this passage, I think it is clear
that the act of the common sense is the one that is ultimately responsible for the
contents of our consciousness of objects of perception.

In another important excerpt, Olivi endeavours to prove that not only the
external senses, but also the common sense function by directing their aspectiis.
There is nothing new in this claim, but the way Olivi puts it is very interesting.
He claims that the common sense extends itself to the external senses and even
to external objects by reaching out its aspectus and that this is why the acts of the
common sense appear as if they were acts of the senses:

Moreover, the common sense perceives so intimately the objects of the exter-
nal senses in their places that many acts of the common sense appear as acts
of the external senses. This is clear because pictures of diverse clothes and
members in a painting appear to us as having solidity and as being placed
over each other, as if the colours of the image were solid bodies. They appear
to us in this way because the estimation of the interior sense has shown this
to be the case in the human beings that the painting is about. Likewise, when
a burning brand is whirled in a circle, it appears as if we were seeing a kind
of a circle of fire. And yet [the power of] vision does not see the circle in any
instant—neither when it is made nor after it has been made—but it sees only
one part of it after another and never the two at the same time. But the inte-
rior sense apprehends the circle by the memory which preserves past things
and offers things that have recently been done or seen as if they take place
and are seen now. There are numerous other things that are apprehended or
estimated only by the interior sense, and yet they are ascribed to the external
senses because of the intimacy of the interior sense with the external senses.
It must be, therefore, that the virtual aspectus of the common sense intimately
extends all the way to the acts of the external senses and even all the way to
the objects of the external senses.?”

The idea that the common sense is involved in the perception of things that do not
actually exist in the external world (such as the circle of fire that appears when a
lit torch is whirled quickly around) comes from Avicenna?!. The most interesting

20 “Ulterius, [sensus communis] sic intime sentit eorum [scil. sensuum particularium] obiecta

in suis locis quod multi proprii actus eius videntur esse proprii actus sensuum particular-
ium; sicut patet, cum picturee diversarum vestium et membrorum alicuius imaginis viden-
tur nobis varias densitates sibi invicem superpositas habere, acsi colores imaginis essent
corpora spissa. Quod ideo nobis videtur, quia sestimatio sensus interioris sic probavit in
hominibus quorum sunt imagines illee. Sic etiam, cum titio ignitus spheerice giratur, vide-
mur nobis videre quendam circulum igneum; cum tamen visus in nullo uno instanti videat
illum circulum, nec cum fit, nec post factum, sed solum unam partem videt post aliam sic
quod nunquam duas simul. Sed interior sensus illum circulum apprehendit per memoriam
retinentem preeterita et offerentem recenter acta et visa, quasi adhuc fiant et videantur. In-
numera etiam alia sunt quee a solo sensu interiori apprehenduntur vel sestimantur, quee
tamen sensibus ascribuntur particularibus propter intimitatem illius cum istis. Oportet
ergo quod virtualis aspectus sensus communis intime attingat usque ad actus sensuum
exteriorum et etiam usque ad loca obiectorum suorum.” (II Sent. q. 73, 99.)

21 Shifa’ De an. 1.5, 88-9; For discussion, see Kaukua 2007, 39-45; At the outset, it seems that
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element in this passage—and the one I would like to draw attention to—is Olivi’s
observation that even though perceiving the circle of fire is due to an act of the
common sense, it appears to us as if we were really seeing it with our eyes. In
other words, the acts of the faculty of sight do not determine the content of our
perceptual consciousness. If they did, we would be conscious of the torch in one
place at a time and not of the circle of fire at all because the faculty of sight does
not see the circle nor the movement of the torch. Contrary to this, the content
of our phenomenal consciousness is determined by the act of the common sense
which combines the act of vision with a memorative act and thus provides us
with a phenomenal experience of seeing a circle of fire.

Itis also notable that in the end of the passage Olivi claims that the virtual as-
pectus of the common sense extends itself all the way to the objects of the external
senses. It cannot do this without the external senses and their aspectiis but still the
common sense is the proper subject of the acts of perception. All this accentuates
that Olivi understands the common sense as a faculty that provides perceptual
consciousness, a centre of consciousness so to speak, and that the directing of
its aspectus amounts to paying attention, understood as a necessary prerequisite
for being conscious of external objects. When the common sense brings about a
cognitive act in relation to an object, the object appears to the subject as a part of
her conscious experience. And if the common sense does not act in relation to an
object, the subject is not conscious of it.

6.3 Levels of Consciousness

The picture I have presented above tries to capture Olivi's understanding of a
phenomenal consciousness which enables the subject to be explicitly conscious
of perceived objects in such a way that she is conscious of perceiving them?2.
However, certain of Olivi’s ideas seem to suggest that consciousness comes in
degrees: the subject may have a kind of peripheral consciousness which makes
the external world somehow present to the subject without her being explicitly
conscious of it.

To understand the difference between this kind of peripheral consciousness
and explicit consciousness, consider the following. My perceptual field contains
many things of which I am not explicitly conscious unless I pay attention to them.
Still, they are present to me in a way that differs from complete unconsciousness.

Olivi’s view differs from Avicenna’s because Olivi appeals also to memory in his account of
the perception of the circle of fire. However, as we shall see below (in Part I, Chapter 14), he
thinks that memory is not distinct from the common sense. Thus, the allusion to memory
is not as great a deviation from Avicenna’s view as it looks.

I use an expression that is reminiscent of second-order perception (i.e., perceiving that one
perceives) on purpose, for it seems to me that when Olivi discusses second-order percep-
tion, he has in mind the kind of “being aware that one perceives.” In other words, second-
order perception does not take the first-order act of perception as an object but it does
render the perception conscious. See Part II, Chapter 12.3 for a more detailed discussion.

22
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If I direct my attention to my visual field, the objects in it appear to me in such
a way that I am conscious of seeing them, but even when I focus intensively on
the music I am listening to, I do not become temporarily blind. Perhaps I fail
to notice everything in my visual field, and the bird that flies past my window
may escape my consciousness completely. Still, there is a phenomenal difference
between listening to music with eyes open and listening to it with eyes closed.
Although my attention is all the time equally intensively directed to music, my
phenomenal experience changes when I close my eyes. When my eyes are closed,
I do not have even peripheral consciousness of the visible things in front of me;
when they are open, the things in my visual field are present to me in such a way
that I may become explicitly conscious of them, if they catch my attention for
some reason.

Olivi seems to entertain an idea about this kind of distinction between lev-
els of consciousness, although he does not explicitly address the issue in these
terms. He acknowledges that we pay attention to our environment even when
we are intensively concentrating on something else: things in my visual field are
present to me although my attention is directed to music. In other words, paying
attention is a necessary condition for becoming explicitly conscious of objects of
perception, but attention can be paid in varying degrees.

We may begin unfolding this aspect of Olivi’s thinking by comparing his
ideas to one of the most well known historical discussions concerning the ne-
cessity of paying attention in perception. In a famous passage from De Trinitate,
Augustine points out that:

[...] when someone is speaking to us and we are thinking of something else,
it often appears as if we had not heard him. But this is not true; we did hear,
but we did not remember, because the speaker’s words slipped immediately
away from the perception of our ears, being diverted elsewhere by a com-
mand of the will which is wont to fix them in the memory. And, therefore,
when something of the kind occurs, it would be more correct to say, “We did
not remember,” rather than, “We did not hear.”??

As we have seen (in Chapter 6.1), Olivi takes up basically the same issue when
he presents his own way of accounting for how excessive attention to one of the
external senses hinders the subject from perceiving through the other senses. On
the face of it, Olivi’s idea very much resembles the one Augustine suggests. There
is, however, an important way in which their accounts for the phenomenon differ.
Augustine does not seem to think that we would not be aware of the objects of
our senses when we concentrate on something else. We do hear the words even

s “[...] cum saepe coram loquentem nobis aliquem aliud cogitando non audisse nobis uide-

mur. Falsum est autem; audiuimus enim sed non meminimus subinde per aurium sen-
sum labentibus uocibus alienato nutu uoluntatis per quem solent infigi memoriee. Verius
itaque dixerimus cum tale aliquid accidit: ‘Non meminimus,” quam: ‘Non audivimus.””
(Aurelius Augustinus, De Trinitate libri quindecim, ed. W. J. Mountain, CCSL 50/50A (Turn-
hout: Brepols, 1968) (hereafter DT), 11.8.15; The translation is taken from The Trinity, transl.
S. McKenna, The Fathers of the Church: A New Translation 45 (Washington, D.C.: The
Catholic University of America Press, 1963).)
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though we do not pay attention to them. They pass through our consciousness,
but since our attention is directed elsewhere, the words do not leave any traces
in the memory. In other words, we have a phenomenal experience of hearing, but
the content of the speech slips from our mind without leaving any marks behind.
In the Augustinian view, the ears do not cease from acting even though we do
not concentrate on listening.

In contrast to Augustine, Olivi seems to think that ears do not function at
all if attention is altogether directed away from them, and, similarly, if attention
is withdrawn from the eyes, they do not see. We have already seen that in his
Quodlibelta Olivi says explicitly that a sleepwalker can see or hear only if her com-
mon sense is awake to some extent because otherwise the external senses would
not function; we have also seen that paying attention is a necessary condition for
the acts of the senses; to boot, Olivi argues several times in his Summa that the ex-
ternal senses do not function unless the aspectus of the common sense is directed
to them: “As the faculties are naturally connected to each other, so are their rad-
ical aspectiis. This is why when the aspectus of the common or interior sense is
totally turned away from the objects and acts of vision, then the act of vision is
impeded.”?* Thus, whereas Augustine seems to think that when we do not pay
attention to what we perceive, perception leaves no trace in the memory; Olivi’s
idea appears to be more radical: perception itself is hindered due to the lack of
attention.

In this way, Olivi’s view seems to lead to the counterintuitive consequence
that if my attention is retracted from my eyes, my visual field turns black, and
I see nothing. Phenomenologically this is highly implausible: when I listen to
music, my vision does not appear to be completely lost. It may be true that I do
not see everything in my visual field, but I surely experience that I see something.

In fact, Olivi is not committed to such a radical and implausible view. He
does not think that even the strong attention of one of the senses would make
all the other senses completely inactive. He thinks that on some level the mind is
always directed to the world, and the world is present to us on some level even
when we have drawn our attention away from it—this holds true even when we
are asleep. The crucial point is that attention and consciousness come in degrees.
When I concentrate on listening to music, I do not withdraw my whole attention
from the other senses, and this allows the other senses to function even though I
may not become explicitly conscious of their activity.

This idea may sound striking, given the foregoing discussion about the re-
lation between the common sense and the external senses. Does Olivi have some
kind of idea about how the faculty of sight may still function when I concentrate
on listening after all? This question must be divided into two separate questions:
first, does Olivi really think that the senses do not function unless the common
sense acts in relation to them? And second, how are the senses capable of acting

2 “Sicut autem potentiee sunt sibi invicem naturaliter colligatee, sic et earum radicales aspec-

tus; et ideo cum aspectus sensus communis seu interioris totaliter advertitur ab obiectis et
actibus ipsius visus, tunc impeditur actus videndi.” (II Sent. q. 50 app., 54.) See also the
whole passage, which is cited above in footnote 9.
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when the common sense does not act in relation to them, supposing that this is
possible?

As regards to the first question, the bulk of the evidence points to Olivi
thinking that if a person’s attention is completely directed to listening to music,
her eyes do not function, and her vision is resumed only by redirecting the at-
tention towards the faculty of sight and the eyes (see, e.g., II Sent. q. 50 app., 54;
ibid., q. 62, 595-6). There is, however, one important problem that Olivi solves by
appealing to an explanation which seems to support the view that the external
senses have some activity of their own without attention from the higher facul-
ties. The problem can be stated as follows: given that perception requires the
activity of the senses and the directing of attention, how is it possible that a sleep-
ing person can be woken up by loud noises®? If we assume that the attention
of a sleeping person is altogether retracted from the senses and that this retrac-
tion hinders the activity of the senses completely, there seems to be no way of
accounting for the possibility of sensing external noises while asleep. And yet I
do wake up when the alarm clock on my bedside table rings.

Olivi’s answer to this problem goes as follows:

[...] the sensitive faculties are not retracted inside in slumber so completely
that the aspectus which remains in them could not be terminated at viva-
cious objects forcefully [...] also a powerful and intense act [of an external
sense] presents itself to the aspectus of the common sense in such a way that
the common sense apprehends it most forcefully. This forceful apprehension
leads the whole aspectus of the common sense towards the external things,
and so the whole human being wakes up [...] Light would not awake closed
eyes unless its brightness reached the aspectus of the eye through the inter-
stice between the eyelids in such a way that when the aspectus of the eye is
terminated at the brightness, the eye produces an act of vision in itself.2®

On the basis of this passage it seems that there may be acts of sensation in the
external senses, even though the common sense does not pay attention to them.
At least it is clear that there can be acts of sensation even if the common sense
does not act in relation to the external senses. Even when I am asleep there re-
mains an aspectus in my faculty of hearing, and this aspectus may be terminated
at the loud noise of my alarm clock. This enables my faculty of hearing to pro-
duce an act of sensing the sound of the clock. There are acts in my faculty of
hearing, and Olivi explicitly says that these acts exist before the common sense
apprehends them and the sounds they pertain to. Subsequently, the acts of the

25 The problem is presented in II Sent. q. 58, 407; See also ibid., q. 72, 26, 33.

2 “[...] potentize sensitivee non sunt ita totaliter in somno ad interiora retractee quin a vi-
vacibus obiectis possit ita fortiter terminari ille aspectus qui eis remanet [...] et etiam ipse
actus sic fortis et intensus ita se ingeret aspectui sensus communis quod fortissime ap-
prehenduntur ab ipso. Que apprehensio sic fortis totum aspectum sensus communis ad
exteriora deducet, et sic totus homo evigilabit [... ] Lux vero oculos clausos ad vigiliam non
reduceret, nisi aliqualiter eius claritas per locum divisionis palpebrarum aspectum oculi at-
tingeret, ut sic, aspectu eius terminato in ipsam, actum visionis in se produceret.” (II Sent.
g- 58, 500.) See also ibid., q. 62, 595.
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senses are apprehended by my common sense, and I wake up when this happens.
External senses are, according to this, capable of acting before the common sense
acts in relation to them. On one occasion Olivi even says that the common sense
is incapable of acting if the external senses do not act beforehand?”.

This brings us to our second question: how is this possible, given that Olivi
so clearly requires that there is some kind of activity in the common sense before
the external senses can function? The answer is based on a distinction between
aspectus and actus?®. Olivi makes it clear that directing the aspectus and producing
a cognitive act are two different things. The former is a necessary condition for
the latter, but the existence of an aspectus is possible without the existence of a
cognitive act. The aspectus needs to be terminated at an object of perception before
the cognitive faculty can bring about an act of cognition in relation to it. As Olivi
repeatedly says in Summa, the external senses cannot act if the aspectus of the
common sense is altogether retracted from the senses. But if the common sense
has some kind of aspectus towards the external senses they may function and
produce acts of sensation, and, according to the passage cited above, these acts
are then apprehended by the common sense.

Thus, acting in relation to something is not the same thing as directing the
aspectus towards that thing. As the passage cited above shows, the aspectiis of
the external senses are not completely retracted from the external world even
though the senses do not act when the person is asleep. Also, the common sense
is capable of apprehending the acts of the senses, and therefore the common sense
must be directed towards them in the same way as the external senses are directed
towards the external world—even when the person is asleep. The common sense
cannot be totally retracted from the external senses if it is able to apprehend their
acts, and it is possible that its aspectus is directed to them even though it does not
act in relation to the external senses.

However, one may still ask how this explanation is supposed to work, given
that Olivi repeatedly speaks about the inability of the external senses to act when
the aspectus of the common sense is retracted from them. If there remains an as-
pectus towards the external senses even when the subject is asleep, why does a
sleeping person not perceive things around her? Why does intensive concentra-
tion on objects of one of the senses hinder the subject from perceiving through
the other senses? This is where the levels of attention and consciousness come
into play. For, there are a number of places in which Olivi discusses our ability
to be attentive of our surroundings without being explicitly conscious of things
around us. For instance, when he discusses the speech of angels he draws from
human experience and writes:

We see in ourselves that when we are attentively turned to look at or to hear
something, nevertheless we immediately hear a voice that resounds in a part

z “Sicut autem sensus communis non potest agere, nisi prius fuerit actio sensus particularis

[...]1” (I Sent. q. 31, 564); Note, however, that he does not consider here the possibility of
remembering or imagining—acts which are performed by the common sense alone and as
such do not require the acts of the external senses.

28 See Chapter 5.3, footnotes 37, 40, and 51.
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of the air from which we seem to be averted, and we hear it in such a way
that the attention of our heart is drawn to it. In this way, they say, this takes
place in angels (in their own manner).

As for evidence for this, it must be known that although the intellect
or the faculty of hearing is directed forcefully to somewhere, nevertheless
in the faculty of hearing remains some unnoticeable (occulta) directedness
to the whole hemisphere—in such a way that if a vehement sound goes off
somewhere, the faculty of hearing perceives it quickly. The faculty of hearing
does not need to be directed to the sound anew because the preceeding un-
noticeable directedness suffices for perception. Because the sound presents
itself objectively (obiective) and powerfully to the faculty of hearing—in such
a way that the faculty of hearing necessarily generates a vivacious act of hear-
ing in itself—it [viz the faculty of hearing] draws the attention of the heart to
itself and to its object forcefully. An angel’s power of hearing or power that
apprehends the speech of another angel must be understood [to function]
similarly. It is not directed to something in such a way that there would not
remain some kind of general attention (generalis aspectus) to other things that
are present or accessible to it.?’

Although we do not need to care about angel speech here, it is of some impor-
tance to see how human experience serves as a simile which helps us to under-
stand the way spiritual entities perceive and communicate with each other. From
our perspective, the most important idea Olivi presents here is that even when I
concentrate on looking at something, my faculty of hearing is all the time atten-
tive to my surroundings. It pays attention in such a way that I am not explicitly
conscious of its directedness nor of the actual sounds around me—they remain in
the periphery of my consciousness as the directing of my hearing is occulta—but
its attentiveness enables me to become conscious of apparent changes (such as
loud noises) around me, whenever they take place. My conscious attention may
be directed towards a certain thing in my visual field, but my surroundings are
nevertheless present to me on some level.

2 “Sicut enim videmus in nobis quod quamquam simus ad aliqua videnda vel audienda at-

tente conversi, nihilominus si fiat aliqua vox fortis in illa parte eeris a qua videmur aversi,
statim audimus eam ita quod per hoc fortiter revocatur attencio cordis nostri ad illam, sic
suo modo dicunt esse in angelo. Ad cuius evidentiam sciendum quod licet intellectus vel
auditus sint ad aliud fortiter conversi, nihilominus remanet in ipso auditu quedam occulta
conversio ad totum emisperium ita quod si ibi fiat vehemens sonus, subito percipit illum,
non preeunte aliqua nova conversione auditus ad illum, quia sufficiebat ad hoc predicta
conversio occulta, quia vero ille sonus obiective se ingerit cum multa efficacia ipsi audi-
tui, ita quod ipse auditus habet vivacem actum audiendi in se necessario generare, idcirco
habet attencionem cordis ad se et ad suum obiectum fortiter trahere. Et consimiliter est
intelligendum de potentia angeli auditiva seu apprehensiva locucionum alterius angeli,
quod scilicet non est ita conversa ad alia quin remaneat sibi quidam generalis aspectus ad
alia sibi presentia vel pervia.” (Petrus Ioannis Olivi, “Queestio de locutionibus angelorum,”
ed. S. Piron, Oliviana 1 (2003): §§31-2, http://oliviana.revues.org/document18.html; For a
presentation of this text, see Sylvain Piron, “Petrus Johannis Olivi: Queestio de locutionibus
angelorum,” Oliviana 1 (2003), http:/ /oliviana.revues.org/document27. html.)
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The crucial term that figures in this text is aspectus generalis. Olivi employs

the same term occasionally in his Summa, and it means a kind of general directed-
ness of the faculties of the soul which enables them to react to vehement changes
within their scope and also to be directed towards external things without yet
producing acts of sensation, for instance, due to unsuitable conditions which pre-
vent the acts. The following text shows us how aspectus generalis is possible with-
out an act of sensation, how it may be terminated at an object, and how this spec-
ifies the aspectus to a certain object and enables the faculty to produce a cognitive
act in relation to that object:

It should also be said that the faculties [of the soul] have a double aspectus.
One of them is indeterminate in relation to its objects as when we tend to-
wards the exterior [world] in such a way that the faculty of vision is applied
to seeing by the will or by nature, and the eye is awake but kept closed, or
we are in darkness. Because of the unsuitable condition of the medium, or
because of the impediment of some obstacle, the faculty of sight does not
tend determinately towards any object. The other aspectus is a determination
(determinativus vel determinatio) of the first aspectus because the first one is re-
lated to the other as a root to a branch and a sensation is caused from the
first when an object is present. For example, given that only a man whose
eyes are open would have been created before everything else and he would
endeavour with all effort to tend his eyes to seeing as if there were external
visible things: it is clear that in that case his aspectus would not be terminated
at or determinately carried to any external object. If after a while all the ex-
ternal things (which exist now) would be created, by the same token the first
aspectus of the eyes would be fixed at external objects.’

30

“Dicendum etiam quod potentiee habent duplicem aspectum. Unus est ex se indetermi-
natus ad heec vel illa obiecta, ut, cum oculus stat pervigil et clausis oculis vel in tenebris
intedimus in exteriora, ita quod potentia visiva est a voluntate vel a natura applicata ad vi-
dendum, sed propter indispositionem medii vel propter impedimentum alicuius obstaculi
non intendit determinate in aliquod obiectum. Secundus est determinativus vel determi-
natio primi, nam primus se habet ad secundum sicut radix ad ramum et ex primo cum
preesentia obiecti causatur sensus; ut verbi gratia, detur quod solus homo apertis oculis
esset ante omnia creatus et sic toto conatu niteretur per oculos intendere ad videndum acsi
essent visibilia extra: constat quod tunc aspectus eius non terminaretur nec determinate
ferretur in aliquod extrinsecum obiectum, et si paulo post omnia exteriora sicut nunc sunt
crearentur, eo ipso primus aspectus oculi determinaretur ad obiecta exteriora.” (II Sent.
q. 73, 68-9; see also ibid., q. 59, II, 543—4.) Olivi’s thought-experiment resembles to some
extent the so called “floating man” of Avicenna (Shifi’ De an. 1.1, 36-7). This is highly in-
teresting because for some reason Avicenna’s thought-experiment was surprisingly rarely
repeated in Latin philosophy. Of course, the contexts in which Olivi and Avicenna present
their thought-experiments and the argumentative roles they give to them are very differ-
ent. Nevertheless, it is important to note that whereas Avicenna’s flying man does not
admit the existence of his body, Olivi’s “man before creation” is well aware of his ability
to see even though there is nothing to be seen. The man is not only created with his eyes
open but he “conatu niteretur per oculos intendere ad videndum.” A list of Latin authors,
who quote Shifd’ De an. 1.1, can be found in Etienne Gilson, “Les Sources gréco-arabes de
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The faculties of the soul have an aspectus generalis when they are directed in an
indeterminate way and not terminated at any object whatsoever. When an object
presents itself to the aspectus, the latter becomes terminated at the object, and the
faculty brings about a cognitive act pertaining to that object. Moreover, the text
from Queestio de locutionibus angelorum shows us that the external senses have this
aspectus generalis even when the common sense does not act in relation to them.
Only when the faculty of hearing produces an act which pertains to a loud voice
does the common sense act and thus notice the act of the sense and the object
thereof.

On the basis of the similarity of the ideas Olivi presents in the preceding
three texts I think that it is clear that a sleeping person and one who is awake but
intensely concentrating on one particular thing are in a similar situation. Both
fail to consciously perceive their surroundings (one is not conscious of anything
and the other is conscious only of the thing in the focus of her mind), but still
both have an aspectus generalis towards the whole hemisphere around them. Olivi
seems, however, to fluctuate to some extent in his view. On one occasion he
explicitly says that slumber takes away the aspectus generalis altogether®!. This
goes against his explanation for the fact that loud noises awaken creatures that
are asleep. However, it seems to me that when he says this, he either has in mind
a slumber so deep that the sleeper does not wake up even to the loudest noise,
or he may think that even general attentiveness comes in degrees. It is one thing
to be in total darkness, trying to see and quite another to be asleep and failing to
see because of that. One might think that the strength of aspectus generalis varies
between these kinds of cases.*

We are now in a position to see what kind of role Olivi attributes to the
common sense as a necessary part of the process that brings about acts of the
senses. The distinction between acting and directing the aspectus explains how
the external senses are capable of acting even when the common sense does not
act. Although the common sense has to direct its aspectus to the senses in order
for them to function, it does not have to act in relation to them. This reading
neatly brings together Olivi’s explanation for the fact that sleeping persons may
wake up when they hear a loud noise and his repeated insistence that the external
senses are incapable of acting if the common sense is completely retracted from
them. I do not see any reason why Olivi would think that the common sense
must act in relation to the external senses in order to enable their action. All he
says is that the common sense has to direct its aspectus to them, and only then are
they capable of acting.

l'augustinisme avicennisant.” AHDLMA 4 (1929): 41-2. For discussion about the influence
of the “flying man” in Latin philosophy, see Hasse 2000, 80-92.

“Generalis vero et indeterminatus aspectus datur evigilantibus, cum excitantur a somno,
qui et per somnum eis aufertur.” (I Sent. q. 72, 32.)

This seems to be a possible interpretation, given that Olivi thinks that we can direct our
attention to the external world in various degrees at least while we are awake: “In somno
enim sic retrahuntur potentize sensitivee ab exterioribus ad interiora quod auribus apertis
voces actualiter insonantes non audiuntur aut aperto oculo lux praesens non videtur. In
vigilia etiam experimur nos per oculos vel aures nunc fortius intendere, nunc debilius, et
nunc longius, nunc propinquius [...]” (II Sent. q. 59, 559.)

31

32
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If this is correct, we must take it that Olivi formulates his idea somewhat
loosely in Quodlibelta, where he says that the external senses are capable of acting
only if there is a corresponding act in the common sense. This is somewhat puz-
zling, but on the basis of the foregoing analysis it seems rather clear to me that
he really thinks that the external senses can act even when the common sense
does not act in relation to them and that the aspectus of the common sense alone
is sufficient for enabling the external senses to act. It is possible that the formula-
tion in Quodlibelta is not very exact because Olivi’s point there is simply to prove
that the common sense cannot be completely shut off (so to speak) if the external
senses function. The central idea in the passage from Quodlibeta is that the com-
mon sense has to have some kind of activity in relation to the senses. This activity
must be the directing of the aspectus. Or, then again, Olivi may think that the
common sense of the sleepwalker has to act because the sleepwalker behaves as
if she were awake, and this requires that not only the external senses but also the
common sense apprehend the external things.

As Olivi says, “a powerful and intense act [of an external sense] presents
itself to the aspectus of the common sense.” (I Sent. g. 58, 500.) Thus, the aspectus
of the common sense is already directed to the external senses, and this enables
it to notice their acts whenever they take place. The distinction between aspec-
tus generalis and the aspectus that is specified to a certain object accounts also for
the way in which the common sense is all the time attentive to the activity of the
senses. When I concentrate on listening to music, my attention is directed to my
ears, to be sure, but this does not necessarily mean that my attention would be
completely withdrawn from my eyes. Thus, the aspectus of the common sense
can be directed to different directions simultaneously and with varying degrees.
While I am asleep, it is mostly directed at imagination (and this is why the com-
mon sense has imaginative acts and why I am conscious of dream images), and
the aspectus of the common sense remains attentive to the external senses to a
lesser degree (and this is why I hear noises if they happen to be loud enough).
And when I listen to music, my conscious attention is directed towards my ears
and the music—the aspectus of the common sense is specified by them—but at the
same time neither is it completely withdrawn from my eyes due to the aspectus
generalis which remains, and this enables me to see something (if not everything)
in my visual field.

The presupposition behind this idea is that the aspectus of the faculties of
the soul can be directed simultaneously in different directions, and we can find
support for this interpretation from Olivi’s texts. The aspectus of the faculties of
the soul is, according to Olivi, composed of distinct parts which together form a
totalis aspectus. These parts may be directed to different objects and in the case
of the common sense to different external senses and their objects. Consider the
following passage:

For no created power can apprehend a thing unless it actually regards that
thing; but the entire aspectus of one faculty must have some kind of unity.
[...] In this way we sensibly experience that although an eye regards simul-
taneously many things, it never does this except under one entire aspectus.
This is why all the things it sees simultaneously must be related to each other
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in such a way that they can be observed and apprehended under one entire
aspectus. This kind of unity must be assigned also to the sense of touch—in
the case of which it seems to be the least necessary—according to the unifor-
mity of the continuity of its entire organ.3?

The sense of touch is an example of a faculty that can simultaneously have many
aspectiis which are directed to different objects. Different aspectiis must have some
kind of unity, which is provided by the unity of the whole body (which is the
organ of the sense of touch), but still the faculty can be simultaneously directed in
multiple directions, so to speak. For instance, I feel the pressure of the keyboard
of my computer on my fingertips and the pain in my shoulders, caused by the
time I have spent in front of the screen. The sense of touch has many acts and
many aspectiis by which I am capable of feeling these things simultaneously, and
the unity they have is due to these feelings existing in the same body. Olivi goes
on to say that it is possible that the required unity may be due to the fact that
all the different parts of the aspectus belong to one and the same faculty®*. This
is probably how the different aspectiis of the common sense are united, but the
important point I want to emphasise is that Olivi does not see any problem in the
idea that one faculty of the soul can be directed in several directions and objects
simultaneously. The whole aspectus of one faculty is composed of parts which
may be directed to different things.

Moreover, Olivi thinks that to produce an act of apprehension in relation to
an object does not require that the whole aspectus be directed to that object. The
higher faculties of the soul are able to apprehend objects by using only part of
their capacity and part of their aspectus:

In order for a noble faculty to see some object (even in order to see it per-
fectly) it is not necessary that it directs its entire power and aspectus only to
that object. It suffices that it does this to such a degree that the nature of the
power, the perfection of its act, and the conditions of the object require.3

3 “Cum etiam nulla potentia creata possit aliquid apprehendere, nisi actualiter aspiciat il-

lud, totalis autem aspectus unius potentize oportet quod habeat aliquam unitatem. [...] Sic
etiam sensibiliter experimur quod quamvis oculus plura simul aspiciat, nunquam tamen
hoc facit nisi sub uno totali aspectu; unde oportet quod omnia quee simul videt sic se
habeant quod sub illo uno totali aspectu possint conspici et apprehendi. Et etiam in sensu
tactus de quo minus videtur oportet hanc unitatem assignare secundum correspondentiam
unius continuitatis totius sui organi.” (I Sent. q. 37, 664.)

II Sent. q. 37, 665. Olivi is discussing two visions which the blessed have in Heaven: they see
God, and they see things in themselves. He points out that there is a unity even between
the aspectiis of these visions because they belong to one and the same faculty. Thus, the
required unity may be due to three things: (1) the objects are located near each other and
the aspectus of the faculty of sight has unity because of the vicinity of its objects; (2) different
aspectiis are realised in one and the same organ (the case of touch); (3) different aspectiis are
realised in one and the same faculty.

“Non igitur oportet quod una nobilis potentia pro quocunque obiecto etiam perfecte vi-
dendo totalitatem suce virtutis suique aspectus ad ipsum solum dirigat, sed sufficit quod
sub tanta et tali mensura hoc faciat, quantum exigit natura illius potentiee et perfectio sui
actus et conditio sui obiecti.” (I Sent. q. 37, 669.)

34

35
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This applies not only to the intellect but also to the sensitive faculties of the soul.
Thus, the common sense does not need to use all its capacity to perceive the ob-
jects of sight, and it does not have to be completely directed towards the eyes in
order to see. This idea is reflected also in the passage that I cited above: “when
the aspectus of the common or interior sense is fotally turned away from the ob-
jects and acts of vision, then the act of vision is impeded.”3¢ The faculty of sight
becomes unable to act only if the aspectus of the common sense is completely
retracted from it. Partial or weak attention towards the eyes—the aspectus gener-
alis—is possible even when listening to music.?’

On the basis of the foregoing discussion, we can arrive at a detailed descrip-
tion of Olivi’s view on the psychological process of perception which takes place
when, say, the ringing of my alarm clock draws my attention, and I consciously
hear it. The process may be formulated in the following way:

1. The aspectus generalis of the common sense is directed to all of the external
senses.

2. This allows the aspectus generales of the external senses to be directed out-
ward.

3. When the alarm goes off, the aspectus of the faculty of hearing is terminated
at it.

4. The faculty of hearing brings about an act that pertains to the ringing.

5. The act of the faculty of hearing becomes the terminus of the aspectus of the
common sense.

6. The common sense brings about an act that pertains to the act of hearing
and the object thereof.

7. The act of the common sense makes me perceive the ringing.

The last item in this description means that I become explicitly conscious of the
noise. My mind becomes focussed on it, and I know that I hear it. Then again,
when there are no striking noises around me that catch my attention, and I am
fully concentrated on writing this text, I am not explicitly conscious of the back-
ground noise in my study. The casual noises remain in the periphery of my con-
sciousness until I direct my attention to them—and when I do, they become part
of my conscious experience: I become conscious of hearing them. The act of the
common sense is needed for this because the act of the sense of hearing alone
is not sufficient to wake me up, as Olivi says in one of the passages cited above

3 “cum aspectus sensus communis seu interioris totaliter advertitur ab obiectis et actibus ip-

sius visus, tunc impeditur actus videndi.” (II Sent. q. 50 app., 54; emphasis mine.)

In addition to being capable of directing its aspectus to various dimensions simultaneously,
the common sense has to be able to produce multiple acts if it is to apprehend the acts
and the objects of different external senses simultaneously. Olivi thinks that it does. See,
e.g., II Sent. q. 37, 660-1; ibid., q. 79, 161-2. The common sense is able to have several
acts simultaneously, and in this way it can provide consciousness of different perceptible
qualities of one object (the visible and audible qualities of, say, a duck) and of different
objects (a duck which is seen and a thunderclap that is heard).
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(see footnote 26). The acts of the common sense are responsible for the conscious
experiences of perceiving. However, Olivi thinks that even when I am not explic-
itly conscious of the things around me, they are present to me on some level. In
this way, he makes an allusion to different levels of consciousness. Consciousness
and conscious perception are functions of the common sense but only if they are
understood in a strict meaning which entails that the subject is conscious that she
is perceiving. I find it extremely interesting that Olivi seems to entertain some
kind of vague idea of this kind of hierarchy of levels of consciousness. It also
goes well with his discussion concerning second-order perception. But that is an
issue that will have to wait until we arrive at the second part of this study.



7 SOUL AND BODY IN OLIVI'S THEORY OF
PERCEPTION

7.1 Psychological and Physiological Aspects of Perceptual Acts

Olivi’s idea of the double aspectus of corporeal cognitive faculties—i.e., his insis-
tence that not only the eyes but also the aspectus of the faculty of sight have to be
directed towards the objects of sight—and the emphasis he lays both on the ac-
tive character of perception and on selective attention as necessary conditions for
conscious perception reveal an interesting tension in his thought. When percep-
tion takes place, there are always two distinct yet intermingled aspects in play.
On the one hand, the organs of the body play some kind of role in perception
but on the other hand perception is an act of the soul. Olivi accentuates the latter
thread to the extent that the role of the body becomes questionable. According to
the double aspectus view, the organs of the body must be appropriately directed
in order for us to perceive, but it is not clear that they have anything else to do
with perception. Especially if we take into consideration Olivi’s conception of the
metaphysics of the human soul and the relation between the soul and the body;,
which entails a clear distinction between the two and jeopardises their substan-
tial unity, we may ask how acts of perception take place in the organs of the body
and what the relation is between bodily changes and acts of the soul.

Although this problematic applies more clearly to human beings (who are,
in the end, the only bodily creatures who have a spiritual soul), my general im-
pression is that the same tension between bodily changes and acts of the soul can
also be found in non-human animals. This calls for some explanation although
we have to wait until Chapter 8 before dealing with the details. From the point
of view of the metaphysics of the soul, human beings and non-human animals
are quite unlike each other. In addition to being a hylomorphic form of the body,
the human soul is a spiritual entity, whereas the animal soul appears to be only a
hylomorphic form of the body. Thus, it is less clear that the tension between bod-
ily changes and acts of the soul can be found in non-human animals: one might
think that the acts of the soul are changes in the body and vice versa. However, the
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souls of non-human animals have all the relevant properties (namely, simplicity
and activity) that bridge the disparity between acts of the soul and their bodily
realisation, and this is why the question concerning the role of bodily changes ap-
plies also to non-human animals. This claim becomes clearer in the course of the
next chapters but the reader should bear in mind that although many points are
presented as if they applied only to human beings, in fact they apply also to non-
human animals—either as such, or after some sort of qualification. I shall leave
this theme aside for a moment and return to it in Chapter 8, because by analysing
Olivi’s ideas concerning human perception we can see more clearly what is at
stake in the relation between the soul and the body in perception.

At a closer look, many features of Olivi’s theory of perception result in a
tension between bodily changes and psychological acts of the soul. His way of
understanding the intentionality of cognitive acts, the necessity of paying atten-
tion, and his charge against the theories of perception which formulate of percep-
tion as a passive process of receiving information from without—all these leave
the impression that perception cannot be understood as a process by which an
external object causes bodily changes in the organs of the senses and that these
changes, in turn, bring about cognitive acts in the soul. Rather, perception is a
mental process that takes place in the faculties of the soul and it is not clear how
exactly its dependence upon corporeal changes in the body should be under-
stood. In fact, it is not unreasonable to ask whether cognitive acts are dependent
upon such changes in the first place.

Approached from this perspective, it may seem that Olivi’s theory has a
kind of dualistic flavour. If it turns out that the organs of the body play either no
role at all or at least that their role is accidental for the functioning of the faculties
of the soul, we must say that his theory is suggestive of dualism. As I already
mentioned, there are strong reasons to claim that Olivi’s anthropological theory
is committed to a certain kind of substance dualism because of his conception of
the metaphysics of the spiritual human soul'. From substance dualism, it is only
a short step to reject the idea that faculties of the soul and their acts are func-
tions of their organs. Then again, one must be careful in attributing a flagrantly
dualistic conception of the relation between bodily changes and acts of the soul
to Olivi. This is because he does not reject straightaway the hylomorphic view
which was prevalent in his time, according to which the sensitive faculties of the
soul are realised in corporeal organs as organising principles that enable certain
functions. By contrast, he explicitly accepts the view that sensitive faculties are
forms of corporeal organs and that they are carried by the movement of the spir-
itus animalis®, and in the case of non-human animals he seems to deny substance
dualism completely (which, of course, is not surprising).

! Yrjonsuuri 2007a, 82-9; For discussion about Olivi’s conception of the metaphysics of the

soul, see also Pasnau 1997a; Roberto Zavalloni, Richard de Mediavilla et la controverse sur la
pluralité des formes, Philosophes médiévaux 2 (Louvain: Editions de I'institut supérieur de
philosophie, 1951), 333-42; Tonna 1990, 277-289; Mauro 1997, 89-138; Bettoni 1959, 263—
379; Important texts include but are not limited to the following: II Sent. q. 16, 291-355;
ibid., q. 49, 1-23; ibid., q. 50, 23-101; ibid., q. 51, 101-98; ibid., q. 59, 518-68 (esp. 537-42).

2 II Sent. q. 59, 528, 550; ibid., q. 73, 97; Quodl. 1.4, 17; See Chapter 3.2, footnote 25.
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Yet, the sensitive faculties of human beings are also forms of the spiritual
entity-like soul, and Olivi seems to think that their acts are realised principally
in it and only secondarily in the corporeal organs of the body. They pertain to
the soul in a way that makes them less dependent on the body than true hylo-
morphism requires. This is roughly what we see from Olivi’s double aspectus
view: the directing of the corporeal organ of sight and the possible changes that
external objects cause in it are not identical to perception; a psychological pro-
cess of paying attention is needed in order to see, and the act of seeing is brought
about by the soul itself. This process may also involve physiological changes in
bodily organs®, but it cannot be analysed solely in terms of the movement of the
body’s matter because it involves changes that take place in the immaterial soul
and cannot be reduced to bodily changes.

If this interpretation of Olivi’s view is correct, one can accuse him of eclec-
ticism: he tries to embrace hylomorphism and yet places even the sensitive fac-
ulties of the soul on a level that is distinct from the physiological changes in the
bodily organs, as their activity is not completely reducible to these changes. In
this way, Olivi’s understanding of the roles of the body and the soul turn out to
underpin his close-to-dualistic anthropology. When we perceive, we do not pri-
marily undergo a certain kind of physiological change with respect to our bodily
organs but perform an act of the soul which is in direct relation to the external
world. It is our soul that perceives, and even though it is united to our body, the
role of the body remains in the margin. The direction of influence is crucial: acts
of the soul are realised as physiological changes; physiological changes are not
realised as acts of the soul.

In order to obtain a full understanding of Olivi’s view, it will be useful
to relate his thought to a well known scholarly dispute over Aristotle’s philos-
ophy of mind, launched by a seminal paper by Myles Burnyeat some twenty-
five years ago?. Burnyeat argues against the so-called Putnam-Nussbaum the-
sis which claims that Aristotelian philosophy of mind comes close to modern
functionalism and is an alternative to material reductionism, on the one hand,
and Platonist or Cartesian dualism, on the other. According to this functionalist
reading of Aristotle, perception and other psychological operations are functions
of the organs of the senses and they are necessarily realised as kinds of physi-
ological changes of the organs. However, the same psychological function can
be realised (at least in principle) in different kinds of physiological settings, and
therefore psychology is not reducible to physiology. Thus, according to the Aris-

3 By physiological changes I mean changes in the material composition of the eyes as organs

(i.e., changes that take place at the elementary level) and/or the flowing of the spiritus
animalis in the visual nerves and in the eyes—changes that somehow change the eyes as
corporeal objects.

The paper, which circulated widely as an unpublished draft, was eventually published as
“Is an Aristotelian Philosophy of Mind Still Credible? (A Draft),” in Essays on Aristotle’s De
anima, ed. M. Nussbaum & A. Rorty (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1992), 15-26. I am using
the 1995 paperback edition, which contains also Burnyeat’s further defence of his view (M.
Burnyeat, “How Much Happens When Aristotle Sees Red and Hears Middle C? Remarks
on De anima 2. 7-8,” in Nussbaum & Rorty 1995, 421-34).
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totle of Putnam-Nussbaum, perception is necessarily realised as a physiological
change in the organs of the senses, and, similarly, other psychological operations
are realised as bodily changes. A paradigm case of the relation between a bodily
change and a psychological process is anger which is—according to Aristotle®—
both a movement of matter around the heart (the blood boils) and a psychological
emotion. These are not separate things but different aspects of one and the same
thing, anger, which is realised on the physiological as well as on the psychological
level.®

Burnyeat presents a rivalling interpretation of Aristotle’s thought and claims
that Aristotle’s philosophy of mind is not functionalist in the intended sense. At
the heart of his reading is the claim that the psychological operations of the soul,
such as perceiving, do not involve bodily changes at all (except for the clear case
of emotions), and thus—to use the standard example—seeing red does not re-
quire any physiological change in the eyes. The eyes do not turn red, nor is there
any other kind of physiological change. Burnyeat’s paper provoked a scholarly
discussion centred on the relation between physiological changes and psycholog-
ical processes. According to Burnyeat, Aristotle maintains that there is no con-
nection because physiological changes are not needed; according to many others,
psychological operations are realised in and by physiological changes”.

The discussion has not concerned only Aristotle’s thought. From the be-
ginning, Aquinas has been paraded to support the cases of both sides. Burnyeat
argues, already in his seminal article, that Aquinas is his ally because Aquinas’
reading of Aristotle is similar to Burnyeat’s own reading of Aristotle (Burnyeat
1995b, 18). Nussbaum and Putnam, in contrast, argue that Burnyeat misinter-
prets not only Aristotle but Aquinas as well and that Aquinas also thinks that
perception involves some kind of physiological change in the organs of the senses
(Nussbaum & Putnam 1995, 51-5).

5 Aristotle is explicit on this. Anger can be viewed from two standpoints, and it can be

truthfully described in two different ways. See DA 1.1, 403225-403P5.

For discussion about Aristotle’s compositional theory of emotions, see Simo Knuuttila,
Emotions in Ancient and Medieval Philosophy (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2004), 24-47; See
also Philip J. van der Eijk, “Aristotle’s Psycho-physiological Account of the Soul-Body Re-
lationship,” in Wright & Potter 2000, 57-77.

The litterature defending both sides is voluminous. One might begin with the following:
Stephen Everson, Aristotle on Perception (Oxford: Clarendon Press 1997); Martha Nuss-
baum & Hilary Putnam, “Changing Aristotle’s Mind,” in Nussbaum & Rorty 1995, 27-56;
Richard Sorabji, “Intentionality and Physiological Processes: Aristotle’s Theory of Sense-
Perception,” ibid., 195-225; Richard Sorabji, “Aristotle on Sensory Processes and Intention-
ality: A Reply to Myles Burnyeat,” in Perler 2001a, 49-61; S. Marc Cohen, “Hylomorphism
and Functionalism,” in Nussbaum & Rorty 1995, 57-75; T. K. Johansen, Aristotle on the
Sense-Organs, Cambridge Classical Studies (Cambridge: CUP, 1998); Burnyeat has further
defended his reading of Aristotle in Myles F. Burnyeat, “De anima II 5,” Phronesis 47:1
(2002): 28-90; See also Sarah Broadie, “Aristotle’s Perceptual Realism,” in Ancient Minds,
The Southern Journal of Philosophy 31, suppl., ed. J. Ellis (1993), 137-59; Robert Bolton, “Per-
ception Naturalized in Aristotle’s De anima,” in Metaphysics, Soul, and Ethics in Ancient
Thought: Themes from the Work of Richard Sorabji, ed. R. Salles (Oxford: Clarendon Press,
2005), 209-244; Victor Caston, “The Spirit and The Letter: Aristotle on Perception,” ibid.,
245-320; For further reading, see Caston 2005, 246, footnotes 3-7.
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More recently, Burnyeat has defended his reading of Aquinas and argued
that according to him perception is a spiritual change in the sense organ and that
this spiritual change is not material even though it is physical. His basic idea is
that in the Aristotelian framework the term “physical” covers both matter and
form. A spiritual change is physical because it is a change in the form of the
sense organ, but it is not material because it does not involve any change in the
matter of the organ. Thus, Burnyeat claims, when Aquinas argues that seeing
is a spiritual change that is not accompanied by a natural (naturalis) change, his
point is not to confine seeing to the sphere of “mental” (as opposed to physical)
but simply to deny that there is any kind of material change in the eyes.® The
eye jelly does not become red when I see a red flag, and neither are there are any
other material changes. In modern parlance, cones and rod cells do not have to
fire and send a neural impulse to the brain. Nothing happens in the eye, except
the potency to see is actualised and the form of the eye (i.e., vision) is changed
from having the potency of seeing into actually seeing the red flag—from “not
seeing” to “seeing red.” Burnyeat correctly points out that in the cases of touch
and taste there is also a material change—for example, my hand becomes hot
when I feel the heat of fire—but this change is only accidental to the perception
of heat’. Thus, his overall point is that in Aquinas’ theory perception does not
involve any material change whatsoever.!?

It has been well established that Aquinas understood perception as a pro-
cess that takes place in the organs of the senses and does not belong to the soul
but to the composite of the sensitive soul and the body. Sheldon M. Cohen
pointed this out very convincinly in his article “St. Thomas Aquinas on the Im-
material Reception of Sensible Forms,” which was written as a reaction against an
at the time prevailing interpretation which saw Aquinas as a rather straightfor-
ward dualist.! Cohen’s point has been well taken, and nowadays there is wide
agreement that Aquinas understood perception as a spiritual change—whatever
that means—that takes place in the sense organ'?. Precisely what kind of change

Myles Burnyeat, “Aquinas on ‘Spiritual Change’ in Perception,” in Perler 2001a, 129-53.

o Burnyeat 2001, 136-7.

10 In a recent article, Mikko Yrjonsuuri has argued that Burnyeat’s view on Aquinas is basi-
cally correct but that his terminology is misleading. According to Yrjonsuuri, we should not
say that Aquinas’ spiritual change is “a physical but not a material change” (as in Burnyeat
2001, 149). Yrjonsuuri writes that: “I think Burnyeat’s description of Aquinas’ theory is
almost correct, but in fact we should rather say that the change at issue is material, but not
physical.” (Yrjonsuuri 2007a, 76.) The issue is not only terminological but also involves
philosophical aspects. For discussion, see ibid., 75-82; Yrjénsuuri’s argument seems to be
well grounded, but since he does not actually challenge the basic idea in Burnyeat’s inter-
pretation, I shall refrain from discussing his view here.

Sheldon M. Cohen, “St. Thomas Aquinas on the Immaterial Reception of Sensible Forms,”
The Philosophical Review 91:2 (April 1982): 193-209; For the historical background of
Aquinas’ theory, see Martin M. Tweedale, “Origins of the Medieval Theory That Sensation
Is an Immaterial Reception of a Form,” Philosophical Topics 20:2 (fall 1992): 215-31.

It needs to be emphasised that even Burnyear accepts this. He adheres to Cohen’s results,
but proposes that even though the change takes place in the organ, it is not a material but
a formal change (Burnyeat 2001, 130, 149).

11
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Aquinas had in mind is a more complicated issue: Cohen proposes that it is a
reflection of the object seen in the pupil; Burnyeat argues in favour of a formal
change of the power of vision without a concomitant physiological change in the
eye'>. It has even been suggested that although Aquinas was certain that the
change takes place in the organ without involving any movement of the organ’s
matter, he did not develop an elaborate philosophical theory about the exact na-
ture of the spiritual change (Yrjonsuuri 2007a, 80-1).

The overall question which modern interpreters of Aristotle and Aquinas
face is that of the relation between physiological changes in the sense organs and
psychological processes, such as perception. What happens when a being per-
ceives? What kinds of changes take place? Where do they take place: in the
organ, in the soul, or in the faculty?

I do not intend to participate in the discussions concerning Aristotle’s or
Aquinas’ theories. What interests me here is Olivi’s view. It seems to me that
he denies that there is a straightforward relation between physiological changes
and perception, even though it must be admitted at the outset that his view is not
easy to comprehend. On the one hand, he clearly admits that acts of perception
are “carried” by the spiritus animalis and thus he is more in line with Avicenna
than, for instance, Aquinas, whose intention seems to have been to challenge
Avicenna’s theory of perception, which was based on physiology'4. On the other
hand, Olivi’s discussion, if well analysed, shows with certainty that his idea was
that the physiological changes in the sense organs and in the cavities of the brain
do not cause perception. In the end, it seems that they do not have any role what-
soever in perception—at least not a direct one. Physiological changes of the sense
organs are not essential parts of perceptual acts. They are, at most, concomitant
to those acts, and they are caused by the acts of perception which belong to the
immaterial soul. In the case of human beings, perception is principally an oper-
ation of the immaterial soul; in the case of non-human animals, the soul is not
immaterial, but still the acts are first and foremost in the soul and only secondar-
ily in the corporeal matter of the soul—as we shall see below. This is the dualistic
strand in Olivi’s theory of perception.

7.2 Perception as a Psychological Process

The overall view one gets from a careful reading of Olivi’s ideas concerning the
physiological changes in the body and their relation to the cognitive activity of
the soul is that he conceives of perception primarily as a psychological process
that takes place in the spiritual soul. The role of physiological changes is dimin-
ished to the extent that it becomes difficult to see why they would be needed
in the first place. It is true that Olivi thinks that the cognitive acts of the soul

13 See Cohen 1982, 206-9; Burnyeat 2001, 149; See also John ]. Haldane, “Aquinas on Sense-
Perception,” The Philosophical Review 92:2 (April 1983): 233-39.

Yrjonsuuri 2007a, 80-1; Hasse states that Aquinas is not interested in physiological aspects
of psychology, so characteristic of Avicenna’s account (Hasse 2000, 71).

14
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are realised as physiological changes in the bodily organs, and in this way he
incorporates a central element from the functionalist view. However, as he em-
phasises the activity of the soul in the process of perception, it seems to me that
he actually denies functionalism in a rather straightforward way, if the doctrine
is understood as stating that a certain kind of physiological change in the organ
brings about a cognitive act and that the cognitive act is identical to the bodily
changes as a function is identical to the material process on which it supervenes.
For, Olivi sees the matter another way around: the kind of physiological changes
that are realisations of cognitive acts cannot be brought about by anything but
the acts themselves. The primacy of the acts of the soul is clear. The soul must
act first (logically, if not in the temporal sense) and only then does a physiologi-
cal change in the organ take place. This leaves open the option for physiological
changes to be unnecessary in the end; we shall see in Chapter 7.4 that in the case
of a separated soul Olivi draws this conclusion and says that the body is neces-
sary for perception only in this life. But even in this life its role seems to be only
secondary.

Especially important from this respect is Olivi’s argumentation against the
central presupposition of species theories of perception which claim that external
objects can actualise our cognitive faculties. There seems to be two approaches
available to species theories: either external objects cause physiological changes
(via species) in the sense organs, and these changes are identical to the cogni-
tive acts of the soul (a functionalist view); or external objects cause the cognitive
acts directly in the faculties of the soul without bringing about any physiological
change (the view of, e.g., Aquinas). Olivi flatly denies the latter possibility, and
although he acknowledges that external objects cause some kinds of physiolog-
ical changes in our body, he does not concede that they would be able to cause
the kinds of changes in the organs which would be realisations of cognitive acts
of the soul or which would be identical to cognitive acts in a functionalist way.
Thus, external objects are incapable of bringing about cognitive acts of the soul
because they cannot affect the soul directly either by affecting the soul or by af-
fecting the organs in the relevant way. In addition to this, Olivi denies explicitly
the Augustinian view that perception is an act of the soul by which the subject
becomes conscious of a bodily change that is caused by an external object. These
commitments reduce the role of the body in perception.

If we take a closer look at Olivi’s argumentation against the possibility of
the actualisation of cognitive faculties from without!®, we see that his main inter-
est lies in the relation between external objects and the spiritual faculties of the
soul. He argues that objects cannot actualise the faculties of the soul, i.e., they
are not capable of causing spiritual changes in the faculties. He does not deny
the possibility of external objects causing changes in the organs of the senses.
The arguments he puts forth are designed to prove that spiritual faculties are not
changed from without even if their corporeal organs may be.

To understand Olivi’s idea properly we need to remember that one of the
strategies he employs when he launches his charge against species theories of
perception is to point out that even if species theories were correct in claiming

15 See especially II Sent. q. 58, 437-61; ibid., q. 72-74, 1-135; Quodl. 1.4, 16-7.
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that external objects affect the sense organs, this does not amount to perceiving
the objects (II Sent. q. 73, 89). Keeping this idea in mind, the following excerpt is
revealing:

[...] frequently, there are many passions in our senses that do not appear
to us. This is patent in the case of a sleeper who sleeps with his eyes, ears
and nostrils wide open. Passions that occur in his senses then are not actual
perceptions, even though they are specifically (secundum speciem) the same
passions that occur in those who are awake.'®

In this passage Olivi repeats one of his favourite examples, which we have al-
ready discussed above: a person who is asleep or daydreaming does not perceive
the objects which are present to her senses because she is not attending to them
due to her condition. The reason Olivi takes up this example is that he wants
to point out that the changes that external objects cause in our sense organs (in
the passage, the passiones) are not themselves a part of the perceptual process by
which external objects are apprehended.

From Olivi’s point of view, there is nothing problematic in the idea that
external objects cause changes in the organs. For instance, eyes can be damaged
by staring directly at the sun for too long a time, and Olivi seems to account
for this by appealing to an effect the sun causes in the eyes (II Sent. q. 58, 480;
ibid., g. 61, 582). The sun changes the structure of the eye in a harmful way, and
the eye is damaged. But he repeatedly points out that the changes caused by
external objects are not identical to perception: an organ of sense may undergo
physiological changes, but these changes are not the same thing as perception,
and they do not even play a causal role in perception. Thus, a physiological
change in an organ does not bring about an act of perception; much less is it
identical to an act of perception. This is also one of the points in which Olivi
criticises some of the formulations of Augustine:

I wonder quite a bit why Augustine [...] said that “to sense external things”
is the same as “to not be unaware of a passion”, or “to attend to and perceive
a passion” (i.e., a corporeal species which is impressed by the object not to
the soul but to the body). For this would not be a perception of the object
but only a perception of its effect which already exists in the body of the
percipient.!”

16 “[...] frequenter multee passiones fiunt in nostris sensibus quee nobis non apparent, sicut

patet in dormiente apertis oculis et auribus et naribus. Passiones enim quee tunc fiunt in
sensibus non sunt actuales sensus, quamvis sint eeedem passiones secundum speciem cum
illis quee fiunt in vigilantibus.” (II Sent. q. 58, 484.)

“Satis autem miror quomodo Augustinus [...] dixit quod sentire res extrinsecas est idem
quod non latere seu advertere et percipere passionem, id est, speciem corporalem ab
obiecto impressam non in animam, sed in suum corpus. Nam hoc non esset sentire ip-
sum obiectum, immo solum esset sentire eius effectum, et hoc, prout iam existit in corpore
sentientis.” (II Sent. q. 74, 123—4; see also ibid., q. 58, 484.) Olivi refers to De musica VI and
De quantitate animae. See De musica V.9-10, and Aurelius Augustinus, De quantitate animee,
in Sancti Aureli Augustini Opera, sect. I pars IV, ed. by W. Hérmann, Corpus Scriptorum
Ecclesiasticorum Latinorum 89 (Wien: Hoelder-Pichler-Tempsky, 1986) (hereafter De quant.
an.), XXIII.41.

17
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Augustine’s idea, which Olivi rejects in this passage, is that perception is an activ-
ity of the soul by which the soul becomes aware of the changes that external ob-
jects cause in the body. By perceiving these changes, the soul becomes somehow
aware of the objects that cause the changes. Olivi points out that this cannot be
how perception takes place, since it would amount to perceiving only the change
in the body, not the object that has caused it. And although the soul is capable of
apprehending physiological changes in the body, it does this by forming an act of
perception, the object of which is the change. In this way, Olivi makes a clear-cut
distinction between the corporeal changes caused by external objects on the one
hand and perceptions on the other.

As there is nothing problematic in the idea that external objects cause
changes in the physical organs of the senses, the central question for Olivi is the
relation between external objects and spiritual faculties of the soul. This can be
seen throughout Olivi’s discussion of these matters. For instance, when he tack-
les the question of the relation between external objects and faculties of the soul,
both the view he opposes (according to which external objects are capable of ac-
tualising the faculties of the soul) and his own view agree in their starting points:
the objects must be able to produce simple and spiritual effects if they are to ac-
tualise the faculties of the soul. In this way, the common ground between Olivi’s
view and the view he opposes is that external objects must be able to act on the
soul, and this would require that they be capable of producing spiritual effects. It
is not enough to cause physiological changes in the sense organs.

In this way, the issue at hand is whether external objects are capable of cross-
ing the line between the material and the spiritual—or, one might want to say, the
physical and the mental. Olivi’s answer is negative.!® Material objects are inca-
pable of causing spiritual changes in the faculties of the soul and therefore they
are incapable of producing sensations: “For, a corporeal species, which has loca-
tion and extension, cannot produce a simple, spiritual, and vital (vivus) act of see-
ing. But the species which is generated by the object in the organ is corporeal.”!”
And the acts of the sensitive faculties (not to mention the intellectual ones) are
spiritual and unextended: “[...] no one should believe that the acts which are
called seeing and hearing are not simple acts and do not have extension in the
organ [...] for we expressly sense that they are vital acts that belong to the genus
of cognition—and life and cognition signify simple essences rather than extended
essences.”?’

18 The view Olivi opposes is presented in II Sent. q. 58, 400-3, and his answer is in ibid., 437-

61. Note also that question 72, which is devoted to the issue, is titled: “Queeritur primo
an corpora possint agere in spiritum et in eius potentias apprehensivas et appetitivas.”
Thus, the starting point of Olivi’s discussion is that the question concerns the possibility of
external objects having spiritual effects.

“Quia a specie corporali situm et extensionem habente non potest produci actus videndi
simplex et spiritualis et vivus. Sed species genita in organo ab obiecto est huiusmodi.”
(II Sent. q. 58, 489; see also ibid., q. 73, 83-4.) By contrast, species which figure in imagina-
tive and memorative acts are simple and unextended (ibid., q. 58, 502-8).

“[... ] nullus debet credere quin actus qui dicuntur videre et audire sint actus simplices non
habentes extensionem in organo [...] sentimus enim expresse quod actus vitales sunt et
genere cognitionis, vita autem et cognitio essentias dicunt simplices potius quam extensas.”
(II Sent. q. 58, 479.)
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What Olivi has in mind is that acts of perception belong principally to the
soul and only secondarily to the body or to the organs of the faculties of the soul.
This is especially clear in the case of human beings:

Posterior forms which have a natural order and sequence in relation to prior
forms cannot be received in matter unless the matter is first informed by the
prior forms. Similarly the acts [of the soul] can be received in the organs
[of the body] only insofar as the organs are informed by the faculties [of the
soul]. This is because of the natural order and sequence which the acts have
in relation to the faculties. In human beings the case is different because the
faculties have a double matter—spiritual and corporeal. Thus, as the facul-
ties exist principally in the spiritual matter and secondarily in the corporeal
matter, so the acts and species exist principally in the spiritual matter and
secondarily in the corporeal matter.?!

I shall not go into the details of Olivi’s theory of the metaphysics of the human
soul, but a few points must be dealt with in order to understand the distinction
between the spiritual and corporeal matter that Olivi refers to in this passage. In
his theory of the metaphysics of the human soul, Olivi adheres to the so-called
doctrine of the plurality of substantial forms. Moreover, he employs the concept
of spiritual matter, which he had received from the earlier Franciscan tradition.
In short, the human body is constituted of corporeal matter which is informed by
corporeal (formee corporeitatis), vegetative, and sensitive forms. The human soul,
by contrast, is made of spiritual matter which is informed by sensitive and in-
tellectual forms. These two entities—the body and the soul—are bound together
because the sensitive form informs both the corporeal body and the spiritual soul.
This also means that the sensitive faculties are actualisations of both spiritual and
corporeal matter. (See footnote 1 above.)

Now, Olivi claims in the passage just cited that the acts of the sensitive fac-
ulties of the soul are principally realised in the spiritual matter of the soul and
only secondarily in the corporeal matter of the organs of these faculties??. He
also frequently claims that the acts take place primarily in the faculties and only
secondarily in the organs: “For a cognitive act is primarily and immediately in
the faculty and not in the organ. This is why it cannot be in the organ in any way
unless the organ is informed by the cognitive faculty by a natural priority.”?>

2 “Quia sicut formee posteriores quee habent naturalem ordinem et consequentiam ad pri-

ores non possunt recipi in materia, nisi prius sit informata formis prioribus, sic nec actus
possunt recipi in organis, nisi prout sunt informata ipsis potentiis propter naturalem or-
dinem et consequentiam quam habent ipsi actus ad suas potentias. In hominibus vero est
aliter, quia ipsee potentiee habent duplicem materiam, spiritualem scilicet et corporalem,
et ideo, sicut ipsae principalius existunt in sua materia spirituali et secundario in materia
corporali, sic et ipsi actus et species principalius existunt in materia spirituali, secundario
vero in corporali.” (II Sent. q. 58, 513.)

The expression ipsa potentiz refers to the sensitive faculties of the soul. This becomes clear
from the context and also from the fact that the intellectual faculties are not realised in
corporeal matter at all, and Olivi writes that ipse potentiz exist secondarily in the corporeal
matter.

“Nam actus cognitivus primo et immediatius est in potentia quam in eius organo, unde nec
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Finally, in a somewhat puzzling passage Olivi denies the literal interpreta-
tion of the idea of receiving a sensible species in the external senses according to
which the eyes turn red when a red object is seen. He says that light and colour
change the faculty of vision without any movement (absque omni motu)—I take it
that by “movement” Olivi means a physiological change of the organ of the sense.
By contrast to the faculty of sight, sounds change hearing, odours and vapours
change smell, and flavours change taste. In all these cases there is some kind of
change in the organs of the senses as well. However,

[...]in none of the mentioned four changes is the sense changed by the for-
mal essence (ratio) of its object in such a way that its organ would receive the
name of the object as if from a form that is produced (educta) in the organ and
from it; for we do not say that a tongue that senses sweetness becomes sweet

or that nostrils become odorous.?*

The sense of touch is the only external sense that literally becomes like its object:
my hand becomes hot when I touch a hot flame.

This passage is puzzling since it is not absolutely clear whether it presents
Olivi’s own stance or not: it comes from a question in which Olivi discusses the
plurality versus the unity of the sense of touch, and it is supposed to prove that
the sense of touch is one sense and not many senses. The idea is that because
all the various kinds of objects that can be sensed by the sense of touch change
the organ of touch similarly, they have a common denominator and thus can
be apprehended by one faculty: there is no need for several senses of touch. It
seems to me that Olivi accepts the unity of the sense of touch but denies that this
particular argument is capable of proving the unity. Thus, I take it, the counter-
arguments Olivi presents against the above line of reasoning (in II Sent. q. 61,
576-8) are the ones Olivi favours. This is important because in one of them he
seems to say that physiological changes in the sense organs are not needed when
the soul produces its cognitive acts:

It is clear that a cognitive action and a change in the sense of touch are vital
and simple and belong to a different genus than that of any extended form—
in this respect it is like an act of seeing and a change of vision. Therefore, to
assume the specific difference of the acts and the faculties (to which these acts
belong) from the corporeal movements that are more or less circumstantial to
the act and to the faculty is to assume a cause from things that are accidental.
This is especially clear in the case of those who think that apprehensive and
cognitive acts of the senses (both external and internal) are brought about by
these faculties themselves with their aspectiis which are fixed to their objects
in such a way that the objects do not take part in the process other than by

in organo potest aliquo modo esse, nisi sit informatum per ipsam potentiam cognitivam et
hoc prius naturaliter.” (II Sent. q. 73, 83.)

“In nulla autem preedictarum quatuor immutationum immutatur sic sensus a formali ra-
tione sui obiecti quod eius organum denominetur ab illa tanquam a forma in se et ex se
materialiter educta; non enim dicimus quod lingua sentiens dulcorem sit facta dulcis aut
nares odoriferee.” (II Sent. q. 61, 576.)
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being the end-terms which bring to an end first the aspectus of the faculty and
then its cognitive act. In this case it is more clearly patent that no cognitive
act requires corporeal movement [...]%

We can see that although Olivi does not present this view as his own, he thinks
that the redundancy of the physiological changes is an outcome of the theory of
perception that he defends elsewhere.

All this shows that Olivi understands perception as a mental operation. We
perceive external objects because our mind acts in relation to them. Whatever
happens in our body is irrelevant from this point of view. Objects may cause
some physiological changes in our body, but these changes do not account for
perception, nor do they play any causal role in bringing about cognitive acts. To
perceive is to undergo a psychological process, not a bodily one. This way of un-
derstanding perception is suggestive of dualism, to be sure, but I think that this
is as it should be: Olivi clearly favours some sort of dualism not only with regard
to the essence of human beings but also with regard to psychological operations
such as perception. Moreover, this same distinction between psychological acts of
the soul and physiological changes of the body that are concomitant to them ap-
plies also to non-human animals, although the underlying metaphysical ground
is different for each of these two kinds of beings.

7.3 Physiological Changes and colligantia potentiarum

By distancing perception from the physiological changes that take place in the
sense organs, Olivi diverges from the functionalist view according to which acts
of the sensitive faculties of the soul are identical to physiological changes in such
a way that these two are only different descriptions of the same phenomenon.
However, although he places emphasis on the soul and its faculties, he does not
totally deny that there is a role for the organs in the process of perception. He
admits that there is a difference between the corporeal faculties, which are actu-
alisations of the bodily organs, and the intellectual faculties, which use no organs
in their operations®®. The sensitive faculties of the soul are forms of their bodily
organs, and they use their organs in their acts.

% “Constat autem quod cognitiva actio et immutatio sensus tactus est viva et simplex et al-

terius generis ab omni forma extensa, sicut et visiva actio et immutatio visus. Ergo specifi-
cam differentiam earum et suarum potentiarum assumere ex corporalibus motibus plus vel
minus circumstantibus hanc vel illam est assumere causam ex iis quae sunt per accidens.
Quod quidem maxime patet tenentibus apprehensivas et cognitivas actiones sensuum tam
exteriorum quam interiorum effici a potentiis ipsis cum determinato aspectu earum ad sua
obiecta, ita quod obiecta nihil ibi cooperantur nisi sub ratione termini terminantis primo
aspectum potentiee et tandem eius cognitivum actum. Tunc enim clarius patet quod ad
nullum actum cognitivum requiritur corporalis motus [...]” (II Sent. q. 61, 577.)

For instance, the reason why he presents the idea of a double aspectus of the sensitive fac-
ulties is to make a distinction between the intellectual faculties and the faculties which use
corporeal organs in their operations (II Sent. q. 67, 618-9).
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Olivi goes so far as to claim that the organs are necessary for the sensitive
faculties?”. In question 58 of his Summa, he presents altogether four different
reasons for this. (1) First, the faculties do not have complete existence (existentia
completa) without the organs. (2) Second, the aspectus and the virtual reaching out
of the faculties is made proportional to the corporeal objects by the organs. Olivi
expresses this in a peculiar way: “[...] insomuch as they are located in corporeal
organs, they can have quasi-corporeal and quasi-located aspectiis which are, in
some way, proportional to material objects (corporibus).”?® He has in mind that
the sensitive faculties function as if they were corporeal even though in reality
they are spiritual faculties. For instance, I can see only those objects which fall
within my visual field, and this is because the eyes render my faculty of sight
“quasi-corporeal.” Olivi’s idea seems to be not only that the faculty of sight can-
not function without the eyes but also that the corporeality of the eyes restricts
the scope of the faculty. If the faculty of sight were not actualised in the corpo-
real eyes, it would be completely spiritual and as such capable of seeing not only
those objects which are within the visual field but also every other visible object
to which it directs its aspectus. The location of external objects would not affect
our ability to see them in any way. Since the faculty of sight is actualised in the
eyes, the location of visible objects in relation to the eyes is an important factor
in defining what we can and do see, and the expression “quasi-corporeal” seems
to refer to this: the act of seeing is not corporeal, but it shares some features of
corporeity because of the physical organs in which it takes place. (3) The third
reason the organs are necessary is that even though the matter of the organ is not
an efficient principle of the acts of the soul, it takes part (coefficit) in the produc-
tion of the acts, thus making the acts of the sensitive faculties perfect. (4) Finally,
the fourth reason is that non-human animals do not have spiritual matter, and
therefore the matter of the organs is needed in order to realise the acts of their
faculties.?’

It is not clear why Olivi thinks that the first three reasons would prove that
the organs are necessary for the sensitive faculties and their operations. The first
reason is closely related to the commonly accepted idea that the soul needs the
body for its complete existence. This idea was repeatedly used in discussions
concerning the resurrection of the body on Judgement Day, which was (and is) a
part of the doctrine of the Catholic Church. In order to have a complete existence,
the soul must be reunited with its body, and this is one of the reasons the body
must be resurrected.? In a similar vein, Olivi claims that the sensitive faculties

27 “Forma enim non potest ad aliud moveri vel applicari nisi per motionem suee materiz,

unde visiva non potest dirigi et converti ad visibilia exteriora nisi per motionem quandam

spirituum in quibus fertur et organi sui.” (II Sent. q. 51, 112.)

“[...] pro quanto enim sunt sitee in organis corporeis, pro tanto possunt habere aspectus

quasi corporales et quasi situales et corporibus quodam modo proportionales.” (I Sent. q.

58, 512.)

2 IISent. q.58, 512; See also ibid., q. 72, 30-3; ibid., q. 74, 113—4; ibid., q. 111, 272-3.

30 For an extensive analysis of the medieval discussions concerning the resurrection of the
body, see Caroline Bynum, The Resurrection of the Body in Western Christianity, 200-1336
(NY: Columbia UP, 1995.)
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of the soul need their organs for a complete existence even though they remain
in the soul also when the soul is separated from the body. They are capable of
existing without the body (just as the soul is), but their existence without the
organs is not complete. This idea fits well with the theological currents of the
time, but it does not establish philosophically that the organs are necessary.

The second and third reasons do not seem to be conclusive either if we take
into heed Olivi’s own idea about the possibility of disembodied perception, about
which I shall speak more below. As long as the soul is united with the body, and
the sensitive faculties use their bodily organs in their operations, they need the
organs. When we live in this world and our souls are united to our bodies, we do
perceive in a “quasi-corporeal” way, as Olivi puts it, but it seems that the organs
are not an absolute necessity after all. As we have seen, Olivi’s theory of percep-
tion may be taken to entail that the faculties of the soul are capable of functioning
without bodily organs. This is what Olivi himself says in another context: the
sense organs are necessary for the perfect functioning of the sense faculties, but
the faculties can function also without them. (See Chapter 7.4 below.) However,
in question 58, in which the four reasons are presented, he seems—in a circular
way—to take it for granted that as long as they are actualisations of the organs,
our sensitive faculties need their organs in order to function as they do. The or-
gans are necessary for the action that takes place in the organs, to be sure, but
that does not prove that they would be necessary for the faculties as such. The
redundancy of the bodily organs is attested to also by Olivi’s claim that the acts
of the sensitive faculties take place primarily in the spiritual matter of the soul.
The necessity of the bodily organs for the sensitive faculties is of a qualified type
for Olivi.

Still, he clearly struggles to account for the role of the organs. His intention
was never to distance the soul from the body to such extent that the body would
turn out to be an unnecessary or even harmful vessel and instrument for the
soul (see, e.g., II Sent. q. 16, 336; ibid., q. 51, 119; Quodl. V.11, 325). He is also
reluctant to dismiss completely the Avicennian idea about the spiritus animalis as
a physiological basis for the sensitive powers of the soul, received in the medical
knowledge of the time—quite the contrary. Olivi readily favours that theory and
clearly thinks that the physiological description of the movement of the bodily
spirits in the organs of the senses, in the nerves, and in the cavities of the brain
is a correct way of describing what happens in the body when a living being
perceives.

Hence, from time to time he states that the sensitive functions of the soul
are realised in the corporeal matter of the body. He writes for example that:

[...] the acts and the species exist principally in the spiritual matter and sec-
ondarily in the corporeal matter. For they are not in the spiritual matter abso-
lutely but only insomuch as they are ordered and connected to the corporeal
matter. This is why they [viz the two kinds of matter] have a nature (ratio)
of one complete matter in respect to the substantial form of the soul and in
respect to the acts thereof.%!

31 “[...] ipsi actus et species principalius existunt in materia spirituali, secundario vero in
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According to this passage, the acts of the sensitive faculties are realised both in the
spiritual matter of the soul and in the corporeal matter of the organs. Perceptual
acts are not completely unconnected to the body, but physiological changes in
the organs of the senses are concomitant with them. In this respect, Olivi differs
slightly from Aquinas who grants that physiological changes (or, to use Aquinas’
own expression, natural changes) occur in the case of the sense of touch and taste
but denies that they happen in the case of the other senses (ST 1.78.3; Quast. de
an. q. 13). Olivi believes that physiological changes occur in the case of all of the
senses.

What Olivi is advancing, it seems to me, is that the order of change is re-
versed compared to the Avicennian model—or to the Putnam-Nussbaum reading
of the Aristotelian model—according to which an object causes bodily changes in
the organs of the senses, and these changes are identical to the acts of percep-
tion, or at least the acts of perception are psychological functions that are brought
about by (or supervenient on) the physiological changes®?. The direction of in-
fluence is, according to this functionalist view, such that an external object causes
a physiological change in the sense organ, and the act of perception supervenes
on this physiological change. The emphasis is on the physiological aspect, and
this is surely due to our modern way of seeing the world primarily as physical,
whereas mental phenomena appear as inexplicable and call for explanation.

Olivi approaches the issue from a completely different perspective. For him
(as for medievals in general) the forms are in many ways more important than the
matter; for him the existence and the operations of the soul are primary to and by
far more important than the changes in the body. He thinks that acts of perception
are primarily acts of the spiritual soul. These acts are then realised also as phys-
iological changes in the organs, but these changes are more like consequences
of the acts of perception: “The third reason [why natural heat consumes radical
humour] is that transmutations of the organs of the faculties of the soul follow
from and are concomitant to the operations and passions of the faculties.”* The
changes in the organs do not cause cognitive acts, and cognitive acts cannot be
reduced to physiological changes. In a way, cognitive acts cannot be said to su-

corporali; non enim sunt in materia spirituali absolute, sed prout habent ordinem et colli-
gantiam ad materiam corporalem. Unde ambee habent rationem unius materiee completee
tam respectu formae substantialis ipsius animee quam respectu actuum suorum.” (II Sent.
q. 58, 513; see also ibid., q. 51, 113; ibid., q. 111, 272-3.)

For Avicenna’s medically orientated theory of vision, see Hasse 2000, 119-27.

“Tertia ratio [quare calor naturalis consumit humidum radicale] est ex operationibus et pas-
sionibus potentiarum ipsius animae, ad quas sequuntur et concomitantur transmutationes
variee organorum suorum.” (II Sent. q. 53, 215.) Olivi writes also that: “Quemadmodum
enim est in praecedenti queestione [q. 72] probatum, impossibile est quod aliquid corporale
directe influat in potentias animee, ita quod illa influentia primo et immediate recipiatur
in ipsa potentia. Ergo si potentiee sensitivee apprehendunt per species ab obiectis corpo-
ralibus influxas: oportebit quod primo et immediate recipiantur in organo ipsius potentiee.
Quod autem per tales non possit hoc fieri probatur multipliciter.” (II Sent. q. 73, 83); “Tertia
ratio est ex operationibus et passionibus potentiarum ipsius animee, ad quas sequuntur et
concomitantur transmutationes variee organorum suorum; et hinc est quod homo ex nimia
continuatione actus cuiuscunque potentiee lassatur.” (ibid., q. 53, 215.) See also ibid., q. 58,
479-80; ibid., q. 73, 46.
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pervene on physiological changes either because that way of speaking places the
causal picture upside down, so to speak. One can say that even though Olivi
grants the physiological realisation of the psychological acts of the sensitive fac-
ulties of the soul, he does not consider this idea as central in accounting for those
acts, since the spiritual basis of the acts of the soul is already sufficient for that
purpose. Perhaps the best manner of explaining Olivi’s position is to say that he
admits that the acts of the sensitive faculties of the soul are realised as physiolog-
ical changes in the body but thinks that these changes are caused by the acts of
the soul, not the other way around (see II Sent. q. 58, 496). To boot, this way of
conceiving of psychological acts as belonging primarily to the soul can be applied
also to non-human animals. As we shall see below, an animal soul is not devoid
of spirituality and the acts thereof are spiritual and simple in a way that puts
them on par with the acts of the human soul—despite the different metaphysics
onto which they are grounded.

Olivi thinks that external objects may cause physiological changes in the
organs of the body: for instance, the sun may cause damage to the eyes if it is
stared at for too long. Although it is clear that these changes do not bring about
cognitive acts, in some cases the impressions that external objects make on the
sense organs may indirectly result in an act of perception. Physiological changes
may draw the attention of cognitive faculties to the object that has caused the
changes through what Olivi calls the via colligantize or colligantia potentiarum.

This concept is very important for Olivi because it figures prominently in his
account for the complicated union of the soul and the body and for the relation
between higher and lower faculties of the soul. Although Olivi thinks that the
sensitive part of the soul is a form of the body, he emphasises the independence
of the soul to such an extent that the substantial unity of the soul and the body
becomes questionable. Especially as he strictly denies that external objects can
cause anything in the soul directly, the functional relation between the soul and
the body seems problematic. The concept of the colligantia is meant to ease this
problem. The central idea is that the soul and the body are connected to each
other in such a way that changes in one of them bring about changes in the other
“by way of a connection,” even though the changes themselves are of a distinct
kind. Only indirect influence is possible: for instance, if someone were to carry
my body to another room, by the same token, he would carry my soul as well;
and by stabbing my body with a dagger and thus killing me, he would change
the modum existendi of my soul without directly causing any change in it.3*

Although Olivi says that the primary reason for the colligantia is the for-
mal union between the soul and the body (II Sent. q. 72, 34), he does not mean
that the colligantia would be a hylomorphic functional relation. Bodily changes
may influence the soul, but the only example Olivi gives of this influence that is
even slightly reminiscent of a hylomorphic relation concerns the mutual relation
between the faculties of the soul, as they are forms of the soul’s spiritual matter—

34 II Sent. q. 72, 30-3. See also Quodl. 1.4, 15-8; II Sent. q. 29, 503; ibid., q. 57, 369-70; ibid., q.
58, 500-6; ibid., q. 59, 546-54; ibid., q. 72, 6-10, 15-7, 30-5; ibid., q. 77, 155-6; ibid., q. 87,
200-2; ibid., q. 111, 270—4. For discussion, see Putallaz 1991a, 99-102; Pasnau 1997b, 177-8.
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and even then he seems to think that the material changes somehow give rise
to an act of the soul rather than being indentical to it. Thus, even in the case of
mutual influence between the faculties of the soul, Olivi seems to deny that the
material changes and the psychological acts are identical. He gives two different
accounts (and although it is not apparent how his discussion about the relation
between the faculties of the soul is supposed to tell us anything about the relation
between bodily changes and psychological processes, Olivi seems to think that it
does). The first of them comes in the form of a metaphor:

Some, however, add another mode [of colligantia], namely, when an act of one
faculty [of the soul] follows from an act of another. For example, when an act
of judging in the common sense and an act of understanding in the intellect
follow from an act of seeing [...] as the blade of a sword cuts by a vibrating
motion which is given to its matter, so (because the matter of the faculties of
the soul is the same) an act of one faculty is like a kind of movement of its
matter (which is common to both faculties) by which the other faculty is as it
were applied to its act.?

The metaphor itself is quite difficult to understand. Perhaps Olivi’s idea is that
the iron from which the sword is made has two powers: cutting and vibrating.
Somehow the vibrating motion of the blade makes the sword also to cut in such
a way that there is a kind of connection between these two powers of the sword.
Olivi sees this as a simile for the relation between the various faculties of the soul.
However we understand the details of the metaphor, I think that the overall idea
is clear. Namely, the crucial point in this description is that an act of one of the
faculties of the soul may somehow bring about an act of another faculty or at
least incite the other faculty to bring about its own act. The reason for this is that
the faculties of the soul are forms of the same spiritual matter, and therefore the
movement of the matter of one faculty is also the movement of the matter of the
other faculties. In this way, the act of one faculty induces an act in another. Let us
call this version of the via colligantize (VC 1).
The other version—which we may label as (VC 2)—goes as follows:

But according to others an act of one faculty [of the soul] is never directly
caused by [an act of] another because in that case it would not be an action
but only a passion or a motion of the faculty in which it is caused by the
other faculty and its action [...] Rather, it should be said that an act of the
superior faculty follows an act of the inferior faculty like it follows its object:
the inferior act causes the superior act like an object which brings to an end
the superior act and the first aspectus of the superior [faculty].

% “Quidam autem addunt alium modum, scilicet, cum actio unius potentize sequitur ad ac-

tionem alterius, ut, cum ad actum videndi sequitur in sensu communi actus iudicandi et
in intellectu actus intelligendi [. .. ] sicut acies gladii incidit per motum vibrationis suee ma-
teriee datum, sic, quia materia potentiarum animee est eadem, idcirco actio unius est sicut
queedam motio suse materiee communis utrique potentize, per quam altera potentia quasi
applicatur ad actum suum.” (II Sent. q. 72, 33—4.)

% “Sed secundum alios actio unius potentiee nunquam immediate causatur ab alia; quia tunc
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According to this version the act of the common sense is not caused by the act
of vision, but the common sense apprehends the act of the faculty of sight as an
object. The act of the lower faculty plays the role of terminative cause, in a similar
manner that external objects are terminative causes of acts of the senses.

Thus, the two versions of via colligantiz between the faculties of the soul that
Olivi takes up are the following:

(VC 1) The common material basis of two faculties transmits an act from one
faculty to another.

(VC 2) One faculty forms an act, the object of which is an act of another faculty.

Olivi seems to favour (VC 2) in his explanation of the relation between different
faculties of the soul and (VC 1) when he accounts for the relation between the
bodily changes and the soul’s apprehension thereof*. To be sure, when it comes
to the relation between the faculties of the soul and their organs, (VC 1) must be
formulated differently because the organs and the faculties do not have a com-
mon material basis: the organs are the matter for the faculties. That does not,
however, change the idea that material changes of the organ somehow incite the
faculty to its act.

We need to be careful, however. Olivi very clearly denies that the bodily
changes are tantamount to the acts of the soul. Robert Pasnau presents Olivi’s
idea neatly:

On his [viz Olivi’s] account, a flash of lightning will make a physical impres-
sion on our eyes, and this physical impression can, through the via colligantiz,
affect the spiritual sensory powers. But, crucially, this connection is not what
brings about sensation. We see this flash, as opposed to receiving merely a
physical impression from it, when we direct our spiritual attention towards
it. (Pasnau 1997b, 178.)

Bodily changes may draw our attention to the external objects that are causing
those changes, but this is not the same thing as perceiving those objects. If we
look closely at the passages in which Olivi takes up the idea about the influece
that bodily changes have on the soul, we see that he actually never says that the
changes could bring about a cognitive act. Due to the colligantia between the soul
and the body, certain kinds of physiological changes alter the way the faculties
of the soul function, as, for instance, when the imaginative faculty apprehends
strange visions:

non esset actio, sed tantum passio vel motio illius potentiee in qua ab altera potentia et ab
eius actione fieret [...] Potius ergo debet dici quod actus potentiee superioris sequitur ad
actum inferioris tanquam ad suum obiectum, ita quod superior actus causatur ab inferiori
sicut ab obiecto terminante actum superiorem et primum aspectum superioris.” (II Sent. q.
72,33)

“Ulterius sciendum quod colligatio spiritus ad corpus propter quam motus vel dispositio
unius redundat in alterum consistit principaliter in formali unione spiritus ad corpus tan-
quam ad suam materiam et corporis ad ipsum tanquam ad suam formam. [...] Utrobique
autem est identitas materiee causa quare ad impressionem directe factam in corpore se-
quatur aliquis effectus in anima, acsi prima impressio facta in corpus esset queedam motio
ipsius animee. Est enim pro tanto motio eius, pro quanto est motio suse materise corporalis.”

(II Sent. q. 72, 34-5.)
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[...]in sleep, in frenzy, and in similar states because the spirits move in var-
ious ways in the brain. This happens when a multitude of vapours rise to
the brain, and then diverse representations and new compositions of images
that we have never seen or thought of arise by way of the movement of these
vapours. As the organic powers undergo changes by way of the movement
of their organs and the spirits in which they are carried, it is no wonder that
the memorative power is moved and agitated spiritually by way of these
movements.3

Importantly, even in this text Olivi does not say that the movements of the spirits
cause (let alone are identical to) the cognitive acts of the soul. Instead, the move-
ments of the spirits change the images or representations that the cognitive acts
of the soul are about.

Moreover, the bodily changes that lead us to perceive external causes of
these changes must be apprehended by the soul—otherwise they do not have an
effect on us—and this requires that our attention is directed to the body and the
changes that take place in it: “[...] note that a passion which is brought about by
an impulse or a sound in the sense cannot be perceived and noticed by perceiv-
ing any better, unless the aspectus of the power is turned toward it by a natural
priority.”%® The soul is able to apprehend the changes in the body—indeed, it is
induced to apprehending them by the via colligantiz—but to apprehend a bodily
change is not identical to a bodily change occurring. That is, I may apprehend the
changes an object causes in my eyes, but this apprehension is an act of the soul
and the changes are but an object for the act. Again, we see that there is a kind
of distinction between physiological changes on the one hand and perception of
external objects on the other. Even though the external objects are capable of in-
directly producing some changes in our cognitive faculties, these changes are not
identical to perception of the object which has caused them, nor are they identical
to the perception of those changes themselves.

7.4 Perception and the Mind-Body Problem

The interpretation of Olivi’s theory of perception that I have presented raises one
particularly interesting question: Does Olivi’s theory involve a kind of a mind-
body problem? If perception belongs to the spiritual soul, and the physiological
changes in the organs of the senses are but a concomitant of the acts of the soul,

8 “[...] in somnio aut in phrenesi et consimilibus, quia spiritus diversimode commonvetur

in cerebro; sicut fit, quando multitudo fumositatum ascendit ad cerebrum, tunc ad commo-
tionem huiusmodi spirituum fiunt variee repreesentationes imaginum et novarum compo-
sitionum quas antea nunquam vidimus vel cogitavimus. Cum enim potentize organicee ad
motum organorum suorum et spirituum in quibus feruntur per naturalem colligantiam im-
mutentur: non est mirum, si ad tales motus potentia memorialis moveatur et spiritualiter
agitetur.” (I Sent. q. 58, 506.)

“[...] attende quod passio per impulsum vel sonum facta in sensu ita parum posset sentiri
et sentiendo adverti, nisi aspectus potentiee prius naturaliter esset conversus ad ipsam.”
(I Sent. q.72,27.)
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are we not in a position to question altogether the role of the body in the process
of perception? And if the answer is positive, are we not bound to the problems
of mind-body dualism? As I see it, Olivi struggles to tackle such problems on
two fronts: he endeavours to construe a theory of the relation between the soul
and the body which would not jeopardise their substantial union, and he empha-
sises, as we have seen, the idea that the acts of the sensitive part of the soul are
realised in the corporeal organs of the body. In other words, he tries to avoid
views which could be easily detected as flagrantly dualistic. However, if I am
correct in my interpretation, he does not succeed in the latter enterprise because
the relation between the soul and the body in the process of perception turns out
to be accidental to the functioning of the soul.

Below I shall give a further argument—which I take to be conclusive—in
favour of my interpretation, but before that we need to look more closely at what
is at stake in the mind-body problem and in the search for it from medieval philo-
sophical psychology in general and from Olivi’s theory of perception in particu-
lar. Let me begin by specifying the mind-body problem, which I take to be of
importance and interest in this context. As Henrik Lagerlund points out, it is far
from clear what we are talking about when we raise questions concerning the
mind-body problem. He thinks that there are (at least) four different ways in
which the mind-body problem can be spelled out’:

1. How can the mind and body have an efficient causal effect on each other
(the interaction problem)?

2. How can two independent entities, the mind and the body, be united into
one single thing, a human being (the unification problem)?

3. How can there be sensations in the mind without the body?*!
4. How can the final causality of the mental be combined with the efficient
causality of the material?

Had medieval philosophers stictly followed Aristotelian hylomorphism, these
questions would not have been difficult to solve; in fact, they would not have
been questions at all because (at least arguably) radical hylomorphism denies
all of them—with perhaps the exception of the fourth one. If the soul were un-
derstood as being a hylomophic form of the body and nothing else, the inter-
action problem and the unification problem would vanish, since there would
not be two things that would influence, or be united to, each other. Moreover,
the existence of sensations would require the body because the mind could not
be independent from the bodily motions. To be sure, other kinds of problems

4 Henrik Lagerlund, “Introduction: The Mind/Body Problem and Late Medieval Concep-

tions of the Soul,” in Lagerlund 2007a, 2; see also Henrik Lagerlund, “John Buridan and
the Problems of Dualism in the Early Fourteenth Century,” Journal of the History of Philoso-
phy 42:4 (2004), 369-87.

Perhaps a more accurate formulation of this type of mind-body problem would be some-
thing like the following: “How can the relation between bodily changes and the qualitative
feel of having sensations be accounted for?”
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would arise, but they would not be mind-body problems in the same sense as
the ones listed above. However, we must keep in mind that few (if any) me-
dieval philosophers adhered to such a radical version of hylomorphism because
there was a strong Neoplatonic-Augustinian undercurrent even in the case of
such Aristotelian minds as Aquinas. Thinkers from the Franciscan order espe-
cially were more favourable towards notions of the soul-body relationship which
could be associated with some of the four versions of the mind-body problem
listed above.

Even though none of these problems were as acute to medieval philoso-
phers as they have been to philosophers in and after the 17" century, it is rather
easy to see how these problems are deeply rooted in medieval discussions. To be
sure, the soul-body problem is not exactly the same as the mind-body problem
since the medieval concept of anima is not identical with the modern notion of
‘mind.” Still, there are important parallels between the modern mind-body prob-
lem and medieval discussions concerning the soul-body relationship. In particu-
lar, Olivi’s anthropolical view runs into various versions of the mind-body prob-
lem. His rejection of the possibility that physical reality can influence the spiritual
soul (and hence the mind) is a clear example of version (1), and as he participates
in the discussions of medieval philosophers’ attempts to reconcile Aristotelian
natural philosophy with the Christian conception of the soul as capable of exist-
ing without the body*?, he clearly struggles with version (2) as well.

However, what strikes me as the most interesting question with regards to
the medieval roots of the mind-body problem is the third item in the above list:
How is a “mental” phenomenon such as perception related to the physiological
changes in the body of the percipient? Or, to put it another way, how are the phys-
iological changes in, say, an act of seeing related to the phenomenal experience
of seeing? It seems obvious to us post-Cartesians that sensations (understood as
a sort of qualitative feel, or as a phenomenal experience of perceiving) and phys-
iological states of the body are different, whereas their connection is far from
obvious. This is why it seems natural to us that there is some kind of problem to
be explained in the relation of these two aspects of perception.

It has been argued that this version of the mind-body problem is not ancient
or medieval*®. The most convincing line of argumentation against the premod-

2 The conception of the soul as being capable of existing without the body in the time in

between bodily death and the Day of Judgement was established as a part of the Catholic
faith during the 12t century, and during the 13t century there were debates concerning
the different ways that which this kind of possibility of a separate existence could be recon-
ciled with the emerging Aristotelian conceptions of the soul-body relation. For discussion,
see Carlos Bazan, “The Human Soul: Form and Substance? Thomas Aquinas’ Critique of
Eclectic Aristotelianism,” AHDLMA 64, Paris: Vrin, 1997: 95-126; Richard C. Dales, The
Problem of the Rational Soul in the Thirteenth Century, Brill’s Studies in Intellectual History 65
(Leiden/NY /Koln: Brill, 1995).

43 Wallace I. Matson, “Why Isn’t the Mind-Body Problem Ancient?” in Mind, Matter, and
Method: Essays in Philosophy and Science in Honor of Herbert Feigl, ed. P. Feyerabend and G.
Maxwell (Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1966), 92-102; Peter King, “Why
Isn’t the Mind-Body Problem Medieval?” In Lagerlund 2007a, 187-205; See also Caroline
Bynum, “Why All the Fuss about the Body? A Medievalist’s Perspective,” Critical Inquiry
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ern mind-body problem draws from the supposition that no premodern thinker
conceives of perception as a mental process. Rather, they all seem to think that
it either is or at least necessarily involves a bodily process. The mere possibility
of questioning the relation between perception and bodily processes presupposes
that perception can be taken to be something that is separable from the body, and
this was not the case before the Early Modern period. For instance, Peter King ar-
gues that the mind-body problem is not medieval (it is clear that he is discussing
version (3) of the problem). As he puts it, in the medieval context the question
centres on the possibility of a separated soul’s ability perceive. If a separated soul
were to perceive, then perception would be a non-bodily mental operation, and
we would have a medieval version of the mind-body problem. This is, to be sure,
a radical account of the issue, but as such it captures its heart well. King’s central
argument is that medievals did not open the way for a medieval version of the
mind-body problem because they unanimously denied the possibility of disem-
bodied perception. He supports his claim by analysing several medieval theories
of perception and pointing out that none of them attribute perception to the soul
by itself.#* Perception belongs to the compound of the soul and the body, and it
is not possible to have sensations without the body; thus, the distinction between
sensation and a bodily state, which is of crucial importance to the third version
of the mind-body problem, disappears. On the basis of his examples, King con-

22:1 (Autumn 1995): 13-14; M. W. F. Stone, “The Soul’s Relation to the Body: Thomas
Aquinas, Siger of Brabant and the Parisian Debate on Monopsychism,” in History of the
Mind-Body Problem, ed. T. Crane & S. Patterson (London/NY: Routledge, 2000), 34-5. Stone
emphasises that due to the dissimilarity between the modern concept of the mind and
the medieval concept of the soul we cannot assimilate the discussions of the two con-
texts. H. Putnam, “How Old Is the Mind?” in Words & Life, ed. J. Conant (Cambridge,
Mass./London: Harvard UP, 1995), 3-7 (originally published in Exploring the Concept of
Mind, ed. R. M. Caplan (Iowa City: University of Jowa Press, 1986)). Putnam shortly ar-
gues that the modern concept of the “mind” cannot be found in antiquity or the Middle
Ages. This is true, of course. However, Putnam’s argument stems partly from his selec-
tive choice of sources: he discusses only Aristotle and Aquinas. Moreover, it is not clear to
me that this is a sufficient reason to say that there is no mind-body problem in medieval
philosophy. At least the claim should be qualified in some way.

King starts with Ockham, continues with Scotus and Aquinas, and ends up with Augus-
tine, who is (arguably) the best candidate for being a medieval thinker whose thought en-
tails the mind-body problem, given the dualistic flavour of his anthropological view. Ock-
ham seems to recognise the mind-body problem, but he does not accept the idea of a soul
having perceptions without the body. See William Ockham, Quodlibeta septem 11.10 (Guil-
lelmi de Ockham Opera Philosophica et Theologica ad fidem codicum manuscriptorum edita. Opera
Theologica 1-X, Editiones Instituti Franciscani Universitatis S. Bonaventurae (St. Bonaven-
ture, N.Y., 1967-1986) (hereafter OTh), IX, 158); See also William Ockham, Questiones in
librum quartum Sententiarum (Reportatio) IV, q. 9 (OTh VII, 162). The same basic idea applies
also to Scotus (King 2007, 193-6). Aquinas thinks that a separated soul has its sensitive
faculties (see, e.g., Queest. de an. q. 19), but it cannot use them without the body (see, e.g.,
ST 1.77.8). Also, Augustine seems to think that perception involves bodily processes and
is necessarily realised in the body. The crucial expression, or definition, can be found from
Augustine’s De quantitate anima and it goes as follows: “[...] sensum puto esse, non latere
animam quod patitur corpus.” (De quant. an. XXII1.41; cf. ibid., 48; See O’'Daly 1987, 80-7.)
As we have seen, Olivi refers to Augustine’s expression but thinks that it is not the correct
definition of perception (see p. 128, footnote 17)
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cludes that: “There is no room for disembodied sensation, and hence none for
a mind-body problem, even in the Platonist tradition, even in the early Middle
Ages.” (King 2007, 203.)

King’s claim is a strong one. However, one may raise two kinds of criti-
cism against it. First, while it may seem that medieval thinkers were unanimous
in their insistence that the body is necessary for perceiving, that does not mean
that they would not have the conceptual tools to raise and discuss the problem.
One can, of course, claim that the mind-body problem is not medieval on the ba-
sis that nobody found it a particularly difficult issue, but that begs the question
somewhat. If it turns out that the problem was recognised, it could be said that it
was a medieval problem even though no-one would have taken it seriously. Sec-
ond, if my interpretation of Olivi’s theory of perception is correct, it represents a
clear counter-example of King’s case. Not only is Olivi’s theory dualistic; it also
incorporates an explicit commitment to the mind-body problem in the form that
King requires.

To begin with, Olivi believes (and argues philosophically) that not only is
the intellectual part of the human soul created by God, but so is the entire soul.
The soul as a whole, including its sensitive part, is immortal and incorruptible,
and thus the sensitive faculties of the soul remain in the soul even when it is in a
disembodied state.*> This is important because it is a prerequisite for disembod-
ied perception. If the sensitive part of the soul should perish at death, it could
no longer function. To be sure, the continuation of the existence of the sensitive
functions after the soul’s separation from the body does not prove that the soul
would be capable of disembodied perception—e.g., Aquinas thinks that the soul
contains its sensitive functions even when it is separated from the body, but he
denies their usage. Hence, the crucial question is: Does Olivi think that the sen-
sitive faculties are capable of functioning in the absence of the body?

Olivi addresses this problem in his Quodlibeta quinque, in a question titled:
“Is our intellect capable of seeing exterior sensible things immediately without a
sensitive act?”4® It is important to note that the question at hand is not related to
the Aristotelian doctrine that the intellect has to work on phantasms which are
acquired through perception in its operations (the doctrine of conversio ad phan-
tasmata). Rather, what is at stake here is the intellectual knowledge of particular
objects, and literally—as can be seen from the wording of the question—the in-
tellect’s ability to see (videre) or, more generally, to perceive particular objects. The
question presupposes that the intellect is somehow capable of apprehending par-
ticular perceptible objects?” and it concentrates on the necessity of the sensitive

45 See II Sent. q. 51, 101-35 (especially p. 118); ibid., q. 51 app., 152-3; ibid., q. 52, 198-206;
ibid., g. 54, 270.

“Quinto queritur an noster intellectus possit immediate uidere exteriora sensibilia, absque
omni actu sensitiue.” (Quodl. 1.5, 18-21.)

Olivi endows the intellect with an ability to cognise individual particular objects. See
Camille Bérubé, La Connaissance de I'individuel au Moyen age (Montreal/Paris: Presses de
I'Université de Montreal/PUF, 1964), 100-6. The question of whether a separated soul can
perceive was discussed to some extent in the latter half of the 13t century. For instance,
Matthew of Aquasparta wrote an entire set of questions on the topic. Aquasparta allows the
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faculties and their organs in the process of acquiring information about those ob-
jects.

A positive answer to this question would mean that the sensitive faculties
are unnecessary for acquiring perceptual information; it would mean that I could
see the mug on my desk without using my eyes or my faculty of sight. All I
would need is my intellect to literally see the mug. However, Olivi’s answer to
this question is negative, even though he does not say so explicitly. He presents
two opinions, neither of which he explicitly accepts as correct. Since he does not
give a definite answer, it seems difficult to determine on the basis of this question
alone which of the two opinions he prefers, but a closer look at the opinions gives
us the keys to Olivi’s view, after all.

According to the first opinion: “[...] no created intellect can apprehend
anything corporeal without some mediating act of some sensitive power which
presents the corporeal object to the intellect. However, the only fact that supports
those who state this is that we experience this in ourselves.”#® The other opinion
is a similar claim: we are incapable of perceiving without our sensitive faculties.
The two opinions Olivi presents differ only insomuch as the first denies to all
created intellects the ability to see without sensitive faculties, whereas the latter
allows it in the case of angels. The crucial aspect of these views is their point of
convergence: they both agree that sensitive acts are needed in order to see (or to
apprehend, to perceive) external objects. This shows that Olivi’s answer is nega-
tive: as he develops his response, it becomes clear that even though he does not
determine which of these two opinions is correct?’, he accepts what they have in
common, namely, the overall idea that we need sensitive acts to perceive. Thus,
even though at the outset it seems that Olivi does not give a definite answer to the
question addressed in Quodlibet 1.5 because he appears indecisive in many ways,
a careful reading reveals that he in fact answers quite explicitly: the intellect is
not capable of seeing external objects without sensitive acts™.

separated soul to receive information about particular objects of this world, but he thinks
that it receives the information directly by its intellect, without the mediation of the sen-
sory faculties, because senses cannot function without their organs. See Matthew of Aquas-
parta, Quastiones disputate de anima separata, ad fidem codicum nunc primum editee cura
PP. Collegii S. Bonaventuree, Bibliotheca Franciscana Scholastica Medii ZAvi 18 (Quaracchi,
Florentize: Ex typographia collegii S. Bonaventurae, 1959), g. 4, 60-70.

“[...] nullus intellectus creatus potest aliquod corporale apprehendere, nisi mediante
aliquo actu alicuius potentie sensitive, per quem obiectum corporale intellectui offeratur.
Sed isti qui hoc dicunt nihil aliud pro se habent, nisi quia ita experiuntur in nobis.” (QuodI.
15, 19-20.)

In Summa he seems to adhere to the latter view (see II Sent. q. 67, 623).

Pasnau refers to QuodlI. 1.5 and claims that Olivi “[...] takes this virtual attention to such an
extreme that he is willing to allow that, theoretically, intellect should be able without sen-
sory mediation to perceive objects in the external world directly.” (Pasnau 1997b, 171.) He
can be praised of drawing attention to this important text, but unfortunately he misinter-
prets it slightly. According to Olivi, the intellect is not able to perceive objects in the external
world directly because it needs the sensory powers of the soul; what it does not need are
the organs of the body. This becomes evident not only from Quodl. but also from Olivi’s
Summa. For instance, he states that: “Manifeste enim et continue sentimus quod intellectus
noster nihil apprehendit de sensibilibus nisi apprehendendo aliquem actum sensitivee qui
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Importantly, this applies to souls in a disembodied state as well. The vital
passage goes as follows:

Because as long as the sensitive part [of the soul] is in the body, it is not
carried to (fertur) any object without the organs of its powers; this is why
neither it nor the intellect, as long they are in the body, are capable of reaching
a perceived object (posse in obiectum expertum) without the organs of the body.
But when the rational soul together with its sensitive part is separated from
the body, then it surely is capable of reaching material objects (in corpora siue
corpus®); but it cannot reach them without its sensitive powers.>?

It is an experiential fact that in order to perceive external objects in this life we
need not only the sensitive faculties but also the bodily organs. And after the
separation of the soul from the body, we need sensitive faculties; but even though
we need sensitive faculties, we do not need the body! The disembodied soul is
capable of perceiving external objects and their perceptual qualities. It needs the
sensitive faculties of the soul, but this is not a problem since they remain in the
soul even after the separation of the soul from the body.

That Olivi adheres to this view is attested to by many passages in the second
book of his Summa, especially in the appendix to question 51, which is Olivi’s
response to the onslaught against his theory of the human soul initiated by Vital
du Four®. One of the fundamental points of disagreement between these two
thinkers concerns the relation between the intellectual soul and the body: Olivi
argues that the intellectual part of the soul cannot be the form of the body, and
du Four criticises Olivi for this. One of the rationales behind Olivi’s view is that
according to him the functions and operations of the soul are necessarily realised
in the matter it informs. It is not possible for a form to produce acts which are
not realised in the matter that is informed by that form. Thus, if the intellectual
part were a form of the body, the intellectual operations of a human being would
be realised in her body. (II Sent. q. 51, 104-11.) This would be unthinkable from

tunc est in actu et per consequens obiectum illius actus.” (I Sent. q. 51, 122; See also ibid.,
q.67,623.)

It seems to me that the sentence would make more sense if the expression “in corpora sive
coprus” were “in corpora sine corpore”: the rational soul would be capable of reaching
“material objects without the body.” This is, after all, what Olivi is arguing for in the
passage. However, reading the passage as it stands does not change the fact that Olivi
clearly states that the soul is capable of apprehending sensible objects without the body
because that is just the presupposition he makes at the beginning of the sentence.

“Quia vero pars sensitiua quamdiu est in corpore ad nullum obiectum fertur absque orga-
nis suarum potentiarum, ideo nec ipsa nec intellectus, quamdiu sunt in corpore, possunt
in aliquod obiectum expertum sine organis corporis. Quando autem rationalis anima cum
sua parte sensitiua est separata a corpore, tunc quidem potest in corpora siue corpus; non
tamen potest sine suis potentiis sensitiuis.” (QuodI. 1.5, 20.)

For a detailed account of the dispute between Olivi and du Four, see Mauro 1997, 89-138.
Vital du Four’s critique was erroneously attributed to John Duns Scotus and published
among his ceuvre (Antonie Vos, The Philosophy of John Duns Scotus (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
UP, 2006), 107-10). For du Four’s text, see Ioannis Duns Scoti, De rerum principio, qq. VII-
XII, in Opera omnia 111, ed. L. Wadding (Lyons: Durand, 1639), 37-105.
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the medieval point of view because it was commonly thought that intellectual
functions of the soul are not realised in the body.

Vital du Four opposes Olivi’s doctrine and questions his reasoning by point-
ing out that if every form were to realise its functions in its matter, then the veg-
etative and sensitive forms of the soul, being forms of not only the body but also
the spiritual matter of the soul (as Olivi claims), would realise their functions and
operations in the spiritual matter and therefore should be assigned to the spiritual
soul. In other words, even a disembodied soul would be capable of nourishment,
growth, and sensation. Vital takes this to be an insupportable consequence.54

Olivi begins his answer by repeating his idea that the sensitive form informs
both matters of a human being, namely, the corporeal matter of the body and
the spiritual matter of the soul. He points out that this is why its operations
are realised in both matters. Moreover, he draws on the idea that the sensitive
faculties cannot direct their aspectiis to corporeal objects without the aid of the
corporeal organs:

And there is an example about this with regard to the brain and the organs
of the senses: for all active powers require that they are beforehand propor-
tionally brought into contact with their objects by the appropriate aspectus in
order that they can perform their actions. But our sensitive powers do not
have a sufficiently proportional aspectus towards sensible objects that are lo-
cated in space (situalia) unless they are virtually directed and brought into
contact with them together with their corporeal organs.>

So far so good. Olivi undermines du Four’s critique by appealing to the necessity
of corporeal matter. Hence, it seems that the soul needs the body in order to
perform the sensitive functions after all. But then comes a surprise: “And this
is why our sensitive [part of the soul] does not have acts outside the body as
perfect as it would have with the glorious or imperishable body, but it still has
some act [...]”%® The sensitive part of the soul has acts that are more perfect when

54 Olivi paraphrases the argument as follows: “Cum enim ista positio [sc. positio fratris Olivi]

velit quod sensitiva et vegetativa hominis sint formae materize spiritualis, si rationes posi-
tionis sunt bonae, sequitur quod communicabunt suas operationes suee materize spirituali,
et sic materia spiritualis sentiet et nutrietur et augebitur.” (II Sent. q. 51 app., 154.)

“Et datur de hoc ibi exemplum in cerebro et organis sensuum: omnes enim potentiee ac-
tivee praeexigunt per debitos aspectus proportionaliter applicari ad sua obiecta ad hoc quod
possint agere suas actiones. Sensitivee autem potentiee nostrae non habent sufficienter pro-
portionalem aspectum ad obiecta sensibilia et situalia, nisi prout sunt cum suis corporal-
ibus organis virtualiter directee et applicatee ad illa.” (II Sent. q. 51 app., 155.)

“Et hinc est quod sensitiva nostra non habet extra corpus ita perfectos actus sicut haberet
cum corpore glorioso vel incorrupto, habet tamen aliquem actum [...]” (I Sent. q. 51 app.,
155; emphasis mine.) See also ibid., q. 111, 280; Queest. de nov. q. 9, 167; ibid., q. 12, 181-2;
The idea that a separated soul can perceive and suffer pain gets a literary expression in
Dante Alighieri’s La divina commedia. Dante, seeing that the souls of the damned suffer
in Inferno, asks Vergil whether their suffering is increased after they receive their bodies
on the Day of Judgement: “At which I said: ‘And after the great sentence—/0 master—
will these torments grow, or else/be less, or will they be just as intense?’//And he to me:
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it informs some kind of body (either a physical body which we have in this life or
an incorruptible body of the afterlife) than when it is completely without a body.
Still, it has some kind of activity in the latter state as well. Olivi goes on to say
that the functions of nutrition and growth cease for good in the separation of the
soul from the body, but at least some of the functions of even the vegetative part
of the soul continue in the disembodied state®”.

Olivi paraphrases and refutes altogether four of du Four’s arguments which
are designed to prove that a disembodied soul cannot perceive. The first argu-
ment is based on a supposition that perception involves sensible species which
are not simple but extended. As a separated soul is simple and does not have ex-
tension, it cannot receive anything extended. From this, du Four concludes that a
disembodied soul cannot receive sensible species and therefore cannot perceive.
As we have seen, many fundamental features of this argument are rejected by
Olivi, but his reply in this connection is not based on his critique against species
theories of perception. He simply points out that du Four’s argument necessarily
involves a total denial of the ability of a separated soul to apprehend particular
objects, and he seems to think that this is insupportable from the point of view
of both his own theory and the species theories. Even if perception were to take
place through sensible species, they would necessarily be simple and unextended
and therefore du Four’s objection does not hold. (II Sent. q. 51 app., 157-8.)

In the second argument, du Four claims that the sensitive power of the soul
receives a kind of contraction (arctatio) from the body and from various organs of
the senses, and he claims that this accounts for the fact that the soul apprehends
different kinds of objects through different senses. For instance, the eyes render
the perceptual faculty capable of apprehending visible qualities. When the soul
leaves the body, it loses this contraction which it had received from the body,
and—strangely enough—it cannot perceive without it. Olivi objects to this by
claiming that the soul and its faculties cannot receive any contraction from the
body and that the operations of the soul are not different in kind when the soul is
in the body from when it is outside the body. (II Sent. q. 51 app., 157-9.)

The third argument is by far the most interesting of all the four arguments
that Olivi objects to. According to du Four, human perception would be utterly
different from animal perception if the sensitive part of the human soul could

‘Remember now your science/which says that when a thing has more perfection/so much
the greater is its pain or pleasure.//Though these accursed sinners never shall/attain the
true perfection, yet they can/expect to be more perfect then than now.”” (Dante Alighieri,
The Divine Comedy of Dante Alighieri, Inferno, transl. A. Mandelbaum (NY: Bantam Books,
2004), VI.106-11.) Vergil refers to a scientific view that the union with the body makes
perception more perfect but, importantly, it is possible even without the body as the fates
of the damned testify. For discussion, see Yrjonsuuri 2007a, 62-7.

“Actus autem nutritionis et augmenti non est perpetuus, alias esset in corporibus beatorum
[...] Sed vigorose vigere et vivere est intrinsecus et perpetuus actus vegetativee, et hunc
quidem radicalius habet in sua materia spirituali quam in corporali [...]” (II Sent. q. 51
app., 155-6.) Olivi does not mention the function of procreation, but we may suppose that
it ceases as well. What remains is the life-giving function of the vegetative form.
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perceive in a disembodied state. We would not perceive in a similar way as
other animals, and consequently the sensitive faculties of the human soul would
be completely different from those of other animals. Human beings and beasts
would be called “animals” only equivocally.”® In other words, the psychological
continuity would be broken between human beings and other animals, and this
would also lead to a break in the metaphysical similarity. Du Four thinks that this
is a genuine problem, and this compels us to conclude that a separated soul can-
not perceive. It is quite staggering that this kind of idea appears in a 13" century
text. To be sure, it is considered here as a reductio ad absurdum, but still du Four
and Olivi clearly raise the possibility that human beings could be conceived of as
creatures which are not animals in the same sense as other animals.

Olivi responds to du Four’s critique with a counter-attack. He argues that
the problematic consequence du Four highlights applies rather to du Four’s own
conception of the human soul in which there is no metaphysical difference be-
tween the sensitive and intellectual parts of the soul. Namely, du Four agrees
with Aquinas and opposes the doctrine of the plurality of substantial forms, and
in his theory the essence of the intellectual soul accounts for the sensitive func-
tions as well. Given that a human being has but one substantial form, the intel-
lectual soul, which bestows not only intellectual but also sensitive and vegetative
functions, the sensitive faculties of a human being are grounded on an intellec-
tual bedrock. Olivi suggests that this makes the disparity between human beings
and other animals far wider than what is implied by his own theory. After this,
Olivi lays out his own view, which is worth citing in its entirety:

Moreover, we say that the acts that our sensitive [part of the soul] has with
and without an organ do not differ in species if they are about the same for-
mal object and from the same faculty; for, the acts do not receive their species
from the organ but from the faculty and the object. Moreover, a human be-
ing differs more from every species of brute animal than from the proximate
genus because all the brutes come together in the genus of irrational animals,
but the human being is not in the genus of the irrational. And perhaps per-
fect brute animals differ from imperfect animals by another proximate genus
as well—for instance, from worms and shellfish—and perhaps fish, birds,
and quadrupeds differ from each other by some proximate genus. There-
fore, there is no inconsistency if the acts of our sensitive [part of the soul]
are in some way very unlike the acts of brutes; rather, the greater difficulty is
how they converge so much that they seem to be specifically the same actions
in some way. Moreover, the action of a sensitive faculty remains specifically
the same both when it is separated from and when it is connected with [the

body] for the same reason that the faculty remains specifically the same.”

58 “Quia si sensitiva hominis differt tantum a sensitiva bruti quod una possit sentire sine

organo corporali, reliqua vero non, tunc videtur quod animal non possit de eis univoce
preedicari; quia istee actiones, in quantum tales, different genere ac per consequens et es-
sentice potentiarum suarum.” (II Sent. q. 51 app., 157.)

“Preeterea, dicimus quod actus quos habet nostra sensitiva cum organo et absque organo
non differunt specie, si sint eiusdem obiecti formalis et eiusdem potentiee; non enim
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Olivi’s strategy is clear enough. The fracture in the psychological continuity is
not a particularly burning problem for him, and he happily allows that human
beings are quite different from irrational animals. On the other hand, he does not
think that beasts should be conceived of as a homogenous group either. There
may be significant differences between different species of animals, even to the
extent that they should perhaps be regarded as belonging to different genera. One
should not consider it a problem that the way we perceive differs from the way
other animals perceive. Rather, it seems difficult to find a common feature be-
tween animals and human beings in the processes of perception, a feature which
would explain why these two groups are regarded as similar percipients.

Because Olivi allows for this fracture in the psychological continuity, du
Four’s argument fails. In Olivi’s view, a separated soul is capable of producing
acts of perception, and these acts are similar to the ones it has in the body. This
cleaves the disparity between human beings and other animals, but that disparity
Olivi is willing to leave open. This shows that despite Olivi’s general tendency to
conceive of non-human animals as having sophisticated psychological capacities
and despite his approval of the principle of psychological continuity, he allows
a radical difference between humans and other animals if it turns out to be nec-
essary for achieving other goals. This does not happen often, and it should be
noted that when it does, it always occurs in such a way that the psychological
capacities of animals are not downgraded but the human capacities are elevated.
Animals are, according to Olivi, sophisticated creatures when it comes to their
psychological life. This general approach is not affected by the acknowledgement
of a possible distinction between human beings and non-human animals. In any
case, here we see Olivi making a move that in a way anticipates Early Modern
thinking, in which the disparity between human beings and non-human animals
is considered wide. Although his conception of animals is far from the one that
was to become prevalent in the Early Modern period, the idea of some kind of
disparity is in some ways the same.

Finally, in his fourth argument, du Four says that if the sensitive faculties
function without the body when the soul is separated from it, the organs of the
body are also unnecessary when the soul is united to it. Moreover, he points out
that if the activity of the sensitive faculties of the soul does not require realisation
in the corporeal organs of the body, there is no reason for their lack of freedom
and self-reflexivity. The idea behind this argument is that the intellectual faculties
of the soul are free and self-reflexive because they are not limited by the laws of

sumunt speciem suam ab organo, sed a potentia et ab obiecto. Preeterea, homo differt a
qualibet specie bruti plus quam genere proximo, quia omnia bruta conveniunt in genere
animalis irrationalis, homo autem non subest illi generi irrationali, et forte animalia bru-
torum perfecta differunt adhuc alio genere proximiori ab imperfectis, puta, a vermibus et
conchilibus, et forte pisces et aves et quadrupedia differunt ab invicem alio genere prox-
imiori. Non est ergo inconveniens, si actiones nostree sensitivee habeant quoad aliqua maxi-
mas differentias ab actionibus brutorum; quin potius maior est difficultas quomodo tantum
conveniunt ut quoad aliqua videantur esse esedem actiones specie. Preeterea, qua ratione
potentia sensitiva manet eadem specie separata et coniuncta, eadem ratione et actio sua.”
(II Sent. q. 51 app., 159-60; See also ibid., q. 72, 46.)
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corporeity, and the sensitive faculties are unfree and incapable of self-reflexivity
because they are limited by their corporeal matter. Olivi’s answer conforms with
his other counterclaims. The body is needed to perfect the sensitive operations,
and the fact that sensitive faculties are not capable of reflexivity is principally due
to the essence of those faculties themselves and only secondarily caused by their
organs. The soul can perceive without the body.?

If we take Olivi’s preceding ideas seriously (and it seems clear to me that
we must) Olivi provides a clear and explicit counter-example to the claim that
the third version of the mind-body problem is not medieval. With him we see
that there is at least one exception to the rule that disembodied perception was
not accepted in the Middle Ages. Olivi not only tacitly allows for it by shifting the
emphasis of the theory of perception from the bodily processes to the activity of
the soul but also explicitly argues for the possibility of disembodied perception.
Perception is a psychological process, and it takes place in the spiritual soul. The
soul is an independent entity which is not only capable of existing without the
body but also of exercising its functions in the absence of the body. Olivi does
not appeal to physical changes in the body in the process of perception, and even
though he thinks that acts of the sensitive faculties of the soul are realised in the
physical organs, as movements of the spiritus animalis in the sense organs and in
the chambers of the brain, perception and other sensitive acts are not dependent
on these changes. They do not supervene on these changes because they can be
brought about without them.

Why does Olivi want to defend the view that disembodied perception is
possible? One of the reasons is his conviction that the soul must also be capable
of apprehending particular objects after it has ceased to be united with the body.
A part of this conviction is undoubtedly the theological doctrine of purgatory,
where people are supposed to entertain their past sins. Somehow they must be
able to apprehend their past actions which are particular and related to particular
objects. But I think that there is more to this than that. Olivi also seems to have

60 II Sent. q. 51 app., 196. It is of some importance that Olivi does not consider experienc-

ing pain as an exception. King argues that medievals understood pain as a product of a
damaged or overloaded sense-organ and, as such, no more mental than any other object of
perception (King 2007, 204-5). Bynum too claims that medieval “thinkers would not have
understood the question (frequent in modern circles): Is pain in my body or in my mind?”
(Bynum 1995b, 14.) I am inclined to think, however, that Olivi would have understood the
question. According to him, a separated soul is not only capable of perceiving corporeal
fire but also suffering pain caused by the perception of fire. Pain is not confined to the com-
pound of the soul and the body because it does not require harmful changes in the body. It
does not require the body at all, and thus it is a mental feeling which accompanies certain
kinds of perceptions. (Quaest. de nov. q. 7, 149-63.) In this way, Olivi serves a clear counter-
example to the claim that medievals did not attribute pain to the mind. In fact, here Olivi
is in line with the condemnations of 1270 and 1277, which prohibited asserting “Quod an-
ima post mortem separata non patitur ab igne corporeo” (# 8), and “Quod anima separata
nullo modo patitur ab igne” (# 19), respectively (Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, ed.
H. Denifle & E. Chatelain, vol. 1 (Paris, 1889), # 432, 4867, and # 473, 543-55). To be sure,
Olivi is alone in accepting this doctrine but he seems to be quite unique in his insistence that
the soul is in pain which is in principle just like the pain we undergo when our corporeal
body is damaged.
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philosophical reasons for underlining the possibility of disembodied perception
(after all, being able to remember one’s sins would suffice in purgatory). He was an
acute philosopher who undoubtedly understood his own theories. His theory of
perception entails the redundancy of the body, and when he allows for disembod-
ied perception to take place, he may just be drawing the necessary implications
from his own view.

Then again, Olivi does not seem to think that there is some kind of “mind-
body” problem lurking in his theory. He allows the separated soul to perceive,
and does not give any plausible solution to the question: “why do we need the
body to perceive in this life?” He does not consider the relation between the soul
and the body in the sensitive functions as a problem that should be addressed
and solved. To this extent I agree with King and others: there was no mind-body
problem in the Middle Ages, if the existence of such a problem presupposes that
medieval thinkers themselves would have recognised the relation between the
mind and the body in perception as a problem and would have considered it
as the problem of philosophical psychology, or even as a problem. They usually
did not. There was a strong consensus that the question concerning the relation
between the body and the soul in perception is answered easily by claiming that
perception belongs to the compound of the two and that it cannot be attributed
to the mind or the soul by themselves. Yet Olivi does not adhere even to this, and
it is important to note that medieval philosophers did have the conceptual tools
for formulating the problem, and they paid theoretical attention to it as well. In
this way, it is justifiable to state that there are some precursors to this version
of the mind-body problem in the Middle Ages and that we can localise Olivi’s
theory of percepion as one place where this version of the mind-body problem is
anticipated.



8 PERCEPTION IN NON-HUMAN ANIMALS

8.1 The Difference Between Human and Non-Human Animals

It may seem that the preceding discussion has deviated to some extent from the
theme concerning animals. Although I have claimed that many ideas presented
in it apply also to non-human animals, I have not yet given much support for
this claim: I have examined human cognition and have only presumed that what
is said applies also to non-human animals. This approach resembles the manner
which modern scholarly works dealing with medieval (and ancient) theories of
cognition often follow: they do not make explicit to which creatures these theo-
ries apply. Often modern studies are written with both eyes on human beings,
and even if they take other animals into consideration, they seem to consider it
unproblematic that past theories apply also to them. To some extent I think that
this is as it should be, for this kind of approach reflects the way of thinking of
the medieval philosophers themselves. As I have been saying, it was a truism
that human beings and other animals are identical—or at least almost identical—
to each other when it comes to the psychological processes that are provided by
the sensitive soul, and perception is a paradigm case of these processes. This ap-
proach is especially characteristic of the Aristotelian tradition in which perception
was understood as an ability that distinguishes human and non-human animals
from other living beings. If a central supposition of a past theory is that there is no
difference between the perceptual processes of human beings and other animals,
a study that analyses that theory certainly need not specify to which creatures the
theory applies.

However, in Olivi’s case the situation is different. As we have seen, his the-
ory of perception involves traits of dualism. It is based on an assumption that the
perceiving subject has or even is (in the case of a disembodied soul) a spiritual
entity-like soul and that the spiritual soul is responsible for the whole process of
perception. In that respect, perception does not differ much from intellectual cog-
nition. They both are: “entirely incorporeal activities carried out by incorporeal
powers,” as Pasnau states it (Pasnau 1997b, 176). Even though Olivi is not very



153

interested in providing a detailed analysis of animal perception, he occasionally
touches upon the issue. For instance, as we have seen, he explicitly allows for
the possibility of a dissimilarity between human and non-human perception to
the extent that there might be fewer common features than differences between
the two. Nonetheless, he clearly thinks that non-human animals are capable of
perception and not only perception but conscious perception or perceptual aware-
ness. He is not willing to disallow non-human animals the ability to perceive
altogether, but given the dualistic flavour of his theory of perception and the
metaphysics of the human soul on which it is grounded, it is by no means clear
how the perceptual