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Introduction.

will Milverl

Master William Milverley (Milverlegus, Milverleius, Milverleye,
Mirweley, Mirwirley, Mulverlaye, Mylleeverley, Myverley, Myverlaye)
is a personality who has left nothing behind him except his works. Ie
was apparently a master at Uxford, but no record remains of his
incumbency and we have no certain dates for his life. ZFoth Leland
and Fale place the period of his work in the middle years of the
fourteenth century, during the reign of Edward III. (Zale Scriptores
I 434, Leland Collectanea iv.65). There is no other confirmation of
this and Dr. Emden thinks it more likely that he worked and wrote at
the beginning of the fifteenth century, apparently because the manu-
script copies of his works that we possess are collected together with
those of other philosophers of this period. (Emden, Piographical
register, Vol.2, p.12684). It will be difficult to give a chronological
context to the philosophical content of his work, until the works of
supposed contemporaries have been edited. There is no doubt that his
exposition of universals and his terminology have resemblences to the
ideas and words contained in John Tarteys' "Universalia". However
Milverley's work does have certain ideosyncracies which suggest to
me a more extreme Realist position. However the "Universalia" appears
to be an elementary indroduction to the complexities of universals
and it would be perhaps unwise to develop this sort of inference, until
his other works have been examined. We may assume that his works,
especially the "Universalia®, enjoyed a certain vosue in the later
fifteenth centurys: there are eight extant copies of the "Universalia"
and record of at least one more. This would probably be due to the
relative simplicity of the work. Unlike Tarteys' "Universalia",
Milverley's treatise is not unduly cluttered by complex doubts and
questions and proceeds in a fairly straight-forward meanner, following
Forphyry's familiar text, but not as a commentary, and explaining in

the introduction in a relatively simple way the concepts that the
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reader will need in the body of the text. The doubts and questions
set out at the end are not difficult either: they combine logical and
metaphysical exercises without attempting any developments which the
beginner might find too taxing.

Milverley's works are:

(i) Sophismata in determinatione Iaua et responsiones ead distinctiones
(eiusdem?) de Incipit, Worcester Cathedral ¥S.F.118, fos.64-76v,
which responsiones possibly refer to art.7, fos.135-14 of the same
MS: De Incipit secundum usum Oxon.

(4i) Universalia "pro superficiali notitia quinque universalium"
British Museum Harleian ¥5.2178, art.2.
Worcester Cathedral MS.Q.54, fos.3-l1lv,
Oriel College 4S.3%5, art.l, fos.1-4.
Kew College M5.289, art.6, fos.56=63.
Magdalene College, Oxford, MS.latin 47, art.2, fos.34=37.
Magdalene College, Oxford, MS.latin 162, fos.1-4.

Bodleian Library, bodleian M5.676 (S.C. 2595), fos.
134r-147v.

Corpus Christi College, Oxford, MS.103, art.4, {0s8.32v=-40v

(111) Commentary on Gilbert de la Poree, de sex principiis, "intentio
auctoris in hoc libello"™.

Oriel College M5.35, art.6, fos.134-152.

Magdalene College, Oxford, MS.latin 47, art.5, fos.67-86,

Worcester Cathedral MS5.Q.54, fo8.116=167v.

Lambeth Palace 1S5.393, fos.1431~184.

British Museum, Harleian 1M5.2178, art.6.

Sodleian Library, Rawlinson 14S.677, art.11.
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(iv) de inceptione "quidlibet meum esse".

iiew College 13,289, art.9, fos.71=81.

“quidlibet incipit esse quod sor"

Corpus Christi College, Oxford MS.116,f0le5.
(v) de differentia "mulla differunt®

New College 'M5.289. art.10, fos.81-90,
(vi) de scientia "scitum est, non conscitum"

New College MS.289, art.11, fo0s.50-99.
Tanner (Bibliotheca Britannico-Hibernica, p.528) gives the following
further manuscripts:

New College MS 289 de propositione "in materia de

propositione” (previously mentioned by Hale)

Corpus Christi College Oxford MS 103, de differentia,

de scientia, de qualitate.
Of these the Corpus Christi manuscripts de differentia, de scientia,
are not given in Coxe's Catalogue, the manuscript "de qualitate" is
given, but is ascribed following Bishop Hale, to John Chilmark (Coxe,
Vol.I1I, p.36, Corpus Christi ¥5,289, art.5, fos.41=-60). The New
manuscript "de propositione™ is not given by Coxe either, but the
Worcester Cathedral Library Catalogue mentions an article "de prop-
ositione” following Milverley's Sophismata (Worcester Cathedral
M5.F.118, art.26,f08.79-83)s It is neither catalogued as anonymous
nor is it explicitly attributed to FMilverley. Finally the index to the
MS.F118 mentiona a text which was never actually included in the
manuscript:"Quattuor materiae Milverley"”.

Record of a further copy of the Universalia, "universalia Milverley
et Burleius super Forphirum et predicamenta”, 2° fo' "sicut album™
appears in an inventory of books of Canterbury College Oxford, made in
1501 by the retiring Warden, Thomas Chaundler, the same man apparently,
whose name appears after the explicit of the New College copy of

Milverley's "Universalia", (Pantin, Canterbtury College, VollIl, p.25,
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item 238). The boo: does not however appear in the inventory made

in the same year by tie new incumbent Robert Holynborne upon entering

office.

TEXTS

The edition of Milverley's "Universalia”™ was made on the basis of
the following manuscripts (the sigla are put in front).

A. Magdalene College Oxford MS.latin 47, fos.34-37, “universalia
abbreviata, compendiose compilata). Parchment "in quarto minori®,
single column with broad margin left for copious notes and section
headings, English hand, clear and regular, according to Coxe a

fourteenth century work (Coxe, Vol.II, p.28).

B. Todleian Library MS5.2595, fos.134.
Farchment, single column with marginal notes, illuminated capitals,
diagram of the tree of Forphyry (fol.147v), English hand, often
unclear or smudged, written in the 15th century in England by John

Puxhale, whose name appears in the explicit as "B",

C. Corpus Christi College Oxford M3.103, art.4, 32v-40v,
Farchment "in quarto minori", single column, florid English hand,
some intricately ornate ascenders, possibly later additions,
illuminations of capitals of chapter headings missing, large spaces

left, written in 15th century.

D. Vorcester Cathedral Library MS.Q.54, fos.3r-10v,
Parchment, single column, illuminated capitals, marginal notes,
English hand, usually clear, but inexpertly blotched or erased in

places, written in the 15th century.

E. New College, "5.289, art.6, fos.58r-62r.
Paper, "in quarto minori", single column, marginal notes, English

hand, often irregular and unclear, approximately i of fol.58 torn
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away, hole in f0l.60, written in 15th century, name Thomas

Chawndler appears in different hand after explicit,

The other manuscripis, British Museum Harleian ¥S5,2178, art.2,
HMagdalene College, Oxford latin MS 162 and Oriel College MS, art I,
I was unable to use for lack of time.

The manuscripts fall into two groups, 4 and B, and C,D and E, Of
these two groups A and E are the most reliable manuscripts, representing
two slightly different traditions. A recommends itself chiefly because
of the clarity of the handwriting. The text is not without mistakes,
but these are usually minor., 2 is almost certainly a copy of A, & copy
which is often quite unreliable. The copier was, one would imagine,

a student, because he has attempted to give interpretations of readings,
of which he is unsure, which betray a philosophical rather than
paleographical ineptitude. He has also made two major additions to

the text, which we must assume are his own, as they occur in none of
the other manuscripts.

E ie discovered to be a gquite reliable text, once the problem of
the handwriting has been overcome. The missing part of fol.58 means
that if from Chapter 1:2,1.13 to Chapter 1:4,1.43 E alone receives no
mention in the apparatus, it is #o0 Le assumed that that part of the
text is misaing in E.

D is a copy of E or of a precursor of E. It is on the whole
reliable and has apparently received later additions by a scrive who
had another copy of the ¥S before him. It is less full than E, but
more legible.

C, altnough quite legible, contains & large number of inaccurate
readings and sometimes tends towards the A/B rather than towards the

D/E tradition.
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So in compiling the edition I have prefered 4 and E. Where
thease differ I have chosen the D/E tredition, unless the sense of the
rassage seems to demand that A be adopted., C has been used to support
the D/: tradition, if necessary. ¥ has been used as a source of

amusing inaccuracies and interesting interpolations alone.

John Tarteys
Tarteys (Tartaius, Tartas, Tertays, Tartous) is again a character

of whoxn very little is actually known. He was a master at Oxioxd,

who according to Bishop Fale "per plures annos in Balliolensi collegio
studuisse dicitur" (Zale part ii, pp.94-95), by Wood's testimony
during the reigns of Henry IV and V (Wood, Lib.II, p.75). His
Universalia is a more complex work than that of Milverley. FRather
than set out concepts before tackling the exposition of the five
predicables, he sets out and elaborates upon concepis as he goes
along. As a result his work contains very many more guestions and
answers tha:n does Milverley's. There are a number of differences, the
most striking being the atsence of the notion of communicability which
Milverley makes central to his work. Tarteys covers a larger area of
logic and metaphysics than does Milverley and the work is less of an
introduction to Porphyry than an account of typical problems raised
by it.

We possess today very few of Tarteys' works. FKishop Fale ascribes
several tracts on logic to him: (i) Susmulae logicales, (ii) Questiones
naturales, (iii) Suppositiones, (iv) Obligatiocnes, (v) FProblemata,
(vi) Consequentiae, all without incipits and all formerly in Balliel
College Library.

The works we have today ares: -

(i) FProblemata correspondens libello Forphirii, "Froblemata

correapondens libello Porphirii est hoc, Utrum universalia
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ad aliquem sensu="
Magdalene College Oxford, MS.latin 47, art.1, fos.2-34
lambeth Falace ¥3,393, art.7.
(i1) De figuris "utrum omnes figure artificiales et naturales"
lambeth Talace ¥3.393, art.S.
(ii1) Universalia "cum universalium cognitio ut dicitur Porphirius"

British Museum, Harleian Mb. 2178, art.7, fos.
100v=-10Tx.

(iv) Materia de modis "...tur enim fere accidentales™
lew College ¥5.289, art.12, f0s.99-107.
(v) Sophisma de equivocis "Nulla sunt equivoca. Guod sophisma sic
factua",
New College MS.289, art.21.
TEXT
It wvas obviously not possible to make anyvthing other than a trans-
cription of the "Universalia". The manuscript is of the 1_th century
on parchment, in double columns, some 27 columns long, approximately
45 lines per column. The hand is legible, but the manuscript itself
is faded in parts. The text is corrupt in some places and some quest-
ions appear without answers and some answers without guestions. The
division of the work into chapters is as a result not as self-evident

ag is the case with Milverley's work.



MILVERLEY'S UNIVERSALS viiz
INTRODUCTION TO THE TEXT

Man is a rational animal. For the “ealist philosophers of
the middle ages this definition constituted the starting point of
all philosophical enquiry. Man finds himself in a world of particular
sensible entities continually coming into existence and passing from
existence, These entities are subject to continual change and man's
perception of them is also in a state of flux, due to for insteance
char ces in perspective and changes in the intensity of light. How
then can man come to possess any certain knowledge of his world?

The Realista answered that he could do so because he is rational,

that is he is capable of abstractive thought. This process of
abstraction is one of composition and division, that is, of formally
dividing what is presenic. to the senses as a material concrete unit,
fixing ones thought upon some particular aspect of that entity and
ignoring all other aspects, and of constructing from aspscts that
display similarites formal unitary entities, which unlike the material
entities of the world are not liable to flux., Nor is man's recognition
or intellection of such formal units liable %o change, unless he by
an act of free will reconstitutes them. Thus man superimposes upon

the labile sensidble world a world of entities, which form a stable basis
for discursive, This therefore is the basis of human knowlecdge.

Yet does not the fact that men are consiatently able to recognise
the same formal units in many things in different situations imply that
these entities have some reality themselves? The medieval Realists
certainly thought that this was so. The conceptual entities we construct
from material things are signs for entities a parte rei, in the real
order, and these things are universals, existing in material things,
if they are essen'ial to them ’and inhering in them, if they are accident-
al to them, The universality of such things is comprised in the fact

they, as formal units, are to be found in meny naterial units, The
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universal stands as a higher-order entity (superius) in relation to
many lower-order entities (inferiora). The notion of "higher-order"
and "lower-order" may be conceived in two ways. Something may be said
to be of a higher order than something else, if it is better known
(notius) than that other thing, or may be simply prior to that thing
in the real order, that is, as its cause. If one asserts that a
universal is only betier known than its inferiors, that is, that the
formal relationship of universality is merely conceptual, then one is
adopting a Conceptualist position, If one states that a universal
is both prior to and better knmown than its inferiors, yet dependent
upon them in some way (but not as a "causatum" to its "causa"), then
one is clode to a moderate Realist position, Té assert that universals
are prior to and better known than their inferiors and yvet are themselves
independent of the existence of their inferiors is to move towards
an extreme fealist position. In all three cases the psychological
question of what is involved in being better known than something
is raised, In the latter two cases, the metaphysical guestion of
whether a formal entity is prior to & material unit is raised. So
the question of universals can be seen to be relevant both to psychology
and to metaphysiocs.

However to the moderate Realist the universal is in some way
real and the most important question regarding universals is how
our expression of universal relationships and the corresponding
understanding of such relationships matches the reality of such
relationships. That such expressions or predications match some reality
is the concern of ILogic. Predication in this sense may be both a real
relation (a parte rei) where something is predicated of another
thing, that is, exists in it or inheres in it, or it may be a verbal
realtion of a eibject and a predicate (a parte terminorum), In both

cases universals are of paramount importance, viether in the
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metaphysical sense of universalia a parte rei or as universalia a parte
terminorum (general terms). The main problem of the moderate Realist
position, which I think is also seen in Milverley's Universalie, is
that of whether all such general temms signify real universals. The
moderate Realist would see no difficulty in as:erting that " man" sign-
ifies a real universal man or that "white" in some sense signifies a
universal whiteness. Put terms of what Ockhem would call secondary
imposition pose problems, for instance, genus species accident, etc.

If they are to‘algniry real universals, them either they must do so

in some indirect fashion, or the reality of the entities so signified
cannot be Categorial or substantial, but in some sense transcendental,
If we reject both these answers, then we are forced to assume that
some general terms signify conceptual entities and if some, then why
do not all general terms do so?

Metaphy=zica then tells us what sort of entities exist and more especially
what the nature of universal entities is, logic tells us what sorts

of relations there may be between entities and more especially the
snrts of relations holding between superiors and inferiors. However
Iogic may be prescriptive as well as descriptive and in this sense

it is prior to all sciences. For i7 sciences bear upocn the material
world and if we may only know (intelligere) the material world
indirectly, by knowing universals, then any science must presuprose
the general notion of universality or of the one~to-many relation,
logic is the study of such relations, thus logic is prior %o all
science., And if logic is prior to all science, the study of universals
is the first concern of Logict: for which reason Porphyry's Isagogue
was studied before the Organon, despite the warnings of many wise

men of the folly of such an undertaking by the inexperienced,



CHAPTER 131 Primo notandum xi

¥ilverley divides universals into three classes, the causaticnal
universal, the representational universal and the real or predicable
universal., This division has correlates in an earlier division made
by St. Thomas and a contemporaneous division made by Wyclif. St.
Thomas sets out the ways in which an entity may be related to many
others, in causando (where one thing is the cause of many others),
in cognoscendo (the intellect, which may be applied to many things),
in repraesentendo (& concept, which may refer to many things), in
significando (a word, which may signify many things), in essendo (an
entity, which may exist in many things) and in praedicando (the same
entity as it may be asserted of many things). 1). These modes are
reduced to three, in causando, in repraesentando and in essendo:
however St, Thomas considers that logic is only properly concerned
with the last relationship, of metaphysical or logical universality.
Wyclif gives a very similar classification of a universale causatione,
as for instance God or the celestial bodies, & universale repraesent-
atione, a spoken or written term or an intention of the mind which
signifies many things in the real order and a universale communicatione
which is communicated to many supposita. 2).

There seems however to be a distinction between what St. Thomas
on the one hand and what Wyclif and Milverley on the other consider
to be primarily signified by & universale repraesentatione. St.
Thomas takes the view that the representational universal signifies
many different things in the real order, for instance the term "man"
primarily signifies an individual man or the sum of all men (that is
can be given personal supposition). Wyelif and Milverley stress that
such a universale term primarily signifies the universal man, a

universal a parte rei or secondary substance, and the term is to be

1)e FPlassmann pp.225-227. 2). Wyclif De logica I p.8.
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used primarily in simple supposition. 3). However a general term
may be accidental, for example “"genus®. According to Milverley and
Wyclif, such a term would signify a real universal, as well &s
individual genera, which universal would however be neither a primary
nor a secondary substance,

¥ilverley however differs again from St. Thomas and Wyelif in
writing of the universale praedicatione or universale communicatione.
Wyclif speaks of such & universal as being predicable of or communicable
to many individuals. 4). Milverley states that a universale
praedicatione is communicable to many essences, "quia est realiter
illa". In doing so Milverley seems to depart from the usual mediaseval
exposition of Aristotelian teaching on the nature of universals. To
St. Thomas a universal (unum versus alia: i.e. respiciens alia) is a
thing which is or can be in many things feally. It is alsc predicable
of many things, hence the short definition of universal "unum in
multis et de multis", As predicable of an individual thing, the
universal is said to constitute in whole or in part the essence of
the thing so predicated. It would not however make very good sense to
an Aristotelian to state that the universal "homo communis" is commun-
icated to the essence of man, numanitas, as Milverley would have it,

Milverley's equation of "communicabile"™ and “aptum natum commun=—
icari" is a point made in most mediaeval logical texts. Simply to
state that a universal is something "quod communicatur™ or something
"communicatum®™ would ve to ignore the possibility that a universal

may at any particular time have only one suppositum or no supposita

3)e Milverley Universalia C.1,1 11.5—7:"‘1‘.&19 universale ...
significat universale reale", Wyclif De Logica I p.8, l.15ff.:"et
dicuntur universalia representatione, quia principaliter et primarie
representant universalia a parte rei®. 4). VWyclif ibidem p.8, 1.7
"et sic natura humana communicatur omnibus individuis speciei humanae,
quai inest omni homini, quod sit hmmo™.
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at all. 7The universal relation of one to many would obviously be
absent at this period in time, so the definition of universal takes
into account the fact that at another instant in time individuals
might appear to which the universal could be communicated and thus the
one~to-many relationship would be restored. So we must allow the
universal the ability to enter into a one-to-many relationship, that
is we must allow it communicavility. However because the one-to-many
relationship is not necessary, in that one term of the relation is
many contingent beings, Milverley can state that communicability is
much the same as a property (propriltna)hof universal being.

The explanation given as to why universals are said to be
communicated to many essencea still does not resolve the earlier
difficulty, viz. that Wyclif and others assert that universals are
communicable of things. Mediaeval Catholic thought held the soul,
like God, to be an indivisible. The Trinity, like the soul, therefore
cannot have three essences, but only one essence., In this sense the
intellective soul is not a universale praedicatione, although both
the soul and the Divine are universalia causatione, following the
Thomistic division of universals given earlier. One suspects that
Milverley here has atitempted to reconcile his Metaphysics with
doctrinal strictures, but in doing so denies that universalia
praedicatione are communicated to materisl individuals. Universals
may indeed be communicated to essences, tut if they are not also
communicated to the individuals, in which these essences exist,
¥ilverley has formed a Metaphysics without & physical basis.

CHAPTER 132 Secundo notendun

Here Milverley discusses the ways in which "universale reale sive

praedicatione™ may be used and the problem of the mode of existence

of universel accidents again arisest It would be best to first

mention Milverley's division of universals into universale per se and

universale per accidens, The distinction seems to correspond to the
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Aristotelian differentiation of those universals wnioh are secondary
substances and those which are not. Universalia per se seem to
correspond to the generaland species of substance, universalia per
accidens to the genera and species of accident. Universalia per
accidens, as is later apparent, seem to have 1o place allocated to
them in the order of Being: they are what Milverley calls composites
of a universal per se and one of its accidental attributes. It is
withh the universale per accidens in mind that we must approach the
first use of "universale reale" that is "ut actualiter concipitur"®,
This universal, we are told, is mind-dependent, in that as a concept,
it is formed by the mind., The individual man "Socrates™ is an unin-
telligible, that is, it is in a state of potency or contingency, and
as such is knowable only by experience. The concept "man", formed by
the mind, is actualised and necessary, and would seem in Milverley's
view to correspond to some real universal per se. Put there are also
concepts which are accidental, for example "hoc commune album® (the
universal white thing). This is also mind-dependent, which could
merely mean that the mind forms the actualisation "white thing", but
which could also mean that such a universal has no correspondence to
a8 real entity outside the mind, It is difficult to know whether
Milverley holds the latter view. For it to be clear that he did so,
one would expect him to give "hoc commune album™ or something like it
as an example of the way in which such a universal is expressed, in
the same way that he gives "humanitas"™ and "homo communis® as examples

of the ways in which we express the 1atier two meanings of universale

reale.

Secondly, universale reale is used to mean the nature in which
something having the property of communicability exists, which is
signified by a term like "homo" or "humanitas®”. This is apperently

what Milverley calls the material essence of a thing. This essence
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is substantial and particular and it is also in this sense that
Milverley's notion that universals per se are communicated to essences
is perhaps to be understocd, although I am not sure where the dividing
line between substance and Milverley's material essence falls, if
indeed there is one.

Thirdly, by universale reale is meant the entity which is itself
communicable, either taken simply or together with its communicability,
which latter Milverley terms a “compositium per accidens". Milverley
regards this form of universal as extra-mental and non-substantial,
This non-substantiality of the universal could mean that it is a
secondary substance and Milverley admits that & universal of this sort
can be a universal per se. DBut it could mean that such a universal
is a universal per accidens, that is, is néither a secondary nor a
prisery substance. Milverley does not go as far as to state this, he
merely states that this universal is & compositum per accidens and the
comsunicability of the universal is apparently what gives this
compoaitum its accidental nature. FHe has earlier said that communic-
ability is rather like a yroperty (proprietas) of the universal, in
the way that risibility is a property (proprium) of man, HBut the
property "risibility" is, as will be seen, immediately posterior to
the universal man, that is, ites necessary and sufficient condition
for being is the existence of a man., The Aristotelians thought that
secondary substances (that is universals per se) were related to
primary substances (material entities) by virtue of their communic-
ability, We certainly could have no immediate knowledge of secondary
substances, if the individuals to which they are communicated did not
exist. 5o in this sense communicability is essential, not accidental
to universals, because it enters into the definition of universale
reale, viz. & universal is something which is communicable to many

others. If however our knowledge of universals is itself contingent
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and universals constitute an order of real and necessary beings beyond
the material reality we experience, then communicability is something
"quod adest et abest praeter subiecti corruptiones", a aere acecident.
But then universals per se would be in some sense transcendental and
might at some time be unknowable, at least as far as we are concerned
now (quoad nos).

CHAPTER 133 Tertia notanda

The discussion of predication is first taken with respect to the
necessary conditions for the weaningful relation of universal and
particular, The later discussion of the predicables sets out the
sufficient conditions for the same. In practice all meaningful
predication will be by universal of particular or by accident of
subject, that is, will be formal predication. The examination of
essential predication is intended to establish a way of identifying
and refuting meaningless predication, as will become clear in the
firat three of the questions raised at the end of the treatise,

Predication a parte rel relates to relations in the real order.
That one thing is predicated a parte rei of another implies that the
one is really am essential feature of the other or that the one is
really an accident of the other. Predication a parte terminorum
relates to the conceptual order of to grammatical copulation, where
one term is related by a copula, like "est™, to another: this
corulation must be taken as designating directly or indirectly a real
relation between entities a parte rei, the directness of the
signification being determined by the mode of supposition of terms in
the predication a parte terminorum.

Predication a parte rei secundum essentiam seems to mark &
considerable develorment upon what St. Thomas calls material
predication: "cum praedicatum et su‘bicctm re quidem sunt unum et idem,
attamen ratione distinguuntur seseque mutuo excludunt, e.g. animalitas
est rationalitas”. This is explained as asserting that rationality

and animality are both found in the same material individual (man),
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but that these two constitute two formally different individuals,
Milverley's statement of esse:ntial predication is rather different,
"Praedicatio secundum essentiam est praedicatio, in qua aliqua
essentia, quae adaequate est essentia materialis subiecti vel
prasdicati, est tam sublectum quam praedicatum, licet non secundum
formale subiecti vel rraedicati®, He defines material essence as a
“concretum se habene per modum denominati® and formal character as an
"abstractum se habens per modum denominantis"™, A "concretum" is a
term which may express either a thing or its essence. An "abstractum™
is a term which expresses the form of a thing alone. The “"modum
denominati" or "modum denominabilis"™ is the grammatical mode of a
substantive which may be qualified by a denominating adjective., The
"nodum denominantis™ is the grammatical mode of a denominating
adjective,which may qualify a substantive. 5). Thus in the predicat-
ion "Sccrates est homo communis®, the material essence "humanitas" is
adequately the material essence of the subject; & "concretum se habens
per modum denominati" is also the predicate. However the dissimilarity
lies in the formal characters of the subject and the predicate: these
are expressed by the adjectives "incommunicable™ and “communicable"
respectively, which are "abstracta se habentia per modum denominantis",
more fully determining "humanitas" as for example "Socrates"™ and

"homo communis".

Milverley stresses the importance of the fact that the material
essence should exhaustively constitute the subject or the predicate
term, for instance "humanitas" exhaustively constitutes or defines

Socrates, but “"animalitas", "sensibilitas", "corporalitas" (all of

5)e Erfurt (1972): Grammatica Speculativa p.99 and Mullaly: p.xciii
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which belong to the essence of Socrates) do so to an increasingly
snaller extent. In the other example given, “homo est asinus", both
Yhomo" and "asinue"™ share the essence "animalitas", yet this is not
the essence which exhaustively constitutes a2 man or an ass.

However it is unlikely that we will merely wish to predicate
things in this material sense. Firstly we will be interested in
essences of individuals, other than the adeguate material essence, for
example "animality"™ or "corporality" with respect to Socrates. Secondly
we will be interested in the formal relation between the adequate
essence and the other essences of individuals, that is, of contain-
ment the one within the other, and, which amounts to the same thing,
in the formal relation between the predicate and subject terms of a
predication, that is of communicable universal to particular, Tiirdly
we will be interested in predications involving aceidental features of
individuals, like the whiteness of Socrates. While none of these
interests will be served by essential predication, all of them will
be servedd by formal predication.

Milverley, as is clear from Question 4 of the Universalia,
believes in an order of being, ranging from PBeing in general to the
material individuals of the world, BEeing is embraced by all universals
and is present in all individuals, Beneath Being are universals, of
which the most immediate order constitutes Aristotle's Categories,
which are themselves contained within cther universals and which are
communicable to a subset of the individuale, in which Being is present.
Thus Being is present in the set comprising all men and all other
individuals, corporality is communicated to a subset of Eeing, which
comprises men and sowe other individuals and humanity is communicated
to a subset of this which comproses men alone, A formal essential

predication, e.g. "X is a Y¥, where X and Y are the nawes of essences
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taken in personal supposition (that is as standing for the individuals
to which they are communicated, where X and Y are also subsets of Feing
emtracing these individuals) asserts firstly that all individuals
contained beneath the subset X are contained beneath the subset Y,
secondly that the relation of the subsets X and Y is that of inferior
to superior in the hierarchy of being and thirdly that any individual
having the essence X will also have the essence Y, That is what I
take to be the meaning of Milverley's statement tho_,t "formale
rraedicati dicitur de subiecto®.

Accidental formal predication has two modes. Firstly where it
expresses a simple relation between entities and secondly where it
states that an entity has a certain contingent state of being. An
example of the first mode is "homo differt a me", This is what
Milverley calls praedicatio secundum habitudinem and what Wyclif also
calls predicatio secundum relactonem. 6). Here the predicate term
"differt a me" signifies one member of a relation and limits the
subject term to simple supposition, that is constrains "homo" to
stand for the universal man "homo communis™ and not for all individual
men. The formal character of the predicate is “incommunicable" and
this is what restricts the subject to simple supposition.

An example of the second mode is "homo est albus". This is what
Wyclif among others calls predicationsecundum motum or predicatio
accidentalis. 7). Here the predicate "est albus" limits the subject
to personal supposition, that is constrains "homo" to stand for its
supposita, all individual men, and not for the universal per se "homo".
Here the formal nature of "est albus® must be taken as the accident
"communicable” ("albus communis® is "albedo") and this means that what

is predicated of the subject a parte terminorum, is taken as the

6). Wyclif De Ente p.34. 1) Wyclif ibidem.
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predicate of the individual supposite of the subject a parte rei. 1In
Milverley's words, the subject must be regarded as being mobile,

It is in this light that the two rules of predication given must
be understood, Firstly, that predication secundun motum is not valid,
where the subject term is a term of second intention, that is,
connoting beyond what is signified the formal nature communicability,
because the predicate term limits the subject to personal suppesition
anyway. Secondly, that predication secundum habitudinem is permiass-
ible where the subject is a universal so expressed, becau:se the
predicate term limits the subject to simple supposition only.

CHAPTER 1:4 Quarto notandum.

Given then a multitude of universals per se and per accidens, we
can determine by the strictures of formal predication the manner in
which they relate to individuals and to one another. But it is
possible to place further reatrictions on the type of relationship
into which universals can enter and because we can identify certain
groups of strictures which apply to certain types of universals, we are
in a position to offer a classification of universals according to the
manner in which they may seaningfully be predicated. The names we
glve to our classes of predicational strictures are the names we give
to our classes of universals, namely, genus, species, difference,
property and accident.

Every universal other than Being itself is predicated in quid or
in quale. A predication in quid defines of partially defines what a
thing is, what ite essence is, that is a universal per se. There are
two modes of predication in quid, generic and specific, and two
corresponding types of universal, genus and speciea. Cenus is the name
given to a universal per se which is cosmunicable to an individual,
where one or more lower-order universals per se are also communicable

to the universal. Thus is expresses part of what it is for that
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individual to be what it is. Species is the name given to a universal
per se, that is directly communicable to its particular instances,
that 1s, expresses the whole of what it is for those individuals to
be what they are.

Predication in guale is predication by universals per accidens.
It describes what sort of thing an individual is. The relation of the
universal so predicated may be substantial or accidental., If substan-
tial, the universal so predicated is either simultaneous with the
species of which it is predicated, that is, contained in its definition,
or immediately posterior to it., If the predication is of the first
type, it is called predication in quale per se primo. This occurs
when difference is predicated of species. ilere is expressed the
difference between that species and any other species of the same order,
that is, contained immediately beneath a certain genus. If the
predication is of the second type, it is called predication in quale
per pe secundo, as when property is predicated of species. If the
predication is in guale accidentally, the predicate is an accident
per accidens and contingently follows the existence of the individuals
of the species, of which it is predicated, that is, the accident "abest’
et adest praeter subiecti corruptionem",
CHAPTE Genus

Milverley defines genus as being a universal predicable in quid
of mary things differing in species. He proceeds to demonstrate the
sufficiency of this definition by showing that it adequately differ-
entiates genus from the other four types of universal. However he
then goes on to define an analogical genus which is predicated
"gecundum malus et minus™ of its particulers., Many mediaseval pihilo-
sophers would have taken issue with this. According to Thomistic

doctrine, universals are only communicable in & univocal sense. The
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Thomist definition of universal demonstrates this:“unum in multis et
de multis”, If however a universal has one relation to one indifidual
and another to another, then the notion of universal becowses untenable,
for we clearly have a universal "partim unum, partim diversus". Further,
& genus cannot be equivocally predicated, because it is said to be
predicated in quid of an individual, that is, given the predication by
& universal of an individual, we are in a position to state exactly
what it is for this universal to be itself., If we are still not clear
as to what it is that this individual is, but have to ask further
questions, for instance "How do you mean that?", that is a question
relating to the analogy intended in tle predication, the predication
is not in quid, nor in fact in quale and the entity so predicated is
neither a genus nor indeed a universal, as Milverley has hitherto
defined them. We are dealing #n the case of the analogical genus
“gecident" with & transcendental, like Peing itself, which can te
neither predicated in quid nor in quale, and Milverley himself is
later to forbid the predication of such entities, Furthermore, when
we say that an accident is predicated of something, we are stating
that a so-and-so is predicated in the manner of an accident per
accidens. If there is more thean one manner of predicating an accident,
then there is more than one class of universal accident, but according
to Milverley there is only cne class of predicable accident per
accidens.

It could be argued here that Milverley is not epeaking of
predicable accident but of predicamental or Categorial accident.
liowever he equatea the genera generalissima with the Categories. The
genus gereralissimum, as he states it, is the highest order of entity
that may be meaningfully predicated. Aristotle terms the first
Category as substance and the last nine as accident, but here agaisn,

following ¥ilverley's reasoning, the term "Categorial accident" is a
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transcendental and may not be meaningfully predicated of anything
else.
CHAPTER ie

Milverley defines species as a universal "sub genere univoce
praedicabile in quid de individuis”. He demonstrates the sufficiency
of the definition and proceeds to define infima and subaltern species .
He next poses the question: "If genus and species are each assumed in
the definition of the other, then they are each better known than the
other! Porphyry's answer is given that they are correlatives, terms
of second intention, and thus each may be assumed in the definition of
the other. Indeed, nothing assumed in the definition of something else
is better known than that thing, unless the definition be of universals
per se and not per accidens. Fut hoc commune genus and hoc commune
species are universals per accidens. Milverley elaborates the point
further. Understood in personal supposition, the terms "genus™ and
"species" refer to particular universals per se and as such cannot be
used as terms in a definition, whereas taken in simple supposition,
they refer to the universalia per accidens, nhoc commune genus and hoc
commune species.

However there is one further complication, which again raises the
question of whether universalia per accidens are real in the sense that
universalia per se are so. Milverley states that hoc commune genus and
hoc commune species are "simul in natura". Ockham on the other hand,
whilst agreeing that they are correlatives, says that they are "simul
in intellectu® 8), "intentiones in anima distinctae" 9).

Further, Milverley himself places a restraint on the predication
"The five universals and the universal universal constitute six
universals"., One should therefore also deny the predication "These

three genera and the genus of genus are four genera”. As Milverley
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explains, the only feature common to a number of genera per se is

Being in general. The genus of genus is not Being in general, unless

it be so in some transcendental sense. Therefore it has no being, as
we understand this. Why then does Milverley state that hoc commune
genus and hoc commune species are "simul in natura"”, the real order?

If he supposes then to be transcendentals, then the relation in which
hoc commune genus stands to particular genera is not one of communicable
entity to particular, as in formal predication, but only analogous to
this. As in the case of the universal universal it is virtually
restricted to essential predication. For, if we can know intellectually
no entity beyond the order of being, that is, beyond Being in general,
then we cannot xnow by intellectuation transcendental genus or species,
thus we cannot formally predicate them, as Milverley himself states

(Ce IX, 1.23-27). The only predication possible is essential predic-
ation, which does not add to our knowledge of things. Milverley's
argunents themselves reject formal predication of transcendentals,
therefore the term "hoc commune genus" in simple supposition must
deaignate, as Ockham states, a mental concept or otherwise correspond

to the conventional use of a name.

Milverley finally notes that & universal per se which is a
subaltern genus can stand in simple supposition specifically or
generically, that is, either as taken as a species with respect to
arother subaltern genus or infima species immediately beneath it, e.g.
"Animal est species humana“, or as taken as a genus with respect to
its individual supposita, e.g. "Animal est genus animalis®, Wyclif
notes this distinction, giving as an example of specific simple
supposition "Animal est species specialissima"™ and as an example of
generic simple supposition "Animal praedicatur”, neither of which

examples are perticularly helpful 10).

10). Wyclif De logica, pe35.
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CHAYTER 4 Difference

Milverley defines difference as a universal predicable per se
primo in quale of species and goes on to show the sufficiency, in
that it differentiates difference from all other types of universal,
Difference is both constitutive and divisive, divisive of genus and
constitutive of species, that im, with genus constitutes the definition
of a species. In this sense it is prior to species, for as Milverley
hes already stated (C.3, 11,16-18) “omne positum in definitione
alterius est simpliciter notior definito...in definitione proprie
dicta data de universalia per se", Difference is also convertible
with species, for to state rationality is to imply humanity. Vhether
all species per ze and per accidens have convertible differences is
another matter. Species per accidens (such as rationality) do not:
this would lead to an infinite number of accidental features of
accidental features. All specles per se in the predicamental or
Categorial order do have further convertible differences, but we usually
fail to notice them or name them.

It is further argued that rationality, the immediate of subst-
antial difference of the species "man", is not convertible with man,
because it is also predicable of angels and of the soul, which amounts
to a2 denial of the fact that rationality is the substantial difference
of man, Milverley offers two answers to this problem, Firstly that
rationality is met in every instance of man in the material order,
but that this rationality ie not the same sort of rationality found
in angels or the intellective soul. Or secondly that angels are
intellectual, not rational, beings, which means that the objects of
their thought are always essential rather than material and that
because of this they are not capable of rational thought, that is,
thought utilising discursive rrocesses of induction and deduction.
Further, the rational soul is not rational per se, but only for as

long as it exists with the human body: at death, when it is separated
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from the material body, its thought is also severed from the material
plane and it becomes like the angel, an intellectuale, incapable of
discursive rational thought,

Milverley finally considers the guestion of whether a part of a
definition, i.e. genus or difference, has greater extension than or
is co-extensive with what is defined. BPoth parts of the disjunction
are admitted, in that "having greater extension than" is taken as
meaning "being prior to"™ and "being co-extensive with™ is taken as
meaning "being convertible with®,
CHAPTER 5 Property

Milverley defines property as a universal predicable in quale per
se secundo of species. It is predicated per se secundo rather than per
se primo (as is a difference), because & property, unlike a difference,
is not prior to or convertible with a species, but posterior to it
and to the existence of its supposita. It is then shown that because
property and difference are only univocally predicable of substantial
species, that is, species per se, they may only be properly predicated
of substances. If they are predicated of species per accidens, this
must be done analogically, which however distorts the notion of
predicability or communicability hitherto given, that is, that what
is predicable should be present in all particulars of a species to
the same extent. So the problem of the exact nature of the universal
per accidens again arises, for, given that we cannot ascribe a
substantial existence to them, we are forced to decide whether they
are transcendental lIdeas or merely conceptual entitids.

Pinally the question is raised as to whether a property (a
universal per accidens) can be asserted of another property. The
answer is that it cannot be, as properties are only in a Category of

Being by virtue of the fact that they are predicable of substances.
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CHAPTER 6 Categorial Accident

Categorial accident in its general sense is an entity inhering
in a2 subject, but not as part of that subject. Such inherence is
subjective., However, although accident in this sense might be
expected to include difference, that is, substantial or immediate
difference, Milverley states that this is not sc. The immediate
difference of man, i.e. that he is rational, is an objective part of
him, in that the universal “"rationality", which uniquely defines man,
is a substapfial part of him. Yet because this difference implies
a relation between man and non-man, it would seem that to admit
difference as an objective part of the substance of man is to allow
an objective or substantial existence to a relation. This is perhaps
why St. Thomas prefers to say that difference is predicated essentially
and adjectivally "in quale quid", rather than merely “"in gquale".

Secondly Milverley distinguishes the primary subject in which an
accident inheres and upon which it is immediatel. dependent and the
secondary subject in which it -odutelg inheres by virtue of its
inherence in the primary subject. For inatance, the quantity of
Socrates inheres in the matter of Socrates, which is its primary
subject and only by virtue of this primary inherence does it inhere

in Socrates himself,

CHAPTER 7 Predicable Accident

Fredicable accident is defined as a universal predicable of
substance in quale per accidens. According to Milverley, accident
may be absolute or relative, However the definition of "predicable™
is that it is not only the name given to a class of universals, but
also a particular manner in which such universals are predicated,
which differentiates this class from any other class uf universal.
Further any universal in any predicable class must be predicated in

quale or in quid, otherwise it would still leave the determination of
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what & thing is or what sort of thing it is incomplete. Therefore
universals must be predicated univocally.

Milverley, however, tells us that absolute accidents make no
reference in predication other than to the subject and that relative
accidents do refer to scmething else other than the subject. In his
general account of accidents, Milverley states that accidents inhere
in subjects "non tamquam pars" and that universal difference, that is,
substantial difference, does not do so. I do not wish to equate
specific difference with the difference of material individuals, but
it does not seem likely that the difference hetween Socrates and Plato
can be said to inhere in Socrates or Flate or that this difference
can be predicated of Socrates without being predicated simultaneously
of Flato. Without going any deeper into the problems of relations,
it doea seem that Milverley's account of accident involves not one
but at least two modes of predication and that we have here not one,
but at least two classes of universals per accidens. The attempt to
inelude all such accidental predications under the same heading means
that the predicable accident per accidens is at one further stage of
abstraction at least than any of the other four predicables.

Milverley goes on to discuss separable and inseparable accidents.
Inseparable accidents are such as may not be absent from the subject
in which they inhere, without that subject ceasing to be what it is.
For instance, a snub-nose is such because i$ has a certain shape.
Were it to lose that snubness, it would probally cease to be a nose
at all, A separable accident is "quod abest et adest praeter sublecti
corruptionem®, that is can be absent from or present in an individual
without prejudicing that individual's continued existence. Some
species of accidents may be said to be both separable and inseparable.
For instance there can be black men, white men, red men, yellow men,

black cats, white cats, etc. and each of the accidents black, white ete.
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cannot by its absence stop a man or & cat being what it is. However
there are black crows but no red, green or pink crows, and if & crow
ceased to be black, it is very unlikely that we would consider it to
be a crow at all, So blackness is separable secundum speciem, but
inseparable secundur individuum, where the individual is a crow,
CHAYTER 8 Definition

Milverley here gives two modes of definition: one in which the
defined term is a term of first intention and here the definition
given applies to each and every individual contained under the temrm,
when it is taken in personal supposition, the ot.hor-in which the term
defined is a term of second intention and the definition applies to
any universals contained under the term. 4And it is in this second
sense that the definitions given of the five predicable are to be
understood.
CHAPTER 9 First Doubt

Milverley here denies the argu-ent that there is an infinite
succession of universals. For example, the five universals (predic-
ables) are all universal, therefore a sixth universal is communicable
to them; this sixth universal and the five universals are all
universal, therefore a seventh universal is communicable to them,
Milverley states that there is no class of universal which is more
universal than the five classes of predicable, unless it be Being
itself, which is the essence common to all existent individuals, but
which is never predicated of them. So Milverley admits thad the
predication "The five universals and the universal universal are six
universals"” is valid, but only in an essential sense, that is so
long as we are talking of material being, not formal being. In this
sense the universal universal, leing, is communicated to itself, that
is, simply or by identity and to the five predicable classes personally,

as a superior to inferiors. HHowever there can be no formal sense, in
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which “"the five universals and the universal universal are six
universals" is true. They are universals of different orderss tne
five universals are objects of second intention or of ultimate
abstraction, the universal universal is transcencdental,

The second case is similar, "Socrates"™ and "homo communis" are,
as we have geen, found to have the same material essence, but there is
no formal identity between the two, as the latter connotes a universal
nature, whereas the former does not. 7o state that “"Socrates and
man in general are two men" is false, because they are neither two
material men, nor two formal men. Similarly to predicate "homo"
formally of "homo communis” is to assert an identity Letween the form
of "homo"™ (indeterminate) and the form of "homo communis® (communic-
able), which is not true.

Three further problems are raised., Firstly that universals are
numerically infinite, following Noethius' statement that the aspecies
of nurzbers and figures are infinite., OSecondly that the species of
animals are infinite, because the offspring of two animals of two
different species is of a third different species and the offspring of
this animal and of some animal of an other species is of aunother
species yet. Thirdly that the hu.an species is not an infima species,
because it has two lower-order species per se contained beneath it,
that is, man in general and woman in general. Therefore no infima
species in the animal which has male and female members is an infima
species.

The reply to the first question is that an infinite number of
species per accidens is possible. Iut to the second guestion, he
replies that species of substances and thus of animals are not
infinite. In the case of animals, the offspring of two animals of
different species would itaelf be incapable of further reproduction.

Thirdly Milverley replies that men and women are not species per se
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in the human species, because a hermaphrodite is both male and female.
CHAPTER 10 Second Doubt

The second question concerns the possibility that the universal
is particular and two arguments are put forward in favour of this view.
Firstly thus: every man runs, tut something which is a man, does not
run (namely man in general), therefore it is not true to say that
every man runs. 7his, according to the argument, is supposed to be
en expositorial syllogism. Iut Milverley denies this. An
expositorial syllogiem is one in which the middle term (here “something
which is a man") has personal supposition (that is, supposits for an
individual man). Man in general is an individual only in a formal
sense, thus the minor premies should read "something which is formally
a man does not run", in which case it would not only be false, btut
the whole syllozism would be invalid, because there would then be no
middle term,

And secondly thus: there are no such things as formal
characteristics of quantity. DPMilverley quotes the following rules
given two accidents with opposite denotations, the first of which is
tormally predicated of some entity taken in its universal sense, and
the second of which is formally predicated of the same entity taken
in its particular sense, then we allow that we may essentially
predicate the second characteristic of the first and the fipst
characteristic of the second. For example, man in general is foramally
communicable and individible. Man in particular is formally singular
and an indivisible thing is divisible. Thus because a singular entity

may be given the formal characteristics of a universal and a
universal may be denied the foml characteristics of a universal, we
are forced to deny that there is any difference between universal and
particular entities,

Milverley denies this argument. He accepts the rule given, but
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denies that a universal entity may be denied its formal characteristics,
because he denies that a predication like "res quanta est non quanta"
is in any sense a formal predication. He further desnies that Socrates
is essentially different from man, btut concedes that he is so formally,
and denies that Socrates 1s either essentially or formally different
from Socrates.

CHAPTIR 11 _Third Doubt
Milverley next considers whether predications of the form "man

in general runs" are permissible. Two srguments are given to show
that they are. Firstly that universal sccidents like “currere" take
common entities as subjects and not singular ones. Thus they
primerily denote such common entities. Therefore the predication
"homo communis currit” primarily signifies man in general running,
because the entity primarily denoted by the predicate is man in general.
Secondly it is argued that "homo currit"™ signifies that the entity man
in general is running, because (a) "homo" signifies man in general and
(b) "currit® signifies running. And thus the two predications "homo
currit" and "homo communis currit" are convertible, because they both
signify the same thing.

Milverley answers the first part of the argument by distinguishing
between the two sorts of subject that universal accidents may take.
They take as subjects "quo ad dependentiam" universal entities and as
subjects "quo ad denominationem" singular entities. Thus it is true
to state that such universal entities take as their subjects universal
entities, but not that they pr.iﬁrily denote such entities, because

with respect to denomination their subjects must be singular entities.

Thus Nilverley j'g in a position to answer the argument. "Currit®
is the sort of predicate that will primarily denote a singular entity,

that is, will imply trhat the subject of the predication in which it
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occurs must be taken in its mobile sens-, that is as standing in
personal supposition, and only secondarily denotes a universal entity.
Thus "homo" must signify primarily individual men and only secondarily
man in general. "Homo communis" however primarily signifies man in
general and "homo communis currit®, if it is to be accepted as a valid
predication at all in the light of the rule Milverley gives in the
chapter on formal predication, will primarily signify man in general
running. Therefore "homo currit"™ and "homo communis currit" are not
convertible, beecause the objects of their primary signification differ.
CHAPT 2 Doubt

Finally Milverley raises the question of whether the number of
individuals to which a species is communicated is the measure of its
communicability. If this were so, an infima species like the species
of points could be said to be more communicable than certain subaltern
gemera like the genus animal. Milverley denies that this is so and
states that the hierarchy of universals in being is constituted
according to the distance between any universal being and individual
being. All species egquidistant from individual being are thus equally
communicable, He distinguishes telative communicability, which is
determined by the number of individuals to which a ugpiiversal is
communicated at any one time and avsolute communicability, which is
determined by the distance of a universal entity from individual being.
The latter is an immutable relation, the former is contingent upon
the number of individuals of a species that happen to exist at any one
time,

He allows that all infima species are equally species and equally
communicable and thus the species “"speciea" is communicated univocally
and equally of species in all categories of being., However the species
of species is itself an accidental universal and is apparently itself
outside the order of being as we know it, VWhether or not its communic-
ability is absolute, and if so, how it can be said to relate to indiv-
idual being, is not resolved.
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MAGISTRI MILVERLEY
(Capitulum Primum)

(PrROEMIUM)
1.

Pro superficiali notitia quinque universalia est primo notandum,
quod triplex est universale, quantum spectat ad propositum. Aliquod
enim est universale causatione, quod est res multa causans: et sic
est Deus maxime universalis. Aliquod est universale repraesentatione,

5 quod est signum multa signans, ut iste terminus "homo": et tale universale
non dicitur universale nisi aequivoce, quia significat universale
reale: sicut homo pictus non dicitur homo nisi quia signum veri
hominis, Tertium est universale reale sive praedicatione, quod est
natura communicabilis pluribue essentiis, ita quod idem sit dicere

10 "communicabile" et "aptum natum communicari", modo quo species
humana communicatur suis suppositis, quia est realiter illa. Et siec,
8i foret aliqua species, cuius non posset esse nisi unicum individuum,
adhuc illa esset communicabilis, licet non posset communicari, sicut
in casu: aliquie homo est risibilis, qui non posset ridere, eo quod

15 universelitas vel communicabilitas est quasi proprietas universalis,
sicut risibilitas respectu hominis, ¥t additur in deseriptione
"pluribus essentiis", quia a provabili, licet anima intellectiva
gingularis sit communicabilis memorise, rationi et voluntati, tamen
illa non est formaliter universale, cum illa tres non sunt tres

20 esgentiase, sed una et eadem essentie animae intellectivae,

Cep.l,1t 1. east primo sciendum C, primo est notandum D, est om.E.

3, enim om.C, est enim I / causans multa B, 4. Deus est maxime universale
BD, est Deus maxime universalis AE, Deus est maximus universalis C /
eliquod est (enim) add.CD, 6, dicitur CD / aequivoce (scilicet) add.CLE /
quia) quod C. 7. sicut) sic C / quia (est) add.A. 8. sed tertium ECD,

9. natura (simplex) add.B / idem) tantum C / dicere om.BCE, 10, et)

sicut ¢, id est D / communicare C, communicare esse B / modo quo) sicut D,
11, illa (id est essentialiter illag add.D. 12, foret) esset AC /
individuum (sicut species Fhoenicis) add.D. 13. illa om.C / licet)
quemvis C. 14. in casu om.D / aliquis om.D / est) dicitur D /

qui) et temen A, licet D. 15. vel) et C, 16, respectu (istius) add.B



MILVERLEY'S UNIVFRSALS (2)
Chapter one.

INTRODUCTION,
1.

In acquiring a preliminary knowledge of the five universals, the
first thing to be noted is that the universal is of three types, as far
as we are concerned here., There is a universal of causation, whiech is
a thing causing many things. There is a universal by representation,
which is a sign signifying many things, for instance the term "man".
Such a sign is not said to be a universal except in an equivocal sense,
in that it signifies a real universal: for example, a painting of a
man cannot be said to be a man except in the sense of being a sign for
a real man, The third type is the real or predicated universal, which
is an entity, that can be communicated to several essences (in the
sense that it means the same to speak of something being common to and
of something being naturally fitted to being communicated), in the way
that the human species is communicated to its supposita, because in a
real sense it is them. And thus if there were a species of which there
could only be one member, it would still retain its ability to be common,
although it could not be communicated (for example, in the case of a
man, capable of laughter, yet unable to laugh), because universality
or communicability is as it were a property of the universal, as
is an ability to laugh of man. The phrase "to several essences"
is added to the description, because it is probable that although
a singular intellective soul is common to memory, reason and will,
it is not however a universal as we should define it, as these three
are not three essences, but one and the same essence of the intellective

soul,

(cont.) / descriptione) definitione C. 18, rationi, memoriae B,

19. illa om.A / formaliter universalis DE, universalis formaliter B,
formaliter universale C./ tres post illa om.A / tres post sunt om.E,
20, essentia animae intellectivae) anima intellectiva C, intellectivae
(et caetera) add.C.
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Cap.l Proemium,
2.
Secundo notandum est quod universale praedicatione aliquando
accipitur pro ipsa natura universali, ut illa actualiter concipitur
vel est comprehensibilis ab intellectu. Et sic dependet ab anima, quia

ille conceptus vel comprehensibilitas dependet ab anima. Et isto modo

dicit Commentator Tertio De Anima, quod universale non est complete extra

animam et quod intellectus facit universalitatem in rebus: et isto
modo intelliguntur quotguot auctoritates sonantes, quod universalia non
sunt extra animam.(1) Alio modo sumitur universale pro illa natura,

cui inest universalitas et ut sic significatur per terminum concretum
primae intentionis vel per terminum abstractum, ut homo, humanitas.

Sed tertio modo sumitur universale pro ipsa natura, ut est universalis,

sive pro composito per accidens ex natura et universalitate. Et sic

significatur per terminum secundae intentionis, ut homo communis, species

humana, genus animalis. Et universale egic dictum, sicut et secundo
modo, est complete extra animam. Nullum tamen universale isto tertio
modo est substantia, sed compositum per accidens ex natura et
universalitate, sicut "album" in suppositione simplici componitur

ex substantia et albedine. Et de tali universali intellijuntur
quotquot textus sonantes, quod universalia non sunt substantiae.(2)
Ex quo patet, quod aliquod est universale per se, scilicet natura
simplex, cul inest universalitas, distinguendo simplex contra
aggregatum per accidens, quale universale est humanitas. Et aliquod
ent universale per accidens, scilicet compositum per accidens ex
natura universali et una proprietate sibi accidentali, ut hoc commune

album, hoc commune universale,

Cel,2s 1. est om.CE / aliquando om.C. 2. accipitur) sumitur C /

ipsa om.A / universale C / ipsa iC / concipiatur A. 3. vel) ut illa C,
4, iste B / quia ille -- ab anima om.E. 7. sonantes) quae sonant CDE,
(quae ponunt) add.A., 7-8. quod universale non est extra animam A,

8, illa) ipsa CDE, 10, abstractum (primae intentionis) add.i / ut)
prout CE. 11. est universale BC. 12, ex (illa) add.C / et (illa)
add.C. 14. ut secundo D. 15, modo om.CDE / illo C / tertio om.B /
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Chapel Introduction
2.

The second thing to note is that the predicated universal is
sometimes understood as the universal entity, which is conceived or
is comprehensible actually to the intellect. And thus it is dependent
upon the mind. And this is the sense that the Commentator intends when
he says in the Third Book of the De Anima, that the universal is
not wholly extramental and that the intellect fabricates universality
in things. And in this sense are to be understood a number of author-
ities who state that universals do not exist outaide the mind.
Secondly the universal is used to mean the entity in which a
communicable nature inheres and whic!: is thus signified by a concrete
term of first intention or by an abstract term, e.g. by "man" or
"humanity”. However thirdly the universal is used to mean the entity
itselfwhich is universel, or a composite per accidens of the entity
and universality. And this is thus signified by a term of second in-
tention, e.g. "man in ge eral", "the species man", "the genus animal".
And a universal of this and of the second type is wholly extramental.
However no universal of this third type is e substance, but rather
& composite of an entity and universality, in the way that "white thing"
understood in asimple supposition is composed of subatance and
whiteness. And in respect of this kind of universal are to be
understood a number of texts which state that universals are not sub-
stances., It is apparent from this that there is a universal per se,
namely a simple entity, in which universaliiy exists (contrasting
simple to aggregate per accidens) and husenity is such a universal,
And there is a universal per accidens, namely a composite per accidens
of a universal entity and a property accidental to it, e.g. white

thing in general, universal in general.

(cont,) 15-16, tamen universale isto modo non est substantia B.

18, albedine) accidente A / universali) universalitate BC., 22,
aggregatum) aggregationem A / accidens (ex natura universali et una pro-
prietate sibi accidentale, ut hoc commune album, hoc commune uni-
versale) add.A. 24. ex natura -- hoc commune universale om.A /
accidentale D,
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Tertio notanda est distinctio praedicationis. Aliqua enim est
praedicatio a parte rei, aliqua a parte terminorum. Praedicari a
parte rei est realiter esse, sicut universale praedicatur de suo
inferiori, vel realiter inesse, sicut accidens praedicatur de suo
subiecto. Praedicatio a parte terminorum non est praedicatio proprie,
nisl quia signum praedicationis a parte rei.

Praedicatio a parte rei, quantum pertinet ad propositum ,
est duplex. Aliqua enim est praedicatio secundum essentiam et aliqua
est praedicatio formalis,

Fraedicatio secundum essentiam est praedicatio, in qua aliqua
essentia, quae adaequate est essentia materialis sublecti vel
praedicati, est tam subiectum guam praedicatum, licet non secundum

formale subiecti vel praedicati: ut hic: “Socrates est homo communis"j

ista essentia, quae adaequate est eassentia subiecti, scilicet humanitas,

est tam subiectum quam praedicatum, sed non secundum formale praedicati,

quod est communicabilitas. Voco autem essentiam materialem subiecti
vel praedicati concretum se habens per modum denominati, et formale
abatractum se habens per modum denominantis. Exemplum in ille
praedicatione: "Socrates est homo communis"; homo est essentia
materialis et communicabilitas est formale praedicati. Ix quo patet,
quod non est praedicatio secundum essentiam "homo est asinua", licet
caedem essentia sit subiectum et praedicatum, scilicet genus animalis,
quia illud genus non est adaequate materiale subiecti nec praedicati.
Praedicatio secundum essentiam a parte terminorum est preedicatio

primarie significans talem praedicationem a parte rei.

Cel,38 1. aliqua est enim A, 2, rei (et aliqua) add.CD. 3. & parte
rei om.A / realiter esse vel realiter inesse A. 3=4. inferiori vel
realiter 2D, inferiori realiter A, singulari et realiter C. 5.
proprie praedicatio AC. 6. signum praedicationis ACE, significat
preedicationem B, significat praedicationes L. 7. pertinet AED,
spectat C. 8. aliqua enim est AC, aliqua est enim FD, aliqua est

om. enim E / est praedicatio om.C / preedicatio enim secundum C.

14, ista BCE, illa AD / est adaequate C / scilicet FCDE, videlicet A,



Chap.Il Introduction. (6)

e

The third point to note is a distinction in predication. There is
on one hand predication a parte rei and on the other predication a
parte terminorum. To be predicated a parte rei is to exist really,
as when & universal is predicated of its inferiors, or to really
inhere, as when an accident is predicated of its subject. Predication
a parte terminorum is not strictly predication unless it be a sign
standing for a predication a parte rei.

Predication a parte rei is for our purposes twofold. One kind is
essential predication and the other formal predication,

Essential predication a parte rei is predication, in which an
essence which exhaustively constitutes the material essence of the
subject or predicate is both subject and predicate, albeit not as far
as the formal nature of the subject or predicate is concerned, For
instance in this case "Socrates is man in general”, that essence which
exhaustively constitutes the essence of the subject, namely humanity,
is both subject and predicate, but not with respect to the formal
nature of the predicate, which is communicability., Thus I consider the
material essence of the subject or the predicate to be a concrete
thing constituted in the manner of something demominable and the
formal nature to be an abstract thing constituted in the manner of
something which denominates. An example of this predication is "Socrates
is man in general®, Man is the material essence and communicability the
formal nature of the predicate. From thie it is clear that "man is an
ass" is not essential predication, although the same essence is both
subject and predicate, i.e. the genus animal, since this genus does not
exhaustively constitute the material nature of the subject or the
predicate, Essential predication a parte terminorum is predication

primarily signifying a corresponding predication a parte rei.

(sont.) Socrates ADE, humanitas B, communicabilitas C., 15. praedicati
ABDE, praedicatum C. 16. quod BCD, quae A / autem AED, enim C. 17T,
per modum abstractum et formale denominati B / determinati B / et (voco)
2dd.C. 18. determinantis B. 16-19, in illa praedicatione A (over)



(cont) in isto praedicato BD, in tali praedicatione C. 19. Socrates
ABD, ut homo C, 19-20, essentia materialis subiecti est homo C,
20, est om.C.e 21, quod (hoc) add,A, 22, eadem essentia ANDE, idem C,
23. scllicet ABDE, quia C,
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Cap.I Proemium,
3e

Praedicatio formalis est prazedicatio, in qua formale praedicati
dicitur de subiecto: et illa est duplex. Quia aut formale praedicati
formaliter essentialiter dicitur de subiecto, et sic dicitur praedicatio
formalis essentialis, ut "homo est animal™, ubi animalitas formaliter
praedicatur de homine. Et generaliter quandocumque per se superius
praedicatur de suo inferiori est praedicatio talis. Aut formale
praedicati pracdicatur formaliter accidentaliter de suo subiecto et
tunc dicitur praedicatio formalis accidentalis, ut "homo est albus".

Et talis est duplex. Quia aut est ita, quod illud formale praedicati
est accidens implicans suum subiectum primum esse per se mobile,
cuiusmodi sunt albedo, nigredo, caliditas et caetera. Et tunc

neganda est huiusmodi praedicatio de universalibus in terminis

secundae intentionig‘vel ultimatae abstractionis: ut negandum est, quod
homo communis currit vel quod humanitas est alba. Vel est ita, quod form-
ale praedicati est accidens non implicans suum subiectum primum esse
per se mobile, cuiusmodi sunt causare, differre et caetera, Et talis
dicitur praedicatio secundum habitudinem. Et concedenda est praedicatio
de universalibus in terminis secundae intentionis, ut "homo communis
causat" et "genus animelis differt a me".

Praedicatio formalis a parte terminorum est praedicatio signi-
ficans huiusmodi praedicationem a parte rei. Et specialiter contingit
praedicatio formalis accidentalis a parte terminorum, quando praedicatur
verbum adiectivum vel nomen adiectivum significans accidens adiective

tentum, ut homo ridet, homo est risibilis. Et additur iste terminus

26. praedicatio BD, om.C, illa. 27. subiecto (formalis) add.D,
formaliter) add. E / illa BCDE, talisi, 28, formaliter (et) add.A /
dicitur de subiecto om.B, de subiecto dicitur C / sic AED, tunc CE /
praedicatio om.AZC, 28-29, et sic dicitur praedicatio formalis
essentialis om.B. 29, essentialis om.C / ubi ABD, ibi CE, 30,

de homine praedicatur A / generaliter AEDE, communiter C / quando C /
per se 6m.AC, 31, talis praedicatio CD / est praedicatio talis om.E.

32, preedicatur ADE, affirmatur B, dicitur C / suo om.CDE, 33. et

sic dicitur B, et dicitur tunc A, et tunc dicitur CDE / praedicatio om.B,
34. et om.A / talis (praedicatio) add.C / est duplex ACDE, dicitur
dupliciter B / ita est C / praedicati om.ABC. 36. caliditas (frigiditas)
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Formal predication is predication, in which the formal nature of the
predicate is asserted of the subject. And this is of two types.
Either the formal nature of the predicate is formally and essentially
asserted of the subject: and this called formal essential predication,
ag for instance "man is an animal"”, where animality is formally
predicated of man. And such predication generally occurs whenever a
superior per se is predicated of one of its inferiors, Or the formal
nature of the predicate is predicated formally and accidentally of
its subject and this is called formal accidental predication, e.g.
"nan is white", And thies is of two types. For either it is such,
where the formel nature of the predicate is an sccident implying
that its immediate subject is per se mobile: whiteness, blackness, heat
etc. are of this kind, Such predication of universals expressed as terms
of second intention or of ultimate abstraction should thus be denied:
@.8%s it should be denied that man in general runs or that humanity is
white, Or it is such where the formal nature of the predicate is an
accident, which does not imply that its immediate subject is per se
mobile and of this kind are verbs of causing, differing etec.. And
this is called predication according to habitude. And sidch predication
of universals expressed as terms of second intention may be permitted,
€.&+s "man in general causes"” and "the genus animal differs from me".

Formal predication a parte terminorum is predication signifying
a corresponding predication & parte rei., A particular case is formal
accidental predication a parte temminorum, when a paronymous verb,
adjective or noun signifying a paronymous accident is predicated,

€.Z. & man laughs, & man is capable of laughter. And the rhrase

add,C 37, hulusmodi ABDE, illa C / de om.DU./ in om.E. 39. vel quod

om.C. 40, est accidens om.C / primum om.A. 41, differre, causare C /

et caetera ADE, om.C, et huiusmodi B, 42. praedicatio om.E. 42-43.

et concedendur est in universalibus et in*terminis secundae

intentionis C, et concedenda est in terminis secundae intentionis de
universalibus D. 43. in terminis om.B / cum terminis A, 44. causat (me)
add.B / et om.B. 46-47. praedicatio formalisaccidentalis a parte
terminorum est B, 47, praedicatio om.C 48, nomen om.A / vel A:DE, sive C /
significans accidens adiective tentum om.C
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Cap.l Froemium
*adiective tentumy quia tale adiectivum in neutero genere sutstantivato
praedicalur de universali in praedicatione seccundum essentiam: ut
concedmdm'ut. quod homo communis est risibile, quis est homo
singularis risibilis, :
4

Quarto notandum pro sufficientia istorum quinque universalium, guod
sufficientia eorum capitur penes modos praedicandi universalis. Nam
gi universale citra eng praedicatur, aut praedicatur de individuo
in quid vel in quale. 2i in gquid, aut inter ipsum et individuum est
universale per se nedium, Et tunc est genus: sicut anizal praedicatur
de Sccrate, gquias inter -enus aninalis et Socratem est universale per
se medium, scilicet species humana, sut inter ipsum et individuum non
egt universale per se medium., Et tunc est species, guia species humana.

Si in quale, aut in guale substantiale et sic est differentia
substantialis, quae praedicatur per se primo de specie, sicut ratio-
nalitas dicitur de homine. Aut in quale accidentale: et hoc dupliciter,
Cuda aut illud immediate et convertibiliter counsequitur speciem
secundum gradum speciei, et sic est proprium, quod praedicatur per
se secundo de speciet: sicut risibilitas de homine. Aut praedicatur in
quale accidentale non sic: et sic est accidens per accidens,

Et sic per istos quinque modos patet, quod quinque sunt modi
universalium, et quod omne universale citra ens communissimum continetur
sub aliquo illorum, sed ens commune non: ut patet Capitulo Dle
Specie, quia nec praedicatur in quid nec in quale, YNec propter illum

sensuxm est concedendum, quod tantum qui que sunt universalie, quia

49~-50, ut home ridet —— "adiective tentum™ om.Ac. 5%. ut ABDE, sicut C,
Cely4t1. notandum (est) add.CD / pro — universalium om.56. 2. eorunm
ABE, istorum quingue universelium B, istorum universalium C, istorum D,
3. aliquod universale ED / universalis E / citra ens om.? / praedica-
bitur C / in quid de individuo B. 4. aut 2 / si (autem) add.E / quid
(tunc) addea 7 et (suum) add.C / (inter) individuum add.E. 5. tunc AEDE,
sic C / quia 2708, sicut D. 7. scilicet species humana om.E, T=8,

X aut inter ipsum individuum universale per se X add.mg.E, (¥ et sic
est species specialissima sicut species humana X ) in rasura &,

8e species quia om.C / quia A E, sicut BD, 9. sutstantiale (aut in
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ChapeI Introduction
“parcnymously® is introduced, because a paronymous adjective
expressed &s & neuter noun may be predicated of a universal in essential
predication: for example it is adumitted that man in general is something
capeble of laughter, becausc man in particular is capable of laughter.

The fourkh thing to note as far as the sufiiciency of these five
universals is concerned is that their sufficiency is comprised with
reference to the ways of predicating universais. For if any universal
other than leing be predicated, it is predicated either in guid or in
guale of an individual, If it is predicated in quid, then either
there is between this universal and the individual an intermediate
universal per se. And then the predicated univerui is a genus: as
for exem;le when animal is predicated of Socrates, since there is an
intermediate universal between the genus animal and Socrates, namely
the species man, Or there may be no such intermediate universal per se
between the universal and the individual: then this is a species, for
instance the species man.

If it is predicated in guale, it is either predicated in quale
substantially: and it is a substantial difference, which is predicated
per se in the first sense, as for example ratidnality is of man. Or
it is predicated in quale accidentally: and this may be done in two
ways. For either it is imsediately and convertiibly posterior to the
species, according to the degree of the species: and thus is a property
which is predicated of species prer se in the second sense, as is an
ability to laugh of man, Or the universal may be predicated in guale
accidentally, but not in this way: and this i1s an accident per accidens.

ind it is clear from these five methods of predication that there
are five classes of universal and that every universal except Being in
its mos!. general sense belongs to one of these classes. !llowever Being
in gtmﬁl does not, as is clear from the Cuapter on Specics, as it is
predicated neither in quid nor in quale, Neither should one admit

following this interpretation that there are only five universals,



(cont.) quale accidentale. Si in quale substantiale) add.A. 11.

et om.A. 11, dicitur AD, m:.cam BE. om.Ce 12, 1llud MCD.

iste E / convertibiliter ACIDE, consequenter 3. 13. sic om.C,

15. non sic om.C, (de specie) add.B, (et immediate consequens speciem
secundum gradum speciei) add.mg.D. 16. per quinque illos B / modi BCDE,
species A / 17. universalium (quidem praedicatur de se secundo de
specie) 8dd.C / et ACLE, aut B / communissimum om.FCDE. 18. istorum C
/ sed ACLE, et E. 19. nec ECDE, mon A / istum B, 20, sensum ABDE,

secundum C,
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Capesl Proemium
sive exponitur gratia pluralitas sive gritia alietatis, patet
manifesta falsitas illius. Imwo, &l esset concedendum, quod tantum
quinque sunt universalie, quia $antum quinque sunt tales modi praedicandi
secundum genus, per idem esset concedendum, quod tantum duo sunt univ-
ersalia, quia tantum duo sunt modi praedicandi primi universalis,
scilicet praedicari in quid et in gquale. Et si allegetur pro
auctoritate, quod tantum quingue sunt universalia, dicitur, quod illa
exemplativa non habentur in textu Porphirii, Boetii nec Aristotelis.

Praedicatio per se primoc est quando per se superius praedicatur
de suo per se inferiori: sicut quando genus wvel differentia
yraedicatur de sua specie, ut per se homo est animal et rationalis.
Praedicatio per se secundo est guando praedicatur proprium de eo,
cuius est proprium: ut per se secundo homo est risibilis. Ex
praedictis infertur, quod idem praedicatur in quid et in quale de
diversis: sicut color praedicatur de albedine in quid et in quale de
homine. Ft sic idem est accidens et genus respectu diversorum: ut
risivilitas est proprium respectu hominis et species respectu
risibilitatum singularium,.

Praedicari in quid est praedicari de aliquo certificando
queesiionem quaerentem "Quid est 11lud7": sicut animal praedicatur de
homine, guia quaerendo "Quid est homo?" convenienter respondetur guod
est animal, Praedicarli in quale est praedicari de aliquo certificande
quaestionem quaerentem "Cuale est illud?", sicut gualiter risibilitas
et albedo praedicantur de homine. iiis tamen est notandum quod

universale per accidens non praedicatur in quid nisi de entibus per

21. sive ABDE, si C / exponitur A%, exponatur BC, expositioni D /
alietatis (statim) add.C / patebit BCDE, patet.A. 22, maifecte om.E /
i1liuve om.CD. 23. modi tales E. 26, praedicari AD, praedicatum B,

C / in quid et om.C / et (praedicari) add.DE,(praedicatum)
add,B / allegetur ABD, allegatur CE, 27, auctoritate ABDE, antecedente C.
28. exemplativa ACDE, existentia B. 29. primo est om.B. 30. de per se
suo D / per se om.B / sicut quando ABD. 31, ut) et C. 33. secundo om.D,
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Chap.I Introduction

since whether this statement is interpreted in terms of plurality or
in terms of diversity, the fact that it is false is still manifestly
clear. Indeed, if it were to be admitted that there are only five
universals because there are only five such methods of predication
with respect to genus, then on this basis it should be granted that
there are only two universals, because there are only two ways of
predicating the first universal, vis. in quid and in quale., And if
one adduces as authoritative the view that there are only five
universals, the reply is that this has no precedent in the text of
Porphyry, Boethius or Aristotle.

Predication per se in its first sense cccurs when a per se
superior is predicated of its inferior, as when a genus or a
difference is predicated of its species: forexample man is per se an
enimal and rational, Predication per se in its second sense occurs
wvhen & property is predicated of that of which it is a property,
for example man is per se secundo able to laugh. It is inferred from
the foregoing that the same thing can be predicated in quid and in
quale of different things, as when colour is predicated of whiteness
in quid and of man in quale. And by the same token, as the same thing
is an accident and a genus in respect of different things, so the same
thing can be both a property and a species in respect of different
things. For example the ability to laugh is a property in respect of
man and a species in respect of particular abilities to laugh.

To be predicated in nuid is to be predicated of something
answering the question "what is that thing?", for example animal is
predicated of man, hecause it is correct to reply to the question
"what is man?" that he is an animal. To be predicated in quale is to
be predicated of something answering the question “"what sort of thing
is that?", for example in this way an ability to laugh and whiteness
are predicated of man. However at this point we must note that a

universal per accidens is predicated in quid only of entities per



(cont.) 35. in quid de slbedine DE. 36, et aic) tunc C / respectu
diversorum om.CD / ut) sicut D, 37. respectu om.CE / respectu
(diversorum) add.C, 38. risibilitatis singularis B. 39. praedicare C /
de aligquo praedicari B / praedicare C / certificando) certam signi-
ficando C. 40, quaerentem quaestionem A / illud) hoc B. 42. pracdicare
C / de aliquo om.ABC. 43, quaereniem) ut C / gualiter) gquantitas B,
43-44. sicut de homine) sicut quaerendo "Qualis est homo’" convenienter
respondetur quod est risibilis vel albus D. 44. praedicantur) prae-
dicatur / est om.CD, 45. in quid or.EC,
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Cape 11 De Genere
accidens: sicut coloratum praedicatur in quid de albo. Couformiter
sicut: universale per se non praedicatur in guid nisi de entibus per se.
(Capitulum Secundum)
(DE GENERE)
Genus est universale praedicabile in quid de multis differentibus
in specie. Per prisam particulam differt genus ab individuo. Et per

secundam differt genus a specie specialissima, quae non praedicatur

de multis differentibue in specie, et a differentia, proprio et accidente,

gquae praedicantur in quale et non in quid,

Ne= genus dividitur. Aliquod est genus analogum, gquod scilicet
praedicatur secundum magis et minus de suis contentis, sicut hoc genus
Yaccidens®™ praedicatur secundum magis et minus de accidente absoluto
et accidente respectivo, quia accidens respectivum est magis accidens
quam accidens absolutum, quia plus inhaerens.

Et aliquod est genus univocum, quod scilicet est geP“s univoce
praedicabile de singulis euis inferioribus, ita quod non secundum
magis et minus: sicut animal aequaliter praedicatur de omnibus
animalibus, eo quod ocmnia animalia sunt aeque animalia, licet non
aequalia, Et genus univocum dicitur dupliciter, Nam saligquod est genus
univocum, supra quod non est aliguod genus univocum supreveniens,
qualiter quodlibet praedicamentum est genus univocum. Et tale genus
dicitur genus generalisgimum, Et aliquod est genus univocum, supra
quod est aliquod genus univocum supraveniens, sicut hoc genus snimal,
Et tale genus vocatur genus subslternum. Et omne tale genus est forma-
liter tam genus quam species: genus respectu inferioris et species
reaspectu superioris, sicut animal est genus respectu hominis et species

respectu corporis.

46. Sicut — albo om.D / albo) albedine C, 47. sicut) sic B / in

qu;t.l Ig.?;:l.) pﬁﬁiﬁ'cﬁ?ﬁ ?‘:ﬁmg ﬁiﬁﬁ?éﬁdw&‘m pluribus D,
% specie (in eo quod wuid) add.B / et om.BC. 3. secundum (particulam)
add.B / specialissima om.B. 3-4. specie specialissime -- in specie)
differentia, proprio et accidente, gquae edicantur in gquale et non

in quid C. 4. multis om.2 / in.om.E / et) ac etiam & / et a differentia



Chap.II Genus (14)
accidens, for example "coloured thing™ is pred cated of “"white
thing" in quid. Similarly a universal per se is only predicated
in quid of entities per se.

Chapter Two

Genus

Genus is a universal predicable in quid of many things differing
in species. By the first clause genus is distinguished from the
individual. And by the second genus is distinguished from the
infima species, which is not predicated of many things different
in species, and from difference, property and accident, which are
predicated in quale and nof# in quid,

And genus divides itself, There is an analogic genus, namely
which is predicated in quid of its supposita in varying deireea.

For example the genus "accident"™ is predicated in varying degrees
of absolute and relative accidents, because a relative accident is
more an accident then an absolute accident, because it is more
inherent id a thing.

And there is also a univocal genus, which is namely a genus,
which is univoecally predicable of each of its inferiors in such a
way that there is no sreater or lesser, for example animal is
equially predicable of all animals, because they are all equally
animals, although they are not equal. Univocal genus has two forms.
For there is & univoczl genus, which has no other univocal genus
surervening upon it and in this sense each of the Categories is a
univocal genus. And such a genus is called a supreme genus. And
there is a univocal genus which does have another univocal genus
supervening upon it, for example the genus animal, And such a genus
is called a subaltern genus. And any genus of this sort is as much
& genus a8 a species: a genus in respect of an inferior and a species
in respect of a superior, &s for instance animal is a genus in respect

of man and a species in respect of body.




(cont.) — accidente) Per tertiam particulam differt genus ab accidente,
differentia et proprio B / et a differentia — non in quid) Per tertiam
differt genus a specle specialissima, quae non praedicatur de wultis
differentibus in specie, ac etiam a differentia, proprio et accidente,
quae praedicantur in quale et non in quid C / Bt ( per tertiam part-
iculam) add.De 5. quae) quia B, 6. Sam om.i / scilicet om.i. 7.
praedicatur (in quid) add,CDE / de suis contentis om.E / hoc genus
om.ABC / absoluto) respectivo B. 9. et (de) add.C / accidente om.E /
respectivo) absolute B. 11, scilicet om.AB / genus om.E. 12, ita quod)
et A /o 13, aequaliter om.AB. 14. €0 quod) quia A / omnia) singula C.
16. univocum per se A / univocum om.AB, genus univocum om.B / genus
om.C / est (quia quodlibet praedicamentum est genus univocum) add.B /
est B. 18, generalissimum genus £ / et) sed 2 / univocum om.B,.

19. supraveniens om.” / hoc genus om.B / animalis D / diecitur B,

20, subalternum (sicut hoc genus animal) add.B / genus o=.B.

21. genus ¥ -- superioris) respectu speciei inferioris et generis
superioris C / respectu (specilei) add,DE, 22, respectu (generis)
add.DE,
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Cap.III De Specie

Ex quibus patet quod ens coamunissimum non est formaliter genus,
ut dicit Porphirius Capitulo le Specie, quia non praedicatur in quid,
quia quaerendo "Quid est hoc?", quodcumque demonstretur, inconveniens
est responsio dicere, quod est ena.

(Capitulum Tertium)
(DE SPECIE)

Species est universale sub genere univoco praedicabile in quid
de individuis. Per primam particulam differt species a genere
generalissimo, et per secundam a differentia, accidente et proprio.
Et est duplex species. llam aligua species est universale praedicabile
in quid de individuis tantum. Et vocatur species specialissima, sicut
species humana., Et aliqua species praedicatur in quid tam de individuis
quam de speciebus, sicut animal praedicatur tam de homine guam de
asino. Et vocatur species subalterna.

Et 8i obiciatur contra istam deseriptionem, quod genus ponitur
in definitione speclei: igitur est simpliciter notius specie, Et
e contra species ponitur in definitione generist igitur est simpliciter
notior specie. Et per consequens eadem sunt simpliciter notiora
seipsis... Dicitur, quod genus et srecies, ut hic describuntur, sunt
res secundae intentionis et sunt duo correlativa, sicut dicit Porphirius.
Ideo necesse est utrumque istorum poni in definitione alterius. Nec est
111ud generaliter verum, quod omne positum in definitione alterius est
simpliciter notius definito, nisi in definitione proprie dicta, data
de universali per se et non per accidens, quales non sunt istae

duae definitiones assignaetae, quae dantur de hoc commune genus et hoe

25 dicit) vult B, 26, hoec) home B / quodcumque demonastretur EDE,
quicumque demonstretur C, quocunque demonstrato A, 27. dicendo E /
ens (et caetera) add.B,

CeIllz 1. de suis individuis B, 2. individuis (vel sic species est
universeale univocum non formaliter generalissimum praedicabile in
quid de individuis) add.D, (vel sic s;ecies est universale uni-
vocum non formaliter generalissimum praedicabile in quid de in-
dividuis) adi.E / per primam partem E, per secundam particulam B /
a differentia, accidente et proprio CDE, a proprio, differentia et
accidente B. 4. et) unde 4 / duplex est species A / species om.Be
S« sicut) ut B, 6. et aliqua tam praedicatur de speciebus quam
individuis B / tam de speciebus quam de individuis CDE. 7.



Chap.Ill Species (16)

From this it is apparent that Being in its most gereral sense is
not formally a genus (as Forphyry says in the chapter on Species),
because it is not predicated in quid, because if the question vere
asked "What is this?", whatever were indicated, the proper reply
wvould not be to say that 1t was a being.

Chapter Three
SFECIES

Species is a universal coming under a univocal genus and
predicable in quid of individuals. By the first clause apecies is
distinguished from the supreme genus and by the second clause, it is
distinguished from difference, accident and from property. And species
has two forms. One form of species is a universal, which is predicable
in quid of individuals alone, And this is called the infima species,
for example the species man, And the other form of species is a
universal, which is predicated in quid both of individuals and of
species, as for example animal is predicated of men as wellas ass.
And this is called a subaltern species.

And if the objection were to be made against thie description,
that genus is assumed in the definition of species and is therefore
better known than species, and contrariwise that specles is assumed
in the definition of genus and therefore is better known than genus:
and in consequence that each of these is better known than the other
ese The reply is that genus and species as they are described here
are objects of second intention and are two correlatives, as FPorphyry
m. And thug it is necessary to assume each one in the definition
of the other. Nor is it generally true, that everything assumed in
the definition of something else is better known than the thing
which is defined, unless in a definition properly speaking, which is
given of 2 universal per se and not of a universal per accidens,
However the two definitions given here are not of this type, given

as they are of genus




(cont,) 7. sicut) ut B / tam praedicatur 2 / praedicatur de homine et

de asino CDE, 9. illam B, istap om.C / genus quod B. 11. ponitur) est B /
simpliciter om,B, 12, notius D / eadem) aliqua A / simpliciter om.B.

13, prout E / sunt om.,CE. 14, ut B, 15, illorum CD, 16, istud C /
alterius om,CDE, 17. data om.B, 18, illae 5D. 19, assi natee LE,
assisnantes A, om.BC / quae dantur) datae C / per hoc B,
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20 commune species, quae sunt universalia per accidens et non universalia
per se, Sed in istis suffiecit, guod totalis definitio sit aliqualiter
notior definito, licet non quaelibet eius pars sit notior definito.
Unde genus est notius et prius sua species in suppositione personali,
quia hoc est notius et prius sua specie, demonstrando "hoc genus animal®

25 et "hoc est genus"., Sed genus et species in suppositione sizplici,

id est, hoc commune et hoc commune species sunt simul in natura, eo
quod sunt duo correlativa, Unde personaliter intelligendo, species non
debet poni in definitione sui generis, sicut homo non ponitur in
definitione animalis. Sed in suppositione simplici sic, quia hoc

30 commune species ponitur in defin‘tione generis communis.

Ulterius notandum, quod terminus communis significans genus
sutalternum potest supponere in suppositione simplici aspeciali vel
in supprositione simplici generali, Exemplum primi: "Animal est species
humana™ est suppositio simplex specialis. Exemplum secundi: "Animal

35 est genus animalis" est suppositio simplex generalis,

(Capitulum Guartum)
(DE DIFFERENTIA)

Differentia est universale per se primo praedicabile in quale
de specie. Per primam particulam differt differentia a proprio et
accidente, quae non praedicantur per se primo. Et per secundam
particulam du‘g{f:e;lg:ro et specie, guae praedicantur in quid,

5 Et aliqua talis differentis est constitutiva apeciei, sicut illa,
quae ponitur in definitione cum genere ac constitutionem speciei:

sicut rationalitas cum genere animsells constituit hominem. Et

totalis — elus pars) quod quaelibet pars principalis definitionis
8it notior definito, utpote genere et differentia, et non quaelibet
pars C. 22, notius B / elus quaelibet E. 23, prius et notius C /

et prius om.B. 23~24 (in suppositione personali, guia hoc est notior
et prius sua specie) add.mg.De 29 et "hoc est genus" om.3, (ideo et
ceetera) add.C, (igitur et caetera) add.DE / sed) et tamen BCLE,

26. id est (m) add.Ce 20, sBui om.AB, 29, sic qu.i..l ofie He 30. huius
communis generis ECE, hoc commune genus De 31, ulterius est notandum
BC / communis om.E. 32. in om.E / speciali om.B, in suppositione
speciali D, 3J. vel suppositione CE, vel in simplici speciali B.



Chap. IV Difference (18)
and species in their general forms, which are thus universals per
accidens and not per se. As far as these two are concerned, it ia
sufficient that the whole definition be somehow known better than
what is defined, although no part of it can be better known than
what is defined. For this reason genus is better known than and
prior to its species in personal sipposition, because in the
examples "this genus animal® and “"this is a genus" it is better
known than its species. However both genus and specles in simple
supposition, that is genus and species in their general form
have an equal position in the natural order, becauge they are two
correlatives. Thus when understood in personal supposition, species
should not be assumed in the defintion of its species, just as man
is not assumed in the defintion of animal, But this is guite correct
in simple supposition, as species in its general form is assumed in
the defintion of genus in genersl.

A final point to note is that a general term standing for
a subaltern gemus can suppose in simple special or in simple general
supposition, An example of the first case: "Animal is the species of
humanity®™ is simple special supposition. in example in the second case:
"Animal is the genus of animal™ is simple gerneral suppeosition,
Chapter Four
DIFFERENCE
Difference is & universal predicable per se in its first sense
in guale of svecies. By the firat clause difference is distinguished
from property and accident, which are not predicated per se in its
first sense. And by the second clause difference is distinguished from
genus and species which are predicated in quid. And one sort of
difference ie constitutive in respect of a species, i.e. that one
which is pleced in a defintion with a genus in order to constitute
that species, as for example rationality together with the genus

animal constitutes man. And




(cont.) / (ibi) est add.C. 34-35. ut animal est species vel homo est
species 2 / genus animal C / est suppositio simplex generalis B /
generalis et caetera C,

CelV: 1., primo om.B. 1-2, de specie in quale B, 2-3, ab accidente
et proprio 5. /. per se primo de specie ¥ / secundam) aliam E,

4. differt genus a genere 5 / differt differentia om.C./ in quid
(et non in quale) Bs 5. sicut om.B.
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CapeIV De Differentia
aliqua est divisiva, 1lla scilicet, per quam genus dividitur in speciem
et in species inferiores: sicut "rationalitas™ et "irrationalitas"™
dividunt animal in hominem &t brutum. Ex gquopatet quod eadem est
differentia constitutiva et divisiva respectu diversorum: sicut
rationalitas est constitutiva hominis et divisiva animalis,

Et si quaeratur numquid guaelibet species habet differentiam
convertibilem, dicitur quod non, quia illa species, quae est differentia
substantialis, ut rationalitas, non habet ulteriorem differentiam
convertibilem, quia tunc esset processus in infinitum in differentiis
substantialibus. A probabili tamen, guaelibet species per se in
aliquo praedicamento havtet differentiam convertibilem: ut communiter
temen non habemus nomina talibus differentiis imposita.

Et si oliciatur quod rationalitas, quae est immediata differentia
hominis, non convertitur cum homine, eo quod praedicatur tam de
anima quam de angelo... Hic dicitur dupliciter. Primo, quod licet
rationalitas communis praedicetur de homine, anima intellectiva et
de angelo, illa tamen rationaliitas, quae est immediata differentia
substantizlis hominis, convertitur cum homine in concreto et est
alterius speciei quam rationalitas animae intellectivae vel angeli:
sic est dare tres species rationalitatum, quarum quaelibet convertitur
cum sua specie. Vel secundo dicitur secundum Sanctum Thomasem, quod
angeli non sunt raticnales, guia non possunt discurrere: sicut nec
aninase intellectivae post separationem a materia. Et sic non est
aligua rationalitas differentia suistantialis nisi hominis, quae

praedicatur per se de homine et per accidens sive concomitanter

9. vel species inferiores A / et species in inferiores C. 10, hoec
genus animalis B, 10-11, quod eadem differentia est divisiva et
constitutiva CE, 12, est constitutiva est hominis B. 13. utrum
quaelibet B. 14. (eibi) convertibilem add.B. 14-15. quia differentia
substantialiter est rationalitas non habet ulteriorem differentiam
sibi convertibilem B, 15. utpote C / non habet differentiam ulterior—
em se C, 16. (sibi) convertibilem add.B. 18, ut) licet B / commniter
om. B, 19. nomina imposita talibus differentibus A, 20, differentia
immediata B, 21. non (simpliciter) convertitur add.?, 21-22. tam
praedicatur de homine quan de angelo B. 22, Hic dicitur dupliciter)
Huic dicitur B, 23. comrunis rationalitas AE / rationalitas coumunis
BC, rationalitas A€ / praedicatur B / anima intellectiva, de angelo
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there is a divisive difference, namely that by which a genus is divided
into one or more inferior species, as for instance rationality and
irrationality divide anisal into man and brute. And from this it is
clear that the same thing is a constitutive and divisive difference
in respect of different things: for example rationality is constitutive
in respect of man and divieive in respect of animsal,

And if it were to be asked whether there is a species which has
a difference that is convertible with it, it is replied that there is
not, becuase that species which is itself a substantial difference, like
rationality, does not have a further difference, that is coavertible
with it, otherwise there would then be an infinite regression of
substantial differences. It is however probable that a species per se
which is in one of the Categories will. have a difference which is
convertible with it, but these are of such a kind that we generally
do not give them names.

And suppoaing that the objection were made that rationality,
which is the immediate difference of man dces not convert with man
for this reason that it is predicated both of the soul and of angels
ees The answer here is twofold. Firstly that although rationality in
its seneral form may be predicated of man, of the intelligent soul
and of angels, nonetieless that rationality which is the immediate
su!stantial difference of man converts with man in the real order
and is of a different species from the rationality of the intelligent
soul or of an angel. And thus it is possible to posit three speciec
of rationality, of which any one reciprocates with its species.
Or a second answer might be given in accordance with St. Thomas that
angels are not rational, because they are incapable of discursive
thought, as are intelligent souls after their separation from matter.
And thus no form of rationality can be a substantial difference,
e&ccpt the rationality of men, which is predicated per se of man

and per accidens or by association




(cont.) et homine B, 27. et angelo C / imnediata om. CDE. 25. (et)
in concreto add.? / et (sic) est add.E. 26. quam est rationalitas A.
27. (et) sic add.FD. 30, est om.C. 31. communicanter C,
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de anima, dummodo materiae unitur, licet non sic praedicatur de eadem
post separationem. Et sic illa differentia in praedicatione per se

35 convertitur cum homine, licet ex consequenti praedicatur de anima .
intellectiva. Pro cuius confirmatione potest allegari dictum Aristotelis,
Primo De Anima, Comsmento Sexagesimo Sexto, quod melius est dicere
animam non intelligere, sed hominem per animam: et sic anima non est
per se rationalis, sed homo per suam animam, Vel melius dicitur,

40 quod illa rationalitas, quae praedicatur de anira, non est aliqua
differentia su'stantialis alicuius hominis, sed una potentia animae,
quae vocatur ratio: et sic illa rationalitas, quae est differentia
substantialis hominis, convertitur cum homine,

Et si obiciatur ex Secundo Posteriorum, quod quaelibet pars

45 definitionis est in plue quam definitum et totum in aeque, dicitur

secundum Antiquos Expositores, quod hoc intelligitur, quod quaelibet

pars definitionis est in plus, id est prius, et totum in aeque, id

ezt convertibile. Et sic quaelibet differentia est in plus, id est

prius, quam species. Et in huius confirmatione dicitur Quarto

50 Topicorum, quod differentia de pluribus aut de aequis gquam species
rraedicatur. Et exponunt Expositores, quod quaelibet differentia
praeter ultimam est in plus et ultima, si cum paribus sit nomen

impositum, est in aeque.

33, de anima om.B / licet (quod) add.B / praedicabitur CDE / de eadem
om.5, de eodem C., 35. ex consequente BD / prsedicatur B. 36. pro cuius
responsionis confirmatione BC, 37. Commento Sexagesimo Tertio CE,

38, non intelligere (etc.) add.Ch / sed hominem per animam C, per
suam anizam E (per) animam rasura U, hominem anima AB, 38-39, et tunc
anima per se non est rationalis B. 39, rationzlis per se C / per suam
animam BC / vel) B, et E / dicitur) potest dici C, est dicere L.
40, ista B / de ) de homine B / aliqua om.B. 41. hominis om.CDE
/ una om.B, 42. sic om.A, sic) tunc B / illa differentia rationalitas
Be 43. cum homine (.tc.) add.Cb. 44. guod om.Z, 45. est plus gquam C,
46, quod hoc inpelligitur AC, quod hoc intelligitur in. rasura D,

hoc sic intelligitur B, quod hoc sic intelligitur E. 47. est plus/
est in plus, id est prius om.B. 46-49. et sic quaelibet diiferentia
est in plus, id est prius juam species om.E, 49. quam species (etc.)
add,AC, 49-53, et in huius — est in aeque om.ABC, 52, ultima (non)
add.E. 53. imposita D / illam et opinionem de differentia convertibili
ponit Doctor Subtilis in quaestionibus super Forphirium add.=X.
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Chap.I¥ Difference.

of the soul, as long as the latter is still bound to matter, although
it is not so predicated after the soul's separation., And so this
difference, when predicated per se is convertible with man, although
it may as a result be predicated also of the irtellective soul., In
confirmmation of this, Aristotle's remark in the sixty-sixth Chapter
of the First ZBook of the Deé Anima may be adduced, that is that it
is better not to say that the soul comprehends, but rather that man
does so by virtue of his soul. And thus the soul is not of itself
rational, but man is sc by virtue of his soul. Or this might be better
stated, that the rationality which is predicated of the soul is not
a substantial difference, but rather a faculty of the soul, which is
called reason. And thus the rationality which is the substantial
differenge of man converts with man,

And if it were to be objected on the basis of the Second ook
of the Posterior Analyties, that any part of & definition has at the
same time greater extension than and is completely co-extenaive with
what is defined, it may be said according to the Ancient Comnentators
that this may be undersiood as saying that any part of a definition
has greater extension than, i.e. ia prior to, and is co-extensive with
i.e. converts with what is defined. And thus any difference has
greater extension than, i.e. is prior to, its species. And in con-
firmation of this, the Fourth EBook of the Topics states that a difference
is predicated with greater utongim than of with the same extension
as iiz sy eciea, And the Commentatora explain that every difference,
except the final definitive one, has greater exiension then the species
i* defines and that the final one has the scme extension, if its

name be given together witl similar ones.
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(Capitulum Quintum)
(DE PROFRIO)

Proprium, ut est quartum universale, est universale per se secundo
praedicabile de specle in quale. Per primam particulam differt
proprium a differentia et accidente, quae non praedicantur per se
secundo. Et per secundam particulam differt proprium a genere et
specie, quae praedicantur in quid. Et si petatur quare potius
differentia substantialis praedicatur per se primo de specie quam
proprium, dicitur quod causa est, quia talis differentia est pricr
specie constituens eam definitive. Sed proprium est posterius specie
immediate et convertitur consequens speciem et principia quiditativa
speciei., Et ideo praedicatur per se secundo et non si® accidens prout
est quintum universale,

Ubi notandum guod proprium de praedicamento substentiae praedicatur
aequaliter de eo, cnius est proprium, et de singulis contentis sub eo,
sicut omnes homines sunt aeque risibilis. Sed propria et differentiase
subgtantiales de praedicamentis accidentium praedicantur secundum magis
et minus in concreto, sicut illa accidentia in abstracto, ut quia
unum album est alio magis album, ideo una albedo est alia intentior
et magias disgregativa visus, et una linia est alia longior. Et ideo
dicit Aristotelis, Septimo Metaphysicae, quod solum de genere substantiae
sunt proprie differentia et proprium. Ex quo patet, quod quantitas
corporea non est proprium respectu substantiae corporese, cum
quantitas corporea praedicatur de corpore secundum magis et minus,
cum una substantia sit alia magis gquanta, sicut guadrupedale quam

ped&l.o

1. est universale om.C. 2. in quale de specie A. 3. ab accidente /

et differentia BC, 4. per secundam A. 5. in quid.et no e B

et si petatur causa E., 6, differentia substanti%ﬂ’ po%i&ﬂ ml

Te dicitur causa est B. 7-8., prior est specie BE, 8., eius definitionem 3.
9. convertibilis, convertibiliter E / sequens A. 10, et non praedicatur C /
et sic non sccidens B. 12.Unde notandum B, ubi notandum est C / quod
propriun non est de praedicamento C. 12-13, essentialiter dicitur de

€0 B. 14. ut omnes B / aequaliter risibilis / sed proprium C. 16. in
abstracto om.CDE. 17. reliquo magis album &4 / reliqua intentior A.

18. et magis disgregativa visus om.E, dlsgregativa viso D. 19. aligquo
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Chapter Five

PROPERTY

Property, the fourth universal, is a universal predicabtle per se
in its second sense in quale of species. Fy the first clause, property
is distinguished from difference and accident which are not predicated
per se in its second sense. And by the second clause, property is
distinguished from genus and speclies which are predicated in quid.
And if somebody demanded to know why it is substantial difference,
rather than property, which is predicated per se in its firast sense
of species, the reply is that it is so because such a difference
is prior to species and constitutes it definitively, whereas property
is posterior to any immediate species and converts with the species
and with its essential principles. And thus it is predicated per se
in its second sense and not in the same way es accident, which is
the fifth universal,

At this point it should be noted that & property of something
in the Category of Substance is predicated equel ¥ of that of which it
is a property and of each Individual thing contained beneath it: as for
example all men are capable of laughter to an equal extent. However
the properties and substantial differences of things in the accidental
Categories are predicated in concreto in varying degrees, as the
accidents do. in abstractos for example, beceuse one white thing
is whiter than another, so one whiteness is more intense or more
striking to the eye than another and one line is longer than another.
And thus Aristotle states in the Seventh Book of the ‘ietaphysics
that difference and property may only be strictly ascribed to
individuals of the genus substance. From this it is clear that
physical quantity is not a property of physical substamce, since
physical quantity i= predicated of & body in varying degrees, for
one physical substance can be of a greater quantity than another,

for example four-footed things as against footed things.



(cont.) Metaphysicae C. 20. dicuntur propria et difforentiae B. 21.
corporeae om.E 22, de corpore om.B. 23. quattuor pedale A, quadrupedale
B, quadripedale CD, quatripedale E. 23-24. quam pedale ACDE, est ad

;p.lhl. Be






(25)

25

10

15

_ CapeVI Accidens Praedicamentale

it 8l gquaeratur humquid proprium habet proprium ulterius, dicitur
qued non, sicut dictum est de differentia substantiali, quod iila nomn
habet differentiem substantialem ulteriorem. Ex quo petet, quod
nulla differentia substantialis nec aliquod proprium est per se in
praedicamento, quia si sic, tunc haLeret differentias substantiales
et propria, sicut alise species praedicamentales videntur halere,.

(Capitulum Sextum)
(ACCIDENS FRAEDICAMENTALE)

Accidens in sua communitate descriptum est ems inhaerens. .U sic
est commune tam ad proprium quam ad accidens per accidens. Inhaerere
enim est inesse alicui subiective, non tamquam pars, scilicet non
componendo suum sublectum gquantitative, quiditative aut qualitative,
sicut albedo innhaeret homini non componendo ipsum, eo quod nullum accidens
est pars illius, cuius est accidens.

Et si obiciatur, quod rationalites singularis inhaeret houini, eo quod
non est pars hominis... Dicitur, quod ilia inest homini tamquam pars,
eo guod est individuum alicuius immediate definientis howinem, scilicet
rationalitas in communi, Et ideo non inhaeret homini,

Et 81 quaeratur de inheaerentia accidentis, dicitur, quod omne
accldens inimeret cuo cubiecto primo, & quo dependet per se: et non
per idhaerentiam mediam. Sed accidens inhaeret suo subiecto mediato,

a quo potest separari per inhaerentiam mediam: tamen omnis inhaerentia
inhaeret per se ipsam, ne sit processus in infinitus. Verbi gratia:
quantitas Socratis in'seret materiae Socratis, & qua dependet per se,

sed Socrati inest per inhaerentiem mecdiam, guae inhaerentia corrumpitur

27« Qifierentism vlteriorem convertibilem Ay differentiam ulteriorem 3C,
differentiam substantialem ulteriorem DE., 28. quod nullum proprium nec
differentia substantialis D, 29. in aliquo praedicamento C. 29-30.
differentiam substantialem et proprium 2, 30. aligua B, aliae ACILE,

CeVIz #x 1. in sua maxime communiiate B, in sui communitate DE, in

sua communitate A, in sua communicabilitate C / et tunc est X,

2. est om.C / tam commune ad proprium B. 3. enim om.B / alicui sublecto B /
non tamquam (quaedam) pars add.D / pars (nec contentum subpositore

sub parte) add.B, pars (nec suprositore cum partibus) add.A / scilicet
m.c / non ﬂ.B. 40 quiditatiﬂ. ﬁ[h-l«l-*ua"-l"‘iu’ nee q“antiu‘tiﬁ B'



Chap.VI Categorial Accident. (26)

And if the question were put whether one property can have a
further lower-order property beneath it, the answer is that it cannot,
as was stated in the case of the substantial difference, viz. that it
has no further lower-order substantial differences beneath it. And
from this it is apparent that no substantial difference or property
is in any Category of itself, for if it was, it would then have
substantial differences and properties itself, as other Categorial
species appear to have,

Chapter Six
CATEGORIAL ACCIDENT

Accident in its general sense is described as an inherent being.
And thus it is common both to property and to accidens per accidens.
For to inhere is to be in something subjectively, not as a part, that
is, not by quantitatively, substantially or qualitatively constituting
its subject, as for example whiteness inheres in man without
constituting man, for the reason that no accident is part of that of
which it is an accident,

And if it were to be objected that a particular rationality
can be said to inhere in a man, for the reason that it forms no
part of him, it is replied that it is in fact in a man as a part
of him, because it is a particular instance of something, which
immediately defines man (rationality in general) and therefore is not
inherent in man,

And if the inherence of accidents were to be guestioned, the
reply would be that every accident is inherent in its primary
subject, i.e. that from which it depends of itself and not by virtue
of any intermediate inherence, Put an accident also inheres in its
intermediate subject, i.e. that from which it may be separated by
an intermediate inherence. However any inherence inheres of itslef
alone, otherwise there would be an infinite succession of inherences.
For example: the qgu..c

artity of Socrates inheres in the matter of Socrates
(over)



upon whigh it is dependent per se, but exists in Socrates by virtue
of an intermediate irherence, which itself decays in proportion

to the decay of Socrates, although the quantity remains afterwards.

(cont.) quantitative, qualitative aut quiditative C, qualitative,
quantitative aut quiditative DE.7. homini om.D. 8. dicaiur, quod illa

non inhaeret homini, eo quod inest B. 10. in communi om.C / homini omiECDE.
11. dicatur B. 12. x quo B, 12-14. sed accidens — inhaerentiam

mediam om.BC. 14. a quo potest separari potest E / mediam om.A / cum

omnis C / 15. ne esset processus D, 16. quantitas :I.nhaeret om.Socratia A/
inhaeret Socrati A, ¥ XA

I XYL e Y] 4 R ¥
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Cap.V1I De Accidente Praedicabili
ad corruptionem Socratis, licet guautitas postiea maneat,
(Capitulum Septimum)
(DE ACCIDENTE PRAEDICABILI)

Lecidens, prout est quintum universale, sic describitur. Accidens
est universale praedicabile de substantia in quale per accidens.
Et capitur "per accidens™, ut distinguitur contra "per se". Fer
ultimam perticulam distinguitur accidens a genere et specie, quae
praedicantur in quid. Et per istam particulam "per accidens” differt
accidens a differentia et proprio, gquae praedicantur in quale per
se primo et per se secundo et non per accidens ad sensum limitatum.

Et accidens dividitur: nam aliquod est accidens absolutum
et aliquod est accidens respectivum. Dicitur autem accidens absolutum
accidens, quod in sua prima denominatione absolute denominat suum
subiectum, sicut albedo Socratis absolute denominat Socratem, quia
in eius prims denominaticne, quae est Socratem esse album, ron
comparat Socratem obiective ad aliquod extirinsecum, quia ibidem
upi'ouo non includuntur nisi Socrates et albedo. Sed accidens
respectivum est accidens, quod in sua denominatione prima praeter
subiectum expresse includit obiectum: gicut differentia, qua
Sccrates differt a Platone, in sua prima denomzinatione, quae est
Socratem differre a Platone, expresse includit Socratem pro subiecto

et Platonem pro obiecto.

17. corruptionem {corperis) add.A. 18. manebit A.

CeVIIz 2. per accidens in quale CDE., 3. capiatur E. 3-7. per ultimam
— non per accidens) per ultimam particulam "per accidens™ differt
accidens a differentia et proprio, quae praedicantur per se et non
per accidens D. S. illam CE, 6. quae praedicantur per se et non per
accidens CE. 7. limitatum *CDE, allegatum A. 9. et aliquod respectivum
BDe 9-10, dicitur quod accidens absolutum est accidens in sua
denominatione prima C, 10, accidens om.B / quod om.DE / dencminat B,
denominans ACDE, 11. Socratis om.E / abzolute om.B / (scilicet) quia
aid.D. 12. in eius denominatione prima C / quod est 2 / quae est
Socratem esse album om.CDE, 13. non comparat illud ad aliquid C,

non concluditur expresse nési Socrates et eius albedo ®./ extrinsecum
omeBCDE /13¢14. quia in eius prima denominatione, quae est Socratem
esse album, non includuntur expresse, nisi Socrates et albedo CDE.

15« in sua prima denosninatione DE. 18 excludit B. 19. et per Platone B.
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Chapter Seven
Predicable iAccident,.

Accident, in so far as it is the fifth universal, is described
thus. &n accident is a universal which is predicatle of substance
in quale and per accidens. And "per accidens" is to be understood
as opposed to "per se". By means of the last clause, accident
is distinguished from genus and species, which are predicated in
quid. And by the clause "per accidens™ accident is distinguished
from difference and property, which are predicated in quale per se
in its first and second senses respectively and not per accidens
in the sense given.

Furthermore accident is divided: for there are such things as
absolute and relative accidents. Something is called an absolute
accident, which is an accident, which in its primary denotation,
absolutely denotes its subject, as forexample the whiteness of
Socrates absolutely denotes Socrates, because in its primary
denotation, which is that Socratee is white, it does not relate
Socrates objectivel to anything else, because the predication does
not expressly include anything but Socrates and whiteness. Put a
relative accident is an accident, which in its primery reference
exrressly includes an object apart from the subject, as for exauple
the difference, by which Socrates differs from FPlato, in its primary
denoctation, which is that Socrates differs from Plato, expressly

includes Socrates as subject and Plato as object.
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Cap.V1I De Accidente Fraedicabili

Et utriusque membri, aliquod est accidens separabile et aliquod
inseparabile, Dicitur autem accidens separabile, quod secundum se
vel aliquod accidena eiusdem speciei specialissimae potest de esse
suo subiecto, cui .priu infuit, suo subiecto manente: sicut nigredo
in pluma corvi, licet sit inseparabilis a pluma., Dicitur tamen accidens
separabile, eo quod accidens eiusdem speciei potest suo subiecto de esse
quia nigredo in homine elusdem speciel cum nigredine in pluma corvi
poteat de esse homini, cui prius infuit, homine manente,

Accidens inseparabile opposito modo dicitur, quod nec secundum
se nec seecundum aliquod accidens eiusdem speciei specialisaimae
potest de esse sublecto, cui prius infuit, subiecto manente: sicut
simitas se habet respectu nasi simi, guia nulla simitas potest de ease
naso, cui prius infuit, naso permenente. Et illa eat divisio accidentis
separabilis et accidentis inseparabilis secundum speciemn,

Guodlibet tamen accidens habens subiectum adaequatum, a quo non
potest de esse, subiecto manente, potest dici accidens inseparabile
secundum individuum: sicut nigredo in pluma corvi. Et idem eat
accidens separabile quantum ad speciem. Et ideo accidens inseparabile
secundum individuum est separabile secundum speciem: sicut nigredo

in plume corvi.

20, pro utriusque membri B, membri (est dupliciter) add.E., 21. quod om.C /
quia secundum A. 23, subiecto suo stante DE, suo subiecto stante C,

23-24 sicut nichil pluma corvi B. 24. inseparabile AB / dicitur autem A.
25. de esse (etc.) D, de esse suo subiecto etc. E. 26. quae est eiusdem B
/ nigredo in homine est AC. 27. subiecto manente A. 28, dicitur

accidens CDE, dicitur AB, quod BCDE, quia A. 29. aliguod om.B /

nec aliquod accidens CDE., 30, subiecto, cwi prius infuit, subiecto
stante, potest de esse C / suo subiecto manente,ABl, subiecto stante DE.
31. sicut simitas respectu nasi simi C, sicut simitas potest de esse
naso eius, cul prius infuit, naso illo manente B, sicut simitas nasi
simi D. 32. naso manente AE / et ista BD / est om.B. 33. et inseparabilis
accidentis D. 35. suo subiecto manemte B, 36. sicut nigredo est

accidens inseparabile quantum ad individuum DE, 37-38. et ideo

accidens inseparabile secundum individuum eat separabile secundum
speciem om.B, 38, quantum ad individuum C.
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Chap.VI1 Predicable Accident.

And in each of the above two cases there is a separable accident
and an inseparable accident. Now a separable accident is the name
&iven to an accident, which in virtue of itself or in wvirtue of another
accident of the same infima species can be absent from the subject
in which it was previously present, while this subject remains: as
for example blackness in a raven's feather, even though this blacke
ness is inseparable from the feather. It is however called a separable
accident for the reason that an accident of the same sjpecies can be
absent from its subject, since blackness in a man, which is of the
seme species as the blackness in a raven's feather, can be absent
from & man, in which it was previously present and the man remains
a man.

On the other hand, inseparable accident is the name given to an
accident, which neither in virtue of itself nor in virtue of any
other accident of the same infima species, can be absent from a subject
in which it was previously present, whilst that subject remains what
it is, For example: snubness in respect of a snub-nose, because
snubness cannot be absent from a nose, in which it was previously
present, if that nose is to continue to exist. And this is the
difference between separable and inseparable accidents using the
criterion of species. |

However any accident having a suitable subject from which it
cannot be absent, if the subject is to remain, can be called an
inseparable accident in virtue of an individual, as for example
blackness in the feather of a raven. Put this same accident may
be separable as far as its species is concerned. And thus an
accident which is inseparadle as far as some individual is
concerned, is scparable as far as its species is concerned: for

example the blackness in a raven's feather.
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(Capitulum Octavum)
(DE DIVISIONE DEFINITIONIS)

Pro praemissis est notandum, quod descriptio sive definitio
potest assignari de aliquo, ut ipsum est res primae intentionis. Et
tunc non requiritur definitionem formaliter competere definito in se,
nec cuilibet universali sub eo, sed cuilibet eius individuo, sicut
descriptio quantitatis est quod sit accidens absolutum de se divisibile:
et tamen quarititas communis non esi sic formaliter divisibilis, nec
linea communis, sed quaelibet quantitas singularis est sic divisibilis,

Alio modo potest definitio vel descriptio assignari de aliguo,
ut ipsum est res securdace intentionis, Et tmc non requiritur
descriptionem formaliter competere definito, nec alicui eius individuo,
sed omni universali contento sub nomine illius definiti., Et sic
describuntur hic quinque universalia. Verbi gratia: descriptio data
de genere non praedicatur formaliter de hoc communi genus, quia illud
non praedicatur formaliter in quid, quias quaerendo quid est animal,
vel corpus, non convenienter respondetur quod est genus. Nec compeij

illa descriptio alicui eius individuo, ut constat, cum nec Socrates nec

Plato etc, sic est formaliter genus. Sed haec descriptio competit

omnibus generibus contentis sub héc communi "genus®, sicut genere

substantiae sive genere quantitatis,

3¢ formaliter definitionem E, 4. alicui uniwersali BC., 5. sicut
descriptum est in quantitate C / divisibile (etc.) DE. 6. formaliter
sic CDE / divisidbile A, sic divisitilis formaliter B. 7. divisibilis
sic D, 8. vel) sive D / de alio D. 9. et aic A. 10. descripto CD,

11. definiti contento B / et sic om.B. 13. non formaliter praedicatur B/

i1lud om.D. 14. non formaliter praedicatur B, 16. ista ED, 17. sic om.BE /

et caetera sic om.CD, 18. commune B, 18-19., sicut genere substantiae,
genere quantitatis et caeteris CDE., 19. generi IE,
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Chapter Eight

DEFINITIONAL MOLES

As far as the foregoing is concerned, it should be noted that
a description or de’initon san be given of something, which is
itself an object of first intention. And in this case, there is
no need for the definition to apply formally to what is defined
or to any universal contained veneath it, but only to one of its
individual instances. For example, the description of quantity
is that it is ar absolute accident divisible per se. However the general
entity quantity is not thus formally divisible, nor is the general
entity line. However any particular quantity is divisible in this way.

In the second place, a definition or descripiion may be given
of something, when the thing is an object is an object of second
intention and thus there is no need for the description to formally
apply to what is defined, not to any individual contained under it,
baut rather to apply to every universal contained under the name of
what is defined. And it is in this second way that the five
universals have been here descrided. For example, the description
given of genus is not formally predicated of the general entity
genus, because this is not formally predicated in quid. For if
anyone asks What is an animal or a bedy, it is not correct to
reply that it is & genus. Nor does this description apply to any
individual contained under genus, as is clear, because neither
Socrates nor Plato etc. is thus formally a genus. However this
description does apprly to all individuals contained under the general
entity genus, for exazple to the genus substance or to the genus

quantity,
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Cap.VIII De Divisione Definitionis

20 (Sed pro differentia inter terminum primae intentionis et terminum
secundae intentionis eet notandum, quod terminus primae intentionis
est terminug significans suum significatum non connotande singularitatem,
univers: (itatem, ut iste terminus "homo" et iste terminus "animal" etc..
Et illa res significata ut sic vocatur res primae intentionis, Termminus

25 secundze irtentionis est terminus significans suum significatum
superconnotande universslitatem vel particularitatem, ut iste terminus
“homo commmnis™, "homno singularis", "genus®, “species", "individuum®,
"gingulare®, “communicabile®, "incommunicabile®. Quodlibet illorum
terminorum sisnificat suun significatum et connatat ultra illud

30 significetum universalitatem, particularitatem vel singularitatem,
ut iste terminus “"homwo communis™ significat speciem humanam et

connotat ulira illam cummunicabilitatem.)

NON EXTAT IN MSS CDE.
22-2%, universalitetem vel particularitatem sive singularitatem B,
2%« et om.Bes 28, guodlibet enim istorum B. 29. ultra am) ultisug B

$1=32; st uitra illud eonnetat commupisgbilitates I,
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Chap.VIII Defiritional Modes

(However with respect to the difference between a term of
first intention and a term of second intention it should be noted
that a term of first intention is &2 term standing for its significate
without connoting singularity or universality, e.g. the term "man"
and the term "animal™ etc.. And whatever is so signified is called
an object of first intention. 4 term of second intention iz a term
standing for its significate, however comnoting beyond this
universality or partilculnri.ty, €.e the terms "man in general"®,
"man in particular", “genus ", “"species", "individual", "singular
entity", "communicable entity®, "incommunicable entity". Each of
thes terms signifies its signifdcate and beyond this counotes
some universal, particular or singular nature. For example, the
term "man in general" signifies the human species and beyond it

connotes universality,
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(Capitulum Nonum)

(DUBIUM PRIMUM)

Circa praedicta dubitatur primo numquid sunt infinita universalia
praeter illa quinque, quod sic arguitur. Illa guingue universalia
conveniunt in hoc, guod sunt universalia, Igitur praeter illa est
dare sextum universale commune isiis, in quo conveniunt. Tunc ultima,

5 1illa sex universalia conveniunt in hoc, quod sunt universalia,
Igitur est dare septimum universale, in quo conveniunt: et sic in
infinitum, Confirmatur consequentia, quia sequitur bene "isti
homines singulares conveniunt in hoc, quod sunt homines". Igitur
preeter illos est dare hominem communem illis, Igitur conformiter

10 sequitur in alio., Et conformiter potest moveri numquid Socrates et
homo communis sunt duo homines, sicut hoc commune genus et hoc
commune universale sunt duo universalia iuxta probata,

Quantum ad illud dubium, megalur quod praeter illa quinque
universale eat dare infinita universalia. Immo omne universale per se

15 praeter ens commune est formaliter genus, species, differentia,
proprium vel accidens, secundum prius declarata. Et sic concedendum,
quod praeter illa est dare sextum universale, scilicet ens in communi,
in quo conveniunt in hoc quod sunt entia. Sed non ultima est procedendum,
cum illud sit communissimum., Tamen praeter illa non est dare sexlun

20 universale, in quo conveniunt in hoc quod sunt universalia: quod petit
dubium, Et sic conceditur, gquod est dare universale, in quo illa guingue
conveniunt in hoc quod sunt universali: et hoc est hoc commune universale.
Non tamen est concedendum, qued illa quingue et hoc commune universale

sunt formaliter sex universalia. Unde numquam concedenda est praedicatio

CeIXs 1. primo dubitatur CD / infinita sunt B, 2. ists quingue EC 7
ista quingque ¥CD, 4. commune A, commune illis B, commune istis D,
comsune istis quinque C / in quo conveniunt om.CDE,/ tunc illa 4B,

et tunc ultima ista C, et tunc ultima illa DE, 6. igitur (praeter
ista) add.CD, 7. confirmatur ratio C / quia sequitur A, quia sequitur
bene CD, quia bene sequitur E, sequitur bene om.B, 8, isti duo
homines B, isti homines singulapes sunt homines CD, illi homines
singulares sunt homines k. 9, istos CE / communem istis E. 11, et
homo in communi C / et hoc om.B. 12. iuxta om.C. 13. istud BC /

ista BE, 14. est ponere CDE / universalia om.C / immo om.AE.
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Chapter Nine

¥IRST DOUBT

Concerning the foregoing, first of all it is doubted whether
there might not be an infinite number of universals ; ..t from these
five. And the argument runs thus. These five universals have in common
the fact that they are uwiiversals, Therefore it is possible to posit
besides them a sixth universal, which is common to them and in which
they agree. And finally these six universals have ih common the
fact that they are universal. Therefore a seventh universal can be
posited, which the previous six have in common. And so on ad infinitum.

The logic of the argument is confirmwed, because it is valid to
argue that these individual men have in common the fact that they
are men: therefore it is possible to posit a man common to theam.
Thus the argument is similarly valid in the first case., And similarly
it is possible to ask whether Socrates and man in general are two men
in the same way that genus in general and universal in general are
two universals, as has already been established,

And as far as the particular doudbt is concerned, it must be
denied that an infinite number of universals can be assuued besides
the five universals given, On the contrary, every universzl per
se, apart from Being in general, is formally a genus, & species,

@& difference, a property or an accident, as has been made clear in
the foregoing. And thus it must be admitted, that it is possible to
posit a sixth universal besides these, namely Being in general, in which
the other five agree in so far as they are beings. But we should

not proceed tc the end of this argument, because this sixth universal
is Being in its most general sense. So it is not possible to posit

a sixth universal besides these five, which they all hold in common
by virtue of the fact that they are universals, which is the point
at doubt. Thus we can allow that it is possible to have 2 universals
in which these five agree in so far asz they are universale and this
is general universality. But we should not admit that these five and

snsn lesmsnmal 4m oonowe]l saeme FawmaTle amds ssvmiveanasdas



(cont.) 15. citra ens commune E. 16. et est concedsndum B, et sic est
concedendum CE, 17. praeter ista ou ' ue universalia B, praeter ista CE /
es$ ponere ©T / cextum om.D / ems commune CDE, 18, sit procedendum B,

19. praster ista B, praeter is%a quingue C / non om.C / est ponere DE /
septimum A, 21. et tunc CD¥ / concedatur. 23, quinque universalia B,

24, numquem ect conecidcond: CDE,
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CapeIX Dubium Primium

25 formalis termini secundae lntentionis cum termino numerali de aliguidtus,
ubi iste terminus secundae intentionis significat primarie unum illorum,
licet sit concedenda, ubi non sic.

Exempla primae partis regulae sunt talias hoc commune animal
et hoc commune genus non sunt forwaliter duo genera, nec illa guingue

30 et hoc commune universale sunt formaliter sex universalia, quia
praedicatum tam in prima praedicatione quam in secunda significat
primarie unum comparatorum. Exempla secu:dae partis regulae sunt
talia: homo et asinus sunt formaliter duae species, quia hoc praedicatum
"species" non significat primarie horinem nec asinum, Etiam substentia

35 et gquantitas sunt formaliter duae praedicamenta, gquia hoc praedicatum
"praedicamentun” non significat primarie substantiem nec quantitatem.
In praedicatione tamen secundum essentiam est concedendum, quod
animal commune et hoc commune genus sunt duo genera: immo sunt omnia
geners, non tamen foxrmaliter.

40 Et conformiter dicitur ad dubium motum, quod in praedicatione
secundum essentian Socrates et home communis sunt duo hocines, non
tamen in praedicatione formali, quia bomo communis est omnes homines,
In casu tamen, guod Socrates sit omnis homo, negandum est, guod
Sccrates el homo communis sunt duo homines. Unde terminus numeralis

45 additus termino primae intentionis limitat ad suppositionem personalem.
Et sic idem est dicere "Socrates et homo communis sunt dvo homines™ et
"sunt duo singulares homines"™, quod repugnat casui, Immo in isto
casu Socrates et homo comrunis sunt homines, et tamen nec finiti

nec infiniti., Ista tamen conclusio foret impossibilis de talibus, quae

23« quingue universelia B. 24. numquam est concedenda CDE, 25. cum
aliquibtus ¥, 26. ille terminus B,/ illorum %mpﬂntom) add. E.

27. non sit C, non sic (ete,) add.ECE, 28, (et sic) exempla add.D.

29. ista BC, illa quinque (universalia) add.B. 30, et hoc) in hoc B /

sex om.D. 31. praedicatione) propositione 4, 33. talia om.B / et om.D /
(nec) hoc add.C. 33-34. hoc commune species AB. 34. non om.EC, non) nec DE /
primarie significat D / etiam) et DE, 36. hoc praedicatum om.AB /

hoc primarie significat D, 38. hoc commune animal BD, 39, duo genera

(quia hoc commune genus est duo genera) add.DE. 40. et conformiter om.B.
41-42 non tamen) sed non D, tamen om.E. 42. homo in commzuni P



Chap. Nine First Doubt (38)

And so the formal predication ol a term of second intention with
a numeral is never permissable of any group of things when the temm
of second intention signifies primarily one of those things, although
it is permissable when this is not the case.

Examples of the firsl part of the rule are such: animal in
general and genus in general are not formally two genera, not are
the five predicables and universal in general formally six universals,
because the predicate both in the first and in the second predication
given above signifies primarily one of the parts of the subject.
Examples of the second part of the rule are such: man and ass are
formally two species, because the predicate “species" signifies
primarily neither a man nor an ass. And substance and quantity
are formally two Categories, because the predicate "Category™ signifies
neither substance nor juantity primarily. However in predication
according to essence it must be admitted that animal in general
and genus in general are two genera, in fact constitute all genera,
but not formally however.

One could reply along the same lines to the doubt put forward
that in essential predication Socrates and man in general are
two ment however in formal predication this would be fnpossible, as
man in general constitutes all men. However in the case where Socrates
cons$ituted all men, it would have to be denied that Socrates and
man in general were two men. Hence the conjunction of a numeral and
a term of first intention implies a limitation to personal supposition.
mmnsitumomounyﬁ;t%ontonmdmmgonora.laro
two men and that they are two indiyidual men, which is contredictery.

For in this case, Socrates and miin 48 ceneral are men znd yet they
are neither definite men nor indefinite men. It would however be

impossible to draw this conclusion with regard to the sort of things,

43, homo on.C. 44, duo homines (etc.) add.C. 46. communis (tamen) add.C.
47. homines singulares B / casui om.D / isto casu ED, in casu isto C,
ih casu illo E, in illo casu A. 48. homines ( et sunt duo homines
singulares) add.B / tamen om.A%,
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CapeIX Dubium Primum (3¢
sunt formaliter homines.

(Si haec praedicatio esset concedenda "homo communis est formaliter
homo™, tunc sic forma praedicati est humanitas sive communigabilitas,
quae humanitas est convertibilis cum presedicato, ita est in facto.

Sed secundum praedicationem datam, communicadbilitas esset forma, gquae
includeretur in significatae termini “homo". Et sic homo esset humanitas,
quae tunc non esset forma, sed ipsemet homo, et communicabilitas, gquae
esset eius forma, Et sic iste terninus "homo" significaret humanitatem
et communicabilitatem, sicut et isti termini "homo communis", cym dicitur
homo commsunis, communicabilitas est forma hominis,)

Unde homo com:uunis non est formaliter homo, sed identitate, quia
tunc esset forma sul ipsius, licet sit formaliter homo communis, quia
communicabilitas formaliter sibi inest.

Et 81 gquaeratur in quo conveniunt omnia universalia in hoc quod
sunt universalia, dicitur quod in hoc communi "universale®, Et illud
in se ipso convenit cum omnibus aliis universalibus: et communicatur
sibi ipsi et omnibus aliis universalibus, quia praedicatur de se
identitate et de aliis tamguam superius, sicut species humana et omnes
homines conveniunt specialite in eadem specie, ne sit proceasus in
infinitum in speciebus humanis,

Et si obiciatur, quod infinita sunt universalia secundum numerum,
eo quod sunt infinitae species numerorum et figurarum ifuxta Boetiums:
immo fortius, infinitae sunt species animalium, quia duo animalia
diversarum specierum coeuntia generant animal tertiae speciei iuxta

Philosophos, illud igitur commixtum cum animali alterius speciei

1. (unde) sl add.B, 51-59. Si haec — forma hominis om.CDE. 55s (istius)
termini add.B, 56-57. sed ipdemet — forma om.B. 57-58. humanitas et
communicabilitas A, 62, sibi formaliter inest EDE, 65, universalibus
aliis A, 65-66, et communicatur — aliis om.B. 66, universalibus

aliis A / quae praedicantur AE / se om.B. 60. specialiter AB. 71.
secundum Boetium 4B, 72. sunt infinitae B / species om.B / eo quod AB.
73 diversarum specierum om.D / specie tertiae D. 74. illud) idem 3D /
igitur) autem E, igitur (animal) add.B.



Chap. IX First Doubt (40)

which are formally men,

(Por if the predication "man in general is formally a man® is
admitted, then the form of the predicate is humanity or
communicability and this humanity converts with man and thus does so
in reality. Put according to the rredication given, communicebility
would constitute the form, which would thus be included in what is
signified by the term "man®., And thus man would be identical with
huu;nity, which itself would not constitute the form of man, but man
himgself, and with communicability, which would be ita form. And thus the
term “man" would signify humanity and communicability, just as in the
case of the term "man in general™, by which man in general is expressed,
communicability is the form of man.)

Hence, man in general is not formally a man, but is so by
identity, because otherwise he would constitute the form of himself,
although he is formally "man in gereral", because communicability inheres
formally in itself,

And if the question were put, as to what all universals have in
common, that makes them universals, the answer is that they have the
universal universal in common: and that this has all the other universals
in common with iteelf and is common to itself and to 21l other
universals, because it is predicated of itself by virtue of identity
and of the others in the manner of a superior. In the same way the
human species and all men have in common belonging specifically to
the same species, otherwise there would be an infinite regression in
the human specles.

And suprose the objection were to be made that universals are
numerically infinite, because there is an infinite number of species
of numbers and figures, as Foethius says, and, to give a more concrete
example, because there is an infinite number of species of animals,
because two animals of different speciee eopulating yroduce an animal

of a third species, as Aristotle says, and this third animal mating

with an animal of another species...
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generabit animal quartae speciei: et sic in infinitum. Secundo sic:
nulla est species specialissima in genere animalis, quia non homo,
eo quod sunt dvae per se species sub homine, scilicet vir communis et
mulier communias,.

Ad primum dicitur, quod non est inconveniens infinitas esse
species accidentium, et hoc saltem gquantur:ad nos. Fec tamen propter
hoc sunt infinitae species substantiarum nec animalium, Et conceditur,
fuxta sententiam Porphirii, quod animal generatum ab animalibus
differentibus in specie est alterius speciei quam aliqued illorum,
Kec potest illud animal generare aligqued animal ulterius propter
intrinsecas qualitates latentes ex parte complexionis, sicut nec
Phoenix, Et licet illud animel habeat potentiam generativam, non
tamen potest generare, sicut nec homo, cum devenerit ad certam
eetatem, potest procedere in actum generandi, Ad secundum dicitur
negando, quod vir et mulier sunt per se species sub homine, cum
contingit idem individuum esse virum et mulierem, ut ratet de

hermaphroditis,

75. generat CDE / sic (quia) add.CDE, sic (quod) add.D. T6. sub genere 3B /
eo qued) quia BS. 77. per se species om.C, species per se BD / vir in
comruni B. 78, mulier in comwuni By 79. primum (istorum) add.B,

§illorum) add.A. 80, quantum (pertinet) add.A. 81. conceditur)

est concedendum B, 83, in.om.A, specialite DE / est om.B. 84.

aliquod animal ulterius) aliud alterius B, 86. et (sic) add.BECD,

87. devenerit) pervemerit 2. 89. negando om.E, 90. patet) per C,

91. sicut hermaphrodita B / .



Chap.lX First Doubt (42)

would produce an animal of a fourth species and so on
ad infinitum. And secondly suppose it were to be objected that
there is no lowest-order species in the genus animal, because even
man is not such a one, as there are two species per se of a lower
order than man, namely man in general and woman in general.

To the first objection the reply is that it is not implausible,
that there should be an infinite number of species of accidents,
at least as far as we can know them. However there are not, by
virtue of this possibility alone, an infinite number of species
of substances or animals and it sust bte admitted in accordance with
the opinion of Porphyry, that an animal generated by animals differing
in species is of a different species to either parent, however this
animal cannot at & later date generate another animal, because its
intrinsic qualities are latent as far as regeneration are concerned,
as is the case.with the Phoenix. And although such an animal possesses
a generative potential, it does not reproduce, as neither does man,
for only when he reaches a certain age can he begin to reproduce,
To the second objection the answer is to deny that men and women
are per se species subordinate to man, for it does happen, that the
gzme individual is both & man and & women, &8s is clear in the case

of hermaphrodites,
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CapeX Dubium Secundum
arguendi in talibus terminis, sic est arguendum: homo communis non
currit et homo communis est formaliter aliquid, quod est homo, igitur.. etc..
Et tunc minor est falsa.

Ad secundam conclusionem dicitur negando illam. 't conceditur
regula assumpta et ulterius negatur, quod res universalis est formaliter
non quanta, cum illa non sit praedicatio formalis essentialis, cum nulla
negatio pura sit de formall essentia quiditativa alicuiue universalis,
Hec illa praedicatioc est praedicatio formalis accidentalis, cum nulla
talis negatio pura sit accidens formaliter inhaerens universali,

Ex quibus infertur, quod in praedicationem secundum essentiam sunt
concedendae tales prae‘icationes: Socrates est aliud ab homine ot aliud
a Socrate, quia est hoc aliud ab homine et hoc est aliuvd a Socrate,
demonstrando animal commune. Capiendo 1llum terminum "aliud"®™ in
neutero genere substantivato, tamen negatur, quod Socrates est aliud
2 Socrate vel differt a Socrate, Et egi erguitur sie: Socrates differt
ab homine in communi, igitur non e=t homo communis, negatur consequentia
nec arguitur ab exposito ad eius exponentem. Sed talis propositio
debet sic probari. Aligua retio inest formaliter Socrati, quae non
ineet homini in communi, wvel e contra, igitur Socrates differt ad
homine in communi, Et antecedens patet, quia singularitas inest formaliter
Socrati et non formaliter homini in comxuni, et e contra universalitas

inest formaliter homini in communi et non formaliter Socrati, igitur etc..

27. smxkx et om.4 / est minor C / falsa (etc.) add.C, 28, conclusionen om.C /
conceditur) concedatur A. 29, assumpta AD, sumpta BC, assignate £ /
negatur ulterius E. 30, illa om.C / praedicatio formalis essentialis)
formaliter essentialis. 31. pura om.BCDE / universalis) vel B,

32, praedicatio post est om.ABC / formalis) formaliter A, 33. pura)
prima C / formaliter accidens C. 35. tales praedicationes concedendse C /
praedicationes) propositiones B', praedicationes (scilicet) =dd,E,

36=39. quia est == & Socrate ome.he 36 Socrate (vel differt a Socrate)
add.CB, vel guod differt a Socrates add.A / (et) guia add.E / est

om.B*' / hoc post est omeDe/ €8t OmeB. 37. animal in communi B* /

istum D / aliud) animal B', 38, aliud) alius C, 39. differt e Socrate)
alius ab homine C / sic om.C / (quod si) Socrates add.C / (si) Socrates
add.B, 40. homine communi DE. 41. ad (unam) eius add,BC. 42, formeliter
inest CDe 43. (formaliter) inest CDE / homini communi DE /. 44. homini
communi DE./ petet) est verum D / formaliter inest CD, 45. formaliter
omeB' / homini communi DE, 46, formaliter inest C / formaliter inest
B'DE / igitur) ideo C / igitur etc. om.C.
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in respect of the proposition containing the nub of the argument,
Man in general does not run and man in general is formally a thing
that is man, therfore... and so on. Thus the minor premiss is seen
to be false.

To the second argument the reply is to deny it, The rule adopted
is admitted. Finally it is denied that & universal thing is not
formally quantifiable as such, because the predication here is not
formal and essential, since one cannot properly negate the formal
quiditative essence of any universal. Hor is this predication a formal
and accidental predication, because such a negation cannot be
properly an accident, inhering in a universal,

From this it is infered that predications such as the following
are to be admitted in essentizl predication, e.g. Socretes is
sonething other than man and something other than Sécrates, because
peinting to animal in general, this is something other than man
and something other than Socrates. llowever taking the phrase "something
other than" as a neuter substantive, it is denied that Socrates is
something other than Socrates or that he differs from Socrates.

And if one argues thus: Socrates differs from man in general and

thus is not identical with man in general, one must deny that the
argument is valid, nor can one argue from what is explained to what
explains it. However a proposition of this type should be lemonstrated
thust there is some principle formally inherent in Socrates, which is
absent from man in general, or to put it another way, Socrates is
different from man in general, The antecedent is clearly true,

because singularity formally inheres in Socrates and not in man in
general., And on the other hand universality férmally inheres in man in

general and not in Socrates.



(45) (Capitulum Decimum)
(DUBIUM SECUNDUM)
Secundo dubitatur mvaquid universale sit suum singulare, quod
sic patet ex declaratis, quod non arguitur. Guia primo sequitur,
quod omnis homo currit et aliguid, quod est homo, mon currit: quia
ponitur, quod omnis homo currat, tunc patet prima pars: et secunda
5 probatur, quia home comrunis non currit et howmo communis est aliquid,
quod ezt homo, iuxta concessum: igitur... etc.. Patet consequentis,
quia est sillogismus expositorius.
Secundo sequitur, quod quantum est non quantum, Probatur, quia
iuxte opinionem, quande sunt duae denominationes oppositae, guarum
10 una praedicatur formaliter de re communi et alia formaliter de singulari,
tunc corcedenda est praedicatio secundum essentiam unius de reliqua,
Ut, gquia homo communis est formaliter communicabilis et formaliter
indivisibilis, et homo singularis eat formaliter singularis et
divisidbilis, ideo conceditur, quod universale est singulare et
15 indivisibile est diviasibile. Igitur, cum res singularis sit formaliter
quanta et res communis formaliter non quanta, concedendum est, quod
quantum eat non quantum.
Ad primum negatur conclusio reducta in oppositum dubium, et admittatur
casus, et negatur secunda pars conclusionis, scilicet: aliquid, quod
20 est homo, non currit, Et negatur consequentia ulterius facta pro
pr.atione 11liuss nec est sillogiomus expositorius nisi medius
terminus esset supponens pro individuo, et non pro communi, vel
aliter terminus inferior ad meiorem extremitatem vel ad minorem,

quorum neutrum hic reperitur. Unde ad hoec, quod teneat modus

CeXt 1, svum AE'D, apud B, um: .E'._Z’._(ot) quod non add.JC'D_/
primo) tunc D. 3. quia) guod o quia ponitur) probatur et
ponitur C, 4, ponitur) prohtur B / (et) tunc add,B / prima (parte)
add.B, prima pars patet C. 7. consequentia) consequens B / expositorius
(Notandum quod quando alicuod accidens recipit inceptionem, quam
ttribuit suo subiecto, tunc suscipit seipsam mediante se et non
iante alia, ut Socrates, qui iam primo incipit esse et has (7)

mediante alia inceptione, tunc ista inceptio incipit esse mediante
seipsa, quia ista est aliquod accidens et % illud accidens recipit
inceptionem quam attribuit suc subiecto) add.B, §. est om.E / non

est C, 9. quandocumque A, 10, de re communi formaliter C / &lia) aliud A



Chapter Ten (46)

SECOND DOUBT

In the second place it is doubted whether a universal is the
same as its particular, which notion is clear from, but not discussed
in the foregoing. For the first argument runs thus: every man
runs and something, which is a man, does saot run, It is assumed,
that all emn run, thus the first part of the argument is clearly
true. And the second part is seen to be proved, since man in general
does not run and man in general is something, which iz a man, as
has been previocusly admitted, therefore.... etc.. The validity
of the argument is clear, because it is an expositorial syllogism.
The second argument runs thus, that a thing of a certain formal
character is not of that chararcter, This is seen to be proved,
because following generally held views, when one has two accidents
with opposite denominations, of which one is formally predicated
of a general!thing and the other of a singular thing, then one must
allow essential predication by one of the other, For example, since
man in general is formally universal and formally indivisible and man
in particular is formally singular and divisible, one must admit that
a universal thing is singular and that an indivisible thing is
divisible, Thus, since a singular thing may be formally characterised
as universal and a universal thing is seen to be characterised as
singular, it is admitted that a thing of a certain formal character
is not of that character.

In reply to the first argument, the conclusion drawn from the point
at doubt cited is denied. The generalisation adduced is admitied, but
the second part of the conclusion, namely “something, which is a man,
does not run" is denied, Then the argument put forward finally to
prove this is deniede For can the syllogism be said to be expositorial
unless the middle term is seen to stand for & particular thing, not
for a general thing, or unless it be a term inferior to the extreme

term of either the major or the minor premiss. But neither of these
€ i



two cases occurs here. Thus one should argue in the fellowing manner ...

(cont.) formaliter om.C / de (re) singulari 8dd.Cl, 15, indivisibilisO
divisidilis £ / est om.B / formaliter (homo) add.C. 14. divisibilis)
indivisibilis £ / concedendum A, conceditur CDE, concedatur B /
singulare est universale A, singulare est universale om.B. 15. est om.CDE /
igitur om.B / cum res singuleris sit formaliter gquania) res quanta
singularis sit formaliter B / res (quanta) singularis CDE, 16. communis
(sit) formaliter add.? / quod om.B. 19. scilicet (gumod) AC, 20-21,
pro probatione illius om.i. 21. (dicere) sillogismus add.mg.D /
expositorus DE, 22. (tunc) esset 2dd,E / (medius) supronens zdd,? /
om.E, 23, ad post vel om,BCDE. 24. neutrum) nullum AD / teneat
mlia) add.B,
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(Capitulum Undecimum)
(DUBIUM TERTIUM)

Tertio dubitatur numquid tales praedicationes sunt concedendae
de universalibus: scilicet "homo communis currit®™, "homo communis
est albus™ etc.. Guod non patet ex praedictis et quod sic arguitur.
Accidentia talia universalia primo subiectantur non in individuisy
igitur in communibus. Et per consequens primo denominant communia,

Item illa est vera: "homo communis currit®, sic primarie
significando probatur hominem communem currere est veritas. Bt sic
illa primarie significat, igitur...etc.. Antecedens prodatur sic.

Illa est vera:"homo currit™, ut suprosito, et illa primarie significat
hominem communem currere, igitur...etc.. Minor arguitur sic: subiectum
illius significat primarie hominem comsunem et alia pars significat
currere. ‘gitur tota propositio significat primerie hominem communem
currere, Et per consequens istae propositiones simpliciter convertuntur:
"homo currit® et "homo communis currit®. Sed una eat vera, igitur et
alia,

Pro isto dubio est dicendum, quod tale accidens universale “abet
duplex subiectum primum, scilicet quo ad dependentiam, et sic universale
est eins sublectum primum, vel quo ad denominationem, et sic singulare
vel aggregatum ex singularibus est eius subiectum primum, Verbi
gratia: risibilitas communis quo ad dependentiam prime subiectatur
in specie humana, sed quo ad denominationem seguae pridem subiectatur
in quolibet homini singulari vel in aggregato ex omnibus hominibus.

Et tunc non valet conseguentia facta:" . alia universalia accidentia

primo subiectantur in communibus, igitur primo denominat comsunia”,

CeXI: 1. praedicationes) propositiones A. 2. scilicet om.C, secilicet)

sicut 4 / homo communis post currit om.AD. 3. etc om.B / patet)

constat C / ex praedictis om.E / quod om.B / sublectantur (et) add.ABC.

4. in universalibus AB, universalia CDE / in ante individuis om.D.

5. communibus) universalibus B. 6. (secunio) Item add.E / illa) ista C
(praecise) primerie add.C, (praecise et) primarie add.B, primarie

(praecise) add.D, (praecise vel) primarie add.E, 7. communem om.D.

8. (praecise) primarie add.CE, primarie (praecise) add.D / antecedens

sic ABC, antecedens probatur sic DE. 9. illa est) ista est 2C /

ut supposito om.EE / (praecise et) primarie add.B, (praecise)

primarie add.C, primarie (praecise) add.D, 10, etc. om.C / arguitur

om,BCDE, 11, illius) istius B / primarie significat E / significat



Chapter Eleven
THIRD DCUBT

In the third place it is doubted whether predications such as
the following are to be admitted in respect of universals, namely
"man:in general runs®, "man in general is white" etc.. This is not
cleaxr from the loregoing, but is argued as following, Such universal
accidents primarily tate as their subjects, not particulars, but
common entities. And thus as a result, they primarily denote comcon
entities,

Further, it is true that man in geseral runs, thus in its
primary sense, the truth of the proposition "man in general runs"
is proved. And the proposition thus has a primary meaning, therefore
sse8nd 80 one The antecedent is proved in this way: it is true that
man yunas, but because it has supposition, it primarily signifies
man in general running, therefore...and so on, The minor premiss is
aryued in this wayt its subject primarily stands for man in general
and the other part stands for running. So the whole proposition
primarily means that man in general runs., And consequently these
propoasitions directly convert: "man runs"™ and "man in general runs”,
One is true, so the other is also.

As far as the former doubt 1s concerned, we must state that
a universzl accident of the above kins has two types of primary
subject, that is, wvitk respect to dependency, where a universal is
its primary subject, and with respect to denotation, where a
particular or a sum of particulars is its primary subject. For
example, in its general sense, the ability to laugh with respect to
denotation has as its subject the human species, but with respect to
dependency finds its subject equally in any man in particuiar or in
the sum of all men., And thus the argument as set out does not stand,
that is that universal accidents of this sort primarily take their
subjects from among common entities and that Rhey primarily denote

common entities.

(over)

(48)



(cont.) om.B. 12. (praecise et) primarie add.B, primarie om.E. 13.
istae) illae B, istae (duase) add.B / convertuntur simpliciter EC,
eimpliciter om.E. 14. sed una est vera) sed vera est B, 16, dicendum
est D, est om.E, 17. primum) primo B / scilicet om.B. 1¢. @ius om.i.
21, prides) primo B / subliectatur om.CDE. 22, homini) efus C / in ante
ag regato om.B, 23. tunc) sic CIUE / valet (talis) add.CE / facta om.C /
talia om.C. 24. primo om.E.
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quia antecedens est verum, loguendo de subiectatione quo ad dependent-
iam, et consequens falsum., Vel potest dici, quod talia acciderntia
communia implicant sua subiecta prima esse per se mobilia, Ideo non
primo denominent communia, sed primo denosminant res singulares. £t sic
accidentia remote denominant sua communia, ut in neutero genere: "homo
communis est album, risibile” etc..

Ad secundum negatur, guod illa est vera: "homo communis currit®
sed illa est vera: "homo currit" in casu posito. Et negatur ulterius,
quod illa significat primarie hominem communem currere, &t non valet
congequentia ulterius facta "subiectum significat primarie hominem
communen ot alia pars signficat currere, igitur...etec,". Antecedens
enim est verum In suppositione pergonali, sed non in suppositione
simplici, quia iste terminus "homo™ significat primarie naturam
humanam, ouil ineat communicabilitas, sed non significat primarie
illam naturam, ut ipsa est communicabilis. Et hoc oportet addere
ad hoc, gquod argumentum valeret. Unde iste terminus "homo" significat
hominem communem, ac etiam iste terminus "homo terminus", sed dicperiter.
Ideo non convertuntur, quis primus significat primerie naturam, cui
inest communicabilitas, et alius significat illam naturam, ut ipsa
est comsunicabilis,

Patet etiam quomodo modus arguendi non valet in assimili: capiendo
illam propositionem "asinus est hominis™, eubiectum primarie significat
"aginum" et verbum “esse" et praedicatum primarie "hominem", igitur
tota propositio significat primarie asinum esse hominem, Dato enim

consequente, istae duse propositicnes convertuntur: “asinus est homo"

25. (et) quo ad add.B. 26. et consequens falsum om.CDE / vel) unde & /
27. implicantia CDE / ideo om.CDE, 28. communia) sua individua C,
om., E / sed (sua individua) add,DE / sic (illa) add,DE, 29, sua communia)
illa singuleria CDE / ut in neutero genere) sicut accidentia singularis .
¢ contra remote denominant universalia in talibus praedicationibus CLE,
30. risibile etec, om.¥. 31. negatur) dicitur negande B / 1lla) haecc C,
32, sed) et € / 111a) haee C / in casu posito "homo currit" & /

“et negatur) sed negatur Be 33. primarie significat E. 34. facta
ulterius C / (ibidem) subiectum add.C / subiectum (illius) add.C /
primarie om.B. 35, significat om.C / et alia pars significat currere)
etc.DE, 36. enin o=.D. 3T. iste) ille E. 38, humanam om.,CDE, 39.
oporteret CDE /40, valerete argumentum © / valeat E / iste ) ille E.



Chap.XI Third Doubt . (50)
so speaking of taking a subject with respect to dependency, the
antecedent is true and the consequent is false. Or one could say
that general accidents of this sort im; ly that their primary
subjects are per se mobile. Thus they do not primarily denote
common entities, but singular things. And therefore accidents
secondarily denote their general forms, for example in the neuter
gender: "man in general is a white thing, is something capable
of lau;htexr" etc..

In reply to the second argument it is denied that "man in general
runs"” is true. However "a man runs" is true in the example given.
And finally it is denied that this latter proposition primarily
signifies that man in general runs. And the last argument set out
i.e. that "the subject primerily means man in general and the other
part means running, therefore...and so on" is not $rue. For the
antecedent is true in personal supposition but not in simple supposition,
because the term "man" primarily signifies that human nature, in which
universality exists, but does not primarily mean the nature, which is
itself universal. And this limitation should be added tc the argument

for it to hold true.
For this reason the term man signifies man in

general and so does the phrase "man in general®, but in a different
waye ihus these two terms do not convert, as the first primarily
signifies the entity, in which universality exists, and the other
signifies the entity, which is itself universal.

It is thus clear that any such way of arguing will be false,
and for similar reasons: for taking the proposition "an ass is of
man", the subject primarily siinifies "an ass" and the verb "being"
and the predicate primarily signifies "a man®”, Therefore the whole
proposition is suppesed to signify yrisarily that an ase iz & man.
S0 given that the consequant is true, these two propositions
eonvert: “am aas fu = we=® an® “an ase Is of man™, which is not true.

But it would be necessary that these two propositions were synonymous
(over)



Econt.) 41. iste) ille E. 42, (illan; naturam add.CDE / naturam
humanam) add.A. 43, alius (terminus) add.CDE / naturam (communem)
add, AR / ipsa om.B. 45. (quomodo) quod B / modus om.A. 46, illam)
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50 et "asinus est hominis™, quod non est verum. Sed oportet, quod illa
duo praedicata sunt sinomima et eodem modo significandi significarent
hominem, quod non est verum.

(Capitulum Duodecimum)
(DUBIUM QUARTUM)

Quarto dubitatur de communicabilitate universalium. Et videtur,
quod una species srecialissima est alia magis communicabilis, quia
quanto una species communicatur, tanto est communicabilis, Sed una
species specialiesims pluribus communiecatur quam alia, sicut species

punoti quam species humana, igitur...etc.. Et per idem deducitur, guod

Vi

aliqua species specialissima est communior certo genere subalterno,
quia specles puncti pluribus communicatur quam genus animalis,
igitur...etc..

Pre illo dubio est notandum, quod communicabilitas universalis

10 est una passio absoluta, consequens naturam universalem, quae attenditur
penes distantiam universalis ab esse individuali et non penes hoc,
quod tale universale pluriius communicatur. Unde aeque communicabilis
east species humana in casu, quod Cocrates sit omnis homo, ac si essent
mille milia hominum, quia tunc $ante distat ab esse individuali,

15 @sicut unquam alias., Lt sic est crdo in communicabilitate universalium,
quia species specialissimas sunt minimae cémrunes, deinde genera
subalterna per ordinem, deinde praedicamenta, et sic usque ad ens, quod
est maxime com:zune, gquia maxime distat ab esse individuali,

Et per hoc negatur maior argumenti, quod quanto species communicatur,

20 tanto est comsmunicabilis, quia illa implicat aequalitatem inter

50, 11la) ista B, 51. sunt sinonima) sinonime CL: / et) in &,

52. quod non est verum) quod falsum est 5 / verum (ete,) add.E.
CeXIlz 1. de om.} / gnunquid universale sit suum universale, gquod
sic patet: I'ro dicta) communicabilitate add.B / de om.? / et (uic)
add,B, 2. quia) quod E. 3, (in) quanto C / species ante communicatur
on.C / (pluribus) comsunicatur add.C / (in) tanto add.C / est (magis)
add,C / una) alique C. #6. aliqua) une B / specialissima om.C /
genere certo C. 7. communicatur pluribus E, 9. illo) isto BEC / est
om.A, notandum est D, 10, naturam universalis A, 11, adb) ed C, 12,
universale tale CE / communicabilis) preedicabilis A, 13. humana om.B /
quod) qua B / sit) esset C / eucnt om.Ee 14 quia) per B, msmmmxmx
16. communes om.C. 1? uante D, (in) quanto add.E / species (sic)
add,C, 20, tante D, .'m’ tanto add.Ce.
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and that they signified man in the same way, which they do not.

In the fourth place the communicability of the universal is
doubted. ind it appears that one infima species io more communicable
than another, because to the same extent that a species is common,
so it is communicable, But one infima species is common to more
things than another, for instance the species of points than the
human species, therefore...and so on, ind from this argument we deduce
that one infima species is more common than some other subaltern genus,
since the species of points is common to more thinga than the genus
animal, therefore...and so on.

As far as this doubt is concerned, it should be noted that the
communicability of a universal is an absolute affection consequent
on the nature of the universal, which is conceived according to the
distance of the universal from particular being and not according to
the fact that the universal is common to many things. Thus species is
equally predicable of the human species, whether Socrates constitutes
21l men or whether there are a million men, because the human species
is as far from individuval being in the one case as in the other.

And thus there is an order in the cosmunicability of uniwersals,
because the infima speciee are the least zeneral, then come the sub=
alter; _cnera and the Categories in the order, and so on up to Ieing,
which is the most general of all, because it is the most distant
from individual being,

By this the major premiss of the argument is denied, i.e. that
a species is communicable to the same extent to which it is

communicated, because this implies an equality between...
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communicabilitatem respeotivam illius universalis et communicanilitatem
absolutanm, quae comparatio non est admittenda, eo qued talis communicabilitas
respective suscipit magis et minus secundum diversa tempora, sed non
illa communicabiltas absoluta. Et sic negatur secundum deductum et
argurentum pro ipso factum, scilicet species puncti pluribus comsunicatur
quam genus animalis, igitur est magis commune.

Et si deducitur sequi: omnés species specialissimas esse aecgue vosunes
et aeque species, eo quod aequaliter dispant ab esse individuali,
et per consequens hoc commune species aegualiter et univoce praedicatur
de rebus diversorum praedicamentorum...dicitur concedendo conazequans,
nec inconveniens aliquod universale per accidens praedicari 2c unlited
et univoce de rebus diversorum praedicamentorum, licet sit iampossibilis
de universale per se. Verbi gratia: esse figuratum praedicatur
aequaliter et univoce de substantia figurata et quantitate figurata,
esge praedicamentum aequaliter praedicatur de qualitate et quantitate.
Et sic hoc commune species, quod est universale per accidens aequaliter
praedicatur de homine, puncto et albedine et sic de aliis singulis speciebus

specialissimas etc..

21. communicabiliate respectiva C / £1lius) ipsius DE, 22, talis om.E /
comrunicabilitas) communicatio CDE, comparatio add.mg.E. 24. illa)
ista B / secundum om.C / et om.P. 25, argumento C / scilicet om.E,
scilicet (quod)add.D / communicatur pluribus D, 26, animal CD,

27. deducatur DE. 29. praedicatur sequaliter et univoce CD., 30,
consecuens) conclusionem 5, 31. inconveniens) universale C / aequaliter
praedicari BC, 32, et univoce om.C / licet (hoc) add.D, 32-35, et
univoce =~ aequaliter praedicatur om.B. 37. esse figuxmrata D,

34. univoce et aequaliter praedicatur E, 3%, et (esse) add.D. 37.
sic om.C. 38. etc, ( cf. CapeX 1. 34-463 Ex quibus -- formaliter
Socrati) add, BC / add.B: Nota, quod non est concedendum, gquod homo
in communi est unum universale, quae est principium quantitatis
discretae, quia tunc sequeretur, quod universale poneret se in
nuzero cum suo sinsulare, quod est falsum. Nota quod duplex est
communicabilitas, scilicet absoluta et respectivat absoluta est
quaedam passio absoluta consequens naturam universalitatis, et
respectiva est quaedam passio consequens naturam comparaxndo illam
ad suo supposito,

A, Expliciunt universalia Myllverley compendiocse compilata,

B, Expliciunt universalia Mylverlay utilia, quod B(uxhale), followed
by diagram of tree of FPorphyry and inscription ™ut logicam, noscas,
fructus ex arbore poscas",

Ce Expliciunt guingue universalia secundum Mulverley,

D, 'xpliciunt universalia Magistri Wilium Mylvyrley. quod (and what
looks like an erasure effected by applying the tip of & licked
finger vigorously to the page)e



Chap.XII Fourth Doubt (54)

the relative communicability of this universal and its absolute
comnunicability. An¢ this comparison should not be admitted, decause
such relative comwunicability admits of various degrees at different
periods in time, however absolute comsunicavility does not. Thus wve
must deny the second conclusion drawn and the argument put forward
on its behalf, namely that the speciea of points is communicated
to more individuals than the genus animal and that it iz thus more
COEi.Olle

And if it is supposed to follow that all infima species are
equally common and eqpally species, because they are equidistant
Irom individual being, and that consequently specics in general
is predicated equally and univocally of instances of different
predicaments, the reply is to admit the consequent, for it is
not iuplau_aible that a universal per accidens should be predicated
equally and univecally of instances of different predicaments,
although it would be impossible of a universal per se. For example,
figurative being is predicated equally and univocally of
figurative substance and figurative guantity, and predicamental
being is equally predicated of quality and of guantity., And
therefore species in general, which is a universal per acecidens, is
predicated equally of man, a point, and of whiteness and similarly
of ;Ach of the infima species.

E, Explicit compendium de quinque universalibus secundum Magister
We Mylverley. Thomas Chawndler,
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(Capitulum Primum)

Cum universalium cognitio, ut testatur Porphirius in suo
livello, ad logicam caeterisque scientiis praebet instrumentum,
ideo restat plus veritatis inter caeteras, ut possidentem peorsequi
penitus in praesenti, supponendo eius causationem huius termini
"universale”,

Aliquid enim est universale causatione, eo quod plura causat.
Et sic merito omnis res, id est universale isteo modo, dicitur
universale, et gquoddam, ut res, dicitur causator. Sic ad istum
sensum asseritur universor, ubi constat, quod inter caeteras res
est Deus isto modo universalis, quia est maxime causatinans,

Secundo modo dicitur universale exemplatione vel ideale,
quod idem est, quod est praesuppositum ad esse rei, secundum
quod sit res et quod stat esse sine tall re,

Tertio est universale receptione illud, quod potest in se plura
ansi vitiosum recipere. Et hoc contingit dupliciter: extrinsice
et independenter vel intrinsice et dependenter, Primo modo dicitur
situs universale, cum plura corpora possit vicissim et independenter
in se recipere, cum tale locatum ab ipso non dependet. Secundo modo
loquendo dicitur materia prima universale, cum plures formas
absolutas dependentes recipiat.

Quarto modo dicitur universale cognitione, quod inducit vel
habet aptitudinem sive dispositionem ad inducendum aliquid in
cognitionem rei. Et hoc contingit dupliciter: vel naturaliter
vel artificialiter., Illud dicitur universale cognitione naturali,
quod naturalem inducit vel habet aptitudinem ad inducendum aliquid
naturaliter in cognitionem rei, accidens respectu substantiae,
Substantia enim est inducibilis in cogrnitionem rei, guamvis non primo

et principaliter. Contingit tamen, quod huiusmodi accidentia inducant

2. scienssis. 7. isto modo my reading. 8. causam . 9. unior,
17. scitus, 18. tali, 19. dicitur) de.23. gquadrupliciter.

(57)
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substantia et accidente, Vel artificimliter el tale universale
praedicatur de ocmnibus suis inferioribus univoce., Et hoec contingit
dupliciter: vel quod idem non superveniat alis natura positiva simplex,
et sic est genus generalissimum, vel quod idem gnpcrvmiat alia

natura talis, Et hoc contingit dupliciter: nam vel idem praedicatur

de rebus diversarum perfectionum essentialium, vel solum de rebus
eiusdem perfectionis essentialis, quod si prime modo, sic dicitur

genus subalternum, si secundo modo, sic dicitur species specialissima,

(Capitulum Secundum)

Pro distinctione tamen habendo inter dicta universalia, scilicet
speciem, differentiam, proprium et accidens, est notandum, quod genus
est natura positiva, simplex et univoca, gquiditative praedicabilis
de rebus diversarum per se perfectionum essentialium, Et hoc contingit
dupliciter: nam vel tale per se continetur vel sub genere generalissimo
et sic est per se genus, vel est in tall genere per reductionem, et sic
est per accldens genus. Et quod aliquod sit genus per eccidens
contingit dupliciter, quia vel fidem est natura positiva, simplex et
univoca, quiditative praedicabilis de rebus diversarum per se
perfectionum essentialium, sicut sensibilitas in commuui, vel aliter
idem est az regatum per accidens, ut animal album.

Species eat natura positiva, simplex et univoca, solum quid=-
itative pracdicadbilis de rebus eiusdem perfectionis essentialis,

Et hoec contingit dupliciter: nam talis species est per se contenta

sub genere tali, et sic est per se species, vel est in illo genere

per reductionem, et sic est species per accidens. Et quod aliquod

sit species per acci ens contingit dupliciter: vel quod tale est natura

positiva, simplex et univoeca, solum guiditative praedicabilis de rebus

Co23 2. e8t) ete 7o per accidens om.
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Cap.I (59)

aliquid in cognitionem rei artificialiter, quia per discursum
quantum de se est illud, faciunt naturaliter, quia diversis modis.
Nem vel tale universale praedicatur de sua specie per se primo
qualitative et substantialiter et sic est differentia substantialis,
ut "homo est rationalis". Vel praedicatur de sua specie per se secundo
qualitative et sic est proprium secundo modo dictum, ut "homo est
risibilis", Vel tertio modo przedicatur per accidens de inferiori
i1liuz speciei et sic dicitur accidens per accidens, ut "iste homo
est albus". Universale cognitione artificiale dicitur idem, quod
inducit aliquid in cognitionem rei pure artificialiter, vel ‘hahett
aptitudinem ad sic inducendum, modo quo terminus dicitur universale,
cum artificialiter sit in cognitionem rei per ipsum significatae.
Et tale dicitur universale locatum et aliud universale naturale.
Juirto modo dicitur universele existentia vel praedicatione, cuius
natura non repugnat esse plura individua separatim, Additur enim
ista particula "cuius natura non repugnat"™ propter unicum solem.
Et huiusmodi, quae non sunt, nec possunt esse plura individua
separatim suis rationibus intrinsecis, non repugnat ipsa formaliter
esse plura individua separatim. Et additur iste terminus "separatim"™
propter quantitatem discretam, quae est multa coniunctim, cum a
probabili omnis talis quantitas discreta sit realiter suae partis.
Et contingit dupliciter: vel quod sit plura divisim non divisa, vel
plura divisim et divisa. Si autem tale universale sit plura divisim
non divisa, sic dicitur universale supponi totum, ut dicuntur ratio,
memoria et voluntas, Si vero sit plura divisim et divisa, hoc contingit
dupliciter: vel quod praedicatur de pluribus secundum prius et
posterius, vel secundum maius et minus. Et sic universale est
aequivocum vel analogum, dicendo idem praedicari secundum maius et
minus, quod participatur de duabus. De prioris uno solo participatur

per inhaerentiam vel comparationem ad aliud, modo quo ens participatur

33, secundo) de, 34. secundo) quarto. 38. inducit) includit in sef
incognitum / pure my reading. 39. inducender. 40, artificialis. 43.
enim) in.44.unicum my reading. 52. ut om.
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eiusdem perfectionis essentialis, ut risidbilitas in communi, vel
aliter est ag: regatum per accidens, ut homo masculus.

Et sic differentia est natura positiva, simplex et univoca,
qualititive preaedicabilis per se primo de specie.

Proprivm est natura positiva, simplex et univoca, ex principiis
quiditativis egrediens, per se secundo praedicabilis de specie.

Accidena est natura positiva, simplex et univoca, ex principiis
intrinsecis qualitativis e rediens, per accidens in specie praedicabilis.

Additur enim ista particula "natura positiva" in praedictis
descriptionibus ad differentiam negativarum veritatum affirmativarum
de praesenti, praeterito et de futuro, ut "hominem non esse asinum®,

Et sic additur iste terminus "simplex" ad differentiam
ageregatorum, quae non sunt per se in genere, iuxta sententiam

Aristotelis dicentis album non esse in genere per se propter suam

. duplicem significationem,

Et additur iste termirus “univoca" ad differentiam transcendentium,
quae secundum communem modum loquendi de suis inferioribus univoce
non praedicantur,

Et causa positionis caeterarum particularum in praedictis

descriptionibus positarum faciliterque advertitur.

(Capitulum Tertium)
Circam istam praecedentem declarationem tale ponitur dubium
numquid genus et species, quae inter caetera universalia digniora

reputantur, sua s#int inferiora, de quibus praedicantur.

20, per) vel / ut) vir / masculus) mastindum, 29. praesenti) posse.
32-33, suam duplicem significationem) suum duplex significare.
3-e advertitur) advertenti,
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vel res primarie significatae per subiectum potest large dici
praedicatio essentialis.

Et sic praedicatio essentialis est formalis. Possumus tamen
distinguere illas ex opposito, vocando praedicatio secundum esezentiam
unam, et aliam formalem. Unde tunc ad priorem descriptionem oportet
addere: "dummodo mulla forma, ut forma inclusa in praedicatio vel
existens praedicatum, requiritur denominative inexistere subiecto,
ut sic", vocando praedicationem texrmini de temino, ubi per praedicatum
denominatur forma forma aliqua, quae est verificationem propositionis
vel secundum talem praedicationem requiritur non inesse formaliter
rei significatae per subiectum.

Et praedicatio formalis rei de re est quando ratio praedicati hoc
est forma, ut forma inclusa in praedicaic vel existens praedicatum,
ut huiusmodi formaliter inest subiecto, ut "homo est animal", “"Socrates
est album", Et dividitur talis praedicatio in praedicationem essentialem
et accidentsleom, Praedicatio formalis essentialis est duplex, ut de
praecedentibus, viz. termini de temmino vel rei de re. Temmini de
termino est quando praedicatum denominatur aliqua forma etc., et tale
praedicatum ept de quiditate subiecti, ut hoc contingit guando species
vel genus praedicatur, et haec pruaedicatio est in quid, vel quando
differentia substantialis praedicatur ¢l vic est in quale, Et talis
pr edicatio per se in quale est duplex: cum alia talis sit in quale
per se primo et alia talis sit in quale per se secundo, Praedicatio
in quale per se primo est quando praedicatur differentia substantialis,
Praedicatio in quale per se secundo est quando praedicatur passio vel

proprietas subiecti, gquae, licet non sit de esse subiecti, cum sit

ipso posterior, tamen per se inecst, cum sublec'um non posset componi

ex suis principiis quiditativis, nisi causaret huiusmodi passionem.

43. praedicationem) praedicatum. 44. denotatur / alia / est Om..
550 denotatur.
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2lio modo potest sumi pro vocabuli assertione, et praedicati
de subiecto et termini de termineo,

tertio modo inter caeteros maxime illud propositum sumitur
praedicari de particulari de multis, vel de multis dici vel esse in
pultia, Et ponitur ista particula “esse in multis" propter accidentia
comrunia, quae proprie insunt, cum ista sit proprietas eis communis,
ut patet per Aristotelem in praedictis., Et debet ista descriptio
intelligeri cum aptitudine,

¥racdicatio enim secundo modo subdividitur in praedicationem
sedundum essentiam et praedicationem secundum formam vel formalem,

Praedicatio secundum causam est duplex: alia est termini de
termino, et alia est rei de re. Praedicatio secundum causam termini
de termino, quando per praedicatum significatur primarie causa rei
significatae per subiectum, ut "haec dies est latio solis super
terram". Aut praedicatio secundum causam rei de re est quando praedi=-
catum a parte rei est causa subiecti. Et debet ista intelligeri
principaliter de causis materialibus et efficientibus.

Praedicatio secundum essentiam est duplex: alia enim est termini
de termino et alia rei de re. Praedicatio secundum essentiam termini
de termino est quando res primarie significata per preedicatum est res
primarie significata per subiectum, et nulla forma connotata principaliter
per praedicatum, ut sic, requiritur inesse re primarie significatae
per sublectum formaliter et denominative, ita quod iste texrminus,
ut sic, dicatur rationem, sub qua propositio verificatur. Praedicatio
secundum essentiam rei de re est quando subiectum a parte rei est
praedicatum, licet diversa sit ratio praedicati et subiecti, ut
"singulare est universale", in quc exemplo patet, quocd claudit
contradictionem "communicabilitatem multis suppositis esse
incommunicabilitatem multis suprositis”. Ideo singulare non est
universale formaliter vel secundum formam, quamvis essentialiter sit

hoc verum, et quamvis quaelibet praedicatio, ubi praedicatum est subiectum

2 S at rreasfdidantt] mraaldiantt at S0 @ od i ld b o B ——
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Ad oppositum istius Porphirium sic dicentem: species specialissima
est illa species, gquae nullo modo est genus, et genus generalissimum
est ita genus, quod nullio modo est species. Ex gquo processu plane
patet, quod non sunt simul: immo vere strictius repugnaret, quod
genus sit species et ¢ contra.

Item, si sint aliqua duo et aliqua ratio inest uni, quae abdb
altere removetur, illa differunt. Sed aliqua ratio inest speciei,
quae a suo ge ere formaliter removetur, igitur...etc.. Patet consequentia,
cum minor et maior patent per Aristotelem sic dicentem: non est melius
medium inveniendi differentiam inter aliqua, quam invenire unum
ens, quod uni inest et ab altero removetur, igitur...etc.. Et per
consequens, species non est genus, cum ab illo differat.

Item, de ratione singuleris est, quod sit unum et non multa,
ut de vi vocabuli patet. Sed si singulare esset universale, tunc
ipsum esset multa. Igitur, singulare non est universale.

Ad istum dubium dicitur concedendo 1llud et tunc ad rationem
Porphirium dicitur quod ipse intelligit speciem non esse formaliter
genus generalissimum, sed essentialiter est, Est verum, quod species
specielissima est genus generalissimum, nam eadem essentia est unum
et relictum. Sed in praedicatione formali est falsum speciem
specialissimam esse genus et ad istum geusuu creditur Porphirius

(Capitul'm Quartum)
Pro qua materia est diligenter advertendum, quod “praedicari”™
sumi potest multipliciter:
uno modo sumitur pro exercatione ad bonum, ut fides Christi

praedicatur in gentibus,

CeIlI: 7, sunt) stant, 12, minor et maior) minore et maiore./
patent) patet,
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Praedicatio formalis substantialis rei de re est quando ratio prima
substantialis praedicati inest formaliter sublecto, vel gquando
praedicatum inest forma substantialis subiecti., Pracdicatio formalis
accidentalis est quando per preedicatum denominatur aliqua forma
accidentalis, quae ad verificationem propositionis, ut sic, requiritur
inesse subiecto formaliter et denomirative, Et talis praedicatio
formalis accidentalils subdividitur: nam alia talis est secundum
habitudinem et alia secundum motum. Praedicatio formalis accidenialls
secundum habitudinem est quando per preuedicatum denominatur forma
requisita inexistens subiecto, ad hoc quod propositio capiat veritatem
sic significando, quae forma, quamvis alicui insit, non tamen propter hoc
sequitur suum subiectum primuam secundum denominationem per se mobile. Et
tales formae sunt, quae inexistunt universalibus et individuis
indifferenter corporeis et incorporeis et in tali "amari® etc..
Fraedicatio formalis accidentalis secundum motum est e contra quando
aliqua forma accidentalis denominatur praeter praedicatum, quae
requiritur inexistere subiecto, et sic propter quam sequitur suum
subiectum primum secundum denocminationem esse per se mobile, ut sunt
albedo, nigredo. ..l sic ex quibus patet quod in praedicatione secundum
essentiam, universale est singulare.

(Capitulun Quintum)
Contra praesuppositum in praemissa declaratione, viz. quod
universale non est formaliter singulare, est fo:rma respectu cuiuslibet
sui singularis, igitur quaelibet praedicatio universalis de suo

sublecto est formalia.

Item, haec est preedicetio formalis: "iste homo est homo™3

igitur res primarie significata per praedicatum est formaliter res

79. forma) formalis.
CeV: 1-4, vide C.3119=25, Ca4333=35
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in communi: igitur,..etc.. Antecedens sic: ista propositio est vera:
quilibet homo singularis est, igitur, cuius subiectum supronit
personaliter et praedicatum simpliciter, sicut in sta "quilibet homo
est homo", Sequitur, quod est dare rem primarie significalam per
praedicatum, quae est rationis ad omnem rem significatam per subiectum
et nulla eat huiusmodi res nisi singulare, commune: igiture...etce.

Item, est dare singulare in communi et omnis singularis est aliquod
esse sublectum sgingulere: igitur est dare subiectum singulare in
com uni, Assumptum siec, est dare plures singulares, igitur, sicut
respectu hominum singulerium est ponere hominem illis communem, sic
respectu huiusmodi singularium est dare singularem omnibus illis
comrunem, Confirmatur ratio: sic aeque vere conveniunt omnes illae
singulares in hoc,quod sunt singulares, sicut omnes homines 1. ho.,
quod sunt homines. Igitur, sicu% respectu homi.um est dare hominem
communem illis, in quo cénveniunt, sicut respectu huiusmodi singularium
est dare singularem il!is communem, in quo deberent convenire, Consimile
argumentum potest fierl de incommunibus singularibus, -t patet modus
arguendi specialiter ponere ipsos, sed de ipso plus in responsione,

Item est dare proprietatem comunem cuilibet singulari, quae non
est proprietas alicuius universalis, Et illius proprietatis non =nt
dare aliquod subiectum commune formaliter, igitur singulare.

Item, ista propositio est vera "homo currit® et non verificatur
pro aliquo in communi, cum talis praedicatio ab homini in communi
removetur, Igitur oportet, quod verificetur principaliter pro aliquo
singulari in communi, Et "est asinus", "amovetatur", "ridet", dicatur
sic de similidus, sed de isto plus in responsione,

Item, est dare virum in communi, Y8% igitur ir*»m naturam
absolute acceptam, prout deprivatur ab huiusmodi accidente, Et sic

ista essentia, ut sic con%epta. cot ver se universale, igitur est

55, dare ome 59. in communi (principaliter) add.
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significata per subiectum. Sed res prirarie significata per praedicatum
est homo in communi et res significata per sublectum est homo singulirise
Igitur universale est formaliter singulare, Confirmmatur ratic: nam

iuxta istam opinionem, aliquod realiter praedicari de aliquo non est,
nisi unum esse aliud: igitur aliquod formaliter praecicari de aliquo

est formaliter esse aliquod.

Item sic: homo communis est formaliter homo singularis: igitur
universale est formaliter singulare. Antecedens sic: homo singularis
secundum quod homo communis est multi homines singulares, cum ipsum
ease communem est ipsum esse multa de vi vocatuli iuxta hanc opinionenm,
igitur...etc..

Item, quicquid ect formaliter unum et non formaliter multa, est
formaliter singulare. Sed homo comsunis est formaliter multa: igitur,..etec..
Consequentia patet et maior sic confirmatur: non enim valet dicere
"quicquid est unum formaliter et non plura formaliter, singulare tamen",
cum e contra quicquid est plura, est universale et per consequens numerus
discretus foret formaliter universale, Et hoc est nuum argumentum
militans contra opinionem Purlaii, Et ideo est idem: quicquid eat
formaliter unum et nulio mo ¢ o plura, est singulare formaliter, ut
patet de ratione singularis. Sed homo communis est formaliter ur .
nullo modo plura: igitur homo comrunis est formaliter singularis, Et
per consequens universale est formaliter singulare, quod adb ipsum est
negatum,

Item, vocetur essentia hominis in communi absolute concepta.

Tunc ista essentia, ut sic concepta absolute, est unum individuum,
formaliter igitur, ut ista sic concepta, est aingularise,

Item, homo singularis est homo communis: igitur oo communis

est formaliter homo singularis. iAn'ecedens sic: est dare hominem singularem

30« marginal note secundum argumentux
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est genus vel species specialissima, Et non nisi species specialissima,
igitur est per se species specialissima et non est per se alia species
specialissima nisi species humana. Et sic contingit arguere de femina

in communi et per consequens vir est mulier.

(Capitulum Sextum)

Ad primum respondetur negando maiorem, viz. utrobique, ubi
praedicatum est forma respectu subiecti, est praedicatio formalis. Nam
ad hoc, quod sit praedicatio formalis, ut praedicatur, est requisitus,
quod praedicatum vel idem, quod se habet per modum formae, denominat
personaliter, ut sic: "igte homo currit", Sed, cum sic dicatur "singulare
est universale™, "homo communis est album", illud, quod se havel per

modum formae, non requiritur, quod insit formaliter subiecto. Nam

in primo exemplo, illud, quod se habet per modum formae, est communicabilitas

vel universalitas, et illud, quod se habet per modum materiae, est
homo. Et illa communicabilitas sive universalitas, sic connotata,

non requiritur sic inesse subiecto. Et sic formaliter et conformaliter
dicendum est de secundo exemplo.

Ad secundum dicitur concedendo, quod hic est praedicatio formalis:
"iste homo est homo", sed ex isto non sequitur, quod res priiarie
significata per pruedicatum sit res primarie significata per subiectum,
ut manifeste patet. Ex quo sequitur defectus illius consequentiae.

Sed bene sequitur, quod praedicatum vel res primarie significata

per praedicatum inest formaliter subiecto vel rei prirarie significatae
per subiectum in suppositione personali. Et sic patetl responsio ad
istam obiectionem cum sua confirmatione.

Ad tertium argumentum dicitur negando, quod homo comunis est

formaliter homo singularis, quod cdm quod est .omo, sed secundum quod

CeVIs 1. marginal note Responsios. 1-=12. vide C.V: 1=4, 13-20, vide
CeV: 5-12, 21o vide C,V: 13-17.
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est multi homines singulares, est communis. Sed negatur, quod homo,
secundum quod est cormunis, est multi homines singulares, cum stat

ipsum esse communem cum hoc, quod non sint multi homines singulares.

Et ulterius, cum assumitur, quod hominem esse communem est ipsum esse
multa, negatur iliud, cum hominem esse comrunem est eius communicabilitas,
Hominen esse multa est homo et multa et sic hominem esse album est

homo et suppositum album, Non tamen hominem esse comsunem est eius
communicabilitas, cum ipsemet sit formaliter commune et non sit album.

Ad gquartum argumentum dicitur, quod consequentia non valet. Nam
in maiori est suprositio personalis et in minori est suppositio simplex.
Et simpliciter minor est vera, cum “esse unum" potest dici multipliciter,
ut dicetur posterius, et consequens falsum,

Ad quintum argumentum dicitur negando consequentiam. Ham ista
essentia, absolute concepta, non est universalis nec sinjularis, cum
illae, ut sic conceptae, non inest aliquod accidens, Conceditur, quod
ista essentia, sic concepta, est una transcendentitas, quae universalitas
erit ipsa essentia, sicut universalitas Del est ipsemet “eus,

Ad sextum argumentum dicitur negando, quod homo communis est
homo singuiaris. Et tunc, cum ulterius infertur, quod est dare
hominem singularem in communi, negatur illud et dicitur, quod illud,
quod assumitur pro eius probatione, non est propositio, viz. ista:
"quilibet homo est: singularis®, sicut nec istes Yguilivet iste homo

et flle homo®,

{Capitulum Septimum)
Pro quo notandum, quod ilie terminus "homo singularis" est terminus
discretus, east ex limitatione intellectus, Tripliciter enim dicitur

terminus discretus, Est enim aliquis terminus discretus s demonstratione

$1-34, vide C.V: ‘7'29t 35=30, vide C.V? 30-32, 40-45, vide C.V3335=40,
37, universalitas) uni .
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ut pronomina demonstrativa. Et aliquis est terminus discretus ab
impositione, ut nomen proprium, quod uni soli a proprietate imponitur,
Et tertio modo aliquis est terminus discretus ab intellectus limitatione,
ut talés termini "individuum®™, "singulare"™ et "substantia prima%, et
termini aggresati ex suis partibus et nominis appellativis, ut "aliquis
homo", "guoddam animal®™ et sic de caeteris. Termini enim particulares

ad hoc adduntur nominibus, ut limitent ista nomina ad particulares, quia
aliter superflueret., Bt in tertio gradu est iste terminus "homo singularis®.
Et tunc dicitur ulterius, quod pronomen sine demonstratione nihil
sl@ifiut praeter quod significat naturaliter: et tamen sine
demonstratione habet modum vel aptitudinem significandi discrete.

Et ex demonstratione havet significatum, quod discrete significat,

Item, iste terminus "homo singularis™ sine limitatione intellectus
nihil si nificat primarie, quamvis sine limitatione inteliectus nihil
significat principaliter istum hominem singularem et nunc istum
principaliter, Sed difiert a pronomine, cum pronomina ex demonstratione
significat sine concitatione rationem essentiae eius in genere, non
dicitur significare substantiam etc.. Isti communiter termini
consignificant rem coniotando proprietatem essemtiae eius in geiere et
ordinalitetis in genere vel in specie, Differt etiam a nomine proprie,
quia nomira fuerunt a proprietate imposita ad significandum iudicia

determinate et non quandocumque homo voluerit et quotienscumque per
intellectum limitare, sed haec nomina fuerunt imposita ad significandum
discrete vel in particulari, quando homo voluerit sibi ipsi in tali
genere vel specie limitare: et propter hoc ad differentiam aliorum
discretorum dicuntur termini particulares. Et sic non est dare homines
singulares in commiuni, quam istum hominem in communi, Homina tamen
propria quandogue possu.l. sumi appellative, ut loguitur vulgus

comsuniter. £t ita errando contra naturam terminorum impositionis

concipit vulgids frequenter talia nomina "aliquis homo", “.liquod animal™ etc..
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in contrarietabe et ita de aliis, Et sic secundum Corundem talibus
eonceptibus modus significandi discretus sine aliquo prinecipaliter
apprehenso vel significant convertibiliter cum talibus nominibus
*homo masculus" et "animal"™ significando hominem masculum in comsuni
et animal in communi, Et patet, quod nbn inteliigendo tales terminos
in contrarietate non distribiles plus quam propria nomina. Et sic
remanerent omnes tales conclusiones imperfectae, quibus homo singularis
est homo singularis, sicut talis "quodlibet homo est homo"., Et ex
hac solutione patet clare apud theologes quomodo non est dare
personalitatem in comruni tribus suppositis.

Confirmatio indefiniter et per idem patet quomodo respondendum
est ad argumenta comuuniter facta in ista materia, quorum primum est
hoc. Iste terminus "homo singu aris™ significat hominem singularem
primarie et nec istum nec istum, cum tune haec propositio esset
falsa "quilibet homo singularis est homo singularis®, ‘gitur primarie
significat hominem singularem in communi, Confirmatur ratio sict ex
hoc, quod omnes homines singulares conveniunt in hoc, quod sunt singulares,
igitur est dare rationem communem omni homini singulari, per quam sit
huiusmodi. Et illa ratiec iuxte opinionem foret homo singularis in
comuni, igitur...etc..

Item, ille terminus "homo singularis™ est terminus univocus, cum
praedicatur univoce. Et per consequens suum significatum prisarium
est unum commune.

Tertio, est possibile aliquem hominem non esse cum hoc, quod
quilibet homo singularis sit: sed ista sunt contradictoria, igitur...etc,.

Ad primum dicitur, quod iste terminus "homo singularis" significat
ex lizitatione imtellectus istum hominem singularem etc.. Et tunc,
cum asseritur istam propositiorem esse falsum "quilibet homo singularis
est homo singularis", conceditur, quod idem est dicere cum isto "qui-
libet iste homo est homo", Et ad confirmationem, dicitur, quod sicut

non est ita, quod omnes homines conveniunt in hoec, quod quilibet istorum
34, corddv. 5T.non (est) esse add. L2.(est homo) est homo adde
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est homo, demonstrando seipsum. “ec est concedendum, quod oznes
homines singulares conv::iunt in hoc, quod quilibet homo istorum

est homeo singularis in numero, cum dispar sit ratio istius individui
et istius individui et istius, quocusmque demonstrato.

Patet, quod aequivocum est hoc individuum ab illo, et sic tales
termini, ut communiter sunt aequivoeci. Et si arguitur sic, tantum
individuum est individuum, igitur omne individuum est individuum,
dicitur, quod idem est, si arguitur, tantum hoc est hoc, igitur omne
hoc est hoe, ubi in utroque consequens est imperfectum.

Et per illam responsionem ad primum, et ad secundum, ad tertium
dicitur, quod hoc est possibile aliquem hominem non esse cum hoc, gquod
guilibet homo singularis sit, et cum hoc, quod aliquis homo non sit.
Admittatur casus et conceditur, quod aliquis homo non est, negatur
tamen, quod nullus homo est, cuius oppositum est verum: homo masculus,
Lec oo‘ntradicit ista “aliquis homo non est" iste propositioni "quilibet
homo est", sed huic "aliquis homo est", limitando ad eundem datum, et
contrarium istius “"quilibet homo est" est homo, non guilibet homo, est,
quae aequipollet huic "homo masculus non est", Ex isto patet, quod
sicut non est verum, quod necessario "iste homo singularis est”, quo=-
cunque demonstrando, ita nec sst dicere, quod necessario "aliquid
homo singularis est", nisi abutantur ad significandum convertibiliter
cum illo homine, sicut communiter utitur vulgus isto termino “aliquis
homo” ad eignificanium convertibiliter cum illo temmino "vir" vel
"homo masculus", Sed illud non est ad propositum, cum sic contingit

quocumgue termino abuti,

67. individuras. T4de responsionem,) responsiof et om. ﬁ‘; non, nam
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(Capitulum Octavum)

Ad septimum dicitur negando maiorem, viz. quod est dare singularitatem
in communi, E{ tunc ad eius probatione, cum sic arguitur, "est dare
plures singulares, igitur...etc.", negatur consequentia, cuius cause
est haeo: in nullis negationibus praeteritionibus, possibilitatibus
vel privationibue semper modum privationum habentibus est dare primarie
singulare aligquibus commune, cu: praedicatur declaratione prima ad
quod aliquid sit universale, prout propositio partium, quae praesuppon-
itur ipsum esse naturam positivam, sed singularitas est privatio, cum
idem sit incommunicabilitas. Non enim est dare hominem in communi, nec
(singularen?) in communi nec sic de caeteris, gquae se habent per modum
negationis, quamvis privitatem in communi, quietam in communi, remission=-
em in communi $t sic de caeteris non se per modum negationum haventibus,
sicut veraciter ponendum est. Ad confimmationem ulterius factam, satis
patet responsio ad praemissis.

Ad octavum argumentum dicitur, quod est dare proprietatem communem
cuilibet singulari, quae non est proprietas alicuius universalis.
Negatur, quod istius proprietatis non est dare aliquod subiectum
comrune formaliter quo ad dependentiam, gquamvis non quo ad denominationem.
Negandum est tamen istam proprietatem inesse subiectum, cum tunc idem
subiectum susciperet eius formalem denominationem, quamvis tale commune
propter huiusmodi proprietatem formaliter subiectum, tamen illam
formaliter subiectat, etce.

Ad nonum dicitur concedendo in casu quod ista propesitio est
vera: "homo currit" et dicitur, quod ista verificatur pro suo
primario significato, quod est curpus vel hominem currere in suprositione
simplici, quod idem est. Significat enim ista propositio "homo currit"
hominem currere, et taemn nec hominem singularem nec hominem in communi,

sed totum noc simul in suppositione simplici hominem currere. Haec

. - - L ] L] . -

CeV356-60, 4o possi™S, g,.sintad, 10, word illegible.
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enim praedicatio est formalis "homo currit", cum res primarie
significata per praedicatum insit formaliter rei ;i nificatae pex
subiectum vel alicui supposito huius rei. Fon enim inest huius
cursus homini in communi formaliter sed alicui singulari, Ista
propositio "homo currit” primarie signiricat aggregatum ex omnibus
hominibus praesentibus, preaeteribus et futuris currere. Secundum
partem: generaliter on s huiusmodi termini de plureli significant
primarie huiusmodi ageregata. A probabili enim ponitur, quod est dare
hominem currentem in communi, sedentem et sic de caeteris. Consequente
omnia sunt formaliter "homo communis™, contradictus quandoque ad
unuz et guandoque ad aliud, Sed "homo communis" est formaliter "homo
albus", sicut “homo in communi" est formaliter "homo in communi®, sed
non formaliter homo. Et enim talis ratio movens ad ponenduny

hominem currentem in communi et huiuamedi ¢ 1! %1 accipere multos
homines currentes distinctos per cursus suos, autem cursentibus et
illorum curswum particularum est dare unum cursum in communis igitur
est dare illi cursui et non aliud, nisi hominem currentem in communi,
Igitur homo enim communis est per accidens homo currens in communi,
et sicut homo communis est per accidens homo currens et sic tale universale
non east formaliter generale vel corporale. Causa enim quare dicitur
homo currens in communi et non homo singularis in comsuni, gquia

est dare cursum in communi et non singulare in communi,

Ad decimum satis patet solutio ex praedictis,

(Gapitulum Nonum)
Hic specialiter obicitur persuadendo tales res communes omnium
accidentium, tam implicantium sua sublecta per se prima esse mobilia

quam non . formales suscipere denominationes, Et arguitur primo sic,

51. vide C,V: 61"67.
47. Ot) .ﬂt.
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Sicut se habet accidens singulare ad sutiectum singulare, sic se
habet accidens universale ad subiectum universale, sed accidens
singulare formaliter et immediate denominat suum subiectum
aliqualiter esse formatum. Igitur sic denominat acoidens universale
subiectum universale. Et per consequens universalia recipiunt
praedicationem formalem tam accidentium im;licantium sua subiecta
prima esse per se lobili_.a, quam non implicantia, Confirmatur ratio
sic ista tripliciter. Nam aliter sequeretur, quod talia universslia
ad nihil deservirent. Secundo sequitur, quod non essent proporticnata
subiecta accidentibus. Et tertio sequitur, quod aligua est comparatio,
qua nihil comparatur, Ista sunt falsa, igitur...etec..

Prima confirmatio sic deducitur: si talia universalis deservirent,
tunc aligua facerent, et sicut singulare facit singylarem actionem, sic
universale facit universalem actionem, Secunda sic deducitur: nam
dato oprosito, huiuvemodi universales talium accidentium susciperent
denominationes formales.

Item, aliquod universale est formaliter album, igitur...etc..
Antecedena sict albedo in communi prins est quam aliqua albedo singularie
et non prius est albedo quam est aliqued esse album. Et non tunc est
aliquod singnlare esse albwm, cum tunc non est aliqua singularis:
iéitnr...ctc. est aliquod universale album, Maior probatur: si pro
illo priori denominat et non si aliquod esse album, igitur pro isto
priori est ista albedo. Homo est risibile,

Item, prius homo quam homo singularis et non prius est homo gquam
eat animal rationale, Igitur, prius ~et homo retionale gquam est aliquis
homo singularis. Et per consequens, pro isto priori est homo communis
rationalis.

Ttem, homo in communi est formaliter corpus. Igitur est formaliter
corporeus. Patet consequentis, cum de quocumque praedicatur definitio,
de eodem rraedicatur definitum, Sed esse substantiam corpoream est

definitio: igitur; si homo in communi est formaliter corpus, sequiretur
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quod est formaliter substantia corporea, 6t per conseguens corporeus.
Et quod homo communis sit formaliter corpus, patei, cum idem sit per
se superius respectu hominis in communi, et per consequens corporeum

et incorporeum, quod est contradictio.

(Capitulum Decimum)

Ad primum dicitur cuncedendo, quod sicut se habet accidens
singulare ad sublectum singulare, ita se habet accidens universale
ad subiectum universale, non tamen sunt modo, Ham accidens singulare
taliter se habet ad suum subiectum, quod denominat formaliter et
imrediate, nec sic facit accidens universale. Conveniunt tamen in hoc,
quod sicut eccidens singulare dependet primo et immediate a subiecto
singulari, ita accidens universale primo et immediate dependet a suo
subiecto universali,

Hic tamen est distinctio accidentium. Specialiter notandume..
Aliqua enim sunt accidentia, quae implicant suum subiectum primum et
imnediatum esse per se mobile et talia numquam insunt formaliter
subiectis, cuiusmodi sunt albedo, nigredo, augmentatio, alteratio,
risibilitas, Cum similibus non enim est concedendum, quod homo communis
ridet, augnentat, etc.. Generaliter tamen, species et genera huiuvsmodi
accidentium sunt prius quo ad dependentiam in aliqua substantia in
comruni, quamvis non secundum forgalem denominationem, ut risibvilitas
isto homini in nullo est quo ad formalem denominationem, nisi in
aliguo homini singulari habente aptitudinem ad ridendum. In homini
singulari est dependenter, cum singulare quolibet tali asigno singulard
stat istam esse. Homo enim communis non est risibilis, sed risibile
in neutero genere substantivato propter hoe, quod est aliquod singulare
risibile.

Alia enim sunt accidentia, quae non implicant suum sublectum
primum et immediatum esse per se mobile, cuiusmodi sunt relationes per

accidens in genere et respectu huiusmodi sunt causare, diligere et
CeX: 1ff. vide C.IX: 1=-19.
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huiusmodi. Et talia possunt inesse formaliter subiectis universalibus.

Ad primam partem confirmationis, dicitur, quod huiusmod! universalia
ad multum deserviunt, causant omnia sua supposita, quae et faciunt. Quae-
cunque faciunt sua singularia extrinsece, cum causant idem efficiemter.

Dubitatur enim a quibusdam numquid talis universalis, ut puta
homo communis, sit simplex vel compositum, Pro cuius materia est
notandum, quod aliqua ss! sluplicitas excludens omnem compositionem,
scilicet qualitativam sive quantiativam sive quiditativam, aut
potentiam cadendi in compositione. Et illa competit soli Deo, cum
Ille non istorum modorum componitur, ut componunt, Aliqua est simplicitas
excludens compositionem qualitativem et guanftitativam et potentiam
cadendi in compositione tali, quae competit intelligentis. Illae
enim componuntur ex genere et differentia, cum possint deliniri et
habent comrunem gquiditatem, vel generalem vel specialem, Tertia est
simplicitas excludens compositionem qualitativam et quantitativam,
sed non potentiam cadendi in compositione. Et isto modo anima
intellectiva est simplex et formaliter universalis, quae, licet
non cadant in compositionem quilitativam nec guantitativam, tamen
cadunt in compositionem quiditativam. In quarto gradu est simplicitas
excludens compositionem qualitativam, sed non potentiam cadendi in
compositione, Et isto modo materiae primae sunt lhpliéitatoa.

Quinto modo est simplicitas excludens compositionem ex partibus
quantitatis disparum specierum, Et isto modo sunt elementa simplicia.
Sed in sexto gradu est simplicitas excludens compositionem ex partibus
sensibilibus diversarum specierum, cuiusmodi sunt iuxta Echromoterma.
Quazelibet habeant partes quantitatis diversarum specierum, omnes tamen
partes sensibiles sunt eiusdem speciei specialissimae, cuiusmodi

sunt cor 'Im.

2w erviteCr ittt
30, tales universales, 42. universales, 53. illegible: ob e(?) scli¥m (?)
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Lt etiam notandum est, quod aliquod est compositum guiditative,
sicut quodlibet definibile habens rationes essentiales, ex quibus
integratur existens quiditas. Aliud est compositum qualitative,
cuiuvemodi sunt composita ex materia et forma. Et tertio modo est
compositum quantitative, ut talia, quae habent partes extra partes.
Dicitur ergo, quod talis res communis est simplex tertio gradu, et
tamen componitur gquodammcdo quiditative, cum habet partes queedam
essentiales. Non tamen componitur quiditative, sicut nec anima,

Non enim est inaginandum, quod species humana, gquanvis dicitur “"homo
communis®, sit formaliter homo grossus, compositus ex materia et fomma,
extensus in situ, damnabilis aut salvabilie, sicut quid grosse
concipientes aestinatur derisorie garulanter in hac materie, cum

eis deficerint argumenta, sed est cssentis humsnat"humanitza”, sive
natura humenai imrateriale, indivi:cidile et ad omnem punctum cuiuslibet
hominis, per quam quilibet homo convenit formaliter cum alio. Et

ita de aliis universalibus est dicendums: est enim dare plurecs tales
veritates singulares "istum hominem esse" et practer tales est dare
talem veritatem " hominem esse”, fundatam in illis, quam oportet
distinguere tanquam priorem a quecunque tali veritate: ista veritas
esse essentia, natura, vel species humana,

Ad secundum confirmationem dicitur etiam negando illam et illud,
quod ex illo deducitur sequi.

Ad tertiam confirmationem dioitur ipoammet negando, ad quem patet

responsio ad praemissis.

(Cepitulum Undecimum)

Ad secundum argumentum dicitur negando, quod aliquod universale

74=75« vide C.IX3: 12-13, 17=19e T6=T7e vide C.IX113=14.
CeXIt 1. vide C.iXs 20-26,
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oot formaliter album. Et sic argumentum, quando sio arguitur: "albedo
in communi prius est quam albedo singularis, igitur...ete", negatur
consequentia propter multiplicem suppositionem minoris. Nam minor
potest sumi in suppositione simplici vel in suppositione personali,
81 sumatur in suppositione simplici, tunc est verum, cum idem sit
dicere aliquod esse album et albedo alicuius., Et tamen nec pro
tunc devenerat formaliter commune nec singulare. Si autem sumatur in

suprositione personali, tunc minor est falsa, cum tunc significat,
quod prius est albedo aliquod esse album, quam est singulare animal
esse album, quod est falsum, cum albedo tunc communis non prius foret,
quam albedo singularis.

Tunc ad aliud argumehtum, quando sic arguitur, "pro illo priori,
ista albedo est accidens, igitur pro isto priori inhaeret formae", negatur
consequentia, Nam ex antecedente non plus sequitur, nisi quod pro isto
priori idem accidens inexistit alicui, quod quilibet accidenti est
easentiale. Accidens enim inhaerere sublecto est subiectum accidentis
formalem suscipere denominationem., Videtur enim, quod talis albedo
hic non est aliguod esse album, cum tunc esset causa, quare gliguod
esset album, Per consequens causaret aliquod esse album. £ ocua iiem
sit "aliquod esse album"™ et "albedo", ita sequitur, quod causaret seipsam
et esset prior seipsa. Conforme argumentum potest fieri de quibuscumque
aliis accidentibus, etc.. Hic communiter dicitur, quod ista albedo
causat hoc album, Sed contrarie, si causat hoc album, igitur hoc album
est causatum ab hoc. Igitur hoc causatur ab hoc. Et per consequens, accidens
causat substantiam et sic accidens esset prior substantia.

Item sit per Fhilosophum, Septimo Topicorum, "quandocumgue sunt
aliqua duo et stat unum esse sine relicto, tunc illa non sunt eadem",

Sed ptat istam albedinem esse cum hoc, quod istum hominem esse album

non sit, igitur istum hominem esse album non est ista albedo.

L ] L ]
the argument: C,IX320-26 seems confused towards the end and it may
be that the scribe has accidently omitted the conclusion of
one argument and the beginning of the following argumnet.
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flator patet ex hoc, quod istam albedinem manere isto homine corrupto.
Ergo sic secundum Aristotelem in praedictis, Capitulo de Oppositis,
caecum esse non est caecitas. Igitur conformiter, esse aldbum non
est albedo.

Item videtur quod humanitas est albedo, Nam humanitatem esse est
hominem esse, et hominem esse et est hominem esse album: igitur, cum
hominen esse albdém est albedo, sequitur consequens. Minor patet ratio,
sicut hominem esse est commune ad istum hominem et ad illum, ita i 4um
hominem esse est commune ad istum hominem esse album, sedentem, patrem
et ad istum hominem esse in hoc consequenti. Igitur,,sicut hominem

esse est istum hominem esse, sic i qum hominem esse est it

hominem esse album. "t per cdnsequens hominem esse est hominem esse
album,

Item, istum hominem fore est istum hominem fore per hoc tempus
et per hoc etc.. Igitur per idem, istum hominem esse est istum esse in
hoc consequenti vel istum hominem esse album et sic de caeteris,
Patet antecedens, tamen istum hominem fore per tempus hoc est
futuritio illius hominis per hoc tempus et istum hominem fore esse
eius futuritio, Sed futuritio illius hominis per hoc tempus est
futuritio simpliciter. Igitur istum hominem fore per hoc tempus est
illum fore, quibus datur, vig. quod istum hominem esse in casu
desinit easse. Et sic Deum esse desinit esse et per consequens Deum
non esse incipit esse., Ex quo sequitur, quod nmullus Deus immediate
post hoe erit. Et per idem sequitur, quod qui desinit esse, desinit
esse et sic nihil esset,

Item sequitur, quod singulare est formaliter universale, cum
illa non distinguantur penes communicabilitatem et incommunicabilitatem,
cum illum hominem sit universale pluribus communicabile quam hominem

58. 8it) scit / universale) vel,
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Ad istum argumentum dicitur concedendo, quod albedo eat aliquod
egsse album et causa aliquod esse album. Et cum ulterius infertur, quod

causaret seipsam, negatur consequentia. Pro quo est motandum, quod

illa oratio "aliquod esse album™ potest dupliciter sumi, scilicet

abstractive et concretive, Si abs{? ctive, tunc "aliquod esse album"
est idem quod albedo alicuius, Si sumatur concretive, hoc contingit
dupliciter: vel quod supponit pro aggregato ex illa re et albedine
ista, et sic est una maneries suppositionis simplicis. Vel quod
subiectum supponit personaliter pro ista rei, cul inest albedo. Si
illo modo, tunc est verum, quod illa albedo causat hominem album

et ceusat hominem aggregatum, ex ¢uo est pars illius agiregati vel
ordine causandi. Nec sequitur, gquod causat aliquem partem illius
ageregatl, quamvis causat aggregatum, sicut non sequitur de linia
bipunetali, cuius punctus causat totam liniam et nullam eius partem,
nec sequitur de binario. Si secundo modo, tunc est falsum, quod illa
albedo causat hoc, sicut est falsum, quod illa albedo causat istam reg,
cul inexistit albedo, vel causat aliam rem cum illa albedine. Secundo
modo est verum, quod illa labedo causat aliam rem cum illa albedine,
cum s8it idem dicere ad illum modum loguendi, sicut causat hominem
ageregatum, igitur...etc..

Ad secundum dicitur negando consequentism. Pré intellectu tamen
Philosophi est notandum, quod aliquod esse alicui, idem dato, contingit
dupliciter. Vel secundum accidens, vel secundum substantiam, Secundum
accidens, quod est primarie eadem essentia cum eodem, superaddiit cum
accidentale sibi, sizut i 1.0C: albus adest alicui, idem dato.
Secundum substantiam vel ex aequo, id est convertibili, guaudo est
primarie eadem essentiam cum dato, non superaddendo aliguod accidens,
ut iste homo et hoc animel. Et de tali identitate intelligit Fhilosophus.

60=79. vide C.XIs 1826, 80-87. vide C.XIz 27-31,
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Ad tertium argumentum dicitur negando consequentiam, Sed bene
sequitur sic: concluderetur album esse est albedo. Nam caecum esse

90 est res caeca et album esse est res alba, sed esse caecum est
caecitas et esse album est albedo, igituree.etcee

Ad quartum argumentum meretur negando consequentiam: non est
illam humanitatem esse et istum hominem esse, Nam sic non sequitur
istum hominem esse est istum cooc o bum et istum hominem esse est

95 istum hominem esse album, ita nec sequitur modo., Nam plura sunt

illum hominem esce et iliam humanitatem esse. Est enim dare talem
veritatem: "illum hominem: esse", quae est communis ad esse accidentiale
illius hominis et esse substantiale illius hominis, quae veritas
est transcedens. Et 1lla veritas communis est essentialiter ille

10¢ homo et illum hominem esse, album esse, patrem esse in hoc exemplo,
quaavis non formaliter.

Et ad 1lla, quae dicuntur sequi, viz. quod hominem esse, desinit
ease, Deum esse, desinit esse, dicitur concedendo huiusmodi in suppo-
sitione personali, Nec sequitur ex hoc, quod Deum non esse, incipit

105 esse, cum ibi negatur esse pro omni sensu, sicut non sequitur "istum
hominem, album desinit, igitur istum hominem non esse, incipit esse".
Nem in casu, quod aliqua albedo illius hominis desineat esse, est
antecedens verum et consequens falsum et conformiter est dicendum.

Ad quintum argumentum dicitur negando, quod risibilitas communis

190 prius est quam homo singularis, cum in nullo ordine prioritatis, nec
in aliquo alio ordine_ . . tesen com-unius quac est aliguis home
singularis, sed ilie nedus non debet wases?! “priug" proprie. Fec
sequitur, quod sit prius, quamvis principia, & quibus procedit, sint
priora, cum homo singularis ex illis principiis quiditative componitur,

115 Ita tamen risibilitas sclum ex eis procedit, Homo singularis prius

88-91, vide C.X1s 32-54e 92-101, vide C.X13 35-43. 102-108, vide
CaXIz 51-55, the earlier part of the argument 44-51 is not answeredj
it may be that here again two questions have been conjoined by the
scribes 109.ff. This ansawer has no correlate in C.XI: it may bde
the answer to a question following C.IX: 20-26, which itself deals

with friority. The occurence of "homo est risibile™ folliowing that
question is otherwise inexplicable.
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ex talibus pertibus quiditative componitur quam ex illis partibus

talis risibilitas prosedit. Conceditur tamen, quod pro aliquo priori

iste risibilitas communis est, pro quo non est aliquis homo singularis

nec singularis risibilitas, lec repugnat risibilitatem esase hominis
120 in communi quo ad dependentiam, gquamvis non formaliter,

Ad sextum dicitur concedendo, quod prius est homo quam est homo
singularis. Et negatur minorem, quod non prius est homo quam eat animal
rationale., Nam ista definitio non datur nisi ratione singularium
hominum. Et sic homini in cormuni non definitur nisi ratione suorum

125 singularium,

Ad septimum diecitur, quod omne corporeum potest dupliciter sumis
vel accidentaliter vel substantialiter. Si accidentaliter, sic dicitur
trinam divisionem, Si substantialiter, sic dicitur substantiam
compositam ex materia et forma., Et sic consequitur, quod homo communis

130 est uno modo incorporeus et alioc modo corporeus, ex hoc quod quodlibet
suum individuum componitur ex materia et forma. Et enim impossibile,

quod sit corporeus substantialiter sumendo illum terminum, etec,

(Capitulum Duodecimum)

Ad secundum argumentum in dubio principali primo tactum hoc,
sci icet omne singulare differt ab universale, et sic aliqua res
insit uni, quod ab alio removetur, igitur singulare non est universale
esedicitur negando consequentiam, Pro cuius declaratione supronitur

5 primo, quod quaelibet propositio ratione huius verbi differt ab

exponenti., Primo debet exponi secundum exigentiam terminorum, ut sie,
dicendo "singulare differt ab universale", Verbum detet resolvi siec:

isto modo vel ista retione, singulare differt ab universali, quae

126, tham. 121-125, the reply to problem Cap.iXs 27-30. 126-1324
the reply to position on CyIXs 31-38,
CoXIIs 1ff, vide C.IVs 11=-15, 5. ab om.
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putqrina eic exponitur: primo per duas affimativas affirmantes extreme
esse et per istam propositionem negativam negantem unum extremum

dici de reliquo, sud ratione respectu cuius fuit resolutio, saltem

nisl sit differentia negativa, Fatet ille modus exponendi per
Aristotelem sic dicentem: "non eet melius medium inveniendi differentiam
inter aliqua quam invenire aliquod, quod uni inest et ab alio removetur®,
Et sciendum eet propter ista posita: nihil differt e seipso, quamvis

& multis fgnorantibus idem conceditur et a multis argumentis eius
veritas suedetur,

Prima ratio est haec: assignatur homo, tunc arguitur sic: ille
differt a seipso ex hoc, quod iste homo sub ratione, qua est albus,
cel aliter accidentius est, et sub tali ratione non est homo. Igitur
sudb tali ratione differt ab homine,

Secunda ratio est ista: homo differt a seipso existente in tempore,
et homo existens in tempore est idem, quod homo, igitur...etc..
Antecedens: prout isto modo homo est prius sub aliqua ratione quam
eat existens in tempore.

Ad ista tamen et omnia similia respondetur fripliciter. Primo
apud quoedam dicitur, quod semper in negativa exponente debet deter-
minatun demi, quando ipsum proeedit subiectum, quod non sint in
proposito, guare negatur argumentum et consimilia, sed illa expositio
quibusdam non placet, eo gquod eodem mode debent termini capi in expos-
itionibus., sicut in proposito. Ideo dicuntur aliqua expositores, quod
ai terminus obliguus regatur ex vi causae in viam exponentem, sicut
in exposito est consequentie bona et antecedens falsum. Sed quia ista
via est minus diffusa ratio, dicitur breviter, quod talis propositio
debet probari isto modot illa ratio inest dicti, quae non inest eidem,

igitur...etc.. Et antecedens tunc est falsum, ut patet, etc..
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(Capitulum Tertium Decimum)

Ad tertium argumentum tactum in dubio principali, scilicet:
si singulare esset universale, tunc ipsum esset multa etc., negatur
consequentiae.

Pro quo notandum est, quod ultra communem modum sumendi, numerum
potest tripliciter sumi. Uno modo sumitur numerus pro qualiumcumque
rerum singularium sive universaium multitudine, Et sic homo in communi
et asinue sunt multa. Alio modo sumitur numerus pro qualiumcumque
rerun singularium multitudine, ut id, homo et punctus suni multa.
Tertic strictissime sumitur numerus pro qualiumcumgue singularium
rerum multitudine per se in genere substantiae, wodo quo duo homines
et duo asini dicuntur multe.

Et est ulterius notandum, quod tripliciter possunt aliqua
ponere se in numero. Uno modo omnia talia ponunt se in nunero, ex
quibus resultat proprie numerus ad modum loquendi priorem, Secundo
modo ponunt se talia in nusero, quando de termino significante illa
est plures numeri were et aifirmative praedicabilis in recto, ut
"isti sunt homines". Tertio modo, quando ex termino significante
aliqua est terminus pluris numeri adiunctus termaino numerali, sic
praedicabilis et affirmative, ut ista sunt duo, vel duo homines,
duo animalia, duse substantiae vel duae res. Est suprositio personalis
illa, quod sit tantum dicere "hic sunt duae substantiae singulares",
quando superrespondetur,

Est notandum, quod numquam est preedicatio concedenda termini
substantialis pluralis in recto de termino significante aliqua, nisi
significatum primarium praedicati sit unum commune utrisque, in quo
conveniunts ut supposito quod Socrates sit homo. Tunc non est
concedendum, quod Socrates et homo in communi sunt homines, quia

ille terminus "homines™ non est superior ad subiectun, sed est
C.XII1: vide C.111: 16-18,
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concedendum, gqued sunt animalia, substantiae corporae, sed non duo
animalia nec tria, nec finita nec infinita nec aliqua animalia,

Contra istam probationem arguitur sic. Ponendo quod isti sunt
homines et quod sunt duo homines, nam hic sunt dvae substantiae,
guarum quaeque est homo: igitur hic sunt duo homines,

Item sic: homo communis est homo formalius homo gquam iste homo
et non est formalius iste idew howo, igitur sint duo homines distineti.

Item, nego essentiam communem, tunc ista essentia subl se concepta
eat homo communie, igitur sic concepta est homo singularis et per
consequens hic sunt duo homines,

Ad primum enim argumentum dicitur idem negando, cum ille
terminus "quilibet"” limitet ad substantiam singularem, Nam imperfecta
quaelibet istarus substantiarum est homo, demonstrando Socratem
sedentem. Nec sequitur utrumque istorum est, igitur illa duo
sunt, sicut non sequitur hoc est unum et hoc est unum, igitur
ille sunt duwo, quamvis addatur terminus discretus ad hoc.

Ad secundum dicitur negando, quod homo communis est formalius
homo guam homo singularis, gquia homo in communi non est formaliter
homo, sicut patet ex dictis.

Ad tertium dicitur concedendo, quod ista essentia sic concepta
est homo, med ut sic concepta nec est homo singularis nec communis,

Nam ut sic concepta non inest sibi aliquis accidens, igitur...etc..

(Capitulum Quartum Decimum)

Sed circa istam materiam de universalibus non modicum circumstat
dubiun an sit dare ens com:uune Deo et omnibus causatis, et quod sie
arguitur. Formalis ratio, concludens gquod animal est commune homini
et asino, eet, quia uterque intorum est animal, sed causa Deus quam

quodcungue causatum est ens, igitur conformiter foret ems illis.
T4 idem) eidem,
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Confirmatur ratio, nam Deus et iste homo conveniunt in hoe, quod
differunt a tertio homine, igitur cum differentia fundetur in
entitate, ita a fortiori convenirent in hoc communi ente, ex quo
sequitur ens fore com'une illis,

Item, si non est dare ens huiusmodi in communi Dec et sic
omnibus causatis, sequitur, quod nulla propositio de pluri de nihil
esset concedenda, sicut tali. illa gunts Et per consequens non esset
de illis demonstratio assignanda. Antecedens: si illa est vera, ista
sunt, Tunc ista conveniunt recip endo consimilem praedicationem et
non nisi in entitate, igitur...etc..

Item, differentia, qua Deus differt ab illo homine, est subiective
in Deo et terminative in illo homine., Igitur, cum sit in utroque,
sequitur, quod in hoc conveniunt,

Ad eppositum illius dubii arguitur sic. Nam dato illo, sequuntur
tria. Primum est, quod duplex sunt preedicatione, quod est expresse
impossibile. Secundum est, quod aliguod est dignius et nobilius Deo.
Tertium est, quod Deus incipit esse. Ista sunt impossibilia, igitur
deelia,

Primum sic deducitur. Omne in communi formaliter intellectum
causat omnia causata, sed hoc solum competit primae causae, igitur
ees@toe. Minor edot ens in communi causat quicquid causat eius
individuum, sed aliquod individuum causat omnia causata, ut patet,
igiture..etce.

Item sic, ens in communi formaliter intellectum est causa
vel causatum, sed ipsummel formaliter intellectum non est causatum,
quia tunc Deus esset causatum. Igitur ens commune formaliter
intellectum est prima causa.

Item, omne prius et posterius causato est prima causa, sed ens

in communi est huiusmodi, cum omne universale est prius in suo

16. subiectur,
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ordine et posterius in alio ordine, igitur etc..

Secundo sic probatur. Cmne universale est prius quocusque suc
supposito et si est prius, igitur, cum ens in communi est maxime
universale, sequitur ipsum esse quoocumque supposito dignius, igitur
escltices

Item sic: omnem perfectionem, quam habet Deus, habet ens in
communi, et aligua ultima igitur est perfectius Eo vel ad minus
aeque perfectum.

Item, nullum prius intendit universalia, quam singularia,
Igitur, cum ens in communi sit maxime universale, sequitur quod
ipsummet est prius intentum a natura et natura semper intendit
nobilius et dignius, Igitur idem ens in comsuni est communissimum
et dignissimum, igitur...etc..

Tertium sequens sic deducitur. Ens in communi prius omni
indivicuali incipit esse, et ad inceptionem cuiuslibet universalis
sequitur omnium singularium inceptio edusdem. Igitur, cum Deus sit
aliquod eius singulare, sequitur quod ipsum incipit esse.

Item ens in communi fit post eternitatem, igitur incipit esse.
Antecedens sic: si ipsum fuit in ¢! -rnitate, igitur, cum ipsum
formaliter differt a prima causa, sequitur, quod in eternitate
fuerunt duae essentiae et hoc absolute., Consequens falsum, cum solum
fuit in eternitate una essentia, viz. Deus.

Item sict in eternitate non sunt plures essentiae, sed una essentia
solum, sed Deus est in eternitate, Igitur ens formaliter intellectum

non est in eternitate, et per consequens incipit esse.
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Ad istum dubium dicitur concedendo illud et ad primum dictum
sequi negatur idem, viz, quod sunt duae primae causae. Conceditur
temen, quod ens in comsuni est prima causa, non temen formaliter,

sed oo entialiter, Nec sequitur: "idem, quod causat omnia causate,

est formaliter prima causa, sed ens in communi causat omnia causata,

igitur ens in communi est formaliter prima causa"”, cum maior est
particularis, Nec valet consequentia: "omne causans omnia causata
formallter est prima causa, sed ens in communi est huiuvsmodi, igitur
est prima cauvsa", propter variationem suppositionie. Non enim

est minor istius consequentise neganda, propter hoc qued ens in
communi causat omnia causata, igitur est formaliter prima causa.

Han Deus causat omnia effective, aequivoce et independenter, sed ens
in communi non sic facit, sed ratione alterius et intrinsece. Et
ideo, quia alioc modo causat ens tale omnia causata quam Deo, ideo
Deus non est ens comsune formaliter.

Ld secundum argumentum dicitur nesgando, quod ens in communi
formaliter intellectum est causz vel causatum. Nam sic intellectum,
nec est causatum, nec incausatum: immo ipsum formaliter et independenter
conceptum non est ens. Conceditur tamem, quod ipsum intellectum vel
conceptum est ens commune, licet non sit hoc nude,.

Ad tertium argumentum dicitur negando conseguentiam, saltem
intelligendo consequens formaliter, quia est mutatio et variatio
in suprositione. Et conceditur viz., quod ens in communi est prius
et foateriue quocumque eius causato vel supposito, Est enim prius,
quia communius posteriuvs, quia causatur ab illo., Ad secundum dictum
sequi, quod aliguod est dignius et nobi ius Deo, negatur, Tunc ad
alivud argumentum: "omne universale eastl prius gquocumque eius supposito®

et tunc conceditur, quod ens commune est prius Deo: non sic prius,

6&-74. vide 24-28, 75"79- 29-52 vide. %6-8—4. vide 33-35,
84.ff vide 21, 85.ff vide 36-39,
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quia dignius vel nobilius, sed quia communius, Unde quia animal commune
sit prius homine, quia communius, non tamen cum est dignius perfectius.
Et enim aliquod prius incipit, vel quia communius et universalius et
superius, vel quia dignius et posterius est, quia causa vero multis
aliis modis.

Ad secunium argimentum negatur, quod aliquis est dignius vel
perfectius Dec. Et turc ad argumentum "omnem perfectionem, quod habet
Deus etc.", negatur, quod habet aligqua ultima. Conceditur tamen, quod
idem habet omnem perfectionem, quod habet prima causa, liget alio
modo, cum ens commune solum contentive habet omnem perfectionem,
quod habet prima causa, et Dedis habet formaliter et (multiplice?),
Conceditur tamen consequens illius consequentiae, viz. quod ens commune
est perfectius vel aeque perfectum cum Deo praedicatione secundum
essentiam,

Ad tertium argumentum dicitur concedendo, quod natura prius
intendit universalia guam singularia causata, Natura enim non
intendit Deum, sed singularia causata, Ft de talibus intenditur,
quando dicitur, quod natura prius intendit universalia quam singulakia.
Et sic conceditur, quod ens commune est dignius aliguo singulari
causato.

Ad quartum dictum sequi, viz. quod Deus incipit esse, negatur
idem pro impossibili, Et tunc ad argumentum: "ens in communi incipit
esse etc.", negatur minor et conceditur, quod ait in eternitate., Fon
tamen sequitur ex isto, quod istae essentiae fuerunt in elernitate,
quia Deus et ens commune non fuerunt duae essentiae, vt patet ex prae-
dictis, sed solur una, :d aiud argumentum conceditur, quod in eternitate
non sunt plures essentiae, sed solum una essentia, et tantum ens in

communi est in eternitate. AMEN,

93-94. vide 21, 94-101, vide40-42. 102-107, vide 43-48, 108-109,
vide 22, 48-51, 109-113, vide 48-51, 52=56, 113~115, vide 57=59,
98, mlnce, 103, intendit) intenditur,





