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D. Albert the Great, bishop of Regensburg, of the Order of Preachers, Logic. First Book on the Predicables. Treatise I. On the nature of logic. Chapter I. Whether Logic is a special science?

For those intending first to treat of logic, one must consider what sort of science logic is, and whether it is some part of philosophy, and for what it is necessary, and of what usefulness; then, however, concerning what it is, and what its division is, so that, once all its parts have been had, it may be known when it has been handed down or described perfectly or imperfectly. For concerning all these things the Ancients seem to say diverse things. For certain of the Ancients 1 contended that logic is no science, saying that that which is the mode of every science or doctrine cannot be a science. But logic is the mode of every doctrine, because everyone who teaches, or tries to establish something, uses some kind of persuasion; but every persuasion by speech is logical, whether the one who teaches or persuades uses syllogism, or enthymeme, or induction, or example. Therefore logic is the mode of every doctrine. And thus the mode of every doctrine is logical science. Therefore there is no special doctrine which ought to be called logic. For this reason Aristotle also in the second book of his first philosophy 2, and likewise Averroes, say that the mode of every science is the very science which is and is called logic, and that a science and the mode of the science cannot be learned at the same time, but that one must first learn the mode, and then, through the mode already perfectly apprehended, try to learn the science.

But they did not consider sufficiently that, although the sciences are many, and each one has a special mode which differs from the mode of another, just as each science differs from another, nevertheless there is one common mode of science through a certain common feature which is in every science. And this is that, through the investigation of reason, one comes from the known to cognition of the unknown; for this occurs in every science, in whatever manner it is so called, whether it is demonstrative or non-demonstrative. And by reason of that common feature there is in every science one common mode of every science. And this mode is through an act of reason, which is reasoning or argumentation, proceeding from cognition of the known into science of that which was unknown, according as Isaac, defining reason in the book On Definitions, says that reason is a power of the intellectual soul, making the cause run into the caused. He calls cause generally and broadly everything which, according to intellect simply, or with respect to us, precedes as known, through the cognition of which, by the guidance of reason, one comes into knowledge of the unknown. But this mode, although it is common through the fact that it is posited in any science, nevertheless, considered in itself and not mixed with the sciences, is something distinct through itself from all others. And considered in this way this mode can be the subject of a science, and there is a special science concerning it; yet in that science it is necessary that the same mode be observed, because the science of such a mode can be taught only by the logical mode; for as Avicenna says 3, this mode is implanted in all human beings insofar as they are in some way intellectual by nature. But what is in nature is imperfect; it is perfected, however, through an applied art. For that which is in nature is seminal and imperfect, and existing as it were in potency. For from this, that man is intellectual and is a substrate of intelligence in which intellectual forms are spread out in the act of the light of intelligence, and through intellect is compositive of one form with another through composition or division, man becomes wondering at those things which he comprehends by receiving through sense and intellect, or through intellect alone. But through the fact that he is wondering, he is suspended toward inquiry, and through inquiry he compares one thing with another. But through comparison of one thing with another, from that which is known he is led to knowledge of the unknown. And thus this mode of logic indeed begins from nature, but is perfected by art, and by use and exercise receives perfection; as also Victorinus says excellently, that nature makes one capable, art makes one ready, but use makes one powerful. For thus all arts and all sciences are perfected by nature. And hence it is that art imitates nature. And as Hesiod says, some by nature alone in such matters are perfect and good; some, however, are not so by nature, but because teachers of such things place them in the mind, and those become good by placing such things in the mind, through comprehension of the principles of art and science; but some are so erroneous that they have none of such things in themselves, nor can they receive them from others, whom Hesiod regards as useless for knowing the true and the good.

Therefore it is clear that logic is one of the special sciences, as in the smith's art there is a special art of making a hammer, although its use is applied to all things that are made by the smith's art. For investigation, or reason investigating the unknown through the known, is something special, which has properties and differences and parts and principles; and when these are proved concerning it, art and science become special, the use of which is thereafter applied to all sciences. Thus, therefore, it is clear that logic, generally so called, is a special science, concerning which we must now treat.

Notes

	This is the opinion of the Ancients, which Aegidius also follows at the beginning of the first book of the Elenchi. (Haec est opinio Antiquorum, quam etiam sectatur Aegidius in I Elench. in princip.) ↩

	Text, commentary 15. (Tex. com. 15.) ↩

	Avicenna, at the beginning of his Logic. (Avicenna, In principio suae logicae.) ↩
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But certain men contend that this science, which is the mode of all philosophy, is no part of philosophy, saying that there are only three parts of philosophy, namely physics, mathematics or the disciplinary science, and metaphysics or the divine science. For since definition, by saying what a thing is and on account of what, is the middle in science, and definition cannot be varied except in three ways, namely that either it conceives sensible matter, which is with motion and change; or it conceives intelligible matter, whose essence is not with motion and change according to reason, although according to being it is in matter which is with change and motion, as magnitude and number are; or neither according to essence nor according to being does it conceive sensible matter, it seems that philosophy has only three essential parts, as Aristotle also seems to say 1. For this reason some say that logical or rational science is no part of philosophy.

They also add, for confirmation of their assertion, that the mode of no thing, together with the thing whose mode it is, comes into the division of its genus. But it is agreed that logic, generally so called, is the mode of philosophy. Therefore it does not seem to come into the division of philosophy, nor does it seem to be contained in any part of this genus which is philosophy.

But certain others, attacking this opinion, say that the intention of general philosophy is to comprehend the truth of every thing, of all things existing in whatever manner, so far as it is possible for man to comprehend it according to reason and intellect. But the things which are are said to be either from our work, whether from will or even from intellect seeking science, or from nature generally so called, which cannot be caused by our work. And since the things which are from nature are causes of our science, and we are not the cause of them, there cannot be practical science concerning them. Therefore it remains that concerning such things among us there is only contemplative science, which is perfected by the light of intelligence. But of those things of which we are the cause through will, there cannot be speculative science among us, but only practical science. For in any knowable thing the principles and causes and elements of knowing are the same as the principles of being; because otherwise it would follow that what is known by us is not known according to that which it is, but rather would be known according to that which it is not. And thus everything that is known would be known in a false manner, which is absurd. Therefore it remains that concerning beings caused by nature, there cannot be science through those things which are from us, but rather science of them is had from the principles causing their essence and being in nature, which are in all things only through contemplation. But of those things which are from us, there cannot be true science among us except through those principles which are in us, through which we are the cause of those things which are from us; its end is not the true, but the good, which is good for us. Similarly, therefore, it will belong to the intention of some philosophy to comprehend the truth of that which is in us, according to the reason by which it strives to comprehend the truth of that which, by the guidance of reason, is a way into every cognition of all those things whose cognition occurs in us through those things which are known among us, from which we go forward to science of unknown things. Therefore logical science, which is rational, will also belong to the intention of philosophy.

Again they say that a sign of this is that among the Peripatetics philosophy in its first division is divided into three parts, namely into physics taken generally, and ethics taken generally, and the rational science likewise taken generally. I call physics generally so called that which comprehends both natural, disciplinary, and divine science. I call general ethics that which contains within itself monastic, economic, and civil science. I call the general rational science that which comprehends every mode of coming from the known to the unknown in whatever way; and this occurs through many kinds of proofs, as will be shown in what follows. Therefore it is manifest that logic is some part of philosophy.

Again, if something belongs to the intention of philosophy, then this will especially belong to the intention of philosophy, without which no one can come to any cognition in philosophy. But no one who is ignorant of logic can acquire perfect cognition of the unknown, because he is ignorant of the mode through which one must come from the known to knowledge of the unknown. Therefore logic seems especially to belong to the intention of philosophy.

But Avicenna 2 and Alfarabius say that this contention is frivolous and fruitless. Frivolous, indeed, because in contradicting one another they do not refer their intention to the same thing said in the same way. For those saying that logic is not a part of philosophy call real and contemplative philosophy philosophy. But those contradicting them, and saying that logic is a part of philosophy, call every comprehension of truth, existing in whatever way, whether in itself or in us as knowing or acting, philosophy. And thus they contend frivolously, not referring their intention to the same thing. This contention is also fruitless, because it declares nothing concerning the proposed intention. And thus it is of no profit for the proposed matter.

Therefore logic is one of the parts of philosophy generally so called, which, as entirely wondering, intends to comprehend truth according to the mode according to which it is possible to comprehend it from the proper principles of that which it wonders at. For this varies according to the property of each science. For just as in real philosophy philosophy is varied according to the diversity of definition, which is the middle in demonstration, so in logical or rational matters science, that is, the mode of knowing, is varied according to variations of reasoning. For if reason proceeds from signs making presumption, there will be one part of general logic which is called rhetoric. But if it proceeds from fictions making delight or aversion, there will be another part of logic which is called poetry or poetics. But if it proceeds from common probabilities, which are found in most cases, there will be another part which is called dialectic. But if it proceeds from essential and proper causes, there will be another part which is called demonstrative. If it proceeds from those things which seem to be and are not, there will be another part which is called sophistic. But if it teaches one to proceed from cautions provoking the respondent, there will be another part of general logic which is called tentative; and thus it is easy to understand concerning all the others.

But Avicenna gives the reason for the things which have been said, saying that all things are to be taken in three ways, namely, first, that they are taken in the principles of their essence; second, in the being which they have in their proper singulars; third, according as they have been received in the intellect. For many things according to the principles of their essence are separated from motion and from matter, which nevertheless according to being are, or can be, in motion and matter, such as substance, unity, identity, multitude, diversity, and other things of this sort, which indeed in the principles of their essence are ungenerable and incorruptible; and in this way, according to Plato, they are the formal principles of things, on account of which Plato says that such things are ungenerable and incorruptible. And if such things are said to be generated or corrupted, this will be only according to accident, that is, according to the being which they have in generated and corrupt things. But the taking of a thing according to the being which it has in supposits will be according to the existence of those supposits, and according to the definition which they can have according to the being which they have in them. But the taking of things according as they are in the intellect is according to the cognition which they have, not according to what they are in themselves, but according as they have been received by the intellect. And according to all those three modes there are also consequent accidents which are called its proper passions. And thus in any one of those three modes philosophy intends to acquire truth concerning them. And this is through some guidance of reason which pertains to logic. For things, insofar as they have being in the soul, have proper accidents, such as something's being known to a human being and something's being unknown; and when things compared to each other are joined to one another in something, there will be a way of reason, proceeding from the known to the unknown, through comparison of the known to the unknown according to agreement or difference of the known from the unknown. From this it is comprehended that one thing is composed with another and predicated of it, or one thing is divided from another and removed from it; for according to this mode one comes from one thing into another. Therefore in this way logic belongs to the intention of general philosophy.

Notes
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Logic is supremely necessary and useful for philosophy. For from the fact that logic teaches how the unknown becomes known, it is clear that in no philosophy can anything be made known except through the capacity of logical teaching. For, as Boethius says in the Topics 1, it is the reason of discussing, that is, teaching how one must discuss concerning anything whatever, which, as he says, is distributed into two parts, namely the science of finding, which the Greeks called topic, and the science of judging, which the Greeks called analytic, but the Latins called resolutory. But it is agreed that without discussion and inquiry one does not come from the known to the unknown; and this discussion is nothing other than an inquiry discussing how the known is compared to the unknown, how it is related to it, as cause, or principle, or sign, or conjecture toward it, or in the contrary way as repugnant to it; without this nothing can be known in any science 2. Therefore with respect to this, that it is a science teaching how to discuss concerning every thing, it is not only useful in itself, but is also necessary for everything which we intend to know. For this reason Aristotle frequently says in his different books that the cause of the error of the ancients was that they did not find or have logical science. For logic teaches the principles how, and by what principles and by what arguments, one must discuss concerning any knowable thing; and unless that mode is known, the knowable thing cannot be found, because he who seeks the mode of finding science of that knowable thing does not have the on-account-of-which.

Aristotle also says that the mode of knowing must be learned before any science, so that through that mode the science of any knowable thing may be found. For since science is a habit of the conclusion, the one who receives science must know how to conclude. But he who does not know what he ought to conclude does not know how to conclude. And since nothing ought to be concluded except a question, he must know what and how that which is intended to be concluded must be sought.

Again, he does not know how to conclude who does not know from what things, and of what sort, and by what conclusion one must conclude. But no philosophy teaches all these things except logic alone. Therefore it is not only useful and assisting for all sciences, but also necessary. For this reason those who do not know logic, even with respect to that which they seem to know, do not know that they know it, because they do not know how each thing ought to be known, and how it is to be proved or disproved.

Again, such people have no power in the things they know, since they do not know on account of what they assent to the things they know, nor how they ought to answer those contradicting them. But the logician knows this, if he has perfectly obtained the science of discussing concerning anything whatever.

Again, the one who does not know logic, even if he seems to know something, nevertheless does not know it, as we have already said above, since he does not know the reason of what he knows; and he is related to the known thing and to the act of knowing as fire is related to burning wood. And therefore it belongs to one who knows, as Aristotle teaches in first philosophy 3, to be able to teach. But one cannot teach who does not know how to set forth the reason of what is known. But he does not know how to set forth the reason of what he knows who does not know the causes and principles of logic. Therefore such a person, even in those things which he seems to know, will be as an unlettered person is related to one having letters. Such a person also detects neither his own error nor another's, because he does not have the habit by which he may judge whether he knows rightly what he knows or not rightly.

Again, through this, that there is a science of finding any known thing through relations of one thing to another, which are called topical or local, by which intellect or opinion or faith or estimation or suspicion is located in another thing which is already held within in the mind of the one seeking. Without logic one cannot proceed either to inquire into or to find anything; nor, even when the thing sought is found, can it be known whether it has been found or not found. Therefore it is manifest that also with respect to this logic is not only useful, but is also necessary for every philosophy.

Again, also through this, that it is a science of judging, because that which has been found is judged whether it has rightly been known through its principles, logical science is necessary for every philosophy. But logic teaches this in two ways, teaching one to resolve the thing known into principles, namely principles of consequence which are in the figures and modes of syllogistic consequences, and into the real principles of that which follows, as into immediate, essential causes convertible with that which is known through the conclusion; by this judgment everything that is known is, as it were, weighed, reducing to the equilibrium of reason everything that in all physical matters is sought for knowing.

But this science 4 is not only necessary, but also useful, just as the good is the happiness of man according to the most perfect act of the best part of the human soul, that is, according to contemplative intellect. Nor will the intellect be able to contemplate unless it has known the principles of contemplation, and knows how to find what it seeks to contemplate, and to judge the very thing that, once found, it now contemplates 5. The conclusion is clear: before all other things this science is useful for happiness, without which the act of happiness is not reached, and through which the happy person receives the act of operation that is not impeded. For this science frees one from phantasms which seem to be and are not, condemns errors, shows falsities, and gives the light of right contemplation in all things. Therefore this science must be considered before all things.

Notes

	Boethius, On the Topics, in the first book On Topical Differences, chapter 1. (Boetius, In Top. in 1. libr. de differentiis top. cap. 1.) ↩

	Compare Physics I, commentary 25. (Cf. I Phys. comm. 25.) ↩

	Compare Metaphysics I, text 1. (Cf. 1 Metaphys. tex. 1.) ↩

	For this, see Algazel in chapter 2 of his Logic. (Pro quo vide Algazel in 2 cap. suae logicae.) ↩
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But since logic is a contemplative science, teaching how, and through what things, one comes through the known to knowledge of the unknown, it is necessarily fitting that logic be concerned with an instrument of reason of this sort, through which science of the unknown is acquired through the known in every case in which something known is effected concerning the unknown. But this is argumentation, insofar as argumentation is a reasoning arguing with and convincing the mind, through the relation of the known to the unknown, concerning science of the unknown. But among the species of argumentation the chief is syllogism. For this reason certain men said that logic as a whole is concerned with syllogism and the parts of syllogism 1, determining the common subject of logic according to that which is the principal subject. For there will not be credibility concerning all things through syllogism, because syllogistic discourse is only from a universal taken universally; and this cannot exist in many sciences, as in rhetorical matters. The reason is that in those matters local relations are especially attended to, from which, through enthymemes, that which was sought is concluded. Therefore since logic, as Aristotle says, gives to every science the mode of discussing, finding, and judging what has been sought, it must be about such a thing as its subject, something which is equally applicable to all things in every case. Moreover there are some things in which from singulars we seek to find what is unknown, as in experimental matters, in which we use either syllogism or induction for receiving the universal, and cannot use perfect syllogism. For this reason syllogism cannot be the common subject of logic. For this reason also, in the logical writings which were written by the Ancients, there is taught not only what syllogism is, and of what sort, and from what things it is, but here there is also taught what argumentation is, and what its parts and species are.

Nevertheless there are those who interpret logic as the same as sermocinal science, saying that general logic is the same as sermocinal science, under which they say grammar, poetics, rhetoric, and the science which they call dialectic are contained. And therefore they say that the subject of general logic is speech, insofar as it is designative of the things which are signified through it. Avicenna attacks this opinion 2, saying that speech signifies nothing of itself; for if it signified something of itself, it would always and among all people signify that thing, which is false. Therefore it receives signification from the convention of the one instituting it. Therefore it signifies only according as it has been conceived in the intellect of the one instituting it. Man uses such speech, insofar as it is thus significative of what has been conceived, toward himself and toward another. For this reason Damascene says that it is divided into two, namely into encordial speech, that is, speech disposed inwardly in the mind, and into that which is from signs, which in being understood is a messenger of his heart, because it announces the concept of the heart to another. For this reason the logician uses speech both toward himself and toward another accidentally and not through itself, because without designative speech he cannot proceed to knowledge of that which is unknown 3. But he uses reasoning through itself for producing knowledge of that which has been declared. For this reason, since the intention of the logician is to teach those things through which, through themselves, one comes into knowledge of the unknown through what is known, the subject of logic is argumentation, because through argumentation that which is intended is effected.

Again, although incomplex speech designates something before the simple intellect, nevertheless it does not make faith as to whether something is or is not, because it does not signify that something is or is not. But one does not come to knowledge of the unknown except through something which makes faith concerning the unknown, that it is so or is not so. Therefore incomplex speech cannot be the instrument through which the intellect is led from the unknown to knowledge, which is what the logician principally intends. Therefore incomplex speech is taken up by the logician only accidentally, insofar as it is a part of complex speech, which is designative of composed intellect.

Further, complex speech, in that it is complex, signifies neither being nor non-being; for if this were so, every complex speech would signify that a thing is or is not, and thus a deprecative, optative, or subjunctive utterance would signify that a thing is or is not, which is false. Therefore complex speech, through the fact that it is enunciative, signifies that a thing is or is not. But through the fact that it signifies that a thing is or is not, it does not have the power to argue and to make faith concerning the enunciated thing. Therefore through the fact that it is enunciative, it is not the instrument through which the logician obtains what he intends. But it makes faith through the fact that it is collective toward the form of an argument. Therefore argumentation is the instrument of the logician. But general logic, teaching concerning this, has as its subject that through which the logician using it comes into science of the unknown through the known. Therefore argumentation is the proper subject of teaching logic. And this is the opinion of the three Philosophers, namely Avicenna, Alfarabius, and Algazel.

Nevertheless all sermocinal sciences use speech, namely grammar, poetics, rhetoric, and the science which is called logic. Grammar uses it insofar as a mode of inflections and constructions exists as simply designative of simple and composed intellect, without its knowing concerning the thing signified whether it is or is not. But poetics uses it insofar as the pronounced measure provokes the hearer, by delight or by aversion, to doing or fleeing something; on account of this, from varied compositions and according to metalogy or fable, it fashions, attempting lies which provoke hearers. Rhetoric uses speech insofar as it is designative of that through which it intends to persuade. But the logician alone uses speech insofar as it is a part of the instrument through which alone faith is made concerning the unknown, when knowledge of it is argued from the known through the joining of an argument. Therefore he uses speech on account of another thing, and not on account of speech itself.

But the proof of this is that the known, through which science of the unknown is received, is considered in two ways, namely insofar as it is a thing taken outside the soul of the knower, and insofar as it is a certain notion in the soul of the knower. But it does not make knowledge of the unknown insofar as it is a thing taken outside the soul of the knower, but rather insofar as it is a notion of the thing existing in the soul of the knower; for thus it is significative and inferential of that which is unknown, which unknown the intellect itself in some way perceives with perfect comprehension. Therefore the logician considers significative words of things in this way and not otherwise. I say with perfect comprehension, because perhaps there are some so keen-sighted that from the understanding of one complex utterance they immediately conceive faith concerning the unknown; but this is imperfect and not general. And therefore it does not suffice, but there is need of argumentation perfectly effecting this. But if someone asks whence that known thing is produced from which science and faith of the unknown are received, this is to ask nothing, because in anything there is something known through itself to man and implanted by nature, through which he can receive science of the unknown. Otherwise man would be perceptive of no science or discipline, just as neither is a brute animal, if the first principles of knowing were not present in man through themselves. Therefore logic as a whole is concerned with argumentation or syllogism as its subject. But it is concerned with other incomplex words on account of that.

CHAPTER IV.

Whether universals are corporeal?

The second question is whether universals are incorporeal or corporeal, which has been brought in from the Platonists just as the first was. For Plato used to say that mathematical lines and surface are certain separated things, out of which mathematical bodies are composed; just as he said that every divisible thing is composed out of indivisibles, taking these things from the Epicureans who had begun to philosophize earlier. But Melissus and Parmenides and certain others said such things. And from mathematical great and small things they said that every material quantity consists.

But they introduced three especially strong reasons for their opinion. The first of these was that they saw that substance, both matter and form, of itself, and insofar as it is substance, and taken according to itself, is indivisible, as Aristotle expressly says 4. Therefore there must be another indivisible principle of divisibility. But the divisible is nothing except quantity: and every quantity, whether it is discrete or continuous, proceeds only from an indivisible. Further, every species of quantity proceeds only from a proximate indivisible: because each genus and species is caused by some of its own proximate principles. For a body, which is divisible in every way, cannot be caused, as from the proximate principle of its own constitution, by that which is indivisible in every way, such as a point, or by that which is divisible in one way only, such as a line. But it must be caused by that which is divisible in several ways. Such is a surface, which is indivisible only in depth, but divisible in breadth and length. And from the composition of one surface with another it becomes divisible in depth: just as a point, indivisible in every way, by the composition of point with point becomes divisible in length, by the straight motion of a point into a continuum. For a point is substance having position, and therefore by its motion into a continuum it makes the division of a posited line. And similarly it is concerning a surface constituted from a line moved in breadth: that motion composes the line with another existing as one first moved in the breadth of the continuum which is constituted by its motion. And similarly it is concerning a body, which is constituted by the motion of a surface moved in depth. And because there are not more positions of the continuum into which something indivisible could be moved for the constitution of quantity, therefore there are not more than three species of continuous quantity, and not more than three diversities. But since sensible matter is of itself indivisible and immobile, it cannot be the principle of a quantified thing or of quantity. For matter of itself has nothing of quantity. But it is necessary that everything which is an essential principle of some genus be something of that genus, both in the genus of substance and in the genus of accidents. But it has been proved in the Physics 5 that the principles of corruptible things are incorruptible, and the principles of sensible things are insensible. Because otherwise in principles and the principles of principles one would go to infinity. It is also clear that those natures which are called simple and universal are principles of those things which are singular, as has already been had and determined in the preceding question. And they cannot be principles of these material and corporeal things unless they are corporeal and determined by principles of quantity. Therefore it follows of necessity, as it seems, that universals are corporeal, and bodies measured by corporeal quantities; and this reason is directly according to Plato's intention, who posited such separated things. And therefore it has been explained by us through many points, so that what he intends may be better understood.

The second reason is that the principle of some genus or species cannot be either this or that determined thing in number: because thus it would not be the universal of that genus or species taken. Therefore the principles of genera and species are genera and species: and since the things principled are sensible and quantified bodies, it follows that their principles are genera and species of quantities. For these are sensible principles individuated by here and now. For substance insofar as it is substance, in its principles, is determined or individuated neither to here nor to now: and therefore it is not caused by such principles. And therefore Plato said that the principles of all these sensible things are about mathematical things taken in the notions of genera or species; but that substance, insofar as it is substance, is not as what is principled, but is determined through quantity to here and now. From this, moreover, he further inferred that genera and species, which are the principles of these singulars, are corporeal.

The third reason of Plato was: because what is first in the order of nature is the cause and principle of the same thing which, according to itself, is posterior in the same order of nature, as has been proved in the Book of the Fount of Life and in the Book of Causes. But the quantified thing taken according to the notion of quantity is clearly prior according to the order of nature to this sensible quantified thing. Therefore, according to the order of nature, it is its cause and principle. But nothing is cause and principle except what is a simple and universal principle. Therefore what is simple and universal is quantified and corporeal.

Without doubt, these are Plato's reasons in this, that he said universals are certain corporeal things constituted in mathematical notions and forms. But what certain people say concerning universals of immaterial things, such as angels and souls, is of no value at all for the present matter. For Plato said that such things stand from eternity, and are certain rays of the first light, and are not caused by material principles through composition; and in such things he said there is particular, not universal: but in such things he said that they are in us through this, that their lights and essences are in us, whether we are existing through them or knowing them. On account of this Avicenna in his Metaphysics, where he establishes the species of quality, says that this saying is true. He gives as its sign: because those things in which they are, whether the things existing through them or knowing them, do not receive them according to here and now, but everywhere and always, as far as they themselves are concerned. For the soul is not in the body according to here and now, nor is a daemon or intelligence, or even an angel, in that in which it is by operation or cognition as here and now, but according to the possibility of that in which it is, it is in it according to everywhere and always: because it does not have in it a discretion of position. This is Plato's opinion.

Against this, three reasons also suffice, which among the many which can be adduced are the stronger. The first of these is that if universals, the principles of these singulars, are corporeal, they are principles either insofar as they are incorporeal, or they are principles of them insofar as they are corporeal and determined here and now. If they are principles of these insofar as they are corporeal, but a corporeal thing is not made corporeal except through another corporeal thing, and the constituting principle is also corporeal, then that corporeal thing itself also is not made corporeal except through another corporeal thing: and thus one would proceed to infinity. Therefore it follows that the principle of a corporeal thing is incorporeal, just as the principle of the corruptible is incorruptible, and the principle of the sensible is insensible, and the principle of the movable is immobile, and so with all other things.

The second reason is that if universals are corporeal, it follows that they are determined by quantities and figures. But the notions of quantities are not quantified, and the notions of figures are not figured. But if universals are quantified and figured, it follows that the one receiving them is figured by them and stretched out by quantity. But the possible intellect receives such things. Therefore the possible intellect will be quantified and figured, which no one has ever supposed, because all praised Anaxagoras when he said that intellect is pure and unmixed, having nothing common with anything. Therefore the universal cannot be corporeal, even in a corporeal thing, since, insofar as it is universal, it is mover of the possible intellect.

The third reason is that if a universal is a body or is corporeal having quantity, its corporeal quantity must also be perpetual. But its singular in which it is, in whatever way, is corporeal and a body: therefore either these two are one body, or they are two bodies. If they are one and the same, it follows that the corruptible is incorruptible, the sensible insensible, the maker made, and the constituting constituted, if they are one and the same: which is unfitting and unintelligible. But if they are two bodies, it follows that two bodies are in the same place. For place is given to mathematical things just as to physical things, as Aristotle says. But it has been proved by us in the Physics that if two bodies are in the same place, of necessity the two will be one and the same body. Therefore it follows that if they are two diverse bodies, they are one and the same body: which is altogether impossible.

But we, determining the things introduced, distinguish that corporeal is said in multiple ways, namely in four ways. In one way something is called corporeal as stretched out by corporeal quantity, so that the quantity itself is also something of it. And thus all things having corporeal quantity, both movable and sensible things, are called corporeal. In a second way things are called corporeal not indeed as having quantity as something of themselves, but nevertheless as stretched out according to the extension of quantity in the subject receiving them, as whiteness and blackness, heat and coldness, and figure, and a form standing about something, are called corporeal, although quantity is nothing of their essence. In a third way everything determined to a body as to a receiver is called corporeal, such as sense and imagination and the other sensible powers. And universally every sensible and vegetative soul are corporeal forms. In a fourth way something is called corporeal, not because it is something of a part or of corporeal quantity, but because it is a principle of the body's quantity. And thus a point is said to be corporeal. But incorporeal is likewise said in many ways: because if one of opposites is multiple, so is the remaining one. In none of these modes is the universal corporeal: because it is as the nature of a body or of a corporeal thing, to which universal being happens through aptitude for being said of many: and it is incorruptible, because, as has been shown very well, otherwise it could not be mover of the possible intellect, because it is utterly incorporeal and incorruptible. For it is a simple notion and nature abstracted from every quantity of extension.

To this, therefore, which is first objected, one must say that that which constitutes the essence of the quantified is twofold, namely according to the essence of quantity and the constitution of that which is quantified or quantity. And from such a principle the objection proceeds and is necessary. Another is the constitution of the quantified according to specific being and notion, not according to that which is quantity and gives the name and definition of quantity. And this principle constituting the species and genus of quantity is not quantity or quantified, but rather the simple nature and notion of quantity. And this nature, thus taken in its simplicity, is a universal.

To that which is introduced second, one must say that what they posit, that the principle of this is simply true, in being and species according to nature or in genus is not determined to this or that: because if this were true, it would not be a universal principle, but a principle of this or that. But this principle is not mathematical quantity in those things which are corporeal; rather it is simple nature constituting in genus and species, and giving name and notion. And in this it is clear that although a point is the essential and as it were material principle of a line, nevertheless it does not have the name or notion of the form of line. But there is another principle according to form, by which a line has the name and notion of line. And this principle taken simply is the nature of line, to which being universal happens through this, that that nature is communicable to many. Therefore it is clear that the universal of corporeal things is incorporeal. And this is the true saying of the Peripatetics.

To that which they introduce third, one must say that what is posited is true, provided it is understood well: that what is essentially a principle by the mode of a material constituted thing is essential, not first in the order of nature; even if it were granted that they constituted and principled natural bodies, they would not principle them except according to that which is subjected quantity, and not according to this by which quantity is in notion or species or genus. And therefore they are not proper to them according to the formal order of nature, or according to the order of efficient cause. But those things which constitute things that are corporeal in notion, name, species, and genus, are prior according to the order of nature: and those are simple natures, and their essences, and their notions. But all these things are both incorporeal and universal through what has been said before. And Aristotle found this subtlety, and therefore in all the things which he said, he is to be preferred to Plato in the positing of principles. This is the true determination of this question according to the Peripatetics; and thus it must be held, nor should care be taken over certain sophistical men who wrote certain things before us.

Notes

	The opinion of those positing syllogism as the subject of logic is rejected by the author; Scotus also follows this opinion in the second question on universals. (Improbatur ab auctore opinio ponentium syllogismum esse subjectum logicae, quam etiam sectatur Scot. in 2 quaest. universalium.) ↩

	Avicenna, in chapter 1 of his Logic. (Avicenna, In 1 cap. logicae suae.) ↩

	And this is the opinion of Avicenna, Alfarabius, and Algazel. See Avicenna in chapter 3 of his Logic and Algazel in chapter 2. (Et haec est opinio Avicennae, Alfarabii et Algazelis. Vide Avicennam in cap. 3 suae logicae et Algazelem in cap. 2.) ↩

	Aristotle, in Physics I, text, commentary 15. (Aristoteles, In I Physic. tex. com. 15.) ↩

	Compare Physics I, text, commentaries 40, 41, and 82, especially concerning prime matter. (Cf. I Physic. tex. com. 40, 41 et 82, specialiter de materia prima.) ↩
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Chapter V. On the division of logic, what its parts are, and concerning a word signifying by convention, what and how it signifies.

But the division of logic, and what its parts are, as Avicenna and Alfarabius say, are to be taken from its intention. But as has already been said before, logic intends to teach the principles through which, by that which is known, one can come into cognition of the unknown. Now there is the incomplex, concerning which it is asked what it is, or the complex, concerning which it is asked whether it is true or false. But the incomplex concerning which it is asked what it is cannot be known except through definition. But the complex concerning which it is asked whether it is true or false cannot be known except through argumentation. Therefore these are the two parts of logic. One is that the principles be taught through which the definition and quiddity of a thing may be known, so that through those principles it may be taught what is the true definition of a thing, and what is not, and what seems to be one and is not. The other is that the principles be taught by which the truth or falsity of an enunciation may be proved through argumentation; and that the form of that argumentation be taught as to figure and mode, and quietation or complexion; and that the matter of the same argumentation be taught; and that it be taught what seems to be argumentation and is not, because it indeed has some appearance, but does not have true existence; and that cautions be taught by which the one objecting or responding may, through some occasion, be impeded or moved away from the conjecture of truth, or toward this, that he may perfectly see the truth and not turn away from it.

But the first of these parts 1 either was not handed down by the Ancients, or has not come down to us. Avicenna and Alfarabius also say that this part did not come down to the Arabs. Nevertheless Aristotle says in many places that this was a cause of error for the Ancients, because they did not have the art of defining. But what certain men say, that Aristotle handed this down in the sixth book of the Topics, is frivolous; for there he did not hand down the part of defining, but teaches how to terminate that problem in which it is asked what inheres as a definition. Again, certain others say that these things pertain to metaphysics, and that Aristotle handed this down in the seventh and eighth books of first philosophy; but this is absurd. For Aristotle there teaches what the things defining both substance and accident are, and what physical definition is, and how definition is one and not many, and such things of this sort. But he does not teach how, by defining, one answers the question by which it is asked what a thing is through essence and quiddity, because this pertains to logic and not to first philosophy. Therefore it is clear that this part has not yet come down to us. There are also subdivisions of these parts which logic carries out, concerning which there will be a treatise in what follows.

But because logic considers all things insofar as they are in the soul or in the intellect of the one who seeks through what is known to himself to come into knowledge of the unknown, for the sake of these things it considers the word signifying by convention, and what and how it signifies. The earlier Peripatetics, as Alfarabius and Algazel say, distinguished this in five modes. First and principally, a diction signifies that for the signifying of which it was instituted by first institution, as man signifies man, and house signifies house, and so concerning others. In the second mode, to signify is said of what is consequently supposed in it, as house signifies foundation and wall, and any integral whole thus signifies its integral and principal parts. In the third mode, when a thing accompanies the signification of it; as if there is a wall, it signifies that there is a foundation, and if there is a roof, it signifies that there are a foundation and wall. In the fourth mode, when one thing is in the intellect of another, as man signifies animal and signifies rational. And to this mode is reduced the fact that an accident and a passion signify the subject, as snub signifies nose, and as white signifies a bounded body, and the other things of this sort. In the fifth mode, just as opposition signifies opposition and an opposite signifies an opposite; as the disgregation of white signifies the aggregation of black, and the motion of cold toward the center signifies the motion of hot away from the center, and the other things of this sort. And this pertains to logic through the fact that logic is the science of discussing; but one cannot discuss, as Aristotle says 2, unless it is granted that names signify something, because they do not signify infinite things. For the sake of this, logic also considers common things and incomplex words.

But complexion and incomplexion do not belong to a thing according as it is a thing, nor even to a word according as it is a word, but they belong to a word according as it is referred to simple or composed intellect. But I call a simple intellect that which is the simple beholding of one thing. For such an intellect is not signified to another except by an incomplex word or diction.

But I call a composed intellect that which receives one thing in another or as divided from another; and this intellect cannot be designated by an incomplex word, but rather by a complex one, as man is an animal, or man walks, or man is not a stone, and things of this sort. For this reason the old Peripatetics, defining the incomplex, said that an incomplex diction is a significant diction by convention 3, whose parts signify nothing of the intention 4 of the whole; as when man is said, the part which is ma and the other part which is n signify nothing of the intention of man. But even if some name of one simple thing is composite, as Adeodatus, nevertheless, insofar as it is the name of one simple thing, it is an incomplex diction. And this which I say, Adeo, and this which I say, datus, signify nothing of the intention of the whole thing named by this name Adeodatus. But a complex diction is that whose parts signify something of the intention of the whole, as when we say, man walks; and this diction man, and this diction walks, signify something of the intention of this complex, man walks.

Again, a word, according as it is referred to the intellect of the one who seeks to find the unknown through the known, has this, that it is divided into common or universal, and proper or singular; for none of such things belongs to it according as it is referred to the thing designated. For all things which fall under sense and according as they are constituted by nature are singular; and the common which is in them is received by the intellect. And therefore Aristotle 5 and Boethius say that the universal exists while it is understood, but the singular while it is sensed. Yet the common that is in them is in three modes, namely that which is actually in many, as man, which is actually divisible into many, so that the whole is in each singular by nature and reason; and that which is actually in one, but by aptitude of nature can be in many, as this common thing which is sun; and that which neither actually is in many nor in some one or one only, but by aptitude and reason is not repugnant to being able to be in many, as heptagon, if we posit that no heptagon exists according to act, nevertheless according to aptitude it is and can be in many. And to speak generally, every name or diction which is imposed from a form communicable to many, whether that form is accidental or substantial, is common and universal, whether it is communicated to many according to act or not.

But the proper or singular is that which is imposed from an accidental form signifying a collection of accidents which it is impossible to find except in one alone, as Socrateity or Platonity, which from the parents as subjects, and from the place of birth, and from other things of this sort, can belong only to one, and it is impossible that it be found in another. And this occurs in two ways: either it occurs by a proper name, or by a gesture of demonstration toward this singular, as when we say, this wood, or this white; for this is thus this, that it cannot be another.

Again, a diction or significant word is articulated, not from the fact that it is referred to the designated thing, but from the fact that it is in the intellect of the one seeking to know the unknown through the known; although also some of it is a noun, but some a verb. But a pronoun, as its own name also bears witness, is taken in place of a noun in supposing; and a participle with the supplying of the substantive verb, in apposing or predicating, supplies the place of a verb; as when it is said, man is loving, or man loves, or man was loving, or man loved, or man will be loving, or man will love. But the other indeclinable parts without adjuncts have no understanding, as if it is said, man is in, it is not understood unless there is added in what he is, as in a house. And similarly when it is said, man is above, and there is not added above what; and if it is said, however man, and there is not added against what the conjunction sets him, or if it is said, therefore man, unless there is added what is inferred. But a noun, as will be had in what follows, is significative by convention without time 6; but a verb is with the time which is subjected to it. The same thing is predicated, or said, or denied, or affirmed of one.

Again, to a word signifying by convention, according as it is in the intellect of one seeking science of the unknown through the known, five things belong, namely that it is univocal, and some are diversivocal, some multivocal, likewise some equivocal, and some analogous or proportioned, which among the Arabs are called convenient. Univocal things are those which have been imposed from such a form to which there is one relation, according to thing and reason and without more and less, of all those participating in it; as animal is participated in by the species of animals, and man is participated in by the individuals which are under it. Diversivocal things are diverse names of one and the same thing according to substance, because the one instituting those names, in instituting them, was affected by diverse properties of the thing, as sword, point, broadsword, blade, garment, tunic, and things of this sort. Multivocal things are diverse names of diverse things, because the one instituting them, in instituting them, was affected by diverse properties of diverse things, as horse and ass. Equivocal things are when one name has been imposed on diverse things according to diverse reason, because some one property found in diverse things affects the one instituting it; yet that property is not in them according to one reason, as dog, which name is imposed on the barking animal, the heavenly star, and the marine fish on account of one property found in them, which is that all these are biting, although they are not biting according to one reason. But analogous things are things said proportionally, as the Arabs say, convenient; and they are intermediate between univocal and equivocal things, which are imposed on diverse things according to being and substance by respect to one thing to which they are proportioned, as being, which is said of substance first and principally, and of accident secondarily, because it is something of being; and quantity is called being because it is the measure of being; and quality is called being because it is a disposition of being. And this, as John Damascene says in his Logic, occurs in three ways, namely by proportion to one subject, as being; and by proportion to one thing effecting an act, as that man is truly called physician who operates according to the medicine which is in him, and an untrained person is called physician who imitates the physician through experienced things or experiments in the work of healing, and not according to the art of medicine which may be in him, and an instrument of medicine is called physician through which medication is made, as a clyster, or funnel, or another thing of this sort; third, by proportion of the same thing, as healthy, which principally consists in the equality of the complexion of animals, and is in food as in that conserving the same health, and in urine as in that indicating it, and in air or in place as in that fostering it, and similarly is in other things. But all these things have been drawn out from logical matters, because they belong to the significant and articulated word, according as through institution it affects the intellect of him who seeks to be certified concerning the unknown through the known. For according to the custom which we have in other works, we wish to set down, so far as we can, all things which pertain to the illumination of doctrine 7.

CHAPTER V.

Whether universals are separated from sensibles, or posited in sensible things themselves?

It remains now to discuss the very difficult question which Porphyry touches as the third, namely whether universals are separated from sensibles, or are posited in sensible or singular things, and do not have being separated from them. But concerning this there was always contention between the Stoics and the Peripatetics. For Aristotle seems to posit that a universal does not have being outside the particular; whence in the Posterior Analytics he seems to say 8 that the universal is only in this, that is, in the singular. Speaking also against Plato he says that it is not necessary, if there will be demonstration, for the universal to be one something outside many; nevertheless it is true to say that it is one of many. As if he should say that, for knowledge to be demonstrative, it is not necessary to say that the universal, concerning which there is science, is separated outside singulars: because it is enough that the universal is one in many and of many. Further, Aristotle says that there is no necessity to think that the universal is besides this.

In first philosophy also 9 he further introduces many reasons leading to an absurdity: because if the universal were separated according to actual being from the singular, it would follow that there would be heaven besides this heaven, and earth besides this earth, and man besides this man; and since sciences concerning the natures of things follow things, and there is one science of separated things and another of things conceiving matter, as is clear in metaphysics and physics, there would be one science of heaven and another of this heaven, and one medicine concerning man and another concerning this man, and one geometry concerning earth and another concerning this earth, and so with the others.

This same thing is proved by the definition of the universal, both from the words of Aristotle 10 and from the words of Avicenna and Alfarabi. For the universal is one of many and in many. But if it is in many, it does not have being separated from them. And therefore they say that the universal is that which is apt to be in many, and in this it differs from the singular. But a thing according to nature is in that in which it is apt by nature to be, and not in that in which it is not apt by nature to be. Therefore the universal is in many, and does not have being separated from them, because it is not apt by nature to have separated being from them.

Further, if the universal were actually, according to perfect being, besides many, it would follow that it would be existing by itself alone, and undivided in itself and divided from others, and thus it would be this something and singular. But nothing which in itself is one and this something is predicable of many except by name alone, and not by some reality which is in them. And he who posits the universal to be in this way does not know the notion of the universal, which is predicated of them by name, by reality, and by the notion of the thing which is in many.

Further, if it were in this way existing through itself, it could not be for another a cause in nature and notion, because it could not be its form; but if it constituted that other, this would be by the mode of elemental composition of admixture, and then it could not be predicated of the being by formal predication, and then every usefulness of it would be destroyed. For in this way it could be the principle of no thing, neither toward being nor toward the science which would be concerning it through knowledge of the universal.

Further, all such propositions would be false and impossible in which a universal is predicated substantially of a particular, as when it is said, this man is man, or this wood is wood, and all propositions similar to these, which are very great absurdities and incongruities. But if someone should say that the universal is united to the particular and nevertheless remains separated in itself, this person does not escape the absurdities introduced: for what is united in such a way is not one, and according to being is not predicated of that to which it is united. And therefore it could not be said that Socrates or this man is man: because man would be united to him, and as it were impressed upon man as by a seal; just as it cannot be said that sealed wax is a seal. Therefore it seems that the universal does not have separated being outside its singular.

But against this is that everything which has being, not having it through another or from another, can be without that other. But the universal has being, not through the singular nor from it. Therefore it can be without it; therefore according to being it is separable from the singular.

This also is proved thus: the being of the universal is common being, apt by nature to be in several and communicable to many. But it cannot have this being from the singular, because singulars are discrete and incommunicable. Therefore the universal does not have communicable being, which is the being of the universal, from the singular.

If perhaps someone says that this reason does not prove that the universal does not have discrete being, but proves that when the singular has been destroyed the being of the universal remains according to some mode, this seems to be against Aristotle, who, positing that the universal has being in the singular, says that when the first things have been destroyed it is impossible for anything of the others to remain 11. And this is destroyed according to the reason introduced: because if the universal has being separated or separable from the being of the singular, the universal will remain equally while the singular exists and while the singular does not exist, because its own being does not depend in any way upon the being of the singular, except according to being in it, and not according to being simply.

Further, the universal is always and everywhere, but the particular or singular is here and now. But if the universal is everywhere and always, it is somewhere where the singular is not, and it is sometime when the singular is not. But whatever things are separated by place and time are simply and substantially separated according to being and subjects. Therefore since universal and particular differ or are separated in place and time, they seem to be separated substantially simply according to being and subjects.

Further, the same being cannot be understood as corruptible and incorruptible. But the universal is incorruptible, while the singular is corruptible. Therefore the being of the universal and of the singular will not be the same. For if the same being belonged to both, it would follow that contradictories were true at the same time: because if it is corruptible according to being, there will be some time when it will not have being. For in the first book On Heaven and the World it has been proved 12 that the corruptible will necessarily at some time be corrupted; and then it will not be incorruptible, or it will always be. Therefore there will be some time when that according to being both will be and will not be, which is impossible.

Further, it is clear that the universal has being in which many are united into one name and notion, which name and notion state the being of the defined thing. But it has this being in no way in the being of the singular. Therefore it has this being separated from the being of the singular. Therefore since it has this being, either it has it insofar as it is an instrument of the first agent, or it has this insofar as it is in the soul through abstraction knowing it, or it has it as existing in the thing itself outside the agent and knower. If it is said that it has that in the efficient cause, then the universal has only ideal being; and when it is predicated of the singular, it is predicated only as an idea. But this predication is not substantial, but only exemplar, and thus every substantial predication is destroyed. But if it has it in the apprehending soul, then the relation of the universal to many is only in the soul and not in the thing, and thus it is predicated by name and not by reality. And thus universals are not things but names, which has already been shown to be false. Therefore it remains that they have it insofar as it is a thing existing in itself and separated from the agent and knower and from the singular. Therefore the being of the universal is separated from the being of the singular, and conversely. But from all these things and similar ones it seems that the separated being of the universal is separate in substance, place, and time from the being of the singular.

But to these things it is not difficult to respond for one who knows well the position of the Peripatetics. For through a distinction of the being of the universal all these things are easily determined. For there is the being of the universal insofar as it is universal according to the notion of universality, and there is the being of that which is universal. Similarly there is the being of the singular insofar as it is singular and according to the notion of singularity, and there is the being of that which is singular, as it is a substance standing beneath the common nature. Therefore we say that the being of the universal insofar as it is universal is separated by reason, and is opposed to that which is the being of the singular insofar as it is singular, although not as in the same subject. But the being of that nature which is universal is not separated from the being of the singular insofar as it is the substance standing beneath that common nature; rather the being of the universal is the being of the particular, and not divided from it. For, as we have said, the universal according to being is in the particular, although it is not universal according to the fact that it is in it, nor common, nor communicable, as was sufficiently declared in the first question. And unless this were so, there would be no question nor science concerning anything, as is proved in the first objections. Nor is attention to be given to the solution which certain people introduce, namely that the universal according to itself has being, but does not have complete being except in the particular. For the universal has complete being in this, that it has all things which are required for the being of the universal, just as the particular has complete being when it has all things which are required for the being of the particular.

To that which is first introduced against this, one must say that everything which has being not through another can be without it, unless it is in such a case that its being, although it is not through another, nevertheless is in another to which it is itself a cause of being. And this is to be in another as an essential part of that being itself insofar as it is in another: and in this way the universal or second substance is in another. But through the fact that it is in that other, it is particularized and determined. And therefore it has being indeed in itself, but not determined and particularized.

But if it is asked whether the being which the universal has taken through itself is the same as that which it has as determined and particularized, one must say that it is neither altogether the same nor altogether diverse, but the same or one in two ways. For in substance it is the same; but it is twofold as the same and one, indeterminate and determinate. And this is the solution of the three Philosophers, Avicenna, Alfarabi, and that same John called the Grammarian among the Arabs; and it is true because it agrees with the sayings of Aristotle.

To that which they introduce second, that aptitude by nature to be in several does not belong to the universal insofar as it is in singulars, it must be conceded that this is true; but that nature has this insofar as it is simple and indeterminate. For the simpler something is, the more communicable it is to many. But I say simple not through the privation of the differences which belong to its being, but through the privation of those things which determine and contract it to this being or that according to species or individual. But through this it does not follow that it has determined or singular being; because although it does not have such being from the singular, nevertheless it has it only in the singular: just as the common has being only in that in which it is determined and contracted to distinct being. For nothing is simple in nature except what is directed to distinct and determined being, just as genus exists only in species, and species exists only in its own individuals.

To that which is objected, it is said that the objection does not prove that the universal has separated being, but that it remains when several particulars have been destroyed, which must be conceded. But Aristotle's saying that, when first things have been destroyed, it is impossible for anything of the others to remain, is understood in determined and distinct being in the things of nature. Nevertheless it is possible for it to remain in the being of simple common and indeterminate nature. But if it is asked in what and where it remains according to that being, this will be declared in the next chapter immediately following.

To that which is said, that Aristotle says that the universal is everywhere and always, but the singular here and now: one must say that what Aristotle says is true, that the universal taken in the being of the universal does not distinguish place, or the differences of place, or time, because it is indeterminate and common to every place and time; but according to the same substantial being of its own it is made here and now when it is determined in the particular to this and that.

But if someone says that according to this the same thing is in several things differing in time, place, and substance, one must say that this is not unfitting concerning that which is a simple and communicable nature, because rather this is necessary, since communicability follows upon its simplicity. But in determined and distinct being it is not in several things divided in substance, place, and time. And therefore man is of the same notion in every time, in every place, and in all individuals.

To that which is said, that the universal is incorruptible while the singular is corruptible, one must say that this is true, because otherwise there would not be science concerning it; but from this it does not follow that the being of the universal is separated from the being of the singular. For each thing is said to be incorruptible or corruptible by reason of the principles constituting its being. And therefore, since the being of the universal according to that in which it is truly universal, that is, according to that in which it is simple and indistinct nature, does not depend according to being except on simple principles, it will sometimes follow that it is incorruptible: for in the last part of the Book of Causes it is proved that the simple is incorruptible. But this same thing as determined and distinct in the singular according to the being of the particular, which gives it determined being, because of the addition of corruptible principles, nothing prevents from being corruptible. And the same thing is corruptible and incorruptible by comparison with diverse principles. And Aristotle does not reject this in the book On Heaven and the World.

To this, however, which they say cannot be denied, that the universal has common being in which many are united and agree in substance and notion: we say that this is true, and this being is proper to it, and it does not have it from the singular. But neither can this be denied, that that same common being is determinable and designable in singulars, because otherwise it would not be communicable in singulars. And through that distinction of being, that being is not made diverse according to substance, but only is made to have a diverse mode of being, which does not make being simply diverse, but makes one being twofold from the fact that it receives a diverse mode of being, as has been said often.

But if someone says that, as Aristotle says, when we are moved those things which are in us are moved, and by this is understood the motion of corruption, and thus when first things have been corrupted it is impossible for the universal to remain: one must say that what Aristotle says is altogether true, and is understood just as has been said. And it is true that the universal is corrupted in those things which are corrupted, but it is corrupted insofar as it is in them. For it is in them according to determinate principles drawing it aside to the being of the particular. And in this way it is corruptible in the mode in which in the Book of Causes it is said that the incorruptible is that which is carried over that which is corruptible, and is corruptible through another and by accident. But nothing prevents it from remaining according to the substance and being of simple, indistinct, and non-particularized nature.
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But from the things which have been said it is clear that if someone seeks to know the incomplex which is unknown, through that which cannot be unknown to him, he cannot find knowledge of it except through definition or something else which imitates definition by some declaration of the incomplex. But the principles and rules of this are five, and there are five corruptions. The first is that all things posited in the definition are substantial and existing substantially in the thing defined, because definition is said to be that which defines, joins, and unites all the limits of the essence, and explains what the principles of the defined thing or of the being of the defined thing are, namely essence, potency, and the final act completing the being of the defined thing; as we say that rational, mortal animal, voluntarily movable, is the definition of man. But animal, insofar as it includes in itself animated sensible body and substance, is the first potency in which the being of man is begun. But this beginning is determined essentially, through rational, to the act of reason. But through mortal it is determined to the species, especially according to the Stoics, who used to say that good daemons and evil daemons are rational animals, airy bodies, and immortal in life, as Themistius and Apuleius say. But through the fact that voluntarily movable is said, it is separated from others which by nature and phantasy are apt for motion. And this is the first requirement.

The second, however, is, as Aristotle teaches in the Metaphysics 1, that the ultimate difference be convertible with the thing defined, and this makes the whole definition convertible; as this very thing which is voluntarily movable is converted with man, according as will sounds as an appetite which is in reason.

The third is that what is posited earlier in the definition be related to what follows as proximate potency to act, and as the determined to the determining, and as the distinct to the distinguishing, as animated to sensible, and as sensible to rational, and as mortal to rational, and as voluntarily movable to mortal; so that in one motion of generation the later always proceeds from the antecedent.

The fourth is that the first defining element be known through itself to him who seeks to know the thing defined, both in substance and in power; because unless it is known in substance, it cannot be a principle of cognition of the unknown, and unless it is known in power, the definition of that which is sought to be known cannot be hunted out through division of it.

The fifth is that the definition state the whole being of the thing defined; because otherwise it would not reach from limit to limit in the quiddity and being of the defined thing, and thus it would not have the true name of definition. And through this definition has the fact that it is one and not many, just as motion is one and not many when it is from the first potency through the middle way up to the final act. Therefore these things, considered definitorily, make such a definition that it truly certifies the whole thing defined.

Its faults also are five opposed to these, although any one of the faults is in many ways; as also in other things in which good comes from one thing and cause, but evil in every manner and in infinite ways, as Pythagoras says 2. Therefore the first fault is if essential knowledge of the thing defined is sought through one accidental thing, or through several accidental things, or through all accidental things; as if I were to say that man is a laughable animal, or that the sun is, as Empedocles says, a white hot thing.

The second fault is if the ultimate difference is not convertible; then those preceding things which are broader are not determined to the being of the thing defined by the ultimate difference except in potency, nor is the quiddity and being of the thing defined known through them by universal science, but in potency, not in act; and thus the being of the thing defined is not perfectly known.

The third fault is if the things which are posited in the definition are posited in a disorderly way:
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for thus act would be signified to precede potency in the same thing, which never happens in any being of a defined thing in which there is potency and act. For in all such things potency immediately precedes act, and therefore through such a definition the being of the defined thing would not be declared as it is. And an example of this is if I were to say that man is living, rational, sensible.

The fourth fault is that the first defining element is not known through itself in substance and power. And this happens in four ways, because a thing is defined either through that which is the same, or through what is equally unknown, or through what is more unknown than it, or through that which cannot be known except through the thing defined, or through that which is known through another. Through that which is the same: the example is as when time is defined as the measure of motion; for what is said of time is said of the measure of motion, because time is nothing other than the measure of motion, and he who is ignorant of time is ignorant of that which is the measure of motion. But when it is defined through what is equally unknown, it is as when whiteness is defined through that which is being contrary to blackness; for it is equally unknown what whiteness is and what its contrary is, namely blackness. And so it is concerning the definition of relatives through one another, as will be manifest below in what follows 1. But concerning that which is more unknown, the example is as one who defines fire, saying that fire is a thing among bodies most similar to spirit or soul; for he defines fire through soul, which is more unknown than fire by substance and definition. Concerning the case in which a thing is defined through that which cannot be known except through the thing defined, the example is as one who defines the sun, saying that the sun is a planet making the day by its illumination. For since day is the stay of the light of the sun over our hemisphere, it is agreed that the illumination of the day is known through the thing defined; and thus the definition will be circular, which is very unsuitable 2. But all agree in one point, namely that the thing is defined through that which ought to be known through another; for in this way it will never stand, but will always be defined through another, and one will go into infinity.

The fifth fault is that the definition does not state the whole being of the thing defined. For if it did not state and explain the whole, it would not state what the being of the defined thing is, and it would certify the defined thing only in part. As one defining triangle says that a triangle is a figure of three angles having three angles equal to two right angles. For since it is not placed in the definition that a triangle is a rectilinear figure having three angles equal to two right angles, the whole being of the defined thing is not stated; for it can be a figure of three angles having three angles greater than three right angles, if the triangular figure is composed from arcs. The stated definition also errs from another cause, because it posits what is not essential to the thing defined. For having three angles equal to two right angles is not the essential constituent of a rectilinear triangle, but is a property consequent upon the essence of the thing defined. Another example of the same, and one more suitable than the one which is stated, is that a circle is a plane figure contained by one line. For this definition does not state the whole being of the thing defined, because it makes no mention of that which is the formal principle of a circle and from which it is produced, that is, of the center. Therefore it will be perfect if it is stated thus: a circle is a plane figure contained by one line, in the middle of which there is a point from which all lines drawn to the circumference continuously and directly are equal. Therefore these are the things which must be attended to and avoided in definitions, if the thing defined ought to be certified through definition.

There are, however, certain other notifications, not proper definitions, sometimes given through matter, sometimes assigned through the efficient cause alone. Unless these are reduced to definitions which are given through genus and essential differences, they cannot be called definitions, but notifications of whatever sort. But they are reduced in this way: matter is not taken as simple matter, but insofar as it is the first potency toward being. For thus it is taken according as in it the essential form is already begun, and in that formal power the constituting and dividing differences are begun. As if it is said that man is constituted from body and rational soul; then body is not taken as freed from form, but rather is called animated sensible body; and this animated sensible body is that from whose potency and beginning rational is produced. And thus it returns to that definition which is from genus and difference, because animated sensible body is animal, and animated by a rational soul is rational. But the definition which is given through the efficient cause is as if it is said that man is what is generated by man. For then the agent is not taken as efficient only, but as agent according to form and univocally. But a univocal agent gives form according as it goes out from formal potency to act. Hence what is generated by man is not living and animal at the same time, nor animal and man at the same time according to act, but first living in act and sensible in potency, and second sensible in act and rational in potency. And also the definition given through the efficient cause is reduced to that which is from genus and difference. If the efficient cause is taken otherwise, it will be of the essence of the thing defined and will not certify it.

But every other declaration of the incomplex which is made through accidental things is not a definition, but is called a description. Such a declaration ought not be made through common accidental things, because these are not convertible, but through proper accidental things, because concerning these is understood what Aristotle says 3, that accidents or cognition of accidents contribute in the greatest part to knowing what a thing is. For these are accidents of nature, and proceed from the aptitude of that very nature, and therefore make known the substance, just as often what is prior is known through what is posterior, not simply, but with respect to us. But this will be manifest in what follows. Nevertheless the logician uses such things in receiving knowledge of the unknown, just as he also uses other argumentations in receiving knowledge of the complex, which certify less than syllogism.

But the logician uses other declarations whenever they are of greater declaration than the name itself or the incomplex diction whose knowledge he seeks. Although they do not perfectly certify, nevertheless in some way they declare that which is sought. And because, as Ptolemy says, he is foolish who, when he cannot perfectly know what he seeks, rejects that through which he can know by conjecturing concerning the thing sought. Therefore it belongs to the logician to give rules and principles of such things for cognition of the incomplex, through which he may begin from principles known through themselves and come into cognition of the things which are sought. For not all things can be unknown, because thus by seeking one would proceed into infinity 4. For the first principles are like seeds inserted by nature into the cognition of man, from which, as from seeds, great fruits of the sciences arise concerning those things which are known through them. For when first things have been posited through division, it is known what is in potency in them. And division also leads through to the last; for this reason the very science of division is necessary for the logician, as Boethius says.

Notes
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But just as the logician, when teaching one to seek science of the incomplex 1, teaches the instrument by which knowledge of it may be received according to definition, and those things which make for definition, and those things which surround definition, and those things which perfect definition, and those things which change definition, so, when teaching one to receive science of the complex, he teaches syllogism, which is its proper instrument, and teaches the other species of argumentations, and the principles of syllogism, and those things which surround it, and its principles and parts, and the matter in which the form of syllogism can be placed, and the form of other argumentations, and the things which alter syllogism. And therefore the things about which the logician has to treat are divided and multiplied according to these.

There is no difference of that complex thing of which science can be received, because the indicative speech alone is that whose property it is to be true or false 2. And therefore only science of it can be received, because science is only of the true. But this is twofold, namely categorical and hypothetical, or, as the Arabs say, enunciation and conjunction; for this reason he teaches how to constitute two species of syllogisms. For he teaches how to constitute the categorical syllogism and the hypothetical syllogism, although the hypothetical has to be reduced to the categorical.

But the construction of a syllogism occurs in two ways, as we have already said in what came before, namely for finding and for judging. But finding cannot exist except through the relation of the known to the unknown, which relation is topical and is taught in the science of topics. But the science of judging is through resolution of what has been found, which is resolved either into formal principles of syllogism, or into material principles, which are principles certifying the thing through this, that they are causes of that which follows and has been inferred. And there are two parts, namely the Prior Analytics and the Posterior Analytics; and it is proper to the logician to teach the principles and rules of these.

But lest deception occur about the things which have been said, the science concerning sophistical refutations has been found. Again, lest an impediment arise on the part of the one who seeks to receive, the cautions of the tester have been found; in all these the doctrine belongs to the logician, so that science of the enunciation whose science is sought through argumentation may be received completely.

But because syllogism is not known as to whether it is something composed and complex unless it is known from what things, and how many, and of what sort it is, and how it is joined, therefore the logician has to deal with enunciation and the parts and qualities and composition of enunciation. And in these the logical work is perfected; all these things occur by the act of reason, which is reasoning, which act is the discourse of reason from one thing to another. And therefore such sciences are called by Dionysius discursive disciplines. But reason cannot thus run discursively from one thing into another unless it first receives one thing as divided in another through itself or through accident. And this cannot be unless one thing is received as ordered to another through itself or through accident. But order belongs to the prior and posterior according to nature and being; and thus it receives universal and particular through itself or through accident. And thus it finds the mode of predicating one thing of another, or of denying. And with respect to order the science of Universals and the science of Predicaments were found. And with respect to the mode of drawing out one thing from another, the science of divisions was found. For it is the work of reason to order, compose, gather, and resolve the things which have been gathered; reason uses this work as an instrument in receiving science when it proceeds from the known to the unknown. If knowledge of these is handed down perfectly, the logician is prepared for the reception of science, provided that he knows how to beware of errors and fallacies, concerning which he is sufficiently instructed in sophistical refutations.

Therefore these are the parts of logic which generally have to teach the mode of receiving science concerning any knowable thing, whether incomplex or complex. And Alfarabius already determined this before us. Nevertheless this mode is varied according to the matter in which it is placed, according to the diversity of the matter in which science is sought. For in sermocinal matters it is one way in grammar, which attends to the mode of significant dictions both in inflection and in the joining of construction. It is another way in poetics, which intends from fictions and imagination to move toward delight, or aversion, or appetite, or love, or hatred. And therefore it uses fable and the recital of heroic deeds, and in speech uses song modulated by short and long syllables, so that it may soothe the hearing and provoke more easily. And it is another way in rhetorical matters, which teach abundance of speaking for persuading the judge, so that he may be provoked to punishment or privation of that concerning which it persuades, taking rhetorical places both in persuading and also in complaint and accusation. And there are also colors of speech, so that the speech may be charming and may flourish, having been accepted because of cultivation of speech. It is another way also in praiseworthy and ethical matters, in which, by demonstration of praise or blame, what is proposed becomes acceptable and praiseworthy before it does so by the power of persuasion. And indeed in real sciences it is one way in probable matters, another in necessary and demonstrative matters, and another in conjecturing matters which are not sciences of demonstrations, as in physiognomy, in the second part of astronomy, in necromancy, and in other sciences of this sort.

Therefore, once such things and the things which have been said have been had, every logical business will be perfect, by which we intend to hand down the method by which everything that is unknown can be made known from that which is known through itself, or posited, or received as known. For some things are known through themselves in some disciplines, but some are received from others as known, as in conjectural sciences, in which nothing is known through itself according to the thing.

Notes
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But the first thing which must be considered in logical science is the universal, because if the account of what is predicable of others according to truth is attended to, nothing can properly and truly be predicated of another except that which inheres in that of which it is predicated. But since nothing inheres in itself, for this cannot be understood according to intellect, that something is in itself or inheres in itself, as Aristotle says 1, it is necessary that everything which is received as inhering in another either inheres as an essential nature or as an accident. And by the fact that it inheres, it follows of necessity that it is communicable to all in which it is signified to inhere. Therefore it is communicable to many according to aptitude and in many and of many. But everything that inheres in this way is predicable for this very reason. Therefore the account and cause of the predicable is that it is universal. Therefore since the first act of reason, which investigates science of the unknown through the known, is the ordering of predicables, but the ordering of predicables cannot be known unless it is known by what account that which is predicated is predicable, and this account is taken from the fact that it is predicable. For it is prior to consider the predicable according to that which is predicable than to consider the order of predicables. Therefore since it is predicable from the fact that it is universal, it is necessary first to posit the science of the universal.

But if someone objects that even the particular is predicated of itself, we shall say that this predication does not have the perfect account of predication; and this will be treated in what follows in the appropriate place. Thus therefore for the account of predicables it is both necessary and useful to send ahead a treatise concerning the universal.

But the universal is that which, although it is in one, is aptly born to be in many, as was shown in what preceded 2. And through the fact that it is in many by aptitude, it is predicable of them. And thus the universal is what, by its aptitude, is in many and of many. And in this way, insofar as it is the account of predicability, it pertains to the logician to treat of the universal, although insofar as it is a certain nature and difference of being, it pertains to the metaphysician to treat of it. For to predicate and to be predicated belong to reason ordering and composing predicables according to the proper account of predicables.

But the universal so taken, insofar as it is predicable because it is in many and of many, either inheres essentially or accidentally, either as essence or as accident. If it inheres as essence, it inheres either as the whole essence or as an essential part. If it inheres as the whole formal essence, it is agreed that it is species, because species is the whole formal being of the individuals of which it is predicated, because whatever is after species belongs to matter or individuating things. But if it inheres as an essential part, then either it is according to potency in which being exists by beginning, or it is a part according to act in which being exists according to perfected act. In the first mode it is genus, but in the second mode it is difference. But if it inheres as accident, either it inheres as an accident of nature, which is caused and emanates from the aptitude of that nature itself, or as a common accident, which is an accident of the individual. In the first mode it is proper, and in the second mode it is called accident. And it is necessary for the logician to treat of all these, because he considers the order of predicables and the composition of predicates.

How all these are predicated through the mark of composition, and how through this substantive verb is, will be manifest in what follows; but here let only this suffice, that whatever is predicated is predicated not as a part, but as the same according to being. But I call it the same either through itself or through accident. Therefore there will be a treatise concerning these in this our book. Nor shall we here consider the things themselves by which such items are referred to one order of the predicable. For this has to be determined in the book of the Predicaments. But we shall consider the accident belonging to those things, by which the first of their predicables has the name and account of genus, the second of species, the third of difference, the fourth of proper, and the fifth of accident. For this pertains to the intention of this first book. For through this the accidents receive a diverse mode of predicating in what a thing is or in what sort of thing; although all agree in this, that any one of them is predicable, through which also the science is one and not many. But the universal cannot be defined by a true definition, because through the fact that it is predicable of many it is not of one and the same account, but is said according to prior and posterior of those things of which it is predicated by the compass of its commonness.

But treating of these things, we shall hold the mode and order of Porphyry, so that a twofold usefulness of our work may be had: both doctrine concerning universals may be had, and also understanding of the book of Porphyry may be had, which he wrote to a certain Grisarotius, his disciple. But since necessary is twofold, namely inevitable and useful, for the doctrine of the predicaments which is in Aristotle's books, which is more excellent than the other doctrines of the predicaments, it is necessary to know what genus is, what difference is, what species is, what proper is, and what accident is, according as these universals have the account of predicables. Therefore one must treat of these. It is inevitable insofar as one must know the account of the predicable before the order of predicables. It is useful insofar as it is an aid to know the intention 3 of genus, species, difference, proper, and accident before determination is made about those things which are ordered in one genus as species, and before the things which are divided from one genus through opposite differences are determined, and before the properties of each genus are assigned and the broad distinction of genera in substance and the genera of accidents are determined.

It is also necessary and useful for the assignment of definitions, all of which, insofar as they are predicable, are constituted from genus and differences, in which one must beware lest something accidental be posited. For evil cannot be avoided unless it is known, as Boethius says. It is wholly necessary also for demonstration, whose middle according to the most powerful mode of demonstrating is the definition saying what a thing is and on account of what. For such a definition, as Aristotle says 4, is a demonstration differing by position. It is also necessary and useful for the science of divisions, because every division is either of genus into species, or of a whole into parts, or of accident into accidents, or of subject into accidents, or of accident into subjects, or of a word into significations. And it is clear that there are some things in division which cannot be known without the doctrine of these. Therefore the science of genus, species, difference, proper, and accident is an aid to the science of divisions of genus into species, and of accident into accidents, or of accident into subjects, or of subject into accidents. But if it is not useful for every division, through this it is not removed from being useful for division. For one who is ignorant of one account of division does not have the science of division.

Therefore, since this business concerning these things, insofar as they are certain universals, is so useful, by speculation or consideration of these five things insofar as they are in reason, I shall attempt to show the doctrine by making a compendious handing down. For our mode will be as it were introductory, so that it may suffice for the inexperienced. But we shall gather the things which were said about these by the Ancients; and although in the mode of an introduction one must abstain from the higher questions, nevertheless because of the goodness of doctrine we shall touch on them also. Yet in the mode of an introduction, the simpler things, easily intelligible by the inexperienced, should rather be surmised in a moderate way, so that instruction may be made easier. For one and the same thing can be treated by subtle demonstration and by introductory discourse. For we shall not here demonstrate these things through the highest causes, but through likenesses and examples we shall make instruction concerning them.
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But lest it seem that there is no science concerning these things which cannot be determined through the principles of logic, it must be said rather that they must be determined by the principles of the highest wisdom. The first question is whether those things which are called genera and species subsist in reality, or whether they are not indeed subsisting in the nature of things, but are posited only in bare and pure intellects through abstraction made from things. And I say in intellects alone by exclusion of things, so that they are not in things. But I call intellects bare when they are separated from the appendages of matter, and are only of those things which were never in matter. For things which were in matter are not in bare intellects, but are in intellects which are mixed with phantasy and sense. But I call intellects pure from the side of the intelligible, to which nothing moves except the light of intelligence alone, and not a received phantasm.

Yet there are those who interpret the things which have been said otherwise, saying that those things are in intellects alone with respect to us, of which only intellect knows whether they are and how they have being. And those who were called Nominales said that universals have such being in intellect; they said that the commonness to which the particulars of universals, concerning which the universals themselves are said, are referred exists only in intellect. But they call those intellects bare which, with respect to the knowable thing which they receive, do not have prescribed habits that dispose the intellect to speculation of the things that are in it. As the intellect of conclusions seeks a prescribed habit of principles through which the conclusion is made, and the intellect of principles seeks for itself a prescribed habit of knowledge of terms, and so concerning the others. But they call those intellects pure which are not received by means of a phantasm.

There are still others who refer this to the intellect causing and knowing those things, which is the intellect of that intelligence which radiates upon the intellectual part of our soul. And they say that those things are in intellects alone which have no being except in the light of that intelligence. And these are those who say that universals, insofar as they are universals, have only ideal being, and are not things joined to matter, but fill all their matter with images of particulars, as one male fills many females. But these call intellects bare when they are separated from the images which they impress into matter. They call them pure because in causing they are not mixed with the impurity of natural principles, but from its light they produce universal forms, which through distance from them are mixed with the impurity of material principles, and then are particularized and determined.

Some also said that this multiplication is posited only for the expression of the same thing through a certain inculcation of words. Therefore from these questions, and from others which surround these, which cannot be determined except through principles by which the nature and illumination of intelligences has to be determined, we shall abstain, although we shall touch them so that what they are may be known. Since they cannot be discussed and fully determined through the principles of this science, because a business of this kind belongs to first wisdom with respect to its highest part; and therefore it needs a greater and subtler inquiry. But what it is useful for the logician to know about these things from probabilities, I shall attempt to show in this book, gathering probabilities from the sayings of the Ancients, and especially following the sayings of the Peripatetics, which sect seems to me the most probable in philosophy.

The second question, from which I here abstain, is this: if it is granted that they subsist in reality outside intellect, whether they are subsisting corporeal things or are incorporeal. The third question is whether they are posited according to being in their sensible singulars, or whether they are outside singulars in metaphysical things alone, as Plato is reported to have said. For this cannot be known fully through logical reasons, but such things are left to be determined by the metaphysician. Therefore these are three questions concerning universals. The first is concerning their being. The second is concerning their quiddity. The third is concerning their comparison to their particulars. And therefore although these questions concern all universals or can concern them, nevertheless they are especially asked concerning genera and species for three causes. One of these is that, since these are predicated in what a thing is, they are signified as being through themselves. But the other universals, since they are predicated in what sort of thing, signify being in another, and therefore they seem less to be through themselves. The second reason is that the other three are signified to be in these: for difference is in genus in power, and in species according to act; proper is in species and genus as a true accident; but common accident is in the individual. Some give a third reason, that all the others are referred to the accounts of these. For there is a certain genus of differences, whose species are special differences; and it is similar in propers and accidents. But this last reason is of little value. The first reason is best, and the second good, and taken according to the intentions of those who said these things.
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Chapter III. On the declaration and examination of the first question.

Although these things are determined above the powers of logic, because in these matters one must use reasons taken from the principles of being insofar as it is being, from which it is known what that is which subsists in the intellect alone, bare and pure, and has no other subsistence, and what that is which subsists outside the intellect in nature according to complete being. Logical reasons do not suffice for this. Nevertheless, because of the goodness of doctrine, and lest the reader's mind be held in suspense, one must attempt to explain these things somewhat.

Therefore for the first question, the greater difficulties which produce doubt on one side must be introduced, so that, once the reason for doubt has been seen, the truth may be better understood when the doubt has been solved. Therefore the first question is whether universals, and especially genera and species, which are indeed signified, subsist in nature according to being separated from intellect; or whether they do not so subsist, but are posited only in bare and pure intellects. Thus they would not have separated being, but would only be received insofar as they are accounts and intentions received in the mind and light of intellect.

Thus, therefore, with the question explained, those who say that they are posited only in bare and pure intellects introduce seven stronger reasons for themselves. For they say that Boethius and Aristotle and Avicenna say that everything which is separated in nature exists for this reason, that it is one in number. But the universal which is genus and species is not one in number, because the universal is one in many and of many. But what is one in many and of many is not separated from many. Therefore it itself is not separated, and therefore is not one in number. And if it is not one in number, it follows that it is not. Therefore the separated universal is not. If therefore it is in some way, it is only in bare and pure intellects: in intellects alone because it is not in the thing; bare because the universal has been stripped from phantasms; pure because it is only the pure light of intelligence, compared with no sensible matter.

They adduce a second reason. For they say that everything which is separated from nature, having separated being outside intelligence, is this something. And this is indeed a saying of Aristotle and Avicenna, and it is proved by induction. But the universal is not this something, but a qualified something. Therefore the universal existing in nature is not. Therefore if it is, it must be in bare and pure intellects alone.

They adduce a third reason. If everything which exists according to separated being in nature is particular and individual, as every form which is in an individual is individual, whether it is substantial or accidental, for it is individuated by matter, which is the principle and cause of all individuation. But the universal is posited to be in its particular as in a subject and substance in which it subsists and which underlies it, as Aristotle says in the Predicaments. Therefore if the universal subsists outside the intellect in its particular, it is particular; which is absurd, because the particular is neither in many nor of many. But the universal is in many and of many.

Fourth, they introduce to the same point that Aristotle in first philosophy proves in many ways that in the same thing the being of the universal and of the particular is the same, because otherwise man would be two and not one. Therefore if the universal has one being with the being of the particular, this being, insofar as it is in the particular, is particular, and the being of the particular is not to be of many and in many. For this man is singular and is not in many and of many. They argue from destruction of the consequent: if the universal according to its own being is in many and of many, the being of the universal is not the being of the particular. But it is the being of the particular if it is outside. Therefore it is not outside in nature, but is in bare and pure intellects alone; because otherwise the universal would in no way be, which is very unsuitable. But no one ever doubted whether the universal is. And therefore the Ancients did not ask whether the universal is or is not, but asked whether the universal, separated outside intellect, is in nature, or whether it is posited and founded in bare and pure intellects alone, because it would be outside intellect in the nature of things.

Fifth they object by saying the things which Avicenna and Algazel said, that the universal which is genus or species, if it is outside intellect, either began to be or did not begin to be. If it is said that it did not begin to be, it follows that it is eternal, which cannot be, since it has as cause the light of intelligence which makes and gives all forms. But if it began to be, it began to be either from itself or from another. But it did not begin to be from itself, because nothing begins from itself, since Plato says that there is nothing whose arising a legitimate cause has not preceded. But if it began from another, it began through the act of an agent. But nothing comes to be through the act of an agent except a particular and individual, because every act is concerned with particulars. Therefore the universal is particular and individual. Therefore let us destroy the consequent, saying that the universal is not particular and individual, as has already been proved above; therefore the universal did not begin to be, nor is it eternal. Therefore the universal is not in nature, but is in intellect.

The sixth thing which they introduce in assertion of their opinion is that in art, which imitates nature, there seem to be two modes of being in the form of art. For if it is considered according as it is in the artisan, it is common to all things which are of the same genus and species, because in the artisan it is according to the mode of the artisan. And just as one artisan is able to produce many artifacts, so the form in the artisan is a common exemplar for all things in which that form can be exemplified. But when it is outside the art of the artisan in the artifact's matter, it is particularized, and can be common to no one, nor does it have any aptitude to be in another and of another. It seems to be similar in natural forms. For in these intelligence is as artisan, and natural form is form in things, as the form of art is in the matter of the artifact. Therefore it seems that if the universal is common and by nature apt to be in many, it does not have this except according as it is in intelligence, which is the common artisan. Therefore the universal, insofar as it is universal, is only that which is in bare and pure intellects alone.

Seventh, they also confirm what they say through this, that in the book On Causes it is proved in many ways that the thing in a cause is only through the mode and power of the effect by the cause. But in the effect the cause exists only through the form which the cause produces into the effect, because everything that is led out from potency to effect produces only through that which is in the effect, both in univocal accidents and in equivocal ones, because equivocal causes must be reduced to univocal causes. Therefore the form of the first agent intelligence, in this that it is an effect, is not that except through the condition and power of the effect. But the effect is individual and singular. Therefore form, whether substantial or accidental, proceeding in the effect from intelligence, is individual and singular. But the universal is neither individual nor singular. Therefore the universal proceeding in the effect of nature outside intelligence is not; therefore it is posited in bare and pure intellects alone.

These are the stronger things which those who concede that universals are posited in intellect alone introduce. And therefore they say that Aristotle said 1 that the universal exists while it is understood, but the singular exists while it is sensed outside.

On the contrary, those who say that universals are things existing through themselves outside intellect introduce seven stronger reasons on which they especially rely. The first of these is that this man is only from man simply, and by the same reason another man is only from man simply, and so concerning all the others. But man cannot be except from that which, according to reality in nature outside intellect, exists simply. For this reason man is called the most worthy of creatures. For if this belonged to this man insofar as he is this man, it would not belong to another. Similarly, that man is rational does not belong to this one insofar as he is this one, because then it would not belong to another. Therefore it belongs according as he is man. Therefore man according as man, and not this man, is something existing in nature besides intellect. The same reasoning applies to animal according as animal.

The second is that, as Aristotle says 2, the things by which a thing is are the same as the things by which it is cognized and known. But there is no science except concerning the universal and through the universal. Therefore the thing is only through that which is universal. For science is only concerning things and through things, especially in physical matters. Therefore universals are things outside intellect. For if they were only in intellect, they would be intentions of things, and not the things themselves.

Third they introduce that form which gives being does not have being from matter, although it is in matter, but has being from the agent according to form and from a univocal agent. And according as it is from the agent, it truly is, and is outside intellect; and yet it is not this or that, but is simply. But the universal is that which according to itself is not this or that, but is simply communicable, made this or that. Therefore the universal simply and according to itself exists as separated from the agent and existing in nature, although it is not this or that. Therefore the universal simply is, and is more than the particular, or this or that. And this was Plato's objection, who said that universals are forms.

Fourth they adduce: because that which is from the agent formally is truly in nature, and yet has nothing of its formal being from matter; but from the fact that it is in matter, it has that it is the form of this or that. But being truly from the agent, not according as it is of this or that, most truly has being in nature and from the agent formally, because it is related in one mode to all the things which are exemplified from it. Therefore what is thus is most truly with nature, because its being is not shadowed or varied by anything. But form, according as it is related in one mode to all its particulars, is thus and has such being. But in this way it is universal. Therefore the universal is most truly in nature, and is truer than the particular.

Fifth they introduce that form gives being to the thing both in species and in reason, and nature is nothing other than the light of intelligence terminated to this and incorporated in this. Therefore that which gives being and reason either has this from the fact that it is incorporated in this and terminated to this, or it does not. But it is agreed that it does not have the power of giving being and reason according as it is terminated to this and according as it is incorporated in this, because this belongs accidentally to this, and from this accident it cannot have substantial act. Therefore it has it from this, that it is the light of intelligence, which gives being in nature. But nothing gives being in nature except what truly is in nature. Therefore the form which gives being in nature is truly in nature outside intellect. As the form of art does not give being to the artifact in the genus and species of the artifact except according as it truly is in the artifact and outside the intellect of the artisan; although that which gives being to the artifact does not have this from it according as it is in the artifact, but according as it is from the artisan.

Sixth they adduce that the light making colors does not lose anything through the fact that it is in a terminated body, nor does it receive anything of essence or power for acting, although many things belong to that which is constituted through it because it is terminated to this or that. Therefore similarly the light of intelligence, which of itself bestows forms, does not lose that which it has of itself or from the efficient cause through the fact that it is in this or that, nor does it receive anything of essence or power from the fact that it is terminated to this or that, although many things belong to that which is constituted by this according as that constituting light acts in this or that. But thus, having the power of constituting, it is truly in nature, and not according as it is in this or that. But this is called existing simply and most truly and by nature having one aptitude to all things to which it gives being and reason. But this is genus and species insofar as they are universals. Therefore genus and species as universals are most truly in nature.

Seventh they introduce that what according to nature and power is before the thing receives neither being nor unity nor multiplication according to itself from that which is after it, except according as it has being in this or that which is after it. But the universal, or the form which is the cause and principle of the thing, is before the thing according to cause and the order of nature. Therefore from that in which it is, it receives neither being nor unity nor multiplication according as it is in itself, although it is multiplied only according to the being which it has in this or that. If therefore it is taken in itself, it has none of these from that in which it is. But taken according to itself it most truly is, because taken according to itself it does not have this, that it is only in intellect, although it is from intellect knowing and causing. Therefore taken according to itself it is most truly a thing existing in simple nature. But thus the universal has aptitude to all its singulars. Therefore the universal most truly is and is a thing in nature, even apart from the fact that it is received in intellect alone, pure and bare.

Behold, these are the stronger things which they introduce for one side and the other in assertion of their opinions.

But we, solving these things so far as suffices for the present intention, say that the universal has a threefold consideration, namely according as in itself it is a simple and invariable nature; and according as it is referred to intelligence; and according as it is in this or in that. In the first mode, indeed, it is a simple nature, which gives being and reason and name, and is most true among all things which are, having nothing of an alien nature mixed in, nor varied by the condition of an alien nature. But through the fact that it is in this or that, many things belong to it according to being. The first of these is that it is particularized and individuated; the second, that it is multipliable or multiplied; the third, that it is incorporated and has in itself diverse properties to which it is subject, and other infinite things of this sort, because infinite things belong to matter. But through the fact that it is in intellect, it is considered in two ways, namely either according to relation to the intellect of the first intelligence knowing and causing it, of which that simple nature is a certain ray, or according to relation to the intellect knowing it through abstraction. And in the first mode there belongs to it that it is a ray and light of the agent intelligence, and that it is simple and pure, immaterial, immobile, incorporeal, incorruptible, perfective of possible intellect, and motive of the same possible intellect to act, just as color moves sight to act according to the act of the luminous which is in it when it is color according to act. But according to the relation which it has to the knowing intellect, not the causing intellect, it has this, that such an intellect, according as it abstracts it, acts universality in it, which it previously had from its own nature, through this, that it separates it from matter and material individuations. And thus what Aristotle says 3 is understood, that the universal exists while it is understood, but the particular while it is sensed. And also that saying of Avicenna 4, that intellect acts universality in forms.

And this is what the ancients said: that forms are threefold, namely before the thing, which are forms taken according to themselves, existing as principles of things; and in the thing, or with the thing itself, which are forms existing in the things themselves, giving them name and reason through the fact that they are apt to be in many and universal, but not according as they are in those things, for according as they are in those things they are particularized and individuated and led down to singularity. There are also forms after the thing, which are forms separated by abstraction of intellect from individuating things and in which intellect acts universality. And the first forms are substantial principles of things; the second are substances of things; but the third are accidents and qualities, which are called marks of things received in the soul and dispositions or habits.

Therefore, with these things previously tasted, we say that universals, that is, the natures which are called universals, taken according to themselves, are and most truly are ungenerable, incorruptible, and invariable. They are also outside or besides intellect alone, bare and pure, as the second set of introduced reasons proves incontrovertibly; but according to a certain being they are in things, namely according to individuated being which actually is in those things which are constituted in nature ultimately and in perfected being. For this reason that thing is called nature by the physicists. Again, according to a certain being they are in intellect, and this in two ways, namely in intellect causing and acting through cognition, and in intellect knowing through abstraction and acting and drawing out through universality.

Therefore to that which is introduced by the first middle for the first part of the opinion, that Aristotle and Boethius say that everything which is, is for this reason, because it is one in number, this is understood of those things which are perfected in nature in ultimate act; concerning those it is true. But universals are not in this way, for they are as principles of things, and not as things constituted and completed in nature in ultimate act. Or it is understood thus 5, that one in number is said from the number of ultimate being or from the number of essence. For being which is one in number has the being of its essence; as also the universal, one in number, is one in number of essence and not two or three, although the number of matter and accident is in many and of many. And this belongs to it accidentally and does not belong to it according to itself; and thus what is said is understood, that by participation in the species several human beings are one man.

Similarly one must say to what they say second, that what has separated being outside intellect in nature is this something, because to have separated being is said in two ways. In one mode, that is said to have separated being which has being in itself not dependent on something, in order that it have being which is outside it; and in this way what they say is not generally true, because the universal separated in this way has being in nature, and yet is not this something. In another mode, that is called separated being which in itself is an individual and divided and separated from others by discretion. And in this way what they say is generally true, because in this way only singularly existing things have separated being.

To that which they introduce third through the saying of Avicenna, one must say that everything which is in an individual, according as it is in an individual, is singular. But that which is in an individual, nothing prevents from being universal, not according as it is received in the individual; for this, taken according to itself, nothing prevents from being a qualified something and not this something.

But if someone objects thus, that what is in an individual is in it through the mode of the individual; but the individual is this something; therefore what is in the individual is singular and this something: the argument is not valid. For what is in an individual is not always in it by way of the being of the individual, but sometimes by way of the principle of the individual. And it is not necessary that this, according to that which it is, be an individual and this something, because it can be a qualified something. And therefore in the argument there is a paralogism of figure of speech, because a qualified something is interpreted as this something.

But to that which they introduce fourth, one must say that the universal according to the being which it has in the singular does not have another being than the being of the singular; and Aristotle proves this 6 against those who said that universal forms retain distinct and divided being besides the being of the singular, as being received from a seal is separated from it as the being of the seal and of the sealed wax are separated. But Aristotle does not prove that that which is in the singular does not have the being of nature and principle, not according as it is in the singular, but according as it is taken in itself, because this is true and necessary in every nature.

To that which is objected fifth, one must say that the essences of things, according as they are essences, do not begin to be except through accident and through another, namely when those things in which they are begin to be. For in these, consequently, those essences also begin to be. And this does not belong to them except according as they are in those things; but according to themselves they neither begin nor cease to be according to nature, but are rays of the light of intelligence universally acting.
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Chapter III. Whether universals are posited in bare and pure intellects alone, or outside the soul?

by the intellect knowing through abstraction, acting upon and drawing them out through universality.

Therefore to that which is introduced by the first means on behalf of the first part of the opinion, that when Aristotle and Boethius say that everything which is, is for this reason, because it is one in number: this is understood of those things which are perfected in nature by ultimate act; for of those it is true. But universals are not in this way: for they are as principles of things, and not as things constituted and completed in nature by ultimate act. Or it is understood thus 1, that one in number is said from the number of ultimate being, or from the number of essence. For being which is one in number has the being of its essence: just as also a universal one in number is one in number of essence and not two or three, although the number of matter and of accident belongs to it, in many and of many. And this happens to it and does not belong to it according to itself: and thus is understood what is said, that by participation in the species several men are one man.

Likewise one must speak to that which they say second, that that which has separated being outside the intellect in nature is this something: because to have separated being is said in two ways. In one way, namely, that has separated being which in itself has being not dependent upon anything, in order that it should have being which is outside itself: and thus what they say is not generally true; because the universal thus separated has being in nature, and nevertheless is not this something. In another way separated being is said of what in itself is undivided, and divided and separated from others by discretion. And in this way what they say is generally true: because thus only things singularly existing have separated being.

To that which they introduce third through the saying of Avicenna, one must say that everything which is in an individual, insofar as it is in an individual, is singular. But nothing prevents that which is in an individual from being universal, not as taken insofar as it is in the individual: for this, taken according to itself, nothing prevents from being a quale quid, and not this something.

But if someone should object thus: what is in an individual is in it according to the mode of the individual. But an individual is this something. Therefore that which is in an individual is singular and this something. The argument is not valid. For what is in an individual is not always in it according to the mode of the being of the individual, but sometimes according to the mode of a principle of the individual. And it is not necessary that this, according to that which it is, be an individual and this something: because it can be a quale quid. And therefore in the argument there is a paralogism of figure of speech: because a quale quid is interpreted as this something.

To that which they introduce fourth, one must say that the universal according to the being which it has in the singular does not have another being than the being of the singular: and Aristotle proves this 2 against those who said that universal forms retained distinct and divided being besides the being of the singular, as something received from a seal has a being separated from it, just as the being of the seal and of the sealed wax is separated: but Aristotle does not prove that that which is in the singular does not have the being of nature and of principle, not insofar as it is in the singular, but as taken according to itself: because this is true and necessary in every nature.

To that which is objected fifth, one must say that the essences of things, insofar as they are essences, begin to be only by accident and through another, namely when those things in which they are begin to be. For in these, as a consequence, those also begin to be. And this happens to them only insofar as they are in those things: but according to themselves they neither begin nor cease to be according to nature, but are rays of the light of intelligence universally acting, which is God; since this, being itself acting, it is not possible to assign that it begins or ceases except insofar as it does this or that in a singular.

To that which they introduce sixth, one must say that although the form of art has that it is a common exemplar from the fact that it has issued from such an artificer, nevertheless after it has issued it still has that when it is taken according to itself as a form of art: and it has this in woods and stones, although it does not have this insofar as it exists in woods and stones. And similarly concerning natural forms existing from intelligence. And therefore, taken according to themselves, they are common and universal even those which are in singulars, although they do not have that insofar as they are in singulars.

But if someone infers, saying: if they do not have it insofar as they are in singulars; therefore they have it insofar as they are not in singulars. This is a paralogism according to the fallacy of division: because he infers dividedly from that which had been said according to composition.

To that which is introduced seventh and last, it seems one must say that everything which is in an effect insofar as the effect has ultimate being, insofar as it is in that effect, is singular: and thus is understood what is proved in the Book of Causes 3. But nothing prevents that which is in an effect, taken according to itself by the mode of a principle and formal cause of the effect itself taken according to itself, from being of itself communicable and common, as has now often been said.

But the things which have been introduced second, I think, conclude of necessity.
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CHAPTER VI.

In what way the universal is in the soul, and in what way in itself, and in what way in the singular, and in which it is more truly according to the being of its nature.

But the question is very difficult, in what way the universal is in the soul, in what way in itself, in what way in the singular, and in which it is more truly according to the being of its nature. For that it is in the soul is presupposed from the sayings of all the Peripatetics, who say that the universal is while it is understood, but the particular while it is sensed 1. Further, Averroes 2 and Avicenna say that the intellect acts universality in forms. Further, the universal in the intellect, as Aristotle says, is the principle of art and science; and it could not be the principle of art and science unless it were in the practical and speculative intellect. For art is the factive principle of beings in reason, and therefore it is in the practical intellect. But science is a habit of conclusions proved from the principles of speculation, and therefore it is in the speculative intellect; and thus the universal must be in the intellect. Again, there is the universal according to the being of a simple nature, to which universal being happens according to its communicability: for it does not have this from the fact that it is in the soul as a principle of art and science. There is also the universal in the singular, communicated and made distinct by individuating things and matter.

Therefore let it be asked according to what mode it is divided in these, since of itself it is one, and the same thing is undivided and indivisible according to essence. Further, color would not be in a terminated body and in the transparent and in the seeing eye unless there were one and the same thing acting it in all those, which belongs to the formal essence of color: and this is light or illumination, in whose act color moves sight; the same thing is diffused in the surface of the terminated body. And what is truly one and the same according to the act of the transparent according to the act of the illuminated; and thus it also seems to be in the form of the universal. For there must be one thing which acts it in itself and in the soul and in the singular: because otherwise it could not be understood how it would be in these three together and at once undivided according to essence, although according to being it is in some way divided.

It is also asked in which of those it is more truly and more nobly and more evidently according to being. And again it is asked whether according to itself it is in the soul, or only through its likeness, as Aristotle seems to say 3, saying that things are not in the soul, but the likenesses of things. For that it is more nobly and more truly in the soul than elsewhere seems from that consideration of Aristotle in the sixth book of the Topics 4, where he says that a being is prior and truer and more evident where it is at rest than where it is in motion; and he does not take rest insofar as it is opposed to motion privatively or contrarily, but he takes rest for any immobility through which it is impossible for the thing to be subjected to motion or change. But the universal is not in this way in the singular, but is in this way in the soul; therefore it is more truly insofar as it is in the soul than it is in the singular. But this seems very irrational, because it gives being, name, and notion to the singular, and does not give this to the soul. But a thing is more truly in that to which it gives being and notion than in that to which it gives none of such things. Nevertheless also at the end of the Posterior Analytics Aristotle seems to say that the universal rests in the soul, where he says, from every universal at rest in the soul, one besides many, which, since it is one and the same in all, is a principle both of art and of science 5. Therefore it seems that it is more nobly and more truly in the soul than outside the soul.

But to this, if someone knows well the position of the Peripatetics, he does not have difficulty in determining and responding. Therefore one must say first that the universal, one in number and essence, is in the soul and in itself and in the singular, and differs only according to being determining it to this or that: for taken according to simplicity it is in itself according to itself; but as principle of art and science it is in the soul, and as communicated to the being of a particular nature it is distinct in the particular.

And if it is asked what the one thing is which makes it be in these three, one must say that the introduced likeness concerning light and color is good. And one must say that the one thing which makes it be in the three is the power of the first intelligence, which is the cause of universal being in all things; of which also the simple nature itself, which is this universal or that, is a touching ray. And because such contact is multiple according to the diverse natures to which it reaches, therefore universals are many, yet reducible in some way to one, which is the first caused thing of the first cause. But this one light of intelligence is extended through every nature and soul, just as the light of the sun extends itself through every nature and soul in that which is its proximate image. And the intellectual soul makes and operates and finds its forms under the species and form of light, just as the light of the sun also makes color in the transparent or permeable, which sight indeed receives through that by which its organ is composed with the transparent; nevertheless it receives it in the power of life and sense through this, that the eye is a transparent animated sensitive and determined body; and it receives bright or dark through this, that the surface is bright or dark. So also the light of the first intelligence, which is the fount and cause of all forms, makes and brings in forms which, taken in themselves, it has simple and indistinct, and therefore universal and constituted in simple light; these, because the universal is everywhere and always, insofar as they are thus, are everywhere and always, are incorruptible and immobile and innumerable. But insofar as they are terminated to this or that, thus they receive a diverse mode in being. And in the soul, which is the principle of intellectual life, they are received as principles of work or of speculation: since such a soul and image is an instrument of the light of intelligence, in sensible matter, which is only the subject of the operating intelligence, it brings them in as they are the principle of the being of this or that singular. And therefore one and the same essence is in itself and in the soul and in the singular: but in the soul according to spiritual being, in the singular according to material and natural being, and in itself in simple being.

And concerning what Aristotle says, that being is truer in that in which it is as in rest, one must say that truer being is said in two ways: for there is truer being according to the proper act of nature, and truer being according to the property of the constituents. And indeed according to the substantial act of the nature itself it is more truly in the singular, to which it gives substantial being and name and notion; this is the proper and substantial act of the common nature. But according to the truth of the constituents of that nature it is more truly both in the soul and in itself than in the singular, because there it is purer and less mixed with an alien nature, just as gold is called truer which is less mixed with an alien nature. And thus is understood the consideration of Aristotle brought out in the sixth book of the Topics. But what is brought out at the end of the second book of the Posterior Analytics is brought forward against the mind of Aristotle, although it works for confirming this question. For Aristotle there intends that the universal is an acceptance from many through experience and memory, which is said to rest in the soul when the soul acquiesces in it, finding no instance against the universal acceptance.

But as to what is asked, in what way it is in the soul and in itself and in the singular: I say with Aristotle and the Peripatetics that it is in all these through its real presence, and taken really; which presence the light of intelligence makes, as has been said. But as to what Aristotle says, that things are not in the soul, but likenesses of things: one must say that things are called singulars, which alone are ratified being in nature. But likenesses are universals, which, as Boethius says, are nothing except the essential likeness of their supposits and singulars. This is clear from this, that that which is in the understanding soul is made in it only through abstraction; but abstraction is made only from individuating things, and when these and material things have been separated, there remains that which is everywhere and always, which first is effected through the light of intelligence, and which, through the intellectual nature which it participates in its own substance, is the bedding of intelligence, in which it spreads true forms by its light, which is perfected according to the operation of life by contemplating and operating.

This seems the true determination of this question, according to what is handed down in the science concerning intelligences, about which Aristotle speaks in the second book of first philosophy. Know, nevertheless, that many of the Latins speak otherwise, against whom I do not contend, because I do not study contention, but the explaining of the opinions of the Peripatetics. But when it is said that the universal is while it is understood, and the particular or singular while it is sensed, it is not said for this reason, that it receives universal being from the intellect of the one understanding, or receives particular being from sense; for this was the error of Pythagoras, which Aristotle attacks. Rather it was said for this reason, that it is received in the intellect only in the light of intelligence, and thus it is universal; nor is it received by sense except as distinct by a sensible accident, and thus it is singular. And this is the solution of the question introduced.
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CHAPTER VII.

In what way the universal is produced into being.

It also moves many in what way the universal is produced philosophically, and not concerning that production by which God produces all things in nature by procreation: for according to physics nothing is created except what is produced with no other thing already produced; and thus only being is produced through creation, but other things are produced through information, as has been determined in the science of the Book of Causes 1. Therefore in this mode let it be asked in what way the universal is produced into being. For since the product of a producing and acting intelligence becomes the term, and producing and acting is through intellect, but the term of action is a composite and this something: since the universal is produced, it seems that the universal is composite and this something. But this is false, since the universal is form, and a quale quid, and not this something.

But this still seems from this, that what is produced into being by intelligence is in it through exemplar and idea; but there is not in intelligence through idea and exemplar anything except what is this something and composite. Otherwise it would be necessary that there be several ideas of the same thing, some indeed according to form, some according to matter, and some according to genus, or according to species, and some according to differences; which is very absurd.

Further, it is necessary that all things be produced by the acting intelligence insofar as they are in perfected nature and existing as this something. Therefore if the universal is produced by the acting intelligence, which is the first cause, or by some other of the secondary causes, it seems that the universal is this something and composite from matter and form.

Further, this seems from the fact that art imitates nature insofar as it can 2. But what is produced by an artificer and is in the artificer by the mode of an exemplar is not a simple form, but a composite, as a house or tripods. Therefore thus it seems also to happen in the production of intelligence in nature: for we suppose that the whole work of nature is the work of the acting intelligence, whose power also informs the seed of generation, from which the things of nature are produced.

Further, in every nature the thing produced is always a thing of nature. But a thing of nature is nothing except a hypostasis placed under a common nature and standing by itself. But what stands under a common nature in such a way is an individual and singular. Therefore, if the universal is produced in this way, it follows that the universal is singular, which is unfitting.

But to all these and things similar to these it is not difficult to respond. For the universal
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according as it is produced into being through the acting intelligence, or through generation, which is the instrument of the acting intelligence, it is produced only in a hypostasis, which is this something in this or that common nature. And therefore, since it is not produced as existing by itself alone, it is not necessary that the thing produced be this something. But all the objections proceed in this way, and therefore it is clear that they have no force. But that which is produced in another, as Aristotle teaches in the Physics 1, is produced in two ways: either consequently, or by accident. Consequently, because this generator is a man, therefore it follows that man generates man, and that this generator is man and animal and substance, and so with the others; and thus in every substantial predication, so that Aristotle says that house is from house, and health from health, and so with the others, because the product is always according to the form of the producer, since the equivocal must necessarily be reduced to the univocal. But by accident that is produced which happens to the product from the production itself. For if it is produced through generation, it is produced according to the likeness of the form and species of the generator; and therefore by accident the thing produced is a son, and the producer is a father, and so with the others. But the universal is produced consequently in the being of nature; on account of which the Author of the Six Principles says that nature works secretly in them, and therefore also in Aristotle's physics they are called second substances. But if the universal is considered according to itself, it is the image of light in the thing of nature. I say, the image of the light of the acting intelligence; that light is terminated to this something and incorporated in it. And in this way the universal of nature is produced into being by the acting intelligence, which operates through its intellectual light in every nature and is the cause of the natural thing in all things. This light, taken in itself, is present in the universal and by reason is universal; but taken as determined to this something and incorporated in it, it is the being and particular substance giving substantial being and notion to the singular.
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CHAPTER VIII.

Whether the universal is form, or matter, or composite; and if it is form, what sort of form it is.

But there is still doubt among certain people whether the universal is form, or composite, or matter; and if it is form, whether it is the form of the whole or of a part. That the universal is not matter is clear from this, that matter gives to that in which it is neither being, nor name, nor notion; all of which a substantial universal gives to that of which it is the universal. Therefore it is not matter. Further, matter is not the image of the agent in that which is produced. But the universal is the image of the acting intelligence in that which is produced, as has now been proved. Further, everything which is predicated of that in which it is, is form. The universal is predicated of that in which it is. Therefore the universal is form. Further, nothing is communicable to many while existing as one in them according to essence except form: for matter is not communicable to many except through division, so that it is not whole in each. But the universal is whole in each. Therefore the universal is not matter, but form.

But because this is undeniably true, it is asked what sort of form it is. For it is the form of the whole, as humanity is the form of man, or the form of a part, as soul is the form of the human body. But the form of a part or of matter is not predicated of the thing of which it is the form, but the universal is rightly predicated. Therefore the universal is not the form of a part or of matter according as matter is perfected by form. In the same way it seems to be proved that it is not the form of the whole either, because even humanity is not predicated of man, and yet it belongs to the notion of that of which it is predicated.

But these and similar points are not difficult to solve. For one must say that the universal is form, and that it is the form of the whole. But the form of the whole is designated in a name in two ways: for it is designated as form only, as humanity is form designated as form only, which is formal essence; and therefore it is not predicated of that of which it is the form, because man is not his own formal essence, nor is anything else which has forms. It is also designated as the form of the whole, saying the whole being of that of which it is the form; and then it is designated through the being which it gives to that in which it is, and the name, just as man says the formal being which the form of the whole gives to this composite which is this man. And Aristotle teaches this when he says 1: when I say heaven, I say form; when I say this heaven, I say form in matter. And form is the universal predicable by name and notion of that of which it is the universal according to substance. The proof of this is that, unless such a universal were form, a definition given according to the name of the universal would not state the whole being of the thing, nor its whole quiddity according to that name according to which it is defined, whether the name of genus or of species. Therefore it remains that the universal is the form of the whole designated as saying the whole being; on account of this also it is predicated of that of which it is predicated, so that as soon as the subject is posited, it is conceived by the intellect in that subject, whether the subject is in act or not. For at every time it is true that man is animal, whether man exists or does not exist; and that animal is animated body, and that animated body is substance. But from this it does not follow, therefore animated body is a being according to act. And therefore Avicenna says 2 that being and existence happen to that which is: for it is true that man is animal, whether some animal exists or does not exist; and being or not being happens to it. These, therefore, are the things which, by digressing from the proposal and taking up the business of a higher science, seemed to have to be said about universals for the perfection of doctrine.

Returning therefore to the proposed matter, let us say that, since for the science of Aristotle's categories it is useful and necessary to know what genus is, what species is, what difference is, what property is, and what accident is. Moreover, useful for demonstration and definition and the science of divisions, I will try to hand down the consideration or speculative science of these things, which are called universals, in a compendious way, brief indeed, but nevertheless sufficient and easy, which befits those to be introduced, handing down science through assignments and likenesses, attempting to approach the things which were said by the ancients, so that what sort of things were said may be received. But I will do this while abstaining from higher questions; although they have been touched for the perfection of doctrine, nevertheless they cannot be determined from the principles of the proposed intention. But the simpler questions concerning these universals, conjecturing moderately between a subtle and a rough treatment, must be treated and conjectured from probable or similar things: for many such things must be brought forward so that confidence may be produced about that concerning which the treatment is made.

But lest those things about universals which cannot be treated from the principles of this science be hidden, immediately, that is, at first sight, there occurs the need to ask about genera and species, namely whether they subsist or are posited in bare and pure intellects alone; if also they are subsistents posited outside the intellect, whether they are corporeal or incorporeal; and whether, being in this or that mode, they are separated according to being from sensibles or singulars, or are posited in sensible things themselves. And I will refuse to speak in this book of certain other things standing around such difficulties. For business of this sort is very high, because it is proper to the highest science, and therefore it needs a greater and subtler inquiry: higher indeed with respect to the nobility of the subject, and greater in inquiry with respect to the subtlety of demonstrations. For sciences differ in these two things, as Aristotle says at the beginning of the book On the Soul 3. But what seems to have to be said about these things in a probable way, in the manner in which the ancient Philosophers treated them, and especially the Peripatetics, whom we have undertaken to follow here, I will now try to demonstrate by way of introduction.
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CHAPTER IX.

How universal is predicated of the five universals, and concerning the sufficiency and order of the five universals.

Because among the incomplex things there first occurs the need to treat universals, one must first see in what way universal is said of the five things which have been introduced. For the universal is a simple nature, by its simplicity communicable and determinable to the particular in which it is by name and notion. But I mean by an essential notion which belongs to the universal that is predicated; and I say this because of property and accident, which, although as universals they cannot have perfect definitions, nevertheless according to those which they do have, are predicated of those of which they are predicated as of substances, as white of this white thing, and risible of this risible thing, and so with the others.

Therefore since each of these five is called a universal, it must be known that universal is not said commonly of them as a genus, but as a common thing of proportion to one thing, which is called common according to analogy. But the one thing according to whose proportion universal is said of these five is aptitude by nature to be in many and of many. This does not belong by one notion to those things which substantially, that is, through that which is substantial, are in many and of them, and to those which through something accidental are in many and of many; nor by one notion does it belong to that which is in many and of many through an accidental following nature, and to that which is in many and of many through a common accident which is an accident of the individual. Further, even among those things which through the essential are in many and of many, it does not belong by one essential notion: for certain of these are in many and of many through an essential which is what, and as it were a subjected substance in them, as genus, which is as it were the foundation in which the being of the species is formed and founded; and as species, which is the whole substantial being of the individual, because whatever follows species is an individuating accident; and another also is in many and of many through a quale quid, which makes the foundation exist in the genus.

And thus it is clear that these are not in many and of many by one notion; and this belongs first to genus and species, but later to difference. Further, since being in many and of many belongs first to that which is in many and of many differing in species and number, rather than to that which is in many and of many differing in number alone, it is clear that universal belongs first to genus and later to species. For this is the notion of analogical community, as Aristotle teaches in the fifth book of first philosophy, that what is analogically common is simple in one thing, but in the others is only according to a certain proportion to that. And through this it is clear that universal is not predicated of these as genus, or as species, or as difference, or as property, or as accident, but is predicated of these as common according to analogy, proportioned to the community of genus.

But the number of these universals is clear from this. Everything which is in many and of many is either in them and of them through the substantial, or through something accidental. If indeed it is in them through something which is substantial in them, it ought not to be divided so that it either is in them through the substantial which is part of being, or through that which is the whole, as certain people say; because what is part is not predicated of that in which it is insofar as it is a part. Rather it ought to be divided thus: if it is in many and of many, either it is in them through that which is being according to the potency of beginning, or it is in them through the essential which is the whole according to the act perfecting that being, or it is in them according to the whole perfected and constituted being. In the first way it is genus; in the second way difference; and in the third way species. And it is clear that the division is sufficient and from immediates, because the substantial which is in many and of many is either principle or what is principled. And if it is principle, it is either principle according to potency or according to act. But if it is what is principled and perfected in substantial being, then it is in another mode than the two modes mentioned. But if it is in many and of many according to accidental being existing in them, it cannot be in them except either according to an accident of the common nature through which it is referred to singulars, and this is property, or according to an accident of the individual or singular, through which it is referred to the common nature, and then it is accident. For Socrates is risible through the common nature which is in Socrates. But man is white through this, that Socrates is white, in whom the nature of man is. And it is again clear through this that that division is from immediates: because in no one is there anything except either common nature, or hypostasis or supposit or singular which stands under the common nature. And since the common which is in many and of many cannot be verified in more ways through an immediate division, therefore universals cannot be formally different except as five.

Through this also the order of these five universals is clear. For it is clear that those which are in many and of many through the essential which is in them are prior to those which are in many and of many through the accidental which is in them. Further, that which is in many and of many through an accidental flowing from nature is prior to that which is in many and of many through an accidental of the individual, which is an infinite accident. Further, that which is in many and of many through the essential which is in them according to the potency of beginning is prior to that which is in many and of many through act distinguishing and determining to the being of species, because potency always precedes act in the same thing. But each is constituted from these, as principle and what is principled. And thus genus is first, then difference, and thirdly species. And although this is the natural order of universals, according to the way in which they have also been enumerated above, nevertheless in the order of treatment we will place the treatment of species before the treatment of difference, because on account of the correlation of genus and species, the treatment of one depends upon the treatment of the other, since one of relatives cannot be known definitely unless the other is also known.
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TRACTATE III.

ON UNIVERSALS IN PARTICULAR.

CHAPTER I.

On the diverse signs of genus.

Therefore, first in the treatise on universals, one must speak about genus. But because genus according to the logical intention cannot be defined, nor definitely known, unless first the multiplicity of this name genus is determined, therefore first the multiplicity of the name genus must be determined and distinguished, and especially in those modes which have some likeness to that intention of genus according to which logicians use genus. The other intentions 1, because they have no force for the proposed intention, must be omitted. For it contributes nothing to the proposed matter to know masculine genus, or feminine, or active, or passive in grammatical matters that do not belong to the proposed intention. And therefore there must be no insertion here concerning similar intentions of genus.

But it is said by likeness and by property, to which also genus said by likeness is transferred. But by likeness it is said in two ways. In one way, namely, genus is said to be a multitude of some things having themselves in one certain way to some one thing, which has something of itself in that whole multitude, so that it is in each of them; in which common thing also, existing in all, they have themselves in some way according to agreement toward one another, so that each has a likeness to another in that which is in him from that one first thing, which is the cause of likeness in the whole other collection. According to this signification, the genus of the Romans is said to be the whole collection of the kinship which descends from Romulus through successive generation. For this whole is called the Romulean genus according to the relation which it has to one first parent, namely Romulus. And in this genus that collection is distinguished from that collection which descends from some other parent, as from the first genus of Priam, with which that whole collection of Priam is called a genus. But this must be noticed in this signification of genus, that one thing is in all those who belong to that generation. And this is the seed of propagation poured forth from Romulus in that whole collection.

In a second way genus is still said, by a mode joined to the preceding one, to be that which is the principle of each generation or generated multitude, by which the generated thing has been generated most strongly and from which it has arisen by the strongest power. And this is said in two ways: either from the father, who is the first begetter in that genus, or from the place in which someone was begotten. And in the former way we say that Orestes indeed has genus from Tantalus his great-grandfather; but we say that Hyllus has genus from Hercules, from whom he was born as from a remote ancestor. But in the second way, according to which country or place is the principle of generation, we say that Pindar is Theban by genus, but Plato Athenian by genus. For just as the father is the principle of generation through the transmission of seed, from which the formative power of many according to propagation is poured from one into all, so also we say that country or place of generation is a principle, because in the place and center of the place of generation the whole power of the celestial period is united, as Ptolemy says, and is diffused into all born in that place. And therefore those born from one place often come closer to one color and to one custom. Whence also the elements in diverse places are very diverse in their powers by which they agree for the constitution of things generated. In this mode also it is clear that the multitude of those born from one father or from one place is referred to one thing in which it is contained through one thing which is in all, and from that which is the principle of that multitude it is derived into all.

But these two significations of genus differ, because the first is of one thing divided into many, while the second is of many looking to one thing, which is the principle of their generation according to the mode of parent or place in which someone is generated according to the complexion or figure of that place. For what certain people say, that country and place are not the principle of generation except as regards figure, is altogether false: because thus the whole science of the generation of each thing would be destroyed, which Ptolemy shows in the book that is called in Arabic Adarba, but in Latin quadripartite; in which he shows that the power of the period is gathered in the center of the place of the one who is born, and that from the power thus gathered in the center of the one born, the one born receives complexion and form and figure and color and custom and fortune.

And this second signification of genus, because it is in one thing diffusing itself into many according to the potency of its power, in which all are united and contained, seems most ready for the declaration of logical genus. According to this notion those are and are called those who descended from the genus of Romulus. Nor would that collection be called one genus unless there were one thing containing them as the principle from which they descended by generation. And in this way many are called Cecropidae, who descended successively from the genus of first Cecrops; and among these, the nearest according to the line of the same consanguinity. For thus many would be from one, just as in logical genus from one first genus through the division of differences there would be many species, in all of which the nature of genus is preserved in potency or power toward a determined species, just as also the seed of the first generator is formed through successive generation to this one and to that one. Therefore it is clear that the first mode of genus is caused by the second and is reduced to it as to a cause. And therefore the second mode is more principal than the first and more ready to designate logical genus, as it can be designated by description through likeness.

Therefore first, with respect to this likeness, genus is called the principle of each generation. Thereafter and later, genus is also called the collected multitude of those things which descended from one principle, as from Romulus, as was said in the first designation of genus. The proof of this is that, dividing or discerning a multitude or collection and separating it from others which are of another genus, we said before that that collection was the genus of the Romans or Romuleans, and was separated in this from other collections; nor would we say that the multitude was a genus unless first one principle of generation were understood, from which that multitude descended. And therefore the first mode of genus is not called genus except through the second, and therefore the first is reduced to the second as to a cause. It was also posited earlier by us because it contributes less to the proposed matter; just as concerning both of these significations we speak first before logical genus, so that the less intended things may be dismissed and placed farther from the proposal, and so that it may be known that similar things are perfected little by little and step by step toward the declaration of the proposal. And therefore we also speak last of the intended genus after all the similar things.

But it must be attended to that no likeness is taken for logical genus from one mother from whom many descended, because the mother is not the formal principle of many, but the material principle, and as formed, not as forming. But logical genus is a principle as form, because otherwise it would not be predicated of that of which it is the genus; but it is as an indistinct form, which is the whole being of the species according to unformed and indistinct being, nevertheless distinguishable to the form of species.

And although a likeness is drawn from place for the designation of logical genus, nevertheless no likeness is drawn from time, because time is the measure and number of motion and change. And therefore it is in becoming, and is not principally in the being of things generated. But the genus of things born is both of things constituted in being. On account of this also in the book On Intelligibles place is said to be the measure of being, while time is said to be the measure of motion, because its being is in motion and change.

But it must be attended to that Avicenna says 2 that these two modes are extended also to artificial things. For sometimes all are called leatherworkers who are from the collection of leatherworkers from some one who excelled in that craft; just as sailors are called Calepsitae from a certain Calepso, who flourished in nautical art; and smiths are called Tubalcaitae from Tubalcain, who discovered the art of smiths; and musicians are called Pythagoreans from Pythagoras, who perfected the things which are in musical art. This, nevertheless, is less proper, because that which is in all from this principle is not substantial and natural, but accidental to those in which it is. But logical genus is present to all species as nature and substance. Therefore genus is said in each thing in these modes. But it is taken otherwise among the Philosophers, as will be clear in the following chapter.

Therefore gathering summarily the things which have been said, we say that it seems that neither genus nor species is said simply or in one mode and in one intention. But I say seems, and not is, because these acceptions of genus are more in our reception and cognition than in the nature and existence of the thing. And first, with respect to us, genus is called a collection of many having themselves in some one way to some one thing, which is the principle of that collection according to generation, and which have themselves in some way to one another in one thing which is in each of them from the principle of their generation according to that whole collection. According to this signification, the collection of the Romans is called genus from the relation of one, and I mean of Romulus. And it is called the genus of that multitude through relation in some way to one another according to that which is in them from Romulus. And this is because they have to one another that kinship which is from that Romulus according to division or separation from other genera of other ancestors, which is said or denominated from other fathers or grandfathers.

But genus is also said otherwise again to be that which is the principle of one generation from the parent who begot, or from the place in which someone was generated, because of the cause which was posited above. For thus we say that Orestes indeed has genus from Tantalus, but Hyllus with his house and family has genus from Hercules. And again, denoting from place, we say that Pindar is Theban, but Plato Athenian. For the country of each generation is a principle, just as the father is, as was set forth above. But this second acceptance of genus seems to be the readiest signification of genus. The Romans were therefore called Romans because they descended from the genus of Romulus; and Cecropidae are those who descended from the genus of Cecrops; and the nearest of these are of the same genus through the same cause. And first indeed, that is, in the first way, the principle of each generation is called genus; thereafter and later, the multitude of those who descended from one principle is also called genus, as the Romuleans from Romulus. Its sign is this: for dividing this genus, or discerning and separating it from other genera, we used to say that that whole collection of Romans was the genus of the Romans.

But in two things there is unlikeness to logical genus. In one, because the principle of generation is not according to substance and according to itself whole in the collection which it calls a genus, so that it is whole in each one. But logical genus according to itself whole and according to substance is in the collection of species and in each species. On account of this also the principle of generation is not predicated by name and notion of the collection of many who descended from it except denominatively. For they are called Romans or Romuleans, not Romuli. But logical genus is predicated by substantial predication of those of which it is the genus. There is also an unlikeness in another point: because the collection which is called genus is as it were an integral whole to genus or in genus, of which each is an integral part, and all are the whole. But logical genus is an essential whole, of which each species is a subjective part. Yet in this there is some likeness: because although logical genus according to its whole essence is preserved in any species, nevertheless it is not preserved in any species according to the whole range of its potency. And this has some likeness with the predicative integral whole, whose power is integrated from many particular powers.
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CHAPTER II.

On philosophical genus, and how it is assimilated to the others.

Therefore philosophers do not use genus in the way in which genus is taken in civic matters; rather they use genus in that intention of signification by which it is said: genus is that under which species is placed by direct and immediate supposition. For genus follows upon difference, and difference is in genus in potency, and therefore in some way is under the range of the community of genus; nevertheless it is not posited as standing under genus, but is joined laterally for the determination and contraction of genus. But it will belong to genus for the division of its potency. And therefore neither divisive difference nor also constitutive difference is directly placed under genus as a substance standing under genus. Nor is species placed under difference in this way. But constitutive difference is in genus for determining the potency of genus and contracting it to the constituted species, and it comes as it were laterally to species; on account of which it is not placed under genus as a what of genus, or as a quale quid, as species is. And therefore difference is not that under which species is placed in the order of nature, but it belongs to the whole of species and genus. But although the individual is placed under genus, nevertheless it does not stand immediately beneath by position. Further, it does not subsist; for genus is not contracted in it for itself, but species is. Nor is species contracted in it, but rather according to being it is divided by the division of matter and by the division of accident and of the individuating thing. This is not properly to stand beneath in the order of what stands beneath and what stands above, but is the diffusion of what stands beneath and what stands above toward material multiplication. Property also is after species according to the order of nature. Nor does property, insofar as it is property, have standing beneath, but rather in being, and after it accident.

And therefore only genus is per se and properly that under which species is placed. For since genus among the Philosophers states the order of superior to inferior, its signification is best made known when it is determined by that to which it states order. And when the signification of genus among the Philosophers is determined, perhaps this intention is said in this way because in this intention it has a certain likeness to genus said in civic matters according to each of the two intentions brought in before. For genus so called is a certain principle of the species which are under it, not indeed material, but also effective, as a father. For a father is, as Aristotle says 1, one who has something of himself in the son. For that which has something of itself in the son as formal and effective is the whole father: for the father of the whole according to the formative principle is in the seed, as the artisan is in the artifact. On account of this Plato also thought seed to be a little animal which goes out from the generator, and which is as a small father in quantity, but the whole and entire father in power. And similarly genus is whole in species according to substance; from it also is produced the difference forming the species and constituting it in formed being. And thus genus is like the principle of generation, which above we said is the principal signification of genus in civic matters. It is also a principle as the place of species, in which species is founded according to substance; and from it species is determined to whatness and to substance standing by itself and founded in some other thing, just as a thing is founded and preserved in the place of its generation. Therefore difference does not have the likeness of place, because it, existing as constitutive, is founded in some other thing; and property and accident still more so. But species is the what located in genus, and not place alone. Therefore genus has itself toward species as father and as place, insofar as father and place of generation are principles. It also has likeness to genus which is said secondarily in civic matters, of those having themselves in some way to something and to one another, in this, that genus insofar as it is genus necessarily contains a certain multitude of species which are under it.

Nor can genus contain one species alone, because species does not go out from genus except through opposed divisive differences; when these have been drawn out from genus, they will constitute several and opposed species of necessity. But species does not have itself in this way toward the individual. For species does not constitute the individual by division of itself, but is whole in the individual through substance and potency; whence it is individuated by the determination of matter from individuating accident. Therefore genus alone, surrounding species and multitude, is contained in one nature of genus. For difference, since it has itself toward genus as divisive, is not containing, but separating and acting into multitude. But property, since it follows species, and common accident, since it follows the individual, cannot have the notion of containing, but rather they are contained in others according to their own being and notion. Since therefore genus is said triply in the use of speakers, among Philosophers and in philosophy the discourse is concerning the third; and this, as has been said, was perhaps said by likeness to the others. But I say perhaps lest it seem otherwise unlike because of the two unlikenesses determined in the preceding chapter. And we can indeed touch this summarily by saying that, otherwise than in civic matters, genus is again said to be that under which species is placed, perhaps so called according to some likeness to these genera which were mentioned in civic matters. For this genus has been transferred from civic matters to philosophy. Therefore genus is a certain principle of species of this sort, such as Priam is a common father, and such as a common place is, as has been explained; and thus it has likeness with the principal intention. For genus seems to contain in one common nature the whole multitude of species which is under it; and in this it has likeness with the secondary signification of genus. Therefore since genus is said triply in this way, among Philosophers the discourse about genus concerns the third mode of its signification.

Notes

	Aristotle, in Ethics VIII, texts 8 and 9, in commentary 2. (Aristoteles, In 8 Ethic. Tex. 8 et 9 in com. 2.) ↩
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CHAPTER III.

On the definition or description of physical genus.

Therefore since genus is said triply among the Philosophers, it is taken according to the third intention of its signification. And according to this intention of genus they describe genus, saying: genus is what is predicated of several things different in species in that which is what. This description is of genus insofar as genus states the order of one thing to another, as of superior to inferior, not simply, but in the thing itself which is thus ordered: as animal is a genus, and animated body, and substance; for substance and living thing and animal are those to which it happens to be genera. But the generality which is in them states the notion of this order or relation by which they are ordered to their inferiors; on account of which it was said above that genus is that under which species or a multitude of species is placed.

In all substantial commons it is thus, that from the very community by which one thing is substantially in another, several other analogies, or proportional communities, result. For from this, that animal is in man and of man, and is in ass and of ass, and so of the other species, from a certain similar respect of animal to the supposed species, there results that it is common and universal as genus, because the name of genus is imposed on animal from such a respect. And so concerning species, and from the similar respect of man and ass and the others to animal, all of which are species because they participate in the name and notion of animal, another community arises, because each of the inferiors so looking to a superior is called species; for the name of species is imposed according to the likeness of such a respect. And so it is in the respect of individuals to species: for from the similar respect of this one to man and of that one and another, and so of the others, it is effected that this one is a supposit of man and those and all the others are. But from this, that by one likeness the common is determined in any nature, each is called a particular man; and from this, that similarly all determine the common nature particularly by a discerning accident, each is called an individual. And thus from the respects of common nature to inferiors, and from the respects of the inferior to the superior, many communities are caused; and according to each name a universal predication is made. Nevertheless, because there is only one thing which is predicated by name and nature and notion of genus, there is only one thing which is genus, and the others are predications predicated by the mode of genus by accident, which happens to the predicate or subject from such a mutual respect, or from such a respect to the superior. And from such a case it does not follow when it is said: man is animal, and man is species, therefore animal is species; or man is animal, animal is genus, therefore man is genus; or Socrates is man, Socrates is individual, therefore man is individual. For in all such cases there is the fallacy of accident: for such community is caused by an accident which is founded in the mode of the respect of superior to inferior, or of inferior to superior, or also in the respect of the particular to the common nature. All these respects are caused from this, that common nature is understood in a less common nature, which is species or individual. And therefore it is clear that it does not follow: genus is predicated of several species-differing things, therefore genus is genus, and thus one would go to infinity. For only to that which is genus through the nature which is in several things differing in species does it belong to be genus, so that genus states the notion of order and predication; but animal, that which is thus predicated, is predicated as genus.

Attend, however, that to be predicated is the same as to attribute through the mark of composition. For when one thing is attributed to another by means of composition, which this verb is signifies, then it is predicated; and when one thing is divided from another by means of the negation of such composition, as when it is said, man is not stone, then stone is divided from him. And this happens in the intellect composing or dividing; for in the thing itself, without the mark of composition or division, one thing is in another, or is not. But the intellect composing or dividing cannot signify this here without the mark of composition or division; and, in order that it may signify this, it finds the mode of composition of one thing with another; and this is to predicate one thing of another, or to deny one thing of another. But this happens sometimes essentially, sometimes accidentally. Essentially, when one thing is taken in another through nature and substance. And this happens triply: for it takes either as a prior nature in a posterior, or as a common nature determined in matter, or as convertible, and the same in a convertible. In the first way it is predicated as genus, in the second as species, and in the third as definition of the defined. But concerning difference the treatment will be below. Therefore genus is that which is predicated in the aforesaid mode.

For no substantial common through which genus is defined can be posited, because thus some substantial common would be placed under every genus, which is not true. For when I say animal, it is that which is predicated of several things differing in species. And if you ask what animal is, I say that animal is a sensible living thing which is predicated of several things differing in species. But when I say genus, it is what is predicated of several things differing in species. If it is asked what genus is, I cannot assign what genus is through something more common than it, because, as has now been said, genus is a name imposed from an accident which is the notion of order and the respect of a superior nature to an inferior, in which it is substantially and taken in the intellect of it. And that name is transcendent, and it cannot be made known through any other name of certain signification; rather it must be made known through an infinite term, that is, through a name of undefined signification, by saying: genus is what is predicated. And it is the same as if it were said: that which is predicated of several things differing in species is called genus, although that, insofar as it is indefinite, is unknown and of uncertain signification. And thus it can be placed in the notification of a description or definition.

But what is added, of several things differing in species, is for this reason, that genus is not led down to species except as divided through differences; and because these are opposed and divisive with respect to genus, but constitutive with respect to species, they must be several. Divisive difference, as Damascene says, is the cause of the matter of forms, just as division through matter is the cause of the number of individuals. And therefore the community of genus encompasses species constituted by opposed differences.

And even if it were posited that there were only one species, so that we should say there is only man and no other species of animal, still animal would be predicated of man as genus, because it belongs to the power and natural range of animal and to the aptitude of genus that it be divided by opposed differences. For a universal is not only what is predicated, but what is apt by nature to be predicated of many, as has now been said above 1. And if those many differ by forms, and the division of differences makes this difference and number, which first and per se divides the power of nature, then it is predicated of several things differing in species, because genus is divided by differences when its power has been divided. For by one power genus is in one species, and by another in another; and such is not the division of species through matter, for by the same power species is in one individual and in another, and it is not divided, but according to integral being, with its natural power remaining, it is in each of the individuals.

But what is added, in that which is what, is added for this reason, that every superior which through essence and name and difference is in the inferior is the what of it, according as what is quiddity. And if someone says that it is not the whole quiddity, we say that it is the whole being of it, but not the perfected being of its species: for the whole being is in potency, and there is nothing of being which in potency is not before the ultimate act at which the motion of potency is terminated; but being in potency is being in genus, and this is the true cause why genus is predicated. It is not only because it is form, but because it is form and in some mode states the whole being. And what has itself thus to a subject is predicated of that subject not by accidental denomination, but by essential predication.

And this is what is said by many, that the form of the whole is the form of a part which is not predicated, and is the form of the whole which is predicated. But one must add that the form which is predicated is of the whole, and signifies the whole being, and does not signify the essence of which it is the proper act. For animality is not predicated, nor even humanity, although the being of animality is animal, and the being of humanity is man. Therefore such a form designating the form of the whole and being is predicated, and not otherwise; and the sensible soul placed in the place of animal is not predicated, because animal is not the sensible soul; and similarly the soul of man is not predicated of man. For these state the form of a part, and not the being of the whole. But animality and humanity are not predicated of those things of which they are forms, for they do not designate forms as the being of a subject, but as essences. But animal and man are predicated, because they designate forms as the whole being of the subject, either in potency or in act; I mean of the subject of which they are predicated. And so also in all accidental forms. And therefore man is risible, and not risibility; and man is white, and not whiteness. This, therefore, is what is said, that genus is what is predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what; for what a thing is and its being belong to that of which it is predicated. And therefore genus is a universal which by immediate and substantial predication is in many species and of many.

Thus therefore it has been demonstrated that genus is a universal and first among universals, and how the community of genus differs from the other later communities denominated from accidents.

Notes

	Note that St. Albert does not contradict those things which he said or will say in the chapter On Species, nor on account of this does he mean that genus can be preserved in one species only. (Nota quod D. Albertus non contradicit his quae dixit vel dicet in cap. de Specie, nec vult propter hoc quod genus possit conservari in una specie tantum.) ↩
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CHAPTER IV.

That the definition of genus neither abounds nor is deficient, and its declaration.

But that the introduced definition of genus is separated from all the others, and in itself neither contains anything superfluous nor is deficient in anything, is proved thus. For of the things which are predicated, certain ones indeed are predicated of one alone, as individuals, such as Socrates and Plato; and things appropriated through the nod of demonstration, as this masculine and this feminine and this neuter, according to every mode of demonstration to this singular. But others are predicated of several, in the manner of genera and species, difference, property, and accident, which are universals. But I mean accident which is a common accident, and not one proper to some individual. For an accident proper to one individual is the accident which is called individuating; and because this belongs to one alone, it is predicated of one alone, as Socrates, or an accident of Socrates by which an individual man is effected, by saying: Socrates is Socrates, and Plato is Plato, and this is this and not another, and this thing is this thing and not another, or also some man is some man and not another. But when we say man is animal, and with this we say that ass is animal, and many other things. And similarly in species we say that Socrates is man, and Plato is man, and many others; and that Socrates is rational, and also Plato, and many others. And similarly it is with property and accident, any of which is predicated of several. From this, that it is predicated of several,
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genus has, which is universal, and it differs from that which is singular, which is predicated of one alone.

But what I say, that the particular or singular is predicated of itself and of one alone, is not said properly, because properly speaking, as Aristotle says in the Categories, in first substance there is no predication. And this is proved from the notion of predication which was posited above. For to be predicated of another is for this to be in that, and to be of that, and to understand and designate through composition. But since nothing is in itself, as Aristotle says 1, first substance cannot be in itself or be of itself, nor can it properly be designated as being of itself. And therefore first substance is not properly predicated of itself. But when this occurs, that it is predicated of itself, this occurs with respect to us and not according to itself. Unless perhaps it were said that in such predications it is subjected according to that which it is, and it is predicated according to that which is toward itself. For thus there could be some diversity of subject and predicate, and thus the predicate is understood as being in the subject and as being of itself; and so it is also in all cases where the same is predicated of itself. And thus is understood what Boethius says, that no proposition is truer than that in which the same is predicated of itself. For in that one the same is predicated of the same as that by which it is. And thus it can be conceded that first substance is predicated of itself as of one.

But the particular which is predicated of itself is designated in three ways, namely as singular in name, as Socrates and Plato. Second, in the nod of demonstration to this, as this masculine, this feminine, and this neuter: for by the nod of demonstration to one alone this cannot be predicated except of one alone. But third, it is designated by Aristotle in the Categories as vague, as some man and some ox. And concerning this there can be doubt whether it is predicated of one alone or of several, for Socrates is some man and Plato is some man 2.

But in such cases it must be considered that when some man is said, namely on the part of the nature inclined to a part by a particular sign, namely to this part or that part not determined, then, considered thus, it has the predication of species in some way, and with respect to this it is predicated of several differing in number, or by predication of genus, as when a certain animal or some animal is said. Thus therefore it is not predicated by proper predication, but by the predication of a nature which inclines to a part. But genus is that which by proper and immediate predication is predicated of several things differing in species. Some animal or some man can also be considered as particular, or on the part of that which particularizes to a determined part, and thus it has only the predication of a part, and thus is predicated only of one alone. And thus what is said of the particular, that it is predicated of one alone, is understood of proper and immediate predication, and not of that which the vague individual has by means of the common nature, whether of genus or of species, inclined through it to a part.

Therefore by that which is predicated of several, genus differs from the particular or singular which is predicated of one alone. For by proper predication, unless perhaps one and the same particular were designated in many synonymous ways, as Socrates handsome curly-haired and things of this sort, which are synonyms, as sword, point, dagger, blade, just as Marcus Tullius Cicero is said, nothing prevents the singular from being better known under one name than under another, and thus from being more knownly predicated of itself according as it is under a less known name: as if I ask who such a one is, and it is said to me, Tullius is Marcus, for this seems in some way nearer to proper predication. Thus therefore genus is distinguished from individuals through this, that it is predicated of several.

But genus differs from species because, although it is predicated of several, nevertheless it is not predicated of several things differing in species with respect to the aptitude of nature, which, insofar as it is species, is not formally divisible by opposed differences according to the potency of nature, but acts into numerical plurality through the division of its proper matter and the individuation of accident, as is clear through what has been said. And therefore when it is said that it is predicated of several things differing in species, this is understood through the efficient cause, so that the plurality of form and species made by constitutive differences made those things differ.

But if someone should object sophistically that man, ass, and lion do not differ but agree in species because each of them is a species, the construction will be in the relation of formal cause, and thus the sophism falls under amphiboly. Through this, that it is predicated of things differing in species, genus is separated and distinguished from species, and the predication of genus from the predication of species.

But genus differs from property, or the predication of genus differs from the predication of property, in this: that property, properly taken, which belongs to every one, to only one, and always, is predicated of one species alone, which it immediately follows. And through that common species, through which it passes to individuals, it is predicated of the individuals of that species, just as risible is predicated only of man and of the particular men who are under man, such as Socrates and Plato. But genus is predicated not as following, but as prior by nature, of several species and of the individuals of those species, because what is essentially in a subject gives its name and notion to the inferiors. For property, as will be said below, follows species and is an accident of species through the common of species, because what is essential gives to the particulars beneath it its name and notion and nature; and through the mediation of nature also property is drawn to particulars and is predicated of them as property, just as of the species. And yet genus according to itself does not have such a mode of predicating through this, that it is in inferiors and is predicated of inferiors. Thus therefore through the same mode taken in diverse ways, namely to be predicated of several things differing in species, genus differs from species and from property, which is an accident of species.

But from difference and from accidents commonly it differs in that genus is predicated in what, but difference and accidents commonly are predicated in quale. For although property also is predicated in quale, nevertheless, since genus differs from the predication of property in two things, namely in being predicated of several things differing in species, and also in being predicated in what and not in quale, it differs from property earlier in this, that it is predicated of things differing in species, than in this, that it is predicated in what. And this is proved through this, that if genus is taken as common, thus it is a certain quality of species; for common being with respect to that which is subjected to it is as a certain quality of it. And therefore Aristotle deliberately divides quale quid against this something. And with respect to this in the mode of predicating it does not differ from property. Therefore the more substantial and prior difference of genus from property is to be predicated of several things differing in species, rather than to be predicated in what, as has been said.

But it must be noticed that when it is said difference is predicated in quale, and accidents commonly in quale, quale is not taken in one way except in utterance and not according to notion. For according to the perfective notion of what sort, then quale is the informing and disposition of quality according to which we are called qualified; and in this way quale is what does not belong to substance nor to the genus of any accident except quality. In another and later way that is called quale which follows the perfected what; and in this way every accident is a quale, which is an accident of the individual, and then quale is divided against a what perfected in being and substance. In a third way quale is said of that which follows the essentials of species and nature; and in this way property is called quale. And this has less of quale than that which follows the being of the individual. In a fourth way quale is said of what is determinative of potency to the being of species; and this is therefore called quale because it follows the what or first subject which is the genus of the thing.

Nor is it called quale because it is in the genus in the first mode mentioned, or because it follows the what of the species, but only because it follows something of genus, as act follows potency in the same thing in which something is according to potency and something according to act. And this, as to its own essence, is substance and effective of substance, although it has the mode of predicating in quale, insofar as it follows the what of genus; and in this mode difference is predicated in quale. And it agrees with accidental quale insofar as each is consequent upon a what, although the what to which accident is consequent is that of what is this something in the individual. But the what to which difference is consequent is an imperfect what; therefore the consequent difference is perfective of that potency according to substance, and as to essence it is of the genus of substance. But because common accident is consequent upon a perfected what in that which is this something and after this something, it adds nothing to that which is being according to substance. Therefore that quale remains in the nature of accident, which, although it is in something, is not in it as some part; this cannot belong to difference, which follows an imperfect what, for nothing can follow a what and an imperfect thing except that which is part of the being of that in which it is. Thus therefore quale is said also in so many ways.

In another way also quale quid is said insofar as it is divided against this something; and thus quale is taken as an indefinite term, through which it is asked what sort, and the question is not taken or determined until it stands in this something. For saying that Socrates is an animal, we ask what sort of animal, and we say, man. And asking what sort of man, we say that he is this man; and thus what has something common is quale quid with respect to its inferior. And also genus is not predicated in quale nor in a determinate what, but is predicated in an indeterminate quale quid, and similarly species; and in a determinate what only first substance is predicated.

Likewise also that which is said to be predicated in what is said in many ways. For that is said to be predicated in what which is of the nature and mode of predicating in what; and this is only that which by its nature is the subject in which other things are founded, just as in first substance second substances and common accidents are founded, and as species in which properties are founded, and as genus in which differences are founded. That also is said in what which does not have the nature, but has the mode of it, just as genera of accidents are predicated of the species and individuals subject to them, as Aristotle says 3. If someone, with whiteness posited, says that color exists, he states what it is and signifies quality. Further, that is said to be predicated in what which states the whole quiddity of the subject, just as definition is predicated of the defined in what.

And from the things which have been said, it is easily clear that genus differs from difference and from accidents commonly in the mode of predicating; because although difference is predicated of several things differing in species, as irrational is predicated of ass and lion, and likewise although a common accident is predicated of things differing in species, as white of snow and swan, nevertheless difference and common accident are not predicated in what, but in quale. But genus by itself as first subject is predicated in what and not in quale. For when we ask what sort the raven is, we answer that it is black, answering with a common accident; for rational is a difference, but black is a common accident. But when we are asked what man is, we answer that he is animal, because animal is the proximate subject in the being of man in which the constitutive difference is founded. But animal is the genus of man; therefore genus is predicated in what.

Therefore from all the things which have been said, it is clear that what is placed in the definition of genus, namely to be predicated of several, divides genus from those things which are predicated of one alone, which are among the number of those which are individuals. But what is placed in the definition, differing in species, separates genus from those predicables which are species and properties. Although even property is assigned most generally, as Aristotle says in the Categories, that it is proper to substance according to its own change to be receptive of contraries, nevertheless properly and immediately property belongs to species, nor is it assigned to genus except through species, and thus it passes to genus. For this very thing, to be receptive of contraries by its own change, does not belong to substance except through standing-under; and this belongs most of all to first substance, not insofar as it is this one or that one, but insofar as it is substance. What is placed in the definition, to be predicated in that which is what, divides genus from common accidents and differences, which, as has been said, are not predicated in that which is what, but in that which is quale.

Therefore it is clear that, since the definition states all things which belong to the being of genus and separates genus from all the other universals which divide with it this common thing which is universal, the stated description of genus contains nothing superfluous and nothing diminished. This therefore is what we intend to say about genus insofar as it is a predicable universal.

Notes

	Aristotle, in Physics IV, text, commentary 25. (Aristoteles, In 4 Physic. tex. com. 25.) ↩

	Compare Albert the Great, Physics, book I, tractate 1, chapter 6: A vague individual is not called vague because it is not determined in nature, because nature is determined when some man and some ox are said; but it is called vague because it itself is not demonstrated through sensible accidents, as this man and this ox are. Therefore let us say that a vague individual is that whose contracted and particularized nature is certified through an indeterminate supposit. But the signed individual is that whose nature is contracted and particularly certified in a determinate demonstrable supposit, as this man, with Socrates demonstrated. (Cf. Alb. Mag. Phys. lib. I, tract. 1, c. 6: Vagum individuum non dicitur vagum, quia in natura non sit determinatum, quia natura determinatur, quando dicitur aliquis homo, et aliquis bos; sed dicitur vagum, eo quod ipsum per accidentia sensibilia non est demonstratum, sicut hic homo, et hic bos. Dicamus ergo quod individuum vagum est cujus natura contracta et particulata certificatur per suppositum indeterminatum. Signatum autem est, cujus contrahitur natura et particulariter certificatur in supposito determinato demonstrabili, ut hic homo, demonstrato Socrate.) ↩

	Aristotle, in Topics I, text, commentary 7. (Aristoteles, In primo Topicorum, tex. com. 7.) ↩
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CHAPTER V.

On the recapitulation of the things that have been said about the discourse on genus.

Therefore gathering chapter by chapter the things which have been said about the definition of genus, we say that, otherwise than in civic matters, genus is again said to be that to which species is subjected by an immediate and direct line, not transversely. It was perhaps said according to some likeness to these genera which are in civic matters; for genus of this sort is a certain principle of those species which are directly under it. And this agrees with the second acceptance of genus. Genus so called also seems to contain every multitude of species and individuals in one nature of itself and in the name which it grants to them. And thus it agrees with the acceptance of genus concerning which there is discourse among the Philosophers. Whence also, describing genus so called, they say and assigned, saying that genus is what is predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what, as animal, which is predicated of man and ass in that which is what. For of the things which are predicated, some are predicated of one alone, such as individuals, although this predication is not proper, as Socrates and Plato, and, to speak generally in every genus of individuals, as this masculine, this feminine, and this neuter. But other predicables are predicated of several, as genera, species, difference, property, and common accident or common accidents, which are proper to no one. For example, genus is as animal, species as man, difference as rational, property as risible, accident as white, black, sitting, and things of this sort.

Therefore genera differ from those which are predicated of one alone through that which is placed in the introduced definition, because the genera themselves, assigned by the previously introduced definition, are assigned in that they are predicated of several.

But genera differ from those species which are predicated of several, because species is not predicated of several things differing in species as genus is, but is predicated of several things differing in number alone, not indeed according as number is an accident, but according as number is in numbered things. On account of this Aristotle says that whatever differ by the division of matter differ in number. For man, since it is a species, is predicated of Socrates and Plato, who do not differ from one another in species, but only in number and by the division of matter, because the matter of Socrates is not the matter of Plato. But animal, since it is genus, is predicated of man and ox, which differ from one another in species and not in number alone.

But genus differs from property because property indeed is predicated of one species alone, of which it is the property, by mediated and consequent predication, and of those individuals which are in that one species, because through species property passes to individuals, whose whole formal being is the species itself; as risible is predicated only of man and of particular men who are under man. But genus is not predicated of one species alone, but of several things differing in species.

But genus differs from difference and from the other things which are common accidents because, although difference and common accident are predicated of several things differing in species, nevertheless they are not predicated in that which is what, but in that which is quale. The reason for this is that when some people ask us about that of which this difference and accident are predicated as of a subject, we do not say that they are predicated in that which is what, but rather in that which is quale. And to someone asking and saying, what sort is man, we say that he is rational. And to one asking what sort the raven is, we say that it is black. Rational is a difference, which is the essential quality of man; but black is a common accident both to raven and to Ethiopian. But when we are asked what man is, we answer that he is animal. Animal is the genus of man and the first thing subjected to man in being.

Therefore being predicated of several divides or separates genus from those things which are predicated of one alone, which are among the number of those things which are individuals. But through that which is said to be predicated of things differing in species, genus is separated from those which are predicated as species or as properties. But in that it is said to be predicated in what a thing is, genus is divided from common accidents and from difference, which are predicated not in what a thing is, but in what sort it is.

Therefore the description of genus stated by the Philosophers contains nothing either superfluous or diminished. And therefore such a definition is called a term, perfectly determining the defined thing through all things which belong to its being, and distinguishing and separating it from all others. These things therefore have been said about genus insofar as it belongs to the logical intention.
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TRACTATE IV.

ON SPECIES.

CHAPTER I.

On the diverse intentions of species.

Since we are about to treat species as the second universal after genus, we are compelled to defer the treatment of difference and to place it in the third place among the universals, because although constitutive difference belongs to the essence of species and is its essential principle, and there cannot be a species which is not constituted from genus and difference, nevertheless because genus is defined through species and species through genus, on account of this, that genus has dependence on species and species on genus, since they are correlatives and one cannot be definitely and certainly known without the other, therefore the treatment of species must be placed immediately after the treatment of genus. Avicenna 1, however, says that there is another reason for this: because difference is not that in which genus is through essence, since difference is act or simple form; but genus is in species through essence. Further, difference is in genus only in potency, but species is in genus as in what contains it; and therefore species has itself more immediately to genus according to the notion of species, difference according to the notion of difference, although in the constitution of species difference is before species, because species is not constituted from genus unless the potency of genus is determined and restricted through difference. Therefore for this cause one must deal with species immediately after the treatment of genus, and the intentions of species 2 must be set down, so that it may be known in what acceptance or signification species is intended among the Philosophers.

But as concerning genus we say that we take care to posit here only those intentions of genus which have some likeness to that signification of genus which exists among the Philosophers, so we do not take care to posit an intention of species which has no likeness to the intention of species accepted among the Philosophers. And therefore we do not care for primitive or derivative species, which is considered among grammarians; but we find species in nature and in civic matters, according to which there is a certain likeness to the intention of species which exists among the Philosophers. For Avicenna says that the genus of each thing is the first essential and unformed subject; it is called first because in it there is the first potency and first beginning toward the being of the thing according to its substance and quiddity, or rather it itself is the first potency and beginning of the being of the thing of which it is the genus, and therefore it is proximate and proper matter. But matter desires form, as the ugly desires the good or beautiful, as Aristotle says 3 at the end of the first book of the Physics. Therefore the beautiful and good and divine, by which the potential ugliness of matter is determined, is form determining to species.

And therefore it is said that species is said to be the form and beauty of each thing, or elegance in the commensuration of the composition of body and complexion and stature and color, by likeness to the natural form which terminates the ugliness of matter to the beautiful, good, and divine 4. But there are certain things, as has been determined in the first book of the Ethics 5, accompanying happiness in the one who is happy. For one who is most ugly in species is not happy. And also in civic matters species, which is such handsomeness, is for this cause referred to those things which most belong to the happy person in powers and honors, according as we say that the species of Priam, the Trojan king, who was of most elegant form, is worthy of rule; because from the elegance of form a disposition to virtues and to perfect acts of happiness is demonstrated, as in a sign. Because, as Averroes says 6, every diversity which is in the body as to the composition of members is from the diversity of powers which are in the soul; and in this way also species has a likeness to the philosophical intention concerning species, because thus dignity or indignity is attributed to those things which are constituted in species, just as man is called the worthiest of creatures, but the toad an animal to be despised. Therefore species taken in these ways has likeness to species or to the intention of species which is in philosophy; and from this likeness, as Avicenna says, the name was transferred to the intention of species of the Philosophers.

But according to the intention which is among the Philosophers, describing species, we say that it is what is placed under an assigned genus by the position of the order of nature and of participation. But I say assigned genus as the same as certain genus, because there cannot be a vague species under genus inclined to this and to that genus; but a vague individual can be under species inclined to this or that supposit, but to none determined and distinct or discrete. And the cause of this is that a certain genus is conceived in the very quiddity of the species; on account of this there cannot be something vague under genus. But we call it a position of order because, just as genus insofar as it is genus states a superior, so species insofar as it is species states an inferior according to the order of predication and consequence. But we call it a position of participation because species of necessity participates genus and adds above it difference, which constricts the potency of genus in the species itself; and therefore it is placed under genus and contained by it. And in this way among the Philosophers we are accustomed to say that man is a species of animal, since animal is the genus of man by the position of order and participation. And so it is in the other things whose essences are perfected and absolute; for in this way we say that white or whiteness, which is white color, is a species of color, because by each position, namely of the order of nature and of participation, whiteness is under color. In this way also we say that triangle is a species of figure, since according to each of the aforesaid triangle is under figure. But concerning other genera we will not place an example, because they do not have absolute being, but are defined in comparison to certain other things. Thus therefore species is what is placed under an assigned genus.

But it was said in the preceding treatise 7 that genus is that under which species is placed; and thus both genus is defined through species and species through genus. And this seems to be a circular definition, and the same thing better known and less known than another, and the same thing better known and less known than itself, because the same thing happens to be defined through itself. For when it is said that species is what is placed under an assigned genus, species is defined through genus. And if the definition of genus is put in the place of genus, as Aristotle says 8, then species is what is placed under that under which species is placed; and thus species is in the definition of species, and thus the same thing is defined through itself, which seems very unfitting. The same also happens through that definition of genus by which
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Chapter I. On the diverse intentions of species.

it was said that genus is what is predicated of things differing in species in that which is what; for if then the definition is put in the place of genus, then species is what is placed under that under which species is placed, and what is predicated of things differing in species in that which is what; and thus again the same is defined through itself.

But to this we say that if above, in the earlier treatise On Genus, when assigning genus by definition, we made mention of species in the definition of genus, saying by definition that genus is what is predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what, but now also defining species we say that species is that which is under genus: for the solution of this doubt one must know that genus is truly relative. For genus is the genus of something, and species is the species of something; for genus is the genus of species, and species is the species of genus. And therefore, of relatives which are simultaneous by nature, one is defined through the other, each of which has dependence on the other; it is necessary in the notions of each of the relatives to use the names and definitions of both. For it is not unfitting that one of relatives be placed in the definition of the other, and conversely. This also happens, that the same is in the definition of itself if the definition is put in the place of the name placed in the definition, because the being of relatives is this very thing, to have itself toward something, and that which has itself toward another does so according to the being which it is. And since definition states the being of the thing, a thing cannot be definitely known except through that to which it has itself; and thus each must be defined through the other.

For relatives are considered triply, namely insofar as they are simultaneous by nature, insofar as they are dependent on one another, and insofar as they are those things which are relatives through some relation which is causative in them. Insofar as they are simultaneous by nature, it is necessarily required that one nature or one form be in them, which is equally in each of them; and this form is the relation itself, which taken as a middle way is the same, but differs by the terms in each of the relatives. And according to this, paternity and filiation are the same in the middle, but differ in the terms, just as the motion and way which is from Thebes to Athens and from Athens to Thebes differ by terms. In the father indeed there is paternity, but in the son filiation; and thus it is between genus and species and conversely.

But if it is considered according to the dependence of one on the other, it is not unfitting that each be better known and prior, and less known and posterior, than the other. For insofar as genus depends through intellect on species, genus is called not its own genus, but the genus of species; the understanding of genus must be taken through species, and thus species is better known and prior to genus. But insofar as species is not its own or absolute, but is species of another and is said to be species of genus, genus will be prior and better known than species. But that the same thing be prior and better known than the other, and conversely, is not unfitting, not according to the same respect, but according to diverse respects. For with the respect of genus to species held, species is better known than genus. But if the respect of species to genus is held, nothing prevents genus from being better known than species, and thus each from being defined through the other.

But if that which is relative is considered according to the cause which induces the relation, nothing prevents one of relatives from being the cause of the other, and not conversely; as if the person who is father is considered according to the act of generation through which he is the cause of the son, nothing prevents the father from being cause and, conversely, the son from not being the cause of the father; because, as Aristotle says 1, the father is he who has something of himself in the son; but the son has nothing of himself in the father. And in this way genus, or that which is genus, is the principle of species through that by which genus is the principle of species, and through that by which genus is in species formed and distinguished by constitutive difference. But species has nothing of itself in genus in that mode. And thus one is defined through the other, and not conversely. And this is the distinction of Alfarabi and Avicenna.

Therefore according to them one must say that one definition of relatives is as the middle of demonstration, and another as a conclusion. For that which is given of a relative insofar as one is the cause of the other and not conversely is as the middle of demonstration, or as a demonstration differing by position. But that by which relatives are defined through one another is as a conclusion: for because the father by generating is the cause of the son, from this it is concluded that the father is father of a son and is defined through the son; and because the son is begotten by the father, thence it is that the son is not the son of himself, but the son of the father, and is not definitely known except through the father. And so it is between genus and species, because from this, that genus is the principle of species, it is concluded that genus is not its own, but the genus of species; and from this, that species is principled by genus by this mode of principiation in which genus, by means of difference determining and distinguishing genus, constitutes species, it is concluded that species is not its own, but species of genus; and thus it is not definitely known except through genus. Therefore in this way those things which seem to be unfitting have nothing of unfittingness: for first they are simultaneous by nature. In a second mode one is prior to the other. But in a third mode each is prior to the other, and conversely, by diverse respects.

But very many, and especially the Peripatetics whom we imitate here, still also assign species thus when defining it, saying that species is what is placed under genus, and of which genus is predicated in that which is what. And it is clear that in this assignment two things belong to the essence of species. One is according as species is principled and constituted by genus; for thus through the determination of constitutive difference species is placed under genus both by order and by participation. The other is according to the order of species to genus, constituting species itself. For thus genus is what is predicated of species in such a way that answer is given to the question what it is, and not to a question made through quale. The reason for this has already been given: because genus in everything in which it is through participation is what, and not quale; for it is the first subject determined and distinguished by essential differences to the being of species. But the subject which stands under in the being of the thing cannot be quale, but what; on account of which even the common itself, thus determined and distinguished, is not called quale quid, although it is not this something. Therefore the cause is that there are two things in its assignment or definition. For it is considered in two ways, namely according to its constitution by genus and according to order to the genus constituting what is a being by reason of it; and because it receives order through constitution, therefore it had to be placed in the assignment that it is placed under genus, because from this it is caused that genus is predicated of it in that which is what.

But if someone objects against this assignment that even the individual is placed under animal, of which genus is predicated in that which is what, and thus the individual seems to be species as thus defined, it can be said that the individual is not placed under genus by immediate position. But species is placed under genus by immediate position.

But then certain people object about the individual of genus; for this is placed immediately under genus, as namely this animal under animal. For this animal is not through the mediation of species, although perhaps this animal is this man or that man. And thus it seems that this animal is species, which is false.

But to this certain people say that there is a position of order and there is a position of participation. And as regards the position of participation, the individual of genus is placed immediately under genus, because not by means of species does the individual of genus participate the nature of genus, but by itself genus is participated by it. And according to the position of coordination of predicables and knowables, they say that only species is placed immediately under genus, and the individual through species which is ordered after species.

But this solution is not perfect, because participation is the cause of order. For in all participants and participated things, the participated is higher in the order of predicables, and the participant is lower and subject. And therefore, if it is immediate in participation, it will also be immediate in order. On account of this one must speak otherwise: that there is a position which is wholly principled from genus according to that which is in its potency; and thus species is placed under genus, so that genus is the principle of its position. And there is a position which is not caused by genus, but rather from matter; and this is the position of the individual. And therefore this is not so placed under genus that genus is the principle of that position. Hence when it is said what is placed under genus, that preposition under marks not only order but also the cause or principle of the position.

But Avicenna attacks this definition in another way 2: for a point is a certain species, and nevertheless it is not placed under genus, nor is genus, such as quantity, predicated of it, nor is it predicated of point in that which is what. But this instance is nothing, because point is not in the genus as a species of quantity, but rather as the term of continuation. Whence when it is said that point is a certain species, this is false, because if it were species, it would be quantity, which is false. But this mode of species has been transferred from natural and political things, because in physical things species is said from the potency of matter to determinate being, as man and ass. And in political things species is said through elegance of form and stature and figure, suitable to dignity or indignity, as was said above.

Moreover they also assign species thus in philosophy. Species is what is predicated of several things differing in number in that which is what. And thus it is clear that this assignment concerning species is according as species is a predicate, while the earlier one was given concerning it insofar as it is a subject. Nor is it unfitting that there be several assignments of the same thing according to diverse things or diverse modes or notions which are in it, while nevertheless there is one definition of it given according to quiddity and substance, just as being and substance and quiddity are one. But Avicenna says that when it is said that it is predicated of several things differing in number, it must be understood with precision, so that differing in number alone is added; and then what is objected about genus does not hold, because genus is predicated of several things differing in number. For genus is not predicated of several things differing in number alone, but also of things differing in species. This indeed is the solution of Avicenna. Nevertheless, as it seems, it could be said better that what is predicated is predicated as participated, and what is participated through some other thing previously participated is predicated through another and not through itself. Hence, since by the participation of the individual nothing is participated immediately except species, only species is predicated immediately of things differing in number. For difference in number is not through divisive difference, but through matter, as Aristotle says. But such a division is not proper to genus, but to the most special species; and therefore it is not properly predicated of things differing in number by immediate division. For genus is not divided and multiplied through matter, but through differences dividing the genus itself according to its own form.

Therefore it is clear that this last assignment of species belongs only to the most special species, which is predicated only of things differing in number alone. But the other assignments placed above are not of the most special species only, but also of species which are not most special. These, therefore, are the assignments given concerning the intentions of species.

Notes

	Aristotle, Ethics VIII, chapter 8. (Aristoteles, 8 Ethic. cap. 8.) ↩

	Avicenna, in chapter 9 of his Logic. (Avicenna, In cap. 9 suae logicae.) ↩





Chapter II. On two questions concerning the things said before.

CHAPTER II.

On two questions concerning the things said before.

Alfarabi and Avicenna introduce two questions here. One indeed is this: since there are two assignments, one of subaltern species and the other of most special species, to which of them the name species was first transferred from that likeness by which species is called the form and beauty of each thing. But the other question is this: since there are two definitions of species, as has been said, according to which of them species is one universal among the five universals enumerated above.

And concerning the solution of the first question Avicenna 1 finds doubts and confesses that he does not know to which meaning the name of species was first transferred. For the subaltern species, which is placed under an assigned genus and of which genus is predicated in that which is what, occurs first to those descending and coming from the one which is the principle of species into multitude; for then there is a subaltern species to which the potency of genus is first formed and distinguished. And thus it seems that the name species was first transferred to that. Further, that which first occurs to the intellect is genus, and thus through division one comes to species. But it is clear that that which is both genus and species occurs earlier than that which is species only. Therefore it seems that the name species was first transferred to that.

But against this is that the formation of the potency of genus according to perfected substantial things exists only in the most special species. For that which is formed in a subaltern species is still in potency to another form; therefore it does not have the full beauty of its nature. But the name of full beauty is transferred less to that, so that according to that we attribute the dignity of a thing according to the happiness mentioned and determined. Therefore it seems that this name is first transferred to the most special species, which has the perfect formation of its genus and potency. Between these reasons Avicenna says that he doubts what should be said especially; for he says that each can be said reasonably according to the reasons introduced.

But, if it can be said without prejudice, since transfers ought to be made according to likeness, the name species is more properly and first transferred to the most special species than to subaltern species. For subaltern species has something of genus, something of potency, and something of privation, nor is it wholly brought to the dignity of species as the most special species is. And what is said, that subaltern species occurs first to those descending, does nothing for the transfer of the name; for transfer is not made by the notion of division, nor even by the notion of resolution or composition, but by the notion of likeness alone. But by the notion of likeness it is plain that it is first transferred to the most special species, and later to subaltern species.

But concerning the second question Avicenna seems to doubt, namely according to which of those definitions species has that it is universal, although the reason for doubt seems very slight. For according to the first definition of subaltern species, species is subject and not predicate. But the universal, insofar as it is universal, both is and is defined in the notion of a predicate and not a subject. Therefore it seems that species, through that notion by which it is subject, does not have that it is universal; and this is conceded by almost all the ancients.

Yet to some this does not seem true, because we know that Aristotle in the Topics teaches how to determine concerning every problem; he does not teach how to form or determine a problem about species, because in every problem species is subjected, and thus it seems that species has being subjected in a problem and not being predicated 2.

Further, species insofar as it is most special is predicated only of things differing in number alone. But the things which differ in number alone are sensible singulars, and concerning them no discipline can be made. Therefore they seem to be neither subjects nor predicates in discipline. A sign of this is that the science concerning predicables does not descend as far as those things unless they are taken as standing in a common nature and species, as some man and some ox. And thus it seems that species is not predicated per se of an individual, but by accident; for it happens to species to be in an individual, and thus it happens to it to be predicated.

But to these and similar things it seems that every universal has to be determined in the notion of a predicate; for the universal, insofar as it is universal, is defined as what is in many and of many. But it is not of many except because it is predicated of them. And therefore species has that it is universal through that definition by which it is defined as predicate, and not through that by which it is defined as subject. But as to what is said, that species is the subject in problems, one must say that this is true, because problems are formed only concerning those things which are in species, either simply as accident, or as assigned genus of species, or as property which flows from the nature of species, or as definition which states the whole being of species. And in this consideration species is not universal. But it is universal insofar as it is predicate.

And as to what is said, that the most special species is predicated only of those things which differ in number alone, in which it happens to species to be, one must say that it does not so happen to species to be in individuals that it is an accident to them or an accident in them; because, as Boethius says, species is the whole being of individuals, or the essential likeness of individuals. And therefore individuals can be taken in two ways, namely either as particulars determined in matter, or as things of common nature in which it stands, or in which the flow of nature stands, which flow is the diffusion of nature; and thus the individual is so taken as some man. And this individual is properly and per se a subject, and it is the subject of species; and in this way the first predicate of it is species, and insofar as it is apt by nature to be in several according to the whole substantial being, thus it is universal. And thus it is defined when it is said that species is that which is predicated of several things differing in number in that which is what. But through this, that something else is predicated of species to which it is subjected, it happens to species that it is universal; for that of which something else is predicated can be universal and can be not universal.

Thus therefore it has been said concerning the intentions of species and the assignments or definitions which have been given concerning those intentions. But this can be gathered compendiously, so that it may be said that according to vulgar use or custom in physical or political matters, species is said to be that which is the form or handsomeness of each thing; according to this intention of species it has been said in the common way that the species or beauty of Priam is worthy of rule. But according to some likeness to this, species among the Philosophers is said to be that which is placed under an assigned or certain and determinate genus through a constitutive difference, which determines and constricts the potency of genus to the act to which it was previously in potency. According to this intention of species, we are accustomed to say in philosophy that man is a species of animal, since animal is the assigned genus of man; we are accustomed to say that white or whiteness is a species of color, since color is the assigned genus of whiteness; and according to this we are accustomed to say that triangle is a species of figure, since figure is the assigned genus.

But if also above in the preceding treatise, which was held concerning genus, when assigning genus by definition, we made mention of species
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placing species in the definition of genus, when we say that genus is what is predicated of things differing in species in that which is what; and now, treating species, we say that species is that which is placed under genus, and thus we place genus in the definition of species. Let no one regard this as unfitting. For in such matters one must know that genus too is not absolute, but relative; therefore genus is the genus of something, and species is not an absolute what, but species is the species of some species, because it is of a genus. And therefore in the definitive notions of each, namely of genus and species, it is necessary to use both, so that genus is placed in the definition of species and species in the definition of genus. Therefore the Philosophers assign by definition the aforesaid intentions of species, also defining species thus: species is what is placed under genus and of which genus is predicated in that which is what; for it is predicated as substance and subject in species, which constitutive difference individuates and forms in species, which is the what of species and not quale.

Moreover the Philosophers themselves also assign species thus when defining it: species is what is predicated of several things differing in number in that which is what; and thus it is the formal what of individuals and their whole being. For the being which is after species in individuals belongs also to the individuating things, and is not the same being simply, because matter gives being to no one, nor is it properly of being, but is the act of essence in that which is matter. And therefore it does not belong to matter to be predicated, because above we have already said that only form is predicated; nor is form predicated according as it is form, but the form of the whole; nor yet is the form of the whole predicated as form of the whole, but insofar as it is the notion of the whole being either in potency or in act.

Yet between this assignment and the aforesaid there is a difference: because this second assignment belongs only to the most special species, while the two preceding ones also belong to species which are not most special. But what has been said here cannot be known unless the whole ordering of predicables is posited in most general, most special, and middle things; and we will next touch upon this.
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CHAPTER III.

How the most special species is found, and on predicamental coordination.

By what art the most special species are found according to the diverse intentions about which it has been spoken will be plain and manifest in this way. For in each category, according to all the genera of categories, there are some things at the highest point according to the whole coordination of predicables of that genus, which are called most general; not because there are several in one, because this is impossible, and what is said by superabundance in one order of things can belong only to one alone, but because in each genus there is one; and in the same order of predicables there are certain things lowest according to their communities and universalities, which are called most special, and in each there are several, because although the most special in one and the same genus of predicables must stand in one where they are resolved to one, nevertheless for this reason according to the way of division and composition, which begins from one, it is not necessary that division stand in one as in the lowest, because division proceeds from one by many ways, and those ways are only through diverse and opposed forms, which are called differences, which it is impossible to unite into one; and therefore division from one stands in many last things, and any one of them is indivisible according to form, not having a common thing under it, and therefore any one of them is most special.

But in such an order of predicables the highest is therefore called most general because it does not have above itself a superior genus coming over it, which may be predicated of it as genus. But that is called most special which in such an order is indivisible according to form and the power of nature; on account of this it has under itself no common thing which is species and has the mode of predicating of species, although under itself it has individuals, in all of which the species itself is according to its whole being and according to its whole power. But in this way, as was said above, genus is not in species; for in no species according to itself is genus according to the whole range of its power. Nor should anyone wonder that, speaking by intention, we say most general, more general, and general, and most special, more special, and special; because, as was determined above, that universal which is genus is called genus through a certain accident which happens to it, and in that it can be intensified and remitted, especially according to intention said as prior and posterior, rather than according to approach to some term or recession from it. For that is more genus which is genus in all things, than that which is genus to certain things; and similarly concerning species, that is more species which is species to all than that which is species only to certain things.

But between the most general at the summit and the most special at the lowest point there are certain middles which, existing the same in substance, are genera and species, but as compared to one thing and another, or as taken by comparison.

For the sake of example, this can be manifest in one category, so that in all others it may be understood similarly, in the order of predicables which are in the genus of substance. In the genus of substance, substance is first placed, which without conversion is predicated as genus of all things which are in the genus of substance; and therefore it is called most general. But the proximate thing which is placed under it through constitutive difference is corporeal substance, which is called body. But when body is again divided through animated and inanimate, the proximate thing constituted under this common thing which is body is animated body, which by one name is called living thing, encompassing in its community both vegetative things and sentient things which are called animals. But animated body is again divided through opposites, namely sensible and insensible; and when sensible has been joined to animated or living body, animal will be the proximate thing placed under it. But when animal is again divided through rational and irrational, which are opposed differences, and rational has been joined to animal, rational animal is made, encompassing gods according to the Stoics and men. But when that which is rational animal is divided through mortal and immortal, and mortal has been joined to rational animal, man is constituted; he is not further divisible through difference, because according to the whole power of his nature he is in any of his supposits. Therefore under man there is no common thing, but particulars, such as Socrates and Plato, who are particular men.

But among all these, substance indeed is most general, and therefore it is that which is only genus, because in no way can it become species; for every species is that which is placed under an assigned genus. And since substance does not have a genus coming over it, it is clear that it cannot become species. But man among these is the most special species, and in no way can become genus: for since genus is, as was said above, that under which species is placed, and since no common thing, neither genus nor species, is placed under man in which man is according to part of his natural power and not according to the whole, it is clear that man cannot be genus. Therefore he is species only, and not genus.

But all intermediates between substance, which is only genus, and man, who is only species, are at once genera and species with respect to diverse things, as body or corporeal substance, which is proximate to substance at the highest point: it is indeed a species of substance, because species is what is placed under an assigned genus; but the same body is genus of animated or living body, since genus is that under which species is placed, and in which genus is according to part of its natural power. In altogether the same way that which stands third in order according to descent from substance, which is animated or living body, is indeed species of body, under which as under genus it is placed; but it is genus of animal, because animal is placed under it as under an assigned genus.

But animal according to the Stoics is indeed a species of animated or living body; but it is the genus of rational animal, because we do not have one name by which we signify that common thing which contains man and gods, since according to the Stoics incorporeal substances are animals, as Apuleius says in the book On the God of Socrates. But man is indeed a species of rational animal, because he is placed under it as under an assigned genus; but he is not genus of anything, because in no common thing which is after him is he according to part of his natural power, but in any one according to whole being and according to the whole being of his power. Therefore it is clear that man is the species of rational animal and is not the genus of particular men.

Thus therefore it is clear that all these have a threefold mode and notion of their position: one is the highest which cannot be species, another is the lowest among common things, indivisible according to the power of its nature, and the intermediates which with respect to superiors are species and with respect to inferiors are genera.

Therefore let us compare the extremes to one another and say that just as substance, since it is highest, since above it there is nothing which could be genus to it, is therefore most general genus, so man, which is lowest in this disposition of order, is the most special species, after which there is no other lower species to which it could be genus, since after man there is not something of those common things which could be divided by opposed differences or in which it is according to part of its natural power, but only individuals which are individuals after man; for individuals are Socrates and Plato. These are indivisible, not indeed according to matter and quantity, but they are indivisible according to the form of their community and according to power, because man remains in any of them according to his whole being and according to the whole power of his nature. And therefore it will be species alone which cannot be genus, and will be the ultimate species in which formal division of this kind according to power stands, and it will be, as has been said, the most special species.

But those things which are in the middle of these extremes are referred to each extreme. For of those things which are above them in order according to ascent, they are species and subjects according to that notion of species by which species is said to be what is truly placed under an assigned genus and of which genus is predicated in that which is what. But of those things which are after them in the order of that position according to descent, they will be genera according to that definition of genus by which it is said that genus is that under which species is placed. Therefore from these things it remains that those things which are middles have two comparisons of relations. For they have a relation to prior things according to ascent, according to which relation they are said to be species of prior things. They also have a relation to posterior things according to descent, according to which relation they are said to be genera of posterior things. For in the first relation their superiors are in them according to being and essence and are of their notion, just as genera are of the notion of species. But in the second relation they themselves according to their essence and according to their being are in the posterior things and are of their notion, just as genera are of the notion of species. And this is the cause that in the prior relation they are species, and in the second relation they are genera.

But it must be attended to that these middles are of a different notion than the middles which are said by participation in the extremes, as in colors and tastes and odors there are middles. For those, because they are middles by participation in each extreme, are caused and principled by the extremes. And therefore according to nature they are posterior to each extreme. But these, because they are middles not by participation but by order and position between extremes, because any middle is in the whole middle universally, therefore the superior is indeed cause and principle of the middle, and the middle is principle and cause of the posterior 1. And therefore the middle by nature is posterior to the superior and prior to the inferior. And the middle participates the whole superior, and is participated wholly by the inferior, and does not participate each extreme. Nor does it participate one of the extremes in that mode of participation by which middle colors or middle tastes participate extreme colors or tastes. For sensible middles do not participate their extremes according to their whole essences and according to whole being, but rather they participate one or the other according to a certain mixture and intensification and remission. But according to whole essence and according to whole being they participate one of their extremes, and according to whole being they are participated by the other; yet according to whole power they do not participate that which they participate, nor according to whole power are they participated by that by which they are participated. Therefore they are called middles in such a way, and thus, as middles by position and order, they have two relations in the stated way.

But the extremes which are simply extremes, so that they cannot be middles, and which are only two, namely the most general and the most special, have only one relation. For the most general, since it has no genus above itself, cannot have that relation which is to superiors except according to negation, namely that it does not have a superior genus. But that relation so said by negation posits nothing in the most general genus; for by this it is neither genus nor species. Rather, through that relation which it has to inferiors it has the notion of genus, because genus is that under which species is placed. But through negation of relation to superiors it has indeed neither the notion of genus nor of species, but excess in generality. And through negation of speciality, namely that it is genus in such a way that it cannot be species, because this is superabundance and signifies generality at the term, it cannot be made known except by negation, because it has nothing which is affirmed of it. And this is on account of its notion of simplicity or perfection; and therefore through such negation nothing of imperfection can be concluded about it. Further, it is thus made known and determined through negation, although negation according to itself is infinite and indeterminate, because the negation by which it is determined is bounded when it is said that, from abundance of simplicity and generality and superiority, it is not posited to have a superior.

But if someone insists and says that substance has a superior, for being is before substance through understanding, because every substance is being, but not every being is substance, and it cannot be said that being is predicated of substance by accident; and similarly one can speak of anything which transcends genera, such as thing, one, and something. Below we will subtly satisfy this objection; but here for the present let it suffice that when being is predicated of substance, or thing, or one, or something, it is not predicated by the predication of genus, since it is not predicated by one notion of those things of which it is predicated, but by prior and posterior; rather such things are predicated by the predication of principle, not of genus 2. And Avicenna and Alfarabi and Algazel and all the Arabs prove this thus. For it follows: if man is, animal is; and if animal is, animated or living body is; and if living thing is, body is; and if body is, substance is, because of the understanding of genus in species. But it does not follow: if substance is, being is, because whether there is something or not, genus always follows upon the positing of species, since according to notion and nature genus is conceived in species, and species cannot be understood unless genus is understood in it. But when being is said absolutely, nothing is understood except being actually existing; and therefore it does not follow, if substance is, being is, because to be being happens to everything which is; for it happens to everything which can actually be. Therefore it is clear that when it is said substance is being, the being which is predicated is the same as substance, because being simply is nothing except substance.

And if it is said by objecting against this that according to this the consequence ought to be converted, one must say that the cause why the consequence is not converted is not that being is the genus of substance, or that there is a community of genus which is in being toward substance, but the cause of this is that it is common according to prior and posterior, and in this community it exceeds substance; and therefore the consequence is not converted from being to substance. And when it is predicated of substance, it is not predicated essentially or accidentally, but is predicated as the same with substance, because being simply is the same as substance. Therefore it remains that the highest which is most general has only one relation according to which it is genus and is called most general; for it is the highest and first principle of all things which are in that coordination, since from it essentially all inferiors are principled.

But on the contrary the most special has only one relation, which is to superiors, according to which it is also called species. For it is a species of the superiors, because it is under the superiors, and from that it has the name and notion of species. But it does not have that relation according to which it is in some inferiors as a substantial predicate which is participated by them according to part of its power; and according to this negation of relation to inferiors it is constituted in abundance and term of speciality. And therefore it is called most special by excess. For although it has inferiors which are individuals, nevertheless it does not have itself toward them as genus, for it is in each of them according to whole being and according to the whole being of its power, which does not belong to genus when it is in its inferiors. And therefore according to the relation which it has to superiors, it is species. But it is species in relation to superiors as contained by superiors, according to this, that species is what is placed under an assigned genus. But it is species of inferior individuals as containing the individuals; it contains them in this, that it unites them in the form of species, which is the whole being of individuals according to every perfection of its power. Thus therefore in the most special there are three understandings communicating with one another: from this, that it is placed under superiors, it has the understanding of species; from this, that it does not have the relation of genus to the inferior, it receives the understanding of most special; from this, that it is perfectly contained in one individual, it receives that it is predicated in what of things differing in number alone, and is for them the whole what and the whole formal being; but their formal being is substantial. Therefore by this art the most general, the most special, and also the intermediates in the other categories must be taken.

Notes

	Note that intermediate genera are not middles through participation in extremes, but by position and order. (Nota genera intermedia non esse media per participationem extremorum, sed positione et ordine.) ↩

	Therefore transcendentals are not predicated of substance by the predication of genus, but by the predication of principle. (Ergo transcendentia non praedicantur de substantia praedicatione generis, sed praedicatione principii.) ↩





Chapter IV. How the things which have been said are reduced to a compendium.

CHAPTER IV.

How the things which have been said are reduced to a compendium.

But these things were handed down chapter by chapter by the ancients saying here that what has been said is plain in this way: that in each category there are certain most general things, so that there are not several in one, but single ones in each. And again in each there are certain other most special things. And between the most general and the most special there are certain other intermediates. The most general is that above which, according to the order of superposition or supervening, there is no genus. But the most special is that after which there will be no lower species which is placed under it as under a genus, and in which it is according to part of its power. But between the most general and most special, according to the order of position, all things which are there are genera and species, compared indeed to one thing and to another.

But what has been said is manifest through the positing of examples in one category, that of substance. For substance is a more perfect genus, and in it the examples are better known: for substance is what, and it itself is genus, because it has nothing to which it may be placed under as under a genus so that it would become species; and therefore it is only genus and not species. But under this substance is body, or corporeal substance. Under body as under genus is animated body, under which as under genus is animal. Under animal as under genus is rational animal according to the Stoics, although Avicenna and the Arabs say that rational animal is as genus to man and to Angels; this is false, because an Angel is in no way properly an animal, but is sometimes called animal because of living according to intellect. And if an Angel is called rational, rational, which is the difference of man, will be said equivocally. But this was said because of the Stoics and Epicureans, who used to say that earthly gods, such as Ceres and Aesculapius, and infernal gods, such as Pluto and Vulcan, were rational animals. But under rational animal as under genus is man; under man, however, not as under genus but as under species, are Socrates and Plato, who are particular men.

But of all these, substance indeed is most general, because it is genus only and cannot be species. But man is most special, because he is species only and cannot be genus. But body is indeed a species of substance, to which it is placed under as to a genus; but it is the genus of animated body, which is placed under it as under a genus. And animated body is indeed species of body, to which it is placed under as to a genus; but by the same reason which has been stated it is genus of animal. And animal by the same reason is species of animated body, but genus of rational animal. But rational animal in the same order is indeed species of animal, but genus of man. But man is species of rational animal; he is not genus of particular men, but species only. But that which is proximate to individuals, such as lion, ass, and horse, will be species only and not genus.

Therefore just as substance, which is highest, because there is no genus above it, is most general, so also man, since he is the species after which there is no other lower species, nor anything of those things which can be divided formally through opposed differences, but only individuals are after it, for individuals, as we have said, are Socrates and Plato, will be the sole ultimate species in which formal division stands; and it will be, as was said, the most special species. But the things which are in the middle of the extremes will be species of those which are above them, and genera of those which are after them.

Therefore these middles have two relations: namely the one which is to superiors, according to which they are said to be species of them, and the one which is to posteriors, according to which they are said to be genera of them. And thus in the way of nature the extremes at the top and bottom have only one relation. For the most general has only one relation to those things which are posterior to it, since according to that it is genus of all posteriors, that which is highest. But it does not have the relation which is to superiors, since it is highest and the first principle, from which through division all other things are principled; and what by name and notion is substance, this is according to that which is in all inferiors. The most special likewise has only one relation, namely that which is to superiors of which it is species, because it is placed under all those as genera. But it does not have that which is to inferiors as to common things, because it is not placed above commons. But it is called the species of individuals, of which it is predicated as undivided according to substance and power. Therefore it is called species of individuals in one way and of superiors in another. For it is called species of inferiors in that it is their formal being containing them. But it is called species of superiors as what is contained by those things insofar as they have been divided through differences and in power.

And in this way the figure is accustomed to be written by the mode of a tree, which, if it is considered according to being and essence, has above the roots by which it is principled. But if it is considered according to actual being, it has below the roots which are in individuals.



Chapter V. On the manifestation of the things said from consequents and similar things.

CHAPTER V.

On the manifestation of the things said from consequents and similar things.

But we will further manifest the things which have been said through those things which follow upon them and are similar. Therefore, resuming the things which have been said, we say that from the things said it is clear that the Philosophers determine the most general through this, that, although it is genus, it is not species. For this follows upon this, that it is the highest under which all things are placed; for through this, that all things are placed under it and it is predicated of them in what, it follows that it is not subaltern but most general, which cannot in any way be the species of anything. It also follows from the things had earlier that it does not have a genus coming over it, because if this could be, it would already be subaltern, and would be a species of that genus which would come over it in the order of position, and it would be a middle, not an extreme. From this it follows further that it would not be simple but composite, and would be participating another and participated by another, and many other things which are unfitting. For if it were subaltern, it would be subaltern in this way, because it would be placed under another. Therefore it would follow that it would not be the highest and first principle, which is contradictory to that which was proved about it before.

But the same Philosophers determine the most special as that which, although it is species, is not and cannot be genus; for it is species according to each of its relations. According to the relation which it has to superiors, it is species and not genus, because it is what is placed under genus and of which genus is predicated in that which is what. But according to the relation which it has to individuals, it is not divided by differences so that according to part of its power it is in inferiors, but it is in any one according to its whole essence and according to its whole power. This does not belong to genus, but to species, not insofar as it is species, but insofar as it is most special species, which has nothing under itself except the individual, which alone is numerable through matter and not through form, in that form diffuses whole being and power in matter. Therefore this most special, since it is species, is never divided or able to be divided into species, because division into species is only of genus through formally opposed differences. Therefore it is divided only through matter. And because, as Aristotle says 1, division is the cause of number, and division of matter is the cause of material number, it follows that it is predicated of several things differing only in number of matter in that which is what, because it is the what and quiddity of individuals and their whole being.

But all those things which, according to the order of position, are in the middle of these extremes, participating and participated through substance and through that which they are, are called subaltern; and at the same time, not according to the same thing, they are genera and species. And therefore each such thing can at once be genus and species. Therefore all such things can be genera and species, taken with respect to one thing and to another according to the relation of comparison. And thus all things which according to order are disposed from the most special to the most general according to ascent from inferior to superior, or from composite to simple, or from posterior into prior, according to nature are called both genera and species, and are called subaltern genera and subaltern species. But a subaltern genus is not called so because it has a genus under itself, because thus the most general would be subaltern, since it has another genus under itself; rather it is called placed under an alternated genus. And similarly the most special species is not called non-subaltern because it is not placed under a genus, for it is placed under a genus; rather it is called non-subaltern because no common species is placed under it. For the name of subaltern sounds this, namely that in an alternated order it is placed under what is participated and is placed over what participates; and what has only one of these is not subaltern. For the most general is placed over everything participating it, but in an alternated order it participates nothing. But the most special is placed under everything participated, but is participated by no common thing. And therefore these two do not have alternated order, and therefore they are not subaltern.

Attend, however, that when subaltern genus is said, there seems to be an opposition in the adjective, because genus as genus states placing-over in the order of predicables, and states that which is the principle and definitive of what is placed under it. But subaltern, since it states that which is alternated in order, in some way states what is placed under and what is principled and defined. But this is easily solved if it is considered how subaltern genus is said. For genus has being from the notion of prior and principle and superposition, but subaltern has being from alternate supposition in superposition. And because thus generality and subalternation are referred to diverse things, it follows that one does not remove or diminish the notion of the other.

Further, when genus is divided through these differences, subaltern and non-subaltern, certainly the division is of a subject into an accident. For it happens to that nature which is genus that it stands in one position in the order of predicables, or that it is alternated according to the order of diverse positions. The same is to be understood concerning subaltern and non-subaltern species, for this happens to that nature which is species. For these names, subaltern and non-subaltern, name notions of accidents of position in such an order of predicables in the nature of such predicables. And therefore when it is said that some predicables according to predication are subaltern and some non-subaltern, it is a division of a subject into accidents according to the truth of the thing.

But this is true, that if the cause of this division and position is considered, then another division is pre-understood, which is that of the nature of such predicables one is simple, another composite; and of composite nature, one is numerable and divisible through differences, because it is composed from genus and difference, but another is numerable by number alone, because it cannot be divided through ultimate differences. And this division is of genus into species, because a nature numerable through differences is a composite genus, but a nature numerable through matter and not through differences is most special species.

Nor must it be said in any way that either genus or species is called subaltern which cannot so be subalternated that it is below and above, as certain people say that a subaltern genus is called what is only under another, and species what is over another. For this is not the notion of subaltern; for alternate is what is placed under and placed over alternately, as has been said. For if subaltern were said in genus, over which genus is placed, and subaltern in species, under which species is placed, as certain people have said, subaltern would be of one notion and another, which is false. Whence subaltern is said from both at once, according as it is placed alternately below and above, and can be genus and species. And therefore the most general cannot be subaltern, because it cannot alternate itself so that it becomes below and subject as species. And the most special cannot be subaltern, because it cannot subalternate itself so that with respect to some common thing it becomes subject and predicate.

But an example and likeness of the subalterns and of the most generals and most specials which are not subalternated is in families, from which, as was said in the treatise on genus, logical genus was first taken over. For if the family of Jove, that is, the one which descends from Jove, is distinguished by houses or families, we will say that Agamemnon, or the house and family of Agamemnon, which is last and lower, is reduced to Atrides from whom it descends, and from Atrides it drew genus and origin; and thus Atrides gives genus to Agamemnon, but Atrides drew genus from Pelopides, and Pelopides drew genus from Tantalides, and Tantalides from Jove, because a god is sublime and first in order; wherefore he holds the place of the most general, since he is not subjected to another. But Jupiter was called the sublime god by all the ancients; therefore all intermediates are both fathers and sons. But in the extremes, Agamemnon is only a son receiving and not pouring forth genus; but Jupiter is giving and not receiving in that order from anyone. For even if Jupiter is said to be the son of Saturn, nevertheless because he expelled his father from the kingdom, in royal dignity and in the family of the kingdom and degree of honor he had no prior; and therefore the royal family stands in Jove at the highest point, but in Agamemnon at the lowest point. But the intermediates are alternately both receiving and giving the family pertaining to the kingdom. And this is as in genera placed alternately and non-alternately, as is manifest from the foregoing.

But in this there is unlikeness: because in families all descending things are for the most part reduced to one principle. I say for the most part: in every family which descends from one, reduction is made to one principle; but when descent is not from one, then they cannot be reduced to one, as if we say that the principles of man were divided in the diverse quarters of the world. For only one quarter of the earth is known to us, as Ptolemy proves in the Almagest, and in this our habitable quarter all families are reduced to Adam. But in the other quarters, if they are habitable, they had different principles. But in logical genera and species the matter does not have itself so, because all things which are in all genera and species, both of substance and accidents, cannot be reduced to some one thing which according to one notion is the principle of all, since being, to which all are in some way reduced, is not the common genus of all, both of the genera of substance and the genera of accidents. For all things, both substances and accidents, are not of the same genus; for then it would happen that all would either be substance or all would be accidents, since the first genus is indeed the genus of all the others, and one genus is not a principle except of that which is of one and the same notion. Therefore then all categories, both of substance and accidents, would be categories of one genus, if one genus were taken in that notion of genus, in the way Aristotle says in the Categories, namely because by name and by the notion of substance it is thus predicated in what of those things which are in species, as in genus.

Therefore beings according to their diversity are placed in diverse genera, as was said by Aristotle in the Categories. For there are ten genera, as it were the ten first principles, of which one cannot be reduced to another. And if Aristotle teaches that all things are to be reduced to substance 2, this reduction of all to one is not as to one genus, but as the reduction of certain things to one subject; on account of which if someone says that all things are beings and that being is a common predicate of all, he will name all things beings equivocally, as Aristotle says, and not univocally. But if the very thing which we call being were one common genus of all, all things would still be called beings univocally, because genus is predicated by name and notion of those things of which it is genus. For since the ten are first common and most general principles, if these are called beings, the predication will be according to community of name only, and there will not be a community according to the notion of definition which must be assigned according to the name. For in such matters being simply is substance, and the others are not beings simply, but are passions of being, as quantity is the measure of being, while quality is not being simply, but a disposition of being, and so with the others. Nevertheless, because in such things there is a respect to one which is being simply, therefore it is not simply equivocal. Wherefore not of all things looking to one is there the same mode and notion of looking; for one is as measure, another as disposition. Therefore with respect to this it is equivocal. And therefore the whole together is called analogous, that is, common according to proportion, which is middle between univocal and equivocal, which, as Boethius says, is simply equivocal by chance and fortune; and univocal is that which is simply univocal through unity of name and unity of defined notion. For in such a univocal and in that to which many look, one and the same is being in substance, and in all things which look to it there is one mode and one notion of respect and looking to it.

These ten, therefore, which are the first principles of all, are most general, and are finite in number as ten. For in these ten, as in genera, the resolution of all things stands. But the most special things, which are proximate before individuals and cannot be divided by opposed differences, are in some number that is indeed certain according to nature, yet not defined and certain for us. That it is certain according to nature as to this intention is sufficiently proved from this, that there is no genus whose potency is infinite. But the potency of genus is determined to the act of species by constitutive differences. Therefore constitutive differences are finite, because otherwise they would not limit the finite potency of genus. But by the finite number of constitutive differences limiting the potency of genus, the number of species is limited. Therefore the number of most special species is finite with respect to nature. But individuals which are after the most special things are infinite with respect to the power of nature: for matter is divisible in infinity by the power of nature through the continual bringing-to and taking-away of the first generator and divider of matter. Therefore it is necessary that by the power of matter individuals be infinite, and the individuating accident in this way or that is infinite by the potency of nature. Therefore although in place and time both single things and all things are finite in act, nevertheless by the power of nature, the division of matter, and the mode of individuation, they are infinite. And therefore they are comprehensible neither by science nor by art. On account of this Plato instructs that one descending from the most general things through division, and coming down as far as the most special things, should rest and not divide further. He introduces the reason for this: because one descending from the most general things must go and descend through middles, because one does not come from extreme to extreme except through a middle; nor can one descend thus except by dividing the extreme into middles by specific differences, by whose number the number of species is multiplied. For the essence of genus is numerable by specific differences, which are in genus as act in potency; but infinite is the potency of matter. Individuals, says Plato, must be left behind, because concerning them through certain and determinate division discipline cannot be known; and therefore they are determinable neither by science nor by art.

But the whole which has been said in this chapter is gathered under a compendium thus: that the Philosophers, and especially the Peripatetics, determine by describing that the most general is what, although it is genus, cannot be species, and therefore the notion of genus is not alternated into the notion of species. And again they determine the most general, saying that it is the supreme genus over which there is no other supervening genus, because in that order there cannot be anything higher than the highest. But on the contrary they say that the most special is that which, although it is species, is not genus, nor can it be alternated so that it takes the notion of genus. And again they determine the same most special as that which, although it is species, is never divided into species, because it is not an essence numerable or divisible by specific differences, but is numbered by the division of matter. And therefore the most special is what is predicated of several things differing in number alone in that which is what. But those genera and species which are in the middle of the aforesaid extremes are called subaltern genera and species, because each can be both genus and species alternately or by supposition, when they are alternately placed and compared to one thing and another. But those things which are from the most special up to the most general by ascending are called both genera and species. And they are called subaltern genera as in families descending from one, in which any one of the middle things both gives and takes genus, as Agamemnon, Atrides, Pelopides, and Tantalides, and so through all families by ascending up to the last family of Jove, from whom all those families drew genus, as from the first principle of their generation.

But in this it is unlike, because in families for the most part all middles are reduced to one thing which is truly the principle of all, for example to Jove the first father. But in genera and species it is not so. And this is because the common thing which is called being is not the same common genus of all; nor are all most general things, reduced into being, of the same genus in being, according as one genus is taken, in the way Aristotle says that genus ought to be taken, namely what according to one notion is equally predicated of species. Rather genera are placed in being according to prior and posterior, as has been said in the Categories. For according to that doctrine the most general genera are as it were the ten first principles of predicables, which are not further reduced to another principle which would be their principle as genus. Whence if someone calls all things beings, so that being is predicated of any genus, he will name them beings equivocally, says Aristotle, not univocally. For if one and the same thing were the genus of all categories, namely being itself, all categories would be called beings univocally, and they would receive the predication of being univocally and equally. For since, as has often been said, the ten are first principles of all, and they would not be principles if above themselves they had another principle, it is clear that the community which they have in being is only according to the name, and not according to the notion of definition which is also according to the name; because if being were predicated of all by one notion, either all things would be substance, or all accident, which is impossible. These, therefore, are the most general. But the most special things are in a certain number finite with respect to nature, though not in a number defined and certain with respect to us. But individuals which are after the most special are infinite with respect to the power of matter. For this reason Plato orders the one descending from the most general things to rest by dividing as far as the most special things. But Plato orders him to descend through the middles which are genera and species, dividing any of them immediately by specific differences of the genus. For infinite things, says Plato, must be left behind, and Plato says that no discipline can be made of those things which are infinite.

Notes
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Chapter VI. On the mode of coming from the most general to the most special things, and conversely.

CHAPTER VI.

On the mode of coming from the most general to the most special things, and conversely.

But because in the coordination of extremes and middles there is a way of coming from extreme to extreme through middles, it is necessary to touch upon how he proceeds who goes from the highest predicable down to the lowest through middles, and how he proceeds who, on the contrary, proceeds from the lowest through middles to the highest. We say that he who proceeds from the highest through middles to the lowest, which is called the most special, must descend from what is prior according to nature into what is posterior, and thus always proceed by descending down to the proximate predicable. And thus one descending must go through multitude. For one does not come to the posterior except through division of the superior. But division, if it is perfect, by separating all parts of the thing divided, is always the cause of multitude. For division is perfect on the part of the divisible for this reason: because through division it receives all parts of what is divisible. On account of this, when body is taken under substance, first one must understand the division of substance through corporeal and incorporeal substance, and then one constitutive difference joined with the genus receives body; and thus descent is made through multitude, the whole of which a pre-understood and perfect division causes. For to receive one part of a whole not divided from the opposite with another part is an imperfect division, since it does not perfectly unfold what parts are in the whole.

And on the contrary, if someone ascends from the most special things to the most general, it is necessary to gather multitude into one, from which it has been received through division. For one ascending thus resolves and reduces all divided things, which are many only through division, into one form of that which was divided. And thus from many he proceeds to one. The cause of this is that what is common to many is for the sake of collection, in the way in which collection is called the uniting and resolving of many into one nature which is in them. For thus the species is collective of many things, which are many by the division of matter, into one nature of species, because one nature of species is in all individuals of the same species: for it is not in one in such a way that it is not in another; but since it is in one, it is also in another through the aptitude of nature and form,
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although not according as it is in one, it is also in another, as was said at the beginning and concerning universals. But genus is more collective and unitive than species in this, that it gathers more things than species, even if species also is more one according to intention than the form of genus. For things which are one in species are less distant from themselves and more one than those which are one in genus, since genus unites in itself and gathers more things than species; for it unites and gathers many species and all the things which are gathered in species.

But particular and singular things, according as they are of this sort, are always in multitude. The cause of this multitude is the division of matter; and therefore, in a contrary mode to the collections of a common species, they divide what is one in nature into many things, not indeed by division of form, but by division of matter, as was said.

But that which is divided by division of the universal whole, which is divided by being, and by nature and form, according to its whole essence and power is in each singular. And conversely species gathers and unites many things as divided into one: for by participation in species several men are one man. Not indeed in such a way that this man, who is one man through matter, is several men divided through their matters and their supposits; but because by the very participation in one thing which is participated by many, according as it is itself one in nature and essence, several are united and are one according to this mode. And this is the same as if it were said that Socrates and Plato and the other singular men are one in man, according as man names the nature of the species predicated of them. And if, in this way, by participation in species several men are one man, it does not follow from this that several men simply are one man, because one man and several men are said simply from the plurality or unity of the subject matter. But conversely, by particular men, or men particularized through matter, one man, one nature, and one form common to all is made several men according to singular being; and it is divided through subject into all, while nevertheless remaining undivided according to common nature and form and according to the being of the universal. For that which is singular and determined according to being and subject is always divisive and determinative of its proximate common thing. But what is common and universal is always collective and unitive.

Although to collect and to unite are the same in substance, nevertheless they differ according to reason. For collection begins from many things and is terminated at one; uniting begins from one and is terminated at many things which are united in one. But so that this may be manifested better, let it be explained in several instances. For there is collection merely into one containing place, but not into a uniting thing, as a heap of stones is said to be gathered. And these are properly called collective names, such as heap, crowd, people, and other things of this sort. In such things collection is indeed perfect, but uniting is imperfect. And therefore such things are not predicated of their parts, because single stones are not a heap, nor are single men a people or a crowd.

Again there is a collection of many things toward one mover and toward one end, as there is the collection of an army in the moving leader and in the end, which is victory. And this collection unites more than the preceding one, yet even this does not make a perfect uniting according to nature. And therefore the whole is not predicated of the part, because a single soldier is not an army; but because all are united in the mover and the end, it therefore follows that individuals are moved in the individuals and the leader, and that individuals according to the analogy of their operation accomplish victory.

Again there is collection into one figure of perfect quantity, as foundation, wall, and roof are said to be gathered into one form of an integral whole. Because the form is not in the parts separately, but is simply in the parts taken together, and in each separately it exists only in a qualified respect, therefore this form, although it gathers parts and unites them to itself, nevertheless is not predicated of all the parts except conjointly, and not of each separately.

Next to this there will still be another form which, although it gathers parts and in some way unites them, nevertheless does not add its whole perfect power to each one, as is the form of a kingdom; and generally the power of the whole kingdom is constituted by powers as by parts, such as the power of a president, a palatine, a duke, and a count, from all of which the kingdom is composed. And this form, which does not unite according to the whole power, again cannot be predicated simply of the parts, because presidency is not the kingdom. For such a form communicates its power to the parts in order, and therefore each part is some power of the kingdom; and in such things it is true that whatever the inferior can do, the superior can also do, but it is not converted.

And according to a mode in some way similar to this, natural form gathers and unites to itself the parts of matter which it terminates. And therefore it is not predicated of matter or of the parts of matter, because it exceeds the parts in power; and thus animal is not sight, or hearing, or anything else of this sort, since it can do what sight can do, and more, and so it is in all other things. Finally there is a form which perfectly gathers and unites parts, so that it gathers each and unites each to itself, so that its being in each is the same as the being of the singulars, or not diverse from it, and therefore it is predicated of each part; and such a form is the form of genus and species and of the other things which are universals. And in this way we understand here that one ascending from the most special to the most general gathers and unites multitude into one, and that the common thing is collective and unitive.

Thus, genus having been assigned and species having thus been assigned, what each is through definition is clear from what has been said, namely that in every proximate division of genus into species, there is always one genus and several species into which it is divided. For the division of one and the same genus is always into several species. The reason for this is that difference neither divides nor has act except through opposition. But nothing is opposite to itself; rather, that to which it is contrary is opposed to it. Therefore every difference which divides a genus has a difference opposite to itself; and therefore genus joined with one difference makes another species opposed to it, because otherness, as Boethius says, is caused by opposition. On account of this Aristotle says 1 that if someone in a definition has assigned something as a difference, one must consider whether its opposite is also a difference of the same genus. For if the opposite is not a difference, neither was this which he assigned a true difference; for genus is divided only through opposite differences or forms which are differences. But opposite differences joined with genus always constitute not one species, but several.

Yet there are some who object against what has been said by means of what was said at the beginning concerning the universal, namely that universal is said from the aptitude of existing in many and of being said of many, and not from act, namely because it actually is in many and is said of many; because otherwise the sun would not be a universal. For from this they wish to infer that genus is not what has several species, but what is apt by nature to have several species. And thus it is not necessary that genus always be divided into several species. But to this one must say that it is not true of genus, but only of the most special species, because genus is divided only through those things which by natural and substantial power are in it, and therefore it is divided through itself, and it must be divided into several things which are actually several. But species is not divided through the things which are in it, nor is it divided according to its substantial power, but rather it is multiplied and numbered rather than divided through that which is wholly outside its nature and essence substantially, namely through matter, which is nothing of the formal essence of its power. And therefore to be in matter happens to species; on account of this aptitude alone suffices in species so that it may be apt to exist in several, for it to be universal, even if actually it is only in one alone, or perhaps in none, provided that it is a form which according to aptitude is apt by nature to be in several 2.

Therefore one must know that genus is not that which does not have several species. Hence if we posit that there is no species of animal except man, then indeed it follows, if man is, animal is; but it does not follow that animal is a genus, because of the cause which has been stated. But in the most special species alone, as was said, aptitude suffices for it to be universal according to aptitude. But if this aptitude ought to be reduced to act, it is necessary that it actually be in several and be said of several. And it is not only a universal according to act, but according to aptitude alone. But in those things in which aptitude is reduced to act, it is reduced to act through division of matter, as was said, because the aptitude of nature toward many things is not toward so many that it cannot be toward more; therefore it can thus continuously be reduced to act into infinity.

But in every such coordination of predicables, genus is predicated substantially and universally of species, and all superior things are predicated substantially and universally of inferiors. But species, whether it is subaltern or most special, is neither predicated substantially and universally of the proximate genus superior to itself, nor is it predicated of genera superior to itself which are not proximate but joined to itself through a middle. The cause of this is that among such superior things predicated substantially and universally of inferior things, the predication is not converted, because the predicate is broader than the subject. Hence it does not follow, if man is substantially and universally animal, that animal is substantially and universally man; for there is some animal which is not man, such as an ass or a lion. For animal, although it belongs to the understanding of man, and therefore must be predicated of him, nevertheless conversely man does not belong to the understanding of animal; for this reason animal can exist without man.

But in every ordered predication, in which according to the natural order of predicables one thing is predicated of another, equals or peers must be predicated of equals or peers, as in the predication of convertibles, as every neigh-capable thing is a horse, and every horse is neigh-capable. For in such things the subject is converted with the predicate; and therefore neither does the predicate leave the subject, nor does the subject leave the predicate. Or greater things must be predicated of lesser things; and in such cases the predicate belongs to the notion of the subject, and therefore the subject never leaves the predicate, although the predicate can leave the subject; and such is the predication when animal is predicated of man without conversion.

And if someone insists that man is predicated of animal, when it is said, some animal is man, or this animal is this man, there is no objection: because this predication is not substantial and according to the order of predicables, because it is by accident. For it happens to animal that this animal is what is man or this man. But lesser things are least of all predicated of greater things according to this mode of predication; for you do not universally say that animal is man in the way in which you universally and substantially say that man is animal 3.

But according to the whole coordination of predicables, of whatever things species is predicated, whether subaltern or most special, of all the same things the genus of that species, and the genus of that genus, and so on up to the most general, which is the last predicate in ascending and the first in descending in that coordination of categories, will be predicated universally. An example of this is that if it is true that Socrates is man, and man is animal, and animal is substance, it is true both that Socrates is man and that Socrates is substance; for always, both substantially and universally in such a coordination, superior things are predicated of inferior things and of the individual. But the most general will be predicated both of the genus proximate to itself placed under it and of all inferior genera, if there are several subaltern middles between it and the most special; and it is predicated of the most special species and of the individuals which are under it.

But attend to this: as was said, the form which is predicated is not predicated unless it is better known and the name of the whole being of the thing. But the whole being of the thing either is in remote potency, and thus is named by the most general; or in proximate potency, and thus is named by a subaltern genus; or in most proximate potency, and thus is called by an immediate genus; or it is in act, and thus is named by the name of species. But the predication of difference, property, and accident will be treated below. And therefore Aristotle says that it is not living thing and animal, nor animal and man, simultaneously. Therefore such a mode of predicating is concluded from that order of predicables which has been stated.

But these things which have been said are stated in summary thus: for those descending to the most special things, it is necessary to go through a multitude of species by dividing genus through opposite differences. But for those ascending from the most special things to the most general, it is necessary to gather multitude into one nature of the divided genus. For species is collective into one common nature, and that which is genus is more collective of many things. But particular and singular things, always existing in multitude, conversely divide into multitude what is one common thing; and thus by participation in species several men are one man. But by particulars thus dividing species and drawing it away into multitude, one and common man is several men. For the singular is always divisive of the common; but that which is common is collective and unitive of several into one.

Thus genus and species having been assigned by definitive reason as to what each of them is, and with genus indeed being one, but species several through the division of opposite differences, there will always be a division of genus into several species because of the cause assigned above. Genus indeed in such an order is always predicated universally and substantially of species, and all superior things of inferiors. But species is predicated neither of the proximate genus superior to itself, nor of superior things not immediately joined; for such a predication, by which genus is predicated of species, is not converted. For in every substantial ordered predication, either equal things must be predicated of equals, as neigh-capable of horse; or greater things, that is, more common things, must be predicated of lesser things, as animal is predicated of man, since animal is broader than man. But lesser things are least of all predicated of greater things according to this mode of predicables, except by accident, as was said. For you do not universally say and predicate that animal is man in the way in which you universally say that man is animal.

But of the things of which species is universally and substantially predicated, necessarily the genus of the species also will be predicated, and the genus of the genus up to the most general. For if for the sake of example it is true to say that Socrates is man, and man is animal, and animal is substance, it is true also to say that Socrates is animal and substance. Therefore superior things are always naturally predicated of inferior things. Species indeed is predicated substantially of individuals. But genus is predicated of species and of the individual. The most general, however, will be predicated both of the subaltern genus and of all genera, if there are several middles and subalterns between the most special and the most general; and it will be predicated of the most special species and of individuals according to the whole coordination of predicables of this sort. For thus in all things it is true that when one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, in which it is specially conceived by the intellect, whatever things are predicated substantially of the predicate must all be predicated of the subject. And negatively in like manner, whatever things are universally denied of the predicate must also be denied of the subject; for since animal is not stone, man also must not be stone.

Notes
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	Consider how the things said here do not contradict the things said above, in the tractate on genus, chapter 5. (Considera quomodo hic dicta non contradicant dictis supra, in tract. de genere, cap. 5.) ↩

	Since this predication is not substantial, but by accident, it follows that it is not per se in the first mode, as Paul of Venice wished, in book 1 of the Posterior Analytics. (Cum haec praedicatio non sit substantialis, sed per accidens, sequitur quod non est per se in primo modo, ut voluit Paulus Venetus, I Post.) ↩
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On the mode of the predicables which are predicated.

But from all the things which have been said, it is established that we say the most general is predicated of all things which are placed under it in right order, both genera and species and individuals. For every genus which is immediately before the most special is predicated of all most special species, as animal is predicated of man and of ass and lion and other species; it is also predicated of the individuals of those species through this, that it is essentially in them and of them. But that which is species in such a way that it is only species and not genus, which is the most special species, is not predicated per se except of individuals. But the individual which is determinate is not predicated except of one thing alone, discrete and designated, by that predication which has been determined above; although the vague individual is predicated of several things, that is, by the predication of species and not of the individual, as was said. For the individual which is discerned from other particulars placed under the same common thing is formed in two ways. Substance is formed through accidents which are signs of such discreteness, which are conveyed in the proper name, as when Socrates is said. But because accident is not individuated except through substance, therefore the individual of accidents is designated through demonstration toward a thing standing under the accident, as this white thing and this coming thing, so that an accident may be designated both without time and motion and with time and motion. Another is also discerned by circumlocution, as the discreteness of Socrates is designated through his generator or the place of generation, as when he is called the son of Sophroniscus, if Socrates alone is his son; for from the generator he principally draws origin, because this one generates this said one. And in such cases, sometimes, for marking greater discreteness, we change appellations by saying son of Sophroniscus, noting that under this appellation he is known more distinctly than under the appellation Socrates.

Individuals of this sort are called first substances for this reason, that with respect to discreteness, not with respect to substance, each one of them consists separately from properties, of which the collection of the same in number will never be in any other. These, as Boethius says, are seven, namely proper form, proper figure, proper parentage according to which through this or that separation of seed one descends from parents, proper naming imposed from a proper accident, proper homeland according as homeland is called the center of nativity in which the period of the heavenly circle looked upon one in nativity, proper time, and proper place containing all these. For these cannot be abstracted from this thing because through this both here and now. For although this matter is the principle of particular form and individuation and a substantial part of the individual, nevertheless these accidents, although they do not compose the singular substance, are things making for the knowledge of its discreteness; and if the individual is designated not as particular substance but as discrete, and its name as discrete, then accidents are names conceived in its account and belong to the essence of the individual so designated, although they are not any part of particular substance according as it is substance; for this is composed only from this form.

But the properties which belong to common man, through the fact that common man is in several, are also found in several, such as risible, gentle by nature, perceptive of discipline, and things of this sort. For these are found in several, and more than this, in all particular men; for they are in them through the common thing which is in them, and therefore they belong to them in that they are men. For in the direct order of predicables the individual is contained under man, or speaking generally, under species. But species is contained under genus. For genus is a certain universal whole, and that which is genus according as it is genus is nothing except whole. But the individual is not a whole, but only a subjective part of the universal whole. But species, which is in the middle, is between genus and individual, and is both whole and part when compared to diverse things: but it is a part of another, namely of genus, which is a whole toward it. For species is a part of genus in power, because genus is not in species according to its whole power. But species is a whole, not of some whole, because nothing participates it according to a part of its power, as the species itself participates genus, but it is a whole to all other individuals; because the species itself, as Boethius says, is the whole being in individuals. Nor are individuals referred to species as its parts, but rather as singulars having and participating species in themselves according to the whole being and power.

Therefore, speaking compendiously, we say or predicate the most general of all species, genera, and individuals placed under it according to its coordination. But we predicate the subaltern genus, which is before the most special, of all most special species and individuals. But we predicate species of all individuals placed under it. But the individual we predicate of one alone, not by proper predication. For the individual named under description is Socrates, or in accidents this white thing or this name through demonstration, or through circumlocution of a more manifest speech, son of Sophroniscus; for if he had several sons, then Socrates would not be discerned by such a circumlocution. Therefore individuals are called by the word of discreteness in this way, because with respect to its own discreteness each one of them consists from such properties, the collection of which will never be the same in another. For the property distinguishing Socrates would never be in some other particular man. But these properties which are common properties will be the same in several. For those are properties of the common and not of the singular according as it is singular. And, to say more, the properties of common man are in all in which there is one common nature; for things participating the common nature also participate the properties consequent upon that nature. Therefore such common properties of man will be in all particulars insofar as they are men. Therefore according to the aforesaid order of predicables, the individual is contained under species, but species under genus. For genus is a certain whole insofar as it is genus. But the individual, according as it is an individual, is a certain part. But species is both whole and part. It is indeed a part of another, that is, of genus, which it participates according to a part of its power; but it is not a whole of another thing which participates a part of it, but it is a whole to others, for it is a whole to parts, each of which participates the whole itself.

But that the things said about genus and species depend upon one another because of correlation is clear in one epilogue: concerning genus and species, what the most general is, and what the most special is, and concerning others which are the same things as genera and species, as subalterns. Further, also what individuals are, whether determinate or vague, or made determinate through demonstration or circumlocution. Further, in how many ways genus is said, and in how many ways species is said, has been said sufficiently as far as the present logical intention is concerned.
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TRACTATE V.

ON DIFFERENCE.

CHAPTER I.

On the distinction of the name of difference, which is said in many ways.

Consequently one must treat the universal which is called difference. For because this constitutes species and is predicated of species and of the definitive account of the species itself, it had therefore to be placed before species, unless the correlation of species to genus and of genus to species with one another had stood in the way, as was said in the preceding matters. But before we make known the difference which alone is one of the five universals, and determine concerning it, we must distinguish the multiplicity of the name difference; for this is said in many ways according to prior and posterior.

Therefore difference is said in many ways, as Avicenna says, not as genus and species are. For in genus and species the use of these names was first in physical and political matters, and from those these names were taken over to the use of philosophy. But in difference the reverse occurred. For the name of difference was first in the use of the Philosophers, and from that it was transferred to the use of common speakers. This therefore is the true cause why the name difference is said in many ways, namely commonly, properly, and more properly.

But difference is said commonly as it exists among common speakers considering those things which are first presented to the senses. Therefore one thing is commonly said to differ from another by difference when one thing is said to differ from another by some otherness of any commonly apprehensible accident, in whatever way, according to all genera of forms of accidents. Nor are such differences called common for this reason, that they are commonly in the things which they make to differ; for if it were so, they would not be called differences, but agreements. Rather, they are called differences commonly because they are in use among common speakers. For the multitude, in assigning differences of things, makes things differ by such things as it commonly apprehends externally in things through sense.

But in such a difference an individual of one species differs from another individual of the same species, as Socrates differs from Plato by a certain otherness of sensible accidents, as Apuleius says, that Plato was broad in face, but Socrates was not. This difference also makes one individual of one species differ from itself in two times, as Socrates, now existing as a man or an old man, differs from himself as a boy through the accidents of youth and old age, which do not quickly leave the subject. Thus Socrates also differs from himself when he does something, writes, or reads, while he is at rest from such a work; these are quickly separable accidents. And to speak generally, this difference is always considered according to some mode of being disposed in diverse ways toward itself, or toward another by any othernesses whatever, or by accidents of any genus, quickly or not quickly separable. This therefore is the acceptance of difference according to the intention of the name spoken among common speakers; on account of this it is also called common difference, that is, the difference to which common speakers attend.

Next to this mode, a difference which is called proper is received more nearly to the true mode, because it is appropriated to that in which it is through a connatural cause, as when one thing is said to differ from another through an inseparable accident. This is inseparable for this reason, that it has a cause which is in the subject in which it is, as is the snubness of the nose in a snub thing, whose nose is compared to that of a monkey; or some hardened or inseparable scar, when it has become calloused from a wound. For snubness is present by nature, but one having a scar differs from one who does not have a scar, and sometimes the same one having a scar now differs from himself before he had the scar. But this is called proper because by some account it approaches that which is truly called by the name difference. For this, although it is not of the essence of that in which it is and which it makes to differ, nevertheless has its cause in the essentials of that thing, whether they are essentials of its complexion or essentials of its composition, and thus it will approach the account of true difference. But when we say that such a difference has a cause in the subject in which it is and which it makes to differ, we do not understand this of the subject which is species only, but of that numerically one subject in which that which makes it differ exists, as snubness in the nose or lameness in the shin. It is necessary to consider this difference by reason; and therefore it now approaches the true use of difference, according to the mode in which philosophy uses difference.

But according to the more and most proper mode, one thing is said to differ from another because it differs under another universal and specific difference, as man differs from horse by a specific difference. This difference indeed is the essential quality of man, which is called reason. For this difference, although it is the essential form of man, nevertheless is the natural quality of the genus and perfective of its potency and determinative of its commonness and confusion, as Avicenna says; and therefore it is substantial of the species, and substance and the principle of substance as form; and it is perfective of matter, and determinative of its confusion, and the principle of the thing which is composed from matter and form.

Therefore this distinction or division of difference is of what is said in many ways by analogy to one act, which is to make one thing differ from another. This indeed belongs to the true difference, that is, to the more proper difference according to the true account; but to the others it belongs according as they make a thing differ more or less. And therefore the first difference is called simply that which is called more proper, secondarily that which is called proper, and thirdly that which is called common. But as regards us, the difference which is common is said prior, because it presents itself to our knowledge at first appearance. Secondarily that which is called proper is said, because it is less commonly apprehensible. Last is that which becomes known to fewer persons using substance and intellect.

Therefore, with this division thus posited, let us declare through the proper effects of each member the parts dividing this common thing, which is difference. Let us therefore say that the two first agree in this, namely that which is difference commonly, and that which is properly called difference, that the thing in which they are and which they make to differ, through that which is the cause of difference, they make their subject nothing except only altered when they come to any subject. But that difference which is more proper, through that which is the cause of differing, makes that which differs from that from which it differs to be other in substance.

Therefore the proper effect of differences is concluded: that certain differences, through that by which they make to differ, make only altered the thing which differs from that from which it differs. But others, through that which makes to differ, make that which differs from that from which it differs to be other in substance. The cause of this is that common and proper difference do not make a thing differ except through accident, which either has a cause in the subject or does not have a cause in the subject. And in whatever way it is an accident, in no way can it be perfective or constitutive of substance; and therefore through itself it cannot make another thing, because another thing is only that which is other according to substance. And although a snub thing and an aquiline thing are other through the substance of the nose, nevertheless this is not through snubness and aquilinity, which are accidents, but rather through the diversity of the substance of a snub nose and through the substance of an aquiline nose; just as risible and neigh-capable differ through substance, but risible or neigh-capable is not the cause of this difference, but specific forms and substantial differences are, by which man and horse differ substantially.

From this again arises the manifestation of those differences which divide: namely that those differences which make another thing in substance and species through that which makes to differ are said to be specific differences, that is, pertaining to species and constituting in species. But those which make only an altered thing are called differences simply; not in such a way that the name difference is predicated simply of them by an absolute and perfect account, but because they add nothing beyond the name difference which would place them in the form of true and proper difference. This is as when we say that being in potency is called simply being; we do not say this as though being in potency had the name or account of being simply, since it is being in a qualified respect and not simply, but it is called being simply, that is, without the determination of something through which it is drawn and determined to being in act.

But what has been said is manifested by example: because when rational comes to this genus which is animal in the definition of man or of God, it makes that which is in the substance of someone other than that from which it differs through that difference; for it makes rational animal, and it makes a subaltern species animal. But that which is difference commonly, through that which is the cause of difference, as moving by which someone differs from one at rest, makes only an altered thing and not another thing, as far as belongs to that which is the cause of difference, which is a separable accident. Therefore he concludes that one kind of difference makes another thing according to substance, while another kind makes only an altered thing.

From these things therefore it is shown that what was said in the proemium of this book, namely that knowledge of universals is valuable and useful for divisions and for definitions, is true, because according to differences which make another thing, divisions make genera into species, and according to the same and through the same the definitions of species are assigned, since true definitions are from genus and such differences. But according to those which only make an altered thing and not another thing, alteration alone, broadly and universally said, consists in accident, according to every accident and according to some mode of being disposed through changes according to every genus of category, whether motion is in it per se or motion is toward it by accident. For alteration properly is only in one species of quality, which is passion or passible quality. But motion per se is only in three categories, which are quality, quantity, and where. Yet by accident it is also in all, as Aristotle says 1, and in this way we say that it is commonly taken according to any accidental alteration whatever, whether it is per se or by accident, because it follows the act of difference, which is to make one differ from another, or the same from itself.

For these differences are taken from common or proper accidents. And of an accident of this sort there is a threefold consideration. For if it is considered in itself, then it is an accident or a property, which are two of the five universals dividing from another side, together with difference, this common thing which is universal; and thus difference is neither accident nor property. They are also considered in comparison to the subject in which they are, and thus they are compared to their singulars of which they are predicated, and the comparison is similar to that of species to individuals. They are also considered according as through them there is agreement or difference in relation to those things compared; and thus two modes of difference are taken from them, which are common and proper difference.

But that difference which makes another thing is taken from specific form, which is also considered in three ways: namely in itself, insofar as it is substance which is a form making substance; and insofar as it is constituted in species, and thus is specified; and insofar as through it that which has been formed by it is compared to another according to agreement or difference. In this way alone it is called difference; but in the first way it is form, and in the second way species, according to which species is one of the five universals dividing this common thing which is universal together with difference and the other universals.

And this difference indeed is one of the five universals, whose assignment according to a first definition Avicenna gives, saying that it is a simple universal predicated of species in what-sort-of what. For this is the difference more properly called difference, which makes another thing and not an altered thing. But I say altered either by accidental quality or by essential quality. But the more proper difference not only makes an altered thing, but also makes another thing, because what has been altered by essential quality has been made another thing. This therefore is the more proper difference, which is one of the five universals predicated of species in what-sort-of: because difference is a substantial quality of genus, just as a non-substantial quality, but one flowing or issuing from substantial things, is a property, and just as an accidental quality of an individual not flowing from substantial things is a common accident.

Nor is the argument valid if someone objects: substantial difference makes an altered thing; but that which makes an altered thing is a proper accident; therefore substantial difference is accident or property. For to be altered happens in two ways, namely by essential or accidental quality; but the argument proceeds as if a thing became altered only by accidental quality. But all these things which have been said were comprehended by the ancients in summary in such a way that difference is said commonly, properly, and more properly, according to the division of the multiple, which is intermediate between equivocal and univocal. But one thing is commonly said to differ from another when it differs by a certain otherness, and in whatever way by any accident whatever which is the cause of difference, or from itself at a different time. For Socrates differs from Plato by a certain otherness of any accident which is in Socrates and not in Plato. And Socrates himself differs from himself at different times, as Socrates, now made a man, differs from himself as a boy; as Socrates doing something differs from himself resting from such a work. And the cause of this difference is on account of some mode of being disposed in some accident, which is induced by some othernesses per se or by accident. But one thing is said properly to differ from another when one differs from another by an inseparable accident; and therefore by an inseparable one, because it has an inseparable cause in the subject. Hence although it is inseparable in act, nevertheless it is separable in understanding, because the subject is intelligible without it; for nose can be understood without curvature, and man without risibility. But an inseparable accident is as the snubness of a nose, and a scar when it has become calloused from a wound. More properly, in turn, one thing is said to differ from another, that is, through things more proper and more intrinsic to substance, when it differs by specific difference, in the way man differs from horse by specific difference, namely by rational quality, which is the essential quality of genus determining and perfecting the potency of the genus.

And because these differences are said from the act of differing, namely because they make a thing differ, therefore one must know that every difference, when it comes to anything, makes an altered thing; I say altered by essential or accidental quality. But that difference which is commonly and properly said, as far as belongs to itself, since each is an accident, makes an altered thing only. But that which is more properly called difference makes another thing in substance through the fact that it makes an altered thing in substantial quality. Therefore among differences some make alteration or only an altered thing, but others make another thing. Those indeed which make another thing in formal substance are called specific. But those which make only an altered thing are called differences simply, without the addition of any determination through which they might incline toward the more and truly proper difference. Therefore when the difference rational comes to this genus which is animal, it makes another thing, because it makes a species of animal which is substance perfected in form and species. But the difference which is caused by being moved or being at rest only makes an altered thing and not another thing; for one who is moved differs from one at rest. Wherefore this more proper difference indeed makes another thing, while that common difference makes only an altered thing. Therefore according to differences making another thing, divisions of genera are made, and thus genera are divided into species. And according to those differences definitions are assigned, because true definitions are from genus and differences of this sort. But according to those which only make an altered thing, alteration broadly and universally said alone consists in the fact that something is disposed in some way according to whatever changes can occur in some genus.
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On the manifestation of the modes of difference and of the parts of the division already introduced.

But for the manifestation of all those things which have been said concerning the modes of difference, one must again begin from the parts of the division already introduced, so that all the parts may be manifested, both through effect, and through causes, and also through things fitting to them, so that in this way what must be said concerning the more proper difference may be better understood; for this is what we are seeking according to the proposed intention. Therefore, beginning again from the higher things, we say that of differences some are separable, but others are non-separable. But here let us say that differences are essential or accidental forms, from which differences are taken, and which are the causes of differences. For to be moved and to be at rest, and things of this sort, are quickly and easily separable; nevertheless many things compared to one another differ by them. For that which is moved differs from that which is not moved, and that which is at rest differs from that which is not at rest. But to be healthy and ill are accidents not quickly separable, and nevertheless separable; and by these the healthy differs from the not healthy, and the ill from the not ill. Therefore separable things are whatever through some cause leave the subject easily or not easily, as are those things which have been said and those which are near to them by similarity, and they are separable. But on the contrary to be aquiline and to be snub, which are accidents of the nose, have a cause standing and remaining in the nose. For snubness is caused from the curvature of the nose and the depression of the middle of the nose; but the aquiline is caused from the bending back of the anterior part of the nose over the upper lip, when the middle of the nose is elevated and the cartilage of the nose in front is recurved toward the upper lip in the manner of an eagle's beak. But since these causes are of the composition of the nose, they are standing and remaining in the nose. And therefore accidents caused from such figures are inseparable, because when the cause which is the per se cause stands, the effect will stand. Similarly, in the essential quality from which difference is taken, they are inseparable, as rational and irrational, which are acts and forms perfecting and determining the potency of the genus; and therefore they have the cause of inseparability in such an act's determining such a potency. Therefore differences are separable and inseparable in such ways and from such a cause.

But of inseparable differences there are two modes: for some of them are taken from those things which are per se of the essential constitution of the very thing which is said to differ. But others of inseparable differences are by accident, namely in such a way that that from which the difference is taken is not
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is of the essence and substance of the thing, but is an inseparable accident. And therefore here we take per se more strictly than it is determined by Aristotle in the first book of the Posterior Analytics. For he says that something is per se whether the predicate is of the account and definition of the subject, or the subject is in the definition of the predicate, according to which mode this is per se: man is risible, the nose is snub or aquiline. But here we call per se only that which is essential and comes into the substantial constitution of the thing, as genus and difference. For thus rational and mortal are in man per se, and being perceptive of discipline through understanding, and things of this sort. But to be aquiline or snub or risible are in man by accident; for the definition of nose is not that a nose is depressed in the middle, or spread out in front. But in all these differences we call forms those from which differences are taken when things are compared according to agreement or difference. Therefore those differences which are per se essential are taken in the definitive account given according to the substance of the thing defined, because definition gathers in order all the substantial things of the thing from its first potency, in which the being of the thing is begun, up to its last act, from which the thing exists according to its whole quiddity.

And because differences so called are received from this, that they are substantial forms and perfective of the very being, they therefore make that which differs other in substance than that from which it differs. For if one completion of substantial being makes one substance, it is necessary that its opposite make another substance, because the effects of diverse substantial forms are diverse and opposite according to substance. But those differences which are taken from accidental forms, which do not constitute the being of the thing, but rather are caused by the subject, and have being only in the subject, and do not enter into the definitive account of substance or of the substantial quiddity of the thing, do not make another thing according to substance as far as they themselves are concerned, but make only an altered thing according to accidental form.

Hence, although sometimes they agree only with things other and other according to substance, as to be aquiline and snub do not agree in the same thing, but in man and ass, which are one thing and another according to substance, nevertheless they do not make the otherness of substance, but rather are made by one and another substance according to form and nature.

Further, the difference of such differences is manifested by another point also: those differences which are per se, in such a way that they are taken from substantial forms which perfect the substantial definition in that in which they are, do not receive more and less by intension. The cause of this is that such substantial forms are simple and cannot be mixed with their opposite or contrary forms, as rational cannot be mixed with irrational, because the forms from which those differences are taken, namely humanity and asinine-ness or asinity, are not commingled. For since intension is made according to ascent to a term, to the true imposition of the name according to greater or lesser admixture with contraries, as Aristotle says 1, it is established that those forms which are simple and have nothing of a contrary admixed are always at the term, and therefore cannot be intensified. But those differences which are by accident, so that they are taken from an accidental form, although perhaps this accident is inseparable, nevertheless receive intension and remission.

Yet what has been said has a doubt: because risible or capable of laughter, or to be aquiline or snub, are forms which cannot be mixed mutually with one another; and therefore according to the reason introduced they do not receive more and less. This is false, because one is snubbier than a snub thing, and more aquiline than an aquiline thing, and more risible than a risible thing, and so with the others. Against this also certain people object, saying that whatever things equally participate some common thing ought equally to participate that which universally follows that common thing. But this common thing which is man is participated equally by each of the individuals; it will perhaps also seem to someone that the risible, which universally follows man, ought to be participated equally by each man. Further, even those differences which are per se seem to receive more and less, for we see that one man is more rational than another. Besides, in the Ethics some are called peculiar or brutal men, and some who are more remote from the use of reason are called tree-like men. Therefore it seems that substantial differences also receive more and less, and thus what has been said seems not to be true.

But Avicenna responds to all these things. To the first two he says that intension is twofold, and the cause of intension is twofold. One kind is through greater or lesser admixture of the contrary, as was said; and these are in things in which there is motion from one thing to another, as in qualities which are called sensible qualities, or passions, or passible qualities inferring passions or having them inflicted. For since motion is act from potency to act, or form flowing after form, as Averroes says 2, it is necessary that in the whole motion act be mixed with privation; but privation is in the contrary, and therefore one thing in its whole motion is mixed with its contrary. And therefore in such things intension is according to the separation of the contrary, for through such separation it continuously approaches being in the term to which the name is truly imposed. For this name white is imposed on true whiteness or on the truly white; for the truly white is that whose whiteness has nothing contrary admixed. This therefore is one mode of intension, having the cause which has been stated.

The second mode is in those things which are not mixable, but are caused by the subjects in which they are. Therefore because these are consequences of the being of the subject, they must be accidents; for everything which follows the being of the subject in which it is according to nature and understanding is an accident, since everything substantial of something is a principle of its being, and a principle is before that of which it is the principle according to nature and understanding. But in this way accidental forms are those things which are called properties, and they are caused by the dispositions of essential principles. And therefore, when those dispositions exist more and less, it is necessary that such forms also be intensified or remitted. On this account one more apt for wondering is more risible, and one less apt for wondering is less risible, and the more curved nose is snubbier, and the less curved is less snub, and so with the others. And in these forms there is not motion, but they are certain consequences of the motions of their subjects, just as to be snub or aquiline follows a certain motion of the nose, and so it is in others. For all follow the motions and changes of their subjects, and from them they receive more and less, and not from themselves.

But as to what is objected concerning essential and substantial differences, Avicenna solves it thus: that the substantial form from which difference is taken is considered in three ways, namely as a form conferring being, as a difference because one species is compared to another thing of another species, and as the principle of natural or substantial action. In the first mode it does not receive more and less. But in the third mode the action of which it is the principle is considered in two ways, namely from the part of the form which is the principle of action, and from the part of the subject or from the part of the composite, whose action it is as of what properly acts. And in the first way it does not receive more and less; but in the second way it sometimes has in the subject things which promote acting, and sometimes things which impede acting. And in this way, according to action, it seems to receive more and less; and this is by accident and not per se, and therefore per se they receive neither more nor less. But this is proved by induction, because genus is not predicated according to more and less of that of which it is the genus, although genus is a form which is the notion of that which is in potency. For animal is not predicated more of man and less of ass, but equally of both. Nor are the differences of genus which divide genus and with genus constitute species predicated according to more and less of the species whose differences they are, because man is not more rational and ass less irrational, but equally. For those are the differences which complete the definitive account of each species and are acts completing its being. But the substantial being of each thing, whether it is named by the name of genus according as it is in potency, or signified by the name of difference according as it is in act, is one and the same, not receiving more and less according as it is the effect of substantial principles. For thus it receives neither intension nor remission. But to be aquiline or snub or colored receives intension or remission in some way, because, as was said, there are several modes of intension and remission.

Therefore it has been declared that for one beginning again from the higher things, one must say that of differences some are separable, while others are inseparable. For to be moved and to be at rest, and to be healthy and ill, and all things which are near to these and are taken from such accidents movable easily or with difficulty, are separable or certain separable things. But to be aquiline or snub, or rational or irrational, whether taken from separable accidents or from substantial forms, are certain inseparable things. But of inseparable differences, some are per se, that is, taken from substantial forms, while others are by accident, that is, taken from inseparable accidents. For rational belongs to man per se, that is, through substantial form, and mortal, and perceptive of discipline. But to be aquiline or snub or risible belongs to man according to accident and not per se. Therefore those differences which are in a subject per se are taken in the definitive account, and make that from which they make a thing differ other according to substance. But those which are according to accident are neither taken in the definitive account of substance nor of themselves make another thing, but only an altered thing. And those which are per se and substantial do not receive more and less. But those which are by accident, although they are inseparable, nevertheless receive intension and remission in some way. For neither is genus, since it is substantial form, predicated according to more and less of that of which it is the genus. Likewise neither are the differences of genus according to which genus is divided; for they are what complete the definitive account of each thing, and they do not receive more and less. The cause of this is that the being which is the quiddity of each thing is one and the same according as it is formally constituted by essential principles. For thus it receives neither intension nor remission, although according as it is in a subject, through diverse preparations of matter, it may be impeded or made ready in accidents more and less. But to be aquiline or snub or colored is intensified or remitted in some way, either through mixture of the contrary or through the cause which they have in the subject.

Notes

	Aristotle, Topics, book 4, chapter 9. (Aristoteles, 4 Topic. cap. 9.) ↩

	Averroes, Physics, book 3, chapter 4, and Physics, book 3, chapter 9. (Averroes, 3 Physic. cap. 4. et 3 Physic. cap. 9.) ↩





Chapter III. How substantial differences are constitutive, and how they are divisive.

CHAPTER III.

How substantial differences are constitutive, and how they are divisive.

But with all the divisions and species of differences thus determined, only that difference which is per se and substantial difference is one of the five Predicables, insofar as here we intend universals. This is proved in this way: since three modes of difference are considered, as was said before, namely common, proper, and more proper; and further, since some are separable and some inseparable because of the reason stated above; and again, since among inseparable differences some are per se and some by accident, as was just said, it is clear that if we consider those which are per se by comparison to the things whose differences they are, we will find that certain per se differences are those according to which we divide genera into species, dividing the power and not the essence of the genus. For the essence of the genus remains whole and undivided in every one of the things taken by division; but the power is divided, and according to something of it it is in one of the things dividing, and according to something it remains in another, and in none according to the whole. But others of those differences which are per se and substantial are such that according to them those things which are taken by division of genera are specified.

But this division of per se differences is only a division of mode; and this mode is taken from the proper effect of difference. For if difference is taken in actual opposition to that from which it makes a thing differ, certainly in this mode it is divisive and separative. For opposition divides and separates, nor can there be one and the same power of opposites taken according to act. But if difference is taken as an act completing the potency of genus and determining it in act, then difference coming to genus and potency determines genus into species and constitutes species. But if the form from which difference is taken is considered in itself according to what it is, the same difference is that which divides genus and constitutes species. Nevertheless, according to reason the dividing difference is prior to the constituting difference, because difference must first come forth from genus through the division which it makes before, when coming to genus, it constitutes species.

But this is known more easily if examples are put beneath. For all per se differences are of this sort: animated and inanimate, by which body is divided; sensible and insensible, by which living thing is divided; rational and irrational, by which animal is divided; mortal and immortal, by which rational animal is divided; and so with all others which are taken from substantial forms and are notions of that which exists according to substance. These same ones are also constitutive, because that which will be of the animated sensible, so that animated sensible is determined through the act of being, will be the constitutive difference of animal. For animal by substantial definition is animated sensible substance; but plant is animated insensible substance, and stone is inanimate insensible substance. But the difference which is mortal or immortal, and rational or irrational, are indeed divisive differences of animal, because through them we divide genera of animals into species by two successive divisions in this way: of animals one is mortal, another immortal; one rational, another irrational. Through these, therefore, species of animal receive division. But these same differences which through their opposition are called divisive of genera are also completing and constitutive of species when one of them is taken as a complement of the potency coming to genus. For then, since the composite from potency and act is complete and perfect, the constituted species is complete in this way. For first we divide this genus which is animal by rational and irrational differences, dividing the potency of animal into two; and again we divide rational animal by opposite differences, namely mortal and immortal, and by the same differences we constitute species of animal, because the difference which is rational joined with that which is mortal are constitutive of man, when joined with the genus which is animal. For man, according to the definition which names substantial being, is rational mortal animal. But the opposite difference, which is immortal, joined with rational animal, is constitutive of god according as the Stoics spoke about gods. They also define them as gods by nature best, as Socrates says, animals by nature, rational in mind, but eternal in time. But those which are the differences called irrational and mortal, when joined with genus, are constitutive of species of irrational animals, as of ass, lion, and other brute animals.

Although this is more evident to see in the lowest subaltern genera, nevertheless the highest differences of the highest genera have themselves in the same mode, as do the differences through which substance, which is the most general, is divided. Thus if we say that those are differences by which animated substances differ from inanimate ones, when it is said that of substances one is animated and another inanimate; or, by taking non-proximate differences, we say that of substances one is sensible and another insensible, the same will be constitutive of lower species. For the difference animated and sensible, gathered and joined to substance as to genus as act to potency, perfect animal, which is a species of substance; for animal by definition is animated sensible substance. For although substance is sometimes divided by corporeal and incorporeal, nevertheless this is not a proper division, because corporeal is properly mathematical, which properly speaking is not substance; and therefore here we do not use such a division. But we call animated body and inanimate body differences.

Some attack this through what Aristotle seems to say in the book On the Soul 1, that the parts of certain ringed animals are animated, and that the cause why they do not grow together is that they do not have organs of nourishment in the parts, such as mouth and stomach and universally those things through which digestion and egestion of food occur; nevertheless those parts are not animals. Therefore to be animated sensible does not seem to be to be animal, which is contrary to what has been said. But this objection has no force at all; and if it had force, it would be natural and would do nothing for the proposed intention. For there is animated sensible simply, and there is animated sensible in a qualified respect. Animated simply is that whose endelechy is soul, from which particular powers or potencies flow particularly in the members, carrying out life and motion and sense; and to be animated in this way is animal. But animated in a qualified respect is that in which sense and motion exist through spirit and a flow from the soul, and when this expires, sense and motion fail. But the cause of expiring is that it does not have organs refreshing and restoring the spirit. Spirits are restored through nourishment in organs operating in nourishment; and because these are animated only in a qualified respect, therefore they are not animals. Therefore nothing prevents the animated which is animated simply from being the constitutive difference of animal.

Avicenna also seems to attack this difference which we have called mortal, saying that it takes its name from privation not only according to the name but also according to the thing. But privation is not a form. Therefore since every difference is taken from some form, mortal does not seem to be a difference. To these things Avicenna himself seems to respond that those things assigned here as differences are put for the sake of example, and there is no force in the name, provided that through names the things are designated in some way. But one must speak otherwise: mortal is said in two ways. In one way it names an act in matter conceiving the privation of the same act according to potency; and thus mortal is a substantial form and the notion of that which has potency for dying. And mortal so said is not prevented from being a difference when, through such a form, it is compared to its opposite or disparate according to the same form. Mortal is also said simply, in that in which there is privation of potency for perpetual life, and in this way difference is not taken from it. But when irrational and immortal are called differences which are conveyed in name through privations, positions of opposite forms are understood, from which differences are taken. And because we do not have names for these, it is necessary that we signify them by privation of their opposites.

From all these things it is clear that the same things, according as they are differences, taken in one way and another and compared to another thing, are both constitutive and divisive; and all, whether divisive or constitutive, are called specific, which, joined with their genera, make both subaltern and most special species. And because these differences are per se and substantial, they are especially needed for the divisions of genera which are divided into their particular powers. And these are also very useful for definitions of species, which gather all such differences from the first to the last together with genus for the full definition of species. That would not be a definition unless from the first to the last end, in which the completion is, it gathered all essential things in due order, according as the thing proceeds from the first beginning of its being up to the last completion. But those differences which are inseparable according to accident, because they do not belong to the being of the thing, and those which are separable according to accident, which are farther from the being of the thing than inseparable ones, we do not use for divisions of genera and definitions of species; and therefore none are of our present intention except those which are per se and substantial.

Yet some object to these things, saying that the being of a mortal immaterial thing is in continuous alteration of passions because of the commixture of contraries. But every passion, when made greater, casts away from substance; on account of this Aristotle says that health is not the same in the morning and in the evening 2. Therefore it seems that even the being of the thing is intensified and remitted, and likewise the essential principles of the thing; and thus the things which have been said do not seem to be differences, because they are not equally participated according to being by those things of which they are as subjects. Further, they bring in toward the same point that if the being of a thing stood utterly according to one and the same being, then according to being they would not receive the designation of past and future, but of present only. And this present would be an instant and not moving itself; and so we could not say man was and man will be, but only man is. To this, one must say that the being of a thing is considered in two ways: according to comparison to that in which it is and whose being it is, and according to comparison to that from which it is, formally constituting it. In the first way, the being of the movable is movable, and the being of the temporal is temporal; and this being is not entirely the same in the morning and evening on the part of that in which it is. In this way it is both movable and temporal, continually casting off something and receiving something according as it is determined to past and future. But considered in the second way, it is simply the act of essence; and this essence, I say, according to itself is incorruptible and ungenerable, and it is neither generated nor corrupted except according to accident, and thus being is immovable and intemporal. But since differences are named from the act of differing which they make, they are taken from being which thus has both these things, namely that it is the act of essence in that which is; and therefore they are designated in both modes.

This therefore is what the ancients said in summary about difference: that when three species or three modes of difference are considered, and since some are separable and others inseparable; and again, since of the inseparable some are per se or substantial, but others by accident taken from accidental forms; and again, of those differences which are per se, some are those according to which we divide genera into species, and others those according to which the things which are divided as genera are specified. Thus, since all per se differences of this sort are in the category of substance, animated, inanimate; sensible, insensible; rational, irrational; mortal and immortal, which are divisive of genera: that which is the difference of animated and sensible, gathered with substance, is constitutive of animal according as animal is a subaltern species; for animal by definition is animated sensible substance. But that which is the difference of mortal and immortal, and of rational and irrational, are divisive differences of animal according as animal is a subaltern genus; for through them we divide the genera which are animal and rational animal, which is a circumlocution of the subaltern genus contained under animal. We divide, I say, those genera into species, either subaltern or most special. But these same differences which are said to be divisive of genera are also said to be completing and constitutive of species; for we divide animal as genus by rational and irrational difference, and again we divide rational animal by mortal and immortal difference. But the same difference which is rational, and also mortal, though indeed divisive of animal, when joined to genus becomes constitutive difference of man. But rational and immortal joined with genus is constitutive of god, as Socrates speaks of the gods and Apuleius says in the book On the God of Socrates. But those differences which are irrational and mortal, joined with genus, are constitutive of the species of irrational animals. Thus also the highest differences of substance, which are called animated or sensible, gathered to substance which is the highest genus, perfect animal which is a subaltern species of substance. Therefore, because the same differences taken in one way are constitutive, but in another way are divisive, nevertheless all are called and named specific, because they take the name from constitution rather than from division, since division is made for the sake of constitution. And these differences are chiefly needed for divisions of genera and definitions of species, but not those which are taken according to accident, although they are inseparable. Still less for divisions and definitions do we use differences which are separable, taken from separable accidents.
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How species exceeds genus through difference, and how genus has differences by power.

With all things now treated which seemed to have to be said about the multiplicity of difference, we must now direct attention to difference according as it is one of the five universals, and according as the Philosophers who are called Peripatetics directed attention to it. For they, determining or describing difference, say that difference is that by which species exceeds genus. They prove this at once by example and inductively, because man, since he is only a species and not a genus, has more than animal, which is the genus of man, namely rational and mortal, which are differences. For animal, according as it is genus, taken according to itself, is not actually any of these. For animal is not rational according to itself, because if according to itself it were rational or mortal, it would follow that every animal was mortal, which is false according to the things determined before.

But when we say that species exceeds genus by difference or by differences, we understand that that which exceeds by something has within itself that by which it exceeds, both in act and in understanding. Namely, when the species is posited, within its essence, the difference is posited as actually constituting the species; and when the species is understood, the difference is understood and is the principle of understanding the species. Genus does neither of these. For if genus actually had the difference, it would have all things required for the positing of species. And if difference, insofar as it is the principle of understanding species, were in the understanding of genus, it would not be necessary that, with genus posited in the definition of species, difference be posited, because it would be understood in the name of genus, and there would be redundancy when it was posited with genus in the definition. Therefore difference is neither in act nor in understanding in genus; but in species it is both in act and in understanding. Therefore difference is that by which species exceeds genus, or surpasses genus both in act and in understanding. It exceeds in act so that species may be in act or in effect; but it exceeds in understanding because difference belongs to the understanding of species, nor can species be understood in act except through difference, without which it is understood only in potency.

But by such an assignment neither common difference nor proper difference can be defined. For these, as is manifest from what has been said before, do not constitute simply, but in a qualified respect, or according to the being of an accidental form. Therefore when they are in species, they are not in the act of constitution in specific being, but are in it as in a subject, which is not constituted by accident, but rather constitutes in being the accident which is in it. And this is what Avicenna says, that a subject is a being complete in itself, which is the occasion for another, that is, for an accident existing in it. These differences also, namely common and proper, do not belong to the understanding of species nor are they the principle of understanding it, because accident, as Aristotle teaches 1, does not define the subject, but rather the subject falls into its definition in the place of difference, and not conversely; as is clear when snub is defined and it is said that it is curvature of the nose. For curvature, which is formal with respect to snub, is as genus encompassing both curvature in the nose and in the shin. But nose, posited in that definition, contracts curvature to snubness. Therefore since difference in a definition contracts genus and determines it to species, it is clear that the subject is as difference; and curvature, which is formal, is as genus in the definition. This is so because accident is caused by the subject and not essentially by that which is formally in it, since it does not have proper essentiality from itself, nor even is it a being properly speaking; rather it has entity in this, that it is either a measure or disposition or some other passion of being. Therefore it is clear that the assignment belongs neither to common nor to proper difference, but only to that which is more proper and per se and through the essence of difference.

But if it is asked, since property is the quality of species, and accident the quality of the individual, just as difference is the quality of genus, why difference, which is one of the five universals, is taken rather from the quality of genus than from the quality of species or individual, especially since one thing can be compared to another through the quality of species and individual just as through the quality of genus, one must say that difference in the true act and effect of difference could not be taken except from that which truly makes a thing differ. But nothing truly makes a thing differ except what makes another thing according to the substance of form, because things which differ through matter do not differ through true being, since, as Boethius says, species is the whole being of individuals. Therefore since common and proper difference do not make another thing, the true predicable which is difference, which is one of the five universals, cannot be taken from them. Rather they remain simply properties or accidents, and things making to differ in a qualified respect those things which are compared to one another according to them. But per se and substantial difference, according to the relation which it has to subject, is form determining matter; and according to this it is not a predicable, but rather according to the relation which it has to genus, which it divides and determines and has to lead down to species. And thus division according to understanding is prior in it to constitution, because by dividing it determines to species and constitutes it. Therefore through the act of dividing, which is prior in it, it receives the name of difference which is one of the five predicables, as was said. Thus therefore it is clear that the assignment is fitting by which it is said that difference is that by which species exceeds genus.

But with these things thus determined, the question is from where species have the differences by which they thus exceed genus: for they will have them either from themselves, or from nothing, or from genus. And if they have them from themselves, then the same thing is constituting itself by itself; and thus the same will be making and made and formed, because difference is making and forming and constituting species. For if species has difference from itself, then difference according to itself must be species, and species according to itself must be difference; because otherwise species would not have difference from itself and according to itself. For to have according to itself and to have essentially are the same. But if it had difference from nothing, then it would follow that something becomes perfect in being from nothing, which all the Philosophers denied. It would also follow that difference was the first created being, which alone comes to be from nothing. For it comes to be without some other thing being supposed by understanding. But this is false, because when difference is supposed, some other thing is supposed according to understanding, as is clear in that which is rational; for when rational is supposed, living thing, substance, and being are supposed. Therefore it is clear that it does not have it from nothing. But if it had them from genus, then since there is no difference except through opposition, because opposition is the cause of differing, it follows that it has opposites in genus. For there is no reason why one difference of one species should be in genus and not another opposed to it. Further, opposites are naturally apt to come to be around the same thing. But if this is so, then it follows that opposites are simultaneously in the same thing, which is impossible.

But the ancient Peripatetic Philosophers solve this by saying that all differences are placed under genus in the same genus by power, and from the power of genus they are in species, but they are not actually together in the genus itself. Nor is it unfitting, as they say, for opposites to be by power in the same thing. And thus they say that from this it does not follow that something comes to be from nothing, for something which is in act comes to be from something which is in potency. Nor does it follow that opposites according to act are together in the same thing.

But this determination of the Peripatetics seems to have many difficulties. For genus seems actually to have opposite differences at once. For these are actually true: animal is rational, animal is irrational; just as these are actually true at once: man is white, man is black. Nor would they be true at once unless animal actually were rational and animal actually were irrational. Therefore it seems that in this genus which is animal, opposite differences, which are rational and irrational, are simultaneously actually present.

But still it is asked, once it has been granted that opposite differences are in one and the same genus by power and not actually, what sort of power that is: either it is material, active, formal, or final; for it must be according to some power of some cause. For if it is material, then it would have to be brought out from it through motion or change, because, as Aristotle says 2, passive or material potency is a principle of being transmuted by another according as it is another. And then it would be necessary to assign what the mover would be in bringing such power out to act, since, as Aristotle 3 and Averroes 4 hold, nothing is in potency in something unless it is brought out from that to act by one mover. But what the mover is for this, that the material power of genus goes forth into act, has not been assigned by the Peripatetics. Next, what is in material power is as in something imperfect. But the imperfect cannot be the cause of the perfect. Yet difference is the cause of the perfection of species. And thus difference cannot be in species from the power of genus, as it seems, even if it is said to be by power in genus. Further, the Peripatetics say that differences are in genus by power. Therefore it is asked whether to have differences by power and to have differences by potency are the same. If this is said to be the same, then it seems that differences are in genus as forms are in matter. But matter in no way is the cause that form is, or that it is actually; and thus it seems that genus in no way is the cause that difference is, or that it actually is. Further it is asked whether difference is in genus through this, that genus has differences by power. For if difference is in genus, since to be in genus and to be under genus are the same, then difference will be supposed under genus. But what is supposed under genus is species. Therefore difference will seem to be species, which is altogether false. Further, if difference were in genus, it would be as participating genus according to essence and understanding, which is altogether absurd, because then difference would be composed from genus and some other contracting thing, and that contracting thing could be nothing except difference, and thus there would be a difference of difference; and then the same would follow concerning that difference of difference, and this would go on to infinity.

But if it is not in genus, then what was determined above seems false, because the ten genera are like ten first principles of things; for there cannot be a first principle in an order of things to which all things of that order cannot be reduced. For differences of substance are substances, because they perfect substance, and nevertheless they cannot be reduced to substance as to a first genus, as seems by the reason introduced.

If perhaps someone says that they are in genus by power according to the power of formal cause, then it will follow that genus is the form of difference, which is wholly false, since Porphyry says that genus is like matter, and difference as form, but species as constituted from matter and form. Further, if genus were as form, genus would be as an essential quality. Therefore it would be predicated in what-sort-of and not in what, which is contrary to what was predetermined about genus.

But that they are not in genus as in the power of final cause is proved from the same point, because in their natures form and end are the same according to the thing, although they differ according to the account of their causality, because the end is according as the motion of the mover rests in it, but form according as it gives being to that which exists according to form.

Therefore let it be asked whether they are in genus according to the power of efficient cause. For some seem to say this, because this question which the Peripatetics made, from where species have differences, seems to ask nothing except about the efficient cause. For if it is granted that differences are in genus as in material power, it still remains to ask from where or by what mover and bringer-out species has differences by bringing difference from genus to act; and thus difference seems to be in genus according to the power of efficient cause. But if this is granted, an unfitting thing will seem to occur, because the power of an efficient is complete for acting through this, that it acts toward the species and form by which the agent itself is in act. Therefore genus, similarly acting toward the act of difference, is in the act of difference. And thus genus as genus actually has differences. And the unfitting consequence stated above follows, namely that opposites would be actually in the same thing, which is absurd. Therefore it seems that differences are in genus by power in no mode of power.

If perhaps someone wants to say that they are in genus as in seed or in a seminative cause or seminal cause: for Aristotle says 5 that seed through the seminative power which is in it, in the natural spirit of the seed, beyond the substance of dry and moist which are in it as matter, is a moving cause, or that from which, or efficient cause; and that genus has these two things in itself, namely a subject, which indeed is formable by difference, and a formative power of difference, by which genus itself is formed into species. Let it be asked about this formative power itself, from where it is in genus. For genus does not have it from itself according as it is the first subject; for according as it is subject, it is not formative but formable, nor can anything else in genus easily be seen from which it might conceive such a power. Further, granted that such a formative power is in genus, let it be asked from what it forms the difference which it produces in species. For it does not form it from the formable species, which is the substance of genus, because in this way the formable and the forming would be the same, which cannot be. But if it forms from another, let it be asked what that is, and how it is in genus; for this and things of this sort are very difficult to find, and seem not to have been touched by the ancients through sufficient determination.

But for determining all these things one must note beforehand that, as Averroes says 6, genus is not matter, but a general, confused, indistinct form diffused in matter not determined by form. Some call this diffused and confused form the beginning of form. Because of this beginning of form diffused in matter, matter itself was called by some ancients the place of form, in which forms lie hidden; and therefore they made the hiddenness of forms a principle, as was said in the Physics, and this was the saying of Anaxagoras. On account of this Aristotle and all the Peripatetics also said that all forms are educed from matter and are not from an extrinsic giver. But since it has already been proved before that form is not predicated according as it is the form of matter, nor even according as it is the form of the whole, but is predicated insofar as it is the notion of the whole being, either of what exists in potency or of what exists in act, it follows necessarily that genus is the form of the whole existing in potency, and that the name of genus and the thing is predicated according as genus, through abstraction of the intellect, names the notion of the whole existing in potency. But difference names the notion of act determining the whole being, according as it is in indeterminate act; because otherwise it could not be predicated of species. But species names the notion of the whole thus determined and distinct, and therefore, because it names what is distinct and determined, it is predicated in what and not in what-sort-of. Likewise genus also, because it names a distinguishable what, is predicated in what and not in what-sort-of. But difference, because it names what is distinguishing in act, and not what is distinguishable according to potency, nor what is distinct according to act, therefore has to be predicated in what-sort-of and not in what. But if the name of difference were a notion which was said to distinguish in potency, and not actually distinguishing, it would be predicated in the abstract and not in the concrete, and it would be said that man is rationality and not rational, which is absurd.

Therefore we will say that species has difference from genus, and difference is in the power of genus as distinction is in the indistinct confused thing: just as color according to formal being is in the indistinct and confused light of the diaphanous or transparent, which is distinguished not by some other distinguishing thing, but by the formal being of that very same light by a diffusion determined to the surface of a determinate body. On account of this it is said that light itself, both from itself and of itself, forms colors according to the formal being which is in them. And this is Avicenna's determination, as can be gathered in his First Philosophy. On account of this genus is said to have differences by power rather than by potency, because potency is indifferent to being and not being, but power is potency standing through the beginning of act. And this is the cause why, between genus and difference when they are gathered in one and the same definition, there is not a gathering of diverse natures; because if this were so, the definition would be many and not one. Nevertheless we do not intend to say that genus and differences are not diverse natures. Rather we intend that they are not natures of diverse genera, as substance and accident, quantity and quality are. For they are natures of the same genus orderable to one and the same thing as potency and act. Nor could someone say that the act of this potency would be the act and not of another, unless through something the act had been begun in potency; nor would this potency begin this act unless something similar to act had been begun in potency.

Therefore in this way and by such power genus has differences by power; and it is not unfitting to have opposites together in this way, because opposites do not resist one another unless they are distinct, not confused. Or, since there is one root of all opposites from which they arise, it is not unfitting for them thus to be together in the same thing. On account of this it is generally true that there is one genus of opposites, just as in the Phaedo Socrates says that there is one head of all opposites 7. And thus Empedocles says that in the first confusion there was the head of many twin things without a neck; for the neck distinguishes twin heads, so that one is of one, and the other of another. Therefore in this mode differences are in the power of genus.

But as to what is asked, according to what cause that power exists, one must say, in truth, as Averroes also says, that it is of a formal cause confused in the confusion of matter. Yet this is similar to the power of matter, which matter is not matter through being a bare subject of form stripped of every form, but rather is in matter toward form through the beginning of form in it. And therefore it is said 8 that matter desires form as female desires male, not insofar as it is female, but insofar as it is imperfect. Nor is the imperfect, supply: what is impossible for perfection, but the imperfect capable of being perfected; nor can that in which there is no aptitude for perfection be perfected. But that aptitude necessarily is something of perfection, because otherwise it would not desire toward perfection. But through this, that it is a simple subject, it is not in potency to form, but in the composite it is one of the components. Therefore genus, which is the notion of what exists in potency, signifies according to the whole formal being by its very name that it has differences in itself by power, as was said.

And what is objected about the power of the end is already clearly solved: because just as form and end are the same, so also there is one power of form and final being; and therefore form is the end of the desire which matter has when it desires form, not as of imperfection only, but insofar as, distinguishing and determining, it is the cause of the perfect.

But what is objected concerning the power of efficient cause and concerning the seminal cause is very fitting, because through confused beginning differences are, as it were, seminally in genus. And therefore, as was said, they pertain according to nature to the same thing with genus and not to something diverse. But the power which is from the effective generator in seed, and is called formative in physics, also has something similar in genus; and this is the light of the agent intelligence, which acts all forms. For by the power of that light, which by spiritual expansion, not corporeal, leads the confused to the distinct through what distinguishes and determines,
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Chapter IV. How species exceeds genus through difference, and how genus has differences by power.

actually brings difference out from genus into the very being of species; and in this way genus has in itself something of the power of an efficient cause. On account of this, above also in the tractate on Genus, genus itself was likened to a father. Thus therefore genus is understood to have differences by power.

And as to what is asked, whether difference is in genus, it has now been plainly solved. For since genera are first principles of things, differences must be in genus, if they are not in genus as genera, species, or individuals are. And speaking generally, they are not in genus as participating the genus itself through essence and understanding, but they are in genus as in the confused principle of their own beginning. For things are in genus in many ways. Some are in genus as coordinated under genus by the mode of participating and being participated; and in this way genera, species, and individuals are in genus. Some are in genus as a way to the thing of the genus; and thus motion and change are in genus. Some are in genus as principles of the thing of that genus, as form and matter are said to be in substance as in a genus. Finally, some are in genus as in the principle of their own beginning, and these are in genus according to power and not according to act as participating genus; and thus the differences of any genus are in the genus. Some also are in genus as principles from which the natures of genera flow according to imagination, as point and unity are in the genus of quantity. From the things that have been said, it is clear that difference is a simple act constituting species with genus, and in what way difference is in genus by power, and in what way species has difference as forming, while genus is in species as something imperfect, formable or formed; and thus it is easy to solve all that has been asked or doubted.
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CHAPTER V.

How difference is defined according as it is a universal predicable of species.

Having treated how species exceeds genus by difference, and how difference is in genus, and how species acquires difference from genus, it remains to say how it is defined as a universal predicable of species. Considered in this way, it is defined thus: difference is a universal which is predicated essentially of several things differing in species in that which is what-sort-of. When it is said that it is universal, Avicenna says that this is placed in this definition as genus. For since each of these five is a universal, universal contains these five as genus; and this must be placed first in the definition of any of these five. Yet the older Peripatetics did not do this, because when they posited that it is predicated of several, they said that it was understood that the genus is universal, since nothing is predicated of several except a universal, because a universal is what is in many and of many; and therefore when they posited, is predicated of several, they understood that it was universal, and that universal did not have to be put explicitly in the definition.

But what is called essentially is placed, as Avicenna says, to exclude accident, which, insofar as it is universal, is predicated of several things differing in species and is predicated in what-sort-of; but it is not an essential predicate which is per se in the subject both in act and in understanding, as difference is. Aristotle, however, says that of several things differing in species is placed to exclude species, which is not predicated of several except of things differing in number, because its commonness is compared only to individuals. But the first relation of the comparison of difference is not to individuals, but to species; and therefore it did not have to be defined toward individuals, but toward species. For toward genus, as genus is, as it is universal, it could not be defined, because insofar as it is universal it does not contain genus, nor is it contained by genus except by power only; and therefore it cannot be predicated of genus. Therefore, since it must have a special mode of predicating, it had to have relation to species as predicable. But it could not be predicable of one, because then it would be an individual; therefore it had to be predicable of several things differing in species. Further, it could not be defined as a predicate convertible with species in what-sort-of, because then it would be property, nor as a convertible predicate in what, because then it would be definition or synonym. It remains therefore that it will be defined as not convertible, and so it is defined as a predicate of several things differing in species.

But because genus too is predicated of several things differing in species, it is added that it is predicated in what-sort-of. For genus is predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what. This therefore was the necessity because of which the ancients thus defined difference. And so that these things may be better understood, one must know that what-sort-of differs from quality in this: quality is an accident according to which something else is said to be qualified; but what-sort-of is said of a subject formed by quality. Hence a predicate in what-sort-of is said to be that which is predicated as it is in the subject, because otherwise it could not be predicated of a subject. For nothing can be predicated of a subject unless it is in the subject, and unless it is taken and signified insofar as it is in the subject, it is not predicated of the subject nor can be predicated. Hence rationality, animality, humanity, risibility, or whiteness are not predicated, but rational, animal, man, risible, and white are predicates of their subjects. Hence, speaking logically, three qualified things are composites. Species with difference is an essential what-sort-of, and it is called what-sort-of according to difference and not according to itself, and what-sort-of itself by difference existing in a subject. The second what-sort-of is property, which is called what-sort-of according to the quality of property, that is, of what is proper. The third is the what-sort-of of accident, which is called what-sort-of according to the quality of accident. Such, therefore, is the explanation of this definition.

This is still better manifested in examples, because rational and mortal, which are differences of man, taken from the qualities rationality and mortality, are predicated of man not in that which is what, since they in no way name a what formed by such forms, but rather name forms forming and distinguishing that which is what. For form subjectively and in formability is not a what, but a what-sort-of or forming quality, in no way formable, because it is act and therefore cannot be formed; for only potency is formable by act. On account of this, species also is formed by a property by an aptitude as though potential, as will be had in what follows; and the subject, insofar as it is perfect in itself and the occasion of another existing in it, through the very fact that it is the occasion for another, is disposed potentially to it and is formed by accident according as it is of this sort. This therefore is the true cause according to the Philosophers why differences properly are predicated not in what, but in what-sort-of.

A further manifestation of this is that, when we are questioned by someone asking about the nature and subject of man and saying, what is man?, it is fitting for us to answer this question by saying that man is animal; for animal is the proximate substantial subject, not forming but formable by the form of man in man. Therefore man is in animal as in a potency formable to man; and when he is moved from this potency to form, animal is prior to man, as Aristotle says 1. But if the questioner proceeds further, saying what sort of animal is man?, we fittingly answer this question that man is a rational mortal animal, signifying that the potency distinguished by this act, which is rational mortal, and formed, is man; indicating that man in rational and mortal is not as in the what of potency and of a formable subject, but is in it as in the act forming and distinguishing according to actual, formed, and distinct being.

This can still be manifested in a likeness: since art imitates nature, those things which are in art are in some respect similar to those which are in nature. Therefore, in things consisting from matter among things which have matter, or consisting from such principles of their composition which are in them according to the likeness and proportion of matter, as in those things which do not have matter but are composed from two formal natures, of which one is proportioned to matter and the other to form, as genus and difference compose species, this which has now been said is shown to us, as can be seen in a statue, image, or idol. For in the statue of an idol, the bronze from which it is made is as formable matter, and in the bronze of the idol the form which gives the bronze being as an idol or statue is in potency. It is called a statue because it sets up the image which we intend; the very form, I say, doing and perfecting this is the figure induced by the artisan. So it is in things which do not have matter, as common man accepted in species, not accepted as this one and that one, who are from matter. But common man, who is in several and is specific or accepted in the commonness of species, consists in his composition according to a certain likeness and according to a certain proportion, although according to truth he is not composed from matter and form, but is taken wholly in formal being, because otherwise he would not be common, nor predicable of any thing according to the true account of the predicable. For according to a certain likeness and according to a certain proportion to matter, genus is in him as the first subject potentially formable and distinguishable toward man; and difference is in him as forming and distinguishing to the species of man. The essential whole thus perfected and constituted, which is rational mortal animal, is man according to species proportionally, in the way that in artificial things the whole constituted from bronze and figure was a statue according to the image whose likeness it set before the eyes of those looking at it.

This therefore is the definition given by the ancient Peripatetics concerning difference, and, as was said, it must be declared and understood. Therefore the question which some ask is no question, namely whether there is disposition and necessity toward form in the matter which is called genus, as there is in natural matter toward form and in artificial matter. Yet this could be asked if genus were truly matter; but now this is not said, but only that according to a certain likeness and proportion it is compared to matter, in that man in the potency of beginning is in animal, and as in a subject which according to what it is is formable by the act of man. For disposition and necessity are only in matter, which, subject to change, proceeds through agents to the being of the generated thing. Therefore such a question is nothing.

Nor is species said to be composed from genus and difference as from two diverse things, each of which is part of the composite, because then the definition in which genus and difference are posited would not be one but many. And if it were so, neither would be predicable per se of species, but only the whole composite together would be predicated of species. For genus names the whole being of species, but in potency, as was said; and the name of genus is the notion of the whole being of species in potency, because otherwise it could not be predicated of species. And difference taken as what-sort-of, not as quality, names the whole being of species, but in act; and insofar as it is the notion of the whole being in act, thus it is predicated of species. And definition names the whole being in potency and act, and therefore is predicated convertibly. But difference, as Aristotle says 2, since it is general, has to be reduced to the non-convertible predication of genus, as is proved in what follows.

This therefore is what the ancients said about difference insofar as it is predicable of species, and this can be said in brief: the ancients determining or describing differences say that difference is that by which species exceeds genus, having difference in itself both in act and in understanding, which genus has only by power. For man has rational and mortal more than animal, and these, placed together, complete the constitutive difference of man. For animal, the genus itself according to itself, is none of these in act and understanding, which is clear from this: one asks from where species has differences. It does not have them from genus in such a way that they are actually in genus; for genus does not have opposite differences, since opposites are not actually together in the same thing. But on this point it is as the Peripatetic Philosophers prove, that genus by power indeed has all differences under itself, but actually none; as though nothing unfitting happens, because thus it does not follow that something comes to be from things which are not, if it were said that it had differences from nothing. Nor does it follow that opposites are in the same thing or around the same thing, but what comes to be comes to be from those things which are in genus by power.

The Peripatetics also define in this way because of the things that have been said: difference is a universal which is predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what-sort-of. For rational and mortal are predicated of man, not in that which is what, but in that which is what-sort-of. For when someone asks us what man is, it is fitting to say or answer animal. But when someone asks what sort of animal man is, we fittingly answer that he is rational mortal animal, because thus we assign the form which gives species. For things consisting from matter and form in nature or art, or things having constitution in logic according to the likeness and proportion of matter and form, just as a statue is from the matter of bronze and the form figure, so also common and specific man who is in many consists similarly and proportionally from matter, namely genus, and from form, difference. Yet these are not composed as divided parts, but are called essential parts because in two divided modes they signify the being of species, namely in potency and in act. But this whole, rational mortal animal man, is species, just as there in art the whole constituted from bronze and figure is a statue.
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CHAPTER VI.

On doubts against the definition of difference, on the errors of those solving badly, and on the true solution of all of them.

These are the things which the ancient Peripatetics handed down concerning difference insofar as it is a universal predicable of species; and concerning them there are many doubts and errors. Aristotle, and Averroes in the commentary in the same place, expressly say and prove that the final difference constitutive of any species is convertible with it, so that it is fitting for it to be predicated only of that species 1. Therefore that difference is predicated only of that species; therefore, as it seems, it is not predicated of several things differing in species.

Boethius says this same thing in the book of Divisions, saying that if there were not a poverty of names, in any definition we would use only two terms, namely the name of the genus and the name of the final difference, which restricts and narrows the genus to species. Therefore if that difference were then convertible with the species, since genus cannot be the cause of such convertibility, it remains that such a difference would be the cause of convertibility. Therefore it follows necessarily that it is convertible; therefore it is not predicable of several things differing in species.

Averroes also says this, saying that all the intermediates between genus and the final difference are a circumlocution of the proximate genus; there would be no need of this circumlocution if we had names of proximate genera. Further, this is inevitably proved by reason thus: either the final difference is convertible and belongs only to that species, or it is common to that species and to others. If it is convertible, the proposed point is had. But if it is common to it and to others, then that species does not differ from another species, but agrees with it. But what is a principle of agreement is not a principle of difference; therefore that was not the final difference. But if it is said that that difference has another difference through which it differs, then I again ask about that difference, whether it is common or proper; and the same follows as before, and this will go to infinity. Or one must say that the final difference is proper and belongs only to the species which it constitutes. Therefore not every difference is predicated of several things differing in species, and thus the definition introduced seems vicious.

Further, if altogether what differs differs by difference, let it be asked by what difference a difference differs from a difference. For if that differs by another difference, then this will go to infinity, because the question would be asked about that difference as about the first.

To this some also seem to respond that in the division of genera through differences and in constitutions of species the matter stands thus: the lower species are, the more certain they are, that is, the most certain species are those called most special; and the higher the differences are by which division is made, the more certain they are. Therefore the first differences dividing the most general genus are better known than those dividing a subaltern genus, so that at last differences of species are known and named only among few, although they are most known and certain. And because the first general differences, known and certain, are predicated of several things differing in species, therefore it has been said of all with logical probability, for which it suffices that it be true in many cases, that difference is predicated of several and of things differing in species. But in philosophy this response is very laughable, that something should generally be determined by definition whose contradictory is proved to be true. For it is concluded of necessity that some difference is not predicated of several things differing in species. For every philosopher knows that a definition must belong to every case and only to it. Therefore if difference is defined by being predicated of several things differing in species, this must belong to every difference and only to it, namely the difference which is more proper. And therefore this solution is ridiculous.

On account of this others say that there is simple difference and composite difference. They call simple that which consists in one alone, as the most general differences, which are corporeal and incorporeal, or the differences of body, which are animated and inanimate, or the differences of the animated, which are sensible and insensible. But they say that the final differences constitutive of species are not sufficient for constitution except by the gathering of two or more. For rational alone does not make a species unless mortal or immortal is added; and this was not the case in higher differences, of which one alone joined to genus makes and suffices to make a subaltern species. Therefore they say that those differences which are simple, constitutive of species with genus by themselves alone, are predicated of several things differing in species. But those which are not sufficient by themselves, nor constitute species unless one is joined to another, are not differences alone, but something similar to difference. Therefore those are not predicated of several things differing in species, just as rational mortal taken together are predicated only of man. But this solution is still more to be laughed at than the prior one, because rational mortal said of man are a circumlocution of one simple difference, which is one and simple act, whose being which it perfects is one. And although sometimes the name for it is not had, nevertheless in such matters it is permitted to fashion names. Let us therefore say that that difference is called A. Then difference A will be predicated of one species alone and not of several things differing in species; and then it follows that the definition is vicious as before.

On account of this others say that when it is said that universal is what is predicated of several subjects under it, this is said not because it is actually predicated of many, but because it has aptitude to be in many, although actually it is only in one alone, as the sun is one universal. Hence since species is the subject of which this universal, difference, has to be predicated, they say that it is predicated of several by aptitude, although some difference actually is only in one species. Avicenna recounts this opinion, and it is altogether nothing. This is immediately clear, because a certain species is not certain except because it is constituted by a single difference, which in no way has aptitude to be in another species. Therefore it is false that it has aptitude to be predicated of several things differing in species.

Again Avicenna says that some understand the definition introduced in this way, that the sense is that difference is predicated of several things which indeed differ in species, because from constitutive difference they do not have that they differ in number, but only in species. And then the sense is that difference is predicated of that which is in plurality, of which each differs in species from another, and not that difference is always said of several species. They give an example: when it is said that every man strikes with a sword, the sense is not that each man singularly strikes with some sword, but that whoever strikes strikes only with a sword. Thus they say that every difference is predicated of several things differing in species, not because everything of which difference is predicated is several according to species, but because everything of which difference is predicated differs in some species from its opposites or disparates. But Avicenna says that this exposition is forced and is not contained in the understanding of this phrase by which it is said that difference is predicated of several things differing in species. For since definition is given as a cause of becoming known, as Aristotle says, it must fully make the defined thing known. Further, when it was said of genus that it is predicated of several things differing in species, it was understood in this way, that it is predicated of several species. Therefore since Aristotle says that difference, since it is general, must be placed together with genus, it seems that it retains the same mode of predicating with genus. And thus to be predicated of several things differing in species is the same as to be predicated of several species. Thus the same unfitting consequence returns which was said or introduced above.

But with all these errors rejected, one must say with Avicenna that difference has three things in itself: namely, that it is simply divisive, and through this it is difference; that it is simply constitutive, and it has this from the fact that it is divisive; and third, that it is determinative to a certain species, and it does not have this from the fact that it is divisive, nor from the fact that it is constitutive, but it has this from the fact that it is the certain nature and proper and essential form of a special thing. That it has from being divisive that it is difference is proved from this, that division is separation. But separation is the cause of the difference of separated things. And that it is constitutive from the fact that it is divisive is proved from this, that division, from the fact that it separates, contracts and narrows the separated things from the range of the divided genus; and this is to constitute under genus and under the commonness of genus. But it can have from nothing the fact that it certifies and appropriates. And therefore the most general has only divisive differences, and the most special has only constitutive ones. And what is made proper it has from proper nature, through which consequently it differs from others and through the fact that that nature is not found in others. And that nature contains in itself as it were the power of a definitive term, because in such things it is always the case that the prior difference is in the consequent, as corporeal is in animated, and animated in sensible, and sensible in rational, as triangle is in quadrangle. Therefore what is proper to one nature is not truly difference by name, nor is it of simple power; because although it is a simple act, nevertheless it is not of one simple power, but is the power of all the others from which it flows according to order, as from primary causes. Therefore when it is said that difference is predicated of several species-differing things, this must be understood of those which are true differences of simple power, which simply divide and by dividing constitute under genus, and of these it is true. But those which certify and determine are not true differences, but true things by which something compared to another can differ. Nor are they differences of simple power, but are of simple power as a definitive term. And this is the opinion of Avicenna, Alfarabi, and Averroes. And this is what Aristotle says 2: difference, since it is general, must be ordered with genus. For that which determines to a certain nature is not general.

But as to what is asked, how difference differs from difference, one must say: by itself, and there will not be an infinite regress, for all principles differ by themselves. And through this the solution of all the things introduced is clear. Nor can it be said, as certain people say, that it is general because it is an essential part of species like genus. For from this it would not have to be ordered with genus in the mode of predicating in problems, but rather it would have to be ordered with genus in the mode of differing.

From this is clear what Aristotle says 3, namely that the parts in a definition are broader, but the whole is equal. For there he teaches how to hunt for definition through division. But true differences are those which are divisive, as was said. For divisive difference, because it is divisive of genus, is part of the being of the thing in potency and not in act; for being in potency is part of being and not the whole, and therefore each such difference is broader. But whole is twofold: one is explicitly the whole being, gathering in potency and in act, and thus definition names the whole being. Whole is also said of that which in itself virtually has whole being, because all preceding things are virtually in it, as in formal causes the last contains all things which precede from which it flows, just as life has being, and sensing has in itself being and living, and rational being has in itself being, living, and sensing, as was said just before. Therefore this too is the whole which is equal with what it constitutes. For although it is pure and simple act, nevertheless according to essence all preceding things are virtually and causally in potency, and in it they flow upon the caused thing as primary causes flow into secondary causes, as in the first proposition of the Book of Causes.

From all the things that have been said, it is clear that difference has two immediate relations: one to genus, which it divides, and according to this it is predicated of genus with division, so that animal is either rational or irrational; for it belongs to what divides to be predicated under division of what it divides. The other relation is to species, which it constitutes, and of that it is predicated absolutely. Thus man is rational. And these are its mediate relations to the particular, to which it has no relation except through the species which the particular itself participates, as when we say, this man is rational. And therefore it does not have a proper particular which immediately corresponds to it, as genus and species have. And this is because it is taken from form, which according to itself belongs to species and is common, and through species belongs particularly to what participates the species.
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Chapter VII. On the description of difference insofar as it regards genus.

CHAPTER VII.

On the description of difference insofar as it regards genus.

Because of the many comparisons of difference by which it has to be compared, both to genus and to species, it has many descriptions from the Philosophers, although it does not have a proper definition, because every definition is from genus and difference. Therefore if difference had a definition, that definition would have to consist of genus and difference, and thus the definition of difference would be from difference, and this would go to infinity. Further, since nothing can properly be defined except species, if difference had a definition in the true account of definition, difference would have to be species, which cannot be. Nevertheless it can have descriptions from an end, from a posterior thing, from an effect, or from comparison to those things to which it is compared.

Therefore although it has been described from comparison to the species which it constitutes, when it was said that difference is that which is predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what-sort-of, nevertheless the Peripatetics also describe a difference of this sort through the relation which it has to genus in this way: difference is what is apt by nature to divide those things which are under the same genus. For it is that, as was said, which is predicated of several things differing in species. For it receives its name from the proper effect of difference.

The Peripatetics manifest this description of difference by way of introduction through examples, because rational and irrational, which are opposite differences, divide man and horse from one another, which are under the same genus, animal. Although one single form or difference which is taken from form, by presence and absence, makes a change from being to non-being, or from non-being to being, as animal is either rational or irrational; and thus when division is made through contradiction, one difference is made by affirmation and another taken by negation. Nevertheless, because those things which are under the same genus are disparate, and each of the things dividing is received in its own difference and form, division must be made through opposite differences thus: of animals one is rational, another irrational. For by these differences those things which are under the same genus differ from one another. For although, as Avicenna and Alfarabi say, irrational and other similar things taken privatively or negatively do not name differences by a true name, because difference can be signified only positively, nevertheless because we do not have proper names of differences, we posit one known difference and signify the other through privation of the same, which is of the subaltern species placed under genus.

But it must be noted strongly that we also said before that when genus is divided, it is divided only according to power and not according to essence. For since the essence of genus is simple, it can be wholly at once in all the things dividing it. Hence it is wholly in man and wholly outside man in horse; and it is in horse because it is neither this something, nor here, nor now, but it itself is anything, everywhere, and always, as we said long ago about the universal. For it is not this something through matter, nor here through circumscription of place, nor now through determination of time or temporal difference. Therefore it is whole in anything and whole outside anything taken according to itself, which is proper to a simple nature. And although it is wholly comprehended by rational when rational is joined for the conjunction of species, and at the same time wholly comprehended by irrational when irrational is joined to the same for the constitution of another species, since it does not have part and part in essence, nevertheless insofar as it is comprehended by irrational, it is not comprehended by rational. Therefore it does not follow that animality comprehended with rational is the same animality according to being in rational and irrational. For thus rational would be changed into irrational, which Aristotle denies can occur 1. This is so because animality is one beginning of both rational and irrational, and one and the same principle of beginning in essence; nevertheless, as comprehended by one, it is drawn to the being of what is principled. Therefore according to this it cannot be comprehended by another, because according to part of its power it is in another.

And if someone objects that power or virtue is rooted in essence, and therefore it seems to follow that in whatever genus is according to its whole essence, in the same it is also according to its whole virtue and power, we say that this does not follow. For the essence of genus is a simple nature. But power is not rooted in it insofar as it is a single and indivisible essence, but rather in the range of its commonness; and therefore nothing prevents that, with the range of commonness divided, the simple essence remains undivided.

It must also be attended to that although differences are in genus by power, nevertheless insofar as they divide genus, they must be taken in act by the dividing intellect, since the intellect would not divide unless it actually received that by which it divides. But that by which it divides is difference, and thus difference must actually be, and genus according to the range of its commonness must be divisible in potency. But insofar as genus is the principle of the beginning of differences, differences are in genus by power. Yet from that power they are led by the intellect to actual being when the power of genus is divided through them.

Thus therefore what the Peripatetics say is understood: difference is what is apt by nature to divide the things which are under the same genus. For we said above that through the fact that it divides, difference contracts genus and places that which is received by division under genus, and thus constitutes species according as species is that which is placed under an assigned genus. Therefore both those things which are under genus are divided by division of differences, and the genus itself is divided in one and another mode. For genus is divided because its power is apportioned. But the things under genus are divided because they are separated from one another through the division of differences which they make; but genus is divided by the quantity of its commonness. The things under genus, however, are divided by the separation of their opposition from one another.

This therefore is what the Philosophers say who describe difference in this way: difference is what is apt by nature through its own opposition to divide or separate those things which are under the same genus. They make this manifest by such an example, that rational and irrational divide or separate man and horse, which are under the same genus, animal; using the privation of reason, which is signified by irrational, in the place of a common difference, which we are accustomed to name brutality. And this is clear, because if there were no animal except man and horse, and neigh-capable were the constitutive difference of horse, we would divide thus: of animals one is rational, another neigh-capable, and we would not make difference by privation.
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CHAPTER VIII.

Description of difference insofar as it posits difference.

Further, the ancient Peripatetics describe and assign the same difference through the relation by which one of the things that differ is referred to another according to the difference by which they differ from one another, defining it thus: difference is that by which singulars differ from one another. For those things which differ differ from one another by their differences. But singulars have their own and proper differences, by which they differ from all other things in which there are differences. They prove this assignment in this way: because those things which differ by opposite differences and which arise from one and the same genus do not differ according to genus, but rather agree in genus, since they participate genus equally in act and understanding. For only those things which are in diverse genera, either most general or proximate, differ by genus; and according to this, that they differ by genus, genus is what makes a difference between them. And these are things whose one nature is not in the proximate common thing which is the first subject formable and determinable to being through proper common differences, according to those things which through one and the same division of diverse differences come forth from one and the same genus; but those differ according to genus. This is manifested through examples. For we men are animals, and irrational things also are animals. And thus we do not differ from them by genus; but rational added to us men as difference disjoins us from them, and so we have an essential difference toward them, although we agree in genus with them. On the other side, according as we agree with the gods in this genus which is rational animal, because we and the gods are rational animals, mortal added to us essentially separates us from them, because according to the Stoics they are immortal animals, but we are mortal.

But when the ancients thus say that difference is that by which they differ, they define or describe difference and its proper effect; and it is some manifestation of the name, although it is not a true definition. Nor did the ancients introduce these assignments as true definitions.

But if it is objected that, according to the preceding things which were said about the figure of the tree describing from the most general down to the most special things, there are two, rational animal and mortal animal, of which one is under the other. But such things are not said to have one equally immediate species; rather one ought to be the species of the other, and what is lower ought to have under itself a most special species. But the contrary similarly seems to be the case when it is said that man is rational mortal animal. To this one must say that in the nature of things, according to the opinion of the ancient Stoics, it is as the objection proceeds. And when it is said that man is rational animal, this whole complex is posited as a circumlocution of the proximate genus, and mortal added is a difference further determining to the most special species. This is not unfitting; indeed it is necessary that the difference of a higher genus be joined in the definition of the species with the difference of the lower and proximate genus in the same species. But differences of diverse genera not placed subalternately are opposed, and those do not agree in the same definition of species. It must be attended, when it is said, by which singulars differ, that singulars indeed differ from others by their own properties which belong to them and not to others. Yet it has been said above that properties, since they are accidents and do not divide substance, do not make proper otherness, but through otherness show otherness as already made before properties by proper substantial difference, which is proper to species because it belongs to one in such a way that it does not to another. Therefore essential difference is that by which singulars first and per se differ, either through form, or through matter, or through the proper being of form in this matter or that.

But if it is asked, when it is said that difference is that by which singulars differ from one another, whether they differ through one or through several differences, one must say that through one difference they differ from all those not communicating that difference with them, as through rational man differs from all those not communicating reason with him; but from those which communicate with him in one, they differ in another.

But if someone objects, saying that singulars in number are infinite, at least as regards us, and thus they seem to differ from infinites, one must say that nothing is unfitting.

If he argues further that one who knows one of contraries definitely knows the other definitely, and man knows his own difference by which he differs from each of the singulars, therefore it seems that he definitely knows the infinite differences of singulars by which they differ from him, and thus in a moment he knows almost all things: one must say that it follows that he knows all those insofar as they do not agree with him, and this is to know universally and in potency, and not properly according to the nature of each one. And it is not unfitting that in a moment, in some universal and potential way, he knows many or infinite things.

But concerning the example which the ancients introduced about mortal, which they hold as a difference, since difference is part of the being of a thing and mortal seems to name a cause of absence, one must say that if mortal names a passion of a living thing, then certainly it names a cause of being absent and is not a constitutive difference of any living thing. But if it names the form of a composite living thing which is the notion of a living thing with such a life, certainly it is a constitutive difference, and in this way it is an incorruptible essence, as are the other differences.

But what they say, that rational is a form in which men and gods communicate, was certainly said according to the opinion of certain Stoics, who said that both we and gods are rational animals univocally. And they did not say animal by denomination from soul, but through this, that it is the form of an animated body and of a body moved by the motion of will, to which sense afterward comes from the lower genus, which is composed from a body mixed from contraries and soul. Therefore it does not follow, if God is animal, that God is animated sensible substance in the way in which the Stoics said that gods are animals, as has already been explained above and is found in the book on the nature of the gods.

The Peripatetics also assign it in this way, namely by saying that difference is that by which singulars differ from one another; for those things which are received from the same genus through the same division do not differ according to genus. An example of this is that we men are animals, and irrational things are animals by the same account as we are; but rational, added to the genus which is animal as constitutive difference of man and God, disjoins us and the gods from those which are irrational. Further, we and the gods are rational in the genus rational animal and do not differ, but mortal, added as constitutive difference to rational animal which is genus, separates us men from immortal gods.

CHAPTER IX.

On the definition which fits only the more proper difference.

But the Peripatetics, examining still more subtly than all the assignments introduced before the definition of difference as to its intrinsic and essential things, speculate it through those things which belong only to the difference which is called more proper difference, and in no way, neither per se nor consequently, belong to the difference called proper, nor even to that which is called common difference. For to proper difference at least consequently it can belong that through it species exceeds genus. And also what is said, to be predicated of several things differing in species in that which is what-sort-of, can consequently belong to common difference. Likewise what is said, that it is apt by nature to divide those things which are under the same genus, can belong to proper difference. And likewise that difference is that by which singulars differ from one another, for singulars differ from one another by proper differences. Therefore none of such assignments seems to have been given through the intrinsic things of difference.

But examining it more interiorly, and subtly speculating through essential things which belong only to the difference called more proper, they say that not every one of those things which are under the same genus and divide those things which are under the same genus in a twofold mode of division is difference more properly so called. And they say that only this is difference more properly so called: what contributes to being and what is a part of the account of the thing. They prove that this is difference because properties are among those things under the same genus which divide the things under the genus. For let us speak by dividing those things which are under the genus: of animals, one is apt by nature to sail by nautical art, and another not; and yet to be apt to sail by nautical art is a property of man and not of his being and essence. For we often use such differences in dividing genus, although such things are properties consequent upon the being of species. But things which are consequent upon being cannot be completive of that being, nor perfective of substance, nor an essential part of its substantial being, although it may be completed in a certain being which is not being simply, but a certain aptitude consequent upon substantial being. Therefore such a proper difference is not like the more proper differences which are called specific differences, because they are constitutive of species in specific being. Therefore only those will be specific which by essential quality make one species different from another, and which are predicated of the constituted species in that which is what-sort-of. For differences, as was said above, are compared both to genus and to species, and they have a relation to both of them: to genus insofar as they are divisive, but to species insofar as they are constitutive. And therefore they are under genus and contracting genus, and species are under them. And the preceding species are the differences themselves, because they are in act and understanding in the species themselves as constituting in them.

But since they are consequent in the being of genera insofar as they are genera, and everything which follows the being of something is of the genus of accidents, as Avicenna says, perhaps it will seem to someone that they are accidents of genus, just as properties are accidents of species, since properties are among the things consequent upon the being of species. But to this one must say that the relation of genus to difference and of species to property is not similar. For species is related to property as a perfect being which belongs to the account of the property, just as subject belongs to the account of passion while not existing of its essence, but only making it subsist in itself. But genus is related to difference and is posited as an imperfect being to be perfected through difference, as matter through form, and as to something educed from its power, as form is educed from matter. And because nothing perfects substance to the being of substance except substance, genus is therefore perfected to the being of species through difference. But species is substance. Therefore difference thus regarding genus and species must be substance and substantial form.

And as to what is said, that it is consequent upon the being of genus, one must say that the being of genus as genus is the being of something imperfect. Therefore what follows it in this way is as act which follows potency, on account of which it must be substance. But if the being of genus were the being of something perfect, it would follow of necessity that difference was an accident of genus; and then it could not be the substance of species, because what is an accident to one thing cannot be substance to anything, as Aristotle says 1. If, however, genus is considered not as genus but as a universal predicate of several, which has its own individuals, as animal is predicated of this animal and that one, as was determined in the tractate on Genus, certain people say that it is thus considered as a perfect being in its own being, and thus difference is compared to it as consequent upon it. And they say that difference so considered is an accident of genus. But in truth it is not an accident according to the nature of accident,
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Chapter IX. On the definition which more properly belongs to difference alone.

the nature of accident; but in this consideration it has the mode of accident, and not the nature. This is clear in the predication by which difference is predicated of genus alone, as when it is said, animal is rational; or under disjunction to the opposite difference, as when it is said, animal is rational or irrational. For each of those propositions is in the second mode of speaking per se, in which the subject belongs to the account of the predicate. And in that mode the subject indeed is the cause of the being of the predicate, and is nothing of its essence; and this is because, as Aristotle holds1, accident is rather being than essence. For in this way the subject is related otherwise to the account of the predicate than in that in which accident is truly predicated: for when it is said, animal is rational, the subject cannot be understood in the account of the predicate as posited with its nature absolute from the thing predicated, but with a power progressing into act, and in which there is already the beginning of difference so that the predicate is in the subject. But when a proper is predicated of species, the species indeed belongs to the account of the proper, so that the proper is not in the species as in potency, but in the species now having completed being through the sole aptitude of nature toward certain things, which are nothing of nature in being; as is clear when it is said, man is risible. For in this, that man belongs to an intellective soul, which is naturally apt to be suspended and to wonder at the things presented to its apprehension, he is made risible toward known things that gladden, and capable of weeping toward known things that sadden; although such wonder is nothing of the natural things, that is, of those things that constitute the nature of man. But genus is not related in this way to difference when difference is predicated of it; and therefore, although that predication is reduced to the second mode of what is per se, still it also has something of the first. But in this respect it is disordered predication, because according to the thing itself the subject ought rather to be the predicate than conversely.

Thus, therefore, difference is related to genus. But to species it is related as the formal and perfective substance and the determinative substance of the potency of the genus, as was determined in the preceding matters in the tractate on Species.

Accordingly, from the things that have been said, it is clear that genus is the first principle of difference and species, and consequently also of proper and accident, because genus is also the first subject in nature, from which species has that it is the subject of the individual. For as has often been said, the first formable and determinable principle in every nature is the subject in that nature, just as matter, the first formable thing, is the first subject in physics. Species, however, is also in a certain respect a subject formable by proper. And the individual is in a certain respect a subject formable by accident. For since a subject is found in this way in several things through one common account existing in them, it must be in one first thing which is the cause why it belongs to all the others, as Aristotle teaches2; and in this way species and individuals and differences and propers and accidents are reduced to the genus of substance, for in this way genus is the principle of all.

But in the mode in which genus is the principle of those things that are in one coordination of predicables, so genus is the principle of difference and species; and therefore that whole coordination is reduced to genus, and not to difference. For although difference is formal with respect to genus, and in this respect seems to be worthier than genus, nevertheless, because it is principled by genus and is not the principle of genus, it is reduced to genus as to a principle. And since the highest and first things among predicables are like first principles, as was determined in the preceding matters, the first things to which all the others are reduced must be first genera, and not proper differences.

Nevertheless there is also an order in differences which is of higher ones to lower ones. This is the order of superior and inferior, by which lower differences through addition to genera become more composite and of less commonness. It is like the order in primary and secondary formal causes, in which order the power of the primary cause is in the secondary, and the power of the superior remains in the caused thing when the secondary withdraws its own causality from the caused thing. Also in this order, whatever causality the second has, it has wholly from the first. But that order is not one recurring to the first principle, because the first principle of all is genus. And this is the true cause why difference cannot be first and most general, but why it must attribute being first or most general to genus.

This, therefore, is what the Peripatetics handed down about difference, saying that the understanding, searching out and speculating on difference, does not make any one whatever of the things dividing being under the same genus to be a difference, but only what leads to being, and what is part of that which is the being of the thing. And they give an example: for what is naturally apt to sail through nautical knowledge will not be a difference of man, although it belongs only to man and is a proper of man. For when we divide animal we say that some animals are naturally apt for sailing, but others not at all, dividing animal properly from those which are not naturally apt for sailing. But this proper, which is to be naturally apt for sailing, will not be an essential completive principle; for it is not an essential part, but a certain aptitude of it, and therefore a proper is not such an aptitude as those which are called specific and substantial differences.

From these things, therefore, which have been said, it is clear that there will be specific differences which by alteration of an essential quality make another species, and with this are predicated in that which is what-sort-of. For what-sort-of something is not simply what-sort-of, but is an essential what-sort-of completing substance. On account of this it is manifest that difference is that which leads to the being of species, and that it is part of the being of that thing which has being simply and perfectly; for it leads to species, which is the whole being of individuals, and it is part of that formal being, and it leads to the being of the thing which is an individual, whose whole being is species. And it leads to the being of species and is part of the being of the thing, that is, of the definition which says the being of the defined thing; because definition consists of genus and difference as of parts, each of which is an assignment of the whole. But they are called parts because one says the whole in potency, the other says the whole in act, since the whole consists of potency and act as essential parts. For it is not unfitting that the essential whole be in each of its parts according to diverse being. And according to this, definition, saying the whole being, consists of genus and difference, because although difference is as form saying the whole being in act, still it alone cannot define without genus for two causes. The first is that difference without the positing of genus would fall from the account of difference; for difference is not of things unless they agree in a genus. And if genus were not posited, difference would not have the account and act of difference, because it would not be known between which things it placed difference. The second cause is that then definition would not look to nor have in itself the first being of the thing and its principle, which is genus, as we have said, and not difference; and thus it would not be a definition, because it would not unfold the being of the thing from one boundary up to the other. For there is one boundary from which genus begins, which is the boundary according to potency. But another boundary is that in which being according to act is terminated, which is difference. And therefore definition is called definition because from one boundary to another it embraces the whole bounded being. And thus, concerning common, proper, and more proper differences, as much as pertains to logical intention, these things that have been said suffice; for the other things that there are belong to the First Philosopher.

Notes

	Aristotle, in book 7 of the First Philosophy, text-comment 14, 15, 16, and 18. (Aristoteles, In 7 primae philosophiae, tex. com. 14, 15, 16, et 18.) ↩

	Aristotle, at the beginning of book 2 of the First Philosophy, text-comment 4. (Aristoteles, In principio lib. 2 primae philosophiae, tex. com. 4.) ↩
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TRACTATE VI

ON PROPER.

CHAPTER I.

On the intention of proper according to which the logician treats of it.

After the tractate on Difference, which perfects species for the being of species, one must treat Proper, which, as Boethius says, flows from the essentials of a species already preconstituted through difference by the understanding. For it does not flow from genus insofar as it is genus, because then it would be indistinct; nor does it flow from difference insofar as it is of this sort, because the final difference is one, and thus proper would be only in one mode, which is false. And if it followed the nature of other differences, then it would be multiplied according to the relations of those differences, and this again is false. Therefore proper is what flows from the substance of a species already constituted through difference joined to genus in the constitution of the species.

But of this substance which is species, having definitive being from genus and difference, there is a twofold consideration. For it is considered as absolute substance and species, and it is considered as having being through inclination to the matter in which it is. And in the first mode no relation follows upon species from which something other than species flows, except perhaps that accident alone which is specialness and universality and the like, which are not propers in the mode in which the logician treats proper and according to which proper is one of the five universals. But in the second consideration, in which it is considered through inclination or through relation to the matter in which it exists according to nature, it has many relations, from which many proper consequences arise. Thus, on the part of the matter of man, man is of bright flesh, while horse and ass are of hard flesh, and man is of broad nails, but rapacious animals such as lions are of round and sharp nails, and things of this sort. And on the part of form, man is receptive of discipline because of the subtlety of the blood and the clarity of the spirit, while some animals are undisciplinable and some are intermediate, and things of this sort which follow the form of complexion. And on the part of the intellectual soul, man is an animal capable of wonder at things heard and seen and generally at things apprehended by sense, while some animals are not of this sort; and man is risible or capable of weeping, while some are not. And there are many such things which follow the nature of species through the relation of inclination to such matter due to the species, and they do not follow the individual insofar as it is this or that individual. And if they belong to the individual, this is because that individual participates the species. On account of this, too, proper is predicated immediately of species alone, and the individual does not have a proper proper to it, but proper is predicated of the individual of the species through participation of the species.

It is now therefore manifest in part that the proper of which the logician treats is one of the five universals and fourth among them, because it is an accident following the common nature of species in the matter of species determined according to nature; and according as that nature is varied in the due matter of the species, so propers are multiplied. Therefore logical proper is not only what is called properly proper, which belongs to every member, to it alone, and always, but this too is a logical proper, what belongs to every member and not to it alone, such as being two-footed; and that which belongs to the species alone even if not to every individual of the same species, such as being a physician, or farmer, or sailor, through the discipline of the art of medicine, agriculture, or navigation; and also what belongs to every member and to it alone, but at some time and not always, such as a man becoming gray-haired in old age, or an old man becoming white, or becoming dark in the passage of the time of age, and the swan in the last stage of age having all white teeth, and many things of this sort are found. On account of this Aristotle assigns proper in three ways: proper at a time, proper relative to something, and proper simply, because proper relative to something comprehends two things, namely what belongs to every member but not to it alone, and what belongs to it alone but not to every member. And according to this intention, proper is one of the five universals and is predicated of species non-essentially, as what is answered to the question made through what-sort-of, and not of genus but of species. For when we are asked what Socrates is, we fittingly answer that he is a man; but when we are again asked what-sort-of man Socrates is, or what-sort-of species of animal, we fittingly answer that he is risible, or two-footed, or a physician, or gray-haired.

It should be noted that proper, insofar as it is a universal predicable in that mode, falls into the mode of predicating accident, because accident is predicated as common: because from common things it is caused for one species and another, and from the common for one individual and another, and it is not caused from principles adequate to the species according to the nature of that species which it has in its proper matter. For those principles either are wholly adequate to the principles of the proper, or are exceeded by the principles of the proper, or exceed the principles of the proper. If they are adequate, they are either intransmutable, because they hold themselves on the side of the species, or transmutable, because they hold themselves more on the side of matter. And if indeed they are adequate to the principles of the species and intransmutable, then from them flows a proper which belongs to every member and to it alone and always, and is predicated convertibly of the species, as risible of man. But if they are transmutably adequate, then the transmutation is either from necessity of nature or through the will or appetite of the soul. And if through necessity of nature, then it is proper at a time, which belongs to every member and to it alone and not always. But if it is not through necessity but through appetite of the soul, then it is proper relative to something and not always, namely that which belongs to it alone and not to every member, and is proper relative to those of the same species to which it belongs, and not to others of the same species to which it does not belong. But if the exceeding principles of the species are intrinsic principles of the proper, then it belongs to it alone and not to every member. If, conversely, the principles of the species are exceeded by the essential principles of the proper, then it will be a proper which belongs to every member but not to it alone.

For one must know that the principles of species are substances, because species is a substance which comes to be from the principles of species; but substance does not come to be from non-substances, and therefore the principles of species are necessarily substances. But since proper is of the nature of accident, which is not part of substantial being, it remains that the principles constituting it essentially in its own essence are accidents. Yet these principles essential to the proper are caused by those principles which are substantial principles of the species. Avicenna gives a sufficiently fitting example of this: for from the fact that man is a rational animal, or intellectual through principles essential to man, it follows that he is capable of wonder at things seen and heard, and that he is of vehement heat and spirit toward the face, where the perceptive senses are extended or more inclined. Once heat and spirit have been stretched toward the face, there occurs dilation of the face and of the members placed in the face. Therefore he is naturally apt for laughing, even if he does not actually laugh. But conversely, if he perceives not desired things but contrary things, a retraction of heat and spirit to the heart and a constriction of the heart follows; upon this constriction follows constriction of the face and of the brain, and when it has been constricted and compressed through the membranes of the brain, there follows an expression of this weepable thing, distilling through the pores continuous with the brain, through veins and nerves; and then it flows through the eyes, nose, and mouth, which is to be capable of weeping. Animals that cannot have this kind of prudence and wonder about apprehended things cannot participate these properties. Proportionally, moreover, it is so in other propers which are proper at a time and relative to something, as is easily clear to anyone contemplating the principles of species in matter according to the mode said a little before.

From this, moreover, the difficulty is solved which certain people introduced, saying that if proper flows from the principles of species, and the principles of species are substances, non-substance does not come to be from substances; therefore it is clear, as it seems, that proper is substance. But if to this it is said that principles are twofold, some essential to the proper, which are relations of the principles constituting through the species, and these are accidents; and there are also remote principles, which are essential to the species, and these are substances and are principles of those which are essential principles to the proper. Yet they also seem to conclude what they intend through this proposition: whatever is a principle of a principle is a principle of the thing principled. And if the principles of species are principles of the principles of the proper, then they are also principles of the proper; and then the same thing as before seems to follow. But the solution of this is that although the principles of species and the principles of the proper are the same, nevertheless they are not the same in the same mode. Rather, through the relation of act to potency they are principles of species, and through the relation of the essence of the whole to the acts or passions following the nature of species in matter they are principles of proper. And therefore proper need not be substance, because such a relation follows perfected being, and therefore it is among accidental things. But against this they object more strongly, saying that when proper is predicated of species, as when it is said, man is risible, in that proposition the subject belongs to the account of the predicate, as Aristotle says. Therefore the subject is accepted and enclosed in the predicate in understanding; but what is conceived according to understanding and enclosed in another belongs per se and essentially to it. Therefore the same is an essential principle of it, and what is per se and essentially a principle of something belongs to its essence. Since therefore the subject is substance, the predicate which is proper must also be substance. They further confirm the same thus: when proper is predicated of species, species is the cause of the proper. Therefore either it is a per se and univocal cause, or an accidental and equivocal cause. If it is accidental and equivocal, then this is not per se, man is risible, which is false, because it is in the second mode of speaking per se. But if it is a per se and univocal cause, a per se and univocal cause gives to the caused thing the nature, essence, and name of itself; and if it gives nature and essence and name, it is an essential cause and something of the essence of the predicate. And thus, since the subject becomes substance, the predicate will be substance, as it seems, and thus it will not be a passion or proper, but species; and thus there will not be five universals, but only four, as it seems.

These things, however, are solved easily and quickly if the things determined in the preceding matters are recalled to memory. For when the subject is in the account of the predicate, it is not in its account as what exists from its essence, but it is in it as a cause in the mode that has been stated, namely of an aptitude following the being of the subject. And therefore it does not follow that proper is substance like the subject; but it follows that the subject, which is a what and a substance, is the cause that such a passion follows it and is in it, and its inherence in it is the cause why it is predicated of it. But if it were in it as a what, or were a principle of it, then what has been concluded would indeed follow. But concerning what is objected about essential, one must say that essential is said in two ways. For there is the essential which is the what of essence, and about this what the objection proves is true. Again there is the essential which is a cause not abandoning the essence, although it is not the what of essence, and about this it is not true. In this mode the subject is essential to the predicate and conceived in it when proper is predicated of species, and generally when a proper passion is predicated of a subject. Therefore proper, which is fourth among the five, is such. Thus therefore proper is a universal.

Although proper and universal seem to be opposed according to the account of the names proper and universal, because proper is what belongs to one alone, while universal is what belongs to many. But to this one must say that although proper belongs to one alone, that one alone is nevertheless a common species, which is in many potentially, or actually, or at once actually and potentially. And although in this way it belongs to one alone, nevertheless it is in many and of many, in which and of which there is that one thing alone of which it itself is the proper; and this is not against the account of universal, as was determined in the preceding matters in the tractate on universals in common. For one must attend that the truly proper is what belongs to every member and to it alone and always, and is predicated conversely of them; and with respect to it other propers are taken, namely that which belongs to it alone but not to every member, or to every member but not to it alone, or to every member and to it alone but not always. Definition, however, belongs to every member and to it alone always, but it is a what, not a what-sort-of. Therefore proper has the predication of a universal, although it does not have proper individuals, as has been said.

Therefore against this certain people object, saying that if this universal, which is proper, does not have a particular, then it does not have a particular except through something. But if it does not have a particular except through something, since universal is said in relation to particular, it seems to follow that it is not a universal except through something. But what is not a universal except through something is a universal per accidens; therefore proper is not a universal except per accidens, and thus there are not five universals per se, which is false. But to this one must say that proper in truth is predicated of the species of which it is the proper by immediate predication. But, as has been said, it regards species as it is in matter and in a particular; therefore its predication per se is referred to particulars. And thus it is a universal per se and not per accidens.

But if it is said that of two universals, one of which is not contained under the other, the particulars ought not to be the same, just as of diverse genera not placed subalternately the species and differences are diverse, so also the individuals ought to be diverse. One must say that this is true of genera and species; but with universals it is this way, that several of them are referred to one another as genus to species and species to genus, and similarly difference is referred to both of them, and thus also proper is referred to species. And therefore they can have the same individuals, though not in the same mode. For one mode of individual is this animal, and this man, this rational thing, and this risible thing; although by supposit all these are the same, for Socrates is this animal, and this man, and this risible thing. And if individual is taken formally, then the individuals are formally diverse, just as the universals are diverse. But in this is the difference: that this animal does not have being this rational thing through the fact that it is this man, but through itself; whereas this risible thing has being this risible thing through the fact that it is this man, because risible is principled by man or by the species of man, while animal and rational are not principled by man, but rather are principles of man. This, therefore, is what we intend concerning proper according to logical intention.
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CHAPTER II.

On the definition of proper and the explanation of its parts.

But this whole matter is easily clear if the sayings of the ancients are considered in the division of proper. The Peripatetics divide proper fourfold; but to divide fourfold is to speak in four modes, because its division is given in several ways. It is not wholly equivocal, nor is it purely univocal, but it belongs to several things agreeing in one name that are referred to one thing, to which the account of the name belongs principally and by perfect account. For proper is said of what belongs to one species alone; and if it does not belong to every individual of that same species, nevertheless it will be proper because it flows from the substantial principles of the species, although the essential principles of the proper are not adequate to the principles of the species, and through voluntary transmutation they are referred to the principles of the species. And in this way to be a physician or a geometer is proper to man, and it is proper relative to something of its species. And there is a proper which happens to every individual of the species, but does not happen to the species alone, because the principles of the proper exceed the proper principles of the species, although they do not exceed all its principles; in this way being two-footed is proper to man. And there is a proper which belongs to the species alone and to every individual of the same species through the aptitude of common nature, although it is impeded accidentally in some case, but it does not belong always, but at some time, as becoming gray-haired in old age. For since man has a brain that is very great with respect to his body and very moist, and it is not terminated except so long as the natural heat has been strong, it is necessary that as age advances and the resolving heat grows cold, not directing it nor terminating it, it begin to putrefy; and then he becomes gray-haired and white according to nature. Although this is accidentally impeded in those in whom there is a subtle and fat moisture easily terminated by a slight heat. On account of this, those who have soft and subtle hairs either do not become gray-haired or do so late; for softness and subtlety of hairs is a sign of a subtle and fat moisture, and this is proper at a time. There is also a proper which belongs to every individual of the species, and to the species alone, and always belongs, because the principles of the proper are entirely adequate to the principles of the species and immovably flow from them; and this is properly proper, as risible belongs to man through the aptitude of the nature of man, even when he does not laugh according to act and the operation of use. He is said to be risible not because he actually laughs, but because he is naturally apt for laughing; and in this mode it belongs to horse to be neigh-able, to ass to be bray-able, and to ox to be low-able. And thus every animal has its own propers, and also each of the species, although the names of the propers have not been imposed because they are unknown to us.

Nevertheless we say that species and things contained under species have many operations not from the active and passive qualities that are in them, but from the whole species, as scammony is said to purge choler, and sapphire to drive away tremors and anthraxes; and this is said to be proper to them. But these are called properly proper in this way, since they are also converted and predicated conversely of the species universally: for whatever is a horse is neigh-able, and whatever is neigh-able is a horse.

One must attend that although risible is proper to man, nevertheless risibility is not his proper, because proper is a predicable universal; but risibility cannot be predicated of man, just as rationality is not predicated in difference, but rational is predicated. And Avicenna states the cause of this sufficiently fittingly: because, since universal is the notion of the whole of that of which it is predicated, and says that whole either according to potency or according to act or according to the natural potency following it in that in which it is, so proper says the whole. But a whole in such a way cannot be signified through an abstract, but is signified through a concrete. For a universal must be signified by a name in the manner of concretion.

For although in this way the four universals which are genus and species, difference and proper, have to be signified in the mode of concretion, nevertheless on this account they are not denominatives, but are names of the whole being, giving name and account to that of which they are predicated; denominatives do not do this, because these are only either essentials of that of which they are predicated, or things flowing from essential principles. But denominatives are formed from an alien nature, which have being in a subject through a cause not essential but indefinite, and therefore they can be predicated not essentially but denominatively, as when it is said, man is white or black or something of this sort. These things, however, must be determined in the doctrine of the predicaments. Therefore such is the intention of proper among logicians, and such is its division. Therefore these things said about proper suffice.
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TRACTATE VII

ON ACCIDENT.

CHAPTER I.

On the difference of proper and accident insofar as accident is the fifth predicable.

Before we treat the assignments of accident by which the Ancients described accident, we must determine the difference of proper and accident according as accident is one of the five universals. For in this Avicenna says that the ancients who treated the five universals were deficient, because they placed descriptions of accident before they distinguished in what signification accident is taken, according as it is one of the five universals. For since everything that is is either substance or accident, as Aristotle says, and proper, because it follows the completed being of species, is accident, it will seem of necessity that proper is accident. And thus, if accident is taken for everything that is not substance, it seems that proper is not divided from accident, and that the universals are not five, but only four.

Further, proper cannot be called essential to species, because from the fact that proper follows the whole composition of species and its completed being, species is understood without proper. And since it is not essential to species, it will be as an accidental of species, and thus in nature it is like accident; and since in comparison to its proper subject it is accidental, the whole will be placed in the nature and essence of accident. Therefore it will not be in any consideration except accident, and thus again it seems to follow that there are not five universals, but only four. But if someone wished to say that there is a twofold comparison of accident to subject, for the same accident is compared to subject as to substance only, and this is accident; or it is compared to subject not as to subject, but as to cause, and this emanates from the principles of the subject and is proper to the subject, and thus proper differs from accident. This cannot stand, because every accident, as Aristotle says1, is caused by substance and is stabilized and ordered by it, and without it is flowing and indeterminate. And thus it would follow that every accident is proper, and thus again it would follow that there were only four universals, namely genus, difference, proper, and accident. This is also proved by reason: because everything that is prior to something according to the order of nature is a cause with respect to it, as is determined in the Book of Causes and in the Book of the Fount of Life. But it cannot be denied that in the order of nature substance is before accident; therefore accident is compared to substance as to subject and to cause. The account of the name substance, which is said from standing-under, also says this, because it stands under accident as subject and cause.

Further, accident is divided into separable and inseparable accident. But inseparable accident is what is caused by the principles of the subject, while proper is an accident caused by the principles of the subject. Therefore it seems that proper is part of accident, and in a smaller range of commonness than accident.

Further, Avicenna asks what is called accident when accident is said to be one of the five universals. For if accident is called that whose whole nature is accident, as color or whiteness, since such things are also genera and species and differences and propers, it seems that the five universals do not differ in thing, but only in mode, as it seems. Next, certain such things say only a certain mode, as when it is said, body is creature, or not creature, or made, or eternal; then such a predication would predicate nothing of the subject, nor could such a predication be reduced to any mode of predication of the five universals. But if such a nature is not called accident, but accident is called what is denominated from accident, as white, then accident is the same as accidental, which seems altogether false, because accidental says more than accident, and says a subject which is not of the essence or nature of accident.

Further, there is a question about the comparison of this universal, accident, to the individuals of which it is predicated. For if it does not have its own individuals, but has individuals of substance, then it seems that it is not properly and per se a universal. But if it has its own individuals and per se not from another universal, then it follows that, since every universal has completed and perfect being when it is in its individuals, accident has completed and perfect being when it is in its individuals, as white in this white thing; and thus accident can have completed being without substance, which is altogether impossible. Therefore the question remains: what is accident according as it is one of the five universals, according to Avicenna and Alfarabius?

To these and similar things it is not difficult to respond if the things said in the first tractate on universals are well recalled to memory. For it has been said that all these five, as to the common mode of predicating of several, are universals, so that they are in many and of many, and are not predicated equivocally of the many in which they are, and that they give their names and account to their particulars, so that each one gives its own name and account to its own particular: genus, namely, as genus; species as species; difference as difference; proper as proper; and accident as accident. Thus white gives its name and account according to the predication of accident to this white thing, of which it is predicated as accident and to which it happens or in which it is as accident.

And concerning what is asked about the difference of proper and accident according as they are diverse universal predicables of their subjects, one must say that they differ in this: proper is an accident flowing from the essential principles of species, and especially the properly proper, whose principles are immovably adequate to the principles of the species, as was said in the tractate on Proper. But under the principles of species there are substantial principles composing the individual itself, such as this soul, this body, this complexion, this composition of members, this relation, and the like, from which the accident of the individual arises and flows. According as it signifies whole being and is the notion of the whole under the being of such an accident, it is predicable of it and is not the same as it; and under this common point, that it is a universal predicable of inferiors, it says a special mode of predicating, which is not any of the other four modes. Therefore it itself is the fifth universal, and therefore it is also called accident of the individual, while proper is called accident of the species for the cause that has often been stated. And therefore the predicables would be deficient unless the predicable accident were added to the other four. Therefore it is also called common accident, because such a relation of principles is found commonly in particular things of diverse genera and species. Therefore it is also called infinite accident, because its principles are not standing but movable by accidental motion, which is in all things and is infinite. And therefore it is also called accident per accidens, because such principles are not essential to individuals determinately from the understanding of accident, so that they would be conceived in the definitive account of accident as determinate subjects, in the way a determinate subject is conceived in the definition of accident per se. Therefore such a universal predicable of many, through the fact that it is a notion of the whole under the accidental being of this accident, as Alfarabius says, is the fifth universal, which is called accident. And because nothing signified abstractly can be the notion of the whole subject according as it is under substantial or accidental being, for this reason accident, signified in the genus of accident alone, as color or whiteness, cannot be a universal predicable in this way as accident, although it can be a universal as genus, or species, or difference, or proper. As for what Avicenna says, that here the accidental is called accident when accident is said to be the fifth universal, although this also says subject and accident, which are of diverse natures not ordered to the same thing as potency and act are, nevertheless it is predicated only according to the being of accident which it has in a subject, and therefore the whole predicate is called accident.

And according to this it is not difficult to answer the things introduced by objecting. For when it is said that everything that is is either substance or accident, this is true according as substance is a being through itself and accident is a being through another in another. For this division is reduced to this one, that everything that is is either a being through itself or not a being through itself, which are divided by affirmation and negation; and thus proper, as Boethius says, is of the genus of accidents. But according as there are diverse modes of being through itself, according to which the substantial predicate is varied in what and in what-sort-of, so there are diverse modes of being in another and through another, according to which the mode of accidental predication or accidental predicable is varied. For one thing is in another and through another in such a way that its principles are adequate to that one and immovably are in it; and this has the mode of the proper which is simply proper, because proper at a time and proper relative to something fall short of proper simply. And therefore in some respect they take on the mode of accident. On account of this Aristotle says2 that nothing prevents accident from becoming proper at a time and relative to something. Hence such things are accidents having some agreement with proper.

To this which says that accident per se is not essential to the subject, because the subject according to perfected being is prior to it by nature and understanding: one must say that it is indeed true that proper is not essential to the species and subject of which it is predicated; nor was this said, but rather the converse, that the subject through specified universal principles is essential to the proper, because the subject is in the account of the proper, and the proper is not in the account of the subject. Nor is the subject called essential to the proper or to the per se accident because it is something of the nature of the predicate, but because it is the cause of it, from which it comes to be and in which it comes to be according to being; and therefore it is called essential to it as not abandoning it in act and understanding, and not as conceived as its what or essential what-sort-of, as genus and difference are composed in the understanding of species. But substance does not relate in this mode to common accident or to accident per accidens, but relates only as the term to which the being of accident is terminated, without which accident is flowing and uncertain, and as the foundation by which it is founded; and substance has this as it is substance, and not as this substance or that, and therefore it is not taken per se in the account or definition of accident. And therefore this is not per se but per accidens when it is said, man is white, although this is per se, man is risible. For when it is said, man is white, man is marked as the subject of the flow of whiteness and that in which white is founded, so that whiteness is in him, and the subject does not say the cause why the accident is such in him. But when it is said, man is risible, man says the cause why risibility is in him, and therefore the mode of predicating is diverse here and there.

But as to what is said about separable and inseparable accident, that one is compared to the subject as to subject only, while the other is compared to the subject as to subject and to cause, and thus proper is part of accident: one must say that although inseparable accident is compared to the subject as to cause, nevertheless it does not follow that proper is part of accident. For proper is compared to the subject which is species through incorruptible and immovable principles, as has often been said; but inseparable accident is compared to the principles of the individual, which are movable and corruptible, as to this complexion or this composition making it, although for some cause it is not changed while the subject remains, as blackness in relation to an Ethiopian, as Aristotle says3, because seed in the womb is decocted by a strong decoction, and therefore the clear moisture is resolved and the black earthly and not clear remains. And since the comparison of proper and of inseparable accident to subject is different, it is clear that proper is not part of accident, except perhaps proper at a time and proper relative to something, which are simply of the nature of accident and in a certain respect propers, as has been said.

As to what is asked, what is called accident here, the response is now clear in the things said above. But concerning what could be asked, namely what the difference is between accident and accidental, since accident here is called accidental, as Avicenna says, it must be solved through the same Avicenna, who says that accident is said by opposition to substance; but accidental is denominated from accident and from the account of accidental being which the predicate has, and not from the account of substantial being which the subject has. And therefore he says that white does not say whiteness, but designates a white thing under the being of whiteness. And this is because it has been determined in the preceding matters that a universal is not predicated except through the fact that it is the notion of the whole being of its subject; this has often been said.

As to what is asked about the individual of this universal: one must say that, like the others, it has certain proper individuals, because otherwise it would not be a universal per se and univocally like the others. And this is true, that a universal as universal does not have perfect being according to act and nature except in its own particular; and thus this white gives perfect being to white designated in the universal. But from this it does not further follow that this accidental being does not depend upon substance, as upon the term of its flow and the foundation of its being, and thus it needs an individual of substance. And this is because it is a universal which is accident, and insofar as it is universal it has an individual. And insofar as this universal, accident, needs an individual of substance, just as was said of proper in the preceding tractate, because on account of such a diverse mode of predicating this universal is different from those. Thus, therefore, according to the later Peripatetics, one must determine the intention of accident before proceeding to the assignments of accident. On account of this Avicenna rebukes Porphyry, because, with the determination of accident omitted, whose intention was not known, he immediately proceeded to its descriptions.
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CHAPTER II.

On the first assignment of accident given by Porphyry.

The assignments of accident given by Porphyry and by other Peripatetics are said in many ways to be faulty and reprehensible, and the things said about accident insofar as it is a universal are said by Avicenna and Algazel and Alfarabius.



Chapter II. On the first assignment of accident given by Porphyry.

and Jacob son of Alchindi, have less truth, and are imperfect in several ways: in some points not true, in some imperfect, and in some not pertinent to the matter.

For when the ancients say in the first assignment of accident that accident is what is present and absent apart from the corruption of the subject, this ought to have belonged to the genus. Therefore it ought to have been said that accident is a universal. For universal is as genus for the five genera. Further, a difference narrowing it to the predicable which is accident, and separating it from the others in the mode of predicating of many, ought to have been added, so that it would be said thus: accident is a universal predicated of many non-essentially, but in what-sort-of and not in what. For this would be why it is present or absent from that of which it is predicated apart from the corruption of the subject. Further, just as it is absent apart from the corruption of the subject, so it is absent apart from the constitution of the subject; for motion according to accidents, as Aristotle says1, is from subject to subject while the same subject remains and is preserved under each term of the motion. And this is the cause why it is present and absent apart from the corruption of the subject of which it is predicated.

Avicenna also says there is a fault in this, that according to this assignment of accident they divide accident into separable and inseparable accident, saying that sleeping or sitting is a separable accident, but being black comes inseparably to raven and Ethiopian. And if it is objected that this seems to be opposite to what is said in the assignment of accident, because if it is present and absent from the same thing apart from corruption of the subject, then every accident seems separable and none inseparable while the subject remains. They give a very calumnious response, saying that accident is separable from the subject according to understanding, because a white raven and an Ethiopian shining with whiteness or color can be understood beneath; but a shining color is only white. This response, however, seems very weak, because separable according to act and separable according to opinion or understanding are separable equivocally, and such things ought not to be placed in the assignments of definitions.

Further, what they say seems false, that apart from corruption of the subject a white raven and an Ethiopian shining with whiteness can be understood: for blackness is compared to the raven and to the Ethiopian as to subject and as to the substantial cause of the matter and subject of raven and Ethiopian. Therefore, while the raven remains insofar as it is raven, a white raven cannot be understood, as it seems, because when raven is posited as subject, the cause of blackness is posited, and when the cause of blackness is posited it cannot be understood that whiteness is in the raven. Therefore such an assignment of accident seems faulty; and Avicenna concedes all these points.

Further it also seems false because death happens to man, and burning to a house, and neither of these is present apart from corruption of the subject; and further, generation. Thus therefore the Arab philosophers criticized this description of accident by Porphyry.

To this some of the Latins fashioned certain responses; since I consider them ravings, we shall make no mention of them. But the truth about the things which the Ancients said is that accident is what is absent and present apart from corruption of the subject. For from the first division of universal into five universals, they intend universal to be understood beneath, so that this is the sense: accident is a universal which is predicated of a subject non-essentially, and therefore can be in the same subject and be absent from the same subject. Nor was there need to posit what could be understood beneath by the division from each thing. Similarly they spoke about this which is said concerning the non-essential mode of predicating; this mode is understood from the things determined in the others, all of which are predicated essentially according to the first or second mode of speaking per se, as was said in the preceding matters. And since accident alone is left among the universals and is last, because it has less of the account of predicable, it remained that it would be predicated non-essentially, and thus it is indifferent to affirming and denying with respect to its subject, because it is present and absent from the same subject while the same subject remains incorrupt. This belongs to none of the other universals, which do not stand toward the subjects of which they are predicated now by affirming and now by denying; because they themselves are in the subjects in act and understanding, or the subjects are in those predicates according to understanding, which is not present in the subject of accident, nor even in the predicate.

But as for what is added about the division of accident, the reason is that the assignment may be shown true of each accident. And concerning the separable, what is said is indeed plain. Concerning the inseparable it is also true, because Aristotle teaches that alteration exists when, while the same subject remains, motion occurs in its passions. But when motion has occurred according to an inseparable accident, it cannot be denied that it is a motion of alteration and not of substance. Therefore the same subject must remain preserved according to substantial being, because otherwise the motion would be either from non-subject to subject, or from subject to non-subject. And this is the necessity that compelled the ancients to say that according to inseparable accidents the predication is of accident which is present and absent apart from corruption of the subject. For the constitution of a subject is twofold, namely according to being simply and according to being of such or such a complexion. According to being simply, it is constituted by the principles of substance alone, which are form and matter determined to the species or to the individual of the species. But according to being of such or such a complexion, it is constituted from qualities of substantial principles and not from those principles themselves. The sign of this is that if an egg of a raven is taken and smeared around with quicksilver in a viscous humor such as is the grease of goose or cat, which are cold animals, and if the nest is in a very cold place, as on the summits of cold mountains, from the egg there will be a white raven, and sometimes it will be white from the coldness of the place alone; and this would not be unless substantial principles were separable from such accidents. For it is manifest that an Ethiopian in cold places gradually becomes white for the same cause.

But concerning what is objected, that such inseparable things are compared to the subject as to cause: this is because the subject there, together with the substance and principles of substance, designates such a complexion in its account and in its name. But if the subject is supposed without such a complexion, then, while the same subject remains, the accident is present and absent. And as for the claim that separation according to opinion or understanding and separation according to act are among equivocal things, one must say that it would be true, unless that separability were only in the soul and not in the subject; but that understanding is referred to the thing, as has been said, and therefore there is no fault of equivocation.

From this the solution is clear to what can be objected, that in this way the subject of a proper can also be understood without the proper, and so that which is properly proper could be separated according to understanding. For it is clear that this is not true, because proper depends upon species through substantial principles. And therefore it cannot be understood without species, because species is in the understanding of the proper, as was said before.

But as to what is objected against the truth of that assignment concerning death and burning, one must say that what the Latins say is in truth raving, namely that the house is still understood even after its burning; for this understanding is wholly against the nature of the thing. And if it is also said that the dead thing still remains in the elements or in prime matter, this is most absurd, because hyle, as Aristotle says2, is the subject of generation and corruption, and not of that motion which is according to accidents; for the subject of that motion is a subject preserved in substantial form according to Aristotle's doctrine.

Hence one must say that death is not accidental to the dead thing, nor burning to the combustible house; indeed it is both per se and essential: this dead thing perished in substantial being, and the burned thing perished3, just as this beheaded thing perished per se or the killed thing perished according to killing. For death is the dissolution of substantial principles of life in that which is not dead, and burning is the dissolution of principles containing the figure of a house. Therefore such a predicate, the dead thing is not, or the burned thing is not, is per se and essentially in the subject, and therefore it must not be counted among accidentals. For accident, about which the intention here is, is not that which divides being together with substance, but is the same as the accidental predicate, which is an accidental notion or designation.

And if it is objected that such an accident is fluent and corruptible, and therefore cannot be universal, because universal is incorruptible, one must say that accident as this accident or that, taken in this matter or another, is corruptible and fluent; but as abstracted from this and that and taken in the universal, it is incorruptible by reason, just as the other universals are. For in this way the stated assignment of the Peripatetics is preserved.
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CHAPTER III.

On the second and third assignment of accident given by Porphyry.

But with the description of accident assigned in this way through the mode of inherence in the subject of which it is predicated, they also introduced another assignment of accident taken according to the cause of inherence, saying that accident is what can happen to be or not to be in the same thing. For what they say is understood thus, that it can happen to be and not to be in the same thing, so that the contingent is toward both. For what does not have an essential cause of its inherence can happen to be in; and what does not have an essential cause preventing it from not being in can happen not to be in the same thing. And it is fitting for every accident, even an inseparable one, as was shown just now. For the principles which are taken in the subject and are principles of the inhering accident are contingent and not essential principles; and therefore whatever from such principles can happen to be in, can also happen not to be in when the principles have been contingently changed. And this assignment separates this predicate, accident, from all the others. For genus is a predicate which inheres essentially in that of which it is predicated, as a being belonging to the account of that of which it is predicated. Difference is similarly such a predicate, and species in the same mode. Proper, however, inheres only through the understanding of the species in its propers. But accident alone is said to inhere through a contingent cause, and is said not to inhere through a contingent cause. On account of this it has least of the account of predication, and consequently least of the account of universal, although perhaps it is predicated of more things than genus, species, proper, or difference. Yet it is a universal and a predicable which can happen to be whole and is designated under such accidental being; and therefore such a name, designating the being of the whole subject, is its notion, so that the same is predicated of the subject.

On account of this they also introduced the third assignment of accident, saying that accident is what is neither genus, nor species, nor difference, nor proper, but always is in a subject while subsisting. Avicenna criticizes this definition not very reasonably, saying that what is added, but always is in a subject while subsisting, is added altogether idly and contrary to the understanding of the things said in the other assignments. Idly indeed, because since accident is called as though falling, because it is not simply a being and is rather of being than a being, it was not necessary to posit that it is in a subject. For it is not properly in a subject, but is in some way something of a subject rather than itself being, that is, having being in a subject; for it does not have being in a subject, but the subject as subject has being according to it. And Avicenna says that what is called a subsisting accident signifies nothing, but is a non-signifying utterance, like buba or bultrix. For if accident is accident, it in no way subsists, because it has no subsistence, but is only in a subject, so that this determination, in a subject, determines the account of being or subsisting. And it is only in a qualified sense, because it is only in a subject, and thus subsisting is placed superfluously; and the sense is that accident is subsisting, that is, as long as it is, it is in a subject, and when it is not in a subject, then it does not subsist and is not.

But this assignment is attacked in other ways, because by the same reason it could be said of any of the other universals thus, that genus is what is neither accident, nor species, nor difference, nor proper, but always is in a subject. And similarly it could be said of the others through negation of the others. Further, accident is not always in a subject if it is present and if it is absent apart from corruption of the subject.

But to all these and similar points it is not difficult to respond, once the universals have been considered according to logical intention. For in this mode the predicate accident is most deficient from the inherence of a subject, and therefore it is described through negation of the others. But it is a privation through negation of habit, not because it is wholly privation, but because it is similar and near to privation, because it is deprived of a certain cause of inherence, and this is not the case in the others. Although negation certifies nothing, nevertheless when it is terminated to those things which it negates, it certifies in some way.

And as to what is said, that it is not always in a subject, one must say that this objection arises from a bad understanding of that assignment. For it does not mean to say that it is simply in a subject, but rather that the subsisting predicate accident, that is, while it is, has being only in a subject; and therefore according to its being it always has an inclination to the subject, and when it is not in a subject, then it is not. This therefore is what the Ancients said about accident: accident is what is present and absent apart from corruption of the subject. It is divided in two, namely into separable and inseparable. To sleep is a separable accident; black, however, is inseparable for raven and Ethiopian, and yet it happens to each, for a white raven and an Ethiopian shining with whiteness can be understood beneath apart from corruption of the subject.

But accident is further defined thus: accident is what can happen to be and not to be in the same thing. Again therefore it is defined thus: accident is what is neither genus, nor species, nor difference, nor proper, but always is in a subject while subsisting.

Therefore, with all these universals, according to logical intention, determined one by one, which were proposed in the statement had above in the first tractate, I mean genus, species, proper, difference, and accident, one must next state what things are common to them and what things are proper to them.
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TRACTATE VIII

ON THE COMMON FEATURES IN WHICH THE FIVE UNIVERSALS AGREE AND THE DIFFERENCES BY WHICH THEY DIFFER.

CHAPTER I.

On that in which all five universals communicate.

But with all the things carried out which seemed to have to be said one by one about the universals, it now finally remains to speak about all the things in which they agree, and about the differences in which they differ from one another. First, however, we shall speak about those things which are common to all together. And we shall say that what is common to all together is that being predicated of many belongs to them. For this must necessarily belong to all, because universal, which is their genus, is also defined by this: for a universal is what is in many and of many. But being in many is the cause that it is predicated of them, and being of many is the same as being predicated of many. Although this is common to all five, nevertheless it belongs to them differently, because genus is predicated of its species and of the individuals of genus and species through the fact that it is in them according to act and according to understanding. And similarly difference, since it is general, is predicated of species and of individuals of species through the fact that, as an essential what-sort-of, it is in them according to act and according to understanding. And what could be objected against this about the final difference convertible with species has already been determined in the tractate on Difference. Species, however, is predicated of many because it is predicated in what of the individuals themselves which are under it. Similarly proper also is predicated of many, because although it is predicated of one species alone, nevertheless, because species is in individuals as the whole being of individuals, on account of this proper also is predicated of all the individuals of that species, and thus is predicated of many. Accident, however, is also predicated of many species and sometimes of many genera, as white of swan, snow, and the rest, and it is also predicated of individuals both of genera and of species.

This is proved both by induction and by example: for animal, which is a genus, is predicated of man and ox, which are several species, and of horse; it is also predicated of this horse and this man, which are individuals. Irrational, however, which is a difference or is placed in the place of a divisive difference, is predicated of horse, ox, and the particulars of these species. But the most special species, which is only species and not genus, is predicated of many; for it is predicated of those things which are particulars of that species, as man of those who are particular men. Proper, however, which is risible, is predicated of man as of one species alone, and is predicated of those who are particular men. But black, which is an inseparable accident, is predicated both of the species of ravens and of those that are particular ravens.

But accident stands differently from proper in predicating, because the predication of proper comes to individuals through species. But the predication of accident, since accident is in the individual per se, is first predicated of the individual, and through the individual comes to the species; and this indeed is inseparable accident. Similarly, to be moved is predicated of man and horse and their individuals, and this is separable accident. But, as has been said, accident is principally predicated of the individual; in the second place, however, it is predicated of those species which contain individuals under themselves.

To this commonality Avicenna and Algazel bring from it another cause, which is similarly common to all universals: and it is this, that whatever things are predicated essentially of the predicate are all also predicated of the subject. Thus if animal as genus is predicated of man, everything that is predicated substantially of animal is predicated essentially of man; so if animal is living and substance, man will be living and substance. Similarly in difference, if man is rational, and rational is sensible, and if sensible is animated, man will also be animated. Similarly concerning species: because if Socrates is man, and man animal, and animal substance, Socrates will be animal and substance. But in the same mode it is so concerning proper: because if man is risible, and risible capable of wonder, and capable of wonder suspensive toward the investigation of things, man will be capable of wonder and investigative of things. And so it is concerning accident: because if man is white, colored, or disgregative of sight, man will be of this sort. And so it is generally in all. And this is why those five are univocally universals, and therefore whatever things are predicated of the predicate, all are fittingly predicated of the subject.
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CHAPTER II.

On the three common features of genus and difference.

Once the commonality of all together has been marked out, let us state what is common to genus and difference, which are first among the universals, as was held in the preceding matters. Therefore it is said that this is common to genus and difference, that each contains species within the range of its commonness. For difference contains species, although it does not contain all those species which genus contains; and this is because difference is divisive, and through the fact that it is divisive it is placed under genus and is made less common than genus. For rational, which is a difference, although it does not contain those animals which are irrational and which are constituted by the opposite difference, which the genus animal contains when divided by rational and irrational as opposite differences, nevertheless contains several species; for it contains man and God or gods, which according to the Stoics are species of animal. Although this example is simply unfitting, nevertheless we use it because we are not discussing here the truth of examples, but use them only to manifest the proposed intention. Avicenna says that both genus and difference are predicated of several species, and although this is not necessary, it is nevertheless not impossible, because this is found in many cases.

Yet the doubt which could arise from this has been solved in the preceding matters, both on the part of genus and on the part of difference; but what Avicenna says is certain, that although it is not necessary, nevertheless it is not impossible, because in many cases this is found, that as far as concerns the aptitude of nature both genus and difference are in several species.

But the second thing common to genus and difference is this: whatever things are predicated of genus as genus of a subject or of a species, and this by essential predication, are also predicated of those species which are under that genus. Similarly, things which are predicated essentially of difference, as a difference of that difference itself, will also be predicated of the species which is under that difference. But under difference is the species constituted through difference. This is clear by example: for since the genus is animal, substance is predicated of the same as genus, and animated as difference; and these are predicated not only of the same animal, but these same things are also predicated of those species which are under animal down to the individuals, of which they also are predicated, because those last things of those species are subjects. Similarly, when rational is a difference, there is predicated of it as difference what it is to use reason; and this use of reason is predicated not only of the difference which is rational, but is also predicated of those species which are under this difference, rational, and of their individuals, and of man and of gods.

But that something is said to be predicated of difference as difference does not seem to agree with the things said in the tractate on Difference; for there it is proved that there is no difference of a difference. Yet although difference does not have difference as form, nevertheless, since difference is a natural potency, it has act and end; and thus, compared to act and end, it has something predicated of it in the mode of difference, and this is not contrary to the things said in the preceding matters.

Further, there is a third commonality of genus and difference, that when genus and difference have been taken away, the species which are under them must be taken away at the same time. For if animal does not exist, it follows that horse or man does not exist; and similarly, if rational, which is a difference, does not exist, it follows that there will be nothing using reason, such as man or God. And the cause of this is that genus is the what and substance of species, while difference is the essential form; and therefore, when these are taken away, the species which are under them must be destroyed.
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CHAPTER III.

In which things genus and difference differ.

But the proper feature of genus and difference, in which genus and difference are distinguished, is such that it belongs to genus to be predicated of more things than difference. For since difference is divisive, it takes one part of those things of which genus is predicated. In this genus is also distinguished from species and proper, because it is predicated of more things than species and proper, since species is predicated only of individuals, while proper is predicated of one species alone and of those individuals which are under the species. But genus as genus is predicated of those things which are contained under opposite differences, and of more species than accident, because since accident is not individuated except through substance, it will not be predicated of all individuals of substance. But genus, and especially the most general genus, is predicated of very many things, both subaltern and most special.

And this is indeed clear by induction and by example: for animal, which is genus, is predicated of man, horse, bird, and serpent, which differ in the genus and species of two-footed, four-footed, winged, walking, and creeping. But four-footed, which is a difference, is predicated only of those having four feet. Man, however, because it is a species, is predicated only of individuals, since it is species and not genus, and is a most special species. And neigh-able, since it is a proper, is predicated only of horse and of those particulars which are under horse. Accident also is similarly predicated of fewer things than genus, because it cannot be that one accident belongs to all things that are in a genus, as white or black.

But if someone presses sophistically against the things that have been said, namely that genus is predicated of more things than difference, I say that one must take the differences by which genus is divided, because those are true differences. This is clear from the fact that they are divisive of genus and constitutive of species under genus; for they have taken part of the genus which they divide and place under genus, and therefore they are in fewer things than the genus itself.

Further, the second difference is that genus contains difference by power, as has been determined in the preceding matters. This is proved by example: because the genus animal is two things through predication, for it is both this rational and this irrational, and is predicated of each; but difference is predicated only of one of the two.

Further, the third difference is that genera are prior by nature to the differences which are under them, because differences go forth from the power of genus and therefore are posterior by nature; but act is posterior to potency in the same thing. The sign of this is that when genera are removed, the differences which are under the genus are removed at the same time, but when differences are removed, genera need not be removed at the same time. And this is clear by example: when animal, which is genus, is removed, rational and irrational, which are differences of animal, will be removed at the same time. But when differences are removed, they do not at the same time remove genus; for if all the divisive differences of animal are removed, nevertheless animated sensible substance, which is animal according to the being of animal as genus, can still be understood. For although Aristotle says that when first things have been destroyed it is impossible for any of the others to remain, this must be understood according to the perfected being which superiors have in inferiors; but according to the intellectual being which superiors have in their own principles, nothing prevents the superiors from remaining even when the inferiors in which being happens to them have been destroyed.

Further, the fourth difference is that genus is predicated in what it is, but difference is predicated in what-sort-of what it is, as was said in the preceding matters about genus and difference.

Further, the fifth difference is that the proximate genus is one according to each species, and in it is narrowed for constituting the species; but the narrowing differences are many. Although according to Averroes, insofar as they are differences of genus, they are determinations, nevertheless in the same motion from the first potency of genus to species they say forms succeeding one another according to reason, because motion is form after form, as Averroes says1. Thus in man, that which is animal is the one genus, but the differences are many, as rational, mortal, receptive of mind and discipline. For mind is said from I measure, you measure, because, as Pythagoras said, all things are measured by reason and understanding; and thus man is made receptive of discipline and knowledge. And this is the difference of that difference which is rational, as we said before, because in this mode, in comparison to act or end, nothing prevents saying that there is a difference of a difference.

Further, the sixth difference is that genus in the constitution of species is like matter through the fact that it is formable and distinguishable; but difference at the same time is like form through the fact that it is a form forming and distinguishing, as was determined in the preceding matters.
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CHAPTER IV.

On the summary of the things said concerning the common and proper features of genus and difference.

But the sayings of the Ancients about the things that have been said can be comprehended in a brief and easy summary. For they say that what is common to all universals is to be predicated of many: for genus is predicated of species, individuals, and difference. But species is predicated of those individuals which are under it. Proper, however, is predicated of one species alone and of those individuals which are under one species alone. Accident, however, is predicated both of species and of individuals. This is proved by induction and example: for animal is predicated of ox, man, and horse, which are diverse in species, and of this horse and this man, which are individuals. But irrational is predicated of ox, horse, and all the particulars also of these species. Species, however, as man, is predicated only of those who are particular men. But proper, which is risible, is predicated of man and of those who are particular men. Black, however, is predicated of the species of ravens and of those which are particular ravens, and black is an inseparable accident. But to be moved is predicated of man and horse, and it is a separable accident; but it is first predicated of the individual, since it is an accident of the individual, while in the second place it is also predicated of the species which contain individuals.

But this is common to genus and difference: first, the containing of species, for difference contains species, even if not as many as genus contains; for rational, even if it does not contain irrational things in the way animal contains irrational things, nevertheless contains man and God, which are species of animal. It is also common to genus and difference that whatever things are predicated of genus as genus are also predicated of those species which are under it. And whatever things are predicated of difference as difference are also predicated of that species which is under it. For when the genus is animal, not only are substance and animated or living predicated of the same genus as genus, and these are genera of animal, but they are also predicated of the species which are under animal down to the individuals of those same species and genera. And since rational is a difference, what it is to use reason is predicated of it as difference; and this is predicated not only of that which is rational, but will also be predicated of the species which are under rational, namely this very thing, to use reason. Likewise it is common to genus and difference that when genus has been removed and difference has been removed, the species which are under them must be removed at the same time; just as if animal does not exist, neither horse nor man exists, or if rational does not exist, there will be no animal that uses reason.

But the proper feature of genus, which distinguishes genus from difference, is to be predicated of more things than difference, species, proper, and accident. For animal is predicated of man, horse, bird, and serpent. But quadruped, which is a difference, is predicated only of animals having four feet. Man, since it is a species, is predicated only of individuals of man. And neigh-able, since it is a proper, is predicated only of horse and of those which are particular horses. And accident is similarly predicated of fewer things than animal, because one common accident cannot happen to all things.

But lest someone sophistically press against the foregoing, we say that one must take the divisive difference by which genus is divided, and not those which complete the substance of genera in the constitution of species, as act completes potency.

Further, they differ in this, that genus contains differences by power in the range of its commonness. For animal, since it is a genus, is also this rational thing or that irrational thing. Further, they also differ because genera are prior to the differences placed under them; on account of this, when genera are removed, they remove differences at the same time, but they are not removed at the same time when differences are removed. For when animal is removed, rational and irrational, which are its differences, are removed. But differences when removed do not at the same time remove genus; for if all differences of animal are destroyed, nevertheless animated sensible substance can be understood, but it could not be understood unless it remained according to intelligible being. Further, they differ also in this, that genus is predicated in what it is, but difference in what-sort-of what it is, as has been said. Further, they differ also in this, that genus is one by the unity of the essence of genus according to each species; for a species is not constituted except in one genus existing in it, as the one genus of man is that which is animal. But differences are many in the constitution of one species, namely proximate and remote, as in man rational, mortal, receptive of mind and discipline, by which man differs from other animals. Further also genus differs from difference in this, that in the constitution of species genus is like matter, but difference is like form. But since there are also many other things common in which genus and difference agree, and proper things in which they differ, for the proposed intention now these things that have been said suffice.
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CHAPTER V.

On the common and proper features of genus and species.

Now the common and proper features of genus and species must be assigned. Therefore we say that genus and species have in common that they are predicated of many, through the fact that each of them is a universal which is in many and of many. But although such commonality belongs both to the most general and to subaltern genus, and similarly to the most special and subaltern species, nevertheless according as here we assign common features to genus and species, we intend that genus be taken as genus and not as species, and species be taken as species and not as genus, although compared to diverse things some of these can be genera and species. Therefore this belongs especially to the genus which is genus only, and to the species which is species only. For although genus taken as genus is predicated of many things differing in species and differing in number, and species taken as species is predicated of many things differing in number only, nevertheless in this common point genus and species agree, although they differ in mode, because genus is predicated as a part, but species as the whole being of those of which it is predicated; but here we do not concern ourselves with the differing modes.

By a second commonality genus and species again agree, that each is prior to that of which it is predicated. And the cause of this is that they are essential principles of those things of which they are predicated; but a principle is prior by nature and understanding to that of which it is a principle.

They have a third commonality because each of them is a certain whole with respect to those things of which it is predicated. But a containing whole is related to that which it contains, and it is not predicated of it except as it is the notion of the whole, as has often been said in the preceding matters.

But when the agreements between genus and species have been assigned, one must also posit the differences, because things which agree in all things and differ in nothing are the same and not different. But genera and species are different, and therefore it is necessary to distinguish their differences from one another. They differ by a first difference taken from the range of their commonness, from the fact that genus contains species under itself, while species is contained and does not contain genera by such a mode of containment; although genera are contained in another mode, namely as an essential part which is contained as matter in the composite whole. And this is composed from the sayings of Avicenna. The proof of this difference is that genus is in more things according to the range of its quantity than species, as is clear from what was said before.

But the second difference is that genera must, according to understanding, lie before species. The proof and cause of this is that genera cannot perfect species unless informed by specific differences. But when something formed constitutes something, it lies before it, as copper lies before the form of a statue.

On account of this the third difference is concluded, namely that genera naturally, as a cause according to understanding, are prior to species.

From this again a fourth difference is concluded, namely that when genera have been destroyed, species are destroyed at the same time, just as a corrupted principle destroys the thing principled. But it is not converted, because as was said above, when all differences and species have been destroyed, genus is still preserved according to intellectual being. And therefore when species has been posited, genus also is necessarily posited, because in species genus is in act and understanding. But when genus has been posited, it does not follow absolutely that species exists, because species is in genus only potentially; but when potency has been posited, for this reason a being is not posited actually, because a being in potency is not according to act.

But the fifth difference is that genera are predicated univocally of species, because they give them their name and substance and account; this alone is called to be predicated univocally. But species is least of all predicated of genus by ordered predication; for it is not predicated of genera except per accidens, as when it is said, a certain animal is man. But according as it is not per se, the predication is not univocal, although a certain animal is man and the account of a certain thing belongs to the universal man.

Further, the sixth difference is that genera exceed species in the containment of those species which are under the genus, because according to the range of commonality species do not contain genera. But constituted species exceed genera by containment of their proper differences through which they are constituted, because those are contained in species in act, while genus has them only in potency, as was said in the preceding matters.

Further, another difference is in this, that species said in any mode, whether most special or subaltern, can never become most general, because this is contrary to the account of most general. But the most general is that which, since it is genus, can never become species. And similarly that which is in some mode genus, whether most general or subaltern, never becomes most special; for this would be contrary to the account of the most special, because the account of most special is that, since it is species, it can never become genus.

But this whole thing is as Porphyry says. Genus and species indeed have in common, as has been said, being predicated of many. Species, however, is taken as species, not as genus, if the same thing has been genus and species. It is also common to these, namely genus and species, to be prior to those of which they are predicated, for the Greek genitive is put for the ablative. It is also common to them to be a certain whole being of those of which they are predicated, so that each is a certain whole of its subjects.

But they differ from one another in that genus contains species under itself by the containment of its commonness. Species, however, is contained and does not contain genera. And this is because genus is in more things than species, and therefore genera must lie before species, since in species they are formed by specific differences so that they can perfect species; hence genera also are naturally prior.

And from this it follows that when they are destroyed, species are destroyed at the same time, although they are not destroyed at the same time when species are destroyed. From this again it follows that when species exists, genus is posited, but when genus is posited, it does not follow absolutely that species is posited. And genera are predicated univocally of species, for they give them their name and the account of substance. But species are least of all predicated of genera, except per accidens, for it happens to a certain animal to be man. Further, genera exceed by the containment of their commonness the containment of those species which are under them. But species exceeds genera by its proper differences, constitutive of its substance, which it has in itself in act and understanding. Further, neither will species, in whatever mode it is species, ever become most general; nor will genus, in whatever mode it is genus, ever become most special.
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CHAPTER VI.

On the agreements and differences of genus and proper.

Now the commonalities and differences of genus and proper must be assigned according to the order of consequence. Therefore we say that the first commonality or agreement between genus and proper is that each of these predicables follows the species of which it is predicated. But we say follows not according to nature, because in that way genus is prior to species, but we say that it follows according to the account of consequence. For it follows: if man is, animal is; and if man is, risible is. But when proper follows upon species, together with the account of consequence there is also the order of nature and understanding, because species is the cause of proper, and not conversely.

But the second agreement of genus and proper is that both genus and proper are not predicated according to more and less of the species of which they are predicated and which participate that proper. But here we take participate broadly, not properly; for properly inferiors participate their superiors, which are in their substances in name, essence, and account, as Aristotle says1. But here we take participation broadly, insofar as then proper participates species as its cause and subject. For equally and not according to more and less, man and ox, which are species of animal, are animal, participating genus; and equally Cato and Cicero, who are individuals of the species man, are risible, participating that which is the proper of man, by participation broadly so called. Nor do they participate the proper of their species according to more and less.

For the third agreement between genus and proper is this, that it is common to them because genus is predicated univocally of all its proper species, so that it gives them name and the account of substance according to the name by which it is predicated of them. Similarly proper, of those of which it is proper and of which it is predicated, gives them its name and account, although proper gives its name and account to its subject otherwise than genus does. For proper can be defined as proper, and then the subject is in the account of the proper. And if it gave its account to the subject in this mode, the same thing would be in the definition of it, and the same would be predicated of itself. For risible, insofar as it is defined as proper, is man naturally apt to laugh. If it gave this account to the subject, then it would be said thus: man is man naturally apt to laugh. But proper can be defined otherwise, insofar as it says a thing which is an accident orderable in the genus of predicament; then risible is naturally apt to laugh, and in that mode it gives its own account to that of which it is predicated. Hence this commonality of genus and proper is taken in common, so that there is no concern, as to the intention of this commonality, about the mode in which each, namely genus and proper, is properly predicated univocally.

But genus and proper differ from each other in this, that genus is prior by nature and understanding to that of which it is predicated. Proper, however, is posterior by nature and understanding to that of which it is predicated, that is, to the species of which it is predicated. The proof of this is that when genus is predicated of species, as animal of the species of animals, such as man and lion, animal must be prior as the principle of the species. And this is clear thus: animal is posited according to understanding before it is taken in the species of which it is predicated; thereafter it must be divided by specific differences, which are proper to the genus constituting species. On account of this genus is prior in act, nature, and understanding than species, of which the genus itself is predicated. But proper, since it is caused by the species of which it is predicated and flows from the principles
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Chapter VI. On the agreements and differences of genus and proper.

of the species, it follows upon the species according to nature and understanding.

But they differ by a second difference, that genus must be predicated of several species. For there cannot be a genus which does not have several species, as was determined in the tractate on Genus1. Proper, however, is fittingly predicated of one species alone of which it is the proper, because if it belonged to several, it would not be proper while the account of its name was preserved.

Further, the third difference is that proper is indeed predicated conversely of that of which it is proper: for if it is risible, it is man, and conversely, if it is man, it is risible. But genus is predicated convertibly and universally of no one thing taken singly of which it is the genus. This is clear because it does not follow, if animal is, man is; nor does it follow, if animal is, risible is; although conversely it follows, if man is, animal is, and if risible is, animal is. But between proper and species there is a converse relation, because if man is, risible is, and conversely if risible is, man is.

Further, the fourth difference between genus and proper is that proper inheres in every species of which it is predicated, and in it alone, and always. But genus indeed inheres in every species of which it is predicated, so that it is predicated of every one of its individuals; it also inheres always, but it does not inhere in that species alone, because it inheres in other species of the same genus, as animal not only in man but also in ass, lion, and other species of brutes.

Further, still a fifth difference is that species when destroyed do not destroy those genera of which they are species, because it does not follow, if man is not, that animal is not. But propers when destroyed at the same time destroy those things of which they are propers, and conversely, because when substances or species of which they are propers have been destroyed, the destruction of those propers follows. For it follows that if horse is not, neigh-able is not. By these things therefore genus differs from proper.

Porphyry and the other ancients stated this thus: that it is common to genus and proper to follow species, for if man is, animal is, and if man is, risible is. It is also common that genus is predicated equally and not according to more and less of those species whose genus it is, and that proper is predicated equally and not according to more and less of those which participate it, taking participation broadly; for equally and not according to more and less man and ox are animal, and Cato and Cicero are risible. It is further common to them, namely genus and proper, to be predicated univocally of those of which they are: genus indeed of its species, and proper of those of which it is proper, by that univocation of which it has been said.

But genus and proper differ because genus is prior to those of which it is predicated, such as species, while proper is posterior to those of which it is predicated. For animal must first be in the being of genus, and then be divided by differences more proper, and thus it constitutes species. Genus also must be predicated of several species, but proper is predicated of one species alone of which it is the proper. Further, genus is predicated conversely of no thing whose genus it is, as belongs to species or proper; for neither if animal is, man is, nor if animal is, risible is. But proper is predicated conversely, because if man is, risible is, and if risible is, man is. Further, proper inheres in every species of which it is proper, in every individual, in the species alone, and always. But genus indeed inheres in every species of which it is predicated and always, but not in it alone, because it is also predicated of opposite species. Further there is another difference: species when destroyed do not at the same time destroy genera of which they are species. But propers when destroyed at the same time destroy the species of which they are propers. And this is because proper flows from the principles of species, and species is its adequate cause; when the proper, an effect convertible with its cause, has been destroyed, the cause must also be destroyed, and conversely, when those species of which they are propers have been destroyed, the propers themselves must also be destroyed, because when an adequate cause has been destroyed, the effect must be destroyed.
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CHAPTER VII.

On the commonalities and differences of genus and accident.

Consequently one must deal with the commonalities and differences of genus and accident, according as each is a universal. Therefore we say that it is common to genus and accident that each is predicated of several, as has often been said; for this belongs to each of them according as they are universals. And this indeed belongs both to separable and inseparable accident. For to be moved, which is a separable accident, is predicated of several and of very many. But black, which is an inseparable accident, is predicated of all ravens, all Ethiopians, and also of some inanimate things, as of coal, rotten oak, cut ebony, and many other things of this sort.

Although there are many commonalities of accident with genus, nevertheless those are manifest from the foregoing or through themselves, as some say, such as not being predicated conversely and other things of this sort; for every raven is black, but not every black thing is a raven, just as every man is an animal, but not every animal is man.

There is a difference between genus and accident first because genus, as a principle, is before the species of which it is predicated. For although some accident is inseparable, nevertheless according to nature that to which it happens is prior to the accident itself; for the subject must be a being completed in itself, as Avicenna says, before it is the occasion or cause that accidental being is in it.

But the second difference is that all those things which participate genera as genera participate them equally and not according to more and less. The cause of this is that they participate them at the term, and because being is one, which does not receive more and less. But genus is the principle of the being of those things which participate it. Accidents, however, are in those that participate them unequally; for the very participation of accidents receives intension and remission, because the name of accident is placed at the term, either according to approach to the true imposition of the name, or according to the intension and remission of the cause which it has in the subject. For just as by nature a white raven can be understood beneath, so while the raven is preserved by nature, a raven less black and more black can be understood. But participation of genera least of all and in no way receives more and less, for the causes that have been stated.

There is still another difference, because accidents subsist principally and immediately in individuals, because the proper subjects of common accidents are individuals. But genera and species are more properly naturally prior to the individuals that stand under them. For genera are principles of species, and species are the whole being of individuals; and what is the principle of a principle is also the principle of the thing principled.

Further there is also another difference: because genus is predicable in what it is of the species which are under it, in which however genus differs both from difference, proper, and accident. But accidents which have absolute being are predicated in that something is what-sort-of, namely quality and quantity. Those which have being of comparison or being mixed with comparison, as toward something, to act and to be acted upon, and other such things, are predicated in how each one of the things of which they are predicated is disposed. For if someone is asked, what-sort-of is the Ethiopian, he fittingly answers that he is black. But if he is asked how Socrates is disposed in bodily disposition, he fittingly answers that he sits or stands. If it is asked how he is disposed in acting, he will say that he walks or does something else.

These therefore are the differences of genus and accident, and this indeed is as Porphyry says. But it is common to genus and accident, as has been said, to be predicated of several, whether of the number of separable accidents or of the number of inseparable accidents. For to be moved is predicated of several, which is of the number of separable accidents. But black, which is of the number of inseparables, is also predicated of several, as of all ravens, of Ethiopians, and of some inanimate things. But genus differs from accident because genus is before the species of which it is predicated according to nature and understanding. Accidents, however, are posterior according to nature to the species of which they are predicated; for even if an inseparable accident is taken, about which this seems less true, nevertheless the subject to which it happens is prior by nature to what happens to it. And genera also differ from accident in this, that those things which participate genera participate them equally and not according to more and less. But the things that participate accidents do not participate them equally. For the participation of accidents receives intension and remission. But participation of genera least of all receives intension and remission. There is also a difference because accidents subsist principally in the individuals of which they are predicated, and then the individuals are prior to the accidents which are in them. But genera and species are naturally prior to the individuals of which they are predicated. There is still another difference, that genera are predicated in what of the species and individuals which are under them; accidents, however, are predicated in what-sort-of something is, or how each of those of which they are predicated is disposed. And this is proved by example: for when you are asked what-sort-of the Ethiopian is, you say black; or when asked how Socrates is disposed in position of body or action, you fittingly say that he sits or walks.

Therefore in what genus differs from the other four has been said sufficiently for the present intention. It happens, or is consequent, after this to say how each one of the other universals differs from the four other universals apart from genus. For when any one of those five is compared to the other four, all the differences will become twenty, because four times five are twenty; but always, once the differences of the posterior things have been enumerated, the differences of the posterior things compared are exceeded by one difference which the things compared before have more than they have, because that difference has already been taken or had in the previous comparisons. But the things compared in the third place are exceeded by three; those compared in the fourth place by four differences. It remains that only ten differences remain to be stated. In the second place, when difference is compared to species, proper, and accident, that difference which was of difference to genus is omitted, because it was already had in the comparison of genus to difference, and the difference of genus to difference is the same as that of difference to genus. Then the following comparison is separated by one, and again the following is exceeded by the preceding. For when species is compared to proper and accident, the comparison of species to genus and to difference is omitted, because those have already been had in the comparison of genus to species and in the comparison of difference to species. And so with the others, because the following always has one less than the immediately preceding; and then all which are remaining become only ten: four, namely, in the comparison of difference to the others, three in the comparison of species to the others, two in the comparison of proper to the others, and one in the consideration and comparison of the final universal.

Or if these are numbered from the side of things compared to one another, then first he compares difference to the other three, and the fourth has been had before, which is the comparison to genus. And in the third place the comparison of species to two others is made, and two species of comparison have been had: one, the comparison of species to genus, and the other, the comparison of species to difference. And fourth the comparison of proper to accident is made, and three have been had, namely proper to genus, proper to difference, and proper to species. But last is the comparison of accident, which has four before it, namely the comparison of accident to genus, accident to difference, accident to species, and accident to proper; for genus differs from difference, species, proper, and accident.

Therefore all the differences of genus itself to the other four are four. But in what difference differs from genus has been said when it was being said in what genus differs from difference. Therefore it remains to say in what difference differs from species, proper, and accident, and there are three differences. Again, in what species differs from difference was said when it was being said in what difference differs from species. Therefore what remains is to say in what species differs from proper and accident. Therefore there are two of these differences. But it remains to say in what proper differs from accident, for in what it differs from genus, difference, and species was said in their differences toward it. Therefore, with four differences of genus to the others taken, three of difference to the others, two of species to the others, and one of proper to accident, all will be ten differences: of these, four will be of genus to the others, as we have already demonstrated above. We shall speak of the others consequently.
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CHAPTER VIII.

On the common and proper features of difference and species.

Therefore let us say that it is common to difference and species to be participated equally and not according to more and less by their inferiors. This is manifest through examples: particular men participate man, which is species, equally and not according to more and less, and similarly they participate rational, which is difference, not according to more and less. The cause of this has already been assigned above, namely that species is the whole being of individuals and difference is part of the being of species and individuals, and it does not receive more and less. For if it received more and less according to being, something would be added to or diminished from being or toward being; then it would not be the same being as before, which is false and impossible.

By a second commonality it is common that species and difference always are present to those things that participate them, and they are not altered by them, as alteration occurs in accidental forms. This will be stated here by example: Socrates is always rational, and Socrates is always man. For this relation, which is of a particular to an essential universal, whether it is whole being as species or part of being as difference, is perpetual. And therefore Avicenna and Algazel say that this is always true, Socrates is man, and this, man is animal, and animal is substance, and every proposition in which the predicate belongs to the account of the subject and is enclosed in its understanding.

But if someone infers thus: man is always animal, or animal is always substance, and being man or being substance does not diminish from being, as when it is said, dead man; therefore if man is always animal, man always is. It is clear that it does not follow, and there is a fallacy there of simply and in a certain respect; because when it is said, man is always animal, the always that I say means only the everlastingness of the relation of subject to predicate, and the conclusion is inferred as though it meant everlastingness simply. Yet Avicenna and Algazel give another cause of this consequence. They say that these are per se: this man is man, and man is animal, and animal is substance, and that they are always true for the cause that has been stated, namely that the predicate is enclosed in the subject in act and understanding. But if it is inferred, man is substance, therefore man is, they say it does not follow, because that is is the same as actually; and this happens, for being actually happens to what is said, man is substance; whether man is actually or is not actually, this is always true, man is substance.

With the agreements of difference and species assigned, their proper features must also be touched on. We have already said that it is proper to difference, by which it differs from species, although each of these universals is an essential predicate, that difference is predicated in what-sort-of. But it belongs to species to be predicated in what it is. For although common man is sometimes taken as a quality, as common, whether genus or species, signifies a what-sort-of something, which in some mode is taken oppositely to this something, nevertheless on this account it will not simply be a quality of something, as difference is the quality of genus, proper the quality of species, and accident the quality of the individual; but it will be a certain quality according to humanity according to this, that differences, which are essential qualities, coming to the genus have constituted species as what-sort-of something. For every common thing in this way, a what-sort-of something, is constituted by the quality of its common form.

Further, the second property by which difference and species are distinguished is that difference, since it is general, as has been said in the preceding matters, is often considered in several species, as genus also is, just as quadruped is considered as a universal in several animals differing in species. Avicenna and Averroes say the cause of this is that such a difference is put in place of genus and is a circumlocution of genus. But species which is species and not genus is not considered according to being in several things differing in species, but only in those individuals which are under the same species. For if species is taken as subaltern genus, then the difference of difference and of such a genus was posited not here but in the preceding matters; and therefore here he speaks only of species which cannot be genus.

Further, the third difference is that difference is first or prior by nature and understanding to that species which is constituted according to that difference, just as an essential principle is prior to the thing principled. The proof of this is that what is prior in this way is that from which the consequence of subsisting is not converted: for when rational, which is difference, is removed, man, which is species, is removed; but when man is destroyed or removed, it does not necessarily follow that rational is destroyed, since when man has been destroyed, God according to the Stoics is still something rational. And what can be objected here concerning the final convertible difference has already been solved in the preceding tractate on Difference. Yet Avicenna says that all these things were said by Porphyry through ignorance.

Further, the fourth difference is that difference is composed with another difference especially for constituting species. This is manifest by example, because rational and mortal, one composed with the other, is in the constitution or composition of man, or in constituting the substance of the name. But species is not composed with species so as to beget some species which is the same in the substances, supposits, or individuals of those species, in the way difference is composed with difference to constitute the substance of species, which has the same supposits that the other of the two differences has. For the supposits of rational and mortal are the same. For although a certain horse is mixed with a certain ass for the generation of a mule, nevertheless if horse is taken simply or universally, and is mixed universally in the species of ass, it never perfects a mule.

But concerning what is said here, that difference is composed with difference, one must know that this is impossible if each of the differences is taken as final act. But if one is taken as imperfect and in potency to the other, then the first is as genus to the other, and the second is as act and perfection, and then it is possible. And this is what Avicenna says, that two differences not of the same order come together for the constitution of species, of which one is prior and the other posterior, as rational, which is more common than man, and mortal, which is posterior and taken in the same rational nature as determining to the species man. But what is said, that species do not come together, was said because species is that which is perfected by final act in those things which are formally perfected; and from two things perfected in act something cannot come to be in any nature. And what is said of horse and ass coming together so that a mule is made occurs in many other animals, as in dog and fox and others which are near according to complexion, so that one tempers the seed of the other, as the heat of the seed of the horse is tempered by the coldness of the ass, and whose time of impregnation is the same. And then also, as Avicenna says, they do not come together for the constitution of an animal whose individuals agree with the individuals of the other of those species, as what is constituted from two differences is the same as the individuals of each of those differences, because the individuals of mule do not agree with the individuals of ass nor with the individuals of horse. But what certain people say, and what Porphyry seems to say, namely that a certain horse and a certain ass come together for the generation of a mule, and that horse simply and ass simply come together for the generation of this mule, is said very inconsiderately, because even horse simply with mare simply do not come together for the generation of this horse. For actions and operations are not of universals, but only of particulars; and universals are generated only per accidens, or consequently in the generation of particulars. For simply speaking, universals are ingenerable and incorruptible.

This therefore is what the ancients said about the common and proper features of difference and species; for this is clear from their words. They say thus: therefore it is common to difference and species to be participated equally, and not according to more and less, by those of which they are predicated; for particular men participate man equally, and similarly rational difference. It is also common to them to be always present to those things which participate them; for Socrates is always rational, and Socrates is always man. But what is altogether proper to difference is to be predicated in what-sort-of; but species is predicated in what it is. But if common man is taken as a quality, nevertheless it will not be quality simply and absolutely, but according to the fact that differences coming to genus constitute man, who is species; thus it is what-sort-of something, and not simply what-sort-of or quality, because the what of the genus has been formed by difference in it. Further, they have another proper feature by which they differ, because one divisive and common difference is considered in several species in which it is actually and at once, just as quadruped is considered in several animals differing in species. But species which is only species is considered only in the individuals which are under it. Further, they also differ because difference is first or prior to that species which is constituted according to it; the sign of this is that rational, when removed, at the same time destroys man, but man when destroyed does not destroy rational, since God still exists when man does not. Further they still differ because difference, since it is general and not final and convertible, is composed with another difference. For rational and mortal, one composed with the other as potency and act, is in the substance of man which is species; but species is not composed with species so as to beget some other species. And if an objection is made about ass and horse in the generation of a mule, we say that a certain ass is mixed with a certain horse for the generation of a mule, but horse simply agreeing with ass simply never perfects a mule.
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CHAPTER IX.

On the commonalities and differences of difference and proper.

Now let us state the differences and common features of difference and proper. Therefore difference and proper have in common by a first commonality that they are participated equally and not according to intension and remission by their supposits of which they are predicated. For each of them is participated at the term, because one, namely difference, is the formal part of being itself, which, as has often been said, is one and does not receive more and less. But proper is formally imposed from the aptitude of a natural potency; this aptitude is completed in potency by a habit, and not by act which is operation, since it is a greater completion by which potency is completed through habit, and it says its own thing at the term. Therefore it cannot receive more and less, although, as has been said in the preceding matters, it can have in substance things impeding or expediting act, by which it acts through that potency more readily or less readily. But these do not vary the potency standing in natural habit. Therefore these two are participated equally by those things that participate them. For the things that are rational, of which rational is predicated, are rational equally and not according to more and less; and similarly the things that are risible, of which risible is predicated, are risible equally and not according to more and less.

Further, they agree in this, that each, namely difference and proper, is always and to every thing, or universally, present to those of which they are predicated, because they are attributed to those of which they are predicated according to natural power and aptitude and not according to act. For although one who is two-footed according to nature lacks one foot or both, the formal substance in him by which he is formed to having two feet does not on this account perish. Rather, that which by such a nature has been formed to being two-footed is always called two-footed by aptitude of nature, just as risible, from natural potency completed with natural habit, is always called risible, although it does not always laugh according to effect, nor does it have more natural potency in act when it laughs than when it weeps. If it has it otherwise and has it relative to something, it is always in equal aptitude which it does not exercise according to act.

But the proper feature by which difference is distinguished from proper is that some difference, namely one which is not final and has the name of true difference, is always said of several species just as genus is. This is proved by example, because rational, which is difference, is predicated of man and of God according to the Stoics and Epicureans, who posited many rational gods and goddesses. Proper, however, is predicated only of the one species of which it is the proper, and of the individuals of that species. And all these things are plain from the foregoing.

They also differ further in this, that difference follows universally upon those things of which it is the difference without conversion, as genus does. For it follows: if man is, rational is; but it is not converted, that if rational is, for this reason it follows that man is, according to the Stoics. But propers are predicated conversely of those things of which they are propers: for if man is, risible is, and if risible is, man is. And Porphyry said these things almost under the same words; therefore it is not necessary to set down his words.
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CHAPTER X.

On the commonalities and differences of difference and accident.

To difference and accident, as Porphyry says, it is common to be predicated of many insofar as each of them is a universal; for this belongs to every universal insofar as it is in many and of many. But difference has a special commonality with inseparable accident, namely that both difference and inseparable accident are always present to all the things of which they are predicated. This is proved by example and induction: because two-footed is always present to ravens, since it is a difference predicated of ravens and men; and being black, which is predicated of ravens as an inseparable accident, is always present to ravens, although a raven could also become white by age or art. Yet because raven names not only the species, but the material subject is designated in such a complexion, which is the cause of blackness, this accident, once such a subject is named, is always an inseparable accident.

Difference and accident also differ in this, that difference contains within the range of its commonness those things of which it is predicated. For to contain is to enclose within its commonness those things of which it is predicated; therefore difference contains and is not contained by those things of which it is predicated. Thus this difference which is rational contains the whole man and his particulars. But accidents neither properly nor truly, but in a certain way, contain some of the things of which they are predicated according as they are in many, and they exceed the things of which they are predicated. But in a certain way they contain, because the subjects of which they are predicated are not all susceptible of them, but very many are; and they contain all the things in which they are, and are exceeded by those things in which they are not. For white is predicated of white men and in a certain way contains them, but is not predicated of non-white men; and some man is not white, and some white thing is not man, because it can be in another subject than man. Therefore when it is said, man is white, man is contained; but this containment is not proper, because to contain belongs to substantial form. Therefore accident, insofar as it is form, contains; but insofar as it is a flowing accident, has being and is contained by the subject. Porphyry's speech is indeed obscure, but I think the understanding I have stated is the truer one.

There is still another difference between difference and accident, because difference is not intensible and remissible, as is clear from the things said above, where the objections made against this saying were also solved. But accidents receive more and less, because they have material causes and according to themselves do not name their thing at the term. And these things are altogether plain from the foregoing.

Further there is another difference, that contrary differences are immiscible for the constitution of some species; for from rational and irrational no one species is constituted. But contrary accidents are mixed for the constitution of another, as if contrary colors and flavors were mixed for the constitution of a mean.

And if it is objected that contrary colors also have contrary differences and species, one must say that he is not speaking here of the mode in which colors and the formal differences of colors are considered, through which color is ordered in the genus of quality, but rather of the material being of accident insofar as it is a universal predicated of those things which are denominated from it. In this way it is clear that it receives intension and remission through admixture of a contrary or contraries, or purification, because the whiter in this way is more unmixed with black, as is said in the fourth book of the Topics1. But when it receives more and less, it sometimes receives that because it has receded from the contrary, as worse evil has receded from good; sometimes because it has approached the term, as better good is nearer to the highest good; and sometimes according to admixture of a contrary, as white into whiter, as has been said. Therefore of this sort are the commonalities and properties of difference and of the remaining universals.

Notes

	Chapter 9. (Cap. 9.) ↩
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CHAPTER XI.

On the agreements and differences of species and proper.

After this it follows to state the agreements and differences of species and proper. For in what species differs from genus and from difference was said before in the chapters in which we said how genus differs from the other universals and how difference differs from the others. Therefore we say that it is common to species and proper to be predicated of one another. This is clear by example, because if man is, risible is, and conversely if risible is, man is. The cause of this conversion is that species, by substantial principles, posits the aptitude which is proper, as a proximate and adequate cause posits an effect. Similarly the aptitude itself which is proper leaves behind such a subject and posits it, just as a proper effect adequate to its cause posits its cause. The proper which is risible also does this because it is not said according to actually laughing, but according to the aptitude according to which it is naturally apt; and this aptitude is always in the subject of the proper, as has already often been said in the preceding matters.

The second agreement is to be participated equally, and not according to more and less, by those which participate species; and similarly propers are participated equally by those whose propers they are. Nor here do we take this in participation most properly so called; for broadly we say that something participates what it has in itself, and that what inheres in another is participated, whether it inheres per se or per accidens.

With all these common features of species and proper assigned, the things in which they differ from one another must be assigned. Therefore we say that species differs from proper in this, because what is species with respect to one thing can be genus with respect to another; but this is not true of the most special species. But proper, since it is the proper of this species which is most special, cannot possibly be the proper of other species. Yet if it were the proper of a subaltern species which is genus with respect to another, it would not be impossible for it to be the proper of those species which are contained under it, as Avicenna says. Hence in this difference Porphyry takes species as not most special, which he did not do in the assignment of the other differences. But he refers proper to the most special species, although before he posited the subaltern; and therefore what he says is not said sufficiently according to art.

But the second difference is that species subsists first by understanding and nature in being and substance before proper; but proper later, once species has been taken according to being, comes to be in species from the principles of species already subsisting in nature. This is proved by example: because man must first be so that risible may be caused from him, and therefore man is received in the definition of risible, just as subject is received in the definition of passion.

Further, the third difference is that species is always actually in the subject of which it is predicated, because it is participated actually, since it is the whole being of that of which it is predicated; but proper sometimes inheres actually, while by the power of aptitude it always inheres. This is taught by example: because Socrates is always actually man, operating and acting humanly, but does not always laugh, although by aptitude of nature he is always risible.

Further, fourth, they differ because things whose terms or definitions are different are themselves defined things that are different. But the definition of every species is that it is under an assigned genus, and the definition of most special species is that it is predicable in what of many differing only in number, and the other things of this sort which were said in the tractate on Species. But the definition of proper which is truly proper is that it is present to it alone and to all and always; these definitions are different. We place this difference here so that species and proper are not believed to be the same by essence because they are predicated conversely. These therefore are the common and proper features of species and proper.
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CHAPTER XII.

On the agreements and differences of species and accident.

But it is common to species and accident that they are predicated of many insofar as they are universals. There are no other commonalities between species and accident, because that to which something happens as species and that which happens differ very greatly from each other according to the mode of being. For that to which something happens is substance; but that which happens is accident. These differ as being per se and being not per se but in another.

And if it is objected that among things very distant agreements should especially be sought, one must say that this is true if they were found; but because they communicate in nothing, special agreements are not found, but only that one is found which is general to all.

But several differences are found. For the proper features by which each is distinguished are these: that it belongs to species to be predicated in what it is; but to accident which is mixed with relation and composition toward something and toward all the other predicaments, it belongs to be predicated in how it is disposed.

But another difference is that each individual substance which is properly substance can participate only one species, which is its whole formal being. For when there is one thing which is formal being and whole, there cannot be another which is whole being. But each substance can participate several accidents, both separable and inseparable, as is finally clear in many examples.

Further, the third difference is that species can be understood beneath as existing in itself from its substantial principles before the accidents which are in it, although they are also inseparable. The proof of this is that it is necessary to suppose the subject to be completed in itself, so that something may afterward happen to it. But accidents, in order that they may be, suppose before themselves the being of a subject, because with respect to the subject they are beings of a posterior genus and of an adventitious nature, because they are of a posterior genus. Therefore they are called accidents, as though things falling to, because they fall to the subject, because they are of an adventitious nature; therefore they do not come and flow from intrinsic things.

Further, the participation of species by these subjects is equally and not according to more and less. But accident is participated by those of which it is predicated, even if it is an inseparable accident, according to more and less, not equally. For it happens that an Ethiopian with respect to another Ethiopian has an intense black color, or black remitted in blackness. And therefore the common and proper features of species and accident have been stated. It remains therefore to state the common and proper features of proper and accident; for in what proper differs from species, difference, and genus was stated in their differences toward it.
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CHAPTER XIII.

On the common features of proper and inseparable accident, and their differences.

Therefore we say that what is common to proper and inseparable accident is that without them those subjects of theirs in which they are, of which they are predicated, and in which they are considered to inhere, never stand. This is clear: for just as without risible, which is a proper, man, who is the subject of which proper is predicated, does not subsist, so without blackness an Ethiopian never subsists, provided Ethiopian by its name imports the complexion of the Ethiopian causing blackness, as was said in the preceding matters. And the cause of this is the second commonality of proper and inseparable accident, because just as proper is always and to every one present, so also inseparable accident is present. For it is present and always, although it is not present to it alone as proper is, on account of which it is not predicated conversely. But the other commonalities are toward certain things, such as being predicated non-essentially in what-sort-of of many, as is now clear through the preceding matters. But separable accident has no proper commonality except this, which had already been stated among the common features of all universals together.

But the last two universals differ from one another first in this, that proper is present to one species alone of which it is the proper, as risible is present to man. But inseparable accident, as black, is present not only to the Ethiopian or only to the raven, but also to coal and ebony and certain others; thus proper does not determine such a subject for itself.

Further, the second difference is that proper is predicated conversely and equally, not according to more and less, of that of which it is the proper. But inseparable accident, because it determines for itself no determinate subject, is not predicated conversely.

Further, as has been said in the preceding matters, proper is participated equally and not according to more and less by its substances. But of accidents the participation of this one is according to more, and of that one according to less, for the causes determined in the preceding matters.

There are indeed also other commonalities and properties of these universals that have been discussed; but these things that have been said suffice for handing down and teaching their distinction from one another and their commonality which they have toward one another.
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TRACTATE IX.

ON THE COMPARISON OF ALL THESE UNIVERSALS TO ONE ANOTHER FROM AVICENNA'S LOGIC ON THE COMPARISON OF THESE FIVE AMONG THEMSELVES.

CHAPTER I.

How all these coincide in one.

Although in the preceding matters what Porphyry handed down about the five universals has already been determined, nevertheless there are still certain things which it is useful to know from those things which Avendar the Israelite philosopher translated into Latin from the logical teachings of the Arabs, and especially from the logic of Avicenna. The first chapter of this doctrine concerns the comparison of these five among themselves, and we set these things down for the perfection of the doctrine. Therefore first we say about the first universal, which is genus, that it is not the genus of each and every thing or of all things, but only of that thing which is a species under it. Similarly difference is not the difference of each and every thing, but according as it is divisive, it is only the difference of the genus which it divides; and according as it is constitutive, it is the difference of that species which it constitutes under the divided genus.

But one must know that each of these can be genus or quasi-genus toward another; each can be quasi-species, each can be quasi-difference, each can be quasi-proper, and each quasi-accident. For sensible is as species of this which we call apprehensive. For every sensible thing is apprehensive, and it is not converted, namely that every apprehensive thing would be sensible or sensitive. And this very sensible is a certain genus of hearing. For every hearing thing is sensible, and it is not converted. And similarly it is the genus of hearing, smelling, tasting, and touching, and this very sensible is the difference of animal. Similarly walkable is the genus of two-footed and four-footed, and is the species of movable, and is the proper or property of animal and a common accident of man. But sometimes these five agree according to the thing in one thing alone, and therefore all these five sometimes coincide in one and the same, although their mode of predicating according as they are diverse universals is never one.

And it must also be added that genus is not in any way the genus of difference, nor can difference be the species of genus. For if difference were a species of genus, since species is not made species except through difference, then difference would need another difference through which it would be made species, and then there would be difference of difference, which cannot be. For difference is a certain understanding or notion which according to understanding is outside the matter of genus. For rational is not the same as animal having reason, but is the same as a certain thing having reason, although by consequence it follows that it is animal; for animal having reason is man. But if animal were enclosed by understanding or conceived within the account of rational, then when animal rational were said, it would be the same as if animal which is animal having reason were said, which are the same according to



Tractate IX, Chapter I: How all these coincide in one

its intentions. But when difference is predicated, it is as when an inseparable accident is predicated of that of which it is predicated. For difference relates itself as an accident to genus, insofar as it follows upon the being of the genus; and the being of difference and the being of genus are not one being, but genus stands toward difference as matter holding itself, and the comparison of difference to genus is in a certain way like that of a proper which does not belong to every one, and this is an inseparable accident, as has been said in the preceding matters. But difference constitutes genus and gives it distinct being in effect. Although the difference itself is not within the definition of the genus, and the very being of difference is not within the being of genus, as the being of qualitative things is within quality, and the being of quantitative things is within quantity, nevertheless difference is the quality of the genus, and genus and the being of genus is in difference as within its essential quality. For difference is the quality of genus, as form is the quality of matter, making it qualified according to substantial being. But this is so when difference is absolute and simply the difference of genus: such that in no way is difference outside the nature of the genus, but it is of its nature as act is of the nature of potency; because if act were not of the nature of potency, potency would in no way desire act.

But if one attends diligently and subtly to what genus is and what difference is, then genus and difference are not wholly truly predicated except of species, because in species genus is in act, and difference is the act of species giving being. But the comparison of genus to difference is like the comparison of subject to an inseparable accident, which is not a common accident, because it is consequent, if it is as a proper that belongs to every one and not to it alone. But a common accident is sometimes, by comparison with genus, a property, and sometimes, by comparison with species, a common accident, as motion by voluntary motion, which is called processive motion, is a property of animal and a common accident of man.

Sometimes also a common accident is a property of a superior genus, as whiteness, which belongs to the properties of a terminated composite body and is a common accident of man; sometimes it belongs to the properties of the most general genus, and sometimes also a common accident is not the property of any genus, because it happens to another thing which is outside that genus, or also happens to that which is outside that whole category according to the order of the predicables of that most general genus or predicament. An example of this is that which is not to receive more and less, which belongs to the common features of man according to participation in species, and is common to him and to many others, nor is it the property of any man; for other most general genera have this. But the comparison of animal to this animal, when singular designation is added to animal, with the rationality which makes it a man not considered in this animal, is like the comparison of genus to proper individuals, which it has from itself and not by means of species: for then animal is predicated of this animal immediately, as species is predicated immediately of its individuals; and then it is not predicated as genus, for the predication of genus is of differences in species. Therefore animal is genus in comparison with single animals according as they have been made rational or constituted in another species.

Likewise rational, compared to this rational thing, with animality in this rational thing not considered, is predicated of it as species, according to the intention which we stated, namely that difference is sometimes taken as species and is not then predicated as difference. For difference belongs to individual animals differing in species. But we said that this rational thing is considered with animality considered. Likewise also risible is predicated of that risible thing not considered according as it is man, for it is not proper except to man and individuals. Further, risible compared in this way is a predicate as species. Likewise also white, which is commonly an accident of this white thing designated singularly, is predicated as species and not as accident. For a common accident is not an accident except to that which is its subject denominated by it, so that from it it is said to be white; but it is not an accident to this white thing when the subject in which it is is not considered, for it is compared to that as species.
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CHAPTER II.

How all these five universals are mixed with one another.

But one must know that these five not only all, or several of them, coincide in one, but also in a certain way are mixed among themselves. And this happens in many ways. For genus is sometimes mixed with difference. For apprehensive is as it were a certain difference of man, which is rational. For every rational thing is apprehensive, and it is not converted. And similarly animated, or having a soul, is the genus of rational, and is predicated in what it is of rational; and then it is the genus of difference. And it is clear that this happens to it as the difference of a superior genus: for animated is a difference of body, which is one of the middle genera. Sometimes also genus is mixed with accident, as color, which is the genus of those things that happen to man, which are as whiteness, blackness, and things of this sort. But this composition or mixture differs from the first; for it cannot be so that the genus of a constitutive difference is the constitutive genus of a species. But it is necessary that the genus of an accident be the genus of an accident constitutive toward the very species of the accident. Therefore the genus of difference is sometimes a constitutive difference of a genus or of a species, and besides this the genus of an accident is sometimes the genus of an accident of a genus, and sometimes of a species, as this very apprehensive is constitutive of an animal having apprehension through spirit or intellect; and color is of the accident of animal and of man, since it is the genus of special colors. But the mixture of genus with property is as wondering in act is of one wondering, which relates itself as genus to laughing in act; and then making a sound from appetite relates itself as genus to neighable, which is proper to horse.

But difference is sometimes mixed with genus, as sensible, which is the difference of things that walk, is mixed with rational. It is also sometimes mixed with property, as the comparison of three to the two right angles of a triangle, which three angles it has equal to two right angles. For this is the difference of that which is the property of a rectilinear triangle. But sometimes it is mixed with accident, as disgregative of sight, which is the difference of whiteness, which happens to sight.

Property also is sometimes mixed with genus: for walkable is a difference of animal, which is the genus of man, and is proper to man, which belongs to every one and not to him alone. Also sometimes it is mixed with difference and with species, because if the proper of the species is lacking, and when the species is more common than the proper, this happens when the difference has been more common. An example of this is being divided into two equal things, which belongs to an even number. But sometimes it is mixed with a common accident: for visible is a property of colored, but colored is a common accident of what is common.

But accident is sometimes mixed with genus, nor on account of this does it cease to be an accident of species; for it is an accident of species, and yet it is not a common accident of the genus, but is a property of the genus; and it is something which is a common accident of both, namely of genus and species, and along with this likewise also an accident of difference and of property.

### Marginal Labels

- Genus is mixed with difference.

- Genus is mixed with accident.

- Genus is mixed with proper.
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CHAPTER III.

How these five are certain natures, and how they are universals, and how intelligible, and how simple.

But one must attend to this, that all five can be considered in four ways. For if they are taken in themselves, so that the things themselves or natures are taken without some relation composed with them, and the simple nature itself is considered, in this way those five are certain natures, and chiefly genera and species, which can be obtained by an absolute act of understanding. Yet this is true of the others when that which is difference is not taken under the account of difference, but under the account of being or of a certain nature; and this is true of proper when that which is proper is taken not under the account of proper, but in the simplicity of a certain being; and this is also true of accident when it is taken as a part of being, and not under the account by which it adds to substance. Thus therefore these things taken beforehand are certain natures, as Avicenna and Alfarabius say.

But if these aforesaid things are taken according as aptitude for this, that they should be in many inferiors, is added to that simple nature, then they are now made universals, because universal is called universal from having aptitude, and not from the act by which it is made a universal in act. But whether this aptitude is in the thing which by its simplicity is apt to exist in many, and by multiplication of the dividing difference, or by division of matter, is made in act in many, or whether it is in the intellect alone, so that nothing of nature is in many, but only the intellect takes the likeness of one nature to the same nature in species in another and assimilates it in itself, was a question. And in the first way indeed those spoke who were called realists. But in the second way those spoke who were called nominalists. And this is not to be discussed at present; nevertheless in the preceding matters, in the common treatise on universals, we maintained what the realists said. But in whatever way, it is clear that simple nature is not universal, but nature taken in such aptitude.

But this same nature taken in the light of intelligence, of which it is itself a certain splendor and ray, according as we say that every form or simple nature is a splendor and ray of intelligence in the soul, like to itself in spiritual or intellectual being, on account of this, that the nature itself, through the intellectual nature which is in it as its essential part, works toward spiritual being, as light in the transparent works color according to spiritual being, which nevertheless in a terminated body it works according to its material being, because the acts of active things are in well-disposed patients according to the possibility of those receiving those acts, and not according to the power of the agent. Therefore in this way those five are either simple natures, or universals, or certain intellects existing in the soul.

But it must be known that these five, taken in the light of intelligence, are without all multiplicity; but through this, that in singulars they are terminated to matter, they are divided according to being, and thus they bring about multiplicity through this, that in each thing they are according to their whole being and according to their whole essence, and so indeed according to themselves they are before every multitude. But through this, that in sensible things and in matter they are made according to the quantity of the act of intelligence working in nature, through this they are made many according to the diverse multiplications of species or individual things.

Therefore if they are taken in themselves, they are simple natures and neither singular things nor universals. For if they had from simple nature that they were universals, since simple nature is only one, the universal would be only one, nor could it be in many and of many, which is contrary to the account of universal. But if from simple nature they had that they were singular things, the universal could be only one singular, and all other things similar to it would not receive its predication, which again cannot be. Therefore from simple nature they have neither that they are universals nor that they are singular things, but they have this from a relation which is added to simple nature, as has been said.

Further, according as they are simple and separate natures, they are neither in the intellect nor outside it; but according as they are in the light of agent intelligence, and in its light making all forms, thus they are as things moving the potential intellect which is the soul; and through these, when the intellectual soul turns itself toward them, they are made in the soul, provided that there is no impediment in the intellectual soul, according as the understood thing is as something acquired; and thus it receives the universal which is in the intellect. And therefore it is necessary that that nature be separated and abstracted from sensible, material, and particular things, and taken in the light of intelligence alone, of whose light it is itself the splendor and effect. And when the intellect composes with it the aptitude of existing in many, then it takes it as a logical universal and reasons about it as about a universal. And by opposition to that it takes its particular, when it composes with it those things which determine it to this matter and that, and individuating things, the collection of which cannot be found in many, and through which this designated something is affected.

And thus that simple nature is taken in fourfold being, namely in the being of simple nature, and in the being of aptitude to many, and in the being of the light of intelligence of which it itself is the splendor, and in the being of an individual designated through individuating things. And therefore it has the account of nature through the first, and has the account of universal through the second, and the account of speculative intellect through the third, and the account of particular and individual through the fourth. And although this belongs to first philosophy, nevertheless we have set it down here so that the doctrine may be more perfect, and because certain eminent Arabs set this down in the doctrine on universals. But since the first act of reason is to order sayables, as we said in the preceding matters, we have now pursued the accounts of orderable things; but concerning sayables to be ordered in genera, species, differences, propers, and accidents, henceforth we shall turn to treating them.

### Marginal Labels

- First.

- Second.

- Third.

- Fourth.

- Those simple natures in themselves are neither in the intellect nor outside the intellect.

- Simple nature is taken in fourfold being.
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