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Book II on the Categories, Tractate I, Chapter I

BOOK II ON THE CATEGORIES.

TRACTATE I. ON THE THINGS PRECEDING THE KNOWLEDGE OF THE BOOK OF THE CATEGORIES.

CHAPTER I. On the intention of the book, and the order, and the mode, and other things which are customarily asked.

In what has been treated before, it has been said that logic is the science through which one is taught how, through what is known, one may come to knowledge of the unknown. And this happens in two ways, according as there are two things which, when they are unknown, we desire to know, namely the complex and the incomplex. And the unknown incomplex cannot be known except by definition, or by some notion whatever. But the unknown complex cannot be known except by argumentation. It has also been said for this purpose that reason, which is the power embracing one thing with another, cannot come to an instrument by which it may draw out knowledge of the unknown from the known, except by three acts, which are to order one thing to another, to compose one thing with another, and to gather composed things according to the discourse which takes place from one thing into another. For thus, and not otherwise, it will receive knowledge of the unknown through that which is known.

Therefore the first act, which is to order one composable thing with another, is completed in two ways; and order itself occurs in two ways. The first thing required for the act of ordering reason is the account which is taken from the very form of orderable things, and this account is drawn from the universal and the particular; for through this, that the universal is that which is in many and said of many, the account of the order of predicate to subject is received; and concerning this, insofar as it belongs to the present intention, determination has already been made. Therefore it follows now to determine concerning those things which, according to the account previously stated, must be ordered to one another according to genera, species, differences, properties, and accidents. For this alone is that in which the ordering of reason is completed. And therefore here the things orderable to being subjected and being predicated must be ordered and determined according to all their diversity, which consists in the ten genera of predicables or categories.

But because it has already been proved among the things preceding logic that one does not come to the science of the unknown through the known except through speech disposed for signifying, whether a man inquires with himself through interiorly disposed speech, or inquires with another through speech outwardly uttered, it follows of necessity that the order of predicables cannot be determined except according as the predicable has to be designated under a word. For we cannot use the things themselves, investigatively unknown, because they are neither finite for us nor present; and therefore it is necessary to use signs and words. For this reason it is necessary to consider predicables according as they are signified by words; for which reason Boethius says that this science, namely that of the book of the Categories, is about the ten first words signifying the first genera of things. For order is not in the things themselves, but reason must posit order, just as it also makes the complexing and gathering of composed things.

And from these things it is plain what the subject of this book is: for the subject is the orderable thing in the account of what can be predicated or subjected, according as it stands under a word signifying such an order. And thus it is clear how this science is one from one subject.

But the parts of this subject are orderable things according to the diverse mode of predicating in substance and in accident, and in accidents according to all the nine genera of accidents. And so an infinite multitude is narrowed to ten genera, as Boethius says; but the ten are narrowed to two predicables, namely substance and accident; and the two to one predicable, namely that which is ordered to composition according to the account of predicable, or determined from universal and particular, or from subjectible and predicable. From this it is also clear what the cause of the undertaken work is: for a predicable is not composable with a subjectible except through the order of one to the other; and therefore it was necessary to determine concerning those orderable things themselves in genus and species.

It is also clear what the ultimate end is and what the proximate end is. The ultimate end is that, from things ordered, reason may receive the composition belonging to enunciation, which alone among utterances signifies the true; and a still further end is that from composed things there may be drawn a gathering of the consequence of one thing from another, through which the science of the complex, which is unknown, is received. But the proximate end, which is the term of the work, is that there may be had science of orderable things according to every genus, according as there can be a diverse mode of predicating, or a diverse order of the predicable to the subject of which it is predicated; and that science is the proper end of the book of the Categories.

But the mode of this science must be taken from the end; for that mode must be chosen by which, in the proposed matter, one can come to the intended end. Therefore, since it concerns incomplex things, it is indeed definitive insofar as it proceeds from things prior according to nature; but it is divisive insofar as it makes known what is prior through its posterior things which are in it. And the first, namely the definitive mode, makes known the substance and being of the thing. But the second, namely the divisive mode, makes known the power of the thing; for a thing is not perfectly known unless it is known according to being and according to power. But the third mode will be added by us not on account of the knowable thing, but on account of the one who seeks to know, and it has been added by predecessors so that the doctrine may be easier; and that is the mode which sets down examples.

There is, however, a doubt on the part of some, whether science can be had concerning genera, which, as Porphyry says, are the first principles of things, because science is a habit of a conclusion demonstrated through causes and principles. Therefore, since these are first principles of things, there are no other things prior to them through which the properties concerning them may be demonstrated. And thus science seems not able to be given concerning these things, but they ought to be presupposed in science. But this is not difficult to solve: for these, according to the thing and according as they are certain natures and parts of being, are first principles; but according as they are something predicable or orderable in a genus according to this or that mode of predicating or being subjected, they are not considered as principles, and they have many properties and passions which are demonstrable concerning them; and in this mode we treat them here. But insofar as they are parts of being and principles of the diversity of things, the first Philosopher treats them, as one can know who sets his intention to study in the Metaphysics; and that does not belong to the present business which the Logician has to consider.

Thus, therefore, treating the predicable according as it stands under a word designative of the predicable according to a diverse mode of predicating, orderable in genus and species, we follow, as in other matters, the sect of the Philosophers who are called Peripatetics, and especially Aristotle, who is reported to have been the prince and first inventor of this sect, nevertheless adding whatever things well said by later men we shall be able to find. For we shall proceed both by the mode of science and by the mode of art: by the mode of science in this, that we shall consider the subject and the principal parts of the subject, showing what passions are in them and what properties from the principles proper to this science. But we shall hold the way of art in this, that we gather principles tending to one end of the work; and that work indeed is the ordering of predicables toward the end of the composition and understanding of the syllogism, through which, by the science of the known, someone can come to knowledge of the unknown, as we have often said. Now let us come to the proposed matter; for it is enough to have prefaced many things.
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CHAPTER II. How there is prefaced a treatment of equivocal, univocal, and denominative things, and what equivocal things are.

Since, therefore, in this place one must deal with the predicable, how it must be ordered in a genus, and the predicable is reduced to a threefold common, namely to being and one, into which it cannot be reduced according to one account; and to the common which is common as a genus, which receives the predication of its universal according to name and account, and this indeed is the univocal; and third, to that which is common as the subject of which an accident is predicated, which is not predicated of the subject except according to denomination: we must preface a treatment of these three, so that afterward it may be seen more easily what is contained in what as in a genus, or what is reduced to another as to a subject, or what receives predication of name and thing.

But because the first of all things that is predicated is being, which is not predicated univocally of all things, as has been said in the science of universals, therefore first it is necessary to speak of equivocal things. And again this is so that it may be known what is not predicated of what as genus, or species, or difference, or property, or accident. Although the univocal is prior to the equivocal, as one is prior to many, nevertheless according to the intention of this doctrine the equivocal is prior to the univocal, because through the equivocal the predicable is reduced to being and one, which is before every genus. But through the univocal it is reduced to everything that is common as a genus. Through the denominative, however, or through its account, all predications of accident regard substance. And through those three communities the totality of all predicables returns to the predication of one common in some way, and all things which regard one subjectible must regard it according to one of the three modes.

I say, therefore, because it is true that in the science of universals it has been said that if anyone calls all beings equivocal, and will not name them univocal, it is necessary to preface a treatment of equivocal things. Therefore those things are called equivocal whose name alone is common, but according to that name the account of substance is diverse. Therefore they are called equivocal as things having a name, which is according to word, equally with respect to the one imposing it. And therefore it is also added that they are called and are not, because what is common to them is in diction; but in the being which is expressed through the name there is no community according to equal participation. For although the equivocal says many things by an actual multiplicity, nevertheless nothing of all those things is participated with equal participation by the things which are signified in the name; for this reason they are called equivocal, because, though they have the name equally, they do not receive the being of the name by equal participation.

For this reason it is also added, whose name alone is common: for although name is said as though it were a mark, because it makes some mark of the thing with respect to the act of the one signifying and imposing the name, since the one imposing the name is affected according to something of the thing's property when the name is imposed, because even the signification of the thing which is intended through the name gives form to the name. Nevertheless these are not among the things intrinsic to the name itself insofar as it is only a name; rather intrinsic to the name are such lettering, or the composition of the name from letter and syllable and accent, which are intrinsic to the name as name. When these have already been completed with respect to the substance of the name, then first the name refers to that by which he was affected, or to what he conceived who imposed the name; and therefore in equivocal things the name alone, according as it consists in the sound of letters and syllables and accent, is common, and without equal participation of any thing which is carried in the name; and therefore it is called equivocal.

And although perhaps one thing is principally imported in the equivocal and the others not principally, nevertheless, because many things spoken in the name do not participate that name by an equal account, there is also a certain species of equivocation; and this is what is added in the account of equivocal things there: the account of substance is diverse according to that name. For every name signifies something as substance and something as quality, since every name signifies substance with quality; and that to which the name is imposed is the signified substance of it, but the property of the same thing or substance which affects the imposer while he imposes the name is the quality signified through the name.

Therefore when the name is the same with respect to those things which belong to the name in letter and accent, and that which is signified in the name is not the same or equally participated by those to which the name is imposed, nor even is the property from which it has been imposed wholly the same, although perhaps it is referred to one thing: then the name is equivocal, because the account of the substance to which the name is imposed, which is the substantial account from which the name is imposed, is thus in two ways, according to something or simply, diverse. For some substance, as we have said, is according to something through the mode by which it stands beneath the account to which the name itself is imposed; and its account is diverse when it is not entirely the same. And further there is that from which the name is imposed, which is the quality of the name, and the substantial account which is given concerning the name according to that which the name is. Therefore when that also is not entirely the same, again the account of substance, that is, the substantial account of the name, is diverse, so that they participate equally in nothing of the thing to which the name is imposed, signified through the name.

From this it is clear that there are many modes or species of equivocal things. For some equivocal things are indeed the same according to the thing, but not equally participating, that is, not having an account given of all equally through the same account, but rather having a certain mode of that concerning which the account is given; as being is said equivocally of all beings existing through themselves and in another, because being through itself alone is being of nature, while the others are certain modes of that being and are not true and principal beings. In this way healthy is said equivocally in an animal, urine, diet, and medicine, because healthy by nature belongs to an animal; but the other things express a certain mode of health, as signifying and preserving health, or as perfecting health, or as related in some other mode to that which is in the animal. For if physician is said equivocally of the one who performs the perfected medicine which is in him, and of an old woman imitating a physician, and of a clyster which as an instrument completes the operation and act of the physician, and of certain other things participating some mode, then in this way being and one are also said equivocally, because being and one first is that which through itself is being and one; but other things are called being and one because they are referred to it, as to a subject, by some mode of entity, or as its measure, or as disposition, or as relation, or in some other mode, which are in it as in a subject. And this mode indeed is called the manifold said according to analogy, or proportion to the one thing which is principally signified in the name.

But another mode of equivocal things is those which Boethius calls equivocal by chance and fortune, namely when the same name by chance and fortune is imposed upon diverse things, whose substance to which the name is imposed is not one, nor of one thing looking to one, nor even of diverse things looking to one; but nevertheless the quality by which that name is imposed on diverse things is one through the likeness of transference, as dog, which is imposed on the barking dog, and on sea-dogs, and on the heavenly dog; and the substance of these to which the name is imposed is not one, but diverse in proximate genus and species. And the property or quality from which the name is imposed is one only through likeness of transference. For example, being biting, which belongs to everything that bites with teeth; but by transference it belongs to that which bites by a harmful quality and relation. Thus, therefore, it is clear what sort of things equivocal things are, whose name alone is common, and whose account of substance according to that name, namely the signified account, is diverse, that is, is not entirely the same and not participated equally according to more and less.

Nevertheless there are those who sophistically object against what has been said, saying that signification, as it seems, is the perfection of the name, giving it species and being. And therefore name is said as though it were a mark, because it makes a mark of the thing, and it is defined through signifying when it is said that a name signifies substance with quality.1 But if this is so, then, when the signification is changed, that which gives species and form to the name seems to be changed; and when species and form are changed, that which is specified and formed is changed; and thus, when signification is changed, it seems that the same name cannot remain. And these things seem especially in those things which are said relatively to one another; as, when the proper sign and signified are changed, it seems necessary that the sign be changed, because its signification will be in vain and useless when it is not referred to the signified. But this seems especially to be the case in words and names, because words are signs of passions and conceptions which are in the soul; but things are causes of passion and conception of the soul; therefore it seems that passions and conceptions of the soul are changed when things are changed. But when the concepts and passions of the soul are changed, it seems necessary that words, which are signs of concepts, be changed. These and very many things of this kind can be objected, all of which are solved by a very slight solution, provided that the things which have been said are well understood.

Therefore it must be said that a name has as matter the word in which it is formed; but it has as form the lettering which the act of the one imposing gives for signifying this or that. And this matter and this form always remain in the name as long as it is a word and a name; and this remains in the equivocal according to the name and the matter of the name, always the same in common. But the signified is sometimes called the signification, and in natural signs this indeed remains the same; but in those signs which are by convention it is sometimes diverse, because convention is not standing and having causes in one mode; and on account of this, with the same name remaining according to its proper matter and proper form, it is not necessary that it have the same signified; and therefore it is not necessary that the same relation of such a sign to the signified remain, but the relation can be diverse.

Yet because everyone instituting a sign refers it to the act of signifying, although he does not refer it to this, that it signify the same thing, and because a name is a word referred to the act of signifying, while a word does not have that relation, therefore it is not said in the definition of equivocal things that equivocal things are those whose word alone is common, but those whose name alone is common, so that the act of the one signifying by institution may be imported through the name, which is so called as making a mark; and this would not be imported through the word. And because the signified is the second perfection of the name, to which it is referred as a sign, therefore it can be changed while the name is not changed; and when the signification is changed, it is necessary that the relation of the sign be changed toward the signified; and thus the name will be equivocal while one and the same name remains according to first and substantial matter, and according to first and substantial form, and not according to the definition of the substance named through the signified of the name. And the substantial account given through the quality by which the name is in such a signified substance is one and another according to that name which is referred to signify these two things, to such things to be signified through one and the same name.

But an example of this, fitting the proposed intention, is as man is called animal, and as an image which has been painted after the image of a man or animal is called animal. For although Zeno says in his Logic that there are many modes of equivocation, nevertheless one and the first mode is nearer to the univocal, namely that of what is said manifoldly through analogy or proportion to one thing and from one thing; as all things in being are equivocal, and as man and what is painted are animal. For the painted thing is called an animal whose likeness is transformed from one and the same thing, and when the painted thing is referred to the natural animal according to a certain mode of representation, just as being is truly one, and other things are beings said from it and related to it according to some mode of the entity belonging to the nature of being.

This, therefore, is what Aristotle says: that equivocal things are called those whose name alone is common, yet according to that name the account of substance is diverse, as man and what is painted are animal. For of these the name alone, which is animal, is common; but according to the name which has been imposed for signifying, the definitive account of the signified substance is diverse. For if someone assigns, through a proper definition, what each of them is separately according to quiddity and being, by which or by what property they are called animals, he will assign to each separately its own definitive account, and not one common to both: for concerning man he will say that he is a rational mortal animal; but concerning the painted thing, that it is an image representing a man through likeness of lines and color. And through this, therefore, it is clear that the predicable cannot be reduced to the account of genus, because it transcends every genus and is the principle of all genera.

But as for the fact that here we say that equivocal things are called, and do not say that the equivocal is called in the singular, although nevertheless there is one name through its proper form: the reason is that here we intend the predicable or incomplex sayable according as it is orderable into a genus or a univocal common, or as predicated denominatively from one thing; and these are things not absolute from words or dictions, but signified through words. And because many things are related to the same name, therefore we speak more fittingly and more suitably in the plural than in the singular: for equivocal things are things equivocated under one name. And when it is said that the name alone is common, we intend to exclude the account of substance designated through the name; and that account is substantial when it is given through those things which belong to substance, namely genus and differences. From these things it can be clear why equivocation, on account of the plurality of actual signifieds, produces multiplicity; but this will be treated in the Elenchi.

Moreover, because in the equivocal there remains the same form which is the act of signifying of the institutor by convention according to relation to something of the signified thing, which was the reason for instituting that sign, it is easily clear that in every equivocal, as we have said, there is something of the univocal through which the equivocal has to be reduced to one thing; for when they posit one sign for diverse things to be signified, it is necessary to look to some one thing which in some mode is in those things which are diverse in substance and in the account of substance.

Therefore equivocal things have been spoken of in this way, and concerning them what has been said is sufficient insofar as it belongs to the present intention; but the other matters will be fully treated in the Elenchi. It must be noted, however, that although in the definition of equivocal things it was said that the account of substance is diverse, nevertheless the account of substance is not called a true definition given through genus and difference; rather, generally, any notification whatever is called an account, one that is of greater and better declaration than the name itself posited absolutely. And according to an account taken in this way, individuals have an account and equivocation in one name, although nevertheless their account, taken from a collection of accidents, is not one according to that name in which they communicate. These, therefore, are equivocal things, through which all things are reduced not to a genus but to things transcending every genus, which are being and one, as Aristotle says.2

Notes

	Compare On Interpretation, commentary 1. (Cf. I Periher. com. 1.) ↩

	Aristotle, in the Elenchi, chapter 4. (Aristoteles, In Elenchis, cap. 4.) ↩
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CHAPTER III. On univocal things.

Univocal things are those through whose account the predicable is ordered in one genus, which gives its name and definition to the things subject to it; and without this account of the univocal there would be no reduction of predicables to one genus predicated of all those things which belong to that genus. And therefore Aristotle defines it thus, that those things are called univocal whose name is common, and according to that name the account or definition of substance is the same. And they are called univocal by a mode opposite to equivocal things, namely things univocated in one name, so that the thing itself is referred to being-said and to speech, because otherwise what is said would not be logical: for the thing considered in itself, not according as it stands under diction, does not belong to the logician but to the philosopher. And therefore it is added, they are called, and it is not said, they are univocal. Moreover, because speeches are finite with respect to us, but things are infinite, as Aristotle says, it is necessary that many things in genus and species and number be signified by one according to a mode. Therefore when many things agree in one nature, which is the cause of the imposition of the name, in one name, those things will be univocal. And because many things are named by one name, therefore they are more fittingly called univocal things in the plural than a univocal thing in the singular.

But as for what is added, whose name is common, name is said as though it were a mark, which is from the thing which is the cause of the imposition of the name in those many things; for this nature is one in all those things, and is not participated according to prior and posterior; for this reason such a name is simply common to all those things, naming nothing in one which is not named in another.

But as for what is said, and the account of substance is the same, the account of substance indeed says two things, as earlier in the definition of equivocal things; for account says not only definition, but also any declaration whatever which is given concerning that which is named through the name, as it also says the form from which the name is posited, which must be the same. And thus both the name and the nature and the account of the imposition of the name will be one in such things as such; and the account of substance is the substantial account adding together in those things which are univocal, and that that nature is participated equally in them, not according to more and less, nor according to prior or posterior in them, but in one mode as being is one.

But if it received more and less, it would not be wholly one, as has been determined in the preceding matters in the book On Universals. For although things are not compared except through some one thing which is in them, nevertheless that one thing which is in them according to more and less cannot belong to their being. And therefore its account is not the account of their substance. For their substance consists in participation of genus and participation of difference, which are act and potency constituting substance, because the terms of substantial being are the being of all things which are, just as man is called animal and ox is called animal. Thus the name animal makes the mark of one nature which is equally in man and ox, and that nature indeed is animate sensible substance; and therefore if the nature or substance which is expressed through the name is unfolded, just as the name is common, so the account or definition unfolding the name will be common equally to each. Hence if someone assigns the account of each, namely of man and of ox, according to this, that they are animals, that is, according to the nature concerning which the common name animal makes a mark, he will of necessity assign the same definitive account of man and of ox. And it is similar concerning Socrates and Plato in this name man. And this is so in all things which are as genus or species, or as difference, or as property, or as accident, predicated under the same name, as Avicenna and Algazel say: for if it is said, Socrates is white and Cicero is white, if the account is taken according to the common name, the predicate of Socrates and Plato will be one and the same account. It is the same if I say that Socrates is risible, and it will be the same if I say that Socrates is rational. And, to speak generally, everything that is predicated as a universal of many and of the things subject to it is said univocally.

Nevertheless there are those who sophistically object against this, saying that because a name is truly imposed from a form, but the forms of diverse things are diverse, therefore, as they say, diverse things cannot have one name. To this the answer is very slight: diverse things, in that in which they are diverse, have diverse forms, and have diverse names imposed with those forms. But nothing prevents diverse things from having one name not in that in which they are diverse, but in that in which they are one, just as they have one form; and therefore nothing prevents diverse individuals in the form of a species from having one name of the species; and nothing prevents things diverse in species from having one form of genus, and therefore one name of the genus; and so it is in other cases. And therefore it is necessary that, according to that form of which the name makes a mark, diverse things have one and the same definitive account of that substance. For that definition does not say explicitly more things than the name says implicitly.

But if someone still objects against this, saying that it is impossible for one nature or form of genus to be in many species, and so it is impossible that there be one name of a genus which is said of many things differing in species, this is proved through what is said, that one and the same thing does not have contraries at once in act. But the nature of the genus is one and the same; and therefore if it is in many things differing in species in act, and there is one and the same account, one and the same thing has contraries at once in act: for it has rational in man and irrational in ox or ass; and since this cannot be, there cannot be one name of a genus in man and ox. These things seem to be confirmed by what Aristotle says,1 that the account of animal according to each animal is one and another; therefore it is false that there is one name and one account.

But these and similar things are not difficult to solve. For we say that one nature of genus is in diverse things differing in species and number. And what is said, that the same thing does not have contraries at once, is understood of the same thing in number and not of the same thing in genus or species. And this indeed has already been determined in the preceding matters in the book On Predicables. And what Aristotle says, that the account of animal according to each is one and another, must be understood thus: the account of animal according to each thing, that is, according to the being which it has in each one singly, is one and another. For this is true not only in species but also in the individual, because in this way animal is not taken as the essence of the genus, but as having special or singular being in the species or in the individual. But in this way it is not a genus, because it is in that thing alone and not outside that thing in another; and therefore in this way it is not in the being of a universal but of a particular. For although that which is in one thing is in another universal, nevertheless not according as it is in one is it in another, as has been determined in the treatise On Universals. Therefore it remains that univocal things are those whose name is common and whose account of substance is the same.

It must be understood, however, that although multivocal or synonymous things and diversivocal things are not among those things by which the predicable is ordered in the line of genus, because synonyms regard one particular or special thing through diverse properties which are signified in it by many names, while diversivocal things, just as the names are diverse, are attributed to diverse things; nevertheless, because Avicenna and Algazel and John Damascene put these things in their Categories, we too will put them here, not for the necessity of the science but for the perfection of the doctrine. Therefore multivocal or synonymous things are when many names are attributed to one thing, as sword, blade, broadsword, gladius, or Marcus, Tullius, Cicero; for by these names the same thing is signified according to diverse properties which are in it. But diversivocal things are when diverse names are attributed to diverse things, as wood, man, stone, and things of this kind. But we do not need these for the necessity of this science, in which, as Euclid does in geometrical matters, we preface only the definitions of those things which are required for the ordering of the predicable to one thing which in that order is first predicable or sayable, just as it is the transcendent principle which is in all principles, as the most general is. For on account of the first it is necessary to posit the account of equivocal things; but on account of the second the account of univocal things is necessary.

Notes

	Aristotle, On the Soul I, text/commentary 8. (Aristoteles, I de Anima, tex. com. 8.) ↩





Chapter IV. On denominative things

CHAPTER IV. On denominative things.

But because, as Aristotle says,1 all genera of accidents are reduced to substance as to one subject of all the others through the predicable which among universals is called accident, and this cannot happen except through denomination made from a principal thing, on this account in this science, in which we intend the order of predicables, it is also necessary to preface the definition of denominative things. Therefore we say that denominative things are called all those things which, differing from some principal thing by case alone according to the name, have an appellation toward an inflected case, as from grammar, which is the principal name of the science of letters for speaking rightly and writing rightly, grammatical is said through an inflection which is in a change of ending. For when denominative is said, on account of the composition of the proposition de, a transition or diversity is marked which is between the denominating essence and the denominated essence. And therefore things which are of the same nature do not receive the predication or appellation of denomination,2 and therefore man is not called humaned from humanity, but is called essentially man and rational animal, and all things which are predicated according to essence. And because even a property is essential, although it is not of the essence, therefore man is not fittingly called risibilitated.

Also in accidents, according as they are ordered in their genera and species, they do not receive the account of denomination: for whiteness is neither called white nor called colored, but is called color; and so with all other things. But when an alien nature which is after the being of another is understood and signified as though placed around, namely composed through the gathering of one nature to an alien nature, then denomination occurs, as man is called white, or white, which is a white thing. Therefore these, just as univocal and equivocal things, because they signify a multitude of essences, are more suitably defined in the plural, so that they are called denominative things, than in the singular, so that it is called a denominative thing.

And it is added that they are called, because the whole that we intend here is principally referred to being-said and not to being, as in the preceding matters. And what is added, whatsoever, signifies the indefinite multitude of accidents from which denomination may occur. And what is said, from something, denotes the name of an accident according as it is signified in its purity and principality. For Avicenna says,3 where he treats the soul, that the understanding of an accident is absolute, although the being of an accident is dependent. And what is added, differing by case alone, here case is called any inflection whatever of a name according to the end of the name or diction, whether it happens through derivation or through declension, as just is derived from justice, or, to speak more truly, just is formed from justice. Although according to grammar justice is derived from just, nevertheless according to the nature and account of denomination and of the denominated, just is formed from justice. For the grammarian attends to the modes and forms of names; and because in declension just is declined thus, justus, justi, with tia added justice comes to be; therefore he says that justice is formed or derived from just. For in this mode just cannot be formed from justice. But the nature of denomination is the contrary, because the denominating nature is an alien nature informing; and therefore it is necessary to pre-understand the name of that nature, so that denomination may occur with the ending inflected otherwise in diction, just as just is said as falling by inflection of the ending from justice, and white from whiteness, and so it is from all other things.

But this inflection occurs at the end of the diction and not at the beginning, because inflection of the ending does not change the principal signified, but only the mode of signifying, as is clear in every declension when cases decline from the nominative and from one another according to the order of cases. But a case from the beginning of diction would change the whole signified and not only the mode of signifying, as if justice, prudence, and things of this kind were said, in which the same ending exists and the beginning is diverse, and therefore the signified is diverse. And this is marked by what is said, differing by case alone; for through this they do not differ in the principal signified, but only in the mode of signifying. Therefore in denomination these three things are necessary: namely an alien nature, fitted extrinsically and placed around a subject, the same thing signified in the principal and in the denominative, and diverse modes of signifying.

But what is added, according to the name, is understood according to the mode of the name which is inflection of the ending, which is called case. And what is added, have appellation, through the fact that have is said, an externally applied having is marked. And what is said, appellation, which is said as though ad pulsum, and is composed from the preposition a and pello, pellis, marks that an alien striking is toward that which is denominated, just as a proper name is properly called an appellation because it has been applied from a collection of accidents to signify that thing. For a common name is for this reason called appellative, because in it many things are driven together into one, and therefore it is common to many. But a truer example is that from grammar, which is the principal name, grammatical is formed through inflection of the ending, and from fortitude, brave is formed; and so it is in all other accidental denominations.

From these things which have been said, it is clear that in substantial things there cannot be denomination; for substantial things alone belong to the same nature as object. And if it is objected that in substantial things certain things are signified concretely and certain things abstractly, as man and humanity, in which man seems to be derived from humanity by inflection of case, it must be said that this inflection has been made according to the likeness of an accident and not from the very nature of the thing. For man is not predicated of the things subject to it as derived from another, but is predicated as the substantial being of that of which it is predicated; and therefore this mode of understanding cannot be placed in the thing, but has been imagined and fashioned by assimilation to an accident, so that the form is signified, and what is formed in that in which it has been formed by the form. This, therefore, is denominative.4

Notes

	Aristotle, in the First Philosophy, book 9, text/commentary 1. (Aristoteles, In prima philosophia, lib. 9, tex. com. 1.) ↩

	Things which are of the same nature cannot denominate themselves. Compare what is said by D. Albert, Topics 2, chapter 2. (Quæ sunt ejusdem naturæ non possunt se denominare. Cf. quæ dicuntur a D. Alberto, 2 Topic. cap. 2.) ↩

	Avicenna, in book 6 On Natural Things. (Avicenna, In 6 de naturalibus.) ↩

	In order that the Author's meaning may be illustrated better, it is permitted to draw forth, concerning these words univocally, equivocally, denominatively, the things which D. Thomas wrote in Tractate II of the Summa of Logic, among the opuscula of St. Thomas, 44: Because a category expresses certain predicables ordered in categorial order, it must be seen in how many modes predication occurs. Note there that something is said to be predicated of something in three ways, that is, univocally, equivocally, and denominatively. Those things are said to be predicated univocally which agree with the things of which they are predicated not only with respect to the name, but also with respect to the account of the essences. And here I call account that which is said or signified through definition, or through something which is taken in place of definition. Thus animal is predicated of man and of ox; hence not only does this name animal belong to man and ox, but also its essential definition, which is sensible animate body. For we not only truly say that man is sensible animate body; and similarly this is so of ox. But those things are said to be predicated equivocally which are predicated of many according to the same name, but not according to the same account; and in this mode dog is predicated of a barking dog and of a sea-dog. For although according to the same name dog is predicated of each, nevertheless by one account it belongs to the barking dog and by another to the sea-dog; for the account of the barking dog is that it is a walking quadruped animal, which does not belong to the sea-dog. It must be known, however, that analogues are included under equivocal things. For analogues are predicated of many insofar as they are said toward one thing; as healthy is said of an animal first and properly, for healthy is what is proportioned in humors, which cannot exist except in an animal. Nevertheless healthy is said of urine and of medicine; for we say this urine is healthy because it is a sign of the healthy thing which is in the animal, and this medicine is healthy because it is a cause of the healthy thing which is in the animal. Hence, although this name healthy is said of animal and urine, nevertheless the account of healthy cannot be said of urine; for urine is not proportioned in humors, but is a sign of such proportion. And thus analogous predication agrees in some way with equivocal predication, as has been said, and in some way with univocal predication. For although healthy, which is said of urine, does not express its own account, namely the proportion of humors in urine, nevertheless it does not express another account, but expresses the same proportion of humors of which urine is a sign. But those things are said to be predicated denominatively which are concrete adjectivally, and are denominated or derived from certain abstract accidents; as white is predicated of man and of horse denominatively, because white is derived from this abstract which is whiteness, which is in man, and which, taken thus in the abstract, could not be predicated of man; for no part, as was said above, can be predicated of the whole, and whiteness is a certain accidental part of a white man, and so could not be predicated of him. But it is connoted and is called white, which is the same as having whiteness; and such a thing can be predicated of man. (Quo melius illustretur sententia Auctoris, liceat super has voces univoce, æquivoce, denominative depromere quæ scripsit D. Thomas in Tract. II. Summæ logicæ (inter opuscula S. Thom. 44): « Quia prædicamentum dicit quædam prædicabilia ordinata in ordine prædicamentali, videndum est quot modis fiat prædicatio. Ubi nota quod aliquid de aliquo dicitur prædicari tripliciter: id est univoce, æquivoce et denominative. Univoce dicuntur prædicari, quæ non solum conveniunt his de quibus prædicantur quantum ad nomen, sed etiam quantum ad rationem essentiarum. Et dico hic rationem illud quod per definitionem dicitur seu significatur, vel per aliquid quod sumatur loco definitionis. Sicut animal prædicatur de homine et de bove; unde non solum hoc nomen animal convenit homini et bovi, sed etiam definitio ejus essentialis, quæ est corpus animatum sensibile. Non solum enim vere dicimus quod homo est corpus animatum sensibile: et similiter est de bove. Æquivoce vero dicuntur prædicari quæ de pluribus prædicantur secundum idem nomen, non tamen secundum eamdem rationem: et isto modo prædicatur canis de latrabili et de marino: licet enim secundum idem nomen canis de utroque prædicatur, tamen alia ratione convenit cani latrabili quam marino; ratio enim latrabilis est, quod est animal gressibile quadrupes, quæ non convenit marino. Sciendum est autem quod sub æquivocis comprehenduntur analoga. Prædicantur enim analoga de pluribus, in quantum dicuntur ad unum; ut sanum dicitur de animali primo et proprie: est enim sanum adæquatum in humoribus, quod non potest esse nisi in animali. Dicitur tamen sanum de urina et de medicina: nam dicimus hæc urina est sana, quia est signum sani quod est in animali: et hæc medicina est sana, quia est causa sani quod est in animali. Unde licet hoc nomen sanum de animali et urina dicatur, tamen ratio sani non potest dici de urina: non enim urina est adæquata in humoribus, sed est signum talis adæquationis. Et sic prædicatio analoga aliquo modo convenit cum æquivoca, ut dictum est, et aliquo modo cum univoca. Licet enim sanum quod de urina dicitur, non dicat suam rationem, scilicet adæquationem humorum in urina, non tamen dicit aliam rationem, sed eamdem adæquationem humorum dicit, cujus urina est signum. Denominative vero dicuntur prædicari, quæ concreta sunt adjective, et ab aliquibus accidentibus abstractis denominantur seu derivantur: ut album de homine prædicatur et de equo denominative, quia album derivatur ab hoc abstracto quæ est albedo quæ est in homine, quæ sic in abstracto sumpta de homine prædicari non posset: nulla enim pars, ut supradictum est, potest de toto prædicari; albedo enim est quædam pars accidentalis hominis albi, et sic de eo prædicari non posset. Concernitur autem et dicitur album, quod idem est quod habens albedinem: et tale potest de homine prædicari. ») ↩
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CHAPTER V. On the division of things orderable and not orderable in a category.

But since some things are orderable in a category, some however not in one category but in many, and some truly neither in one nor in many, it is necessary for us here to set down a division, so that we may know which things belong to the order of predicables, and which things belong not to the order of predicables but to composition. For predicables are received through the intellect. This intellect, therefore, can be a simple understanding, or a simple intuition through the intellect; or a composite understanding, joining and composing one thing with another. And according to these two there is taken the first division, that of those things which are said, some are said without complexity, while others are said with complexity. For although all things are incomplex, nevertheless the intellect cannot signify the composition of form with matter or of predicate with subject except through a mark of complexity. But complexity is the designation of one thing with another or in another, as when it is said, man runs or man conquers; for in these words running is marked as being in man, and victory, as act is in the agent. And the composing intellect makes this complexity; and it is not in the thing by way of a composition which would be a middle thing between the acting man and his act. But those things which are without complexity are by way of example, as when we say by itself man, and by itself conquers, by itself runs, as has been sufficiently said in the treatise on the things preceding logic, where the complex and the incomplex have been defined.1 But the incomplex conceived under a word is orderable in some category. The complex, however, belongs to the intellect composing according to the nature of composition.

But we shall preface another division according to that stated account, according to which one thing is placed in the same or in a diverse category. And we shall give this as a four-membered division founded upon two two-membered divisions. For of predicables which are ordered in a category or to one subject, one is substance, another accident, another universal, another particular. And there is universal accident and particular accident; and there is universal substance, and there is substance which is particular through the conjunction of the members of division in the two divisions introduced. And therefore a four-membered division comes forth: that of the things which exist in their own nature and quiddity, some are said of a certain subject and are not in any subject, as universal substance, as man universal or species is said of a subject when man is said of some man, as when it is said through a vague individual, some man is man; or through a signified individual, as when it is said, Socrates is man. But it is in no subject, as an accident is in a subject when the subject has the cause of its being; for when man is predicated of some man, the predicate is a cause also of the essence of the subject, and does not receive the cause of its being from the subject. But other things, by opposition to these, are indeed in a subject, but are said of nothing as of a subject by ordered predication; but if they are said of something, it is as an individual which is predicated of itself.

And in order that it may be understood better, explaining it we say what it is to be in a subject. For those things are in a subject whose dependence according to being is upon a subject; and these are things which, when they are in something, are not in it as a certain essential or integral part, because they contribute nothing to the being of the subject in which they are; and it is impossible for something of this sort to be in act without that in which it is, because from that in which it is it receives the being which it does not have outside it, as an accident, which, as Aristotle wills, is rather being than essence. And an example of this is a particular accident, which is not individuated except through a subject, as this certain grammar, which as in a subject is in the soul, or in a certain soul having grammatical science in itself. But it is said of no subject, because it is predicated only by a particular predication, which is not an ordered predication. And similarly a certain white thing or this white thing, as in a subject, is in a body or a certain body. For every color is in a determined body, because, as is said in the book On Sense and Sensible, color is the extremity of the transparent in a determined body. But it is said of no subject since it is particular. But other things are said of a certain subject and in a certain subject

are, as a universal accident is, as science is in a subject, namely in the soul, because it is an accident of the soul; but it is said of a subject as grammar is said of that of which it is predicated, as a genus is said of a species. But other things neither are in a subject nor are said of a subject, such as a particular substance, as some man or some horse: for none of those things which are particular substances either is in a subject or is said of a subject. For simply and universally those things which are individuals and singular according to number, that is, which are one in number, are not said of anything as of a subject, since in descending they are last and do not have beneath themselves something of which they may be said. Yet nothing prevents some of them from being in a subject, when they are particular accidents: for some particular grammar, as that of Donatus, is in a subject, in the soul of Donatus. Therefore by this division there are known the universals which are in a genus, and the particulars in the same genus, the things which are predicated as accidents in both genera, and the things which are predicated as particulars.

But if it is asked what sort of division this is, it can be said that it is similar to that which is of a genus into species. But when a common thing is divided, it is more properly said to be a division of the things which are than of the things which are said, because these things are more properly such according to being than according to being-said: for to be in another in this or that way is the cause of its being said or predicated. And according to this division there are taken the things which are in the categorial line, such as genus and species, and not the individual. And there are also taken the things which are outside the genus, as accidents, and the things which are predicated accidentally, just as the things which are in the genera of accidents are predicated of a subject.

But if it is objected that subject in this division is not taken according to one and the same account, because the subject of an accident and the subject of a universal do not underlie in one way, nor do they have one and the same account of underlying, we say that one common account of underlying is in both, but one special account is not. For it is one in this respect, that the subject grounds in itself and sustains the predicate with respect to true being, which is being in act in nature. For thus both second substance is in first substance, and an accident is in a subject. But it differs specifically in this respect, that second substance is the cause of the essence and being of first substance; but the subject is the cause of the accident according to the being which it has. And the division, according to the parts which it has, makes known which things are located in the categorial line and in what way, as has been said.

Therefore all these things, as certain definitions, have been set before the things which are to be said concerning the order of predicables, because divisions also are made for this purpose, that definitions of the parts and of the things divided may be had, through which it may be known how and in what order they must be placed in a genus.

Notes

	Compare tractate 1 of the book On Predicables, chapter 5. (Cf. Tract. 1 lib. de Prædicabilibus, cap. 5.) ↩
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CHAPTER VI. On the principles or suppositions which ought to be premised to the order of predicables.

Now the suppositions are two which must be premised as principles to the order of predicables. Of these, one indeed is that, when one thing is predicated of another as of its own proper subject in a straight line, and as of something directly and substantially underlying according to the relation of all the five universals to those things which are directly under them, whatsoever things are said of that which is predicated, in a right and substantial order, all these also must necessarily be said of the subject. In the science concerning universals, indeed, we gave examples according to every mode of predicating the five universals: as man, as a species, is predicated of some man; but animal, in the same order, is predicated of man as genus, and substance of animal, and therefore it is necessary that animal and substance also be predicated of some man. Likewise, as to difference: sensible, however, and living, and animate are predicated of rational as genera and differences, and it is necessary that these also be predicated of some man. Similarly risible is predicated of some man as a property; but of risible, wonder-capable is predicated as genus, and of this, suspense-capable toward things apprehended, and toward this according to the nature of desire; and it is necessary that these also be predicated of some man. Similarly white is predicated of some man as an accident; but of white, colored, and of colored, quale: therefore it is fitting that these also be predicated of some man. And, speaking generally, this holds for whatsoever things, according to the straight line in the order of individual to species and of species to genus, can be said of any predicate whatsoever.

And, as Avicenna and Algazel say, it is similar in negation, provided that those things are denied of the predicate which, according to the form of the species or genus, are opposed to the predicate: as, if some man is not stone, but stone is inanimate, it is necessary that some man not be inanimate. It is similar also in the order of differences and properties and accidents: just as, if man is rational, but rational is not insensible, and so concerning the others, it follows that man is not insensible. And this is easy to see in all cases: as, if man is risible, but risible cannot be non-wonder-capable, it follows that some man cannot be non-wonder-capable. And if man is white, but white is not non-colored, it follows that man is not non-colored; and so it is in all cases. And we use this principle for positing the straight predicamental line, and for knowing those things which are outside the predicamental line.

From these things, however, it is easily clear that it does not follow: some man is man; man is a species; therefore some man is a species. And: man is animal, and animal is a genus; therefore man is a genus. For species is not predicated of man as of a subject according to the right predicamental order, but is predicated of him as an accident foreign to this order; and therefore in such an argument there is the fallacy of accident. And through this principle also the first figure will be found in syllogisms, as will be clear in the doctrine of the Prior Analytics.

The other principle, however, is that of diverse genera, and of genera not placed subalternately, the species and differences are diverse. For just as animal and science are diverse genera according to diverse predicaments, since one is a genus in the predicament of substance, and the other is a genus in the predicament of quality, and they are not placed subalternately in the same predicamental line, so that one is contained directly under the other, so also, for this reason, they have diverse differences, not ordered to one another as lower and higher. For the species of animal are man and horse; but the differences are walking, quadruped, and flying. Of science, however, none of these is a species or a difference. These are the species of science: grammar, logic, and physics; but its differences are demonstrative, opinable, probable, and the like. For one science does not differ from another in this, that one is two-footed and another not, but in that one is demonstrative; and it is similar concerning all genera not placed subalternately, which are not contained in the same predicamental line.

Against these things, nevertheless, which have been said, instances are brought forward, but they are sophistical. The first of them is about body, which is posited as a species of substance and as a species of quantity, which are diverse genera and not placed subalternately. The second is about science, which is posited both as a species of quality and of relation. The third is about square, which is a difference of figure, as is said in the second book of Euclid, and is a difference of number, as in the second book of Arithmetic. The fourth is about rectangle, which is posited as a difference of triangle, as is clear in the first book of Euclid, and is posited as a difference of quadrangle, as is clear in the second book of Euclid.

All those instances, however, are sophistical: because body, according as it is a species of substance, and according as it is a species of quantity, is equivocal and is not taken according to one account. For body which is in the genus of substance is substance measured by three diameters cutting one another at right angles. But according as it is in the genus of quantity, it is the threefold dimension itself. Similarly science, related to the knowable, is a species of relation; and according as it is a quality of the knower, it is in the genus of quality. Square, however, is not said of numbers except transumptively and not properly. Likewise, too, rectangle is not said in the same mode of triangle and of quadrangle: for it belongs to quadrangle through itself and always, but to triangle it belongs accidentally; for it is sought for triangle and by accident.

Some also make an instance concerning rational, which, as they say, belongs to mortal and immortal, as was said in the science concerning Universals. But to this some say1 that alternate and subalternate things are placed subalternately and in the same predicamental line: for although one of these is not placed under the other, nevertheless both are placed under the same higher genus, as under substance. And thus it is understood when things are said to be not placed subalternately, so that the sense is: of diverse genera and not placed subalternately, that is, not placed under the same common thing which is above them; and thus it is necessary to speak according to the Stoics and Epicureans. In truth, nevertheless, rational does not belong to incorporeal and corporeal according to one and the same account; but to determine this belongs in the book On Causes.

But of subalternate genera, of which either one is placed under the other, or both are placed under one higher common genus, nothing prevents the same differences from existing. For the higher genera are predicated of the lower; on account of which, according to the principle previously introduced, whatsoever things are predicated of the predicate itself of the difference as divisive, are predicated also of the subject as constitutive. But divisive differences are predicated of the genus under disjunction, as substance is either corporeal or incorporeal; but of the species, when one of the differences has been supposed, it is predicated as constitutive, as corporeal of body, and animate and sensible of animal. These, therefore, are the things which we wish to premise as suppositions to the ordering of predicables.

Notes

	And this is the solution of Aristotle, in Topics VI. (Et hæc est solutio Aristotelis, in 6 Topicorum.) ↩
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CHAPTER VII. On the enumeration of the genera into which predicables are reduced.

These things having thus been premised, we shall now find the genera into which the universality of predicables has to be reduced. Therefore we say that, of those things which are said according to no complex composition, so that they have neither the complex composition of a perfect speech nor of an imperfect one, nor the complex composition of a definition, but are simply incomplex, signifying one thing only and nothing together with it, each single thing, taken according to itself in an indivisible way, signifies either substance, or quantity, or quality, or relation-to-something, or where, or when, or being-situated, or having, or doing, or undergoing. Of these, however, so that there may be a figurative or superficial manifestation through the placing of examples, substance indeed is as man and whatever thing exists through itself. Quantity, however, is as two-cubits, and three-cubits, and anything whatever that continuously or discretely measures magnitude or multitude. Quality, however, is as white, or black, and the like. To-something, however, or the relative, is as double, half, equal, greater, and less, and the like. Where, however, is as in a place, as in the marketplace, or in the theater, or above, and below, and the like. When, however, is as yesterday, or today, and tomorrow, or formerly, and now, and the like. Being situated, however, or being positioned, is as he sits, lies, stands, and the like. Having, however, is as shod, tunicked, armed, and the like. Doing, however, is as to cut, or to burn. Undergoing, however, is as to be cut, or to be burned, to be heated, to be chilled, or the like.

To all these, predicables have to be reduced as to the first genera of their own coordination, and to the first principles of the things of that coordination. For although many have labored to set down a reason why the number of the principles of all things stands at ten, we, as far as we can, shall be eager to show the reason of this number from the proper modes of predicating of these genera. Therefore it must be noted that this number belongs only to predicables, which are predicated of subjects as universals. On account of this, if there is something which is predicated of nothing as a universal, and of which nothing can be predicated as of a subject and particular or species, that thing is not in any one of these genera, but is before these and the cause of all these, as the first cause, namely God exceeding all things, who is neither universal, nor particular, nor species, nor genus, nor difference, nor the potency, nor the act of anything. And truly he is not something as a substance, or as an accident of anything, but he is the efficient cause of all things, and such a principle through his active knowledge and through his intellect universally acting. These things, however, have to be proved in the book On Causes. And if there are also any separated forms forming things, and separated from things and in no way mixable with them, to which the things themselves are formed as to certain seals, and which are not in things, as Plato said, those forms are not predicated of things, because they are nothing of the things. And nothing can be predicated of something which is nothing of it. Those forms also are not in a genus, nor reducible to any genus. And if they are called substances, the name of substance will be equivocal with respect to those substances. This, however, has to be determined in first philosophy. But all things which are universals, or whatever subjects of universals are in some way in certain things, and in which, as in subjects, they are in whatever way, are reduced to these ten genera which have been enumerated, and proceed from them as from their first essential principles.

Again, there are certain things not reducible to one genus, but they are in all, such as being, and one, and thing, and something, which are not called genera, but are called as certain principles said of those genera according to prior and posterior. And these genera are called the first parts of those things, and those things are not predicated equally of these, but are said according to prior and posterior: so that they are in one rightly and truly, and are not in the others except through analogy and proportion of relation, because they are related to one principle. There are also some things in several genera, but in whatever genus they are, they are truly of that genus, as motion, which in place is a flowing where, in quality a flowing quale, in quantity a flowing quantum. And change itself in substance is in some way a flowing substance.

These things having thus been set out beforehand, we say that what is predicable of something is either substance or accident; and this division is through immediate opposites, which are reduced to affirmation and negation, as being through itself and being not through itself. But being through itself, as predicable being-through-itself, is substance, and is the first genus of all, and a certain principle of all the others. But being not through itself, predicable or subjectible, is of necessity accident; and this is being in another as in a subject, which, according to Aristotle, has to be divided into two. Accident indeed is either accident according to being-in, or according to some mode of having itself to another.

But if it is an accident, or something falling according to absolute being-in, then either it is in according to matter, which is a potency divisible and extensible and numerable for the reception of forms, which, insofar as it is potency, is first found in matter; or it is in absolutely according to the potency of form, which is perfective of matter toward act and operation. If it is in in the first mode, thus it is quantity. But if it is in in the second mode, then it is quality, which is a disposition of substance toward certain operations and toward acts.

But if it is not an accident according to absolute being, this falls to substance according to that which is substance's having itself in some way to another: then it can be only in two modes. For either this having itself in some way to another is caused by substance compared to another, or by that extrinsic thing compared to the substance of which the predication is made. If in the first mode, then again it is only in two modes: for either it is in a simple comparison to another, or according to the comparison of parts to the whole considered in itself. And if it is in the second mode, it is site or position. But if it is in the first, it is either according to a comparison arisen from form, or according to a comparison arisen from the whole at once. And if it is predicable according to a comparison arisen from form, it is action: whence Averroes says1 that action is nothing other than the comparison of agent to patient. But if that comparison is arisen from matter, then it is undergoing: on account of which the same Averroes says that passion is the comparison of patient to agent according as it is agent. But if it arises from the whole, it cannot arise except through some act of the whole, by which that comparison is born in, and then it is to-something or relation. But if the comparison arises from some extrinsic thing compared to the subject concerning which the predication is made, that extrinsic thing is either merely adjacent, or adjacent and applied. But if it is merely adjacent, and compared from simple adjacency, then it is adjacent either to that which is being which is with motion, or to distended being. If indeed it is arisen in the first way from extrinsic adjacency, then it is where. But if the comparison is arisen from the adjacency of the extrinsic thing in the second mode, then it is the category when. But if it arises from the extrinsic adjacent thing and one applied, then it is the category of habit. Nor can more things be predicated according to extrinsic adjacency.

It must, however, be adverted that each one of the things which have been said, when they are taken as single and incomplex, are said in no affirmation or negation: because affirmation is only of one predicate concerning something; but negation is only the showing of division, of division, I say, of something from something. For from the complexing or composition of these predicables with one another there is made affirmation or negation, and without terms of this sort predication cannot occur. On account of this, affirmation and negation are not formally and actually in things, but in the soul or intellect composing something with something, or dividing something from something. On account of this, every affirmation seems to be true or false, and similarly every negation. On account of this also, in the sixth book of first philosophy2 it is said that the true and the false are in the soul and not in things. And this is true concerning that true which is the adequation of complex things with the intellect composing or dividing. But those things which are of the number of those things which are said according to no complex composition, but are received by an incomplex and indivisible intuition of the intellect, in this mode of truth or falsity are neither true nor false. But incomplex things are, as man, white, runs. Nevertheless they can in another mode be true or false, according as we call true what is pure, not mixed with an alien nature, or existing and not only appearing, as we call true gold that which is not mixed with an alien nature, and we say that it truly is and is in truth when it so exists according to act as it appears; and we say that a true phantasm is that which appears and does not exist, as apparitions, and dreams, and things seen by melancholics. For the true in this way is converted with being and is opposed to the impure and the vain. Hence it is that Aristotle says3 that the understanding of indivisibles is in those things in which there is no true; but in those things in which there is true and false, there is already a certain composition of understandings.
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TRACTATE II. ON SUBSTANCE, WHICH IS THE FIRST PREDICABLE.

CHAPTER I. In what signification substance is taken.

Now one must treat of predicables according to their ordering to one thing which is the most general in that order. But because substance is first of all, therefore let us first speak about substance. There is, however, a threefold consideration of substance. One, indeed, is according as substance is the first and principal part of being, which is true in itself and is the cause of existing for all other things. The second, however, is according as substance is the first predicable, to which there is the reduction of all predicables of its own coordination. The third, however, is according as substance is the first subject, to which, as to the subject of all things predicable in whatever way, there is reduction, as to that about which predication is.

In the first mode, therefore, substance is a being existing through itself, and having the cause of its existence neither in another nor from another; and in this mode substance is first and truly being, and is an invariable and incorruptible essence which is the cause for all other things of existing. It is, however, the simple act of the first cause, through which all things subsist which are through themselves; and such an act the first cause produces according to the likeness of its own substance. And it is existing through itself because it is not through another or from another that it is caused, but it itself is the first caused thing in the mode of existing, produced according to the likeness of the first substance. And this simple substance is essence, as is had from the book On Causes. And this substance, according to procession, has materiality and variability and particularity, none of which it has according as it is in the first cause, and according to this, that it is from it. And thus substance is treated where sensible substance is reduced to insensible substance, and insensible to intellectual, and intellectual to divine; a treatment of substance of this sort belongs to the first Philosopher.

In the second mode, substance is the first common predicable, to which every predicable which is substance is reduced. And because nothing is predicated of something except that which is the whole of it, and the form of the whole which says the whole of it, and its being which is in potency or in act. But since the first subject in substance, about which all other things are predicated, is composite, it is fitting that the proper first predicate also be composite, and that it be the form of the whole saying the whole being of the whole according as it is the whole of it, in which predication can be designated; and this is the substance concerning which the logician intends. This substance, however, is the first thing which is supposed or subjected in the whole coordination of those things, which substance is called formable by differences into species and subalternate genera through the order of descent, and into most special species and individuals. For this is the genus formable into all the things which are of its coordination: genera and species and individuals. And it can be clear to anyone that this is the first principle of that whole coordination and is composite, because otherwise it would not be existing in itself through itself. It is, however, a formal composite from form, which says the whole being according to the first notion of substance, in which the account of substance can be understood.

If, however, it is asked what the things are which compose it, since it has nothing before itself from which it could be composed, it must be said that it has nothing extrinsic before itself; nevertheless within itself it has the understanding of the things composing it. For it is being, and it is through itself, which adds over being an intellectual composition: because from being it is, and from that which is through itself, it is this. And, as Boethius says, it has one thing by which it is something, and another by which it is this; and this is the form of its composition, because it has nothing of matter, although it has that which is and being. And this is the first notion of substance which is predicated of all things which are in the straight predicamental line in the predicament of substance. Nevertheless there are things which are called substances, not because they receive or participate in this account of substance, but because they are principles essentially constituting substance, just as form is called substance, and matter is called substance, as Aristotle says1. But these are not in substance according to the straight order of the predicament, but are reduced to substance as principles of substance through this dignity: that nothing which through its own essence makes substance is non-substance. Therefore in this mode substance is considered by the logician and is of the present intention.

In the third mode, however, substance is said from the act of underlying, and then that is called substance which underlies through itself, and gives to all the other things which underlie that they underlie; and in this mode individual substance alone is substance, from which nevertheless, as will be clear below, there is no predication. But every subjectibility of all things which are subjected to anything whatsoever is from it. And because in this book we intend the reduction of predicables according to their coordinations to one, therefore it is necessary to posit this first substance, which nevertheless is last according to the order of substance said in the first and second mode.

Therefore, according to the first intention, substance is essence, which is neither genus, nor species, nor individual, but is simple. In the second mode, however, substance as said is composite, and is the first genus formable by all following differences and determinable to the being of species and individuals. In the third mode, however, substance as said is matter determined by surface and by place to this singular or that one. And in the first mode, indeed, substance is neither a quale quid nor this something, but simple essence. In the second mode, however, it is substance as quale quid, having quid from that which is formed, and having quale from that which forms. In the third mode, however, it is this something. But the proper principles of substance are that which is quid and formable, which indeed is not matter, but has the proportion of matter in that it sustains itself forming and in that it is formable; and according to the principle which gives being, it has a proportion to the act of form, which is to determine to being, and to bound, and to distinguish, as Avicenna and Alfarabius say. These things, however, which have been said must be very much noted, because many questions are solved through them. Here, therefore, in the third and second mode we shall treat of substance, leaving the first mode to the first philosopher.
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CHAPTER II. What first substance is, and an explanation of its definition.

Beginning, therefore, from the first subject, we say that the substance which properly and principally and most of all, and in the third mode, is called substance, is that which neither is predicated of any direct subject of its own, in which it would be by nature and by intellect, nor is in any subject. And by this, that it is called properly substance, substance is excluded which is not properly substance, but the first substantial thing in any genus, just as color is substantial to whiteness, and measure is substantial to a foot, or to a cubit, or to some other species of measure. It is called principally, however, for the exclusion of second substance, which is substance said from the act of underlying through first substance. And it is called most of all because it underlies more things than any other: because it commonly underlies accidents which are nothing except accidents of the individual. By this, however, that it is not said of a subject, it has this, that it is individual, truly existing in nature according to act, and does not have existence by act of the intellect as a universal. By this, however, that it is not in a subject, it has this, that it is a being through itself, and having existence neither in another nor from another. This, therefore, is first substance, of which an example is as some man, or some horse.1

But the cause why it is defined through negation, when it is said that it is that which is neither said of a subject nor is in a subject, is that, just as it is first in underlying, so it is last in being. And therefore, in underlying, it could not be defined through an affirmation affirming something which would be for it a cause of underlying. Nor also could it be defined through something which would be for it a cause of predicating concerning something, because it is predicated of nothing: for what is last in the order of being cannot have something under itself in which it is essentially. But to be in essentially is the cause that something is predicated essentially of something as genus or species; but perfected being in ultimate act according to nature, and sustaining all other things, is the cause that it is in nothing as an accident. For these causes, therefore, it was necessary that it be defined thus through two negations, which negations nevertheless are not infinite, because they are bounded by those things which are placed in the same definition.

Attend, however, that not to be said of a subject and to be said not of a subject are not the same. For not to be said of a subject is this: it can indeed be said and predicated, but it does not have under itself something in which it is essentially according to the order of the line of the predicament, concerning which it may be predicated. But to be said not of a subject, this is that from first substance there is no ordered predication: therefore it is said that it is neither of a subject. But because to be in belongs to it in no way, since all other things are in it, and are saved in the being of nature through this, that they are in it in some way, therefore it was impossible for first substance itself to be in anything.

And as we said, this belongs to substance properly and not appropriately: for that which is substance not properly but appropriately is not substance according to nature and according to its own essentiality, but has toward that which is some substance a certain proportionality, just as color has itself to whiteness when whiteness is defined. And therefore Aristotle says2 that if, once whiteness has been posited, someone has said through definition that what has been posited is color, he also says what it is, but signifies a quale. For it is not substance, but has a proportion to substance, which is the cause of substance through this, that in the definition of the species it is essentially as genus in species; and this is through likeness of proportion and not through truth of nature.

But when it is said principally substance, principal is said of that which is first and through itself, not through another nor by accident, the principle of underlying and of founding. For it does not have this from another, as second substance has from another that it underlies: not indeed that first substance is in it as a thing in potency, because first substance is not in second substance, neither according to act nor according to intellect; but it has it from first substance according as that which is called second substance is a certain notion of the whole first substance, saying its whole being in potency, not in act. For in act the whole being of it is not said except by the name of the individual; but potency is from some first act in the order of all things and genera. And, as we said, it is called most of all: because it underlies all things which are in it, in whatever way something is in something, and preserves all things in being according to nature, which alone is perfect and true being. And such being second substance does not have, insofar as it is second substance; and therefore in such being it cannot found anything.

But the cause why in the definition there is placed is said and there is not placed is, is because the definition is given concerning substance according as it becomes known through the name substance, and is not given according to the principles which constitute substance in the being of substance. But according as it becomes known in the name, to be said agrees with it more than to be.

The examples, however, are not set down concerning a designated individual, but concerning a vague individual: and this is because this individual has something of the nature of the species, as we say in the science concerning universals, and therefore it touches the nature of incorruption and eternity, and thus it is more fitting for science. For Plato orders one descending in such a way from the most general things down to the most special things to rest, because concerning such things, on account of their infinity, there cannot be discipline. The vague individual also has something of the predication of the species; on account of which, in the doctrine of predicables, an example through a vague individual is more suitable than through a designated individual. This, therefore, is the substance to which there is the reduction of all other predicables; and it is not second substance to which all things can be reduced, and therefore it is said to be first. And in the order of the reduction of all things to one, it is necessary that it itself be first. These things, therefore, let them have been said about first substance.
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CHAPTER III. What second substances are, and how they alone are predicated of first substances in name and account.

But those species in which those things which are principally called substances are in, as a contained thing is in a common container, which contains its supposits as subjective parts, just as a species contains the individuals which are under that species, are called second substances. Therefore species are second substances, and their genera, which contain those species themselves, are second substances: as some man is indeed in the species, contained in man; but since animal is the genus of that species, he will also be in animal as in a genus, and therefore animal is a second substance. Therefore second substances are called such as man the species, and animal the genus, and so it is concerning all other species and genera.

It must be attended, however, that according to the truth there are three formal substances. For there are forms which are only forming; and those are the first forms proceeding from the light of the agent intellect to the constitution of the thing, just as light, which is the formal and substantial cause of color, proceeds to a body terminated in the transparent. And there are substantial forms which, together with it, enter into the being of the thing and constitute it, which are like light as the cause of color, which now is diffused in the surface of the transparent; and those are the joined formal substances of the thing itself which is substantially constituted. And similarly there are formal substances which constitute the thing, which are as color is immutative of sight or motive according to the act of the luminous or transparent, which, abstracted from a determinate colored body according to spiritual being, is in the transparent, and according to the being of species and animal or intentional being is in the eye perceiving color.

The first, therefore, are more making, having causative or formative power from the light of the agent intellect, and these are not predicated of the constituted thing. The second forms, however, are perfecting matter and the composite, resting in the composite; and therefore they are not predicated of the thing in which they are, just as neither are the first. The third are abstracted from things, and are the intentions and notions of constituted things, and therefore they are predicated of them by name and by account: on account of which they are also called second substances, not because they are substances simply, as the first are, but because they are second, that is, substances in this second place, just as first substances are called first, which are called substances in the first place or order, participating in the perfect account of substance.

But for perfect substance and for the account of perfect substance three things are required. One of these, and the first, is that they have most perfect being in nature and in act, and not intentional or intellectual being only; and species and genera, according as they are such, do not have this being. The second, however, is that it underlie according to itself, and in itself found toward being whatsoever things are of things. Second substances do not have this, because they are founded in first substances and do not found them in being. The third is that they bestow on others the power of founding and of underlying: just as the fact that second substances consequently underlie accidents, they consequently have from first substances. But I say consequently because, just as in generation this man generates this man according to nature, but because this generating one is man and this generated one is man, therefore it consequently follows that man generates man; so this man is white, and because this is man, and this white thing is white, therefore it follows that man is white, although nevertheless whiteness is among the accidents of the individual, and not among the accidents of the species, nor does it belong to the species except by the difference of the individual. And thus it is not concerning a property, because according to the nature of a property it first belongs to the species, and through the species comes to the individual. Therefore second substance is so called, because it stands secondly, so that common substance is not predicated equally of first substance and of second substance: as, when it is said that of substances one is first, another second, the division is of a thing said in many ways according to this, that substance is said from the act and cause of underlying. And in this intention substance is said here; otherwise it would seem not to be true which will be proved in what follows, namely that when first substances have been destroyed, it is impossible for any of the other things to remain.

Nevertheless it is objected sophistically against those things which have been said, because those things which are causes and defining things are prior to caused and defined things; but second substances are causes why first substances are substances, for they are genera defining species, and species are the whole formal being and formally the substances of individuals. Therefore it seems that those which have been called second substances are first, and those which are first have been called second. And to this some say sophistically that, according to the order and account of being, without doubt those which are called second are first, as the objection proves, and those which are first have been called second; but according to the act of underlying and of being stretched beneath, individual substances are first substances, and species and genera are second. But it must be said otherwise: common substance can be the intention of that substance which is in the thing, and the formal cause and notion of the thing, and thus second substance will be first and first second; or it can be the universal abstracted from the thing, and thus it is consequent upon the being of the thing and universal, and is not a subject, but an accident, as Aristotle says1. Thus, therefore, the universal which is genus and the universal which is species, taken as essential notions of the form of the whole being of the thing in potency or in act, are second substances, that is, secondly underlying, and secondly subsisting in the being of nature and act; and in this way Aristotle understands it. But Aristotle does not define substance which is common to first and second, because it is said of them in many ways.

From these things, however, which have been determined in the foregoing, it is manifest that of those things which are said of a subject, it is necessary that one name and one account be predicated of the subject: as, of some particular man, both the definitive account and the name of man are predicated. This is proved by example, because some man is man, and thus the name is predicated; and he is a rational mortal animal, and thus the account is predicated. For otherwise what was determined in the foregoing through that principle would not be true: when one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, whatsoever things are said of the predicate, all are said of the subject. For such a predicate is in the definition of the subject, and therefore gives to the subject both name and account, as was shown in the physical writings.

But of those things which are in a subject directly in the straight predicamental line, when the subject has been supposed, for the most part neither the name nor the account is predicated of those subjects in which they are. For in abstracts neither name nor account is predicated, because body is not whiteness, nor soul grammar. In some things, however, as in concretes, nothing prevents the name sometimes from being predicated accidentally of the subjects in which they are; but for the definitive account of those things to be predicated of them is impossible. An example of this is as white, which, since it is in body as in a subject, is predicated by name of the subject; for it is said by true accidental predication: body is white. But the definitive account of white is never predicated of body. The cause of this, however, for certain, is that subject on this side and on that is not said according to one and the same account. For when what is of a subject is said to give name and account to the subject, subject is said as something supposed in the straight line according to the order of essential predicables. But when it is said that those things which are in a subject do not give their account to the subject, although sometimes they give the name, subject is not said except as a being perfect in itself and as the occasion and in some way the cause of another thing distinct from substance existing in it, as Avicenna says. And because subject is not said in the same way, it is not wondrous if it is predicated in a diverse way.

Nevertheless what is said seems unfitting: if in place of the name the definition is put, which it is permitted to do, as Aristotle teaches2, then it will seem that of necessity such a predicate gives to its subject both name and account. For if it is said, body is white, and white is colored and dispersive of sight, it seems to follow that body is colored and dispersive of sight. To this, however, some try to respond that an accident does not have an account, and that it cannot give the definitive account of substance. But that it does not have an account they try to prove through Aristotle3, who seems to say and prove this same thing: because in the definition of an accident, the subject falls in chiefly through denomination of the predicate; for white is a body colored by whiteness, and here such an accident is defined, which must be defined through an accident essential to itself, just as white is defined through colored. Therefore, if in the understanding of white there is body on account of this, that the being of an accident is to be in, it is fitting that body also be understood in colored by the same account; and still, thirdly, that it be understood in that which is called dispersive of sight, because this also is an accident. And thus white body will be colored body and body dispersive of sight. But such a definition, in which the same thing is said many times, is no definition; therefore there is no definition of accident.

But that solution is against Aristotle, because Aristotle says: sometimes by name, but never by account, is it predicated of the subject in which it is; and thus he supposes that accident has an account. Therefore one saying that an accident is for this reason not predicated by account of the subject in which it is, because it has no account, is against Aristotle. Moreover, in the first book of the Topics he says4 that, once whiteness has been posited, if someone says that what has been posited is color, he also says what it is; and he who has said that what has been posited is color diffused in a clear surface says what whiteness is through definition; or if he says that white is colored and dispersive of sight, he says the definition of white through the cause given; and these are definitive accounts.

Therefore it must be said according to the doctrine of Aristotle that accident has an account, even if it does not have an account according to the perfect account of definition as substance does. But the definition of an accident is taken from the principles of the subject which are the cause of the accident; and, just as the accident is in the subject, so also it is demonstrated of the subject through the cause which the definition of the accident says. But when Aristotle says that accident is sometimes predicated by name, but never by account, he understands that nothing is predicated by account except that which gives its own account to the subject just as it gives its name: namely, that just as the name says that which is essential to the subject, so also the account of that name says all things which are essential in the subject, so that nothing is placed in the account which is not of the essence of the subject, either as potency or as act. In this way, however, although accident gives the name, it never gives the account, because those things which are essential to accident are accidental to the subject and outside its nature; but there is no such account. The predication of a name, however, in an accidental matter is not repugnant; but the predication of an account as account is utterly repugnant to accidental predication. For if a definition is predicated as definition, it is predicated only of its own defined thing. But of this it is not predicated except as its substance and quiddity. Therefore this is the understanding: that it indeed gives the name, to which accidental predication is not repugnant, because a name, insofar as it is a notion, can be predicated substantially and accidentally; but this never gives the account as account, because account is repugnant to accidental predication.
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CHAPTER IV. That when first substances have been destroyed it is impossible for any of the other things to remain.

It is manifest from the things that have been said that all the other predicables, whether substances, or differences, or proper or common accidents, either are said of principal and first substances as of subjects directly beneath them in the categorial line, as second substances are, or they are in them as in subjects, from the accidents which are in denominated things. Therefore this consequence follows: if second substances are of first substances and accidents in first substances are first substances, then, from destruction of the consequent, if first substances do not exist, it is impossible for anything of them to exist, whether it be of the number of second substances or of the number of accidents.

This will easily become manifest from the things now to be said. Therefore let the several things among the others, which are other than first substances, be proposed. First let the proposal be made concerning second substances which are predicated of first substances. I say that animal is predicated of man as genus of species; therefore each of these, namely animal and man, which are genus and species and second substances, will also be predicated of some man as of a particular. For if it were said that it is not predicated of something, which is contradictorily opposite to its being predicated of something, since not of something and of nothing to be predicated are equivalent, it would follow that animal is predicated of no man, and thus animal will not be predicated of man. But it had been granted that it was predicated of man; therefore it will also be predicated of some man. But something will not be predicated of something except through this, that it is in that thing according to the doctrine which has already preceded concerning Universals; therefore animal and man are in some man.

Similarly it is proved concerning an accident that

is in first substance: for color is in a body; therefore it is in some body. But if it is not in some one of singular bodies, it follows that it is in no body, and thus that it is not in body at all; but it had been granted that it was in body; therefore it follows that it is in some body. But whatever things are in something do not have being outside that thing. Now substances which are second substances and accidents are in first substance according to being. Therefore they have no being outside its being: therefore all other things are either said of principal substances, or are in them as in subjects. Therefore, if first substances do not exist, so that none of the first substances exists, it is impossible that any one of the other things exist or remain in being. But all other things either are said of first substances as of subjects, or are in them as in subjects; and whatever things are related to first substance in either of those modes have being only in first substance, and do not have being outside it. But if there is no first substance, then they do not have being in first substance; therefore, when first substance has been destroyed according to being, nothing of second substances or accidents remains.

And this indeed seems contrary to what was said in the doctrine concerning the five universals, namely that when any man and any other species of animal and any individual have been destroyed, animal still remains; for animate sensible substance remains.

Moreover, second substances are prior things, because they belong to the constitution of the ultimate things which are called first substances. But when posterior things have been destroyed, the destruction of the things that are prior does not follow.

Moreover, from lower things to a higher thing the process of argumentation is not valid except by affirming and not by denying. But if the things said here are true, then an inference-place from the lower to the higher is valid by destroying or denying, which is unfitting: for one argues thus, the lower does not exist, therefore the higher does not exist, which does not follow; but conversely, the higher does not exist, therefore the lower does not exist.

But to these things one must say, as in the doctrine of the Universals we remember that we said, that higher things do not have actual being according to nature, and perfect being with ultimate perfection, except in individuals, which alone reach perfect being in nature, and that all things which are in genus and species have being in potency, indeterminate, confused, and fluid until they reach that being; and therefore, when those do not exist, none of the other things has actual and determinate being in nature.

But to the things which they object against this, one must say that things prior according to nature are not destroyed as prior things when following posterior things have been destroyed, according to the being of prior things; and thus, when individuals have been destroyed, the being of those things which by nature are prior to individuals remains, and, when species have been destroyed, the being of those things which are prior to species remains according to that being by which they are prior to them. But this is the intellectual being by which genera and species are, and it is not actual being perfected in nature; for with respect to this they are destroyed when the first things have been destroyed, because they have such being only in first substances.

But to what is objected concerning the inference-place from the lower to the higher, which is valid only in affirming, we say that this is true; but here there is not an inference-place from the lower, but an inference-place from sufficiently enumerated parts, as here: this thing has being only in A and B and C; therefore, if neither A nor B nor C exists, it necessarily follows that it does not exist, and this indeed is true. Thus it is true with respect to actual being perfected in nature, that when first and principal substances have been destroyed, it is impossible for any of the other things to remain according to such being.

But if someone opposes and says that it does not follow that, if it does not remain according to such being, it does not remain according to being simply. It must be said that



Chapter V. That species are substances more than genera, but not so a most special species with respect to another most special species

such being is being simply, and every other being is being in a certain respect. Hence if it did not remain according to such being, it would not indeed remain simply, but it would remain in a certain respect; and Aristotle speaks in this way.

CHAPTER V. That species are substances more than genera, but not so a most special species with respect to another most special species.

Now among second substances, species are substances more than genera, on account of the same reason that has been stated; for species is nearer to first substance than genus is according to the descent in the categorial line, and because it is nearer, it determines more concerning its being. This is proved through this: if someone, when asked what first substance is, as what some man is, answers the question what is first substance, he will assign what first substance is more evidently and more manifestly by putting forward the species in his response than by putting forward the genus. For species is the whole formal being of some man, whereas the being of man in the genus is not the whole but according to part, and is confused by the commonness of the genus. Hence, just as the being of some man in some man is more determinate than in man, so the being of some man in the species is more determinate than in the genus. Therefore by assigning man you will more manifestly assign what some man is than by assigning animal to be in the species; just as being man is more proper to some man than being in the genus as being animal. For being animal is a more common, more confused, and more indeterminate being than being man, as is clear by induction in similar cases. For when you have been asked what some tree is, and you have said that some tree is according to its species, you will assign more manifestly and certainly what some tree is than if you said that it is a plant. Therefore by likeness, by assigning some man and saying that he is man, you will indeed assign more manifestly what he is than if you said that the same one is animal.

Moreover this is proved by another reason: principal substances are called principal because they underlie all other things and are subjected, and all other things are either predicated of these or are in them, as has been said; for because of this they have been called substances most of all by the natural philosophers. But just as first substances are related to all other things in underlying and founding in actual being, so species are related to genera: for the species underlies the genus as determining its confusion to ultimate formal being. And this is proved from the fact that genera are predicated of species as the more common of the less common, and as the whole of the part of which it is the whole. But species are least of all predicated of genera, because it is not converted, that just as genus is predicated universally of species, so species would be predicated of genus. Therefore from these things it follows that species says substance and what first substance is more than genus does.

Yet there seems to be an objection against this, because in the question what is it, the one who assigns the cause which is a cause through itself says the cause more than if he assigns a cause which has from that prior cause that it is a cause. But the most general thing, which is the principle of all, is through itself the cause in the question what is it; all other lower things are a cause through it, and so the one assigning the genus seems more to say what it is than the one assigning the species. If this is conceded, it is contrary to what has been said here.

Moreover, since the superior is in the inferior in act and in understanding, the one who assigns that which is lower also assigns that which is higher; but the one who assigns what is higher assigns neither in act nor in understanding that which is lower, because it is in it only according to potency. Therefore the one who

assigns the species than the one who assigns the genus; and this must be conceded. And as to what is objected, that the one who assigns what is lower assigns what is a cause through another, one must say that the lower is not a cause through another that is outside it, and therefore it is not a cause wholly through another, but through itself. But if it were through something outside itself, then it would be a cause wholly through another. Therefore in the question what is it, the one who says the species assigns the cause better than the one who says the genus. Therefore it is manifest that among second substances the species is substance more than the genus.

But of the species themselves, whatever are most special species, so that in no way can they be genera, one is not substance more than another: because each of them equally is the whole being of its individuals, determined in ultimate form, to which nothing is added in the being of the individual except matter and an individuating accident. This is proved by induction: because if you are asked what some man is and what some horse is, you will assign nothing more familiar as pertaining to the being of this man, or as determining it, by answering concerning some man that he is man, than by answering concerning some horse that he is horse. For the being of some man in man, and the being of some horse in horse, are equally determinate and certain. Therefore man and horse, which are most special species, are equally substances with respect to the act of underlying. Similarly also among principal substances of one species and of another species, both of which are most special and not subalternate things placed subalternately, the principal substance of one species is not more principal than the principal substance of another species, nor more or less a principal substance than another: for some man is not more a principal substance than some ox or some horse, but all individuals of species are equally principal substances.

But it is not so in genera. For although there is a genus higher than a genus all the way up to the most general, nevertheless it does not follow that the genus of a genus is a third substance and the genus of that genus a fourth substance, and so, by ascending, a fifth and a sixth, so that the last is the most general. For in the common forms which are predicated, there is only the confused and what is determined by ultimate act; and therefore there are only two things in the genus of substance according to more and less: the determinate, which is species, and the indeterminate, which is genus. But this is true, that in the confused there is confused, more confused, and most confused; yet these do not make a grade differing according to species, because the confused and indeterminate belongs to many of them. Therefore deservedly those things which, ascending after principal substances, are species and genera of lower things are called substances, and those alone are second substances. For these alone indicate, according to the question made through what is it, the principal substance with confused and indeterminate being among the things which are predicated of principal substance. For all predicables are predicated in quale: for by assigning some man as what he is, someone will show something more familiar and certain if he says the species and that he is man than if he says the genus, saying that he is animal. But of the other predicables which are predicated accidentally, because they are in a subject, whatever anyone assigns by responding to the question made through what, he will assign extraneously; nor will it belong to the essence of first substance, that is, to its quiddity. Therefore, from the opposite, for this reason species and genera alone are called second substances.

Moreover, this same thing is also proved in this way: because principal substances are called substances from the act of underlying; therefore they are called principal substances because, namely, they underlie all other predicates, whether essential or accidental. But just as first substances are related to all other predicates in underlying, so species and genera of principal substances are related to the remaining other accidents, namely predicates:



Chapter VI. On this common feature of substance, that it is not in a subject

because concerning species and genera all the remaining accidental predicates are predicated in the mode that was determined above: for you will say that some man is grammatical; therefore you say that both man and animal are grammatical, as was proved a little before; similarly also it is so in other accidental predicates. Therefore species and genera have the second place in underlying; for this reason they are called second substances, and all are called substances, and none are third or fourth.

CHAPTER VI. On this common feature of substance, that it is not in a subject.

These things having been determined concerning principal and second substances, now at this point it remains to determine the properties or passions consequent upon the genus of substance. Therefore first we shall touch on whatever properties belong to substance insofar as it is among the predicables, because those are more proper to this intention of ours. But because a property is what belongs to every instance and always, therefore the things which are properly said to belong to the whole genus and to the whole coordination of substance are common to species and genera.

Therefore let us say that it is common to every substance not to be in a subject in that mode in which an accident is in a subject. For before we distinguished that subject is said according to the name, the same as what is cast beneath or a supposit, and in this way a common nature is in its inferior as in a subject, as genus is in species, and species in an individual, and universally second substance in an inferior and particular. But subject is said of a being complete in itself, which is the cause for an accident, or for another thing, of existing in it; and in this mode nothing except an accident is in a subject, and thus it is common to every substance, both second and first, not to be in a subject.

But this is clear by induction. Principal substance, which is a particular of substance, is neither said of a subject, because nothing underlies it as a supposit, nor is it in a subject as the being of an accident is to be in a subject, because it is existing through itself. But concerning second substances it is similarly manifest that none is in a subject, with subject so called, which is a complete being that gives being to another in itself, which does not have being unless it is in it: for man, which is a second substance, is indeed said of a subject, insofar as the supposit is called the subject when it is predicated of some man, as when it is said, some man is man. But it is not in some man as in a subject, insofar as subject means a complete being giving being to another through this, that it is in it and would not have being unless it were in it. The proof of this is that, just as man, which is a second substance, is not in some man in such a way that it receives being from some man, which it would not have unless it were in him, for man, insofar as it is a second substance and species, is the being of individuals and the being of some man, giving being to particulars, and therefore it is impossible that it receive being on account of the fact that it is in them. Likewise also animal, which is a second substance as genus, is indeed said of a subject, of some man or some animal, but it is not in some animal or man as an accident in a subject.

And according to this it is clear that if such an argumentation is made, namely, second substance is in first substance, and first substance is the subject of second substance; therefore it is in it as in a subject, it sins according to the fallacy of equivocation, because substance in the first premise stands for the supposit, but in the conclusion it stands for a subject complete in itself, which is the subject of an accident.

Further, as was held before, concerning those things which are in a subject as an accident is in a subject, the name indeed sometimes does not prevent being predicated of the subject in which they are, but for their definition to be predicated of the subject, so that it is predicated as the definition of the subject, is impossible, as was shown before. But of second substances, there is predicated of the subject which is the supposit both the name and the definitive account; this is clear, because the name of man, which is

second substance is predicated of some man, for some man is man; and the account similarly, because some man is a rational and mortal animal. Therefore second substance is not of the number of those things which are in a subject as an accident is in a subject.

But this, not to be in a subject, is indeed a property which belongs to every substance and always, but it does not belong to it alone: for it also belongs to difference, which is not in the predicament of substance according to the straight line of the predicables in standing-over and underlying. For difference is not in a subject: for biped and capable of walking, which are divisive differences of mobile animal and constitutive differences of the species man, are said and predicated of the subject in which they are, which is subject as a supposit, namely of man; but they are in no subject insofar as a subject complete in itself gives being to an accident which is in potency. For difference gives to the species being in act in the species: because, as was determined in the science of the Universals, difference is that which leads to being and which is part of the being of the thing that is. Therefore neither biped nor capable of walking is in man in such a way that through being-in it receives that it is; for difference confers being on the species, and does not receive being from it. For if it received being from the species subjected to it, the species would have to be received in the definition of difference as subject is received in the definition of an accident; but this does not happen; rather difference is received in the definition of the species. Therefore it is clear that it is not in the species as an accident. Moreover, of whatever thing difference is predicated as of a subject by name, of the same thing the account or definition of the difference is predicated, as is clear by example: because if capable of walking is said or predicated of man, then also the definitive account of capable of walking is predicated of man, which is to be movable by feet through will or appetite according to progressive motion; for man is capable of walking, man is movable by will with progressive motion.

But here a doubt can arise, whether difference is substance. For it seems that it is not substance on account of what is said: this, not to be in a subject, belongs not to substance alone but also to difference; for through this it seems that difference is not substance.

But this has already been sufficiently determined in the science of the Universals. For that difference which is more properly difference is, according to that which it is and according to its own nature, substance, which is substantial form, which gives being in act to the whole substance, and in this mode gives the being of the whole; but that which is a notion designating the whole being in act is difference, and therefore it is predicated of the whole. Yet if difference is considered insofar as it is related to genus, whose quality consists in its potency, in this way it is related to genus as the perfected being consequent upon the genus, and therefore in this comparison it is compared to genus as the quality of an inseparable accident. Yet this quality is not a quality according to the nature of quality, but is an essential quality, because the potency of the genus is the potency of an imperfect thing, whose imperfection is perfected to act once the potency of the genus has been determined through the difference joined to it; and in this mode substantial form has the mode of quality. But compared to the species which it constitutes in its own being, it is also an essential quality and substance, because nothing constitutes in being except substance; and because thus it has the mode of quality and the effect of substance, therefore it is not substance according to its whole account. And because it is simple and not composed, therefore it cannot fall in the direct line of the coordination of the predicables of substance according to the order of standing-over and underlying, because it does not look to the genus of substance as to the principle of its being; therefore it cannot through itself be a genus. For the first genera are the first principles of things. But looking to another as to its own principle in which it is, it cannot be a first principle, and thus it cannot be a genus. Therefore, since it looks to genus

not as something supposed under a genus, but as to that in which it is as in a natural potency, it follows necessarily that it is in a lateral line, and therefore it is neither in the genus nor wholly extraneous and separated from the genus. And we have handed down the doctrine of this in the science of the Universals in the treatise On Difference; but we speak here only so far as is necessary for the present intention. Therefore because it is not in the genus of substance, on account of this it is said that not to be in a subject belongs not only to substance but also to difference.

But there is something that could disturb one according to this doctrine: so that someone could be moved concerning the parts of principal substances, such as hand, foot, and things of this sort, or even concerning matter and form, from which composite substance comes to be. For those parts in composite substance seem to be as in a subject; for they do not have the being of parts except in the composite, for a hand cut off is not a hand. And thus perhaps someone would think that, according to this doctrine, we are compelled in many ways to say that they are not substances, and conversely, through this reason, that they are not as substances. For those things which are in something as essential or integral parts, through the fact that they are thus in the whole, do not have being in a subject: for there is one mode for something to be in something as a part in a whole, and another mode for being in something as an accident in a subject, as is determined in the fourth book of the Physics.

Nevertheless one must know that a part is not in act except when it is in the whole; but it is a part in potency and not according to act when it is not in the whole, and thus it receives act and account from the whole. But its act and form is its operation which it has according to form, as seeing belongs to the eye, drawing nourishment to the root, defending the fruit from burning heat to the leaf, and carrying out the work commanded by intellect to the hand, and things of this sort. And besides, parts have powers in the whole, and do not have them when they are not in the whole; and therefore cut-off parts receive equivocally those names which they have in the whole. But that in the whole they receive the name and account in some way is from the whole; however an accident does not do this when it is in the whole as in a subject. And therefore there is equivocation when a part is said to be in a whole, and when an accident is said to be in a whole; for an accident is not the form of the part but of the whole, because the subject of an accident is a being complete in itself; but the complete is the whole composite. There is, moreover, also this dissimilarity: because parts in the whole, whether they are essential or integral, constitute the whole according to being, and therefore they are substances of the whole; for an accident is not in the whole as constituting it according to substance, but is as something constitutive in being in whatever way through substance, and therefore in the definition of an accident the subject is received as the cause of the accident; but in the definition of a composite the parts are received as principles of knowing the whole, because the principles of knowing and of being are the same, as is said at the beginning of the Physics 1. But Aristotle says that we know the composite and whole when we know from what things, and how many, and from what qualities it is.

But from these things certain erring persons object, as Gregory of Nyssa says: Whatever things are in something as endelechy are either in something as an accident, or as a material form which has being outside itself. But the soul as endelechy has being in a body; therefore either it is in it as an accident in a subject, or as a material form; and whichever of these is granted, it follows that it does not have being except in the body, and does not have being outside it. But to this certain persons try to respond, saying that the soul has being in the body as the mover in the moved, as a king in a kingdom and a sailor in a ship, and therefore it is separable from the body and, when separated, has being in itself.

But, with peace granted to those men, those men do not
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Chapter VII. On the property of substance and difference, which is to be predicated univocally

solve the objection, because the objection proceeds in this way, saying that whatever things are in a body as endelechy, and so on, are so as the mover is in the moved, as endelechy is; but the soul in the second book of On the Soul 1 is said to be the endelechy of an organic body having life in potency. And this was said of soul, not according as it is soul, but according as it is the form of an animated body; and therefore Aristotle says that soul defined in this way is in habit, and as sleep, and as an elemental figure; and it is a definition related to demonstration as a conclusion. And therefore in what follows Aristotle corrects it, saying that soul according to substance, according as soul is substance, is defined thus: Soul is the principle and cause of life, understand, of such life as the soul itself is. For the vegetative soul is the cause and principle of vegetative life, and the sensitive soul is the principle and cause of sensitive life. These lives are not without a body, and therefore those souls are not principles and causes of such life except in a body. But the intellectual soul is the principle and cause of such life without a body; for understanding is perfected without any body, and is separated from every bodily subject. Therefore, if it is the principle and cause of such life, also according to itself it will be the principle and cause of such life; therefore, separated from the body, it is the cause and principle of such life.

But to the objected argument one must say that the intellectual soul is not the endelechy of the body except through its act, which is the infusion of sense and motion into the body, and those are its acts according to that which is its part and potency, as the vegetative and the sensitive are. But its act and operation according to that which it is in substance is according to that by which it is intellectual; and this act and this operation is without a body. But these things, although they are not to the proposal, nevertheless have been set down for removing the objection, so that the doctrine may be more perfect.

CHAPTER VII. On the property of substance and difference, which is to be predicated univocally.

Moreover, there is a property which belongs always, but not to it alone, nor to every one: indeed it does not belong to it alone, because it belongs to substance and difference; but it does not belong to every one, because it does not belong to principal substance. Now this property, which indeed is in substances as a property, substances which are called substances from underlying and standing-over, and is in differences which are not said to be in the genus directly from underlying, is that all predicates which are from these very things and are of their number are predicated univocally of those things of which they are predicated. For all predicates which are from these, that is, taken from substance and differences, are predicated either of individuals or of species, species being said generally for the subalternate and the most special. But this property does not belong to every substance, because it does not belong to principal substance, which is individual substance. For from principal substance there is no predication, because an individual is predicated of nothing; and if no predication is taken from principal substance, then it is not predicated univocally of anything, because it itself is predicated of nothing as of a subject to itself. For it is the last subject of all, and therefore it cannot have anything which is a subject to it, insofar as subject is called according to nature an underlying supposit, nor can it be said of a subject. But everything that is predicated univocally of something is said of it as of a subject; therefore first substance is predicated univocally of nothing. And thus two conditions are had, namely that it is not predicated, and that it is not predicated univocally.

But contrary to this seems to be what Porphyry says in the book On the Five Universals, namely that the individual

is predicated of one alone, that is, of itself. But this was solved in the science which we wrote On the Universals. For there we said that for something to be predicated of itself does not happen by natural predication, or by essential predication. For in such predication the predicate must be of the account of the subject and the principle of constituting and knowing it. But this cannot be when the same thing is predicated of itself. In the same way, when the subject is of the account of the predicate, then the subject is the principle of knowing the predicate; and this again cannot be when the same thing is predicated of itself. For if there is predication, it can be only predication per accidens; for there the proper effect is not predicated of the cause. But there is not predication per accidens, because neither is the predicate an accident of the subject, nor is the subject an accident of the predicate. And thus there is neither predication per se nor per accidens; therefore there is none. And this indeed is true, because when an individual is predicated of itself, the same thing is signified to be in itself, which can in no way be understood, because nothing is in itself, as Aristotle says 2. But what Porphyry says must be understood of inordinate predication, which is not some universal predication; and then that predication is reduced to art, so that the same thing is understood to be predicated according to that by which it is. And this is when it is said, this man is this man, or Socrates is Socrates, so that the sense is that this man according to that which is a thing of nature is this man by which he has the being of man; or Socrates, according as he is this Socrates, is Socrates by which he has the being of Socrates, that is, according as he is under the individuating things signifying him to be Socrates. We are not speaking here of such predications.

But speaking in this mode, as Boethius says, no propositions are truer than these in which the same thing is predicated of itself, because in such propositions the same thing is predicated according to that by which it is of that which it is. For the being by which that which is is, is inseparable by the intellect from that which is; and therefore it is always true, and, as certain persons say, such a proposition has its truth from nothing except from itself. For this is always true, man is man, house is house, because being in that which is is always received by the intellect, and therefore the truth of such propositions is eternal, as certain persons say.

Therefore it is clear in what way there is predication from first and principal substance and in what way there is not. But that it is not predicated univocally is easily proved through this, that it does not have something supposed under itself, in which it would be as genus or difference, which is the cause of univocal predication. But when it is predicated of itself in some mode, nevertheless it is not predicated as a being of the account of itself, and thus it cannot be predicated univocally of itself.

But that every predication which is taken from second substances and differences is univocal is proved by induction: because whatever things are of the number of second substances are species or genera; and species indeed is predicated essentially of many things differing only in number, and these are individuals. But genera are predicated both of species and of individuals by substantial predication, because genus is predicated of many things differing in species. Similarly also differences are predicated of species and of the individuals of the species which they constitute, as formal essences which are in species and individuals; and when species are predicated of first substances, then first substances receive the account of species, because species gives its name and account to the individual. And similarly when genera are predicated of species and individuals, species receive the accounts of genera for the same reason, because through the fact that genus is essentially in the species both in act and in understanding, the genus gives its name and its account to the species through that dignity which was set down before, namely that when
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Chapter VIII. On the property of substance, which is to signify this something

one thing is predicated of another as of a subject, whatever things are predicated substantially of the predicate are all said of the subject in the same mode and order of predication. Similarly, when difference is predicated of species and individuals, through the fact that it is in them essentially as act, then both species and individuals receive the definitive account of the difference, because difference itself, as act and as form, is essentially in them. But it has already been held that univocal things are those whose name is common and one, and the definitive account given according to that name is the same. But second substances and differences are predicated with one name and one account; therefore all predicates which are taken from second substances and differences by ordered predication are said or predicated univocally.

But attend, that although difference is not taken as a genus and does not have a subject in the straight line of standing above and beneath, but is from the side, looking toward such a line, nevertheless difference has a subject in which it is, of which it is as a predicable and as a certain universal, and thus it is predicated univocally of that.

Moreover it must be noted that although difference does not have a genus which is in it through understanding, and thus does not have a true definition by which it is predicated, nevertheless it has its name assigned through its own formative essentials by an essential cause, as when it is said that it leads to being, and that it is part of the being of the thing that is. For this assignment has been given through a cause, according as difference itself is a cause of being, and through this it has being predicated univocally; and in that to which the predication of its name belongs, difference is in it through this same completed account, namely that difference leads it to being, and that difference itself is an essential part of the being of that thing. For thus it is understood what it is to be predicated by name and account: namely, that as the subject of which predication is made participates in the predicate by name, so it participates in it by account.

CHAPTER VIII. On the property of substance, which is to signify this something.

But now that all the properties have been had which follow substance according as it is one of the predicables, it remains now to see concerning its properties according as it is substance, apart from the fact that it is considered as a predicable or one of the predicables or predicaments. Therefore I say that every substance seems to signify this something; but to signify this something indeed belongs to substance alone, but does not belong to every substance, because just as to be predicated univocally belongs to second substance and not to first, so to signify this something belongs to first substance and not to second, although it seems also to belong to second substance itself. And among first substances this indeed is indubitable and universally true, since first substances signify this something: because they have matter terminated and marked by accidents and individuating things, through which they are here and now, and through which each of them is one in number, and here and now, in which, as Boethius says, no diversity is found in numbering. This does not belong to that which is one in species or genus, which has neither determinate nor marked matter, and therefore by division of matter acts into the plurality of individuals, and by division of differences dividing the genus into the plurality of species, so that unity of number is not preserved in them. Therefore first substance, that it is this, has from individuation and the termination of individuating things; but that it is something in form, it has from the species which is in it and is its being, and thus it is properly called this something. Hence Boethius says in the book On the Hebdomads: Everything that is has from one thing what it is, and from another that it is this; for that it is this is through the designation of this thing, because it is this; but what

however it is, it cannot be except through this, that it is for itself the cause of being.

But in second substances the name seems indeed, under the figure of appellation, similarly to signify this something, when someone will have said, naming man or animal; yet it is not true that the name of second substance signifies this something, but the name of second substance signifies rather a qualified something and not this something. For that which is signified in the name as the subject is not one in number, in the way that what is signified as subject by the name of first substance is one in number. For the subject of the name of the species is predicated of many things in number, in which being in act and at once is signified; and animal, which is the subject of the name of the genus, is said also of many things differing in species and in number, in which it is in act and at once.

But I say figure of appellation, not institution of a name as certain persons say, which they say was first made in individuals, because they say that names were instituted earlier for the signification of individuals. But I call figure of appellation a similar formation of a name for signifying the species and for signifying the individual. For nature, as Damascene says, is considered in two ways, namely in itself and in an atom or individual, and in each consideration nature is designated by a similar name. For common nature considered in itself is called man, and considered in an atom it is called this man; and because it is one, differing only by common and determinate, for this reason it had to be designated by one name, and this is called the figure of appellation. And this figure of appellation is also for us a cause of deception in the fallacy of figure of speech, because often we interpret a qualified something as this something.

But the cause of this figure of appellation is that genus and difference and species and individual seem to signify the same thing and the same nature. For genus says form diffused in indeterminate matter, and the genus itself is a certain notion of the being of such a composite; and therefore it is predicated of the whole, because it says the whole in the mode that has been stated. But difference says form and act in relation to matter related indeterminately and inclined, and as if reflected back to such matter; on account of which this too says the whole being of the whole composite, and therefore it too is predicated of the whole. But species says form in matter which stands at ultimate act as perfected, but is not limited by terms and determined by place and time; and therefore this too says the whole being, and is the notion of the whole and not of a part, and therefore it is predicated of the whole. But individual says form in determinate matter, designated by limiting places and by difference of time and by the seven individuating things which were determined in the science On the Universals. And because what is thus one in all is in second and first substances and differences, it was necessary that there be a similar figure of appellation.

But although what is designated by name under the figure of appellation is one in all, nevertheless there is not one mode of it by which it is in all the others: for the mode of the confused and of what stands at ultimate act is not the same, nor is the mode of the common indeterminate by the limits of substance of number and by terms the same. And therefore it is not always true that this is designated under the figure of appellation. For this reason second substance, although it seems to signify this something, nevertheless does not signify this something but a qualified what, namely a what through that which, as first formable, is subjected in it which is indeterminate and confused; and that it is qualified it has through essential quality, either according to potency or according to the act of difference determining it to act, but not determining it by temporal or bodily limits, such as line, surface, place, time, native land, parentage, name, and things of this sort, by which something defined and determined is made this something, and circumscribed here and now, or by the limits of definitions of its own existence, beyond



Chapter IX. On the property of substance, which is that nothing is contrary to substance

beyond which nothing belongs to its substance. But in another way difference signifies a qualified what somewhat, which Avicenna says, for by its own name this says qualified, but the what which is the formable subject it says only through effect, because namely it makes it in act.

But here still a question arises concerning the most general, for this in itself does not have difference, and thus it seems to say what and not a qualified what. But to this it is answered that it has in itself, through potency, the difference by which it is formable, and thus in some mode it has it; and insofar as it has it, to that extent it signifies a qualified what.

But when we say that second substance and difference signify a qualified what under the figure of appellation, we do not understand that it signifies a qualified what in the way that white, under the figure of appellation, seems to signify quality concerning substance: because white, through the quality which it signifies concerning substance, signifies only a quality which truly and according to itself is quality, and an accident of that subject concerning which that quality is placed is signified by denomination in the figure of appellation. But the qualified which animal or man or rational signifies is an essential quality which signifies a certain substance perfected by that quality. But through that quality marked in the genus according to the figure of appellation, more determination occurs in this, because the genus is determined toward signifying more things with regard to the range of community than in the species. For both species and genus are determined by the quality of difference, but the genus through its own quality is determined to signify more than species, because genus by its own quality determines things subject to it differing in species and number; but the quality which determines the community of the species does not determine the species except to this, that it contains things differing only in number. And therefore one saying animal embraces more in the quality of animal than one saying man embraces in the essential quality of man, although the quality of each is common to many.

CHAPTER IX. On the property of substance, which is that nothing is contrary to substance.

Now it seems that one must speak of the properties of substance according as it underlies accidents and is the subject of other genera, because, as Aristotle says 1, no subject is contrary and therefore the subject is of contraries; thus it belongs to substance, and is its property, that nothing is contrary to it. But this is proved by induction, because nothing can be contrary to first substance because it underlies most of all; and to that which underlies each contrary nothing can be contrary. It follows that not even something contrary to first and principal substance could be feigned, if it were permissible to feign it, as nothing is or can be contrary to some man. But indeed neither can something be contrary to man, which is second substance, and generally to second substance, nor is anything contrary to animal, which is a genus.

But certain persons object that nothing is corrupted except contrary by contrary; but substance is corrupted; therefore it has a contrary by which it is corrupted. Moreover, as is held in the second book On Generation 2, fire is contrary to water, and air to earth; but these are substances; therefore substance is contrary to substance. But many such sophistical arguments can be objected, all of which Aristotle solves 3. For nothing can be contrary to a common subject according to itself, but it has contrariety in the dispositions of its qualities, and thus one
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Chapter X. On the property of substance, which is not to receive more and less

is corrupted by another, and contrary acts on contrary, as the dense acts on the subtle, and the heavy on the light, and the hot on the cold, and so concerning others. But this contrariety does not belong to substance which is a subject, because if something were contrary to it, it could not be the subject of each contrary.

And attend that contrariety is said in many ways: first, the perfect distance of opposed differences in the same genus, whose subject is the first genus, to which those contraries are reduced as to one genus, and as to one subject, in which those contraries are in potency and not in act, as Aristotle seems to say 1, that in every first genus there is one first contrariety. And according to this contrariety it is proper to substance, according as it underlies and is subject, not to have a contrary. But according as substance is called the essential form which is difference, in this way it has a contrary, because one difference is contrary to another. But we are not speaking here of substance in this way, because we do not posit difference to be in the genus of substance, according as we speak of substances as concerning underlying and concerning subject. But the Philosopher considers the first contrariety, called in this way, who reduces to one genus those things which are of the same account of substance in some mode. Contrariety is also called habit and privation, or contrary forms concerning the same matter which underlies each; and it is substance called from underlying, and to that again it belongs to be contrary to neither, as is proved at the end of the first book of the Physics 2. Contrariety is also called the complete distance of passions and qualities concerning the same subject, which, remaining one and the same, is receptive of each contrary, as of white and black, and of hot and cold, and things of this sort; and again to that which underlies each of the contraries it belongs to be contrary to none; and this is the true understanding of Aristotle, who says and proves all these things by the reasons which have been brought in.

But although this is a property of substance and belongs to every underlying substance, nevertheless it does not belong to substance alone, but is a property of many other things; for quantity has nothing contrary, nor does line, nor surface, nor body, and so concerning others. By a similar induction this is proved in discrete things. Nothing is contrary to the number ten, nor to five, and so concerning others.

Yet all these have, or seem to have, sophistical objections: because perhaps someone would say that among discrete things many are contrary to few, or great to small, or short to long; how these are opposed must be determined in the tenth book of the first philosophy. But here it must be said that these do not say opposed quantity, but qualities said concerning quantity. But that quantity has nothing contrary is proved from a likeness, as was proved concerning substance: for quantity is subjected to these, or substance by reason of its quantity according as it is quantified; thus nothing of these is contrary.

Hence it is concluded generally that, of things determined to the nature and species of quantity, absolutely none is or can be contrary to any thing determined to the nature of quantity and the species of quantity; but in this mode it could be contrary, just as also only in that mode may substance be granted to have a contrary; but insofar as substance is a subject and underlying, it can have a contrary, which cannot be, as has been proved here. Therefore the sayings of Aristotle are to be understood in this mode and not otherwise.

CHAPTER X. On the property of substance, which is not to receive more and less.

There is again something proper to substance, which indeed belongs to every substance, but not to it alone

belongs: for substance seems to receive neither more nor less by intension and remission. But I do not say this in the sense that one substance, called from underlying, is not more substance than another; for this has already been said in the things held before, because first substance is substance more than second. Rather, for this reason we say that that property belongs to every substance, because each substance, whether it is second or first, is not said to be now more this very thing which it is and then less, or at another time less, through being intensified and remitted according to substantial being. For a man, neither he himself from himself nor one man from another, is said through intension and remission to be more and less man, as good and white, both the same thing from itself at different times and one thing from another, are said to be more and less white, and good is said through intension and remission to be more and less good. But substance, whether first or second, is not in this mode through intension said to be more and less substance; for this is in no way at all said now to be more and less man through intension and remission than before it was man. On account of this it is generally concluded that substance, in that it is substance, does not receive more and less.

But the cause of this is what has been held before, that it does not belong to substance to have a contrary: for the less according to intension has more of the contrary, and the more has less of the contrary, so that it would take contrary broadly. For in some things there is opposition as privation and habit, as between good and evil; yet in some things two motions opposed toward the same thing and from the same thing are contrary, and thus it receives more and less, according as these adverbs are good and evil, and in this mode the intensified and remitted things take in something from the contrary. In some things there are contraries through contrary forms, and in them there is intension and remission through this, that they intercept motion in every middle from the extreme contraries by casting off one and receiving the remaining one, according as Aristotle says 3, the whiter is more unmixed with black. And in this mode substance cannot receive more and less; the cause of this was given by Porphyry in the science On the Universals: because every substantial being is always the same and simultaneous, and therefore it cannot receive more and less; because, as Avicenna proves, if it received more, it would follow that substantial being itself would approach nearer to substantial form through the acquiring of that form, which is false, since it has no middle; for between being and non-being there is no middle, as there are many middles between white and black. And therefore according to substantial being there cannot be intension or remission in anything.

Moreover, when it is objected that generation and corruption are changes in substance, and every successive motion is like time, which is the measurement of it; but in such succession there is departure from one end and approach to another continuously; and this seems to be more and less being according to intension and remission; therefore in substantial being there seems to be intension and remission.

Moreover one substance is miscible with another, as Aristotle says 4 and also proves. But mixed things are necessarily intensified and remitted, as is held there from his sayings. Therefore substance seems to receive more and less, and the intensified and remitted.

All these and similar things are objected sophistically, because that proof which proves that substance does not receive more and less through the fact that it does not have a contrary is concluding from necessity. Therefore to this, what is said concerning change, one must say that change and generation and corruption are said in one mode as each is simple change, which, as Averroes says on the book On Sense and
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Chapter XI. On the property of substance which is that substance, remaining the same in number according to its change, is susceptible of contraries

the Sensible, is the end of motion and not motion. But the end of motion is that in which motion is in having been moved and not in being moved; and this change is simple between being and non-being, between which there can be no middle, and therefore in this there is no intension and remission. And therefore Aristotle says 1 that generation and corruption are not motions but changes. But change said in this mode, or generation and corruption, is mingled with motion, which is alteration, as when from altered seed little by little there comes to be an animal or a man; and then intension and remission is not referred to the being and non-being of substance, but rather to the active or passive qualities by which such generation is perfected. And this is when active and passive qualities alter and move matter insofar as they are instruments of substantial form, which as forming and artisan is in the seed. And then substantial form is also said to be in succession, not for the sake of itself, but for the sake of its instruments, which are active or passive qualities acting or undergoing in the matter of the seed. And in this mode Aristotle says 2 that there is not living and animal at once, and that there is not animal and man at once: not because there is some middle between living and not living, or between being animal and not being animal, and between being man and not being man, but because by the action of the first qualities, insofar as they are instruments of heaven, or of the formative power which is in the seed, matter first approaches to the potency and act of one thing, which is living, and afterward to the potency and act of another, which is animal; and this is not to be intensified and remitted, but rather in the same form according to potency and act to approach more and less to the true imposition of the name.

But what is objected concerning the mixture of animal substances does absolutely nothing to the proposal, because in the mixed thing there is not intension and remission according to the substances of the things mixed, but according to the qualities of those substances. And therefore intension is referred to qualities and not to substances. Therefore it is clear that it belongs to substance to receive neither more nor less.

CHAPTER XI. On the property of substance which is that substance, remaining the same in number according to its change, is susceptible of contraries.

But it seems most of all to be proper to substance, which is also properly proper and belongs to every substance and to substance alone and always, that, while it is one and the same in number, it is receptive of contraries, or is able to be susceptible of contraries. But I say this when there is one thing from which there is a contrary potency of receiving. But substance has this from the fact that it itself is a subject, a being complete in itself; and it has this from the species insofar as it is substance, and this is insofar as it is substance, because first substance is from the fact that it already underlies individuating accidents. And therefore I say in number on account of first substance, in which second substance is, and in which it receives and has the truth of underlying.

From this it is clear that second substance, insofar as it is in first substance, is a perfected universal being, and consists of formed genus and of difference forming toward perfect being. But from this it receives the power of underlying accidents, which it would not have if in itself it were not a perfected being, because what is not perfected in itself cannot give being to another through the fact that it exists in it. Thus therefore a being perfected in itself and the same in number is through the division of individuating matter: so that insofar as second substance is in first substance, it is one perfected thing; insofar as it is individuated through undivided and one matter, it is the same in number.

Thus to be one and the same in number, subjectible to its proper contraries, is properly proper to substance according as it is called

substance from the act of underlying, as was said in the things held before. And indeed in the other things of the other predicaments one will not have, nor will anyone find, something that he may put forward to which this property belongs. Whatever things of other genera are not substances called from the act of underlying, namely in such a way that a thing of another genus would be susceptible of contraries while it is remaining in itself one and the same in number. For example, if we should inquire in the things which are in the genus of quality, and should say that color, since it remains one and the same in number, will not be white and black by succession, so that namely it is white in act and afterward black in act.

But perhaps, if it is an intermediate color, it will have white and black mixed in itself; but this is to have contraries mixed and in potency, and not to have each in act by succession while the same subject remains. Similarly, if someone should put forward something from the genus of action, which seems to be susceptible of contraries, and should say that the same action is wicked and virtuous, as an action of deliberative will, we say that the same action, remaining the same in number and one in number, cannot by succession be wicked now and afterward virtuous, because wicked and virtuous are accidents inseparable from the action; and therefore a wicked action, while remaining the same, will never be virtuous, but another thing of likeness to it in cause, in that it is voluntary, can be virtuous. Similarly, one and the same line in number will not be straight and curved by succession; and similarly it is in all other things of other genera which are not substance. But substance alone, since it is one and the same in number remaining in the subject which is substance, is capable of contraries, so that now it is under one and afterward the very same in number is under another, as is clear by induction, as some man, who is first substance, since he is one and the same in number, is at one time indeed white, but at another time black, and at one time hot and at another time cold. Similarly, according to contraries of morals, at one time indeed wicked and afterward virtuous, and not at the same time wicked and virtuous. But in other predicaments no such being is found.

But perhaps someone, pressing against the things that have been said, will say that a statement which is in the genus of discrete quantity, or an appearance or opinion which is in the genus of quality, is something such that, according to it, the same statement, remaining the same in number, seems to be true and afterward false by succession, and thus to receive contraries. Nor now let force be made over whether true and false are opposed contrarily or privatively; for example, if we say by way of example that this statement, that someone is sitting while he is sitting, is true, and the same statement, remaining the same in number through the operation of syllables and expressions, will be false when he is not sitting. Similarly also it is concerning the appearance of someone opining. For if someone opines that someone is sitting while he is sitting, he will opine truly; and that opinion, remaining the same in the soul of the one opining, will be false when the other rises, if he retains the appearance of the same opinion concerning the same one rising which he had before when he was sitting.

But to this one must say that even if someone receiving this should grant that it is the same statement, or the same opinion, which thus receives contraries, which nevertheless is false, as will be clear below, because true and false are in such things as in a sign, and not in a subject. Nevertheless we say that, with this granted, there is a difference in the mode of receiving contraries. For those things which are in substances, when they themselves have been changed and altered according to themselves, are susceptible of contraries: for when that which now is cold has been made from that which before was hot, the subject itself according to itself has been changed, for it has been altered; and what from white becomes black has itself been made other and altered. Similarly it is when from wicked by alteration something becomes virtuous, and similarly it is in all other things which are changed from contrary into contrary. Hence that which is receiving change according to itself becomes susceptible of contraries; but statement indeed and opinion, in which there is true and false as in a sign from the account of another toward them,
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Chapter XII. On doubts concerning the things that have been said, that substance receives contraries

they indeed persist immobile and changed in nothing. But when the thing is moved and changed, from relation to which they are made true or false, contrariety comes to be concerning statement and opinion; for the statement which is that someone sits, or that someone is sitting, always remains the same, changed in nothing. But when the thing which the statement signifies has been moved or changed, the statement, from the relation of the thing to it as to a sign, becomes at one time true and at another time false; for in such things truth is from the adequation of sign to thing signified, and therefore when the signified has been changed the sign becomes true or false, as Boethius says concerning right and left: for the thing which now is on the right, with no change made in it, becomes left, if the thing which now is on the right passes over to the left, while I always remain immobile. On account of this it is proper to substance alone and only, and to no other thing, that on account of its own change, insofar as the subject is one and the same remaining in substance, made in accidental forms, it is capable or susceptible of contraries, and not on account of a change of another thing which in some respect has itself in some mode toward it.

Therefore if someone, not conceding, should receive this, saying that in some mode statement and opinion are susceptible of contraries, he receives and concedes what is not simply true. For statement and opinion are not said to be susceptible of contraries in that they according to themselves receive something, but in that concerning certain other things, which are the things signified by statement or opinion, a certain passion according to change has been made. And this is clear: because in that the thing signified through statement or opinion is thus or is not as it is marked in the statement or opinion, the statement or opinion is said to be true or false, and not in that the statement or opinion itself remains the same in substance and, changed in accidents, is capable or susceptible of contraries. But simply considered according to themselves, statement or opinion are in no way moved or changed. On account of this, statement or opinion according to themselves will not be susceptible of contraries, since no passion of alteration at all has been made in them. But substance is susceptible of contraries in that it according to itself receives contraries according to its own passion and alteration; this is manifest by induction in examples: for animal, remaining one and the same in substance, receives sickness and health, something having undergone and been moved and altered according to quality which is disposition and habit. Similarly it receives brightness or whiteness and blackness, having undergone and been altered according to qualities which are passion or passible quality. And similarly each one of such things, while substance itself remains the same, is said to be receptive of contraries, because according to its own change it is altered in qualities. Therefore it is proper to substance, since it is one and the same in number, to be susceptible of contraries according to its own change.

CHAPTER XII. On doubts concerning the things that have been said, that substance receives contraries.

An objection is raised against the things that have been said: because it does not seem to belong to every substance, that according to its own change it is susceptible of contraries. For substantial form is substance, and yet it is not susceptible of contraries according to its own change.

Moreover, intelligence also is substance, and it is not susceptible of contraries according to its own change. Similarly also God or the first cause is not susceptible of contraries according to his own change.

Similarly, heavenly bodies which directly fall in the predicament as composite substances are substances, and yet according to their own change they are not susceptible of contraries, as it seems, because a body

celestial, as Averroes says, is not susceptible of contraries.

Moreover, also what is said, that nothing is contrary to substance, seems to have an objection, because difference is substance and yet has a contrary. For that difference is substance is proved through this, that whatever is essentially a part of substance is substance; but difference is a part of substance, because it is a part of species, since it constitutes the species; therefore it is substance. And yet it has a contrary, because rational mortal are contraries, and are founded upon contrary forms. For all these things seem to be contrary to the things said before.

But to all these one must say that the doctrine held concerning substance according as it is a predicament stands with immobile force, but those things which have been brought in as objections are sophistical. Therefore, as to what is objected concerning form, one must say that form and matter are not in the genus of substance insofar as substance is of the number of predicables. This form as form, insofar as it is a part and principle of the composite, is not predicated of genera, of species, and of individuals. Similarly one must speak of matter, which is predicated in no way; and if it were in the predicable genus of substance, beyond doubt it would have to be predicated. Hence form and matter are in the genus of substance as principles of substance reduced to the genus, insofar as the genus which is substance is a thing truly existing through itself, and not insofar as it is one of the predicables. But the property of substance is marked insofar as it is of the number of predicables, or insofar as it is a thing truly not detached from predication. But form and matter are in no way related thus to substance; and therefore it is not strange if the property assigned to substance does not belong to them, either insofar as it is a predicable, or insofar as it is a thing truly not detached from predication. But if it is taken detached from the account of the predicable, it will not belong to the consideration of the logician, but of the first Philosopher.

But as to what is objected concerning the first cause, which is God, one must say that the first cause is not matter, nor form, nor composite, nor universal, nor particular, nor species, nor genus, nor individual, nor difference; and therefore in no way is it in a genus, or reduced to a genus, but before every genus and above every genus. And when all things are resolved to being, that being is not first substance, which is God, but the being of which it is said in the book On Causes that it is the first created thing; and before that being is the creator of such a created thing. And therefore when it is said, God is substance, it is understood that he is a being existing through himself and from himself and in himself, and that the other things which are called substances are not substances except by analogy and proportion to him, truly being and the substance which God is; and according as they are nearer and more similar, apt through themselves for him, thus being through themselves is more truly attained. Therefore in this mode God is not substance insofar as it is one of the predicables, and therefore it is not strange if the property of substance does not belong to God.

But to this which is said concerning intelligence, it is clear to respond if intelligence is taken properly according to the account of intelligence. For in this way intelligence is the agent intellect, which is essence rather than substance, and it has no composition except that which is from being and what is, and it is a thing consisting in the light of being properly; and this is not in a genus univocally with the other things which are in a genus, but is reduced to a genus, and receives the name of the genus according to analogy and proportion, like the first cause. And this solution is according to the intention of the philosophy of the Peripatetics, who have spoken well concerning intelligences.

But certain Arabs and certain Jews speak concerning intelligences according to the account of their law, which in no way they can prove from the principles of any philosophy, saying that intelligences are Angels who are moved locally and are sent

to men 1, which had and assumed its rise secondly from the Stoics and firstly from the Epicureans, and from those who established laws. And according to those men, intelligence has genus and species and individual. And genus indeed is common to all in intelligence. But species are intelligences distributed in diverse orders; and those which are in one order are of the same species, and diverse in species are those which are constituted in diverse orders. And the individuals of the species are singular intelligences or Angels; and to them, as they say, the property of substance belongs, because although by the justice of God they have been confirmed in good or in evil, nevertheless by nature they are turnable to each, as Dionysius says. But to these things this is added, that they do not rightly understand that saying of Plato 2: Gods of gods, of whom I am maker and father: by nature indeed mutable, but by my will thus remaining. But Plato speaks of the mutability which everything created or caused sustains, because from itself it is nothing, and that which it is, and its being, is through relation to the first cause. But these things have to be determined subtly in first philosophy in that part where the flux of beings from the first cause is treated.

But as to what is objected concerning celestial bodies, one must say that those, insofar as they are composites, are in the genus of substance according to the straight line and order of predicables, and thus celestial bodies are receptive of the property of substance. For the first differences of contraries are according to position, and are differences of position; hence also through contrarieties of position all other contraries, as Averroes says 3, are defined through being maximally distant: for distance in position is the cause of every distance of all other genera. But differences of position are contrary, as right and left, before and behind, above and below, as Aristotle says; and the celestial body is susceptible, according to its own change, of these contraries. But its change is only to where, because it is not in potency except from where and now; although Averroes says concerning the substance of the orb that Messhalach proves in the book On the Moved Sphere that a celestial body is susceptible of rarity and density according to the change of its substance.

But this is true according as this rarity and this density are equivocal, and at least not univocal with the rarity and density which are in the elements; for density and rarity in the elements change substance, as by rarity water passes into air and air into fire; but in the heavenly bodies they say only the position of parts in the whole body, and not a change from a celestial form into another form. For there is dense in heaven whose parts have near position, on account of which the sun is said to be dense. But rare is that whose parts stand remote according to position, and therefore the substance of the heavenly circles is said to be pervious by more rarity and perviousness than all elements and things composed of elements.

But what is objected concerning difference has been solved in the preceding things: for according to the contrariety of things perfectly distant, which is first in any genus, thus difference is contrary to difference; and in this mode difference is not in a genus except through reduction to a genus, as has already been said more often in this doctrine and in the doctrine On the Universals. But if contrary qualities are taken which mutually expel one another from the same susceptible subject, which by potency is naturally fitted to receive each, then in this way difference is not contrary to difference, but has something proportional to contrariety said in this mode, insofar as opposed differences are naturally fitted to come to be around the same genus, and cannot be in act in it at the same time; for genus is proportioned to matter, as was formerly said rather often.

From these things therefore it is manifest that what is properly proper to substance is according to
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Chapter XIII. On the doubts which are concerning this, that speech receives true and false

its own change, susceptible of contraries, and that this belongs to every substance and to substance alone and always, namely to that substance which falls in the genus of substance, insofar as it itself is a predicament, or insofar as it itself is a constituted being and not detached from the predicamental account.

CHAPTER XIII. On the doubts which are concerning this, that speech receives true and false.

Concerning this also, which has been said, that speech is susceptible of true and false while remaining one and the same at the change of the thing signified, there are many doubts, namely what the signified thing is, and how the signified is in speech. For the speech which signifies true and false is only that speech which is called enunciation or interpretation.

For it seems that speech in signifying is not changed through the fact that the signified thing is changed: for this speech, I am sitting, signifies me to sit while I am sitting; nor does it less signify me to sit while I am not sitting, but equally and always signifies me to sit. Therefore in signifying what it signifies it is never changed, for it always does what from first institution it received to signify, that I am sitting, and this it does always and immovably. Therefore in one mode it is related to signifying this, whether I sit or whether I do not sit. But what is related in one mode in signifying is not now true and now false according to the change of the thing. Therefore it seems that speech is not susceptible of true and false at the change of the thing.

Moreover, every sign is true when it signifies just as it was instituted to signify. But this speech, I am sitting, was instituted to signify me to sit, whether I sit or whether I do not sit. Therefore whether I sit or not, it does what it began to do from first institution; but then it is significative of truth when it signifies as it began to signify. Therefore whether I sit or not, this speech, I am sitting, is always true in signifying.

Moreover, just as speech is significative of the thing, so it is significative of the concept or thought or opinion of him who puts forward that speech, because words are marks of the passions which are in the soul. Therefore just as it is susceptible of true and false at the change of the thing, so it is susceptible of true and false at the change of the concept or thought or opinion of him who puts forward the speech; for just as truth is the adequation of words and of things signified through words, so truth is the adequation of words and of the concept put forth through words. Therefore it seems that this speech, I am sitting, is changed from true into false, and conversely, when the one who puts it forward is changed according to opinion, that I sit or that I do not sit. And Pythagoras already said this in this speech, who posited true and false in diction by opining or not opining that which is said in the signifying utterance.

But according to the same mode Anselm seems to prove 1: because truth in a sign is immobile and one in every sign that signifies; for a sign is true when it signifies that which it received to signify in the truth of first wisdom. But a sign always signifies that which it received to signify in the first truth; therefore when it signifies this, whether the thing is or is not, it is always true in signifying. Therefore whether the thing is or is not, speech which is a sign is always true in signifying; therefore speech is not susceptible of true or false at the change of the thing, as it seems.

Moreover, according to this it seems that one truth is signified and is in all true things: for every sign signifies what it received to signify in first truth; but what is in first truth is one and the same, not diverse; the same

therefore one thing and one truth is signified in all true things, as it seems.

Moreover, that is the same and one which is immobile with respect to the change of all things; but to signify what it received to signify in first truth is immobile with respect to the change of all things; therefore that which is signified in every sign that signifies is the same and one; but this cannot be anything except first truth, as it seems. Therefore it seems that first truth is signified in every signifying speech, and thus the whole of what has been said seems to be false, namely that speech signifies true and false in that the signified thing is or is not. These and many sophisms of this sort can be brought in against the things that have been determined, if the arguments of Heraclitus and Pythagoras and Anselm in the book On Truth are considered.

Therefore to these and things of this sort it seems one must say that the truth of a sign, which is an enunciation or the saying of an enunciation, is the adequation of the signifying utterance and of the thing signified through the utterance, and therefore true and false in an utterance is as in a sign related to the signified thing; on account of this the signification is also changed at the change of the signified thing, as was said above; and now, while the speech remains one and the same, at the change of the thing it is changed from true into false, and conversely from false into true.

But to that which is objected, that it always signifies the same thing whether the thing exists or does not exist, one must say that this is true; but signification is not true or false in this, that it signifies the same thing, but signification is true or false in this, that the signification is adequate or not adequate to the thing, and therefore, when the thing to which the sign is not adequate has been made unequal, the speech is false.

But to this which is objected, that it signifies what it received from first institution, one must say that from first institution it received that it would signify the thing through its adequation to the thing; and when it is not adequate to the thing, then that sign does not do what it received to do from first institution. For no one instituted a sign to signify in such a way that it would have a wandering signification not equated to the signified thing; hence when it is not adequate to the thing, then it fails from this which it received from first institution. For it was not instituted only to signify, but was instituted so that through the adequation of signification it would signify the thing as it is, neither more nor less. For speech was invented for this, that since in communicating we cannot use things themselves with one another on account of the infinity of things, and on account of this, that we do not always have many things, we might use speeches in place of things, when we wish to disclose and communicate to one another the concepts and affections which we have concerning things 2.

But what is objected about this, that speech always signifies what it received to signify in first truth, one must say that in the ordering of first truth it did not receive to signify only with a wandering signification, but to signify the thing as it is by the account of the thing, with a signification adequate to the thing; and I say this with the faith of Anselm preserved 3. And therefore it becomes susceptible of false and true through the change of the thing. But if it had received only the adequation of the institutor and of the sign instituted for signifying, then what is said would in some mode be true; but in my judgment this is not true.

But to this which is said, that truth is in the adequation of the understanding or concept to the sign which signifies the concept, one must say that the concept or understanding or opinion, or in whatever way that which is in the soul can be named, of which spoken words are signs, is not detached from the things which are the cause of concepts; and therefore it is adequate to those things insofar as the things have been conceived. For speech was not invented for signifying a fictive concept, which exists only in the one conceiving, because speech would be useless, because through speech

the hearer would conceive no truth or signification about the thing. And therefore the saying of Pythagoras and Heraclitus does not have truth, because they said that the true is in apprehending or opining according as opinion is the passion of the one opining; but this is true, that there is truth in opining or conceiving according as the concept or opinion is an equated passion or conception of the signified thing; and therefore such speech, equated to the concept, is also equated to the thing; and therefore Aristotle says that truth is the adequation of the thing to the intellect.

To this, however, that it says that all things are true by first truth, because signs are of first truth in this, that they signify what in first truth they received to signify, one must say as before that in first truth they received that they should signify things, and with adequate signification should signify the true, and with non-adequate signification should signify the false. And therefore, when the signification of the sign has been changed, the adequation is changed. And what they say about the immobility of truth, one must say that that immobility is only concerning the signifiable related to signifying, and not concerning the sign of the signified thing, equated or not equated; and therefore, with that sign remaining, truth is immobile; but that can be first truth, because it is corrupted and changed when the sign is changed.

To that, however, which is said, that every sign signifies that to which it has been ordered to signify in first truth, one must say that although this is conceded, it does not follow that all things are true by first truth, because in first truth it is ordered that speech signify things through equality to them according as they are or are not; and thus in first truth utterances are referred to things to be signified. But if truth were nothing except the adequation of an utterance to first truth merely in signifying, then what is said could in some way be true. Therefore these things said concerning the predicament of substance are sufficient.
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TREATISE III. ON QUANTITY.

CHAPTER I.

On the division of quantity.

Among the predicables which are of the nature of the accidents of substance, the first predicable that occurs is quantity, because this immediately follows it, as Rabbi Moses says: for since substance is divisible in potency according to that which is from the part of the subject and of the matter which underlies both second substances and accidents, but what is divisible in potency is not reduced to act so that it may become or be made divisible in act except through quantity, it is necessary that the first thing which accrues to substance should be quantity.

Moreover, since matter, as Avicenna says, in its sufficiency is subjected to generation and generally to change insofar as it is in potency to threefold dimension, and is not formed in act to some being, through generation it will become in act of threefold dimension. It is necessary that that which first accrues to matter, so that it may be receptive of the motion of forms and of its own motion, should be quantity, because otherwise the mobile would not exist unless it were quantified, since Aristotle proves in the sixth book of the Physics 1 that nothing is movable unless it is quantified. Therefore by these reasons quantity must be ordered immediately after substance.

Moreover, also on account of this, that it is not receptive of the alteration of forms except through quantity, because forms existing in substance itself are made quantified through the quantity which already inheres in the subject, such as whiteness and heat and things of this sort. By these reasons quantity is reasonably placed immediately after substance; for among the genera of accidents none is altogether absolute except quantity and quality. But substance is not susceptible of quality, especially with respect to two species of it, which are passion or passible quality, and form or figure consisting around something, except by means of quantity; and therefore quantity adheres more immediately to substance than anything of the other genera of accident.

But because quantity is of many divisions, first it is necessary for us to make quantity known through its division, because if we made it known through definition, we could say only that it is the measure of substance. And since the account of measuring is not in one mode in the continuous and the discrete, and in that which has position in its parts and in that which does not have it, we do not have one account which would be definitive for quantity according as it is taken in the genus. For since, as Aristotle says 2, each thing is measured by the minimum of its own genus, it is necessary that just as the measured things differ, so also the measures differ, and that in the same mode the account of measuring differs in them. Therefore, not having a definition of quantity taken in the genus, in order that it may be declared in some mode, it is necessary that it be made known from posterior things through division.

Therefore, compelled by this necessity, dividing quantity in general through the first differences, we say that of quantity one kind is continuous, another discrete. But not
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we say in dividing that quantity is divided by continuity and discreteness, because continuity and discreteness are not predicables of quantity, since they are forms signified in the mode of abstraction, which are not in the genus of quantity, but are named qualities which are said to be about quantities.

Thus therefore, touching upon the things which are in the genus of quantity, we say that of quantity one kind is continuous, another discrete. But before we assign what these parts are through definitions, it is necessary to set down another division, whose parts communicate with both of those things dividing; and this is that of quantity one kind is from things having, or from the number of those things which have, position in their parts, and another kind is from parts not having position, as will be clear below.

But in bringing in these divisions, we will make no mention of unity and point, because these are not in the genus of quantity except by reduction to the genus, as the principles of a genus are reduced to the genus. For the continuous having position flows from a point as from an indivisible bodily principle. But the discrete having order in its parts in place of position, as number does, is caused by unity as by the essential principle of its discreteness. And all these things will be manifest below.

And because to have position in parts belongs to continuous things or to continuous quantity, and not to have position in parts belongs to the same thing, therefore the members of the first division could not be explained unless the other division also were first given. But with these two divisions thus set down beforehand, it follows to explain or declare the members of these divisions; and because the account of the discrete, as Boethius said in the prologue of Arithmetic, and before him Pythagoras had said in Consistentia, consists in the proportions of numbers, therefore discrete quantity must be declared first, especially on account of this, that the principle of that, which is unity, is simpler than the essential principle of continuous quantity, which is point. For unity is an indivisible simple thing, not having position; but a point is an indivisible thing placed, or having position.

But what we said in dividing, that of quantity one kind is continuous and another is discrete, we set the continuous before the discrete as regards us: for as regards us we know number by division of the continuous, as Aristotle says 1, although nevertheless unity, whose repetition essentially causes the whole number as regards the nature of the thing, is simpler than point, whose flowing essentially causes the continuous. Therefore by this consideration we say first, in describing the discrete by example, that discrete quantity is as number having order, and speech having utterances and order and account. But continuous quantity is, so that it may be declared by example, as line, surface, and body.

But besides these there are further time and place; for these besides the things said have another cause of their continuity. For those things have the cause of their continuity among themselves and among their own continuity essentially contained, as line has point, and surface line, and body surface; but place in its own continuity has the boundary of the located body, which is not place, and time is continued by the continuity of motion; but motion is continued by the continuity of the movable thing and by the continuity of magnitude between two termini of the existing motion. Therefore for this cause it is said that besides these there are time and place. But these things will be clearer below, when we speak separately about the continuities of each of those things.

CHAPTER II.

How number and speech are discrete quantities.

But that number is discrete quantity is proved thus: first indeed because

it is quantity, because that by which, as measuring, the quantity of discrete things is rendered, that is quantity through itself; but by number the quantity of sheep, dogs, men, and of other things which are discrete and are not contained under one form of continuity is rendered. Therefore number is quantity. And that it is discrete quantity is proved through this, that the continuous and the discrete are opposed differences, first concerning the first genus of quantity; but these are quantities, and not continuous; therefore they are discrete. Because we do not know discreteness except by privation of the continuous, it is necessary that this be proved by privation of continuity. Therefore I say that of the parts of number there is no continuous indivisible term to which they may be joined as to one, so that it is the term of one part and the end at which its continuation is ended, and is the term of another as that from which its continuation begins. But this is proved inductively and by example, as if five and five are posited as parts of the number ten or of the denary, those parts have no common term which is the end of one part and the principle of the other as continuing. For the first five in order do not have the same unity at which they are ended as that from which the following five are begun according to substance, but they have it dividedly and discrete from the unity from which the following quinary begins; and thus it is concerning all parts of the denary. For always the parts of the denary, in whatever mode they are taken, are always discrete, as if seven and three, or two and eight, or six and four, or ten unities are taken, they are always taken as not joined and not continued, so that the several parts in their discretions are in no way continued as joined in any way. Therefore number is discrete quantity, and this number is formal, which is one, two, three, etc., by which we render the quantity of discreteness of those things which are numbered. But concerning this it will be more fully manifest below.

Similarly also speech is discrete quantity, and is of the number of discrete things, so that all its parts are separated from one another. But why or on account of what speech is in the genus of quantity is manifest: for everything whose quantity is measured by something measuring and certifying it is quantity and is in the genus of quantity. But the sound of a letter and of a syllable, whether it is short or long, is measured by the delay of pronunciation. Therefore speech, consisting of these, is quantity and is in the genus of quantity. But I mean speech uttered with voice, or, what is the same, by prolation of voice or by vocal pronunciation; for thus it is not one sound or voice sounding or calling continuously, but it is aggregated and discrete by the vocalization of sounds, which sounds of discrete elements in letters and syllables, by their multitude and order, make up this whole which is diction or speech. For thus the division of a letter with the division of a letter is not continuous, but discrete from it, and composed with it makes syllables; and a syllable composed with a syllable makes a diction, and in that mode diction with diction makes speech. For in all these, syllable, diction, and speech, the constitution of the whole is made by the congregation and order of discrete things. This is manifest from this, that the sounds of elements and of syllables and of dictions and of speeches are joined to no common term. For if I say, baculus or virga, all the elements of the letter sound discretely, and there is nothing continuing between them, by whose continuing one sound is joined to another. And similarly it is concerning the sound of letters in a syllable, and the sound of syllables in a diction, and the sound of dictions in speech: for there is no term to which syllables are joined in pronunciation, but each one always remains divided according to itself, discrete.

But here it must be noticed that although all the parts of speech and of number remain discrete, nevertheless they are bound under one specific form of discreteness; for number of unity is constituted by aggregation and order, and whatever unity is the term of an ordered congregation, in
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which the aggregation stands, as in that completing unity, so that as end and complement it is the form of that number, as in the quinary the fifth, and in the denary the tenth, and so concerning the others. And therefore Aristotle says 1 that ten is not three and seven, or twice five, or eight and two; but one must receive the form in the last unity insofar as it is the end of the ordered aggregation toward that unity which is the complement of such an aggregation.

Similarly also in speech insofar as it is in lettered pronunciation: for that is an aggregation of sounds, elements, syllables, and dictions, completing an ordered aggregation toward one whole, just as the aggregation of letters in a syllable is one completing thing, and the aggregation of syllables in a diction is one completing thing, from which the diction is called one in the whole aggregation of syllables. Similarly also the aggregation of dictions in speech is one completing thing, from which that whole aggregation of distinct and ordered sounds is called one speech, since the sound of each element or syllable remains distinct in itself and neither continuous nor mixed, so that one is short and another long, and one is shorter than the short, but another is longer than the long; and in such things nothing makes one except order toward one. And therefore that extended aggregation according to itself is discrete quantity like number; on account of which speech is quantity, whose indivisible is not one thing, whose repetition makes that aggregation, but the indivisibles are many, which are the sounds of elements in letters, and sounds of syllables in dictions, and sounds of dictions in speech; but among them the only indivisible is a letter or the element of a letter, from which, ordered with another, a syllable is made, and from a syllable ordered with another a diction is made, and from a diction ordered with another speech is made.

But among the elements of letters there is not one indivisible which, repeated through substance, completes that whole aggregation, as unity is in number. Unless someone should say that there is one element of some letter which is first, which is repeated syllabically in all the elements of other letters, and that the elements of other letters consist from the repetition of that one. But although some have said this, nevertheless it is false and cannot be proved. Therefore we say in this way that speech is composed by the order of many indivisibles according to the sound of elements, and in this speech differs from number, and is diverse from number itself according to the species of quantity.

But if it is objected that every quantity proceeds from an indivisible, one must say that this is true: that just as number proceeds from unity, and the continuous from a point, and time from an instant, so speech proceeds from an indivisible of lettered sound. But this indivisible is not the element of some letter, whose repeated element would make such a quantity of speech, but an indivisible whose account is preserved in any sound whatever of any letter whatever aggregated with another in such pronunciation.

For hence Democritus and Leucippus, and certain others positing atoms, did not say that the principle was one atom, some one principle, but many atoms differing in figure and order and thus constituting all things. And they gave an example of their account in letters: for in lettered sound or pronunciation there is not some one indivisible as the cause of aggregation, but many things differing in figure, sound, and order. For thus speech is a quantity measured by syllable, or by a long or short letter of pronunciation, and distinct in the whole mass of such aggregation, and it is quantity in itself, so that its substance and quiddity is quantity differing from number in the aforesaid mode. Therefore these are the two first species of discrete quantity.

CHAPTER III.

How line, surface, and body are continuous quantities.

Now it remains to say how continuous

quantities are line, surface, and body. For it was fitting to speak first of discrete quantity, on account of this, that the indivisible from which number is perfected, and the indivisible from which speech is perfected, are simpler than the indivisible from which the continuous is perfected. For unity is an indivisible, neither having position in the continuous nor continuing those things of which it is the term. Lettered sound also is indivisible, neither an indivisible placed in a continuum having position, nor continuing those things of which it is the term or principle; because if it is a principle, it is not that from which there is continuation; and if it is a middle, it is not one and the same end of one thing and principle of another, as a point is continuing; and if it is an end, it is not the term to which the continuum is joined continuously in the form of continuation. And therefore also the indivisible itself of lettered sound is simpler than a point; on account of which the natural order requires that first one speak of number, and afterward of speech, and thirdly of the species of continuous quantity.

But what certain people say, that for this reason one should first have spoken of number, because number is found in body and in incorporeal things, and not the continuous, and because things from the institution of the world were made by proportions of numbers: those arguments are not true, nor do they make for the proposed point, and they are founded upon what is false; but concerning those things let those who assert such arguments see to it.

Therefore by this necessity which we state, after number and speech we say that line is of the number of continuous things: for from any point a continuous term can be taken, to which all the parts of a line which are under one form of continuity are joined. But this common term is point, whose flux into a continuum, or drawing-out, makes a line; and therefore, although line is not divided in a point, nevertheless it cannot be divided except in a point, because line is everywhere substantially point. Substantially, I say, from the substance which is as matter: for point extended or stretched out into a continuum is line, whose very stretching-out is quantity, and whose stretched-out substance is point. And thus line is from one substantial thing as from a subject, which is point, and from one formal thing, which is stretching-out extended into a continuum, which is continuation. And this indeed is line; and therefore because everywhere the material substance of line is point, wherever a point not detached from extension into a continuum is taken, there the point is in the account of end and principle: end indeed toward the prior thing, and principle toward the posterior thing. Therefore it is the common term of this joining of the prior part with the following part through the whole continuum; and because point is a placed indivisible, therefore its whole intellectual and real extension in the whole length of substance preserves indivisibility. On account of this line according to breadth and depth is indivisible, divisible only by length, which is caused not by point, but by the extension of point and flux into a continuum, because that extension gives the form of continuity, which according to itself is always divisible.

Similarly surface is continuous quantity: for it is generated by the expansion of line broadwise into a continuum, or from the flux of line or from the drawing-out of line, as Euclid says; and thus it will be breadth without depth, everywhere measured from two lines cutting one another at a right angle. Because this flows from an indivisible according to depth, therefore it does not have depth; but because it flows from a divisible according to length, therefore it has divisibility according to length. And because the flux of that line is to the side and not to a point which is the term of line, and the flux is continuous, therefore surface has continuity in breadth, and from that it is surface. For the continuity which is lengthwise in surface is from line; and therefore the substance of surface is line, just as point is the substance of line. On account of this, from whatever direction surface is divided, there will be a line dividing it just as point divides line; and wherever two parts are taken in a surface, there will be a line

joining those parts, and it is the common term of their joining; for it is the principle of one, from which its continuity is, and it is the end of the other, to which its continuation is. For a plane is that whose particles of surface are joined to a certain common term in the said mode. Surface is called plane because, by the flux of line, it is understood to be spread out as into a plane, with no part of it standing out above another. Therefore such is the understanding of surface according as it is a species of the continuous.

Similarly also in body one must take a common term joining the particles of body. For body is threefold dimension itself, which is by three diameters in every part of the body touching one another and cutting one another at a right angle, one in length, another in breadth from the point of the preceding one, and the third drawn out in depth from the angle of the aforesaid ones: for it is generated from the flux or stretching-out of surface, with the surface moved or stretched out not in length or in breadth, but in depth. And therefore Plato used to say that the substance of body according to what it is, is surface, just as point is the substance of line and line the substance of surface; and therefore body, as it is body, is divided by surface, as surface by line, and line by point, and wherever you take two parts of body, they have a surface to which the continuity of the preceding part belongs, and from which the continuity of the following part begins. Therefore that surface in body is a common term, which is the end of one and the principle of the other; and therefore it is something of one and something of the other; on account of which it is called the common term of continuous things. But if you wish to take the common term in body according to breadth, then, as was said before, you will take line as the term of joining. But if you wish to take the common term of joining in length, it is necessary that you take a common point, which joins the parts in length.

Therefore although a point is no part of line, nevertheless it is something of line, because it is the term of line and joins its parts; and according to this, that point has position in the continuous, thus it is the substance of line, but the formal being is continuity in length, and that is from the intellectual flux of point into the continuous. And in every same mode line is related to surface, so that it is not some part of surface, and yet it is something of it, both because it is the term of its joining, and also in this, that it is the substance of surface, and the form of continuity which it places around the substance is from the intellectual flux of line to the breadth of line, and not to a point. According to the same mode also surface is related to body, both in this, that it is the common term of joining, and in this, that it is the material substance of body, around which the form of the continuity of body is placed from the intellectual flux of surface into depth.

From this it is clear that the continuous is divided to infinity insofar as it is continuous: for in whatever term the indivisible is taken, it is the term of joining; therefore consequently it will be the cause of continuity, because it is understood in the account of end and principle, which cannot be understood except through this, that it flows from one thing into another. Therefore the account of division does not remove the form of continuity: while the form of continuity remains, the divisible is posited. Therefore whatever things are understood to be divided, this indivisible is always posited for this.

But let it move no one that we say this to happen according to understanding, since in this book we are speaking of the ten genera, the principles of things, to which all predicables are reduced. For all abstract and mathematical things are taken according to understanding; for according to being in nature this or that is not found except in light alone, as certain people say, although their saying does not agree with the Philosophers. Therefore although those things are taken according to understanding, nevertheless that understanding is caused by special things and is referred to being, because it says the nature and being of the thing as it is this which it is, as it is signified
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through the name which is the notion of the predicable; and therefore Aristotle says thus, There is no falsehood among those who abstract 1. Rather it is most certainly true, although according to being those things are not found distinct in nature; for they are present in this mode in which they have been determined in the very substance of quantified things.

It must also be noted that there cannot be a fourth species of continuous quantity having position in its parts and from itself continuity and substance around which it places the form of commonness and continuity; because one cannot understand the motion of something in some way indivisible except either in length, or in breadth, or in depth. For height differs from depth only by its terms; and therefore there are only three species of this quantity, from which predicables can be taken.

It must also be known that line is quantity of one divisibility, but surface is quantity of two divisions, and body is quantity of three divisions, on account of the causes that have been determined in the things held before.

CHAPTER IV.

How time is continuous quantity.

But of the number of such continuous quantities there are also time and place: for present time is joined both to past and to future through the middle instant which is the term of such joining. But here we take the present as divisible time which lies adjacent to motion and to present action. But we call past that which is terminated at the present through an instant which is the end of the past and the principle of the present; and the present also is joined to the future through an instant which is the end of the present and the principle of the future; and thus the whole of time is continuous. For just as in other continuous things the flux of the continuous is from some one thing indivisible according to some mode, so also it is in time.

Therefore it must be understood that if there were no motion, there would be no time, and the extension of motion is the cause of the extension of time, just as motion also is the cause of time. But motion is in that which is moved as in a subject. But that which is carried or moved is the same according to substance in the whole motion; but according to its being, according as motion is in it, it is stretched out and proceeding from before in space into after, or from the prior part of space into the posterior, without interruption. But stretching-out, as we have often said, is the cause of quantity. What is stretched out is partly here and partly there, by a continuous and uninterrupted stretching-out. But what is thus divisible is continuous. Therefore motion, which according to stretched-out being inheres in that which is moved, is continuous, not from itself, but from the space of the distance which is between the two extremes of motion. But since it is continuous and quantified in some mode, it follows that there is some measure of it; and because every quantified thing has its proper measurer according to its proper division, as according to continuous space in the mode of line or of surface or of body it has an ell or a palm or a foot, or a ten-foot measure and something of such things, on account of which in every diameter a certain

the quantity of it is rendered, nor can it be certified except according to this, that it is divided. Therefore it is necessary that what measures motion in this mode, according to the being which it has in that which is moved, should certify the quantity of it.

But in that which is moved, according as motion is its act, there are three things, namely the indivisible substance of that which is moved, which remains the same in the whole motion; and stretched-out being in continuous space; and the division of the prior thing which it receives in the space which it leaves behind continuously, from the posterior thing which it has already received in that stretching-out. Therefore if it must be measured in this way, there are three things in the measure rendering the quantity of it, because otherwise the measure of the measured thing would not be adequate. But what measures it in this way cannot be intrinsic to it, because the intrinsic thing is of another genus. For in local motion, where flowing is intrinsic to motion, this is not according to its nature in the genus of quantity, but in the genus where; and therefore motion in where is not in the genus of quantity, but is in the genus where. But in alteration there is a flowing quality which through flux does not lose the nature of its proper genus; and therefore just as the quality is in quality, so also the motion is in quality. Similarly also the motion of increase, although it is in quantity, nevertheless is not in quantity in such a way that motion makes it be in quantity as in a genus, but rather it is in the genus through this, that it is a flowing continuous quantity having position in its parts, like a body which through flux does not lose the nature of body. And therefore motion is not in the genus or species of quantity through a part of motion or through substance, but through this, that it is a flowing quantity which by flux does not lose the nature of what is flowing. It is similar in generation and corruption, which are changes in substance; on account of which Aristotle says 2 that the way into nature is called nature, since motion and change cannot have something measuring around which the substance of motion would be, and around which motion would place its continuity. Therefore it remains that it has an extrinsic adjacent measurer, and this is called time, and time in its substance and its being is diverse and line and surface and body.

Therefore what through understanding lies adjacent to that which is carried and is the same through substance in the whole motion, since this is always objected to the presence of the one receiving it, is the present which is called an instant as though not standing, just as also that which is moved does not stand as long as motion is its act. But what lies adjacent to its stretching-out, which, according as it is moved, is continuously stretched from behind into before, that is and is called time. And that which lies adjacent to that which is in space taken behind is called prior in time, or past. And that which lies adjacent to that which in motion is in space taken ahead is and is called future. And that which lies adjacent to that which is objected to the presence of the one receiving in the stretching-out of motion and space is called present time. Yet since those three, past, present, and future, are not diverse and separated, they are not discrete but are joined together. But of joined things there is always a common term, which is the end of one and the principle of the other, and is something of each and of neither through itself; that which joins the particles of time is called the indivisible instant, which indeed according to itself is the substance of time, just as point is the substance of line, which by its flux is the cause of the continuity which is the form of continuous succession that is placed around the substance of the instant, as was said in the other continuous things. But just as an ell repeated is a number rendering the quantity of the continuous, so the instant, distinguishing prior and posterior in motion stretched out over the parts of motion, is repeated and certifies the quantity of motion. And therefore Aristotle says 3 that time is the number of motion on account of prior and posterior.

And therefore it is not unfitting that time is continuous and nevertheless is a number, because it is a number as an ell is of cloth, or of another thing measured by an ell. And when it is said that time is continuous, and
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time is a number, it is not understood that according to one and the same thing it is continuous and a number; for according as it lies adjacent to the stretching-out of that which is moved, it is continuous, but according as, with the instant joining, that which is before is distinguished from that which is after, and this is repeated in the whole motion, thus it is a number. And when it is said that it is a number, it is not said or understood that it is simply a number, but that it is the number of motion through the being of motion; but of motion through prior and posterior, which is repeated in motion as that which is moved is repeated in the whole space of motion. On account of this it does not follow that time is simply a continuous quantity. And therefore it is manifest that it is not in the two first genera of quantity equally, namely in the genus of the continuous and in the genus of the discrete, but simply it is in the genus of the continuous and according to something receives the form of the discrete. It is also clear how time flows from this indivisible which is the instant.

But the question remains why motion is not posited to be in the genus of quantity as time is, especially since Aristotle proves by many arguments 1 that motion is divisible to infinity, and since he expressly says that motion is a species of quantity in the fifth book of First Philosophy 2. But to this, through the things said before, the response is easy: for if that which gives species and name to motion is considered, and consequently gives it genus, because species and genus pertain to one nature, then the cause of what is asked will be seen. For quality gives name and species to alteration, on account of which alteration is said in the genus, and heating or whitening according to species. And similarly in this way where gives name and species and genus to local motion. And similarly in increase. And it is easy to see in all the others, as accidental motion, which is in all genera. But the continuity of motion is not from that nature which flows, but rather is caused by the procession of that in which motion is as in a subject; but the subject is not something of the essence of that which is in it, and therefore motion does not have its own genus determined for itself. But the other things which had to be said about time pertain either to the physicist or to the metaphysician, and therefore they are deferred to that place: for in the fourth book of the Physics 3 the nature of time will be determined; but in that part of First Philosophy which is concerning causes it will be determined how time is related to eternity, and how the now of time is related to the now of eternity. But as much as pertains to the logical intention concerning time, what has now been said seems to suffice.

CHAPTER V.

How place is continuous quantity.

But now it must be seen how place is continuous quantity. Place is indeed where the parts of the located body are contained, which place is the distance in which the whole quantity of the body is stretched out, so that nothing of the body or of the parts of the body is outside that distance according to the length, breadth, and depth of the body. For that distance is as great as the body is, and neither smaller nor larger, but is commensurated with the body in the whole, just as the distance of the diameters of bodies, which is stretched between the space of the diameters of place and of body, according to being indeed is one and the same, as is proved, with local distance. And this distance of place and of body according to being indeed is one and the same, as Aristotle proves 4 against the speaker Philosopher who is called Xutos. But although according to being it is the same, nevertheless it differs by the containing surfaces, and it differs by the act of measure and by the account of measuring. By surface indeed: because the surface of place is outside the located thing, and containing and touching the located thing on every side. The surface
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of the located thing is inside the located thing, and is something of it, and is contained, not containing. But by the act of measuring: because all the diameters of the distance which is called place are measures measuring in length, breadth, and depth, and none is measured. But all the diameters of that which is located are measured and contained diameters; and thus the measured thing does not measure the distance of place, but the quantity of the body, not as located but according as it itself is quantified.

But taking place in this way, place is a mathematical quantity, joined by points all the way to the center of the located thing; because the diameters according to being are the same as the diameters joined to the same center, because the center of the place and the center of the located thing are the same according to being, but they differ according to act and account. And because the distance of the located thing is continuous quantity, it is necessary that place be continuous quantity, differing from others in this, that it has its joining not from itself, but from the distance of the diameters of the body all the way to its center. But the other distances of lines and surfaces and bodies have their joining and their joinings from themselves and among themselves. For diameters are different according to something, which have diverse principles of their drawing-out: for the diameter of the distance of place has as the principle of its production the surface containing externally; but the diameter of the distance which is the distance of the located thing has as the principle of its drawing-out the surface of the located thing existing inside the located thing. But the center of both is one according to being and not according to act, as has been said. And thus place according to this mode will be a quantity different from all the other species of continuous quantity; for thus by mathematical abstraction the quantity of place is separated from the quantity of the located thing. And thus what is said is true, that the individual particles of place contain the individual particles of the located body. And therefore the particles both of place and of the located body are joined to one term. And speaking thus of place, a place must be given to mathematical things, as Aristotle says in First Philosophy.

But place is considered otherwise when it belongs to the consideration of the natural Philosopher, namely according as place is that to which and from which motion is. For thus it is the surface of the containing body, having in itself the powers of all the containing things, both of the heavens and of the surrounding elements, through which powers it generates and preserves that which is located in it; and about this place Aristotle does not speak here, because through those properties it is not in the genus of quantity, although in itself it is quantified. Therefore, considering place in the first mode, place will be continuous quantity, because all its particles whatsoever are joined to one common term, and it is a special genus of quantity on account of the cause assigned in the things held before.

CHAPTER VI.

How certain quantities have position in their parts, and certain do not.

Furthermore, certain things from the number of the species of continuous quantity, from the particles which are in them, consist of such particles having position in the continuous of which they are particles. But other things which are of the genus and of the number of quantities also consist of particles not having position in the continuous or discrete thing of which they are particles.

But to have position concerns three things, namely that it be assigned where in the continuous the particle is situated, and that one part remain standing in the same continuum with another, and that it be held together with another by joining. And whatever of these three is lacking will not have position in its parts. For position says order, and on account of this it must be assigned where it has been placed in the continuous. But position in the continuous says permanence, because what has been placed is fixed, immobile according to being, and therefore it must say permanence. But position in the continuous says the joining of one with

another, and therefore it must say the connection of the things joined through a common term, which is something of both of the joined things.

From these things it is clear that the particles of line indeed have position in the continuous thing which is line, and toward one another they have position. For each marked thing among the particles of line is situated somewhere, either before in the line or after; and when the parts remain thus positioned, thus you have from where you may take a permanent part, and may assign in the continuous each thing which is of the number of the particulars, where or in what part, in the order of parts, the supposed thing is situated in place; and this is very plain and easy to understand. And you have from where you may assign to what particle, and through what common term, the other particles, whatever have been taken, are joined; which is most plain from the aforesaid things. Similarly also the particles of a plane or surface have a certain position according to breadth. For similarly, just as also in line, it is easily shown where they lie when placed in the surface, and which are the things that are joined to one another, and by what joining thing as by a common term. For in line a point joins; but in surface a line joins and is the common term. The particles of solidity also, or of body, in the same mode and from the same cause have position and permanence and joining. And the particles of place, according as place is taken mathematically, have such position and permanence and joining in their parts.

But in number no one can discern by understanding position and permanence and joining in the parts; the cause of this is that the nature of the parts of number is repugnant to the three things that have been said; and therefore it is not found that the particles of number have position toward one another. For first, situation somewhere in a continuum is lacking, because unity, whose repetition makes number, is not an indivisible having position in a continuum, but rather something wholly separated from the nature of position; and therefore it cannot be said that unity or a part of number is situated somewhere in a continuum. Nor can it be said that some particles of number have connection or joining toward one another in something which is something of both, as was proved in the chapter on the discreteness of number; but all the particles, remaining discrete and separated from one another, have order toward one last thing, by whose addition the species of number is perfected.

But neither do those things which are particles of time have position in their parts, because although they have connection and a common term in which they are connected and continued, nevertheless they have no permanence in being; but concerning what does not remain in being, it cannot be said where it is situated. For nowhere is that situated which according to being is not.

But according to this it seems that it does not have joining or connection, because what according to being is not can be joined to nothing. But to this one must say that in succession there is what is joined, and to be in succession is to be according to something. And there is also of the past, in this that it joins up to something as to an end, which succession itself has within itself as something of itself, and similarly the future to which they are joined exists according to the principle of succession; and again the very succession of the future has this within itself as something of itself, because it is the principle of succession; and thus in the instant, which is the middle, namely the end of the past and the principle of the future, past and future are joined 1. And in some mode the succession of the past is in the present as in a term, and the succession of the future is in the same as in a principle. Thus therefore the parts of time have joining, and nevertheless they have no permanence nor position.

But in this they agree with the parts of number, that you would say a certain order
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to be had by the particles of time in this, that certain ones are prior and certain ones posterior, both in the past and in the future; but the prior ones in the past are farther from the present, whereas the prior ones in the future are those which are prior toward the present; and thus something of the particulars of time is prior, and something of its particulars is posterior. Thus also concerning number it is similarly the case, namely that in the particles of number there is not position, but the order of enumeration, because one is enumerated before two, and two before three, and so concerning the other parts of number; and thus in number what is nearer to the unity which is repeated in number is in this way, and thus the parts of number will have a certain order, but they will not have position in any mode, nor even joining or connection, nor a common term which is something of each part, namely of the prior and posterior; and therefore the parts remain divided and discrete. The account of the name of number also shows this. For number is said as though true numus, that is, of division, because each unit in the parts of number is found divided and segregated. Therefore it is clear that parts of this sort perfect no position.

Similarly also speech relates itself in its parts: for this agrees with number in discreteness of parts, but in succession it agrees with the time by which the pronunciation of speech is pronounced, and therefore its parts are discrete and not permanent. Therefore speech is of the number of those things which have been said, namely those which do not have position in their parts. For the particles of speech in no way remain and can stand less than the particles of time, because at least in time it is possible to take the now or present instant, in which in some mode there is the past and in some mode there is the future. But in speech there is nothing to take in some mode, since all the indivisibles of the elements are discrete and connected in nothing, but each of them has been spoken and passes away, and therefore it cannot any longer be taken so as to be denominated permanent; on account of which there will be no position of the particles of speech; on account of which nothing of its particulars remains in reality. And thus by inducing we have proved what we intend, namely that some things from the genus of quantity consist of particles which are in them essentially having position toward one another, but other things of the same genus consist of particles not having position toward one another.

CHAPTER VII.

On doubts concerning those things which have been said about line.

But because the quantities about which it has been spoken are measures of substance, before we speak about their properties, in themselves they have doubts which are determined concerning them. And first about line: for this seems to be an infinite extension according to length, since Euclid says that it is permitted to draw a line out into the infinite and continuous and straight. Further, the course of the point, which makes a mathematical line, does not stop in the continuous. Therefore it seems that it proceeds to infinity. But against this there seems to be that nature and understanding abhor the infinite. Therefore it seems that line is among those things which understanding abhors.

But the question is wholly nothing, because line is not infinite in act, but according to potency, through this alone, that in the continuous according as it is continuous, a term at which its drawing-out stands cannot be assigned to it. And for this reason Euclid says that it is permitted to produce a line into the infinite in a continuous and straight way; but such an infinite is something in potency, and neither nature nor understanding abhors it.

Further, certain people doubt whether line is the measure of corporeal substance. For if it is not a measure, since through no other disposition can it be reduced to the subject which is substance, it will seem that it is not an accident; but it is agreed that it is not substance either; therefore it is nothing, because it cannot stand. But if it is

a measure, then it seems that it is imperfect, because body is measured by length, breadth, and depth, but line is length only. But to this one must say that line is the first and perfect measure of substance. For line is measuring in length, and measuring in breadth, and measuring in depth. But Avicenna says in the Sufficientia that body is measured by three diameters. But diameters are lines. Therefore body is measured by lines, and the increase of every natural body is according to the extension of three diameters, and of all things standing by nature it is the term and account of magnitude and increase. But that surface is measured, this is according to the whole extension of body among the diameters measuring in height, in breadth, and in depth; and that corporeal quantity measures corporeal substance, this is according to the quantitative filling which according to understanding is among all the surfaces; and thus one must speak about these measures of substance. Nor must it be said, as certain people badly say, that line is a measure not separated in act from surface or corporeal quantity, and therefore, joined with the others, it becomes the measure of a perfect body; although in being it is not separated from surface and body, nevertheless in the act of measuring according to nature and understanding it is separated in that mode which we have stated, and therefore it is a special species of continuous quantity.

Certain people also doubt what line has for matter and for form, saying that in line there are only two parts, namely lines which are joined and the common term of joining; therefore either parts will be for it as matter, or the joining term will be. But they say that the joining term cannot be for line as matter, because the joining term is a point; but line is not from points, as Aristotle proves 1. But if the joined parts will be for matter, a greater abuse still follows: for the parts of line are lines; therefore line is the matter of line; and that line in turn has matter; therefore the lines of that line will be the matter of line, and there will be a going into infinity, or the same thing will be the matter of itself, which is absurd; therefore it seems that they can in no mode be lines. Further, if a point is called the form of line, it seems to be unfitting, because those things which are from matter and form cannot be understood as that which they are without form; but line can be understood without a point, if infinite length from each side is understood.

Further also it is asked whether line can be from points, and through Aristotle it seems 2 that it cannot, because of things not touching one another there is no continuation, but point does not touch point. For either it would touch according to part or according to whole. If according to part, it follows that point has a part, which is false, because Euclid says that a point is that whose part does not exist. But if it is touched according to the whole, this again is impossible, because contact belongs to those things whose outermost parts are together, and thus points touching one another would have outermost parts; but whatever has an outermost part is itself one thing, and its outermost part another; therefore a point is other than its outermost part, and thus again it follows that point has parts according to quantity, namely an outermost part and that which has an outermost part. Therefore line is not composed from points.

But if this is conceded, then it is asked why number is composed from indivisibles, and the continuous cannot be composed from indivisibles?

But this is easy to solve if those things which have been said about the nature of continuous quantity are recalled to memory. For it must be said as certain that line is form and does not have matter from which it is made; and therefore the question is nothing. But if the question were formed in this way, what line has for substance according to that which it is, and what it has for a formal principle, then the question is valid; and as to the fact that it is said that the parts of line are in
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it as material substance, is altogether impossible and foolish to say, because, as was objected, the parts of line are lines, and one must ask the same thing about them; whence this is foolish. But one must say that just as in time the substance of time is the now, so in line generated and constituted mathematically through understanding, the substance of line is point flowing into a continuum; and just as the flowing being of time is succession, so in line the formal being of line is continuity placed around joining points through the intellectual flux of point. The proof of this is that in anything that is the formal principle by which it is placed in the species of its genus; but line is placed in the species of quantity through the continuum of length; therefore the continuum of length is its form. But the continuous is not made except by joining to one common term, and joining is not made except by extended flux; therefore the intellectual flux of point makes continuity in line, and point is its substance, and this is true. And to say that point is form and the parts are matter is delirament; nor is point placed in the definition of line except as flowing, according as line is length whose middle does not depart from the extremes, whose extremes are two points.

Further, as to what is asked, whether line is from points, one must say that this is impossible, as is proved, that line should consist of points integrally composing line, because a divisible continuum is not made from indivisibles; but in this mode in which it has been stated, it is not impossible, because according to this, points are substances placed in line, around which continuation is placed, as around a term in which joining is made; and in this mode every continuum is made from an indivisible positioned in itself, around which, as around a term in which joining is made, the form of the continuous is placed.

But to this which is asked, why number is made from indivisibles and not line, or another continuum, one must say that, as was said in the things held before, this is so because number is discrete, and indivisibles in number remain discrete and do not make one except by aggregation to one thing completing the sum ordered to it, as was said above.

CHAPTER VIII.

On doubts which concern what has been said about surface and body.

In the same mode it is asked whether surface has line for matter, and is a material principle toward body, as Plato seems to say and certain others of the Philosophers. For this seems so from the mode of speaking, because surface is length and breadth without depth, and it is agreed that breadth gives species to surface; but what is before species is a material whole; therefore length is material toward breadth, and by the same thing it is concluded that surface is material toward the quantity of body. Further it is asked, speaking mathematically, whether surface is produced from line and body from surface. For if one is produced from another, it seems that one is material toward another.

Further it is asked whether those things can be at once and according to act in the same thing, because if line is present, then length without breadth is present, and thus, since surface is breadth, it seems that surface cannot be present. And similarly by the same argument, if surface is present, it seems that depth cannot be present.

Further it is asked why depth is not without length, as length is without breadth, and breadth without depth.

Certain people also ask on account of what there are only three dimensions.

It is also asked in what body which is substance differs from body which is quantity.

Further also they ask beyond this whether quantity is in substance from the part of matter, or from the part of form, or from the part of

the composite? For it does not seem to come from the part of matter: for it is not possible that something be substance in potency and be quantified in act. But matter is substance in potency; therefore it will not be quantified in act. Further, being receptive of something diminishes and is deprived of the form to be received; but matter is receptive of quantity; therefore in itself it is deprived of every quantity. These and things of this sort are the things which are asked by certain people.

But in solving these things and things of this sort, one must say that line is certainly material toward surface, in this mode in which surface, which is a formal essence, can have a material principle from which it may be generated mathematically; for surface is made from the motion of a line to the side. And note that surface, according as it is surface, is not made from a line drawn into itself. For from a line drawn into itself, or from the drawing of a line into itself, this surface determined according to species is made, which is a square, and from such a drawing surface is not made according as it is surface taken in the genus. Nor again from the drawing of a finite line into a continuum made to the side of the line is surface made according as surface is in the genus, but from the drawing or motion of such a line a finite surface is made of as much measure in breadth as the measure of the line is in length. Therefore it remains that surface, according as it is surface, is made from the motion of a line according to the side into a continuum.

But if it is objected that the common term in which the parts of surface are joined is a line, and that term is having the act of form, because to join is an act of form, one must say that, as we said about point, surface does not have matter from which it is made, but point itself and line itself are considered in two ways, namely insofar as they are substances placed in a continuum, and thus line receives from point, and surface from line, the substance which is that which it is. And these can be considered insofar as they are joining terms, and thus there is received from them the formal being of that quantity which is line, or of that which is surface, and thus it has the act of form, which is to join; and it is not unfitting that one and the same thing should perfect both of these in a diverse consideration.

But if it is objected that matter does not coincide into one thing with form, this is absurd, because it is not matter from which the thing is made, but it is only this substance according to that which it is, and according as it is that which it is; and these can be in one thing according to diverse things which are in it, just as there is the express example of the now of time, which, according as it lies adjacent to that which is carried, is the substance of time, and according as it flows, causes the being of time; and in the same mode we say that surface is related to body.

But to this which is asked, whether those dimensions are found together in one thing, one must say yes. And when it is inferred that something is long and not broad, one must say that this is worth nothing, because the affirmations which are placed in the definitions of these dimensions and the negations are not opposed, because they are not related to the same thing and according to the same thing. And when it is said that line is length without breadth, only the breadth of line is denied, and not the breadth of surface; and therefore dimensions are together in the same thing.

But to this which is asked, why beyond three dimensions there is not a fourth dimension, one must say that this is so because there are not, nor can there be, more than six differences of position, which are up and down, right and left, before and behind, among which there cannot be except three dimensions; and Aristotle has already proved this 1. But speaking mathematically about the proper features of quantity, one must say that at one right angle there cannot come together or concur except three straight lines drawn out in diverse directions,
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of which each is drawn out directly into the continuum positioned toward diverse things: one, namely, according to length, and one according to breadth, and the third according to height and depth. For a fourth position of the continuous cannot be understood into which a diameter measuring substance would be drawn out; and therefore Aristotle says 1 that perfection is in those things according to the three motions of the heaven, namely from the South to the North, which is the motion of depth, because what is before is for us in the North and the South is behind; and that is the motion from tropic to tropic through the equinoctial. And there is the motion from right to left, which is the motion of the breadth of the heaven and of the planets. But the planets have their right in the West and their left in the East of the first heaven. And there is the motion upward and downward, which is the motion of the whole sphere according to the whole of heavenly light and power toward the center; on account of which perfection is in three dimensions. And because the perfect is, as Aristotle says 2, that to which nothing can be added, therefore a fourth dimension cannot be added.

But to this which was asked, why breadth is not without length, as conversely, one must say that this is the same as asking why the second is not without the first, as the first is without the second. For the broad and second thing is generated from the long and first thing; and that from which something is generated remains in what has been generated, and not conversely. For the broad thing toward which the side must be moved, being moved in surface, always makes a broad thing, and it will never perfect length without breadth; but moved outside surface, it will be moved toward another position, either upward outside surface or into depth beneath surface, and then because it is moved toward another position, it will make another species of quantity; and thus line, moved not toward the position of length but toward another position, will make surface.

But to this which is asked, in what body as substance differs from body as quantity, it has already been said above: because matter, insofar as it is the subject of generation, is having three dimensions in potency and not in act; but the body of quantity is the very threefold dimension.

But to this which is asked, whether quantity comes to substance from the part of matter, or of form, or of the composite, one must say, as in the things held before, that the potency of receiving is from matter, which potency is divisible; but the act of arranging each of the parts in its proper situation and dimension, lest the parts flow away from the termination of the whole, is from the form terminating the parts of matter ordered to their proper situation; but the very disposition of the parts in situation and order belongs to the whole and to both, namely both form and matter, according as they are a whole. And thus the solution of all the things is clear.

CHAPTER IX.

On doubts which concern this, that time is said to be continuous quantity.

Against this also, that time is said to be quantity, certain people object, saying that what does not have parts, itself does not exist; but the parts of time do not exist: for the past is not, because it has passed by and has gone away into non-being; but the future is not yet, but is expected; but the present is the indivisible now, which cannot be a part of the continuous if any part whatever of a continuum is divisible just as the continuum itself is. Therefore no part of time exists, and thus time itself does not exist; and thus further it is not continuous quantity.

If perhaps someone should say that the present is a part of time in which time has being in some mode, against this there seems to be that in other continuous things that in which the parts of the continuum are joined is indivisible and not a part of the continuum, as a point in a line; but the present is that in which the parts of time, past and future, are joined; therefore the present is indivisible time and not a part of it.

Further, what is composed from some things as from parts is divisible into those things from which it is composed as from parts; but time is not divisible into a now; therefore it is not composed from a now as from parts or from a part.

Further, any part whatever of a continuum is other than the part of the same continuum to which it is continued; but the now, as Aristotle proves 3, is not continued with the now; therefore the present now is not a part of the continuum.

Further, the now cannot be continuous toward a now, or with a now, for continuous things are those whose outermost parts are one; but since the now is indivisible, it does not have an outermost part; therefore with another it will not have the same outermost part, and thus the now cannot be a part of time.

Further also, granting that the now is a part of time, and that it is that which can be taken from time, still it does not follow that time is in act, because, as Aristotle says 4, the now in time is not in act, but in potency.

If on account of this it is said that time does not exist, and therefore is not a species of continuous quantity, to the contrary it is objected that it is agreed that motion is continuous and divisible, as is agreed from the sixth book of the Physics 5. Therefore either it is a measure, or some measured thing. If it is a measure, it cannot be a measure except either of that which is moved, or of the magnitude upon which the motion is. And it is agreed that it cannot be a measure in either mode; for measure and measured thing are of the same genus, but that which is moved is permanent. Similarly also magnitude is from the permanent things. But motion is of the number of successive things. But if motion is said to be a certain measured thing, then there will be some measure measuring it; but it is agreed that neither that which is moved, nor the magnitude upon which the motion is, is this, on account of the causes which have been stated. Therefore since no measure of the same genus as motion can be found except time, time will be its successive measure, as motion is successive. From this it follows that time exists, because to be a measure is not a determination diminishing toward being, but one constituting in being.

Therefore we say, agreeing with these things, that time exists, but exists according to the being of the successive, just as also motion does, of which it itself is the measure.

But to that which is objected about the parts of time which do not exist, one must say that a whole, according as a whole is taken in the genus, does not depend on the being of the parts in act; for only a whole permanent in parts has this. And a successive whole does not have this, because it does not depend on the constitution of the parts except according as they are in order. And time has such parts. For a successive whole exists while it is coming to be, and has being mixed with potency, and therefore it is not necessary that the parts have being together in act.

But to this which is asked, whether the now is a part of time, one must say that the present is taken as divisible time, concerning which Priscian says that the present is that of which part has passed, and part is in the instant, and part is in the future; and these are joined to the past and to the future. There is also the present indivisible now, and this is not joined but joins; and this indeed is something of time, but is not some part of time; and according to this it is easy to solve the objections.

But if someone objects, saying that time is the number of motion, and thus discrete and not continuous quantity, sufficient response has been given through the things said before. For time is the number of the continuous, first numbered and afterward numbering: numbered indeed by the prior and posterior in magnitude and motion, but numbering and certifying the quantity of motion. But a number numbered in such a way is not discrete quantity but continuous. Therefore in this way time is continuous quantity, and not discrete. But many things about time which seem to have to be said pertain to the natural Philosopher.
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Chapter X. On doubts concerning those things which have been said about place, and concerning those things which have position in parts, and those which do not

Certain things have lately been said in the things held before. Therefore let these things suffice for that intention.

CHAPTER X.

On doubts concerning those things which have been said about place, and concerning those things which have position in parts, and those which do not.

There is also doubt about those things which have been said about place, and about those things which have been said about quantities having position in their parts. Concerning place indeed there is doubt, because since place is the surface of a containing body, it seems impossible that the particles of place should be joined to the same term to which the particles of the located thing are joined; for according to being there is not one common end of containing thing and contained thing. And if it is said, as certain people say, that the outermost surface of the containing body is the term to which the parts of place are joined as to an intrinsic term, and the same surface is the external term to which the particles of the located thing are joined, this seems to be absurd, because those things which are joined in one common term, or to one common term, are continued in it and are continuous with one another. But place and the located thing, taken in this mode in a common term, are not continued; therefore the inner surface of the containing body is not the common term to which the particles of place and of the located thing are joined, unless term is taken equivocally in place and in other continuous things.

In the same mode there is doubt about those things which are said to have position, and about those things which are said not to have position; for number seems to have position, since it has permanence and order of parts.

Further, there is no position except of things having place; but line and surface do not have place, because place belongs only to bodies. Therefore it seems that line and surface do not have position in their parts.

Further also it is asked, since in the fifth book of First Philosophy 1 motion is called quantity, it seems that there are more species of continuous quantity than those assigned above.

Further, time has continuity from motion, but motion from the space in which it is, which is the continuous distance between two terms of motion; therefore it seems that both motion and time are not continuous quantities except through another and by accident. Therefore they ought not be posited as species of continuous quantity, because a species receives the predication of the genus through itself and not according to accident, but these are quantities by accident.

Further, just as motion and time are quantities through another and by accident, so also whiteness is quantified, because as great as the surface is, you will say the whiteness to be so great.

But to these things and similar things one must say that, without doubt, as was shown above, there are two considerations of place. One indeed is mathematical, according to which place is a quantity having length and breadth and depth according to the dimensions of the located body. The other is the physical consideration about place, according as place is sought on account of motion, as Aristotle says 2, and if there were no motion, place would not be sought. And concerning place, according to the intention of each of these considerations, it has been spoken in the things held before. But because it is said to be a common term to which the particles of place and the particles of the located thing are joined, the inner surface of the locating thing and the outer surface of the located thing: this can be in the physical consideration of place. But this does not suffice in the logical and mathematical consideration, because without doubt whatever things are joined in a common term are made one by continuity. But physical place with a physical located thing is not made one through continuation. And

therefore it is necessary to say, as was said above, namely that there is a common term up to which all the particles of place are continued, as to the center of place, in which alone also the powers of physical place, as the Astronomer says, are gathered through lines drawn from the circumference of place. The particles of the located thing also are continued to that term; on account of this Aristotle 3 proved that the distance of place and of the located thing is one in number, which those who posited a void denied. Nevertheless the lines, or the diameter, of that distance are said to be of place in one way and of the located thing in another way. For they are of place as of the containing thing, and as of what continuously pours power through those diameters into all the particles of the located thing. But they are said to be of the located body as of the contained thing, and as of what continuously receives power, lest the particles flow down from their situations and powers.

But to this which is asked about things having and not having position, one must say as certain that what has position demands and requires three things, namely situation, order, and permanence; and because the parts of number do not have situation, since unity is an indivisible not having position or situation, therefore although they have permanence and order, nevertheless they are not said to have position. And because the parts of speech and time and motion do not have situation or permanence, although they have order, they are not said to have position.

But what is objected, that situation belongs to things having place, is true. But to have place is said in two ways according as place is quantity. For that is said to have place which according to itself is contained in place according to all the differences of place, and thus only the located body has place. That also is said to have place to which a beginning, middle, and end are assigned according to some dimensions or distances of place, and thus line and surface have situation and position in place; and in this mode it is understood when it is said that the particles of line have position in place, and similarly the particles of surface.

But to that which is asked about motion, one must say that motion is quantity by accident, having continuity from the space which is between two terms of motion; and although it has it in this way by accident, nevertheless it has it within its essence, so that it is essential to it, and therefore in truth the being of motion as motion is quantity. With regard to that which flows in motion, what is where, or a quality, or a quantity, is something other, and in change it is substance. Therefore motion, with regard to that which is in motion as flowing substance, is not quantity; and therefore for the logician who considers according to its substance to which genus motion is reduced, motion is not quantity, and therefore it is not placed among the species of continuous quantity 4.

But about those things which are said to be quantified by accident, or because they are stretched out by quantity on account of the stretching-out of the subject, here it must be noted that according to their being and according to that which they are, intrinsic and essential quantity is not in them, as it is in time and motion; although they differ in this, that for time it is intrinsic both according to that which it is and according to being. For the now, which is the substance of time, is not detached from the stretching-out of flux. But for motion stretching-out is intrinsic according to the being of motion, and not according to that which it is. But for the others it is not so, because those are forms coming to matter, not according as it is simply substance, but according as it is matter and a subject already quantified in act, and therefore they receive denomination from the quantity of the subject, because such a form is greater in a greater thing and lesser in a lesser thing. But things which come to matter according as it is matter, and not according as it is quantified, as humanity, are not greater in a greater thing and in
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End of Chapter X and Chapter XI. On the property of quantity which is not to have a contrary

lesser in a lesser thing. But in substantial things this is found in matter alone, which is greater in a greater thing and lesser in a lesser thing; and this is not in substantial form.

And through this it is also clear that quantity comes to substance from the part of matter and not from the part of form. Rather, substantial form comes to matter according to the order of nature before quantity, and therefore it distributes the parts of matter according to diameters determined and measured by nature. Therefore this is what Aristotle said about those things which are quantities by accident, saying that properly quantities are only these which we stated above.

But all other things which are called quantified are called quantified and quantities according to accident. And the sign of this is that we do not call other things quantified except by looking through understanding to these things which properly are and are called quantities, denominating from those things which are properly quantities the other things which are quantified by accident, as something white is called much and whiteness much because the surface in which the whiteness is is much. Thus also an action is called long because the time measuring it is both long and much, and in this mode motion also is called much, although concerning motion it is otherwise than concerning the others, as is clear from the things said above. For each of these is not called quantity through itself, as though according to that which it is and according to its essential being it were quantity, but because they are called quantified as in some way measured by these things; as, if someone has been asked how much an action is, he assigns its quantity by the quantity of time, saying that it is annual or daily. And when asked how much the white is, he will designate how much the white is by defining the quantity of the surface; for as great as the surface will have been, so much will he say the white to be in dimension. For this reason only those quantities themselves which have been stated in the things held before are properly and according to themselves called quantities. But nothing of the others is through itself called quantity; but if perhaps something of the others is called quantity, this will be by accident or by accidental denomination.

CHAPTER XI.

On the property of quantity which is not to have a contrary.

After it has been dispatched concerning the species of quantity, so far as pertains to the intention of the logician, according to the mode which we held in the declaration of substance, it follows to declare this predicable which is quantity through the properties following upon it. But although this follows upon it from this, that it is an accident to be in a subject, just as not to be in a subject followed upon substance, nevertheless we do not assign this property, because it does not belong to quantity through this, that it is quantity, but belongs to it through this, that it is an accident; and therefore it cannot be something following quantity according as it is quantity. But not to be in a subject is proper to substance, because it follows substance itself according as it is substance.

Further, to be predicated univocally of subjects subject to it follows substance through this, that it is substance. But this is not assigned to quantity nor to the other genera of accidents for two reasons. One of them is common, because, since to be predicated univocally follows substance insofar as it is the genus of the predicables of its coordination, as certain people say, and because it follows the other genera insofar as they are principles of the predicables of their coordination, and since this is easily known, it was not necessary to apply oneself to this, that this proper consequent should be posited in the other genera. The second reason is better: that an accident does not properly have a perfect account, but substance alone does; therefore, since to be predicated univocally is to be predicated by name and account, this does not belong to the genera of accidents, which do not have an account either properly or perfectly.

But it belongs to quantity according to that which quantity is, that according to the essence of quantity it has nothing contrary, so that there are in the genus of quantity

contrary forms, each of which would be quantity, just as in the genus of quality there are contrary forms, each of which is quality. And the cause of this is that matter, through this that it is simple substance, is not susceptible of contrariety, but through this that it is quantified; and unless it is quantified, it does not receive contraries, because contraries are active and passive things, which do not belong except to that which is moved; but nothing is moved except what is divisible, as is proved in the sixth book of the Physics 1; but the divisible is quantified in act; therefore it receives nothing except what is quantified in act, and therefore it is necessary that quantity be in matter before every properly taken contrariety. And what is before every contrary cannot have a contrary. Therefore quantity according as it is quantity cannot have a contrary.

But this is proved not only by reason, but by induction. For in definite things, that is, in things determined by a species of quantity, this which we have said is manifest. For nothing is contrary to determined things, as to the two-cubit, and to the three-cubit, or to line, or to surface, or to body. For to these and to all things which are similar to any of such things in this, that they are determined species of quantities, nothing is contrary, as is clear, since for them a contrary cannot be found in quantity.

Unless perhaps someone should say that many things are contrary to few things in the genus of discrete quantity, or should say that great is contrary to small in the genus of continuous quantity. Yet this cannot be, because those things which are contrary have forms maximally distant. But many things say multitude, and few things similarly say multitude, although not so great a multitude; whence if it is asked in what, as in a genus, the few is, it would be said that it is in the genus of multitude. For few is a multitude reduced or restricted to not-many, since both much and few say one thing, although not in the same mode.

Similarly also concerning great and small, each of which says magnitude: but great says perfect magnitude, whereas small says imperfect magnitude. But contraries which are truly contraries do not say perfect and imperfect concerning one form in species; rather, each of the contraries is detached from the other, and equally perfect in the act of contrariety. And this is the true cause why much and few, and great and small, cannot be contraries.

But when we say this, that according to the form signified in the name none of the names that have been said is quantity: for these names do not designate forms of quantity, but rather forms around quantified things, by which they are relative according to truth, although in the mode of signifying they do not state a mode of dependence according to the mode by which those things that are said relatively have dependence on others, just as by the name itself lord and servant, father and son, state dependence. For much signifies that which is toward another, although in the name it does not import the mode by which it is toward another. And it is similar in few, and in the same mode in small and in great.

But that those things which are called great and small are relative is proved by induction: for nothing is found among all great and small things which by itself absolutely is always called great and great toward all things. For what is something simply, is that toward all things, just as the simply hot is hot toward all things, and the simply white is white toward all things, and so concerning all the others. But the great is not great toward all things, but compared to something it is called not great. Therefore it follows that great is not said to be great simply and according to an absolute form. But the proof of this is by induction in this, that a mountain, which seems great simply, is not something great simply and without comparison

said; but a mountain is called small when compared to something greater, and a grain of millet, which seems simply small, is called great when compared to a grain of poppy or of rue. But millet is called great not for this reason, that it is simply great, but for this reason, that, compared to things of its own genus, it is called great; and a mountain is called small, not because it is simply and absolutely small, but because, compared to things of its own genus, that is, to other mountains, as to Caucasus or Olympus, it is small with respect to them. Therefore it is clear that great and small are such things, to which there belongs a relation to another according to truth, although they do not import the mode of dependence on another in the name. For if great and small were said through themselves and absolutely, a certain mountain compared to some other thing would never be called small, nor would millet compared to another grain be called great, just as white compared to nothing is called black, and hot compared to nothing is called cold.

And it is similar concerning much and little, because the same things according to the quantity of number, that is, human beings, are called many and few. For if, for example, twenty human beings are in a village, they are called many human beings; and if they are in a city, they are called few, because a city requires many more inhabitants than a village, as Aristotle says in the Politics 2. And therefore those who are many in a village are few in a city, although perhaps those who are in the city are many times over in relation to those who are in the village; for those who are triple or quadruple in relation to those who are in the village are still few in a city. In the same mode concerning those who are in a house and in a theater, which is a place for watching games and the deeds of recruits: that multitude of human beings which is many in a house beyond the number which is required in a master of a household and wife and children and clients for the management of a house, this same multitude is said to be few in a theater, because for watching in a theater many more from diverse houses and villages have to come together, and on account of this, if they come together to the theater from only three houses, they are called few, although nevertheless they are many more in relation to those who are in one house and belong to the management of a house. Therefore it is clear that much and few, and great and small, are compared to another, and do not say absolute forms of the species of quantity, as continuous and discrete do, and line and surface, and time and place, or as two-cubit, or three-cubit, or one, two, three, or something of this sort.

Further, the two-cubit and the three-cubit and each of those things which we have numbered signify quantities under forms which are essentially quantities. But much and few, and great and small, according to their names do not principally signify quantities, but signify something relative said around quantity. Therefore much and few, and great and small, do not signify contrary quantities.

Further, this is also shown by leading to the impossible. For let it be granted by someone that those things which have been said are quantities; then it follows that they are not contraries. For that which does not happen to be taken through itself and absolutely, but which must always be taken in relation to another, how can it be understood that something thus by dependence is a contrary, since those things which are truly contraries are maximally distant among those things which are under the same genus, and one of them does not depend on the remaining one, and contrariety is another genus of opposition than the opposition of relatives? On account of this, even if it is granted that those things which have been said are quantities, still it does not follow that quantity has a contrary, because those things are not contraries but opposites according to relation. And by virtue of this argumentation there is not held what certain people say, that those things which are relative do not have a contrary, or that those things which are relative do not receive a contrary; nevertheless this also is true, that
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whatever things are relative according to mode and truth at once do not receive a contrary; but those things which are relative according to mode, and are in another genus according to truth, can have a contrary.

Further still, the same thing is proved by deduction to the impossible, because if it is granted that great and small are contraries, it will happen or follow that the same thing at the same time in act receives contraries, and it follows that the same things themselves are contrary to themselves. For the same thing happens to be at the same time great and small, because something compared to this indeed is small, but compared to another is great; and if it is a contrary, as was said before, it is always a contrary, because comparison does not give to it the form of contrariety unless it has that form. Therefore it follows that simply the same thing will be great and small if great and small are contraries.

But perhaps it seems to someone that this argumentation is not valid, but proceeds according to the sophistical mode which is called ignorance of refutation, as this is light in relation to this, and is not light in relation to that; therefore it is light and not light, or light and heavy. But this has already been excluded through this which we said, that being contrary in relation to this follows upon being a contrary simply, just as being hot in relation to this follows upon being simply hot. But that the aforesaid unfitting consequences follow is proved from this, that something happens to be great when compared to this, and small when compared to another; and if these are contraries, it follows that the same thing is simply great and small at once, and thus contraries are in the same thing at once. But against this there is that there is nothing which seems able to receive contraries at the same time at once, since contraries are those things which expel one another from the same susceptible thing. For although substance is susceptible of contraries according to its change, nevertheless it does not receive contraries in one and the same time and according to the same thing, but in diverse times; for it is changed from one into another through turns of times. For no one is at once healthy and sick, nor white and black. And thus it is clear by inducing in all other things that nothing receives contraries at the same time at once.

It also happens, as we said, that the same things are contrary to themselves; for if great is contrary to small, this has already been proved, that it is at once great and small; it follows that it is contrary to itself. And this follows from this: because if something compared to something receives the form of a contrary, it has that form simply; and when compared to another it has the form of the other contrary, it follows that it also has that form simply, because contrary forms are in those in which they are simply, by the fact that they are not forms of comparison, as Avicenna says, but are absolute qualities. But it is impossible that the same thing be contrary to itself; for great is not contrary to small, and by the same reasoning much will not be contrary to few or to scant. On account of this, although anyone should say that these are not opposites, still this which has been said will stand, that nothing is contrary to quantity; for an unfitting consequence follows, and it is shown that those things are not contrary which he said to be contrary in the genus of quantity.

CHAPTER XII.

On doubts which concern the aforesaid things.

Against these things, however, certain people object, saying that motion is in the genus of quantity, which is called increase or decrease. But motion is from contrary into contrary, as Aristotle proves in the fifth book of the Physics; therefore it seems that quantity is contrary to quantity.

Further, because quantity is corrupted, it is argued that there is something contrary to quantity; but one contrary is not corrupted through itself except by a contrary; therefore quantity has a contrary.

But to this one must say that quantity

is not contrary to quantity through itself, but around the quantified thing the account of perfect and the account of imperfect are contraries 1. Whence also from the book On the Soul it is held that the terms between which there is a motion of increase and decrease are relations more than quantities, where Aristotle says that for all things constituted by nature there is a term and account of magnitude and increase. Nor does motion require that it be between contrary terms according to being, but it suffices that they be contrary according to account. Whence great is not contrary to small except insofar as small is in the account of the imperfect, but great in the account of the perfect.

But to the other one must say that quantity does not corrupt quantity except through contrary active and passive qualities which are in the quantified thing, and not through this that each is quantified.

But it especially seems to some that around place, which we have said to be quantity, there is such contrariety as belongs to quantity, so that place is contrary to place. For upward, insofar as it is place and a difference of place, the ancient Philosophers posit to be contrary to the place which is in the middle, which they call downward. But the reason why these two places are said to be contrary is from this, that there is much and maximal distance to the terms of the world, because around the circumference upward is everywhere, and around the center similarly downward is everywhere. And therefore the ancient Philosophers seem also to bring forward the definition of other contraries, through this that contraries are maximally distant, by transferring distance to the definition of other contraries from those things which are distant by place to those things which are distant not by place, but by essential repugnance, and are of the number of those things which are under the same genus. And Aristotle indeed posits this objection-instance against his own statements, but does not determine it; but it is necessary for us to investigate whether the objection-instance is true or not, and what is the cause that Aristotle touches it, and does not solve nor determine it.

But to this certain people say that the objection-instance is not valid in many ways. And because they say that this is plain to all, therefore they say that the same Aristotle does not determine it. But they say that the first cause why it is not valid is that it supposes something false in this, that there is much or maximal distance of the circumference to the middle; for this distance is only of a semidiameter, but the maximal distance is according to the whole diameter which is drawn from the top of the circumference, as to much of the same, as from the distance of heaven up to heaven.

They also say that the second cause why it is not valid is that distance in place and the distance of essential repugnance in contraries is not taken univocally. Whence those transferring in this way sin according to equivocation, which truth they say is manifest even to those little skilled; on account of which they say that Aristotle passes over this objection-instance as one which is manifestly nothing.

But this statement proceeds from a great error. For if we are silent about the ancients, Averroes in two places, namely on the Physics and on the First Philosophy 2, says that distance was transferred to the definition of contraries from those things which are contrary in place. And if perhaps this is not cared for nor attended to, what will be said about the true definition of all contraries, since those things are said to be contraries which are maximally distant among those things which are under the same genus? We know that distance properly is first in place. Therefore if it is transferred to other things, it is agreed that it is transferred from place to those things; for the first is transferred to the second on account of some likeness, and not the second to the first, because in that way there would be a transfer of a transfer, which is unfitting. Further, Aristotle says in many places that the middle and circumference are maximally distant, and that everywhere around the circumference there is the place upward. Therefore around the hemisphere there is upward, and around the hemisphere there is beneath
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the earth, are not distant with respect to upward and downward, because each is upward; nor does the whole diameter distinguish upward and downward, but the semidiameter does. But we know that in place upward and downward are maximally distant, just as right and left, and just as before and behind; and therefore those stated things are very erroneous. For we know that in the book On Heaven and the World it is proved that motion toward the middle is contrary to that which is from the middle to the circumference; and motions are contrary which are toward contraries. Therefore the place around the middle is contrary to that which is around the circumference, and thus the statement of the Ancients still stands. Further, the first contraries are proved in the Metaphysics and in the Physics to be those which are contrary in place, which are the cause of all the others. Therefore it seems that this objection-instance stands and is perfect, and from Aristotle, through this that he says nothing against it, it seems to be approved.

Further, however, what has been said in truth about the property of quantity stands with unmoved truth, and the first objection-instance is very good and subtle; and it is true that distance is transferred from contraries in place to the definition of other contraries, as the Ancients said. But that the upward place is contrary to the downward place is not from the nature by which place is place, but from this nature by which place is distant from place. For place is not distant from place through this that it is place, but through this that distance from the principle makes a contrary nature and form in it, as the nature of the dense and heavy and cold and of other things, which, as Avicenna says, if they are cut off, stop motion and make immobility in those things which are there. But upward, since it is around the principle of motion on account of being near to the principle, induces opposite natures and forms in those things which are upward. Therefore it does not follow from the stated objection-instance that quantity according as it is quantity receives a contrary, but around the differences of situation of the same quantity which is place, there are contrary accounts and forms, on account of which motion is between such differences of place. And Aristotle indeed does not solve this, because it was solved before in a similar case concerning great and small, insofar as great and small are accounts of perfect and imperfect around the motion of increase and decrease.

For that upward and downward are not maximally distant according to the properties and motions of place is an intolerable error and one destroying the whole philosophy which is about straight mobile body, which is determined in the third and fourth books of On Heaven and the World.

But to this which they say, that distance is taken equivocally in place and in other contraries, one must say that it is not taken altogether equivocally, but distance is through itself in place; but in other things which are distant by essential repugnance there is distance by comparison to that. And thus it is concerning many things, as Aristotle proves 1. Therefore the stated objection-instance must be understood in this way.

CHAPTER XIII.

On this, that it belongs to quantity not to receive more and less.

But still quantity does not seem to receive more and less, or intension and remission, just as neither does substance, as is clear by induction and by exemplary declaration, as the two-cubit: for one thing is not two-cubit more or less than another; nor in number is there more or less, for one ternary is not more one ternary than another, nor are three called more or less three than five are called five; nor is any one time whatever called more or less time than another, as a day is not called more time or more a day than a year is called time or year; nor in all these things which were stated above, as speech, line, surface, and place, is there altogether anything which is said according to more and less or according to intension and remission:

on account of which quantity cannot receive more and less.

But one cause of this is that everything which receives more and less, or intension and remission, must have in it intension and remission from one of two causes, namely either from the action of contraries upon it, of which one is strengthened and the other weakened, and thus those things are intensified and remitted which are caused by their actions; or intension and remission is from the mixture of contraries, as was said in the doctrine On Universals. But lately, in the things held before, we said that quantity is in a subject according to nature before substance is susceptible of contraries or of mutation according to contraries. Therefore just as a subject is not intensified or remitted by the action of contraries, so neither can quantity be intensified or remitted. Further, everything which is intensified is intensified only by its like, and everything which is remitted is remitted only by its contrary; but quantity does not have a contrary, nor does it have a like which is contrary to its own contrary; for a like is said to be that which is one in quality.

Nevertheless certain people object against this, saying that in whatever nature there is most, in the same there is also more and less. But in the nature of some quantity there is most; therefore also more and less. For in the fourth book of Euclid, in which it is treated concerning the inscription of a figure, it is said or shown that a circle is maximally distant from angular figures, and it is shown that however much a figure is made polygonal, it will not come to the capacity of a circle, even if the angles are multiplied to infinity. Therefore in that quantity there is more and less according to access to the capacity of the circle, and thus quantity seems to receive more and less. But this is solved more quickly if the nature of quantity according as it is quantity is attended to well: for circularity and angularity are not quantities, but qualities around quantity, said according to that species of quality which is form, or around something standing as figure; and therefore that more and less is not quantity but quality, and is according to a greater or lesser withdrawal from angularity.

But certain people object that in multitude five is more and three is less, and these are in number, which is quantity; therefore quantity seems to receive more and less. To this one must say that here more and less is equivocal in relation to that more and less which is according to intension and remission; for more in multitude is according to the extension of the whole into more things, but more and less in intension and remission is according to access to or withdrawal from a contrary, or toward the true imposition of the name.

But it must be attended to that although quantity is subjected to contrariety which makes more and less, nevertheless it cannot be proper to quantity that it be this something and one in number, as this belongs to first substance. And this is for this reason: because quantity and universally every accident is not numbered, nor made one in number, through something else which belongs to its essence, but rather through this, that it is in substance as in a subject. But substance is numbered through matter, and through the same matter is made one in number, and it itself is something of its essence; and on account of this to be this something and to be one in number remains proper to proper substance.

Further it must be understood that although substance is subjected to contrariety by means of quality, and similarly is subjected to motion by means of quantity, nevertheless to receive contraries according to its mutation cannot be proper to quantity but only to substance. And the cause of this is that quantity, neither one in number nor one in ultimate or most special species, is subjected to contraries. This is clear in curved and straight, to which neither one line in number nor one ultimate species is subjected. And similarly it is in even and odd number around number, to which neither one number in number nor one number in ultimate species is subjected, but one only in genus or species
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subalternate. But substance one and the same in number is subjected to contraries according to its mutation.

Therefore it is proper to substance and not to quantity. For although this accident which is quantity is nearest to substance next to substance, nevertheless it is not substance; but substance, by means of it, underlies certain other accidents; and these are made quantified by accident through this, that they are greater in a greater subject and lesser in a lesser subject.

But there are also many other things following quantity, as to be divided or to be increased to infinity: in the continuous indeed to be divided, but in number to be increased. For because the continuum is divided to infinity, and because what has been divided is added to the parts accepted through division, therefore, as Aristotle says, number is increased to infinity. These consequents indeed, because they are not of quantity as it is a predicable, but as it is a certain nature, are not placed here by us.

CHAPTER XIV.

On the property of quantity, which is for equal or unequal to be said according to it.

But the property especially of quantity is that equal and unequal are said according to it, whatever things are of the same quantity, whether discrete or continuous; whence this is a property which belongs to every, only, and always. But this is proved by induction, because each of those things which have been called properly quantities according to diverse species of quantity in the preceding things is called equal and unequal. Similarly also in the other things which are quantities by accident, which were stated above, in each singly equal or unequal is said according as they are referred to quantity. For affection, which is a passion of body or soul, and disposition, which is a passion of quality, animal or bodily, is not much called equal or unequal; for it is not properly said that two are equal in action when they are affected about the same thing, unless the affection is referred to time. Similarly also concerning two disposed toward the same thing, it is not much properly said that they are disposed equally or unequally. But it is properly said: they are similarly affected and similarly disposed. Similarly, white is not much called equal and unequal according to itself unless it is referred to the quantity of surface, because it is not said except by accident; for according to itself it is properly called like or unlike, because, as Aristotle says in the first book of First Philosophy, one in substance makes same, but one in quantity makes equal, and one in quality makes like. On account of this it is proper to quantity according to itself to be called equal or unequal.

But since, as has been said, one in substance makes same, just as one in quantity makes equal, it ought also to be proper to substance for same or diverse to be said according to it. This does not seem to be true, since same is also found in accident just as in substance, as the same in genus, and the same in species, and the same in number, as white and sight are dispersive.

Further, according to this, to be called like or unlike according to quality seems to be proper to quality. Again this does not seem to agree, since human beings are alike in rationality and alike in humanity, since Boethius says that species is the essential likeness of individuals. Further, whatever things now have difference in position or habit are alike in position and habit; therefore to be called like or unlike is not according to quality alone, nor is to be called same or diverse according only to substance, and then it seems wondrous if to be called equal or unequal is according to quantity alone.

Further, according to virtue according as virtue is the utmost of potency, equal or unequal seems to be said; although nevertheless virtue is quality. For Hercules is said with Achilles or Ajax, and

Socrates with Plato is of equal virtue or honor, or unequal; and thus equal or unequal does not seem to be said according to quantity alone.

Further, since equal or unequal are said according to proportion, it seems according to this that to be proportional is proper to quantity, and many modes of proportions seem to be in the genus; therefore it will be more proper to quantity to be called proportional according to it than equal or unequal, because to be proportional is in more things and more common than to be equal or unequal.

But to these things and things of this sort it can be said that same or diverse cannot be proper to substance on account of the reasoning which has been induced, because according as substance, which is a what, is in other genera, so also same or diverse is in them.

Similarly one must speak about like in quality: for quality and qualified are said in many ways, and there is substantial quality according to which something is called qualified, and similarly in position and habit, action and passion, as has been said; and therefore according to it to be called like or unlike is not proper to quality according as quality is a determinate genus. But it is not so in the genus of quantity for equal or unequal to be said according to it; for this belongs only to quantity properly, and does not belong much to the other genera, because it does not belong to them through themselves, but according as they are referred to quantity.

To this, however, which is objected concerning the quantity of virtue, one must say that quantity is said equivocally of the quantity of dimension and the quantity of virtue, because each is measured through division of parts; but the quantity of dimension is measured through the dimension of parts which it has in itself, as we say a space has a three-cubit or three-cubits' length, which is a space through parts equal to itself and intrinsic, measuring and rendering it to a definite number. But the quantity of virtue is measured according to the parts which it has outside itself in the object of virtue, as if someone asks how great Hercules is, or of how much virtue he is, we say that he can do ten, and Achilles, who has equal virtue with Hercules, can do as many. Thus also we say concerning moral virtue that Socrates is of so much virtue that he excludes even every sense or movement of dishonor. And we say that Cato according to the same mode is equal in virtue to Socrates. But this has been said through a certain likeness, for it is not properly equal but like, and a likeness even of virtue is attended to by extension or intension, or perfection, or rootedness, or purity, or in some such thing.

But to that which is objected concerning the proportional, one must say that this cannot be proper, because not every quantity is proportional to every quantity, but every quantity is equal or unequal with the quantity to which it is comparable; and what they say, that equal or unequal is properly numbered, and that equal is prior in number, is altogether false, because Euclid says that equal things are those which, when placed upon one another, neither exceed nor are exceeded; and this belongs equally to the continuous as to the discrete.
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TRACTATE IV

ON THE PREDICAMENT TOWARD SOMETHING.

CHAPTER I.

How what is toward something is a predicament.

Since we are about to treat the coordination of predicables which are in the genus toward something, first there occurs to us the disagreement of all the ancients concerning the predicament toward something. For Zeno and certain others used to say that this predicament is not a predicament, but is according to account mixed into the other predicaments from their comparison to one another. And since the first genera are words signifying the genera of first things, but since this genus does not signify as a being separated from others, but as mixed into others, it seems that its signified is not a being which is among the first parts of being. Further, he induced toward the same thing that what is toward something consists in comparison; but comparison is in the compared matter; therefore comparison according to intellect posits before itself the things compared and the thing in which the comparison is; but what according to intellect posits something before itself besides the subject is not a first genus. Therefore it seems that what is toward something is not the principle of the genus of any accident; for that in which comparison is made also posits before itself the account of comparison, which is not the subject, but something of the understanding of the accident in which the comparison is made. But he confirmed this in this mode: for if A is compared to B, it must either be compared to it according to itself, or by means of something which is the account of the comparison. Not by itself, because thus anything whatever will be compared toward something, and nothing will be absolute. Therefore let A be compared to B by means of c; therefore it will be necessary that c be the account of the comparison of A to B. Therefore if c does not exist, there will be no comparison; therefore c is understood to be in A and B before the comparison. But none of such things before which according to intellect there is an accident is a first genus of accident; therefore what is toward something is not a genus of accident.

Further, no genus of accident is an accident of another; but comparison, or what is toward something, happens to all the genera of accident, as is clear through itself; therefore what is toward something is not most general among the genera of accident.

Further, what is toward something co-happens to all things from this, that in them there are genera and species, and whole and part; therefore it seems that what is toward something is a certain co-accident to all the others from the very coordination of genera and species. Therefore it does not through itself constitute a genus, as it seems.

Further, because genus and species are in all things, we do not say that generality is a genus, and similarly we do not say that specialness constitutes a genus, or even difference, or property, or accident; for all these things go around the genera by reason of the mode of predicating which is found in them. Therefore by likeness, since what is toward something is a common accident which happens to all things from the comparison of predicables to one another, it ought not be a genus, but a certain accident of the other genera.

Further, certain later men objected more strongly, such as Avicenna and Alfarabius, saying that no form which is a being is in a thing unless it is absolute according to the being which it has in it, as is clear by inducing concerning hot, cold, white, and black, and all the others; but comparison which is made of things to one another according to forms which are in things is made by an act of reason, which says that those things in which there is not one quality are unlike, and those things in which there is one are alike. Therefore the form of comparison which is in those things which are toward something is not a thing but an account, as it seems, because there is nothing outside the soul comparing one thing to another. But the most general first genera signify things; what is toward something, however, is not a fixed being outside in nature, but a being of reason. Therefore what is toward something cannot be most general among such things as are things before the soul, because thus the most general things would not signify the first genera of things simply.

Moved by these and similar reasons, the Ancients and nearly all except Plato and Aristotle said that what is toward something is not a genus which is a first part of accident or one of the first parts, but they said that it, from the relations of the other genera to one another through an act of reason comparing one thing to another, is mixed into all the others, so that they say that what is toward something is not one of the first genera, as Averroes touches upon the fifth book of Aristotle's First Philosophy 1.

But we, agreeing with Plato and Aristotle, say that what is toward something is most general, and is one of the first genera of accident, because both Porphyry and also Aristotle and Avicenna say that accident is predicated in two modes of that of which it is an accident, and in two modes is caused by the subject. For one accident is an absolute form and is not an accident through something except because in a subject it follows upon the perfect being of the subject in its substantial things; and therefore it is an accident, because what follows perfect being cannot be of the substance of the thing, and thus quantity is an accident, and quality and things of this sort. But another is an accident, not because it follows the perfect being of a thing, nor because it follows upon a thing except by reason of substantial things, but from something extrinsic having itself toward the substantial things of the thing, as this toward this: that something is of that which has itself as first, another as second, or one as whole and another as part, or as agreeing with or differing from another, it follows from the extrinsic that one is comparable toward something according to the thing itself. This comparison is reduced to act when they are compared in act through reason, and from such an accident which thus happens to things, what is toward something is properly caused; and on account of this, because such an accident is found in many things, on account of this it is thought to be mixed into all the others, although nevertheless it is a mode of accident distinct from the other modes of accidents; and therefore it signifies a proper accident, which in its own genus is first. Nor should it move anyone that it is caused by all the others, and therefore perhaps it will seem not to be of one genus but of all; for it is not caused by all as they are divided and discrete, but it is caused by them as one, and by one common account it is in them; and this comparability or account of comparison, and that which thus follows upon the thing, is toward something and not absolute.

To this which Zeno objects, one must say that what is toward something does not leave before itself something which is of its own understanding, as a genus, or as the more common, is of the understanding of a species or of the less common which is left before itself; but it leaves before itself that which is the cause of such an accident, and this is the account of comparison, or that in which the comparison is made. But this does not prevent it from being a special genus of accident, because any genus of accident leaves before itself in the subject the cause through which it is effected in the subject.

To this which is said, that no genus of accident is an accident of another, one must say that if it is said that one genus of accident does not happen to another as to a subject, one must say that this is true; but
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that one genus is not made in a subject by means of another, this is false, as is clear in action and passion, and where and when, and in many other things. And thus similarly nothing prevents what is toward something from being in a subject by means of some other thing; for this does not impede the understanding of the most general. For such a mode of predicating through itself or by accident, which cannot be reduced to any other mode, makes the most general as most general, but is itself according to itself a mode of predicating of something special. And thus it is clear that the most general things signify the first principles of things by a special and distinct mode of predicables, and signify the first principles of things either through themselves or by accident, because predicables as predicates are distinct according to the first modes of predicables.

But to this which is objected, that what is toward something co-happens to all genera, just as to be a genus and to be a species is in all things, one must say that this is not true, because genus and species happen according to their accounts from a special mode of predicating universally according to the thing itself, which cannot be reduced to other modes. But what is toward something posits the universal mode of its own coordination, which can be reduced to no other mode, and therefore what is toward something is not a co-accidental mode of predicating, but is a mode of predicating through itself, distinct, of a certain genus of accident.

But to this which the later men object, it seems one must say that through comparison there is considering in two ways, namely according to aptitude and according to act. According to aptitude indeed it is in things, and long ago above in the science of Universals it was determined that aptitude alone suffices for the mode of predicating, constituting, and causing. But according to act comparison is in the account or soul of the one comparing; and that act does not make it not to be in the things compared according to aptitude. And therefore according to aptitude indeed it is in things, but according to perfection it is in reason. And this deceives many in this predicament; and it is what Aristotle says, that some things are in as an accident, but some as to have themselves in some way toward another. And it must well be conceded that this accident has less of being than another which is absolute; but from this it does not follow that it has nothing, and that according to what it has of accidental being it does not posit a mode of predicables distinct and separated from the other predicables of accident.

CHAPTER II.

What this genus has of being, and what in it is most general, and what subalternate, and what most special, and what individual.

Consequently it must be determined what of being this genus signifies, and what is most general, and what most special, and what subalternate, and what individual. For these things pertain to every coordination of most general things: for every most general thing signifies some part of being 1, and in every coordination of predicables something is as most general, and something as subalternate, and something as most special, and something as individual. For otherwise the mode of predicating of predicables would not be complete unless it were distinct from others and did not stand at the lowest nor stand at the highest, unless it descended in order through the middle things which are subalternate and most special.

But it is manifest from the things previously induced that what is toward something has less of being than quantity or quality, because those signify a being in act, perfectly resting in a subject which is substance, and what is toward something does not signify such a being, but rather that which according to aptitude and cause is in a subject; but its perfection is in the comparing reason, therefore it does not

rest in a subject, but has a comparison to that which is outside the subject, and therefore it signifies less of being than another genus, and especially when it is not founded in substance except through a substantial act, as is clear because nothing is founded in substance and has no cause except a substantial act which is active generation. And since act is in the agent, through this that it is from the agent, it comes to be on account of this, that such a thing toward something in the subject brings back either nothing or little of comparison. For from this, that that one has generated, it follows that he is father, and from this, that the other has been generated, it follows that he is son, yet in such a way that neither the one generating nor the one generated has received some form or undergone something according to some accident; because through a substantial act and the effect of the act a comparison of this sort comes to be, and because it induces either nothing in simple things such as matter, or very little of comparison in those things which are material, it is clear that it has less of being than the signified things of the other genera of accident. Although also sometimes it is founded upon an accidental form presupposed in a subject, when it is said that these are alike because each is white; and then indeed there is a relation of the composite from subject and accident, but it of itself brings no greater comparison except of that comparability which is according to aptitude, as we said a little before. And therefore of itself it signifies the least something of being, which nevertheless imports a special mode of predication; on account of which it must be distinct from the other predicaments. For that mode is found in many things which are orderable according to that mode into genera and species and individuals.

But if someone objects, saying that according to those things which have been said, accident is predicated according to prior and posterior of what is toward something and of the other genera of accidents, which seems unfitting, since all the genera of accidents are referred equally to one division of accident, one must say that according to this common account of accident, namely that accident is what, as following upon substantial being, falls to substance as to a subject, in this way all the genera of accidents participate equally in the predication of accident. But according to this, that the accidents of the first genera signify certain first species or parts of being which are not of the being of substance, in this way the nine genera, which are called genera of accidents, do not participate equally in the mode of accident. For in this way neither do they participate equally in the predication of being, because each are beings, and certain signifying things are indeed not principally being, but how being has itself toward another; and those are less beings than those which signify being resting in something absolute, and according to this mode they participate in the predication of being. But they participate in the predication of accident conversely: for just as an accident through itself has less of the account of accident than an accident by accident, so it has more of the accident which is accident from comparability than that which happens only from this, that it is in another, not as a certain part of its being; and accident is predicated of what is toward something according to prior and according to more of accidentality than of the other genera of accident.

But the most general thing in the coordination of this predicable is what is toward something, or the relative, or less properly, as certain people say, relation. But it must be noted that by no name is the most general thing signified so expressly as through this which is what is toward something, which is a preposition with a case-word. For this imports two things which are in the relative, namely diversity through the transition which the preposition marks, and the termination of the comparison which the accusative case marks, when it is said toward something.

And if it is objected that in this name, what is toward something, that which is compared toward something is not imported, nor even the account of comparison, but only the diversity of the things compared, and that to which the comparison is referred, one must say that this which can more suitably be imported in a comparative name from itself and from its formal account is

toward another; and that which is compared toward another is in it only materially. But names are imposed from that which is formally signified in them, and not from that which is in them as material. But the account of comparison, as was said before, does not regard comparison except as cause and not as form, and therefore also it ought not be signified in the name, because it is outside that form from which the name is imposed; and therefore this genus is more aptly named by the name what is toward something than by any other name by which it could be named.

And it must be known that, as Porphyry and Alexander say, Plato found this name, when it was then called relation. But it ought not be named relation, because just as the other genera signified in the abstract are not predicables, so neither is this one; for abstracts signify simple essences which, according to this that they are signified in this way, are not forms signifying the whole being and notions of some whole being, signifying its essential or accidental whole. But by the Ancients it was called relative, which, as was said, Plato corrected, considering that relative is said as though reducible of an antecedent, as is said in grammar, and this is not considered in comparison except materially. But that to which it is referred is as an end which is formal in this, that it terminates and bounds the comparison; on account of which it is better named what is toward something than relative.

Therefore the coordination of these predicables has what is toward something as most general. But to be called toward something according to that which they are, and to be called toward something in any way whatever toward another, are the first things dividing the most general, and constituting with it the subalternate genera and species; but as the most special it has those toward-something things whose very being is that they are toward something; but as individuals it has this being toward something in this way and that in that way, as father, son, lord, servant.

But it must be very much attended to that certain things which are toward something signify comparison as only conceived, and these are called absolute, as this very thing which I call relation or comparison, and therefore those are not referred toward something, but state their significations as absolute. Others signify relation as exercised and compared according to act, as these, what is toward something or relative. Certain things also signify it as in potency to being exercised, as this very relative, which signifies active potency toward referring. And from this again it is that this genus is most aptly called what is toward something and less aptly relative 2. But when relation is said, that name has the least of congruence.

From this again further the account of the order is clear, that after the predicament of quantity, among the genera of accidents, this predicament must be ordered, because namely quantity is nearest to substance, when substance is to be ordered. On account of this also the definitions of quantity, although they concern matter, nevertheless do not concern this or that sensible matter, and on account of this they are of the necessity of mathematical science. But the definitions and passions of the other accidents concern sensible matter and have more of accidentality, and approach less to substance. And since among those, what is toward something has more of accidentality, as was said, it is deservedly placed before those. And this I say saving the peace of Boethius, who assigns another cause of this ordering: for he says that because in the order of discrete quantity there is first and second, which state relation and comparison, and because both in the predicament of substance and in the predicament of quantity there result genus and species which are relatives, therefore immediately after those two relation is placed, although quality according to the nature of quality is before relation. This reason is not sufficient, as can easily be clear to anyone considering well.
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CHAPTER III.

On the definition saying what what-is-toward-something is according to Plato.

But what is toward something, according to the definition which Plato gave, is defined thus: those things are called toward something which, this very thing that they are, are called of others, or in any other way whatever toward another 1. And the fact that Plato says that toward-something things are called such, and does not say these or those, marks that substance alone is not referred toward another, because in substance, as it is substance, there is not the cause of relation; but substance with the form of an accident which is the cause of relation is referred toward another; and therefore he says such things and does not say these or those. But the fact that he says are called marks that it is defined as a predicable, which has to be defined through being-called and not through being; and therefore he says are called, and does not say are. But the fact that he adds whatever things marks that relation always consists in the diversity and plurality of those things which are said mutually toward convertibility. But the fact that he adds this very thing that they are marks those things which according to being are related to others. But related to others according to being are those things which have no other being than that of relation or what is toward something, as father in no genus of accident has another being except that of fatherhood, whose whole being is toward another, and is not founded upon some other being of accident, as equal or like is, which is founded either upon one quantity which is in several things, or upon one quality which is in several things, and as same is, which presupposes one substance in which it is founded. But father, son, lord, and servant, and whatever things from themselves state nothing except an accident of comparison toward another, those according to this which they are are said of others genitively. For the genitive according to its name states that which belongs to another as the end and term in which generation is finished, and thus it is toward something of others, as is clear from the things previously held. But the fact that he adds are called, he says on account of the mode of predicating which it has as special among the genera of accidents.

But because not all things compared toward another are of others in this mode, but are also called toward something according to other cases, as according to dative, accusative, and ablative, which are not so truly compared toward another according to their whole being, and nevertheless are in some mode toward something, as to that one, or toward that, or from that, therefore it was necessary that the definition be joined and gathered by a disjunctive conjunction, through which indeed the conjunction of the speech would be marked, but the disjunction of the sense; and thus the division of those things which are toward something, which are of two modes, would be marked. And therefore he adds or in any other way whatever they are called toward another, that is, according to the relation of other cases; and things which are not so truly relative that according to their whole being they are toward another, but are founded in a certain being which is not toward another, as we said.

But this definition is declared by the positing of examples and by induction of those things which are toward something. For of these, whatever things, this very thing that they are, are of others or of another, are according to the genitive case. The example is as greater, which by reason of the comparison which it states, according to that which it is, belongs to another; for greater is of the lesser, or greater than the lesser, and lesser is of the greater, or less than the greater, because the Greeks do not have the ablative, but use the genitive both for the genitive and for the ablative. Therefore greater according to that which it is belongs to another, or is said greater than something. The second example is as double, that is, according to that which it is, it is said to belong to another; for the double is said double of something, as of the half or of the subdouble. Similarly, according to their whole being, whatever things are of this sort or like these belong to others.

But according to the second part of the definition these too are toward something, although not so truly and so perfectly as the other things which have been said, and examples of those are stated, as habit, affection, discipline, position. For all these things which have been said by way of example, this very thing that they are, are said according to the very comparison of others, and are not called otherwise toward another through this very thing that they are, because their names have been imposed from such a comparison, but they are called according to other cases. For habit is said according to the genitive case: for it is said habit of someone, by the fact that it is called habit of a haver, and having a habit, the haver, is said according to the accusative; and discipline is discipline of someone, but the convertence is according to the ablative case, for a discipline is called the discipline of the disciplined, but the disciplined is not called the disciplined of discipline, but the disciplined is called disciplined by a discipline through the ablative, through which the relation of a formal cause is marked. Similarly position is the position of someone; for it is the position of ordered parts, and positioned parts are positioned by position, because parts ordered in a whole are ordered by position; and again let there be conversion through the ablative, but the other relatives have themselves similarly too.

Therefore let the definition declared through the examples be concluded. Therefore toward-something things are whatever things, this very thing that they are and what is imported in their name, are said of others according to the genitive case, or in any other way whatever according to another case have themselves toward another, as a large mountain, not according to the genitive or dative, but according to the accusative compared toward another mountain. For large is said toward another according to the accusative, and like is said like toward something according to the dative case; for like is called like to like, and equal equal to equal, and same same to same, and conversely; and all such things, whatever are referred to one another according to some case, are called toward something according to the likeness of these.

But it must be attended to in which things the dative states one and the same relation with the genitive, that in those things in the genitive and dative there is one mode in relation or of those things which are toward something, as father to son or of son, and son to father or of father. Yet in these there could be deception, because it has been said that lying-down and standing and sitting and like things are certain positions and an ordering of parts in a whole, and it has been said that position is toward something; but from those things taken which are to lie, to stand, and to recline, which state an accident inclined to a subject verbally as a signified act, they are not positions according to their name, but are said denominatively and verbally from those things which are true positions, as sitting, standing, and lying-down. For he sits to whom sitting is present as act, and he reclines to whom reclining is present as act; but he to whom it is present, through that which is present, receives denomination either nominally or verbally or participially, as he sits, stands, reclines, sitting, standing, reclining; and these are not called toward something, because one sitting or he who sits sits compared to nothing, and it is similar concerning the others which are said through the same mode.

Therefore this is Plato's definition of those things which are toward another, which nevertheless Aristotle in some respect attacked, as will be clear in what follows, because according to it certain substances seem to be toward something, as will be shown in what follows in this tractate.

CHAPTER IV.

On the property of that which is toward something, which is to receive contrariety.

Therefore, with Plato's definition of those things which are toward something thus declared, this predicament must be manifested through its own properties consequent upon it, whether they are common, not properly proper, or even properly proper. Therefore we say that contrariety is present in relation, but is not present in those things which, according to that which they are whole and perfect, belong to others, which alone are true and according to their whole being toward something; but it is according to other

things which according to something of themselves are relative, and according to something are of another predicament; and through that by which they are of another predicament, being susceptible of contrariety is present. But that this may be clear in examples, virtue is contrary to vice, since each of them, both virtue namely and vice, is in some mode toward something; for virtue is the virtue of the virtuous, and the virtuous is virtuous by virtue. Thus discipline is contrary to ignorance, and knowledge to nescience, since both discipline and knowledge are toward something, because discipline is the discipline of the disciplined, and knowledge is knowledge of the knowable, and the disciplined is disciplined by discipline, and the knowable is knowable by knowledge.

But the reason of this is what we have said, that neither virtue nor discipline nor knowledge according to its whole being belongs to another or is toward something. For virtue indeed is a habit consisting in the mind according to its being, and thus it is in the predicament of quality, and in this mode it receives contrariety. But beyond the account of habit it adds relative comparison to another as to act, in which virtue is perfected according to the best; and thus it is the virtue of someone, as of one compared to act through the habit of virtue, and thus properly it is the virtue of the virtuous or studious, just as an axe is the axe or instrument of one cutting or building. And similarly, discipline can be considered according as it is a cognitive habit, and this is its being through which it is placed in the predicament of quality, and it has ignorance contrary to it, and not that ignorance which is of pure privation, but that which is of a contrary disposition according to principles, that is, of the one who is disposed and informed by contraries of principles, and therefore is ignorant. And then discipline will be the habit of the disciplinable, as of mathematicians, and ignorance a contrary disposition to the same. But knowledge is a habit of a conclusion, and similarly considered as a habit of intellect it is in the predicament of quality, and thus it receives a contrary, and necessarily it is a necessary disposition concerning the same. But each of these, beyond being such a habit of intellect, adds being an intellective power, by which someone is made capable for the act of intellect; and thus it is relative, because in this way knowledge is the knower's potency toward the knowable, and in this way discipline is the disciplined person's virtue toward discipline as perceptible, and with respect to this being it has no contrary.

From this it is clear that it is not similar concerning white, which certain people state, and concerning whiteness, that it could be said in this way, that whiteness is the whiteness of white, and the white is white by whiteness, and thus it could be said relatively. For from this that something belongs to someone, in order that it be relative, it must belong to him as to one perfected or as an instrument toward another, and that it be from him as an instrument or organ. But whiteness is not of white in this way, but is of white as formative, nor does it perfect toward an act which belongs to that which is white, but it acts in it the proper act of whiteness, which in no way is the act of that which is white; for the act of whiteness is to disperse sight, and that act is not of the white, that is, of that which is white. But it is not so concerning virtue, and discipline, and knowledge, which, as they are elective or intellective powers, are certain organs or instruments toward the act of reason or of elective will, and therefore beyond being a habit they add the account of relation. And so it is concerning affection toward the affectible, because affection states that which instrumentally expedites the will to this, that it be inclined to the willed thing and adhere to it; therefore affection is an affection of the affected thing toward the affectible, and has the mode of that which is toward something, although according to its whole being it is not toward something.

Thus therefore relatives existing as relative according to mode, not according to the truth of their being, receive contrariety; but this property belongs neither to it alone nor to every one. It does not belong to it alone indeed, because it belongs to quantity; but it does not belong to every one, because it does not belong to relatives which according to being and according to truth, and not according to mode alone, are toward something. For to the double or duplicate, which
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Chapter V

according to truth is relative, and similarly to the triple and the subdouble and things of this kind nothing is contrary, nor to any of those things which according to the whole of what they are are toward something, such as father-son, brother-sister, master-servant, and other things similar to these. Thus therefore this property belongs neither to every one nor to it alone, but it belongs to certain things which according to mode alone are toward something.

CHAPTER V.

On the property of relatives which is to receive more and less.

But another property similar to this property, belonging neither to it alone nor to every one, is that relatives seem also to receive more and less, which is proved by induction and the positing of examples. For the similar is said both more and less: for one thing is more and less similar to another to which it is similar and toward which it is said. Similarly also the unequal is said more and less. For although the equal is in one mode only, according as, being set beneath another, it neither exceeds nor is exceeded, on account of which the equal according to truth does not receive more and less, nevertheless the unequal is more or less according as it recedes more or less from equality. But the similar and the dissimilar each receive it, namely more and less, as white and black, just and unjust do. But not so the straight and the curved, if the straight is taken truly and properly, as Plato defines it, whose middle does not go out from the extremes: for this signifies as in a term, just as the equal also does. But their contraries receive more and less according to recession from that which signifies its own thing as in a term. Therefore the similar and the unequal, as has been said, receive more and less, although each is relative according to mode and not according to its whole being. For the similar posits one quality subject to similarity, which is not toward something, and the equal posits one quantity subject to equality, which is not toward something; and by opposition the dissimilar and unequal suppose diverse qualities and quantities, since they are relatives according to mode. For the similar is said similar to something and toward another, but the equal is equal to something toward something.

But this property does not belong to all relatives. For relatives do not receive more and less, except only those which according to mode, and not according to their whole being, are relative. Hence not all relatives receive more and less according to one likeness, as double, subdouble; nor does any of such relatives which according to truth and mode at once are relative.

But this property is caused from the preceding one, because to receive less is to have more of the contrary, but to receive more is to have less of the contrary 1. But many things happen to relatives which according to mode alone are relative, which do not happen to those which according to truth and mode are relative, because there is also present in them something that belongs to another predicament, which is not present in other things which according to the whole of what they are are relative, as those two consequent things concerning which it has now been treated. And similarly that some of them are intrinsic relatives, and some extrinsic. But I call intrinsic relatives those which enclose within themselves, through their significates, those things to which they are referred, which are called their correlatives, as when it is said, these are similar, that is, this one to that one, and that one to this one, or these are equal; which is not to be found in those things which truly and according to being and according to mode are relative, such as father and son, master and servant, cause and caused, principle and principled, and other things of this kind. For it is not said, these are fathers, so that this one is of that one and that one of this one, and these are doubles, so that this is toward that and that toward this.

Some, however, object against those things which
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Chapter VI

has been said concerning contrariety, saying that Aristotle says that motion according to accident is in all predicaments; therefore motion according to accident is also in what is toward something; and where there is motion, there is in some mode a contrary; therefore those things which are toward something according to truth also in some mode receive a contrary. To this it must be said that although motion according to accident is in all things, nevertheless it is not in one mode in all things. Therefore in what is toward something there is motion, as Aristotle says 1, because it is introduced through motion, as father through generation and things of this kind, just as through motion toward a form conforming to another.

But it must be attended to that these two properties, to receive a contrary and to receive more and less, for the most part accompany one another, because to receive more and less, as has been said, is caused from this, that it is to have more or less of a contrary. Hence it happens that, although relative opposition is not the opposition of contrariety, nor conversely, because contraries can never at the same time be relatively opposed (which is clear from this, because contraries are apt to come to be about the same thing, but relatively opposed things about diverse things; and contraries cannot be in the same thing at the same time in act, but relatively opposed things can, provided that the respect is made to diverse things; for the same person is father and son with respect to diverse persons), nevertheless things relatively opposed according to mode and not according to being and truth, according to that by which they are not relative, can have contraries and receive more and less, because they do not have one simple opposition, as contraries do, but are two things, and by reason of one they receive contraries, more and less, but by reason of the other they do not.

Still further it must be noted that the unequal receives more and less, although quantity, upon which what is toward something is founded, does not receive more and less; and this is so because in this mode in which what is toward something is founded upon quantity, there is more and less in quantity, just as in quantity which is number there is greater and lesser; so the more unequal is that which in more parts of the measure of quantity recedes from the equal, and therefore the unequal in this mode is said more and less unequal 2.

But if someone argues thus: where there is more and less, motion is possible; but in what is toward something there is no motion; therefore also in what is toward something there is not more and less. Now enough has been answered to this, because in those things which are truly toward something there is no motion, except as in those things which are introduced through motion, and not in such a way that the termini of motion are toward something. But in those things which are toward something according to mode alone, there can be motion, not according to the fact that they are toward something, but according to the fact that they are in the genus of quality, as has been said. But in such things toward something it sometimes receives more and less according to genus, and not according to species, because the unequal is more and less; but the double and triple are not said according to more and less, and this is therefore because there is a determinate disposition in the species which is not in the genus: for it is not said more and less double, because a determinate measure is posited in the species which was not posited in the genus of inequality; for there is a determinate measure of the double or subtriple which cannot be more and less, but an indeterminate one is imported through the unequal, to which something can be added and from which something can be diminished. This therefore is what must be noted concerning those two properties.

CHAPTER VI.

On the property of relatives which is to be said toward convertence.

But properly the property of relatives, which belongs to every and only and always to that which is toward something, whether it is toward something according to mode alone or according to mode and truth, is to be said toward convertence. But convertence and convertibility and conversion differ in this, that

convertence is said of those things which are referred to one another through a relation, so that just as the first is referred to the second, so the second is referred to the first under the same case or a diverse one, as was said in what was had before. But convertibility belongs to a property and to the species of which it is a property, because just as one follows upon the other, so the other will follow upon the first, so that each is antecedent and consequent to the other. But conversion consists in the transposition of subject into predicate, and conversely, under the same quality and quantity, or diverse ones.

But to be said toward convertence belongs to those things which are toward something according to truth or according to mode only; this belongs to every one, to it alone, and always, even if they are not toward something equally, but one is referred through itself toward something, and the other is referred to the first not through itself but by means of the first; just as knowledge is referred through itself to the knowable, but the knowable is not referred to knowledge except by means of knowledge. But this will be declared below.

But it is declared through examples and induction that things toward something are said toward convertence, and first in those things which according to truth are toward something: for a servant is called the servant of a master, and a master the master of a servant, and the double the double of the half, and conversely the half the half of the double; and this is according to the genitive case, which is most set before relatives. Certain things also are said toward convertence according to the ablative, as greater is greater than the lesser, and lesser less than the greater. But it is similar in all other things which in whatever mode are toward something: for all are said toward convertence, although they are referred by a diverse case in relation to one another according to the figure of speech, as we have said, as discipline is called the discipline of the disciplined according to the genitive; but conversely it is necessary to change the case, so that the disciplined is said disciplined by discipline according to the ablative. For discipline is referred to the disciplined in the relation of the genitive, but the disciplined to discipline in the relation of the ablative. And similarly sense is called the sense of the sensed; but conversely according to the ablative the sensed is called sensed by sense, and knowledge is knowledge of the knowable, because the knowable does not depend through itself toward knowledge except insofar as there is knowledge of it; for this reason it is not referred to knowledge except by means of knowledge, so that the knowable is called knowable by knowledge. And similarly the sensed stands toward sense, and in other such cases it is similar. For in relatives it is thus, that sometimes one depends toward another simply, and the other does not depend according to itself toward that, except according as it stands under the form of the first; because relation is not equally in both extremes, but in one it is according to being, and in the other it is only according to reason according to which the first is referred to it, as knowledge is called knowledge of the knowable, and the knowable is not called knowable of knowledge, but is called knowable by knowledge; because of this diverse relation it is necessary to change the genitive into the ablative. And similarly sense is called sense of the sensible, but the sensible conversely is called sensible by sense.

But the reason why there is never convertence under a direct case to a direct case is that the direct to the direct does not posit the transition or diversity which relatives always require, but the direct to the oblique marks diversity. For if it were said thus, knowledge is the knowable, the expression would be false, and conversely. The cause also of the changing of cases is the multitude of relations assigned in diverse cases. For when it is said, knowledge is knowledge of the knowable, it is marked that knowledge is of the knowable as of a subject or object. But when convertence is made, so that it is said, the knowable is knowable by knowledge, it is as a form which is placed around it, or more truly as the form which is caused by the knowable in the knower, because the knowable according to form is effected in the intellect of the knower.

But if someone objects that the grammarian has to consider such modes of constructions, and that it does not pertain to the logician, It must be said that according as relations of this kind come to be from diverse construction,

the grammarian considers them, but insofar as utterances in this signify diverse predications of things and modes of predicables, the logician has to consider them. Thus therefore those things which are toward something are said toward convertence.

Nevertheless in these there is sometimes an impediment in the figure of speech, and on account of diction convertence is sometimes removed; hence sometimes it will seem not to be true that relatives are said according to convertence, unless it is assigned fittingly according to the figure of the name and the case to that toward which it is said according to name and case. Therefore unless the one who assigns errs, so that he does not refer it to that toward which it is said according to name and case, then it will seem to be converted, as is manifest in wing, which, because by its very name it states an organ of flying, is clearly of another which uses it for flying and is not said absolutely; because if it were absolute, even when cut off it would still be a wing, which is false. Therefore because a wing is not its own but another's, nor is it a wing for itself but for another, if it is assigned that it is the wing of a bird, there is error in the assignment, and therefore it is not converted, because the first assignment was not fitting, when it was said, a wing is the wing of a bird; and therefore it is not converted so that it is said, a bird is a bird of a wing. For not insofar as it is a bird is it called a bird of a wing, but insofar as it is winged; for there are wings also of many other animals, which nevertheless are not birds nor are contained in the genus of birds. On account of this, if the wing is fittingly assigned according to name and case to that whose it is, it is immediately converted, as if it is said, a wing is the wing of the winged; for then it is converted so that it is said according to the ablative case, the winged is winged by a wing.

Hence also in such things in which names have not been posited, it is necessary to fashion some names according to a fitting assignment, as is clear in oar, because an instrument states that which is of another or is for another. Therefore if it is assigned thus, so that it is said, an oar is the oar of a ship, the assignment will not be fitting according to thing and name and case; for an oar is not said of a ship insofar as it is a ship, since there are ships whose oars are not, such as great ships which they call barges, which are moved by masts and sails and cannot be driven by oars. And therefore, because the assignment was not fitting, it is not converted so that it is said, a ship is a ship of an oar. But perhaps the assignment will have been made fittingly if it is assigned by saying thus: an oar is the oar of an oared thing, or if it is said in any other way according to a fitting assignment of speech. As if remita does not please, let remata be said; for such an assignment is made according to the pleasure of the one fashioning names, since a name has not been posited in such cases. But it is converted if the name is assigned according to the figure of diction and according to a fitting case: for just as an oar is the oar of the oared thing, so the oared thing is oared by an oar. But it is similar in other things which, this very thing that they are, are of others, and are not absolute as to what they are, nor have in themselves for themselves what they are. For in all such things convertence occurs if it is fittingly assigned, as head, which because it is a member and an organ, is not for itself but for another and is of another; therefore a head belongs to a headed thing, and a head is not the head of an animal, because not insofar as something is an animal is it a head; for many animals do not have heads, as all the genera of oyster shellfish, such as purple-shells, murexes, and many others. But perhaps convertence is more easily taken thus: when names have not been posited, either it is formed from those for which names have been posited, or it is fashioned and shaped from those things which are converted, as is clear in these things which have been said, just as animated has been formed from soul, and oared from oar.

From these things therefore it is universally concluded that all things which are said toward something, if they are fittingly assigned according to the figure of appellation and case, are said toward convertence; for if they are assigned to anything whatever toward which they are not said, and are not assigned to that toward which they are said, convertence does not occur. This is proved thus through a locus from the greater: because even in those things which are indubitably called convertible, and
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Chapter VII

for which names have been posited according to which convertence occurs, convertence does not occur unless they are referred to the same things that they are, under a fitting assignment, as if they are assigned to those things which are extrinsic and happen to those things to which they are per se related, and are not assigned to those things to which they must be referred according to the fact that they are of others, as is clear. For if a servant, with respect to the fact that it is indubitably toward something, is not referred to a master to whom it is said and whose it is according to the fact that it is toward something, but, because being a man happens to the master, is referred to a man, so that thus it is said, a servant is the servant of a man, or it is said, a servant is the servant of a biped, or of some such thing that happens to a master to which he is not referred per se according to the dependency which they import in the name, convertence does not occur, because toward this there was no fitting assignment; for many are men and bipeds not having a servant.

Further, if that which is indubitably toward something is fittingly assigned to that to which it is and to which it is said, with all other things that happen to it circumscribed and removed, and with only that left to which it has to be assigned according to convertence, it will always be said toward it according to convertence; as if servant is said toward master, with all other things that happen to the master to whom servant is said circumscribed, so that being biped, or knowing, or perceptible of discipline, or man, or animal are circumscribed from him, but only this is left, that he is master, then it will still be said according to convertence, for a servant is the servant of a master. Similarly, conversely, if servant is assigned to something to which it is not fittingly said according to the fact that it is servant, with all other things circumscribed or removed which happen to that to which it has not been fittingly assigned, and only that is posited to remain to which it has not been fittingly related, it is left that it is not said toward that. For example: let servant be assigned as servant of man, and wing as wing of bird, and let being master be circumscribed from him; it is clear that now immediately servant is not said toward man. For since there is no master, it follows that there is no servant, because relatives when posited posit themselves, and when destroyed destroy themselves, as will be manifest in what follows. It is similar concerning bird: this should not be attributed to the wing, but being winged, and thus a wing is of a bird as it is winged and not as it is bird. And this is clear through what was said before: for if it is assigned to bird, then now further wing will not be toward something or the wing of something, unless it is said the wing of the winged, and the winged winged by a wing; for when it is posited that nothing is winged, it follows that a wing will be nothing, because this will be the wing of another and not of itself.

Therefore from what has been said it is concluded that that which is toward something must be fittingly assigned to that which it is and not to another; and thus if a name has been posited for each, the assignment according to convertence will be easy; but if a name of the relatives has not been posited for each, perhaps it will be necessary to fashion names if relatives must be said toward convertence. But if in this way, according to the figure of appellation and of case, they are fittingly returned or referred to one another, then it is manifest that all relatives conversely, that is, according to convertence, are said toward one another.

CHAPTER VII.

On the property of relatives which is to be together by nature.

But from these things which have been said, namely that relatives are said toward convertence, there follows another property of relatives, which is that relatives, or things toward something, seem to be together by nature. But the fact that they are said according to convertence and the fact that they are together by nature differ in this: convertence consists in this, according to their mutual relation to one another and in appellation and case; but they are together by nature in this, that insofar as they are related, in being and non-being, or in rising and falling, as Avicenna says, they are together, so that when one is posited in being according to the fact that

it is relative, and the other is posited according to the fact that it is referred to it; and when one is destroyed according to the fact that it is relative, the other also is destroyed according to the relation according to which it is referred to it. And in many other cases this is true, because they are together by nature according to the mode stated; and it is said that when one is posited the remaining one also is posited, and when one is destroyed the remaining one is destroyed. For when there is double, it follows that there is half, and conversely; and when there is servant as servant, it follows that there is master according as master, and conversely, when master as master exists, it follows that servant as servant exists. But it is similar in other things: for according to the fact that they are relatives, they at the same time take themselves away from one another, because just as when posited they posit themselves, so when removed they take themselves away, as is clear by induction and example: for when there is double, it follows that there is half, and when there is not double, it follows that there is not half, and conversely. But it is similar in all other things whatsoever that are such, which according to truth and according to that which they are, are of others.

And this does not seem to be true in all cases. For in certain things which have the mode of relatives, this does not seem to be true, that they are thus together by nature, so that when posited they posit themselves and when destroyed they destroy themselves. For there seems to be an instance: because when the knowable exists, knowledge does not exist; and if the knowable is related to knowledge, nevertheless the knowable seems not to be together by nature with knowledge, but by nature the knowable is prior to knowledge. The proof of this is that, for the most part, we do not receive knowledges concerning things unless the things are already subsisting, because we cannot receive real knowledges except from principles of things received by intellect, and thus knowable things must exist before our knowledge concerning things. But I say that this is so for the most part, because if some knowledge is not concerning things which are outside us, but concerning things which are from us, in these it is certainly necessary that knowledge precede the knowable, as it is in ethics, for whose essence knowing and willing precede.

This is generally true in real sciences, that the knowable according to that which it is seems to precede our knowledge which is about the knowable itself. Therefore in few cases, or perhaps in none, can someone receive knowledge together with the knowable being. But I say “in few” on account of moral things; but in none in this sense, that even in those cases the knowable in some mode, as conceived, although not as posited in being, is before knowledge.

Further, this same thing is proved in another way: because from the knowable to knowledge the consequence is not converted. But the knowable, when removed, at the same time takes away knowledge; for if the knowable does not exist, knowledge does not exist, because there is no knowledge which is not of some knowable thing. But if, conversely, knowledge does not exist, nothing prevents the knowable still existing; for as Boethius says, there are many knowable things whose knowledges have not been discovered, as can be understood in the quadrature of the circle, because although it is knowable, nevertheless knowledge concerning it has not yet been discovered.

Further, this same thing is proved by arguing from the lesser thus: it seems less that when animal is removed knowledge is taken away than that when the knowable is removed knowledge is taken away; therefore much more is it taken away when the knowable is removed. For when every animal is removed there cannot be knowledge; but positing that there is no animal and there is no knowledge, it still happens that many things exist which are of the number of knowable things.

But relatives which are about sense and the sensible that is referred to sense stand similarly to these. For the sensible seems to be prior by nature to sense made according to act, because we are speaking about this sense and not about that which is in the potency of the one sensing. For the sensible, an object acting upon sense, is prior to sense and prior according to nature than sense; and therefore the sensible, when destroyed, at the same time destroys sense according to act, sense made according to act. But sense made according to act, when destroyed, does not destroy the sensible. The cause of this is that sense made according to act is only about a body which is perceived by sense, and sense according to
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the act made in some sensible body are indeed through sensible qualities which make sense according to act. Therefore when there is no sensible body, it is necessary that no sense be made according to act; therefore when the sensible is destroyed, sense made according to act is destroyed; therefore the sensible, when destroyed, at the same time destroys sense with itself. But sense, when destroyed, does not necessarily destroy the sensible, because with no sense existing according to act, many sensible things still exist.

And this is again clear by arguing from the lesser, because it seems less that when animal is destroyed the sensible remains not destroyed than that when sense is destroyed the sensible is destroyed; but when animal is destroyed every sense is destroyed, while the sensible still exists and remains: for many bodies still remain, hot, and sweet and bitter, and all other things that are disposed according to sensible qualities; all of these are sensible.

Further, for this same thing it contributes that sense comes to be with the sensed, or with that which has sense; for we call this the sensed. For animal comes to be together with sense, because on account of sense it is called and is animal, as Avicenna says. But the sensible is before, through nature, than animal or sense would be, because from sensibles animal and sense are generated; for fire and water and elements of this kind, from which it consists materially, are according to nature before animal exists. Therefore the sensible seems to be prior to sense.

But it must be attended to that all relatives, as has been said, are together by nature insofar as they are relatives, although they are not together according to the fact that they are simply. For those things are relatives which are prior and posterior; these indeed according to their being can never be together, nevertheless the prior in the account of prior is together with that which is posterior to it in the account of posterior, and in this mode when posited they posit themselves and when destroyed they destroy themselves.

But what has been said about the knowable and knowledge and about the sensible and sense is to be understood thus: the knowable indeed and the sensible can be taken according to the fact that they stand in substantial being, or according to the fact that they stand under the form of knowledge and of sense; and this is to say that they can be taken materially or formally. If they are taken materially, then the knowable precedes knowledge, and the sensible precedes sense, as has been said in what was had before, because the knowable is the cause of knowledge and the sensible is the cause of sense made according to act. But if these are taken formally, according as the knowable indeed stands under the form of knowledge, and the sensible under the form of sense, thus they are together by nature, and in this mode alone are they correlatives and not otherwise. And it is similar concerning cause and caused, and principle and principled, and many others.

It must also be attended to that nature, when it is said that relatives are together by nature, supposes nothing except the form of relation; hence those things are together by nature which are together according to the form or according to the nature of relation, because as to the nature of those things which are related to one another, they are not together, and according to that nature sometimes one is prior and the other posterior, as has been said concerning cause and caused, and principle and principled, and father and son, and especially in that which is prior and in that which is posterior.

Further, you should know that this argument is not valid: the knowable is said according to potency; potency is referred to act, as Aristotle says in the tenth book of the First Philosophy; therefore the knowable is referred to knowledge according to act. For many things are relatives in genus which are not relative in species, as is clear in knowledge which is referred, and grammar which is not related.

CHAPTER VIII.

On the disputation against the introduced definition of Plato and on the correction of his saying.

But it has a question or doubt, whether according to the above introduced

definition of Plato no substance is called toward something, as seems from the account of substance, which is a being subsisting through itself; and what subsists through itself is absolute, and for itself in itself, and its being is not from this, that it is toward another. Thus therefore it seems that no substance is toward something, whether it is first substance or second; whether substance is signified of the whole or of a part, by its own name it is always being through itself and is not another's.

But if this is conceded to be true, then there still remains a disputation to the opposite according to the definition introduced above, which says that those things are toward something, whatever things, this very thing that they are, are said to be of others; because if this definition is well assigned, substance seems to be toward something according to certain substances signifying a part and not a whole. The proof of this is that in first substances it is true that they are not said toward something, whether it is signified of the whole or of the parts of first substances; for some man is not called some man of someone, although by the genitive things are especially said toward something in those things which are relative 1; nor is some ox some ox of someone, because man and ox import the account of substance in their names, and say nothing added to substance through which they are referred toward something. And therefore it is also not said grammatically, some ox of someone, nor some man of someone, because in such cases the genitive has no relation to mark according to which construction would occur. But it is similar also in the parts which are as parts of first substance: for some hand is not called some hand of someone, but is simply called the hand of someone. And the cause of this is that, although it states a substance which is part of some whole, and in the name hand, through the account of hand as it is an organ of intellect and an organ of organs, comparison to the mover of the hand is imported, through which it is made a mover, so that it is not absolute from relation, nevertheless through the fact that it is called some hand, it becomes a singular hand; and some hand is the same as this demonstrated hand, and by demonstration it is determined to that which is under sense, which, according as it is under sense, is not referred to another; and therefore it is nothing to say, some hand of someone; and this is the true cause. Nor must one care about what others say in this place.

By the same reason also some head is not called some head of someone, because although head states a substance under comparison to the mover whose head it is, nevertheless, when it is referred to this singular through the fact that it is called some head, which is the same as this head, it is said only under the accidents by which it is demonstrated; and through this it is not said toward something, because the comparison which it says in the name is not a demonstrable accident. And therefore it is not called some head of someone, but it is called someone's head without determination to this singular, on account of the comparison which the name imports when it is posited toward a singular without determination; for then it is the name of an organ or organic part which always according to the account of its name is referred toward something whose organ it is. For such things which import such comparison in their name are said toward something, as Plato said.

But it is similarly manifest in second substances which signify of the whole that they are not said toward something; and this is clear by inducing in many cases, as man is not called man of someone according to the name, because man names substance absolutely, and through the account of the name adds no comparison beyond substance which is signified in the name. And by the same reason ox is not called someone's ox under the name of ox, or wood someone's wood under the name of wood, but if this is said of someone, it will be under another name, importing comparison toward something in the mode of signifying

importing, as if possession is said, because possession imports comparison toward the possessor; for a possessor is called the possessor of a possession, and possession the possession of a possessor. Therefore in these substances it is manifest that under the names of first and second substance they are not toward something.

But in certain second substances signifying an organic part and not the whole, there is some doubt because the name of an organic part does not state substance except as standing under comparison; because this is imported in the name, it is necessary that it always be said toward something, although according to its own being, which is substantial, namely being from flesh and bones, they are not toward something. Therefore such things are said toward something and are not toward something according to that which they are, or according to the substantial being from which the name is imposed. Thus therefore head is called the head of someone, and hand the hand of someone, and the individual names of organic parts are related toward something in this way according to being said and not according to being; on account of which this will perhaps seem to someone, that the names of organic parts of second substance are toward something.

For it perhaps seems to someone that as it is in being said through the name, so it is according to being; nevertheless this is not true, as will be clear below, since this was the cause of Plato's deception, who said all such things to be toward something on account of the mode of those things which are toward something, which they import in diction. Therefore if someone concedes that the definition of those things which are toward something has been sufficiently assigned, so that it is convertible with those things which are toward something, it is either exceedingly difficult or impossible to solve that, according to that definition, some substance is toward something. For if whatever things are said toward something according to name are also toward something according to being and truth, as Plato said, it is impossible to escape that foot, hand, and head, which are second substances, are toward something, and especially if it is conceded that to be said toward something and to be toward something are the same. But if it is said that to be said toward something according to a name connoting relation is not to be toward something according to truth, it will still be difficult to solve or escape that some second substances are toward something, because the name of hand and the name of head and the name of foot and of things of this kind, although materially they state substances as that to which the name is imposed, nevertheless formally, with respect to the property from which the name is imposed, state that which is referred to another, because they state what they state through the mode of an organ and of an official member toward some act. But such a name states relation toward something, namely toward the mover whose such organ it is. Yet Boethius and Alexander seem to say that when it is said, either it is exceedingly difficult or impossible to solve, one is said for the expression of the other, as if it were said: it is exceedingly difficult and, to speak more expressly, impossible to solve.

But if it is said that the introduced definition has not been sufficiently or convertibly assigned, but must be corrected, because those things are toward something for which this very being is to stand somehow toward something and not only to be said, then perhaps something will be said. And it can be said against those things, namely that second substances as substances are not toward something except according to a certain mode which is in diction, because then these names, foot, hand, and head, principally signify parts of substance, and substance is not composed except from substances, and secondarily, through the mode of signifying, they connote with the principal signification that which is said toward something; and this indeed is true. But those things which are toward something, in their principal signification, state that whose principal being is toward something, and whose being it has from that toward which it is, and not from itself nor in itself, as father, and son, and half, and things of this kind.

But this definition differs from the other which was introduced before, because the prior definition follows all relatives, whether according to
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truth they are something, or according to mode alone; but on account of this it is not present in all relatives that this very thing that they are according to their whole being they are said to be of others; for this does not belong to all relatives. For certain things connote with the principal signification the mode of relatives, and not according to truth. Plato seems to be ignorant of this.

And thus head and hand connote that which is said toward something, but in their principal signification they state substance. And this is the true solution of the difficulty introduced, because thus the name of relation is reduced to a thing which is one of the first things or of the first genera of things, which it happens to signify through one of the first utterances of predicables.

CHAPTER IX.

On the property of true relatives, which is that if someone has known one of them definitely, he will also know the remaining one definitely.

But from these things it can be had that, since the being and quiddity of those things which are truly toward something is toward something, if someone definitely, that is, determinately through a true definition, knows one of those things which are toward something, it follows that he will know through a true definition that toward which it is and toward which it is said; and this is for one relative to be defined, not indeed by the remaining one, but to be defined toward the remaining one. Nor does the understanding of its quiddity or definition stand as determinate unless it is signified as determined toward another, as when I say, father the father of a son, and son the son of a father. Therefore this which has been said is plain. For if someone definitely knows that which is toward something according to truth and its being, that is, if he has the being of such a thing which is toward something as defined and certain in some mode, that is, to have itself according to relation, so that it has the principal being of relation, it necessarily follows that he also definitely knows that to which that thing has itself in some mode or according to relation. And this follows only because the first is not posited definitely unless the other is posited determinately according to an utterance defined according to being. For if he does not know this to which it has itself in some mode, that is, according to relation, when it is definitely posited in the definition, he will know the same if that which he says is toward something has itself to that according to being. But this is plain through induction in individual cases, as in that which is double: for if someone definitely knows that this is double, and definitely the understanding of its quiddity is assigned according to a certain name to that whose double it is, it follows that immediately from the assignment itself he also knows this whose double it is, because this is expressed by a certain naming in the assignment of double, when double is called the double of half. But if he knows nothing, or in no defined and certain mode, of whose it is the double, it follows that he also altogether does not know that this is double which he was saying to be double. Similarly also, if he knows definitely in the comparative that this is better or greater, it follows also that he has definitely known than what it is better, because otherwise the comparison which is signified in the comparative would be vague, since there can be no comparison unless bounded in termini, because otherwise it does not have an understanding of comparison. On account of this it is concluded generally that it is necessary that, if someone definitely knows one of the relatives, it is also necessary definitely to know that toward which it is said according to relation.

But if it is objected against this that relatives are opposites, and opposites by nature are not to define one another, It must be said that the definition of each thing ought to be according to the mode of its quiddity. But the being and quiddity of relation is not absolute being and absolute quiddity, nor is it constituted from genus and difference as an absolute being is, but as a dependent being, and, what is more, as a certain dependency toward another; and dependency is for it as genus, and the correlative toward which it is is for it as a terminating difference



Chapter X

it so that it is relative in act; and therefore in this way it is defined not through itself but toward it, just as in being and quiddity it is toward it 1, and in this mode each is defined through the remaining one. Nor nevertheless does it follow that one is better known than the other, or prior to the other, or simpler than the other, according as the being of each is bounded and determined through the remaining one; nor is it unfitting that that which is toward something is not defined like the other predicaments, because its being is not like the being of the others 2.

But from these things it is manifest that hand and head and similar things, which are of the number of those things which are substances as parts of second substance, can be known definitely as to this very thing that they are according to the substantial being which is principally signified in the name, according as it is a part composing substance; and on account of this it is not necessary to know that toward which they are said, because they do not have relation except in what is connoted in the name, and not in the principal signification. And therefore in the account of head and in the account of hand, as to the principal signification, it is not to be said definitely whose this head is and whose this hand is 3, because head and hand are defined not toward that whose head it is and whose hand it is; and thus father or double cannot be defined. Or, better, on account of what follows, they are not toward something according to truth and their principal being. But if these things which are parts of second substance are not of the number of relatives, although it seems so more about them than about others, it is necessary to say that no first or second substances are toward something according to truth.

Nevertheless perhaps it is difficult, concerning relatives of this kind, to determine something confidently, that is, by a certain reason, on account of the likeness of those things which are said toward something to those things which are toward something according to truth, unless they have often been treated subtly, so that those things which are said toward something from what is connoted may be distinguished from those which are said toward something according to whole being and quiddity and according to truth. But by treating subtly, to doubt about each of these, what this or that is, will not be useless, because thus the truth is found of those things which are said toward something and of those things which are toward something according to the being of their quiddity and according to truth. On account of this Aristotle says 4 that those able to doubt toward either side will easily contemplate what is true and what is false in each thing.

Nevertheless it must be attended to that toward something is said in many modes, namely as toward an end and act for the sake of which it is, as the eye is toward seeing, and the axe toward cutting, and many substances are toward something. It is also said toward something as matter to form, and thus proper matter is toward proper form. And it is said toward something from what is connoted with its principal being, as head and hand. And it is said toward something according to principal and whole being, as father and double; and thus no substance is toward something, as has been said. Thus therefore the definition must be corrected: for to have in something the mode of some predicament does not make it to be a predicament, because even substantial differences have the mode of quality, and on account of this they are not of the predicament of quality.

CHAPTER X.

On the doubtful matters which are about the aforesaid things.

But there is a doubt which arises from these things which have been said: for if relatives or things toward something are whatever things, this very thing that they are, are of another, and have being from comparison toward something, then it seems that one accident in some mode has

being in two subjects, yet in such a way that it remains the same in essence; for by whatever account it is in one, by the same account it is in the other. For a father is called the father of a son, and he cannot be determined or defined by one subject.

Further, according to this it seems that two opposed relations are one relation in number, as paternity which is in the father with respect to the son, and filiation which is in the son with respect to the father.

Likewise, it seems that filiation and paternity differ only according to the termini, as the road which is from Thebes to Athens and from Athens to Thebes is the same, although it differs in termini.

Further, whatever comparisons are from the same compared things and the same cause of comparison, those are essentially the same; but paternity and filiation and universally whatever relations or correlations draw their being from the same compared things and the same cause of comparison; therefore it seems that they are the same in essence.

Further, it is asked: if paternity is a relation, to what is it referred? If it is said that it is referred to filiation, it seems to be false, because relations are generated from some motion, but motion does not occur about filiation, but about the son.

Further, the son is referred to the father by filiation; therefore if filiation also is referred, it is referred by some relation, and there is a relation of a relation, and this will proceed to infinity.

Further, by active generation the father is made father, and paternity comes to be in him; and if he generates another son, by the same account a new paternity comes to be in him, and the same account applies concerning a third, and thenceforth. Therefore it seems that many paternities come to be in the same thing according to the same. But against this is that two accidents of the same species cannot exist at the same time in the same thing according to the same, as two whitenesses cannot; for they become one accident, because neither essences nor substances can have a difference. Therefore also two or more paternities cannot exist in the same thing according to the same.

If it is said that they are distinguished with respect to diverse sons, against this is that according as they are in the father, they cannot be distinguished through this. Further, relation is an accident from its genus, because it is in a subject, and afterward is a comparison to another; therefore it has two things in itself, and thus the most general genus is composite, as it seems.

But to these and similar things it seems one must say that one accident is not in two subjects as subjects, but is one in one as in a subject, and in the other not as in a subject, but as in a terminus and end toward which its dependency is taken; just as paternity is in the father as in a subject, and in the son as in the terminus toward which its dependency is taken. And thus filiation is in the son as in a subject, but in the father as in the terminus bounding its dependency; and this is toward the father and not in the father; and thus father falls in the definition of son, and conversely. Nor is it unfitting that in this diverse mode one accident has itself to two.

To the other it must be said that two opposed relations, or correlations, are not one: for the comparison of relation in the middle of two relatives is nothing, because, as has already been said, relation is in one, as in a subject, and is not extended essentially to the other; but one depends toward it according to intellect.

And to what is objected about the same road which is from Thebes to Athens, and conversely, it must be said that it is not wholly similar, except in the termini; but it does not have an extended middle, but through extension it has only an inclination of the dependency of one toward the other, and therefore it is not wholly similar.

But to the other it must be said that paternity, and relation, and abstracts of this kind, are of the predicament of relation in genus or in species, as conceived and not as exercised; and therefore such things are referred to nothing, but by them as forms those things which are referred to one another, namely relatives, are referred: relation by relation, and father by paternity, and

of this kind, and therefore one does not go to infinity.

To the other it must be said that many paternities do not come to be in one: for since there is one principle from which the father generates, and the act of generation is one in species toward all things generated, there will be one paternity toward all; but many sons are referred by many filiations in number to that one father.

And if it is objected that when the son has died there is no father, and let us posit that one of the sons dies, then it seems always that one paternity is destroyed and remains, It must be said that this is not true; for when such a position is made, paternity is not destroyed simply, but its respect toward this is destroyed, and this is not to be destroyed simply.

And if secondly it is objected that paternity is nothing except respect, and if it is destroyed as to respect, then it seems to be destroyed simply, It must be said that this is not true: for it still remains in the cause, and therefore it has not been destroyed simply; for I say that it remains in the cause reduced to act with respect to the other sons.

To the last it must be said that relation is an accident; and thus something must be added to accident through which it becomes an accident of this genus; and thus every most general genus is composed from two intelligibles, on account of which most general genera are called species of being. Hence also properties are not assigned to them except insofar as they are species of being, because every property is caused by species, as Boethius says; but species has two understandings, as has often been said in the science On Universals.

Notes
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Tractate V, Chapter I

TRACTATE V

ON QUALITY.

CHAPTER I.

What quality is, and according to what intention it is one of the ten predicaments.

After quantity has now been discussed, which had to be ordered as nearest to substance, because substance is subjected through quantity to motion and alteration according to which many accidental forms come to be in substance, because it is not moved except as quantified, as Aristotle proves 1; after what is toward something has also been determined, which imports the other part of accident, which is to have itself somehow toward something: now it remains to speak about quality, because through active and passive qualities substance is disposed toward acting and suffering, which are the following predicaments; but through what is toward something it is made in some way susceptible of where and when, position and habit. And therefore these four predicaments are set before as principles disposing to those six which follow. For in quantity there is determination concerning the being which belongs to accident; but in what is toward something there is determination of having itself toward something, from which where and when, position and habit are not absolved 3; in quality substance is disposed toward acting and suffering, which two follow quality. Therefore these four precede, as disposing substance to the following ones. And because to have itself toward something happens from the comparison of its substance to something, but quality from this, that it is active or passive from another or into another, therefore what is toward something is ordered before quality.

Therefore in assigning the description of quality we say that, describing quality, I say: according to which, as an accidental form, we are called qualified by denomination. For, as we said in what was had before 2, denomination cannot occur from substance, because a substantial form cannot be abstracted, since it is in the account of the subject of which it is predicated, whether taken in potency as the notion of the whole, as it is marked in difference, or whether it is the notion of the whole implicitly, as it is signified in species, or whether it is the notion of the whole explicitly, as it is signified in definition; and therefore according to that we are not called qualified as qualified, but rather what or qualified-what. And because difference according to Porphyry and the Ancients is predicated not only in what-qualified but in qualified-what, because although it is predicated in what-qualified, nevertheless it becomes what in that of which it is predicated. But quantity is not that according to which we are called qualified, but according to which we are called how-much or somewhat-how-much. But what is toward something and the other predicaments are those according to which we are said to have ourselves in some way toward something, because they are not absolved by the comparison of one to another. And therefore it belongs to quality alone that according to it we are called qualified simply and absolutely; for this belongs simply neither to substance, nor to quantity, nor to what is toward something, because substantial form or difference is not called simply qualified, but qualified-what, as we have said. But the other predicaments and accidental forms

and accidental predicaments either state that according to which accidental forms and accidental predicaments receive quality through accident in a subject, although it is present only in substance, or they state that which is to have itself toward something.

But the third mode of predication remained, which is to be called qualified; according to this mode the active and passive make the substance which is the subject. And this mode alone remained among the simple modes of predicating. But I call those simple which, in their modes of predicating, conceive nothing else except one simple mode 4. For all the other six modes of predicating conceive something besides themselves in the subject of which they are predicated, as action conceives the principle of action, passion the principle of passion, and when, and where, and position, and habit conceive the comparison of one to another. But these four modes of predicating are simple, as substance into what, quantity of a subject into quantity of dimensions, toward something into comparison, and quality into quality according to which a substance, affected or disposed, is perfected toward acting and suffering. And because the preceding three modes belong to substance as it is substance, therefore they had to be treated first. But because quality does not belong to substance as substance is in itself or compared, but belongs to it as it is perfected for that which is to act and to suffer, on account of this this predicament must be treated in the fourth place.

Thus therefore, describing quality, I say: that according to which simply we, who are men, are called qualified; because although other qualified things also are called according to some quality, nevertheless not all things are susceptible of all qualities, but man alone, among those things which are known to us, is susceptible of contrary qualities; for man alone is susceptible of habit and disposition according to all species and of the habit of disposition, and not other existents known to us. This therefore is the cause why we say thus, that quality is that according to which we are called qualified, and it is not said that according to which things are called qualified.

And what could be objected, that difference is that according to which we are called qualified, has already been solved: for according to difference we are not called simply qualified, but also what, because, as Porphyry says, difference is what contributes to substantial being, and what is part of that which is the being of the thing. But every other accidental form, although every accident is predicated in what-qualified, nevertheless does not state what-qualified simply, but rather adds either how much or to have itself in some mode beyond the what-qualified which it predicates besides accidental quality alone; and therefore quality alone is defined by the right definition through being called what-qualified according to it.

But if someone objects that what-qualified is that which is called what-qualified from quality, and what-qualified is defined through quality and quality through what-qualified, and the same thing is better known and less known than the other, and conversely, and the same thing is better known and less known than itself. It is easy to answer according to the things said before, namely that when what-qualified is defined through quality, a definition is given from things better known simply; but when conversely quality is defined through what-qualified, then it is given through things better known with respect to us, and in this mode it is not unfitting for the same thing to be better known and less known than another nor than itself.

But from these things it is easy to understand in what intention quality or what-qualified is a predicament: for quality or what-qualified is a predicament according as it predicates simply what-qualified and nothing else; for this alone is accidental what-qualified, wholly absolved from comparison and quantity which could determine it to another genus of predicament, as we have said.
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Chapter II

But from this it is easily clear why, concerning the predicament of quantity, we did not say that quantity is that according to which we are called quantified: for quantity is predicated in quale, because it is an accident; but that quale is material in it with respect to quantity, through which it is determined to the genus of the predicament. And from that common quantum of one mode a common denomination could not be had, because denomination is made in one way from discrete quantity and in another way from continuous quantity. Further, quantity is nearest to substance, and therefore it rather constitutes the subject according to the being by which it can stand under motion which is according to accidents, than denominates it, properly speaking. But quality contains the termini of motion according to which the denomination of substance occurs.

And if someone objects that motion also is in quantity, and thus there ought to be denomination, this has already been solved in what was had before: that motion is not in quantity according as it is quantity, but according to the account of perfect and imperfect, which are qualities in quantity. Therefore denomination according to quale belongs properly and simply to quality alone, and according to this it itself is a predicament as a simple predicate, because although in the other predicaments quale is predicated, nevertheless it is determined toward something else formal.

CHAPTER II.

How quality is said in many ways, and concerning its species.

Now quality, according as it is taken thus in common as a predicament, is of the number of those things which are said in many ways. But it is not said in many ways as an equivocal term, or as an analogous term which is said according to prior and posterior, but it is something said in many ways as a genus, which through diverse differences is divided into those things which are equally under it, so that they issue equally from it and not one through another. For thus there are four genera or species of quality, of which none participates the predication of quality through another; and therefore the species of quality issue from this common thing which is quality as a multitude. On account of this we say that quality is said of these as of many, and not of one through which it is said of the others, as substance, or another genus is said, because even in quantity continuous quantity does not become the measure of substance unless continuous quantity becomes number. And in relation to those things which are toward something according to mode, one must look back to those things which are toward something according to truth, and thus they are ordered to one. But in quality the common thing is immediately multiplied into four, of which one does not participate the common thing through another, but they are coequal under that which is common.

And if it is asked, according to the art of dividing, whose division it is when quality is divided into four genera or species of quality, it is agreed that it cannot be reduced except to the division of a genus into its species; but those four species are coequal under the genus, and none is subalternate to another.

But if it is objected that division ought to be bimembered, we say that this is true when it is given wholly through differences constituting in genus or species; for these must be opposed through affirmation and negation, as rational and irrational. But when the division of an accident into modes or species is given, by which an accident is effected in substance, it is not necessary, because those modes are not finite, nor do they have a finite cause standing and ordering. And therefore one must give such a disposition by the mode of multiplicity and multitude; and thus it is concerning the species of quale and of quality, for such a division befits quality. And this is the cause why, as Alexander and Boethius say, Aristotle himself entitled this predicament concerning quale and quality: because quality is not known except from the modes of that which is quale, since this or that quality is caused from the modes of substance.

Now the first of these is that which is common

regards substance, which is called habit and disposition; for this befits incorporeal substance and a corporeal thing which is composed from both, as man is. And it befits according to soul and according to body, because knowledge and virtue are in man according to soul, and health and complexion, which are habits and dispositions, are in man according to bodies. Therefore habit and disposition are the first species of quality.

But although habit and disposition are concerned with the same thing, and therefore are called one species of quality, nevertheless, because they state an opposite mode or opposite modes concerning the same subject in which they are, and which according to them is called quale, they cannot have one name, because one name does not signify opposites, as Aristotle says 1. And this is the cause why one mode is called habit, and another mode is called disposition. Now habit is the name of the perfect in this species, but disposition is the name of the imperfect. And therefore the principal name is habit, and the secondary one, which is still in becoming, is disposition. But in whatever they are, as has been said, they are concerned with the same thing, not equally, but according as the subject is made quale through them. For this is moved toward this and is in becoming; and after it has been perfectly moved toward this and is in accomplished being, then it is perfect; and therefore as long as it is in becoming, it is in disposition, but when it is in accomplished being, then it is in habit. Therefore habit is a certain act, but disposition is mixed with potency.

From this it is clear that habit differs from disposition in that habit is more lasting and more permanent in the subject in which it is. This occurs either by the use of time, or by a rooting in the subject, which occurs through the removal of those things which impede the subject from acting readily in that of which it receives the habit. For Averroes says 2: a habit is that by which someone does something when he has willed. Hence habit is a quality making a potency quale for perfectly doing the proper effect of that potency, whether it is a potency of soul or of body. Such are intellectual habits, or rational habits, or opinative habits, or virtues which are present according to the will and according to the other parts of appetite, as are the concupiscible and irascible, and also according to reason insofar as it itself is participating reason, because according to these it is directive of other things, and in it there is something like the moral virtue which is called justice. For knowledge and virtue, according to their own name, seem to be of the number of those things which are permanent, and as perfect things, and things standing and rooted in a subject; and they seem to be of the number of those things which are moved with difficulty, or removed from a subject. But an example of this kind is if we say that someone receives knowledge moderately; for one receiving it, because he does not hold it strongly, holds as easily erasable what has not been received to the perfect degree. But after it has been received, it is moved from the subject with difficulty, unless perhaps a great alteration comes about through some madness, or apoplexy, or something else of this kind. And because it is changed only by great accidents, for this reason indeed it is not altogether immovable, but seems to be movable with difficulty.

But alterations of this kind come about especially through sicknesses, because although such habits are present according to the soul, nevertheless because the body is the organ of the soul, alteration of the body impedes the operations of the soul and corrupts such habits. Such a thing also, when it is had perfectly and for an unhindered act, is called a habit. Similarly also virtue is so called, which is fortitude, and justice, or chastity and things of this kind, which are of the number of such things, namely those which state perfections toward a proper and general act, whether it is of nature or of art, just as sight is a natural habit, and knowledge and virtue are acquired habits, and health is a habit of the body, and sickness. Similarly, when such things perfecting the potencies of the soul

or of the body for acts due to themselves, are rooted and acquired so that they cannot easily be removed from the subject nor easily be altered except by great alterations, then they are called habits, because then they are possessed with a perfect acquisition; and because then the potency which before was wavering in act and fluctuating stands in them, as in a form perfecting and perfected for the operations of that potency.

But affections or dispositions are so called when the subject is only in some way affected or disposed through them, and the potency has not yet been acquired perfectly, but is continually disposed toward something else. And therefore such dispositions or affections are easily and quickly changeable into the contrary even by small occasions, as heat when it first affects a body and has not passed over into habit, as in the hectic in whom heat is had as a habit; and as coldness which first affects that which it touches and has not yet passed into habit, as in one who has been dissolved by cold paralysis; and as health, which is a habit and the mean of a complexion tempered according to nature, and sickness, which is the distempering of a mean of this kind, and other things of this kind. For concerning such things, as long as they are dispositions, a man is affected in a certain way by a metaphorical touch toward no great alteration; for by a quick and easy occasion a man is altered by such things, as when from hot he becomes cold, and conversely, and thus he easily passes from health into some sickness. But it is similar in other habits said according to the mode of habit. For disposition is said of any such thing, unless perhaps in those things which have been said it comes about thus, that they happen through length of time to be transferred into something similar to the nature of whatever is called quale according to them; for then it conquers potency, and the potency stands in it as in the ultimate perfect thing, and then it is habit; and then someone according to these things is made insanable, that is, not easily sanable and changeable with respect to the form of the habit. For such an affection or disposition affecting anyone is made not easily movable, and is such that anyone speaking rightly names it a disposition-to-have or a habit rather than an affection or disposition.

But that they themselves by their substantial account wish to be named dispositions-to-have and not dispositions is manifest when they are movable with difficulty and more lasting by time, through which they pass over into the mode of nature. And this is clear by induction: for in teachable persons who even do not retain disciplines very much, but are still easily movable from them through forgetfulness, they are said not to have the habit of disciplinary knowledge, although perhaps they are disposed and affected toward the discipline either worse or better. On account of this it is clear that habit differs from disposition not formally, but in this, that disposition is something easily movable, whereas that which is habit is more lastingly rooted and therefore movable with difficulty.

Now habit and disposition have themselves to one another, according as they make substance quale, in a certain way as inferior and superior; and therefore they belong to the same thing and to the same species. For habits are in some way dispositions, but dispositions need not be habits. For disposition is that which disposes toward doing something; and since habit perfects and inclines potency toward an act or operation, habit is according to this a disposition. On account of this Tullius says that habit is the disposition of a perfect thing toward the best. And in this way Aristotle means in the Ethics that habit is a disposition toward happiness. But dispositions need not be habits; the proof of this is that those who retain a habit are also disposed in some way, because disposition states an ordering of potency toward act. Hence those having a habit are disposed worse or better toward those things for which they have the habit. But those who are disposed in some way do not altogether or universally therefore retain a habit. And the cause of this is that disposition by its name states only the ordering of potency toward act; and this can be either fully acquired, and thus it is habit, or not fully, and thus it does not add anything
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Chapter III

beyond the common name of disposition, and it is called by the common name disposition; and insofar as it falls short of the perfect, it is opposed to habit, and therefore it does not deserve the name habit.

CHAPTER III.

Concerning the doubts which are about the things said before.

Now there is much doubt in the things which have been said. For the first doubt is that, since one species of quality is one simple form, it seems that it ought to be named with one and simple name. And it seems that this species ought to have one simple name, so that it is called habit or disposition by one name only, but it is not called habit and disposition as though each name befits it through a copulative conjunction.

Further, on account of this, that it is easily movable or difficult to move, it seems that the name ought not to be doubled or varied, because these happen to the same thing, and a substantial name ought not to be varied on account of an accident, as it seems.

Further, since from similar acts similar dispositions and habits are left behind, it seems that both habit and disposition have an efficient cause which formally acts one thing. But since that which acts formally acts only toward its own form in that upon which it acts and induces its own form, it seems that disposition and habit are of one form, but names are imposed from form. Therefore it seems that they ought to be named by one formal name. And indeed the Ancients conceded this, as Boethius seems to intimate, and what we call disposition and habit they named by the common name application.

Further it is also asked, since habit comes to be from disposition, in what way habit comes to be from disposition; for because dispositions are left behind from acts, the first act must leave behind something formal and the second something, and so in sequence. Therefore either that which is left behind from the acts is the same or it is not the same. If it is the same, it follows that the same thing simply according to form is done by many agents divided by time, which is not intelligible; for the same and one thing cannot have many equally proximate causes according to one and the same genus of causality. But if the things which are left behind from acts are diverse, then it is asked what unites them in one substance of habit; for the subject cannot do this, because the unity of the subject does not make the unity of accidents, since in one and the same subject there are many accidents differing in genus and species.

Further, let it be asked how many acts, or what or how much time, is required for habit to come to be from disposition.

Further, according to Aristotle 1, when someone from not knowing becomes knowing, there is a certain motion; but in alteration there is motion, in which there is quale after quale, and form after form, and a continuous flow from potency to act; and according to this it seems that operations inducing habit according to the form of knowledge or virtue continuously alter the potency of the soul and the soul, until it comes into the perfect act of knowledge or virtue; and this would be habit coming to be from disposition, that disposition is like motion, and habit is like the end of motion, when it is in having been moved in perfect act. But if this is conceded, then it seems that the operations which dispose are not continuous but interrupted; and one who thus receives habit is not moved by a continuous motion, but by an interrupted one; and it seems that he is many times in having been moved, and thus many times in habit, as it seems.

Further, there are many habits which do not come to be from preceding dispositions, such as infused and concreated habits; and thus habit is not always from disposition.

Further, beyond this it is asked about what Aristotle seems to say, that dispositions

are affections; and it seems that he calls hot and cold, or heat and coldness, dispositions and habits, which are rather in the third species of quality, which is passion or passible quality. But if it is said that they are in the first species and in the third according to some mode, against this mode there is what was determined above in what was had before, namely that of diverse genera not posited subalternately, the species and differences are diverse; but disposition and habit, and passion or passible quality, are diverse genera of quality and are not posited subalternately.

But to these and similar points it seems that it must be said that disposition and habit are one species and the first species of quality, which makes a quale according to accidental denomination. Now they are one species from one form by which the subject is informed in species, because disposition is of the same species with habit; as, if someone is disposed with a logical or geometrical knowable, he has the same knowable perfectly when he has knowledge in habit. Hence the knowable in disposition and the knowable in habit is of the same form in knowledge, and on account of this habit and disposition are also one species and not two species of quality. But it is named in two modes, because it is not named only as the quale which such a quality leaves in the subject according to form; rather, this accident is also named according as it is that quale in the subject, according to this, that the subject has it perfectly or imperfectly. And because these two have an opposite mode, they cannot be named by one name, but one is imperfect, the other perfect with respect to act; for the one having a habit acts without impediment when he has willed, but the one disposed acts with impediment. And because, as has been said, habit and disposition belong to one form, therefore the names of the perfect and imperfect are joined through a copulative conjunction, because they are indifferently through the being of perfect and imperfect things which in one motion are ordered to one end; therefore disposition is material toward habit, and disposition is the act of the imperfect, but habit is the act of the perfect and constituted. Therefore this is the cause of the two names, and of the ordering of disposition toward habit, and of the copulation which joins between the two names.

But to that which is objected, that to be easily movable or difficult to move are accidents of a quale according as it is in substance, it must be said that this is true; but because names are imposed from these accidents, it was therefore necessary that two names be given. And as to what is objected, that there are two names of that quale according to form, it must be said that this is true, but they are names of that quality according as the quale which states that quality is rooted in the subject; and from such accidents the impositions of names are often made, and especially in accidents whose proper naming and also definition is that they are named according as they are in the subject from which and in which they receive being and name and definition. And this is the cause why there are two names of that species, which nevertheless are one in form and in end.

But as to what is objected, that from similar acts similar dispositions and habits are left behind, it must be said that it is true, and it is also true that they are of one form; but naming is not always from form. For sometimes, as has been said, denomination occurs from an accident consequent upon form, and thus it occurs here when disposition and habit are said. To what is said, that the Ancients named this species by one name, application, it must be said that this is true, and therefore, deceived through error, they said that these species were not species of quality, but said that they are distinguished by the modes through which they are effected in substance, or by the modes through which they are in a subject. And because the first species is by the mode of acquisition through the operations of the subject itself, and what is acquired through operations is applied gradually to the subject, therefore they marked the first species as application by the common name of disposition and habit. And because the second species concerns potency following substantial being,

through which something is made able to act or to suffer, therefore they called that by the common name natural aptitude. But because the third is about these things which by chance act passions in the senses, or are acted upon by them, therefore they called that species by the common name case. And because through the fourth species substance is composed in parts according to the certainty of the terminations of its quantity, therefore they called that by the common name composition. And although this is true by that account which has been stated, nevertheless it is clear that those common names do not state species and forms differing by quality and by quale, in that from quality something is called quale, and thus they properly have to be distinguished according as also the species of quantity and of that which is toward something are distinct. But these cannot have one name in their mode of being distinguished.

But to what is asked further about the relation of dispositions and habits from acts or operations, it must be said that it is true that from similar acts similar habits and dispositions are left behind. But acts induce dispositions and habits in two modes. In one mode, by removing contrary dispositions and habits from the subject, which is the potency according to which the operation occurs; and Socrates and Plato spoke of this mode, who said that knowledges and virtues are present by nature, and that through study and exercise the subject is purified so that what is by nature may shine forth in the soul, just as a precious stone receives nothing by polishing, but when what is impure is wiped away from it, then natural purity glitters in it. Therefore this is one mode by which contrary dispositions are removed. But the second mode is that by which a form is generated in act in the soul, which is similar to the form of the operation, as in that which is moved there is the form of the mover according to act, which, before it moved the moved thing, was not in that which is moved except according to potency. And thus from potency to the species of operation the soul is led out in disposition and habit.

But to what is asked, whether that which is left behind from the first act is the same as that which is left behind from the second, and so in sequence, according to Aristotle it seems that it is the same in the substance of the form but diverse according to being; for the being left behind from the first operation is more mixed with potency than what is left behind from the second, just as that in motion which is near the beginning is more in potency than that which is near the end. But as to what is further inferred, that one and the same thing thus has many causes according to the genus of causality, it must be said that nothing is unfitting provided that same thing is diverse according to being, because there are diverse agents through which it is effected in being, and in diverse being, until it stands in ultimate act; and thus in one altered thing there can be diverse alterers not in species but in number, and in one increased thing there can be diverse increasers not in species but in number, and this is in no way unfitting. But that at the same time in one and the same hour there be diverse agents, equally immediate according to one and the same genus of causality, acting upon the same thing in the same mode, this cannot be.

But to what is asked, how many acts in number or how much time is required for habit to come to be from disposition, it must be said that it is not to be determined, because subjects are not equally fitted for the reception of habits; and therefore in one subject more are required, but in another fewer.

To what is asked about the continuity or interposition of such a motion, it must be said that nothing prevents this motion from being continuous on the part of the movable thing, and interrupted on the part of the mover. Averroes says this on book 2 of On the Soul and on the book On Generation and Corruption 2, that if someone is increased through the space of a cubit over a year, it is not necessary that this be increased proportionally in any given week, and in any given day, and in any given hour, according to the division
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Chapter IV

of time it is increased. For sometimes it is increased less, sometimes more, since it always goes out from the imperfect to the perfect, either by going out from a contrary disposition or by receiving increase. Thus also here it must be said that the motion is continuous on the part of the movable thing by continuously laying aside contrary dispositions, or by receiving the species of the mover; but it is not necessary that the mover always remain in act, because the form which it first impressed, itself having in itself the power of the mover, moves in act, just as there is a moving power in seed. On account of this it does not follow that the motion is sometimes interrupted on the part of the movable thing. And therefore Boethius says that knowledge of principles in sensible things has a seminal, sensible power toward knowledges.

To what is said, that many habits are connatural and concreated, which do not seem to be left behind from dispositions, it must be said that many connatural habits are left behind from natural dispositions, as the habit of sight, for which the eye of the beholder is disposed through altering principles from the uniting of the humors of the eye. There are also certain habits for which the subject by nature is immediately disposed while it is in being, and these are founded in their own dispositions, although they have dispositions preceding them in time.

To what is said, that disposition is called affection by Aristotle, it must be said that this was said through a certain similitude, because just as affection is something making through its operation, this is because it approaches by action, but that upon which it acts is not yet converted by its action to its own form; so disposition is a certain ordering of a patient and moved thing toward the act of an agent which it has not yet perfectly acquired; and through this similitude disposition is called affection. And what is said about hot and cold as received through affection or through the mode of habit, all of it was said by similitude with the mode of receiving habit and disposition; and it was not said therefore that heat and coldness per se are habits and dispositions, but because the reception of them in a subject is sometimes through the mode of disposition, sometimes through the mode of habit. And from these things the solution of the questions is clear.

CHAPTER IV.

Concerning another genus of quality, which is called natural potency or impotence.

But another genus, not indeed a most general genus, but a subalternate genus, is what we call natural potency or impotence. For it is a certain quality rooted in the substantial principles of a thing, which follows upon the whole substantial being as constituted and perfected, according to which things are called qualia, that is, powerful for easily doing or suffering, and not easily doing those things which are according to nature or the conservation of nature. And when such a potency is caused from the victory of form over matter, which form perfectly terminates to itself and holds as terminated, so that it resists contrary alterations, then such a quality is called natural potency: natural, indeed, because it is rooted in natural principles; but it is potency because it is the vigor and strength of form over matter for doing those things which are according to nature without impediment. But by opposition natural impotence is caused from the victory of matter and privation over form, which a contrary disposition impedes; matter cannot perfectly comprehend it and terminate it to itself, and therefore vigor is diminished for natural actions, and it easily suffers and is conquered by contraries. And it is called natural impotence, not because nature is the principle of this defect, but because nature is impeded by contrary dispositions from being able to arrive at such vigor.

Therefore this is called a genus and not a species 1, because agreement in genus is less
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Chapter V

than agreement in species; for agreements in genus agree in the potency of matter, but agreements in species agree in act and form. And because natural potency or impotence agree only in the potency of matter, therefore they are called a genus, because they agree only in genus. And because these two are not united in one, therefore they are separated not through a copulative conjunction, but through a disjunctive one.

Therefore natural potency is a quality according to which those having it are called powerful with respect to natural things; natural impotence also makes qualia according to which those having it are called powerless with respect to natural things. Therefore this species, had from principles, is another genus of quality, according to which we call certain men qualia, namely boxers, who from the very principles constituting nature are apt to give strong blows, as those who have stronger arms, exercised for easy motion and not impeded; and according to which we call certain men runners from the disposition of natural principles, who have very long, agile, and mobile legs, and not a great weight of body which would induce weariness. And according to which we call certain persons healthy or safe, as those whose flesh is proportionate in the members and dense and clothed everywhere with a small amount of fat; for this does not receive contraries, and strongly holds the temperament of complexion, and repels harmful things from itself. But the contraries of these in the disposition of flesh we call unhealthy or prone-to-sickness according to natural impotence, because they can perfect none of the things that have been said through natural potency; in this mode we call them able-to-heal or prone-to-sickness. And simply or universally we say all those things, and according to this quality whatsoever things are called qualia are said by potency or impotence according to the quality which is called natural potency or impotence. For we call these powerful or powerless in such a way that in some mode they are disposed through something generated in them.

Hence we do not call each of those things naturally powerful or powerless on account of an added disposition, as those who through art or exercise are made boxers or runners, or by the operation of medicine are made able-to-heal or prone-to-sickness; but they are called such because they have a natural potency founded in natural principles for easily doing something of those things which are according to nature, or suffering nothing of those things which are contrary to nature. Thus boxers or runners are so called from natural potency, not because they are disposed by art or exercise, but because they have a natural potency founded in natural principles for easily doing this without natural impediment; just as they are also called able-to-heal because they have a natural potency so that they may suffer with respect to health by some light accidents. But those are called prone-to-sickness who have natural impotence with respect to this very thing, namely for suffering nothing contrary to health. Similarly to these, hard and soft are said, and similarly to these they have themselves according to natural potency. For hard is said because from the constancy of parts it has a natural potency so that it is not quickly cut or divided, but soft is said because it yields quickly to what touches it, and is said to be passive of the same cutting insofar as it has natural impotence for resisting, and so with others.

CHAPTER V.

Concerning the doubts which are about the second genus of quality.

But a doubt arises about the things said before: because since natural potency or impotence are rooted in the first principles constituting the thing, but habit and disposition are acquired by time, need and teaching, and exercise of habituation, it seems that natural potency or impotence are nearer to substance than habit and disposition. Therefore it seems that natural potency or impotence ought to be the first species of quality and not the second.

The same point supports this: that natural potency precedes being, but disposition and habit follow the being of the thing; therefore it seems that natural potency or impotence ought to be the first species of quality.

Further, every disposition and habit presupposes before itself a natural potency or impotence. Therefore by these reasons the species of quality which is natural potency or impotence seems to be prior.

Further it is asked whether natural potency is a quality. For natural potency is from form conquering over matter, as has been said; but in this way natural potency is rationality, and intellect, and reason, and will, and things of this kind, so that, generally speaking, it is every power of the soul according to every part of it, or, to speak still more generally, every power of form insofar as form is the principle of action. But all these are said to be substantial parts and not qualities.

Further Averroes says, on the second book On the Soul, that every diversity of organs which is in the body exists on account of the diversity of powers which are in the soul. Therefore just as parts of the body have themselves to the body, so parts of the soul have themselves to the soul. But the parts of the body are substances constituting and integrating the organic body; therefore the parts of the soul are substances integrating the power of the soul, and thus they are not qualities following the soul; and it is similar concerning the other natural potencies of any substantial forms whatever.

In the same way an objection is made concerning the natural impotences of forms: for this name is founded in privation, and it does not seem to be founded in some being or in some species of being; therefore it seems that it is not any quality.

Further, what has been said does not seem to have been said reasonably, namely that hard is that which can have natural potency for not being cut, and that soft has impotence with respect to the same thing, because in the same way it can be said that soft has natural potency for being easily cut, and that hard has impotence with respect to the same thing 1.

Further it is also asked: since potency holds itself more on the part of matter than on the part of form, it seems that natural potency ought to be from the victory of matter over form rather than conversely.

Further still, it is also asked why this species or genus of quality is not named by one name, so that it would be called aptitude, as Socrates and Plato and the other ancients named it.

But to these and similar things it must be said that habit is the first species of quality because the substantial forms themselves in matter are as habits, as Aristotle says 2, that the soul, according as it is endelechy, is present as habit; and according to this a substantial form is present as the quality of matter, and in this mode difference is as the quality of a genus. Therefore because disposition and habit posit their mode in the first principles of composite substance, which alone stands under accidents, they are therefore the first species of quality. But natural potency follows upon the being of the composite, for it follows upon the act which form has in the composite and upon the acts consequent upon the nature of the composite; therefore natural potency is the second species and not the first. And what is objected about time and teaching is not true of everything that has the mode of habit, but is true only of acquired habit.

But to what is objected, that natural potency precedes being, it must be said that this is the potency of matter toward form

and toward being; and this is not natural potency, but this potency is always consequent upon being.

To what is said, that every habit is present according to some potency, it must be said that this is true, but it is not necessary that that potency be consequent upon being, because form as habit is present according to a preceding potency for being. But this is true, that some habit, as acquired or infused, is present according to a potency which follows upon being; but from this it does not follow that generally potency consequent upon being is before habit, as is clear through what was said before.

To what is further asked, whether natural potency is a quality, it must be said that natural potency consequent upon being for acts is a quality and an accident, according as everything which follows upon perfected being is an accident, because it is not of substance. But this quality flows from substantial things as a property flows from the essentials of a species. And as to what is objected concerning the parts of the soul, it must be said that the soul does not have essential parts, since it is a simple substance; but according as the soul is a potestative whole, so its powers of intellect, and will, and the sensible and vegetative are its potestative parts, and thus they are called natural potencies rooted in its substance, and nevertheless qualities because they are consequent upon being for acts 3.

And as to what is said, that as parts of the body have themselves to the body, so parts of the soul have themselves to the soul: this is true in one respect, and in another respect it is not true. For as to this it is true, that soul is compared to body as the principle of life and motion; for thus powers flow from the soul, by which it pours life and motion into the body, and these integrate its power and strength, just as the body, insofar as it is movable by the soul and receiving life, cannot be simple, but the diversity of complexion and composition of organs must flow from its nature, by which it receives life and motion in diverse modes; and these are parts of the organic body insofar as it is organic and not insofar as it is body. And in this mode the potencies thus follow the nature of the body and the substance of the soul, just as the operation of organs follows the nature of the body; and in this mode each whole is integrated by its own potestative parts. But according to the common mode it is not true, because the potencies of the soul follow the nature of the soul, not as natural parts, but as properties constituting the nature of the soul, yet not abandoning the nature of the soul; but the organs of the body are material parts of the body, materially constituting it. And Averroes speaks in the first mode and not the second. The same must be said concerning all natural potencies flowing from substantial form after substantial being toward consequent acts.

To what is objected concerning natural impotence, it must be said that although, with respect to the name, it is founded in privation, nevertheless according to being it is founded in a contrary, which is a contrary quality in matter impeding natural potency.

To what is said, that potency holds itself more on the part of matter, it must be said that this is not potency for acting, which is consequent upon being, but rather is potency for being, as was said in the preceding chapter; hence through this the solution is clear.

To what is asked concerning the name of the Ancients, who called this species aptitude, it must be said that it is not a name altogether fitting, because aptitude is not a univocal name for potency and impotence; because if something is apt for acting, by this very fact it does not have anything common to this and that through which it will be apt for suffering.

Notes
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CHAPTER VI.

Concerning the third species of quality, which is passion or passible quality.

But the third species of quality is that which is called passion and passible quality. For we posit this as one species because the forms of quality do not differ, but are of the same species of quality, and sometimes the quality is the same in number; for first it is passion, and afterward passible quality. Therefore because they do not differ in species either in quality or in the quale which is said according to them, therefore we say that they are species and not a genus, and we say that these two are one species. And we will not join them with a disjunctive conjunction but with a copulative one, so that they may be marked as belonging to the same thing. Nevertheless, because passion is a quality affecting and quickly passing away, but passible quality is lasting and rooted in the subject, which modes are opposite, they cannot be reduced to the same name, because this name would be imposed from opposite properties of the thing and would signify opposites; therefore we designate this species by two copulated modes. For we cannot speak about quality except as about an accident, which always has to be determined in comparison to substance, and therefore it must be determined through the modes by which it is in a subject. Thus therefore they say that the third species of quality is passible qualities, which are already rooted and fixed in the subject, and passions.

The manifestation of this is by induction and example. For things of this kind are sweetness, bitterness, austerity, or sharpness in all extreme and middle flavors, and those which are akin to these which have been introduced, as saltness, ponticity, and a fatty flavor. Further, according to touch there are heat and coldness and things similar to these; according to sight, whiteness and blackness. But odors which introduce passion to smell are determined beside flavors, as Aristotle says 1. For differences of sounds are not introduced here 2, because although they introduce passion to hearing, nevertheless they are not caused from the first qualities, which are first active and passive, and by whose power what acts acts, and what suffers suffers; and therefore they also do not transmute substance except per accidens, as air with thunder, as Aristotle says 3, splits wood.

But that these sensible things which have been said are qualities is manifest through the description which first we gave of quality: for whatever subjects receive those things which are thus called qualities, and whatever are also informed by them, according to them are called qualia. But quality is that according to which we are called quales; therefore those things are qualities. And this is proved by induction and example, as honey: for from the fact that the subject of honey receives sweetness, it is called quale according to this, because sweet. In the same way a body is called white, because it receives whiteness informing it. But it has itself similarly in all the other things which have been enumerated.

But these are not called passible qualities because the subjects and objects which receive them as forms suffer something or have suffered by an accidental passion or some other one, although by the natural passion of digestion they have suffered in the manner of a habit, but they are called passible qualities because they introduce passions to sense. For it is not called sweet because something from outside has been suffered and because this impressed sweetness upon itself. But it is similar concerning all things of this kind introducing passion to smell or taste. Similarly also it is so concerning heat and coldness in fire or ice or water; for all these are not called passible qualities because those subjects which receive them have suffered something extrinsically, but because each of them

which have been said are perfective, according to the quality of some sense, of some passion in the sense itself toward the alteration of sense, and therefore they are called passible qualities. This is clear by induction: for sweetness effects a certain passion according to taste toward the alteration of taste. So heat does, which makes a passion according to touch, and similarly other tangible qualities. But whiteness and blackness and other middle colors are not similarly called passible qualities; for they do not so act upon the subject according to material being that they inform sight with their own qualities. For the sight of white is not white, in the way that the taste of sweet is sweet, and as the touch of hot is hot; and therefore in sight colors do not perfect passible qualities. But colors are shown to be passible qualities because the colors themselves which are qualities are born in us from certain passions preceding in us. That many changes of colors are not in us through some preceding passion is manifest by the induction of experience: for someone blushing is made red, since blushing is fear over something shameful perpetrated; but fear, by a passion and flight of the heart according to systole, drives blood into the face. And similarly someone fearing is made pale, with the blood drawn back from the face to the heart. Similarly each such color is born from some passion; and if such colors are born from such passions, it is proved that if someone has naturally suffered something similar, namely that he diffuses blood in the face or leads blood back to the heart, he naturally must have a color similar to him who has been made red or pale by the passion of shame or fear. This is agreed from this: that the affection of nature which is made toward shame in the expulsion of blood to the forehead around the body is also made by the same cause according to natural affection, so that the natural color is similar to that which receives a natural color from a passion of the soul or of the heart.

But generally speaking, whatever qualities are of the number of such cases, that is, those which took their beginning from such cases of passions from some passions difficult to move and permanent in a subject, those are called passible qualities. For although pallor or blackness was made in someone according to natural substance or subsistence in the first complexions, nevertheless they are called passible qualities according to the first account of quality; for we are called quales according to such colors or qualities, whether such things have also been induced per accidens, as on account of a long sickness which causes pallor, or on account of heat which induces redness, which sometimes burns the blood in the face so that it remains and induces a standing and permanent redness, or something similar to these; on account of this, blackness or pallor occurs, and does not easily pass away, so that it remains immutable or mutable with difficulty. These are called passible qualities, for according to such qualities we are called quales simply, as according to those which are induced by natural passions.

But whatever are of the number of such qualities which quickly pass away and are quickly and easily dissolved are called passions; for according to these they are not called quales, but rather things having suffered something. For no one is simply called red because he has been made red from shame. Similarly, one to whom sudden pallor has come on account of fear is not simply called pale or quale according to pallor, but more fittingly is said to have suffered something, not for denomination, but for sudden change. For that reason sudden changes of this kind are fittingly called passions; but they are not fittingly called qualities, because we are not simply called quales according to them. Therefore in this mode it has itself concerning passions and passible qualities of the body.

But by the similitude of these it also has itself concerning the passions and passible qualities which are induced according to
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Chapter VII

accidents of the soul, that is, those whose principle is in the soul, although the alteration is in the body; for whatever such things come to be immediately or suddenly in being born, they come to be suddenly from some arriving passions, as dementia or insanity, or anger, and other passions of this kind, if they are called qualities brought in through sense and phantasy or opinion. For according to such things we are called quales and are denominated; for we are called wrathful and demented and insane. But it is similar if any alienations and insanities have been made not naturally, but have been induced by some cases, as from sight, or by terror of sounds or by things similar to these, and are difficult to pass away or even altogether immobile: all things of this kind must be called passible qualities, because according to such qualities we are called quales and are denominated. But whatever of such passions are from those things which pass away more quickly and easily leave the subject behind are called passions and not passible qualities. The example of this is that if perhaps someone, having been saddened by someone inflicting injury, has become more wrathful than usual, he is not for this reason called wrathful by a denomination by which in such an occasioned passion he is more wrathful than usual, but rather he is said to have suffered something according to anger; on account of this such things are indeed called passions, but not passible qualities.

CHAPTER VII.

Concerning the doubts about the third species of quality.

Now there is a doubt about the things which have been said. For passion through itself is a most general genus, and therefore does not seem able to be a species of quality.

Further, the passible is able to suffer or has an aptitude for suffering; but no quality can suffer, but according to it there is passion; therefore it seems that there is no passible quality.

Further, either passion induces the quality of color, or if it does not induce it, then it remains only passion and does not have to be determined in quality. But if it induces it, it is agreed that that color is a quality, and thus passion is passible quality, and thus a bad distinction is made between passion and passible quality.

Further, according to passion someone seems to be called quale; for this passion is in some genus, and it is agreed that it is only in the genus of quality; but quality is that according to which we are called quales; therefore according to passion we are called quales, and thus no distinction has been introduced between passion and passible quality.

Further, there is doubt concerning this, that whiteness and blackness are not called qualities because they introduce passions to the senses; for these are objects of sight, and sight is a passive potency; therefore the object which is the proper agent upon sight introduces passion to sight, and according to this colors are called passible qualities, as the other things are, and from a similar cause, as it seems.

Further, those passions are called inferent or brought-in; but colors often introduce passions, as desires and delights and sadnesses and things of this kind; and thus again it is clear that they are sensible qualities from the same cause by which other sensible things are called passible qualities.

Further, it is asked why the third species of quality is not called form or figure standing around something. The termination of substance is according to quality; but passion and passible quality arise from the case of passion, and thus the fourth species seems to be nearer to substance than passion or passible quality; therefore that is not the third species, but the fourth, as it seems, of quality.

Further, it is asked why this species is not named by one name, since all the Ancients and even Aristotle called it by the common name case.

But to these and similar things it must be said that passion, according as it is a predicament, is the effect of bringing-in and of action

into that which suffers; and thus passion which is a species of quality is not taken, but rather it is taken for the form of quality which affects the subject from the fact that something has been suffered, which is the cause of that affection, or from the fact that the subject affected by the affection itself induces a passion which contains the subject according to the things complexioning or composing the subject, as anger induced by some surrounding thing kindles the blood around the heart and mixes the vapor of gall toward the appetite for vengeance. And therefore there is equivocation in passion, which, according as it is the effect of the agent, is a genus; but according as it is an affection made by commotion or inducing commotion, it is a species of quality.

To the other, it must be said that it is not called a passible quality because the quality itself suffers something, but, as has been said, because either it is induced by passion or it induces passion; and because in this way it is conjoined to passion, as cause or effect, therefore it is called a passible quality.

To the other, it must be said that passion induces that which is quality according to essence; but it is not quality according as from it the quale itself is said denominatively, because denominations are only from those things which are present simply. But what is not rooted and made firm in a subject is not present simply, because in this way it does not follow: this man is affected by redness from shame, therefore he is red.

And through this the solution to the following is clear; for that which is induced from passion is in the genus of quality, but not according as quale is predicated simply, but it is predicated denominatively according to this.

To that, moreover, which is further doubted about whiteness and blackness, enough response has been made in the chapter had before. And as to what is said, that they introduce passions to sight, it must be said that those are passions in a qualified respect and not simply, because such things are in sight according to spiritual being, and therefore they do not induce motion and passion simply.

To this, moreover, which is objected, that they induce delights and desires, it must be said that this is accidentally; for they do not do this insofar as they are visible only, but insofar as they are signs of things delightful according to taste and according to touch. For delight is in sight in a qualified respect and not simply, according as sight is moved by the visible only.

To that, moreover, which is further asked about the order of these species of quality, it must be said that the order is of the first species to the second, which was determined in the things treated before. But because the sensible powers of the soul are of the number of natural potencies, and passions are introduced to these through passible qualities, therefore immediately it was necessary that the third species of quality be passion or passible quality, just as the proper active follows its proper passive, which introduces passion to it; because the active gives its own proper form to the passive, and each is referred to the other and is known through the other. On account of this the third immediately follows after the second. Further, when it is objected that according to this the third ought also to be fourth, because acts are prior to potencies according to reason and objects prior to acts, to this it must be said that this would be true unless natural potency here were taken according as it is rooted in the substantial principles of substance. For according to this this accident is determined, according as it is nearer to substance, and therefore according to this order natural potency is before passible quality.

To this, moreover, which is asked last about the name, it must be said that here we intend quality according as the denominative quale is said from it; and therefore quality is not intended here in comparison to the cause through which it is induced, but rather according to the mode by which it inheres in the subject for denomination through quale. But case is not here called quality except in comparison to the cause through which it is induced, because it is casual. Therefore this is not called case.



Chapter VIII

But according as it is in a subject, it does not have one mode, but a diverse and composite one according as it denominates the subject simply and in a qualified respect, that is, as now. But opposite modes cannot be comprehended by the same name. Therefore it could not conveniently be named by one name, but by two, which are passion and passible quality.

CHAPTER VIII.

Concerning the fourth genus of quality, which is form, or figure standing around something.

But the fourth genus of quality is form and figure standing around something. This genus of quality, as Aristotle says in the First Philosophy, follows upon substantial species in every corporeal substance; because just as corporeal substances differ in species, so they differ in figures, and those things of which there is one species in common have in common one figure, both in the whole and in the members, as the figure of man is one, and of goat, of ass, and so concerning others. Perhaps this is called a genus, not a species, because it comprehends very many things.

But these differ because the mode of termination of lines in a surface or body can be referred inward, namely to substantial form, which, both in the whole and in the parts, is the cause why this member or that is said or is, or even why the whole is formed, and thus it will be called form. It can also be referred outward, namely to quantity terminated thus or thus into such or such angles, and thus it is called figure. Hence it is clear that one and the same thing, according to that by which it is quality, is figure and form, but differs according to being; because what is referred inward, which contains and terminates, is form; but what is referred outward, by which, terminated by such or such angles, it is apt for these motions or those according to these acts or others, is thus called figure.

But one must know that figure is said in two ways: according to that which is terminated quantity, and thus that is said which is in the genus of quantity; there is also figure according to that by which figure is the termination of quantity, and in this way it says only that which is in the genus of quality, but this quality is posited around quantity. But form, although it is the same in subject, nevertheless differs in reason, nor is it called form except according as it is caused by the substantial form actually containing the intrinsic things, and therefore form says that which belongs to quality, and not to quantity.

But these are therefore called a genus, because they do not agree in acts and reason; for to contain, which belongs to form, does not agree except in genus with being angled thus or thus, by an acute angle or a right or obtuse one. For this is not said because it contains, but because it pricks or touches thus or thus; on account of this there is not an agreement of species but of genus among those things so taken. Yet because these are one in that which is form and figure, on account of this they are not joined by a disjunctive conjunction. But it is named in two modes and not in one, because to contain inwardly, and to prick outwardly thus or thus, are not reducible into one property to which one common name may be imposed.

But it is called figure because it is referred outward; standing around something, because in the exterior terminations of lines it encloses and terminates outwardly in a circuit, and its terminations stand at the points in which the terminated lines come together. Therefore this is the reason of all these things. But these are properly of bodies and of surfaces which are terminated by several lines.

Moreover, still in lines there are also found certain things which must be placed in this mode of quality, such as straightness and curvature. For straight is that whose extremes cover the middles, so that afterward they cannot be seen, if the extremities of straight things are placed opposite directly to the sights of the eyes; and this saying is Plato's. But this is more form than figure, although it has the account of figure according as outwardly
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it is bounded outwardly on every side in one point. But curvature is always composed from two forms; for it has a concave form beneath, and it has a convex form outwardly, and therefore every curved thing is of composite form. But it has as many figures as it has curvatures, because it has as many terminations toward divided angles. Such also is what is similar to these, as circular, or spherical, and, speaking generally, round; for all these have the form of the concave inwardly and the figure of the convex outwardly. But that these are qualities according as they are forms and figures of such things is proved from this, that according to each of such things that which has been informed from these is called quale, as is clear by induction and example: for to be triangular or quadrangular or round is said to be some quale. Similarly, to be straight or curved has predication as quale. And similarly it is in other things said in this way according to form or figure.1

But rare and dense and rough and smooth will perhaps be thought among some to signify qualities principally, although they have from line that they signify quality principally; for they signify first position, and secondarily the quality of parts placed in place and in the whole, and therefore they do not pertain to the division of those things in which those things are placed which are principally in quality. For these, as has been said, first and principally signify in a certain way a certain position of parts in the whole and in place, and not quality; for dense or thick is said because the material parts are near to one another in position. But rare is said through the opposite, because the material parts are distant from one another in the whole; and these two are thus said according to position of intrinsic parts. But smooth and rough are said according to a certain position of exterior parts: smooth indeed because the exterior parts lie to themselves straight or equally according to line or surface, and one does not project over another; but rough is said through the opposite of this, because one of the extreme parts in a line or surface, being higher, is stretched out projecting over another, but another is lower and at the same time is depressed beneath another. Therefore they are called positions first, and if they are called qualities, this is secondarily. Therefore these are the four species of quality which are commonly found.

And perhaps some other modes of qualities will appear, because quale is said in many ways concerning substantial and accidental quality, and therefore there are many modes of the same; but because those modes which have been said are most of all and more principally called qualities and quales, therefore let it be concluded generally that the species or genera of qualities are those which have been said before.

CHAPTER IX.

Concerning the doubts which concern the fourth species of quality.

Now there is a doubt in these things: since form is the principle of the substance of each thing, how can it be a species of quality? For it should rather be reduced to the genus of substance than of quality.

Further, since figure is among mathematical things, but nothing is mathematical except discrete or continuous quantity, figure seems to be something in the genus of quantity and not of quality.

Further, form or figure, as a being, seems to add nothing above quantity, because that lines are joined thus into an acute or right angle does not add a being to a quantum but an account; and thus it seems that they are not species in the genus of quality.

Further, what was said about rough and smooth altogether contradicts that which was said in the Six Principles about situation or position, where it is said that rough and smooth,

and rare and dense, do not say positions but qualities concerning the positions said.

Further, it is asked how the number of the species of quality is taken.

But to these and similar things it must be said that form is said according to that by which form is according to reason and substance; and thus form is the principle of being and of substance in everything which is; and because it is true substance, on account of this form is the principle of being and of true substance, and according to something it is the principle of other things by which each of them is what it is. For form is said, as to the name, as if remaining outside, and thus the mode of containing in the termination of lines and surfaces is called form, and this form is a species of quality.

To this, moreover, which is objected concerning mathematics, it must be said that figure is not mathematical by reason of figure, but by reason of quantity of which it is a quality, and it cannot be separated from it. Or it can be said, as has been said, that figure is mathematical according as it is terminated quantity; but according as it is the termination of a quantum, in this way it is quality, and in this way it is not considered by the mathematician.

To this, moreover, which is said, that figure adds nothing above quantity, it must be said that it is false; for it adds a mode of quality which is not quantity, which is acute, or right, or obtuse in angles, or round, or plane; these are not accounts only, but are things; hence also they alter the proper sense of touch in one way and another; but every alteration of a proper sense is through quality.

To this, moreover, which is objected concerning the Six Principles, it must be said that, as has been said, rough and smooth, and dense and rare, say positions of the parts of matter inwardly and outwardly, but secondarily they say qualities, because they act thus or thus upon sense, and this is considered in the book of the Six Principles; and therefore they are called qualities, because smooth is what alters sweetly, rough what alters with pricking, and dense is what is not penetrated by sight, but rare what is passable everywhere; and therefore in comparison to sense they are called qualities in this way, but nevertheless because position is the cause that they alter these senses thus or thus, therefore those are principally positions, secondarily qualities.

To this, moreover, which is asked, according to what these species of quality are taken, it must be said that number and order can thus be taken together: for either it is taken according to the formal principle of substance, or according to the material principle, from which every accident has to be taken according to the mode of the substance by which it is caused. But if it is taken according to the formal principle, this can only be in two modes: for either it is taken according to the mode by which form perfects matter, or according to the mode by which form is the principle of acting in the composite which has been perfected. If in the first mode, form does not stand toward matter except as disposition or habit, and according to this mode the first species of quality is taken. But if it is in the second mode, natural potencies flow from form, and thus the second species of quality is taken. Therefore those potencies are taken either in themselves or according as proper active things introduce their own proper passions to them. And in the first mode it is again the second species of quality; but in the second mode the third species of quality is brought in. But if it is taken from the side of matter, which through itself is corporeal, and it is necessary that it be according to relation to the form which contains and terminates matter, then the fourth species is brought in, which is form or figure standing around something. And these are the four species of quality, according to which something is more frequently called quale, and from which this mode of the predicament, which is proper to quality, is properly taken. But if any other modes of quality are found, they are easily reduced to these.

According as the Ancients called this last species of quality by one common name, composition; but because it includes two acts, one inward, which belongs to form, another outward, which belongs to figure,
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Chapter X

therefore it is named by two fitting modes. Why also it is better called a genus than a species has already been said in the chapter had before.

But that some take these species according to those things which are in us in the soul, some taking the first species through acquisition, and the second species according to those things which are present in nature, and in the body indeed the third species through motion, or the fourth species through the boundary of matter: whoever wishes can say this, but it does not seem to have a perfect account.

But concerning this it can be asked why, according to the third species of quality alone, which is passion or passible quality, there is the alteration treated before, as Aristotle says,1 and not according to another species of quality. And although this indeed pertains to the Philosopher and not to the logician to determine, nevertheless it can be said that there cannot be alteration in habit and disposition, because disposition and habit are toward perfection according to the act of their proper nature, which is an account or an act of reason; and therefore what attains perfect being is not properly altered physically, but perfected in connatural and proper being. By almost the same account there cannot be alteration in the second species; for natural potencies are rooted in substantial form, according as it, in that which has been perfected, is converted into a principle of acting, and therefore they follow upon perfect being as that which is consequent upon substantial being, since its perfection is perfection in them; on account of this also what attains the perfect being of natural potency is perfected, and what is diminished from that is corrupted according to being or is on the way of corruption. In the fourth species also there cannot be motion, because around quantity there is quality which is not separated from quantity; but nothing is contrary to quantity, so that neither is anything contrary to that species.

And if an objection is made concerning straight and curved, and rough and smooth, and rare and dense, it is clear that those qualities are neither active nor passive, nor are they separated from position and situation, and therefore in such things there cannot be motion of alteration, because physical alteration is only between contrary things acting and suffering with respect to one another, and this is what Aristotle intends, if someone inspects his sayings well.

CHAPTER X.

Concerning the quale which is said according to quality.

But because, as Alexander says, Aristotle himself entitled this treatise On Quale and Quality, and we have now determined concerning the species of quality according to which we are called quales, it remains now to determine concerning the quale which is said denominatively from these species of quality. Therefore we say that those things are called qualia which according to the qualities said are said denominatively; denominatively, moreover, because the subject is denominated from them simply, or in whatever other way things informed by these are said from these. For it is difficult for the denomination which is from an accident to be made simply; for an accident is present in many ways, such that it does not denominate, as if it is present according to a part, as an Ethiopian is white with respect to the teeth, or if it is present as now and not simply, as red now from shame, it does not follow that he is red. Although sometimes this also is from the side of the accident, that denomination cannot be made from it, although it is present simply and not in a qualified respect, as will be clear in the following things. And therefore quale according to these species of quality, whether it is said according to that denomination or in whatever other way it is said from these, is called quality as signifying what informs the subject through concretion; for quale and quality are predicated the same, although they differ in mode:

for quale says quality informing a subject, but quality says quality simply.

And if someone objects that quale says two things, namely subject and quality, it must be said that principally and formally it says only quality; but because it says quality in concretion to a subject, therefore consequently it is said to make signification concerning the subject. On account of this, quale also belongs with quality to the same predicament.

Yet in several qualities, almost even in all, qualia are said denominatively from qualities, as from whiteness white, and from grammar grammatical, and from justice just is said denominatively, and similarly in many others. But in some this does not agree according to the word, although similarly it is so according to being. And the cause of this is that such names have not been posited for qualities which, differing by case alone according to appellation, could be inflected and informed into denominative names, as runner is said, or as boxer is said, not indeed said from the act or office of running or boxing, but from the quality itself which is natural potency for doing this. For this quality is not designated by its own name, such that a name according to natural aptitude for exercising these things would signify that proper quality; for names are not posited for such aptitudes, which are quality, according to which both runner and fighter or boxer are called quales; but those names are names of disciplines, as of the running and boxing art; and these are not names of that quality or of those qualities, by which or according to which those are called quales who are affected by that quality, which is natural potency for doing those things. But from the name of an art or discipline one can be denominated who is ignorant of that art or discipline, as frequently happens, that one having a natural potency toward something of an art is ignorant of that art which teaches the same operation for which someone has a natural potency; for boxing is called the discipline of boxing, but those are called quales in this quality, not who are of that art or discipline, but who are affected through information by the quality which is called natural potency for fighting, as he is called fighter or runner who perhaps knew nothing of that art or discipline, and therefore they do not receive denomination from the discipline so as to be called runners or fighters.

But some, even when the name of the quality has been posited, are not yet called quales denominatively by that quality, so that the name of the quale is determined according to the figure of appellation from the name of the quality. This is clear in the name which is virtue; if denomination is made from this name, one is not called virtuous, but according to others is called studious, by a name formed from the genus of virtue, which is study, or, what is truer, by a name formed from the cause of virtue, which is study. And according to later writers he is called virtuous, although it does not say a simple denomination, but, with denomination, marks plenitude. For one having virtue is called studious, but he is not called denominatively from virtue by a simple denomination; but if he is said from virtue, he will be called virtuous, which name signifies plenitude and does not make simple denomination. But the cause of this is that in the political virtues and vices we are lords and cause of the works by which virtues are produced, because virtues come to be in us through study; and this study, as Tullius says, is a vehement application of the soul to learning or doing something. Therefore the Ancients, imposing names, called those virtuous by intellectual virtue or moral or heroic virtue by the common name studious. But they are called virtuous not so conveniently, because virtue names the ultimate in good, as Aristotle says, and this is not as general as the first. But co-signified plenitude is added in such cases, on account of this which Aristotle says, that neither intellectual virtue, which is prudence, can exist without the moral virtues, nor can the moral virtues exist without prudence, because the moral virtue reaches the end, but prudence chooses those things, and
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and leads through what things and in what way the end is arrived at; and therefore in whatever there is virtue, there must be a certain fullness of virtue. On account of this it was fitting that that denomination be formed by a name connoting fullness. And he is called studious and not studial, and virtuous and not virtual. But in many denominatives it is not so, but their denominatives are formed from the names of the qualities which are present in them. Therefore it is generally concluded that whatever things are called qualia either are said denominatively from the aforesaid four species of quality, or in some way, as has been said, are said otherwise from those qualities which have been said.

CHAPTER XI.

Concerning the property of quality which is to receive a contrary.

But after it has now been determined concerning quale and quality according to definition and division into species, consequently one must determine concerning quale and quality according to their consequent properties and passions, and first concerning the property which belongs neither to it alone nor to every one, which is that contrariety belongs to quality. Therefore we say that contrariety is present in quality and in quale according as it is quale, as justice is contrary to injustice, and whiteness to blackness. Although injustice has the name of privation, nevertheless this privation is founded in a contrary habit of which the proper name has not been posited, and thus justice is contrary to injustice. So also those very things which are called qualia according to these qualities are contraries, as unjust is contrary to just, and white to black. Therefore it is clear that in the first and third species of quality there is contrariety. But this is not a property in all qualities of the first and third species, according as contrariety is the complete distance and opposition of those things which are in the same genus; for nothing is contrary to red or pale or middle colors of this kind, although nevertheless they are qualities and in the genus of quality.

But if it is objected that justice and injustice are not contraries, because the motion of alteration is between contraries, but in the first species, as has already been had before, there is no alteration, we will say to this that physical alteration is not in the first species of quality. But alteration broadly said is in the first species, according as there is alteration when, the same subject remaining, change comes to be in its passions or qualities. For in this way, when from just there comes to be unjust, alteration has been made. For it is not sufficient for physical alteration that it be between contraries, but with this it is required that the contraries be active and passive with respect to one another according to action and passion casting off from substance and continuously transmuting the subject from contrary into contrary.

But as to this, that we said that nothing is contrary to middle colors, although nevertheless in the fifth book of the Physics1 it is said that the mean compared to an extreme is contrary, and although in the Ethics it is said that the mean is contrary to each of the extremes: no one ought to press an objection, because here we take contrary as that which is contrary according to the greatest distance. But this is simple, having nothing of the contrary admixed; and according to this mode the mean is opposed neither to a mean nor to an extreme. But in physics contraries must be taken according to potency and act where there is motion, and therefore there a contrary is that which participates something of the contrary, and is in potency to the other; for according to this it is moved to it as to a contrary.

But what is said in the Ethics, that the mean is contrary to each of the extremes, was said for this reason, that although virtue is a mean as to act and circumstances, nevertheless according to good and the account of good it is an extreme; and thus to both

it is opposed to the extremes as an extreme, because in this way both extremes are in the genus of evil.

Further, it is generally true that if one of contraries has been a quale, the remaining thing contrary to it is a quale, since contraries are in the same genus. But this is plain and manifest to one proposing or inducing other contraries from those things which have been said in the several genera receiving contraries; for contraries are always in the same genus. For if justice is contrary to injustice, and justice is a certain quale or quality, it follows that injustice also is a quale and is a certain quality. For injustice can be fitted to none of the other predicaments as to a genus, as species or individual; for justice is neither quantity, nor toward something, nor where, nor wholly or universally anything from the number of predicaments, except quale and quality, and justice also is that same thing according to the genus of predicament. And so it is in all other contraries which are according to quale or according to quality.

But from this perhaps it will seem to someone that the first contraries are in quality; and against this there seems to be this, that the first contraries seem to be rare and dense. For these seem to precede hot and cold, and to induce them, because the rare is made hot, and the dense is made cold. But to this it must be said that in truth the first contraries truly according to action and passion are contraries in quality, and not in position2, because it belongs to contraries mutually to expel one another from the same susceptible thing. But this expulsion cannot happen except through action and passion, and therefore those things which are truly contraries are active and passive with respect to one another; and these first contraries are hot and cold, and their passive subjects are moist and dry, each of which regards each of them as subject. For moist is the subject of hot and is the subject of cold, and dry is the subject of hot and is the subject of cold in elemental matter. Hot is productive of rare, and cold is productive of dense; and thus the first contrariety simply is in quality. But the first disposition of matter is in position which is not separated from the quality which is rare and dense.

But if someone says that light and heavy are the first contraries, because local motions upward and downward are toward form, but the light is moved upward and the heavy downward, this is altogether nothing, and it is determined in the Physics that motion upward is not caused by lightness, nor motion downward by heaviness, but rather by the generator or by the one removing what prevents; and therefore in some way it first has the form of the generator before it has the motion which is consequent on the form of the generator3. And therefore light and heavy are not the first moving contraries, but rather light is caused in matter through rare, and heavy is caused in matter through dense; and thus it still remains that hot and cold, which are in the third species of quality, are contraries.

But if someone still objects, and says against this, that if simply hot and simply cold, neither of which has anything admixed from its contrary, are first contraries, then it follows that they are apt to come to be around one and the same subject; but simply hot and simply cold are not apt to come to be around the same thing, for there is no element which, while remaining in the substance of the same element, is apt to receive this; therefore these are not first contraries, for fire has unadmixed heat and cannot have coldness and heat. To this it must be said that according as heat and coldness are first qualities, in this way they are opposed around the first matter of the elements and are apt to come to be around it; but according as they are in generated things
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first, which are the elements, in this way they are natural potencies following upon the being of the elements, and therefore, while the elements remain, they do not desert the substances of the elements; and in this way they are apt to come to be around the same thing, and mutually to expel one another from the same thing.

But from this, that first contrariety is in quality, it is understood that contrariety in all the other genera in which it is present is only in the account of quality; but the first is the cause of all the others in any genus in which it is first. Hence also in quantity by reason of the motion of increase and decrease there is no contrariety except according to quality, as has been said in the treatise On Quantity. And if contraries are in where or in situation, they must be in them according as they are not separated from quality. But dispute about these things belongs to the physicist or metaphysician, and not to the logician; for the logician does not consider contraries except according as they are maximally distant in the same genus, and does not consider them according as they are first and not first.

CHAPTER XII.

Concerning the second property, which is to receive more and less.

But quality receives more and less, and this is the second property caused from that which preceded. But that quale receives more and less is clear by induction: for white is said more and less, one than another, according to the intension and remission of whiteness, and similarly just is said more and less, one than another, according to the intension and remission of justice. But this is not only in those things which are qualia, such as white things and just things, but also the very things which are qualities, from which such things are called qualia, receive in themselves, as those things which are called increments and diminutions in themselves. And Boethius says that this was the opinion of Plato. But this is made clear by an example, since, as they say, when the white thing which is whiteness is white, it happens, as they say, that that whiteness is more intensified through a greater admixture, as Nicolaus the Peripatetic says, of contrary light.

But although this is a certain property of quality, nevertheless it does not agree with every quality, but there are several things which receive more and less, and not all things which are qualities. For since justice is a quality, if it is said, according as it is signified in the abstract, to receive more and less, anyone can doubt whether what is said is true or false. Similarly, moreover, it is also in other qualities which affect through inherence the subjects in which they are, when they are signified through the mode of abstraction, as justice, whiteness, health, and things of this kind. For certain ones doubt concerning such things, whether they receive more and less; for certain ones say that justice from justice and whiteness from whiteness are not much said according to more and less, such that one justice is more justice than another, or one whiteness more whiteness than another; nor do they say that one health is said from another health according to more and less. And the cause of what is said also is that the name of each of the abstract things is imposed in a boundary, and cannot be intensified and remitted. But these say that intension and remission according to more and less happen to qualities according as they are in a subject receiving those qualities; for they say that one has health and justice more and less than another, according as we say one is healthier and more just than another. So also they say that grammar and other qualities, which affect the subjects in which they are and therefore are generally called affections, are present according to more and less. Yet although the Ancients think diverse things about these matters, nevertheless this is indubitably true, that the subjects which, according to those affections of qualities, are called qualia, without doubt receive more and less according to certain qualities, both in the first and in the third species of quality; for in this way one is called

more grammatical, who has grammar more; and thus one is called more just and healthier, and so it is in many other qualities of the first and third species.

But this is not in the fourth species of quality: for triangular and quadrangular, according as they are said denominatively from triangulation and quadrangulation, are thus called qualia and not qualities; and things so said do not seem to receive more and less, triangular and quadrangular, nor anything denominated from other figures, as circle, or pentagon, or hexagon. For these are not said according to predication except of those things which receive their definition; but all these are in a boundary. Hence all things of which circle is predicated by the name and account of quality equally, and not according to more and less, are and are called circle. But those things which are of the number of those which do not receive the name and account of circle, in them, insofar as they are not circle, and not according to more and less, but equally, circle is denied. But this is clear through examples: for square and quadrangle do not receive the name and account of circle, but circle is denied of both, and therefore square is not more and less circle than quadrangle. For square is a figure enclosed by four equal lines and four right angles. And quadrangle is a figure contained by four straight lines, of which two opposite ones are equal to one another, while the other non-opposite ones are unequal, and by four right angles. And neither of these receives the name of circle. Because a circle is a plane figure contained by one line, in the middle of which there is a point which is called the center, from which all straight lines drawn to the circumference are equal. And this account agrees neither with square nor with quadrangle, which is longer on one side. And therefore equally and not according to more and less square and quadrangle are not circle, for none of such figures receives the definitive account of circle.

But speaking simply or universally, if both of these in no way receive the thing of this kind which has been proposed, that is, the account of circle according to some mode, then it follows that one of these is not said to be circle according to more and less, because that which is not said to be or not to be according to more and less in some way participates the name and account of that which participates according to more and less. Therefore it is concluded that not all qualia receive more and less. And so, among the aforesaid things, no property is properly a property of quality; for neither of them agrees with every one, and with it alone, and always.

But it must be attended to, that as Boethius says, taking from Alexander in the commentary on the book of the Predicaments, there were three sects of the Ancients concerning this. For Plato, who posited forms, said that intension and remission happen in qualities chiefly of the first species, as concerning habits and dispositions, which he said were gifts of the gods, as is expressly read in the book which is ascribed to Meno, through the sending-in of divine good more and more, just as whiteness more and more is whiteness, to which more and more of the clarity of light is sent in, and thus he said that all virtues are intensified. But certain others, the Epicureans, said that intension happens through increments of the parts of the subject, so that whiteness or justice becomes more and less, which occupies and informs more and less of the parts of the subject. But the middle opinion of Aristotle and the Peripatetics is that intension happens about quality according to inherence. Quality inheres in a subject in two ways: from the side of the subject and from the side of the quality. From the side of the subject, indeed, from this, that more and less it is adapted to receiving quality. But from the side of quality in two ways: for if it has a contrary, then more and less is intensified according to greater and lesser admixture of the contrary; but if it does not have a contrary, then it is intensified more according to greater or lesser approach to the boundary of nature, to which the name belongs and from which the name is imposed; and this is to speak according to the true imposition of the name.
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But the position of Plato does not have to be proved or disproved here, but in first philosophy. But here it can be said that if intension in quality happened by the addition of divine good, it would be very difficult to say how what is to be added would be joined to that to which it is added; and nevertheless that which is increased is increased by something added. Further, it would be difficult to find how the thing increasing differs from the thing increased, or whether the virtue increasing would be in the increaser or in that which is increased, and there are many other difficult things about this, although those doing theology seem to follow this opinion.

But what the Epicureans say was said more probably, although in this it is not perfect, that they say more and less are in quality according to quantitative parts of the subject, since we see a small thing to be whiter than a large thing, as a shining pearl is whiter than much ceruse. Therefore the middle opinion of the Peripatetics is true and to be held; for fewer inconveniences follow upon this.

CHAPTER XIII.

Concerning the proper property of quality, which is for similar or dissimilar to be said according to it.

But the properly proper property of quality is, which agrees with every one and with it alone, that according to quality qualia are said similar or dissimilar. For one in quality is similar, just as one in substance is same and one in quantity is equal. Therefore either in diverse things there is the same quality, or a diverse one. If the same, then those things so affected are called similar. But if diverse, then those things so affected are called dissimilar. As Boethius also says, likeness is the same quality of things differing in substance and subject. Therefore similar and dissimilar are said according to qualities alone; for similar and dissimilar, one to another, is not according to any other predicament, except according to that which is quale according to the predicament of quality. Therefore the properly proper property of quality is that according to it one is called similar or dissimilar to another.

But when it is said that likeness is the same quality in things differing in substance and being, the same quality in number cannot be taken, because the same quality in number cannot be in things different in number, since quality, just like the other accidents, is numbered by the number of the subject. Nor is it sufficient that it be the same in genus, because in this way all things would be similar; for there is nothing which does not receive some quality. It remains that those things are similar whose quality is one in species. Hence whenever, showing, we shall have shown the agreement of diverse things in one species of quality, provided that it is present in each simply and not in a qualified respect, we shall show that those things are similar. But if quality were present in one of them in a qualified respect and in the other simply, then through one quality which was present to both in this way it would not be proved that those things were similar, except in a qualified respect; because otherwise the Ethiopian who is white according to the teeth and snow which is white simply would be similar, which is false; and therefore also the perfect grammarian is not similar to the student grammarian in grammar, but dissimilar, and it is similar in other cases.

But some object concerning this, that Boethius says that species is the essential likeness of individuals, and genus is the essential likeness of species. Therefore according to genus and species something will be called similar to another and dissimilar, although nevertheless genus and species are not qualities of those things of which they are genera and species. To this it must be said that likeness first and through itself is in quality and according to quality, but posteriorly in those things which, although essentially they are not qualities, nevertheless have the mode of predication in quale, as substantial forms are. And if it is said that neither genus nor species is predicated in quale, but in quid, it must be said that they do not have being predicated in quid insofar as they are forms, but insofar as they are formal or formed through the constitutive difference which is form. But that
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likenesses are of species or individuals, they have insofar as they are forms and essential qualities of species or individuals. Therefore this is a properly proper property.

CHAPTER XIV.

Concerning the exclusion of the error which could concern the things said before.

But concerning those things which have been said, it is not fitting for someone to be disturbed as though we were saying something contrary to ourselves, that those are mixed genera which we previously determined to be distinct, when we said that of diverse genera not posited subalternately the species and differences are diverse. For these things are still certain and confirmed and stabilized by firm truth. Therefore let no one be disturbed about this, that while making and treating a proposal concerning quality, we have interposed many things concerning relatives; for habits and dispositions which are in the first species of quality are of the number of those things which are toward something: for habit is the habit of something. For in almost all such things the genera themselves are said toward something; but nothing of them in such things which are singular is toward something. Otherwise, species according to the names of species are not said toward something, but in genera and according to the names of genera they are toward something. For since discipline is a genus of intellectual habits, discipline, this very thing which it is, is said of another and toward something; discipline is also called the discipline of someone's discipline, because discipline is called the discipline of someone disciplined; but of those things which are in this genus which is discipline, singular or special things, nothing, this very thing which it is, is said of another, as some grammar is not said to be of another according as it is grammar; for a certain grammar is not called the grammar of someone, nor music, but a certain grammar is called someone's discipline, not someone's grammar, and music is called someone's discipline, not someone's music.

On account of this, whatever of those singulars are through themselves qualities, they are not toward something. But the cause of this is that, taken singularly, as a certain grammar and a certain music, they enclose in themselves those things of which they are and toward which they are said, and therefore it would be added externally frivolously. Nevertheless these in species and in the singular are qualities, because according to them we are called quales when we have them, and according as we have them as acquired, we are called quales according to them; for we are called knowing because we have individual sciences, and to be called knowing is to be called quales according to sciences. On account of this these also will be qualities, although according to genus they are said toward something. And this is according to individual sciences, according to which they are also called quales and knowing. But this, according to which we are called quales according to what is of this kind, is not of the number of those things which are toward something. Further, there is still another cause why one ought not to be disturbed by such things, because there is nothing unfitting if the same thing happens to be both quale and relative according to diverse things which are in it; for according to diverse things which are in it, nothing prohibits numbering the very same thing in diverse genera. And thus grammar, as it is the science of writing rightly and composing rightly, makes us quales, and is in the genus of quality; but as it is discipline, it is in that which is toward something. And similarly white, through this, that it says a subject, is in substance; but through this, that it says a quale subject, is in quality. Therefore these things have been said concerning quale and quality.
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TRACTATE VI.

CONCERNING THE OTHER SIX PREDICAMENTS IN COMMON.

CHAPTER I.

Concerning to act and to suffer.

Once the four words signifying the four genera of things have been had, in which substance predicates that which is simply a being and through itself; quantity predicates being in another, through which it is subjected and underlies many other accidents and also motion, because substance simply is not subjected to it, but quantified substance; and by this it is subjected to motion and alteration for all those things which say forms which are greater in a greater quantity and lesser in a lesser one, as all active and passive qualities are, because matter determined by quantity is subjected to them. On account of this, the quantum also has an account separated from the physical, and according to reason is before it, as the metaphysical before the physical. But toward something predicates that which is compared to something, which mode is mixed into all six predicaments, and therefore as a principle to the others it ought to have been set before. Quality and qualia also having been had, which also have the general mode of predicating in quale, which in a certain way is present in all the others. For this reason also it ought to have been set before, so that here substance would precede as subject to every one, quantity as subject to the physical, toward something as the mode of the others compared, but quale and quality as giving the mode of predicating to all the remaining ones.

For it remains to speak about those things which do not have to predicate absolute things, nor have a mode of predicating absolute from those things; for they have the mode of relation and of quality, and add something above each, through which they are made special predicaments. On account of this those six genera are caused by the other four, which have been had before, and are not caused by them as inferiors are caused by superiors, because if this were so, they would be contained in them as in their genera; rather they are caused from the comparisons of the aforesaid genera to another, although nevertheless they are not said according to the same or diverse cause toward convertence. Thus action is from substantial or accidental form or quality compared to that which is subjected to action. Passion is from matter or the subject which is subjected to the agent, and in accidental quality action is from natural potency, passion from natural impotence. When, indeed, is not from time, but from the adjacency of time. Where, however, is not from place, but from the circumscription of place. Position, moreover, is from parts compared according to order among themselves and to the whole and in place. Habit, moreover, is by comparison of extrinsic things to the whole subject. Concerning all these things it is not necessary here to make a great treatise, because here we specially intend the four which are the cause of the other six; but afterward in another book one must treat of the other six. Among these the first is the predicament of action, which concerns doing; and because action is in the patient, the virtue of the agent proceeding through effect, therefore with this genus one must also determine concerning suffering.

It must be known that Aristotle, in the sixth book of the Ethics, posits a distinction between to act and to make, and says that action is properly in human voluntary acts, such as to deliberate

and to choose, to will and things of this kind, concerning which prudence is the virtue; but to make, because the virtue of the efficient proceeds through an effect into the patient, as into extrinsic matter, as to cut, or to hew, or something of such things concerning which, when with a certain account, there is mechanical art. But because here we consider only the mode of predication, here we generally intend concerning to make or to act, according as they have themselves commonly to each, namely to act and to make; and we say that every word predicates to act or to make which signifies an active virtue proceeding into effect from the agent into that which is subjected to the agent according to that virtue, as to understand, to cut, and to burn, according to that whole mode in which it can signify according to its whole declension, and according to every verbal mode of its own or even participial mode; because a participle also signifies with action and time, as plowing, or cutting, or whatever such thing has a signification of its predication similar to those. For this mode of signifying a predicable thing cannot be reduced to any other predicament; but through the opposite, passion, which is a reception from the actor toward the simple reception of the act of the agent, whether from this the patient is altered, as in physical action the thing suffered is altered into another as in physics, or is not altered.

But speaking logically, concerning to suffer, it is commonly taken according as it is a word signifying a thing of a predicament, which is the susceptibility of the act of the agent simply according as it is receiving it only; for this mode cannot be reduced to any other predicament, and for this reason these two have been enumerated among the predicaments, because in this way the first principles of things indeed are said and predicated. For a principle is that in which there is the reduction of its coordination according to community, and which cannot be reduced to anything as genus. Thus therefore, when that which is to act has been taken, distinction is in the agents, because the virtue of the agent proceeding from it into effect sometimes acts through itself, as intelligence and soul act. But sometimes the procession is from it through an acting quality, as to act from something heating or cooling. And sometimes the procession is from this agent through an organ and instrument, as to cut signifies to act; and to make or to act is taken commonly for all things when it is a predicament. And similarly that which is to suffer is fittingly signified through a verb, and not so fittingly through a noun; for to act or to make is better said than action or making, and to suffer is better said than passion, because nominally they signify as in quiet and without time, which does not agree with to act and to suffer.

For with these thus determined, it does not seem that anything else ought to be said here concerning to act and to suffer, except that to make and to suffer receive contrarieties, because they are caused by contrary virtues; and because they receive contrariety, it is necessary that they also receive more and less or intension and remission, because actions and passions of contrary virtues are contrary, as to heat is contrary to to cool, because hot is contrary to cold. And to moisten is contrary to to dry, because moist is contrary to dry; and thus to whiten and to blacken have themselves, and the actions of all contraries have themselves to one another in this way. And so it is in the actions of the soul, because in this way to delight is contrary to to sadden, and therefore to act and to suffer receive contrariety, because just as to heat is contrary to to make cold, so to be heated is contrary to to be made cold, and thus to be delighted is contrary to to be saddened, as to delight is to to sadden. Because to receive a contrary is the cause of receiving more and less, as has often been said, therefore these receive more and less; although they do not receive intension according to grades of operation, nevertheless to act itself and to suffer itself are things receiving more and less, and this intension is caused from the intension of virtue in acting and the intension of passive virtue in suffering; and thus to heat is more
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and less, and in passion to be saddened and to be heated is according to more and less. Therefore to make and to suffer receives more and less.

But it was necessary to determine concerning these two together, because one is the cause of the other, and the other is its effect; nevertheless that which predicates one of these is not contained under the other as under a genus. Therefore concerning these two, so far as regards the present intention, only these things have been said.

CHAPTER II.

Concerning the other four predicaments in common.

But concerning to be situated, that is, to be positioned according to the order of parts with respect to one another and in the whole and in the place of the whole and of the parts, it was said in those things which are toward something, and certain things are relations, certain things are said denominatively from positions, as rough and smooth, rare and dense, and whatever things of this kind signify the situation of parts in the whole and in place.

But concerning the remaining predicaments, which are when, and where, and to have, because they are manifest, nothing else needs to be said in this place than the things which were said in the beginning among the things had before: namely because each of them signifies one predicament through itself. When indeed does not signify time, but the being of time according to some difference of time, as indeed to have been yesterday, or to be going to be tomorrow, or far from the present, or near, and from the past, similarly to have been formerly, or now, or just now, and something of this kind; for this predicament signifies none of the others. And it is similar concerning where, as to be here, or to be in the marketplace, or in the theater, and things of this kind have predication; for they signify thus. For where is not place, but to be situated in a place in some way; and when is not time, but to be in time; and therefore it must be a special predicament. But to have signifies a comparison of the haver to the habit surrounding, although to have is said in many ways, as will be determined in the following parts of this book; for the predicament of that which is to have says only relation to an exterior habit which changes itself to the figure and surrounding of the haver, and this is to have, as we say to have a garment well or badly for the necessity or adornment of the haver. For thus it is a general word predicating being which is predicated in none of the others; and therefore here according to the intention of this book nothing else seems to have to be said concerning these than the things which were said in the beginning in the enumeration of the predicaments, namely that this to have signifies and predicates to be shod or to be armed. But where predicates to be in place, and when also predicates to be yesterday or tomorrow or today, and certain other things which were said concerning these in the first part of this book, where the predicaments were enumerated. Therefore concerning the proposed genera let the things which have been said suffice. Still also in the book of the Six Principles we will treat separately of these things concerning which there has not been treatment here.



Chapter I

TRACTATE VII.

CONCERNING THE POST-PREDICAMENTS.

CHAPTER I.

What and how many things are to be treated in this treatise.

Therefore, with all things now determined which seemed to have to be said concerning the predicaments, insofar as a predicament is a coordination of predicables under one common name. For not all things coordinated in whatever way are reduced to one genus; and therefore after the predicaments it was necessary that there follow a treatise concerning those things which indeed must be coordinated, but cannot be reduced to one genus of predicament. And these are opposites, which are found in several genera, and those things which are prior and posterior, and those things which are simultaneous, and motion, and habit; for all these are such things, having coordinability with the names themselves, and nevertheless they cannot be reduced to some one genus of predicament.

Therefore concerning these five it is necessary to make a special treatise according as they pertain to the logician. For although opposites are in things and in in beings which metaphysics considers, nevertheless the opposition which is posited between them belongs to intention; and since intention says the account of a certain ordering, the logician has to consider that. And similarly it is concerning those things which are simultaneous in all things: indeed those things which are opposed by prior or posterior and simultaneous are in the nature of things; but the form and intention of opposition and of priority and of simultaneous is posited by reason. But motion according to all its differences is in nature. Yet reduction to the universal and to genus must be in reason, and therefore since motion is indeed predicable of many, according to this it must be treated by the logician and according to the form of coordination of predicables. But there is still the coordination of that which inheres with that in which it inheres, as the thing had in the haver; although from the side of the haver this is according to one genus, nevertheless from the side of the thing had it is according to many modes not reducible to one and the same genus; and therefore it was also necessary to treat of to have according to the account of coordination of that which is had to that which has it. And thus every coordination of coordinables and predicables is completed, which the act of reason follows, which is composition of predicable things concerning which it is predicated.

But their five coordinations are taken according to those things which are in several genera having in some mode of coordination one account: for these are taken either according to the diversity of all genera, or according to those things which are contained in genera, or according to the coordination of the others to substance. If they are taken according to the diversity of all genera, since, as Boethius says, opposition is the first cause of diversity, then there is opposition; because all diverse things through the division which is through opposites go out from some one thing, and opposition is the cause of diversity. But if the account of coordination is taken according to that which is in any genus, it is taken either according to the nature of those things which are ordered in the genus, or according to those things in which coordination stands and through which the division of coordinated things is made. And if it is taken in the first way, then since things ordered in a genus are only genus and species, there is introduced the treatise concerning that
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which is prior and posterior, because genus has itself in coordination as prior, and species as posterior, and prior and posterior is the account of their coordination in one genus. But if it is taken according to those things in which the whole coordination stands, and through which the division of coordinated things is made, then there will be a treatise concerning the simultaneous; because also the individuals in which coordination stands are simultaneous by nature, and the differences through which the division of coordinated things is made, from the fact that they are opposites going out simultaneously from the same genus, are simultaneous by nature. Here therefore it is necessary to treat of that which is simultaneous. But because in every nature of any genus there is potency and act, and between these in some way motion, and therefore motion also is in all genera, it was therefore necessary also to determine concerning that account of coordination of predicables; and therefore it was necessary to treat of motion according to the commonality of motion which reason coordinating predicables to one common thing posits in motions, which is found in several genera. But if it is according to the ordering of those genera to the first, which is also a coordination which reason posits, thus it was necessary for the logician to treat of to have, and in these is the sufficiency of the coordination of predicables.

And through the division itself the order of these chapters is clear: because what is taken according to the diversity of the genera themselves is prior to what is taken according to those things which are in a genus; and thus opposition is before all other things. Further, what is in a genus according to the substance of its coordination is prior to that which is in a genus according to reduction to the being of the genus; and thus prior and simultaneous are before the remaining things. Further, what is in a genus according to reduction to the common which is this genus or that is before reduction to one which is having as subject; and thus the chapter on motion is before the chapter on to have. Therefore the sufficiency of the post-predicaments and their order with respect to one another is clear, because prior is also before simultaneous, because in coordination the coordinated things themselves are prior according to reason to those things in which coordination stands; and concerning these, for this cause which has been stated, one must treat.

CHAPTER II.

Concerning opposition in common and the genera of opposites.

Therefore among those things, first one must treat of opposition, which is a form and intention of reason posited over those things which are opposed; therefore insofar as it stands over those things which are beings, in some way it is a form of being; but insofar as actual opposition is a comparison of reason, by which one of the opposites is compared to the other, then it is a form and intention which reaches also non-being, insofar as being is opposed to non-being both in contradictories and in privatively opposed things, and also in contraries according as contraries are reduced to privation and habit. For this is not unfitting, that an intention or form which is potentially in things and actually in reason should be both of being and of non-being, because reason comparing one thing to another cannot make comparison unless it looks to and stands in some way over each; and thus indeed opposition simply is a form of being, but in a qualified respect it is also of non-being.

From these things it is also clear that opposition in some way is the form of one, and in some way of many: for it is of one according as one thing is considered opposed to another, but it is not a form which is absolutely in one, that is, in one without respect to another. Opposition is also of many, because we say that these or those are opposed, and this is that through the account of each of the opposites it is compared to the other and stands thus in the opposites; for in this way a form which is not absolute can be of many.

From these things it is also clear that opposition, insofar as it is opposition according to genus, is toward something; although the species of opposition are not toward something except through the mediation of the genus, that is, by reduplication to the genus, as that contrariety, insofar as it is opposition, is said to be toward something, according as

in the things had before it was said that grammar, according as it is a discipline, is toward something, and not according as it is grammar or this science.

And if someone objects that relation is the form of those of which each is a being in act, but opposition can be of those of which one is non-being, and that therefore opposition is not relation. Furthermore, because relation is according to one genus only, but opposition is in several genera, and that therefore opposition is not relation.

It must be said that these arguments have no force, because opposition, as was said before, is an intention which reason posits over things; and therefore the relation which is posited there by reason is an intention, and such a relation is a relation of being, which, as opposed and not as a thing, is in reason; and such being suffices for the relation which is posited over intentions. But to the other it must be said that although relation is one genus, nevertheless on account of this it does not follow that relatives are in one genus in every way; but opposition is the distance of related things from one another, and in this way it is in diverse predicaments. Thus therefore it is clear what opposition is: for it is, as Boethius says, having this, that opposites cannot be at once in one and the same thing; whence opposition is repugnance or the essential distance of certain things not permitting themselves to be at once in the same thing.

Now therefore it must be asked, according to the division of opposition, how often or in how many ways one thing is accustomed to be opposed to another. But one thing is said to be opposed to another, or one to another, fourfold, that is, in one of four modes: for it is opposed either as toward something, or as contraries, or as habit and privation, or as affirmation and negation. For opposition, which is a form of reason according to intentions which are in reason, which looks both to being and to non-being, either is between those things which are in act, or between those things of which one is and the other is not. For if it is between those things which are in act, and in their own forms they have the repugnance of opposition, then either they are things expelling themselves from the same susceptible according to potency and act, or things expelling themselves according to act, not according to potency. If in the first mode, then it is opposition according to toward something, as is clear in father and son. For the same thing with respect to the same thing neither is nor can be both father and son. But if they expel themselves from the same thing according to act, and not according to potency, then it is the opposition of contrariety. And these two, because they are over being, must be ordered before the other two oppositions; and because the opposition of relation expels the opposite according to act and potency, but contrariety according to act only, therefore the opposition of relation is placed before the opposition of contrariety. But if it is between being simply and non-being, then either it is between being simply and non-being in a qualified respect, or between being simply and non-being simply. And in the first mode indeed there is opposition between habit and privation, which, although it deprives the habit, nevertheless leaves the subject. And if it is in the second mode, then there is opposition between affirmation and negation, in which affirmation says being, but negation says simply non-being, and they have order according as they have more or less of being; and in this way privation and habit are before affirmation and negation.

Or, if it pleases, it can be said that opposition is either between complex things or between incomplex things. If between complex things, then it is the opposition of contradiction. And because in this part complex things according to logicians are intended only according to potency, for the treatise is about things orderable to combination, on account of this the opposition of contradiction is placed last, as less intended. But if it is between incomplex things, it is either between those things which are opposed according to form by reason of the repugnance of forms, or by reason of the perfect according to form and the imperfect. If in the second mode, then there is opposition of privation and habit. If in the first mode, either it is opposition according to forms which follow form and the whole, or according to forms looking to matter
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in which they come to be according to the potency of matter to each through motion and alteration. And in the first mode indeed there is opposition toward something; but in the second mode there is the opposition which is contrariety. The division of opposition can also be taken in several other modes; and because this is very easy for anyone considering the natures of opposites, therefore we pass it by.

But so that those things may be declared separately through examples, each one of these opposites is opposed, as relatively that which is half and double; but as contraries, as evil and good. For although evil, as Aristotle says in the third book of the Metaphysics, is privation of good, nevertheless according as good is in habits and acts they are contraries, because an evil habit is left from evil acts and is a certain quality in the soul, just as an evil act is a certain operation elicited by the soul, and thus evil is opposed contrarily to good, according as good is in opposite habits and acts to evil. And this is to take that which is evil and that which is good: for if each of these is taken formally, namely whence evil and whence good, then the form both in the soul and in habit and in act, evil is opposed privatively to good both in body and in the whole of nature, as Aristotle and Dionysius similarly prove, because also in body evil is privation, and in the whole of nature it is nothing except privation. But this is not of the present intention, for it suffices that good and evil according to that which they are are contraries. But according to privation and habit they are opposed, as blindness is opposed to sight, for blindness is the privation of sight in that which is naturally apt to have sight. But as affirmation and negation they are opposed, as he sits, he does not sit: whatever affirmation affirms, negation denies, and conversely whatever negation denies, affirmation affirms. These, therefore, are the modes of oppositions stated figuratively and superficially.

But if it is asked what the division of opposition into the four opposites is, it must be said that commonly it is said that it is a division as of genus into species. But according to truth it is divided into its modes by prior and posterior, because opposition concerning being and non-being or according to affirmation and negation has more of opposition than all the others. And opposition according to habit and privation, which is opposition according to being and non-being in a qualified respect, after this has more of opposition. But opposition according to being and non-being has less, and in such opposition those things which are actually contraries and are able potentially to be in the same thing have more than those things which are relative, which neither actually nor potentially can be in the same thing; because although they cannot be together in act and potency, nevertheless they do not have such great formal contrariety as contraries which expel one another, because relatives do not expel one another, because they do not touch one another in the same thing, and therefore they do not have forms active and passive with respect to one another. From these things again a certain sufficiency of oppositions and their order is clear, according as they have more or less of opposition: for the things which have less are ordered earlier, and the things which have more are ordered later.

CHAPTER III.

Concerning relatively opposed things.

Therefore let us speak first concerning relatively opposed things: that whatever things are opposed as relative, the very things which they are are of opposites, and they are said according to the same case or in any other way to another according to the same or a diverse case. Thus double and half, this very thing which each of them is, is said of another; for double is said of half. And these are truly toward something according to this very thing which they are. But also according to being said, discipline in a certain way according to another case is called the discipline of the disciplined, and the disciplined is disciplined by discipline, and discipline is opposed to the disciplined according to relation, because discipline is said to be this very thing, of the disciplined, and

the disciplined, this very thing which it is according as it is disciplined, standing under the form of discipline, is toward its opposite or correlative, although not according to the same case, because the disciplined is not said to be disciplined of discipline, but disciplined by discipline; for we say someone is disciplined, not disciplined of discipline, but disciplined by discipline, making convertence through the ablative case.

Let us conclude therefore generally that whatever things are relatively opposed, this very thing which they are is said of others according to the genitive, or however otherwise they are said to one another according to some other case. But these differ from all other modes of opposition and especially from contraries: for contraries are not said of others, but are said to be contraries to themselves or to one another; for good is not said to be the good of evil, but good is said to be contrary to evil, nor is white said to be the white of black, but white is said to be contrary to black; from this it is clear that these two oppositions differ from one another.

But if someone objects, saying that opposites mutually destroy and expel one another, while relatives when posited posit one another and when taken away take one another away, and thus relatives are not opposites. It must be solved, as was said among the things had before, that relatives have the virtue and nature of opposites in this, that they expel themselves in act and in power from the same susceptible or subject; and that when posited they posit themselves, they do not have from the fact that they are opposites, but they have from the fact that they depend on one another according to intellect, because thus each is the end and term of the other, and thus one cannot be posited without the remaining one, because what is posited to be bounded through the understanding of another is not posited to be bounded before the understanding of that one, nor does it have being without it. By this necessity also it happens that, when destroyed, they destroy themselves: for when one has been destroyed, the other is not bounded in being; but nothing is in act except what is bounded in being; therefore what is not bounded in being is not. What is bounded in intellect is also bounded in being, because things are understood through the same thing through which they are in being, as is said in the first book of the Physics 1.

Nevertheless it is objected against the things which have been said, that contraries as contraries are referred to one another, because contrariety is the form of relation; and therefore whatever things are contraries insofar as they are contraries are also relatives. But to this it must be said as before, because contraries as opposites are referred to one another, and they are relatives according to genus and not according to species, or according to individual. And when it is said that contraries as contraries are toward something, the expression is double: from the fact that that which is said, according to which, can make a reduplication of contrariety as it is opposition, or as this opposition designated in itself. And in the first mode indeed this is true, contraries as contraries are relatives, but then the conclusion does not follow, that the opposition of relation is the opposition of contrariety. But if it makes reduplication of this contrariety, then this is false, that contraries according as they are contraries are relatively opposed, and it is solved through the taking away of the proposition, and therefore it is clear that it does not prove. For although from the false a conclusion sometimes follows, nevertheless nothing is proved.

This therefore is the first genus of opposition among the four which have been stated. And since all opposites are naturally apt to come to be concerning the same thing, these things which are called relatively opposed are always in diverse things and are not naturally apt to come to be concerning the same thing, except in this, that they are referred to one another and are to one another this very thing which they are. But that they mutually expel themselves in act and potency of being in the same thing has now been explained among the things had before, and in what way it agrees with relatives.
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Chapter IV. Concerning contraries, or concerning the opposition of contrariety.

CHAPTER IV.

Concerning contraries, or concerning the opposition of contrariety.

But treating of contrarily opposed things, it is not necessary for us to define the opposition of contrariety, because already in the treatise on Quantity, from the opinion of the Ancients, it is established that contraries are those things which, posited under the same proximate genus, truly are most greatly distant from one another. For also although a mean compared to an extreme is contrary, nevertheless insofar as it is distant, it does not have to be distant except insofar as it participates another contrary which is most greatly distant; and thus a mean is not distant from an extreme except by reason of the greatest distance. And thus all things which are distant under the same proximate genus either are extremes most greatly distant, or if they are not extremes, nevertheless they are distant through those things which are most greatly distant, that is, by participation of the extremes. But they are naturally apt to come to be concerning the same susceptible or subject, which is potentially each of the contraries, because of those things of which there is one proximate genus, there is one potency, because genus is potency in which each is in power, and from which through division made through opposed differences each goes forth and is drawn out. Thus therefore it is established concerning the substantial definition of contraries.

But I say that some contraries are immediate concerning their subject or susceptible, but some are mediate; that is, some are those of which one must always be in its susceptible, but some are such that one does not have to be in it, but a mean can be in it which is neither of the extremes. Of those, however, of which it is necessary that one of them be in it, there is no mean; but of those of which one does not have to be in it, there is some mean.

But so that the things which have been said may be declared figuratively through examples, of immediate contraries in physics indeed an example is sickness and health concerning an animal with a complexion in body. For these are naturally apt to come to be concerning the body of an animal, and it is necessary that one be in the body of an animal, either sickness or health. Nor is it hidden from you that Galen posits between the healthy and the sick a mean which is neither; for example, when an animal is healthy in act but disposed to sickness, or conversely, when it is sick in act but disposed to health, or when it is sick in whole and according to part, or conversely, or having itself in some other such mode. For all contraries which are founded upon equal and unequal are necessarily immediate, just as equal and unequal being are immediate, because they are reduced to affirmation and negation and are contradictories in genus, although simply they are not contradictories. But healthy and sick are founded upon equal and unequal, because healthy is what is in equality of complexion, but sick is what has departed from equality; and in this way neither is not a mean, but is sick not much distant from healthy, or healthy not much distant from sick. And the Philosopher considers this according to that part of physics which is medicine. The logician considers the intentions of healthy and sick according as contrariety is between them, because they are simply founded upon equal and unequal; the logician says that they are immediate.

But there is an objection against the things which have been said, in physics: because motion is always from contrary into contrary; but every motion has a mean, because everything which is moved from an extreme or contrary into a contrary extreme is first in the middle than in the extreme, and thus in physics there are no contraries which do not have a mean, as it seems. And this indeed is true according to this mode in which the objection proceeds, namely according to this, that contraries are compared to a subject which is in potency successively under each of the contraries; and thus the physicist considers contraries according as motion belongs to them. Nevertheless

nevertheless the intentions of contraries sometimes take the cause of opposition from equal and unequal, but sometimes from forms essentially repugnant. And when they take the cause of opposition from equal and unequal, there cannot be a mean between those intentions on account of affirmation and negation; but when repugnance and essential distance is in the cause, either those essences or forms are mixable with one another, or they are not mixable according to number; and if indeed they are mixable, those contraries have a mean; but if they are not mixable, as equal and unequal, but are unmixable, then those contraries according to their formal intentions do not have a mean.

But just as healthy and sick are immediate concerning the body of an animal, so even and odd concerning number are immediately opposed and are predicated immediately of number, so that every number is even or odd, on account of the same cause, because an even number is one which is divided into two equal things, but an odd one is one which is not divided into two equal things, but into two unequal things; and thus even and odd are founded upon equal and unequal; for one of these must necessarily be in number, as abundant and perfect. But I say abundant here not as it is a certain passion of number, according to which every number is said either to be perfect or to be diminished. For we do not take abundant and perfect here in this way, but according as perfect is equal, but abundant is distant from equality: for thus an even number is perfect because it stands perfectly upon the equal, but an odd number is imperfect because it is abundant by unity over the equal. But an odd number, as Pythagoras says, is one which is not divided into two equal things, the unity which intervenes preventing it. Therefore there is nothing in the middle of these, namely between health and sickness, nor between number thus abundant and perfect, and odd and even.

But of contraries of which it is not necessary that one be in their susceptible, there is some mean because of the mixability of the extremes, as white and black, since they are contraries, have to come to be in a bounded body as in a susceptible; and it is not necessary that one be in the body, for not every bounded body is either white or black, but sometimes formed with an intermediate color. Similarly, depraved and virtuous are predicated as contraries of man and of many other things; for each virtuous thing is what is perfect by its connatural virtue for its proper and connatural act, as man for the act of man, and lion for the act of lion, and soldier for the act of soldier, and philosopher for the act of philosopher, and so it is in all other things.

Nevertheless these contraries, depraved and virtuous, are mediate, because it is not necessary for a man to be either virtuous or depraved; and it is similar concerning other things which are called depraved or virtuous. For there can be means, such that they are neither depraved nor virtuous, as bodies are disposed to the virtue of their act, nor also having a contrary habit, as Averroes says 1, because the rustic who is not disposed to civility and courtliness and the virtue of man is neither good nor evil, neither depraved nor virtuous. But the Hesiodists, following the philosophy of those theologizing, say that between good and evil, or between depraved and virtuous, there is no mean: for they do not call something good good by the goodness of simple nature, but they call good what is perfected by virtue for every act. But one who falls short from that, when he ought to be perfect, they say to be evil at least by the malice of omission, because he has not done what he ought by pursuit of virtue; but they call depraved a good perfected for the act of the depraved in harmfulness,
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and thus the theologians of our time speak. But speaking physically, there is a mean between depraved and virtuous, as has been said. Therefore there is a mean of these contraries: indeed the mean of white and black is dusky and pale, and there are other intermediate colors, as green, bluish-gray, hyacinthine, and saffron-yellow. But the mean of depraved and virtuous is what is neither depraved nor virtuous, as we have said.

But in some contraries the names of means are posited among the means, and they are those whose forms are mixable toward the bounded form of a mean, as between white and black the means dusky and pale and other things of this kind are named. But in contraries whose forms, namely, are not mixable toward the determination of a mean, it is not suitable to assign names of means, although nevertheless there are means according to the truth of the thing. This mean in such things has to be determined through denial of each of the highest things or extremes; for the highest things are those most greatly distant in the highest degree from one another, as if I were to say that the intermediate of good and evil is what is neither good nor evil, as the rustic is said to be neither good civilly nor evil; or as if we were to say that there is between just and unjust according to general justice, which is the same as every virtue, because what is not disposed to civil justice is neither just nor unjust. For although such contraries are mixable, because in every motion the extremes are in some way mixable, because otherwise there would not be motions between them, nevertheless they are not determinable to the form of a mean, because there is no standing in their means toward the species of a determinate mean according to the form of the mean.

But in all sensible contraries there are either more or fewer means according to the teaching which is handed down in the book On Sense and the Sensible. Because contraries in those are simple forms of the extremes; but in other things which are founded upon certain relations of equality or inequality, there cannot be a mean. Although ethicists say that virtue is a mean of two vices, which nevertheless is not mixed from two vices, because virtue according to the account of good is not a mean, but an extreme; but in act and in the middle of habit it is a mean, unless mixed from two vices according to the mean of two vices in the circumstances of the act, which it participates in an intermediate mode from two vices, of which one is according to abundance, the other according to defect. Therefore this, and such, is the opposition of contrariety.

CHAPTER V.

Concerning privatively opposed things.

But privation and habit, according as they are said to be a species of opposition, have to come to be concerning the same something which properly is susceptible by nature of the habit itself, as sight and blindness are concerning the same thing susceptible by nature of habit, which is the eye. For the eye by nature is susceptible of sight; on account of which the Philosopher says 1 that if the eye were an animal, sight would be its soul. Whence just as death and life are opposed concerning the same thing which by nature is susceptible of life, so sight and blindness are opposed concerning the eye, and hearing and deafness concerning the ear, and to be bald and to be hairy concerning the forehead, because through the humidity of the nature of the brain the forehead is naturally apt to be hairy. But universally speaking concerning all things opposed in such a way, one must know that in whatever thing, according to the principles of nature and the order of nature, a habit is born or has to be born, concerning this according to the same principles and the same order each of these opposites has to come to be, namely habit and privation: habit, namely, with the principles standing and with the order standing according to the determination of nature, but privation

according to the corruption of each, namely of the principles and of the order determined by nature.

But that order is required in such things is clear from this, because then we say that each thing is deprived of its habit in that time in which that which is naturally apt to have some habit then does not have it. And if before the determined time for having the habit it does not have it, then we say that it is not deprived. For we do not call toothless one who does not have teeth at whatever time, but one who does not have teeth in the time in which he is naturally apt to have teeth according to nature; nor do we call blind one who at whatever time does not have sight, but one who does not have it in the time in which according to nature it is fitting for him to have sight or teeth. For since nature, as Aristotle says 2, neither abounds in superfluous things nor is deficient in necessary things, and all things are measured by a period, as the same Aristotle says 3, if in the time in which it is naturally apt to have, it does not have, it is certainly deprived of the principle of nature for operating; if it is deficient before the period, it is not deprived of a natural principle, but the matter in which the principle of nature was being compared could not complete itself in so brief a time. On account of this we do not call toothless children of first planting who are casting forth teeth, because the generative principle of teeth remains in them. For there are certain generations or certain generated things which, soon after birth, have neither teeth nor sight, as a dog born, a wolf, and a cat; and man, although he has sight, does not yet have it united, but soon after birth he does not have teeth; and such born things are not on account of this called toothless, nor blind, on account of this, that it does not signify corruption of the principle or member in which there is privation and habit, but signifies the shortness of the period in which the organ could not be completed for the perfection of the habit.

Thus therefore privation and habit are opposed, because privation says the corruption of the principles of the habit in that in which the habit then is naturally apt to be. And this is in three ways according as Aristotle says in the fifth book of First Philosophy, namely concerning the same in number, as blind concerning seeing, that is, having sight; or concerning the same in genus, as the mole is called a blind mouse, not because it is naturally apt to see, but because its genus, which is animal, is naturally apt to have sight; third concerning a remote genus, as a plant is said to have sight, because the living thing is naturally apt to have sight, since to see is among the operations of life, which the living thing according as living is naturally apt to receive. Therefore in these modes privation is opposed to habit, namely when the habit is deprived by privation of the principles of that habit; on account of which also seeing is not opposed privatively to non-seeing, because something is non-seeing and not using sight, and this is not deprived of sight; and something is non-seeing, having the principles of sight neither from genus nor from species, as a stone is non-seeing; and thus seeing and non-seeing are opposed according to affirmation and negation, and not according to privation and habit. Therefore in order that privation and habit may be opposites, they must be concerning the same thing susceptible by nature of the habit, of whose susceptibility privation is precorruptive. And this is the cause that habit according to the order of nature precedes privation, and privation is compared to habit as second, because habit is first. But habit need not precede in act, but in the order of the principles of nature; for if habit always had to precede in act, then no one would be blind or deaf from birth, which is false.

But to be deprived and to have a habit is not altogether the same as privation and habit, although between them there is the same mode of opposition. Habit is sight; but sight
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Chapter VI

essentially is not to have sight. Similarly privation is blindness, because blindness receives the predication of privation, just as a species receives the predication of genus. Therefore to have sight is not sight. But to be blind and to be deprived of sight is not blindness or privation; for if blindness and to be blind were essentially the same, then each of them would be predicated of the other, and of whatever one would be predicated, of the same the remaining one would be predicated. But this in the least or in no way agrees; for to be blind or to be deprived of sight is said of man, but blindness in no way is said of man. And through this it is clear that privation deprives the habit in itself, and in the principles of the habit it leaves the subject, concerning which there is potency, and that is nothing of privation. Nevertheless these, namely to be blind and to have sight, are opposed as privation and habit, for the mode of opposition in each is the same: for blindness is opposed to sight just as to be blind is opposed to having sight. But the difference is in this, that blindness and sight name the opposites themselves according to privation and habit; but to be blind and to have sight name the subject according as it stands under privation and habit, as denominated by them. And therefore, since the subject from itself does not have opposition to itself, nor can subject be opposed to subject, it remains that there is no opposition there except of privation and habit, which is signified to be posited concerning the subject; and therefore it is necessary that the same mode of opposition be between blindness and sight, and between to be blind and to have sight, or between to be deprived of sight and to see or to have the habit.

But it must be attended to that this opposition is not the opposition of contraries. For although privation is saved in a contrary, as when it is said that from non-white white comes to be, I say that it can be white, and this is black; nevertheless black and white according as they are contrary forms in act are also repugnant to one another, and thus they are opposed as contraries. But insofar as there is the same in those things which participate each of those forms as perfect and imperfect and as formable to species, as light is; or, speaking logically, genus which is in each of the species as potency and as formable to species; thus they are opposed as privation and habit, and thus from one the remaining one can come to be, as act from potency. For thus each comes to be from the other, just as what is not able to be this nevertheless can be that, and each has the beginning and principle of its being in the remaining one; and this privation, which is one of the principles of motion, precedes habit according to nature. And because matter is never without form, therefore such privation is founded according to the mode which we speak of in a contrary or disparate form; and therefore the Philosopher says that of whatever things there is one genus, of those there is one matter. Therefore it is clear that privation and habit have a special mode of opposition distinct from the mode of opposition of contraries.

CHAPTER VI.

Concerning opposition according to contradiction.

But the fourth genus of opposition is according to contradiction; because this is complex, it does not so much fit the proposal of this treatise. For in this part, speaking logically, we intend only concerning the ordering of predicables, according as predicables are significative of things of the predicaments and have to be reduced to things; and because opposed things are under contradictories, therefore in treating of opposites it was necessary to treat of contradictories according as opposed things stand under contradictories. And therefore one must know that that which according to the thing is under affirmation, and that which according to the thing is under negation, is not the same as affirmation and negation. The proof of this is because affirmation is an affirmative speech, negation, which is contradictory, is negative speech; but of those things which are by affirmation and

negation are as affirmed and denied things; for none of these is speech, but rather the thing which underlies speech, as what is signified stands under the sign.

For one must know that affirmation is said in three ways, and similarly negation. For affirmation is called the quality and form of affirmation in a part through assertion of composition; and in this mode affirmation is the quality of a proposition, and by the opposite negation is called the quality or form of the division of composed things, and is the quality of a negative proposition. Sometimes affirmation is called an enunciative speech saying one thing of another, and thus affirmation is a species of proposition. Sometimes affirmation is called a part of negation, namely when the same thing is denied in the negative which is affirmed in the affirmative; and thus affirmation and negation are opposites concerning the same thing. Although affirmation is not opposed to negation insofar as it is a part, nevertheless opposition is in this, that what is signified to be in one is signified not to be in the other; but not to be in and to be in are opposed through affirmation and negation.

But if someone objects that between affirmation and negation there is order, because affirmation is before negation, for negation does not deny except what affirmation affirms; and it seems that opposites according to affirmation and negation are concerning the same thing in order, and thus are opposites as privation and habit, as is clear through the things said before. It must be said that when it is said that opposites as privation are concerning the same thing in order, it is understood that that order is in things determined by nature; but the order which is between affirmation and negation is not such, but is an order of reason, namely because negation does not deny except what affirmation affirms at whatever time; and this is not in the opposition of privation and habit. Therefore these genera of opposition are distinct from one another; and in the argument there is an equivocal paralogism, and order is taken differently and differently from here and from there. But although, as has been said, what stands under affirmation is not affirmation, and what stands under negation is not negation, nevertheless it must be conceded that the things which stand under affirmation and negation are opposites as affirmation and negation; and in them there is the same mode of opposition which is also in contradictories. For just as affirmation is opposed against negation, as that which sits is opposed to that which does not sit, so also the things which are posited under each, namely affirmation and negation, have the same mode of opposition, as to sit is opposed to not to sit with respect to the same thing and concerning the same thing.

But if someone asks by saying that, since affirmation and negation in speech are complex, in which things there is opposition from the nature of contradiction, but in things there is the mode of that opposition, it seems that this opposition is first in speech, and not in the thing except consequently and not through truth, but only through some mode of it. Some also sometimes have conceded this. But against this is what the authority of Plato says: that the thing is not subjected to speech, but speech to the thing, because speech exists only on account of things to be signified; and, as was said among the things had before, in that the thing is or is not, speech is true or false; and thus it seems that the first is in the thing, and consequently in speech; and this must be conceded. And on account of this one must say that contradiction is not in speech except according as it is referred to the thing, and it is in the thing as in a cause, but in speech as in a sign of the thing. Further, one must attend that in the thing it is as in a cause and not in composition and division; for the thing is in the thing or separated from the thing, as by a mediating composition which may be diverse from the composed things, but the soul posits the mark of composition or the mark of division, as Aristotle says 1. And therefore there are three things in opposition according to affirmation and negation, namely that they be referred to the thing

Notes

	Aristotle, in book IX of First Philosophy, text commentary 8. (Aristoteles, In 9 primæ philosophiæ, tex. com. 8.) ↩





Chapter VII

that the same affirmation and negation be referred to the thing, and to the same intellect composing and dividing, and that identity of signifying be observed in speech in affirmation and negation, because the thing is the cause, but the intellect is composing and dividing, and speech is the sign of composition and division.

But one must attend that those defining affirmation and negation use a remote genus, saying that affirmation is affirmative speech, and not saying that it is enunciation; because, wishing to show that affirmation and negation are opposites, it is shown better from the genus which is speech, because this is common to each, namely to affirmation and negation. But enunciation is a species of speech, and properly speaking nothing is enunciated in a negative enunciation, but rather something is denied of something in an enunciation; and what is enunciated in affirmation is denied in negation.

Further it must be noted that when it is said, affirmation is affirmative speech, affirmation is posited for a species of enunciation or proposition, whose genus is speech. But when affirmative is added, affirmation is posited for the quality of the proposition which informs and denominates the speech as to quale.

And if someone says that other kinds of speeches are affirmative, it must be said that they are not, because they do not affirm the true or the false. Hence when it is said, would that I not die, something is not denied, but it is wished concerning not dying. Similarly also when it is said, do not do this, or may you not do something else, nothing is denied, but there is a command or precept concerning not doing. And it is the same in affirmatives, when it is said, do this, or would that you do it; for this is not something said, but a precept or something wished concerning something coming to be or being done. And in such things there is not properly affirmation or negation, as has been said, because if it is present through the mode of affirmation or negation, the whole signifies the affection of the mind, which is carried through the mode of the verb which is posited in the speech.

CHAPTER VII.

Concerning the difference of opposition according to privation and habit from the opposition of relation and of contrariety.

With the genera of oppositions thus determined, it must be seen in which things they differ from one another and among themselves. But that privation and habit are not thus, or in the same mode, opposed as toward something, but that these two genera of opposition are diverse, is manifest by first taking the difference or the account of the difference from the things themselves which are opposed. For sight, which is opposed to blindness as habit to privation, is not called this very thing which it is, sight of its opposite which is blindness, according to some case or according to the genitive, or according to another case; it is not said toward it. For it is not said sight of blindness, nor sight to blindness, nor sight toward blindness, nor sight by blindness; for none of these habits can be referred to the thing and to that which sight is according as it is sight. But otherwise sight cannot be this very thing which it is, to be toward another. Similarly, blindness also is not said to be this very thing which it is, blindness of vision, nor according to some other case is it said to be this very thing which it is of another. But blindness is called privation of vision, and thus according to genus in some way it is of another, but not according to species; for blindness is not called blindness of vision. But the cause of this was stated among the things had before in the treatise on Relation, because sometimes in the account of the name of a species that of which it is and toward which it is said is enclosed or conceived, and then they will be opposed externally in an incongruous way.

Further, still by inducing an account from the opposed things themselves, as is clear from the things had before, all things toward something are said reciprocally toward convertence; on account of which also blindness, if it were of the number of those things which are toward something as this very thing which they are, would be converted

indeed to that to which this is said according to this very thing which it is; but it is not converted, for sight of blindness is not said to be sight, as was proved a little before. Therefore neither is blindness, this very thing which it is, toward something. But the mode of opposition of those things which are toward something is taken from this very thing, that they are toward something. Therefore since the mode of opposition of privation and habit is not taken from this, it is clear that the opposition of relation is other than the opposition of those things which are opposed as privation and habit.

But because those things which are opposed as privation and habit are not opposed as contraries, it is manifest from the things which will be said. For contraries are either mediate or immediate; but of contraries of which there is no mean, as of contraries which are immediate, one of the contraries must always be in the susceptible subject in which those immediate contraries are naturally apt to come to be, or they are in things in which and of which they seem to be predicated by denomination. For one of them is always predicated of such things, or both under disjunction. For always according to every time there is no mean of those contraries of which one at every time must be in the susceptible, and of which one must always be predicated of the susceptible, as is clear concerning sickness and health about animal, and concerning abundant or odd and perfect or even about number. But of contraries of which there is some mean, it is never necessary according to some time that one be in it; for a mean can always be in it which is neither of the contraries. For it is not necessary that either bright or white, or black, be in every or some susceptible, because dusky or pale can be in it. Similarly it is not necessary that hot or cold be in every or some susceptible, because tepid can be in it, which is neither hot nor cold. For nothing prevents the mean of these and similar contraries from being in it, which is neither of the extremes. But of those, as we have said, there is some mean of which it is not necessary that one always be in the susceptible, except in these things in which one of the contraries is naturally present, as hot is present in fire and as to be white is present in snow by nature. But in such things it is necessary that one be present, and the opposite of that one is not fitting to be present, or is impossible both to be present without the corruption of the substance. For it is not possible for fire to be cold in such a way that the substance of fire remains, or for snow to be black in such a way that the substance of snow remains; for there are many other susceptibles also of hot and whiteness, besides those in which one is present by nature. And then from the things which have been said it is clear that it is not true of every susceptible that one of mediated contraries is present, but only of those susceptibles in which one is present by nature; and in these one is present determinately, and the other is not fitting to be present.

In privation and habit none of the things which have been said about immediate contraries is true. For it is not always necessary for one, that is, privation or habit, to be in the susceptible of privation and habit, because these are not in it except at a determined time; but an animal soon after birth does not yet have the time determined by nature for seeing, nor is it said to be blind or having sight. On account of this it follows that privation and habit are not of the number of such contraries of which there is no mean, because in those, at every time, one must be in its susceptible. But neither are privation and habit of the number of such contraries of which there is some mean; for in every susceptible of privation and habit it is necessary for one to be present, either habit or privation, after the time has come in which the susceptible itself is naturally apt for having the habit. For thus it is said either to be blind or having vision; and then it is not fitting that one necessarily be present determinately, namely sight determinately or blind determinately, but indeterminately one or the other will necessarily be present: for it is either seeing or blind indeterminately.



Chapter VIII

But in contraries in which there is a mean, never according to any time is it necessary that one be present, because a mean can always be present. But in certain susceptibles one of the mediated contraries is fitting to be present determinately, as we have said, in the thing to which that is present by nature. On account of this it is plain that those things which are privatively opposed have opposition according to neither mode: for one is not always present, as in immediate contraries; nor is it ever necessary that one be present, as opposition has itself in mediate contraries.

Further, still the same is proved in contraries, whether mediate or immediate: with the susceptible existing and remaining according to substance, it is possible for a mutation of alteration to come to be from either into the other, unless one of the contraries is naturally present, as hot is present in fire by nature. For in immediate contraries, an animal which is now healthy can be sick, having been changed from health into sickness; and in mediate contraries, it is possible that what is now bright become black and be changed from brightness into blackness, and similarly that what is hot become cold, and conversely, and that what is virtuous can become depraved, and conversely from depraved can become virtuous, which nevertheless Plato denies in the book which is called Mennonis, but it is not deniable if we posit that virtue comes to be from habituation. For according to this a depraved man, having been led down to better exercises or habituations of good works, and in intelligible virtues having been led down to better teachings and similar things and choices, although perhaps at first he may advance a little so as to be better. But if at least always, or continuously, he has taken a small increase, it is clear that either he will be changed perfectly and will be virtuous perfectly, or he will receive an increase sufficiently great that he will operate as virtuous. For if by habituation he will become well more movable toward virtue, so that he may easily do those things which belong to virtue and rejoice in them; or even if he is not a man, but nevertheless takes whatever increase, it is clear that either he will be changed perfectly, or he will take an increase sufficiently great which suffices for the reception of virtue. For if from the beginning he takes some increase, it is plausible in him to receive increase if he perseveres in the exercise of good acts, and when this happens continuously always, thus he is perfectly restored into the contrary habit, unless perhaps in time he has either been suspended or cut short, because not all advance equally in an equal time, since one is less apt than another, because natural things cooperate much with moral things. Thus it has itself in contraries.

But in privation and habit that which has been said agrees in no way: for in privation and habit it is impossible that change come to be indifferently from either into the other. For from habit change comes to be into privation, but for change to come to be from privation into habit is impossible. For one who has been made blind will never see again, nor, when someone has been made bald, is he ever again made hairy in the head, nor, when someone has been made toothless without teeth, have teeth again arisen for him so that he would become toothed.

CHAPTER VIII.

Concerning the doubtful points which are about those things which have been said.

Although through the things which have been said we intend to prove nothing except that privatively opposed things are neither opposed as relatives nor as contraries, nevertheless on account of facility of teaching it is fitting to determine the doubts which are about those things which have been said. But what the cause is that some contraries are mediate and some immediate has now been determined among the things had before.

But that one of the contraries is present in something by nature, this is the cause, because it is present as natural potency; and this

is taken from the proof which Aristotle made at the end of the third book of the Meteororum. For in substantial things, from this, that fire is an element extended by motion so as to be rarefied to the utmost, the hot is rooted in the highest degree, nor is it separable from it while the substance remains, by which fire is fire, because while the formal substance remains, that which has been rooted in the substance as a natural potency remains.

And if someone objects that heat, because it is an accident in one thing, can be substance in nothing, and thus it is not substance in fire, but an accident; and thus heat is in fire not as a certain part, and therefore it seems that fire could be fire and not hot, because an accident is, as Porphyry says, what is present and absent apart from the corruption of the subject. It must be said that it is a natural accident and an essential property of fire, consequent and not abandoning. But that it is not in it as a certain part must be conceded, because that cannot be a part which is the whole perfect consequent being. But what Porphyry says, he says concerning a common accident, which is not proper, namely natural; and therefore as an accident it does not have inseparability, but it has inseparability from that which is natural.

But it is clear from this that the opinion of those who say that the first qualities are the substantial forms of the elements is false; for the substantial forms of bodies have no contrary, but these are contrary to one another 1.

It must also be known that these things are present by nature not by the nature of that which is present, but by the nature of the subject to which it is present, as we have said; and thus all natural powers are present in all things.

But if someone says that just as hot is present in fire by nature, so cold is present in water by nature, therefore just as cold water can be heated by nature so that it is hot in act without corruption of the substance, so fire ought to be able to be made cold in act by nature so that it would be cold in act apart from corruption of the substance. To this, however, it must be said that among the elements, as Aristotle says 2, fire alone is formal and the other contrary things are matter, and therefore what is rooted in it is rooted more profoundly than in the others; and therefore from the others, while they remain in substance, their qualities are separated according to act, and they remain according to their roots in potency returning to act when the altering thing ceases from alteration. And therefore heated water, when the heating thing ceases, again is made cold through itself. But fire, because it is most rare, and because, receiving the alteration of the thing making cold in the depth of itself, on account of this, because it is very formal, once made cold it is immediately thickened and corrupted away from the substance and form of fire; air does this after fire according to a proportional mode. But water and earth, because they are dense, do not thus receive into the depth of themselves the alterations of those things by which they are changed; and therefore they are made in act in the altering form, and with this for a long time they hold in act their own natural qualities and potencies.

But what we have said, that from a depraved man a virtuous man comes to be if from the beginning, on account of exercises in good acts, increase begins, was said on account of Socrates and Plato, who said that virtue, according to which a man is virtuous, is neither a learnable nor habituable good, but that virtue is a gift of the immortal gods; but that by habituation and teaching a man is prepared for virtue, because the gods do not help the inactive and slothful, but those extending themselves and preparing themselves for virtue.

Further, that which has been said, that return from privation into habit cannot come to be, must be understood, this which has been said, concerning the privation which deprives both the habit and the aptitude of the subject for the habit, or which deprives the principles through which the subject has aptitude for the reception of habit,
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Chapter IX

as blindness has itself to sight; and such privation follows habit in time and nature, for this privation does not leave the subject without aptitude for habit. But there is another privation which does not deprive habit, but essence according to being had in act; and this is the one in which there is an inception of habit according to potency, and from which habit is educed, and from this in every motion and mutation there comes to be a process into habit according to act, through the mode by which the subject susceptible of act is moved from potency to act. And this privation always precedes habit in time and motion, and also by the nature of matter and potency; and concerning this privation we do not speak here, because it does not deprive habit wholly. Nor also between such privation and its habit is there a full opposition of privatively opposed things. But we here speak of the difference of the modes of opposition, and therefore we do not speak of privation and habit except according as they have this sort of opposition fully toward one another. But the other things which have been said are manifest through themselves.

But what was said concerning snow, that to be white is present in it by nature: this indeed is because snow materially is generated from the transparent hardened and shaken together through minimal parts; but the transparent shaken together and hardened by hardening is made everywhere on the surface receptive of clear light; and this is the nature and natural cause of whiteness; therefore through this nature to be white is present in snow.

CHAPTER IX.

Concerning the difference of contradiction from the other oppositions, and whether truth is from eternity.

With these things had, the difference of contradiction from all the other oppositions must be shown. Therefore let us say that in affirmation and negation always, whether the subject about which there is affirmation and negation exists or does not exist, one part of the contradiction is true and the other false. For of anything whatever, whether existing or not existing, affirmation or negation is said to be true, and concerning nothing are both contradictories at once true or false, as has been proved in the fourth book of First Philosophy 1. For whether Socrates exists or does not exist, concerning Socrates one of the contradictories is true, but the other false; for it is plain when Socrates is said to be sick (while he himself is Socrates) and Socrates not to be sick, that one of these is false and the other true. Similarly, if Socrates is posited not to exist, and it is said that Socrates is sick or is not sick, one is true and the other is false; for Socrates to be sick when Socrates does not exist is false, and Socrates not to be sick is true. On account of this, in these things alone which are opposed contradictorily, it is proper that always one of them be true and the other false, and never be at once true or at once false.

Nevertheless there are certain men objecting strongly against this, and they are not ancient but modern. For Augustine 2, through this very thing which is said here, proves truth to be immortal, saying that either truth always was or was not always. If it always was, the proposed thing is had, that truth was immortal from eternity. But if this is false, truth always was, its contradictory is true, namely this, truth was not always. And if this is true, something was true; but the true exists only in truth; therefore truth was when truth was not, which is false. The same also is unfitting, from which there follows that, namely that truth was not always; therefore truth always was. In the same mode it is proved that truth always will be: for either truth always will be, or will not always be. If it always will be, the proposed thing is had. But if it will not always be, then this is false, truth always will be; therefore its contradictory is true, namely this, truth will not always be. And if this is true, something is true; but it is not true except by truth; therefore there is a truth which will not be truth,

which is impossible. Therefore what was said before was false, namely this, that truth will not always be; therefore truth is eternal and is immortal. And this follows concerning the truth of the proposition and concerning the truth of the enunciable, which truths are not uncreated truth.

But if this is conceded, then the moderns object, proving that more things than one will be from eternity thus. For let us be before the world: then if this is true, that the world is going to be, or this proposition, the world will be, and if it is true, it follows that before the world there was something true. But if it is not true, then it follows that its contradictory is true, and thus again it follows that something is true, and that the truth of that was before the world, or it was nothing except eternal, and eternity from eternity. Therefore something was true whose truth was; but both the enunciable and the proposition are created and of created truth. Therefore something created was from eternity.

But if this indeed is conceded, immediately there follows the unfitting consequence which Plato says, that what is created is made; but everything made has begun; therefore the created has begun; but what has begun is not eternal; therefore the created is not eternal. An enunciable or proposition is created; therefore it is not eternal. And if the proposition and enunciable is not eternal, then its truth was not from eternity. And thus it seems to follow that the truth of the proposition is from eternity and is not from eternity.

To this, however, certain others have said 3 that the truth of an enunciable and of a proposition was not from eternity; and they assign the cause, saying that the truth of an enunciable and of a proposition cannot be except with the enunciable and proposition existing. But before the world from eternity there was no enunciable, nor proposition, and therefore when he says, if this is not true, truth will be, the contradictory will be true. They say that this does not follow, because the contradictory is a proposition or enunciable; but before the world neither this nor another was true, because there was no proposition. Similarly they speak of the future, that truth will not be when the world will not be, if the whole world is posited to be reduced to nothing.

And if what these men say is true, then that doctrine concerning contradictories is not generally true, and it follows that there is a middle of the opposition of contradiction in which neither one nor the other of the contradictories is true or false; and many unfitting consequences follow against this principle, that of anything affirmation or negation is true, and of nothing at once. And if this principle is not of firm truth, nothing is of certain truth in demonstrations, because, as Aristotle says, every demonstration rests on this principle as on a first principle.

Therefore we do not say that the doctrine which is handed down here is of most certain truth, and that the argumentations of Augustine proceed and are necessary. But it must be said that the things concerning which affirmation and negation are said are in being and in the very orderability of things. And this is manifest through Avicenna and Algazel and Alfarabi, saying (as is true) that when the predicate is conceived in the account of the subject, such a proposition is true whether the thing exists or does not exist. For whether man and animal exist, or man and animal do not exist, this is always true, man is animal, and animal is animated, sensible, living, and substance; and therefore it follows, man is animal, and animal is living, and the living is substance. But if it is inferred further, and substance is being, therefore man is being. They say that it does not follow, because being or to be beings befalls man and animal, and is not enclosed per se in their understanding. But when it is said, man is animal, the substantial ordering of the predicate to the subject suffices for the truth of the proposition. But when it is added, animal is being, and being is not of the account of animal or of man, for there is not there a substantial order of one to the other; and therefore if animal is being, or man is being, it must be being in act, and this is against the hypothesis, for we have posited that man or animal does not exist.
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Chapter X

Following this doctrine, therefore, we say that the orderability of things into predicate and subject is equally with existing things and non-existing things, provided they are not impossible for being; and therefore before the world this proposition, the world will be, was in the very orderability of things. And if it is asked in what that orderability of things was when things were not, it must be said that it was in the very accounts of things. But if it is asked further concerning those accounts, it must be said that they were in the wisdom of the one creating and ordering. But if it is further inferred that in the wisdom of the first intellect they were as one, and not as one thing ordered to another, it must be said that things in the wisdom of the intellect of the first cause are considered in two ways, namely as things considered in producing, or as the intellect by which they are understood. And in the first mode indeed they are passible to plurality and order, not indeed in the act of the one ordering, but which is in orderable things; and in this mode it is possible for there to be truth concerning them, and they are enunciable toward truth, although there was never an enunciation; and thus the enunciable reduced to the thing, and similarly the proposition, can be from eternity, and yet only one thing is in act from eternity. And as to what is asked, whether such a thing is created or not, it must be said that it is creatable, and not created according to the orders of things. And although this is in the creator, nevertheless it differs by reason from the creator, because the creator is not creatable, nor created. But if these things which are in the intellect of the one creating are taken as intellect, since the creator understands nothing except himself, then it is true that things in the creator are through the mode of the creator, and they are not one nor many, nor ordered nor disordered, but are the same as he himself.

And this is Avicenna's doctrine, which agrees with Porphyry, who says that when no species exists, animal can be understood as animated sensible substance. And it is agreed that he does not speak of the intellect of the one understanding, because thus he would say nothing, because if there is no species of animal, there is nothing understanding. But he speaks of the intellect of the intelligible, because according to the order of nature, when no species exists, still as much as is in itself, animated sensible substance remains intellectually.

CHAPTER X.

Concerning contraries on account of good and evil, which have a special mode of contrariety.

But in morals, evil indeed is contrary to good, so that good is taken in the habit and act of virtue, and evil in the habit and act of vice opposed to virtue. But this is plain, namely that evil is contrary to good, through induction of singulars; for in the body, although there are not virtues and vices, nevertheless there are those things which are proportioned to virtues and vices, as prudence to the sensibility of the senses, fortitude to the strength of the body, justice to the rectitude of the body and the ordering of the members, temperance to health, because health consists in temperance of complexion; and thus sickness as evil is opposed to health as good, and in the soul injustice as evil is opposed to justice as good, and to fortitude in each, namely body and soul, weakness as evil is opposed to good, for weakness of heart is fear or timidity. But it is found similarly in all other things; for evil is always opposed to good.

But good is by no means opposed to good. The cause of this is that good, as Aristotle says in the second book of the Ethics, is from one sole and total cause, gathered together from the cause of the act and the act, and from the circumstances of the agent and of the act in the end; and this is in all things of which there is some virtue in act, whether they are corporeal things, or animate things, that is, things pertaining to the soul, or even whether they are intellectual or divine, as Dionysius says; and therefore good is uniform. But the uniform is not opposed to the uniform, nor can it be opposed, because the uniform agrees with the uniform and cannot be opposed; and therefore Aristotle says that all consonant things are true and good. But the false at once is dissonant with the true, and evil at once is dissonant with good. But all these things are understood concerning good and evil said simply, and not concerning good and evil said by accident, as here and now, because thus nothing prevents the same thing from being evil and good, as being cut and being burned, which are evils, are nevertheless good both now and here. But concerning such things disputation has to be had in ethics; but it suffices to know only this, that evil is opposed to good, but good is never opposed to good.

But sometimes good is opposed to evil, and sometimes evil is contrary-opposed to evil. For poverty, since it is an evil in citizens because it impedes civil acts, is contrary-opposed to superabundance, which impedes the acts of contemplative happiness and therefore also is an evil. But this is such in few things, which one attending can easily inspect. But in more things good is always contrary to evil. For evil contrary to evil is found only in ethics and civil and economic matters, and in those things which have an analogy or proportion to civil or ethical matters; but in all other things evil is contrary to good. But good is never found contrary to good, but is concordant: for in that good is in one mode and from a total and sole cause, good is indivisible and proportional to equality. But equal is not opposed to equal, but unequal. On account of this Pythagoras posited equal in the stichia of goods, but unequal he posited in the stichia of evils 1.

Further, in considering contraries, it is not necessary that if one of the contraries exists, the remaining one exists from necessity. For if we posit all animals to be healthy, then through such a hypothesis health exists, but sickness does not exist. Similarly, if we posit every terminated body to be white, then whiteness indeed exists, but blackness does not exist, because if it existed, it would have to be in some terminated body; and we have posited all such things to be white. But we can see these things in complexes. For if Socrates to be healthy is contrary to that which is Socrates to be sick, because the same mode of opposition is in incomplex contraries and in complex contraries when they are predicated of the same thing, then, just as through complex speech we say Socrates to be healthy and Socrates to be sick, since it is not possible that these be present at once in the same thing at the same time, it is not possible that when one exists, the remaining one also exist at once with it. For when it exists and it is true that Socrates is healthy, then for the same time it is impossible for Socrates to be sick; for otherwise contraries would be present at once according to act.

But although they are not present at once according to act, nevertheless it is plain that all contraries have to come to be about the same thing either in species or in genus. For contraries are naturally apt to come to be about the same thing in number, as about a subject; but certain contraries have to come to be about the same thing in species, as about that which essentially constitutes the contrary forms, as whiteness and blackness about light, and as high-pitched and low-pitched in sounds about discordant sound, which is in both, and as bitter and sweet about digested moisture, which is in tastes, and so in many other things. They also have to come to be about the same thing in genus, because contraries are in the same genus, proximate or remote. For sickness and health naturally have to come to be about the body of an animal, and thus they are about the same thing in genus, namely of animal. But whiteness and blackness have to come to be in a terminated body which is not the same in species, but in remote genus; for not all terminated bodies are the same in proximate species. But justice and injustice have to come to be in the soul, which is the same in most special species, because they come to be only about the soul of man, which is the same in most special species. And thus contraries come to be about the same thing in number, and about the same thing in species, and about the same thing in genus.

Notes

	See book 3 of the Physics concerning this in commentary 13. (Vide 3 Physic. de hoc in com. 13.) ↩
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CHAPTER XI.

Concerning the doubtful points which are about those things which have been said concerning good and evil.

But among many there is a very ancient question: in what genus of opposition are good and evil opposed? And if the words of Aristotle in the thirteenth book of First Philosophy are considered, and the words of Dionysius the Areopagite in the book On Divine Names, chapter 4, and the words of Augustine in the second book On Free Choice, and the words of Peter the Apostle in the chapter concerning the elements against Simon Magus, and similarly the words of Pythagoras in the stichia of goods and evils, it is plain that all these concordantly say, to which also Aristotle leads Socrates and Plato, that evil is opposed to good privatively and not contrarily, and that evil is nothing according to itself, neither accident nor substance, but privation. But privation according to itself is altogether nothing. For since it is in something, it is not in it as an accidental being or a substantial being, but is in it as habit is privation; and this is the same as formness and deformity are said to be present in one who has been mutilated or de-nosed, because in Greek muti sounds in Latin as nose. But it is agreed that de-nosing does not say that a being is present as an accident, nor is it a being as substance, which is form or matter or composite, but from the defect alone of the due habit it leaves deformity and ugliness.

But all the above-mentioned authors lead this question to this, that in nothing is nothing evil, and there is not some being more in that of which there is privation than in that of which there is not privation, just as blindness is not more some being in an eye than in a stone; although in an eye it leaves ugliness or deformity, but in a stone it does not leave any ugliness.

Therefore Dionysius 1, treating evil more subtly than the others, shows this in the nature of body and in the nature of an Angel, whom certain persons call an intelligence, although an Angel, according as the law of Moses and of Christ speaks about Angels, are not intelligences 2, according as the Philosophers spoke about intelligences. But these things have to be determined in the book of Causes. Now the way of Dionysius's disputation is in this, that we take the good of nature in body, and the good of the soul, and the good of an Angel, and we shall see that evil does not say or posit some form or some being which would be a substance or an accident contrary to good, or to that form which good says, but in all things evil posits altogether nothing except the taking away of good, or corruption, and detraction or diminution, or in whatever other way privation can be named.

That these things may be understood more perfectly, let us say

that among beings certain ones are essences or existences, and certain ones are beings which exist in those essences. Essences indeed are simple forms, as genera, and species, and differences, intelligences, and soul, and things of this sort, to which corruption does not happen according to themselves; but if they are corrupted, then they are corrupted accidentally according as they are in the being of those things which exist through harmony and composition with those things in which they are, to which being is given according to this, that they are. But to these things which are composite, in which essences are, corruption happens through dissolution of the harmony and composition which are in these things which are. And therefore Dionysius says where he speaks concerning evil, that nothing of existing things is corrupted, but corruption is the taking away or dissolution of the mode and harmony which are around those things which do not have being from essences.

Therefore the formal good of the body by which the body is called good is a perfect disposition toward the being and toward the work of the body by modes and harmonies which are for this, that the body may be perfect in being and toward the body. But the corruption of this is nothing except disjunction or corruption of harmony and commensuration; and this says nothing except privation and pure corruption, and not some essence to which the harmony of something is made, as to an essence giving being to something. Therefore evil of the body is not some essence, but corruption of mode, and of commensuration, and of harmony.

Similarly good is in the soul, and what is perfect of the soul is through an essence which is reason, or rationality, and more fittingly it is called reason. Therefore the good of the soul is the soul in all its powers according to being and acting being commensurated to reason as of one ordering all things by reason. Therefore evil of the soul is nothing except the corruption of this mode, and of commensuration, and of harmony, and not some contrary form to which the soul, commensurated and proportioned, may be evil and may do evil. Therefore evil of the soul, as of the body, is nothing except privation, and it is not something that is substance or accident.

In the same way, the good of an Angel is taken. The good of an Angel is to be commensurated under the essence which is pure and clean agent intellect; and the good of an Angel is that he be in being and powers and act and work, having commensurations to such an intelligence or intellect. But evil of an Angel is not some form contrary to that commensuration, to which and under which an evil Angel is constituted, so that he may be evil in being and work; but evil of an Angel is the violation of commensuration and harmony of this sort, which is nothing except corruption and privation.

Therefore evil in all things is opposed to good as privation, and not as a contrary. And in this all the Authors condemn Manichaeus, who said that there is an essence of evil just as there is an essence of good, and said that evil things are evil through a certain essential nature, to which nature and form they are harmonized and constituted so that they cannot be not evil. Therefore this is error, and the truth is that evil in all things is nothing except privation of mode and of commensuration toward good. But for this reason, because when modes and harmonies and commensurations in these things which are commensurated and harmonized toward something have been corrupted, there still remain the very things which had been measured, possible toward commensuration; and this is a certain thing ordered toward good. But to be orderable toward good according to nature is that good, as Aristotle says, is what is toward good.

Therefore Dionysius said that evil is diminished and declined and particulated and imperfect good. Aristotle, introducing Pythagoras, says that good is the place of evil, and evil the place of good, just as the eye is the place of blindness and of sight. And as Dionysius says, in this way evil of the body is to be against nature. But evil of the soul is to be against reason, and evil of an Angel is to be against intellect, just as the evil of a lame shin is to be against walking and against the being of the shin. Similarly, moreover, it is in fevers and other evils of the body which, according as they are evils, are nothing except corruption of the commensuration of complexion in the humors, or of composition in the parts and members. For fever, from this that according to nature it is putrid humor vaporizing through the body, is not evil of the body, because in the good and healthy body it happens to humor that it is diffused vaporally through the body; but from this, that vaporization corrupts and impedes the modes and harmony and true commensuration according to the nature of the health of the body, from this it has the character of evil.

Therefore it is clear that what Dionysius says is true, that evil never is and that it does not have a formal or efficient cause, but is uncaused, and apart from intention, and apart from will, and unfecund, and sluggish, and that it is nothing except privation incident from a defect of good. Therefore these things said concerning evil have been extracted by us from the words of the Ancients. And it is clear that what they say is undeniably true.

But how good is converted with being cannot be determined here according to the principles of this science, nor do we speak here concerning such a good, but rather concerning the good which is the good of each thing, serving the harmony of commensuration which it has according to its proper essence perfecting it in being and in act which is according to the account of its essence.

But that which certain people also say, that goodness says a form added above that which is, and therefore that this predication may be true, goodness is good, is false, and what they say is not understood. For good above being, or that which is, adds nothing except a relation to an end and a perfect thing toward act, as has been said; but this has to be determined in the book On Causes.

But how, in this doctrine of the predicaments, good and evil are said to be contraries, and not opposites according to privation and habit, must now be said. But it must be set down beforehand that evil as evil is toward something; for evil as evil, as has been said, is nothing except privation, as has been proved through the Authors. But that which is evil is a corrupted act around modes and harmonies and commensurations toward the form of good; and in that in which it is an act, it leaves behind similar habits, and those are evil habits; and in this way there is contrariety between good and evil, as between contraries, not because a contrary act and habits have some form from which they are evil, but because insofar as they are act or habits, they leave behind something of it in the body or in the soul, that is, some quality which, because it is deprived of the form of good and since it is a quality, is said to be contrary: just as limping of a step is contrary to straight walking, because the step is that which is a being in act and lacks the perfection of straightness, which is privation. But thus all contraries have to be reduced to privation and habit, as Aristotle says 3: because whiteness is a habit and is a form with diffusion of light on a surface; but blackness is privation, because it is privation of the diffusion of light on a shadowy surface. Therefore in this way it has been said that white and black are contraries, and similarly good and evil in acts and habits. And in this way the doctrine concerning evil posited here is understood.

But as for what has been said, that good and evil are contrary genera, it is established that this is not understood of the most general genera, because thus there would be more genera than ten; but it is understood that they are genera of other things which are good and in morals, for this reason, that all things which are in morals are reduced to these as to genera.

And that good in morals is contrary to two evils is not from this, that it is a mean, but is from this, that it is an extreme in the account of perfect good, as Aristotle says; thus it is opposed to each extremity as an extreme and as maximally distant from each. But this, insofar as it pertains to that intention, had to be interposed concerning good and evil; for the remaining things must be determined in First Philosophy.

Notes
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CHAPTER XII.

Concerning the multiplicity of that which is prior.

After it has been determined concerning opposites which are of diverse genera, one must speak concerning the multiplicity of that which is prior. For according to its account the order of those things which are in one genus is made, according to the coordination of predicables, according as species is under genus and individual under species. For from this, namely prior and posterior, they receive the proper mode of predicating, which is especially to be attended to in this book. Once the modes of prior have been determined, by opposition also the modes of posterior have been determined, because prior is not said except with respect to its posterior.

Therefore we say that one thing is called prior to another in four ways; and in this, that it is called in four ways, we do not understand a division into species, but it is a division of things said in many ways. And prior in time has more of the account of prior, and the second and third and fourth have more according to the order in which it will be enumerated by us. For prior, among the modes of prior, is not said equally according to one account, as Aristotle intimates in the fifth book of First Philosophy 1, where he distinguishes prior among things said in many ways.

But the first mode, which is both principal and first, is that according to time, according to which one thing is said to be prior to another because it is more ancient and older than it according to time. For in the order of the parts of time, the past which is continued to the present is prior to the future which is still expected so that it may come to be; and therefore according to the order of time that is prior which in the past stands farther away from now, as Aristotle says, that the Median wars were before the Trojan wars, and the Trojan wars were before the Roman wars and prior to them. And because here prior is taken according to the account of a numbering thing which lies outside as measuring, and whatever is prior according to the number of the measuring thing is prior simply, therefore that mode is principal, to comparison and proportion with which, or analogy with which, all other modes are said to be prior. Therefore in this way that whose time is in the past is called prior. Further, that which is older is also prior, and in this way eternity is before time in duration, and those things which are eternal are before temporal things. But the essences of things are eternal according to their nature, as genera which are the first principles of things; for to these a time cannot be assigned as a measuring number, because to be in time, as the Philosopher says in the fourth book of the Physics 2, is to be in some part of measuring time. Thus, therefore, genera are more ancient than all things.

But secondly that is called prior which is not converted according to the consequence of subsisting. But I call consequence of subsisting this, that if one thing is posited actually to subsist according to being, because of this it is necessary to posit that another subsists according to being, just as we say that one is prior to two: for when two exist, one immediately follows to be and to subsist; but when one exists, it is not necessary that two be or subsist. And this mode is between lower and higher in the coordination of predicables, because the lower is like two, of which one is that which is directly above it, and the other is the constitutive difference. Hence when the lower is posited in being, its higher is posited; but it is not converted, that when the higher is posited in being, the lower is necessarily posited to be, because the higher is conceived in the lower, as one in two; but the lower is not conceived in the higher except as potency, as two are in one in potency. And therefore the consequence is not converted from one existing, so that on account of this the remaining thing necessarily is; and among those things, what seems to be prior is not that from which the consequence is converted, and this is one; for from it the consequence is not converted to two.

But in a third mode, prior is said according to a certain order. But I say a certain order because in every prior there is order, and therefore order simply does not make a special mode of prior, but a certain order does, not insofar as it is order, but insofar as it is a certain order. Thus therefore in the third mode that is called prior which is prior with respect to us, as in demonstrative disciplines and rhetorical speeches. For in demonstrative disciplines there is prior and posterior through a certain order of teaching: for elements in geometry are prior to these things which are described through order; for the elements are as point, line, circle, angle, and things of this sort, which precede, in elementary order, the descriptions and compositions of angular figures, for figures are described through order, according as one is proved from another, as triangle, or square, or quadrangle, or square, or circle; because the center of the said circle is found through the triangle. Thus therefore in grammar the elements of letters are prior to syllables, and syllables to words, and words to speeches; and in rhetorical speech in this way the proemium is prior to narration, and narration is prior to partition. But this mode of priority is between the principles of genera and the very genera of things which are constituted from those principles. But the principles are potency and act: for being is any genus whatever in potency, and it is made actually that genus through the act completing and constituting the thing of that genus.

Further, besides those things which have been said, in which prior is said according to the very nature of the thing, it seems also to be prior and to be said according to something added to itself which is for well-being, so that what is more honorable and better according to nature seems to be prior according to that nature added to being. For very many, whose judgment cannot be wholly false and therefore must be taken for authority, have been accustomed, I say, to say and call more noble things and things loved more from themselves because of a cause, prior. And attend that if they are not loved more because of a cause, they would not on account of this be called prior; and therefore the cause makes them prior and not love, because love according to itself does not discern between priors and posteriors.

But whether two things can be loved equally or not, it is foolish to ask, because where love is one and one account of loving is equal in two things, certainly they are loved equally. But if love is simply, they do not discern one from many, nor many from one. But this mode is in the predicaments according to the order of substance before some things, because it is more honorable and better than all things. Therefore these are the four modes of prior which were spoken of by the Ancients, and they are more famous and common.

But Boethius says that Aristotle added to these modes a fifth, which was not before his time. Therefore Aristotle says that, besides those four modes of prior which have been spoken of, another, fifth mode of prior seems to be: for among those things which are converted according to the consequence of essence, that which is the cause of the other in any way according to any genus of cause whatever is itself worthily called prior to that other. For the cause actually causing and the effect are converted according to the consequence of essence; and in such things, when the cause is posited, the effect is posited, or when the effect is posited, the cause is posited. Therefore in such things it is worthy that the cause be prior by nature or by natural order than the effect. But that certain things are of this sort is plain: for to be a man is converted according to the consequence of essence to this, that there is a true speech concerning this, which is to be a man; for if man is according to the thing, the speech by which it is said that man is, is true. But speech is by no means the cause that man is according to the thing, but rather the thing having itself thus is the cause that the speech is; for while the thing is or is not, the speech which signifies the thing is said to be true or false, as has been said in the things had before, and thus the cause prior is called prior. Therefore it is necessary that one thing be said prior to another only according to five special modes. But this mode of prior is between substance and accident, because accident is caused by substance.

But there are also other modes of priors, as prior in motion, prior in space, or prior in place, and in First Philosophy each is distinguished as many times as it is said; and they must not be determined here, because they are not referred to the genera of the predicaments.

But all these are referred, as has been said: for the essences of beings which constitute genera are referred to the predicaments; and thus they are referred either to their essences or to those things which are between genera in relation to one another, one genus to another. And in the first case indeed there is the first mode. But in the second mode there is the second mode. And the third, because a genus can be referred to intrinsic things in a double way, namely to intrinsic things according to being, and thus there is the third mode, or to intrinsic things according to the ambit of containment, and thus the second is also before the third, which is more intended in the coordination of predicables. But according to the order of substance to other genera, the order is double, namely according as substance is compared to others according to the dignity which it has toward others, and thus there is the fourth mode; and according as it is the cause of others, and thus there is the fifth mode. Nor are there more modes, because there cannot be more modes of comparison of genera according as genera are the first principles under which the coordinations of predicables are made. But others speak otherwise, but one need not care.

Notes
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CHAPTER XIII.

Concerning the modes of that which is called together, according as it pertains to the doctrine of the predicaments.

In the same way, it must be determined concerning this, that some things are called together according as they pertain to the doctrine of the predicaments. Therefore let us say that to be together is not opposed to prior, but is disparate from it; for prior is opposed to that which is posterior, and conversely. And neither of those is together in the coordination of predicables, or it is not together according to place, nor together according to the will of the senses, nor according to dignity; therefore concerning such things one must pass over them. But there is together according to coevalness, and according to nature, and therefore these two alone must be treated.

Therefore we say that those things are called together simply and properly which are coeval, or whose generation or generated being is in the same time in which they are generated together and remain, just as we say that coeval things measured by the same time or period are together. For if they had been generated in one time, and immediately one perished, they would not be said to be together in time, because generation is ordered toward perfected being. Nor are the generations of those things called together whose perfected being does not endure together in time. Therefore by this coevalness all things which come forth from one common thing through one and essential division are together, and are coeval among themselves; just as the most special species are coeval among themselves, for neither is prior nor posterior to another; these are also called aetanic by the ancients, as if of one age. Therefore these are called together according to time. But naturally they are together in two ways: for whatever things according to that which they are are said toward consequence or convertence are together, and according to this mode one is not the cause of the other, but they posit one another and destroy one another. For if in this consequence one were the cause of the other, each would be the cause of the other; and nevertheless in substantial being one can be the cause of the other. But double and half and other relatives are together in this way, which, posited according to the nature of relation, posit themselves, and when destroyed destroy themselves. For double is converted to half, and conversely; for when there is double, thus there is half, and conversely, when there is half, there is double; and according to this consequence of relation neither is the cause of the other as such, but the nature of relation makes each to be together, and these are together according to a certain nature which is founded upon the substance of each of the relatives in relation to one another.

But in another way those things are called together by nature simply according to that which substantially is their nature: those things which in one and the same division from the same genus are divided from a diverse or opposite side in relation to one another; and those are the things which divide the same genus by immediate division. For whatever things are taken according to the same division from one genus are said to be divided from a diverse or opposite side, as under animal as genus, according to one division, walking, flying, aquatic or swimming; none of these will be to another through another, but animal is participated immediately, and they are coeval in it. And therefore they are said to be divided from a diverse side, because they are equal immediately from the same genus: for animal is divided equally into walking, and flying, and aquatic or swimming, and none of these is prior and posterior to another in animal, but these seem to be together through the nature of animality.

But each of these in turn is divided by a further division into species, walking together with flying and aquatic thus: walking into man and horse, flying into eagle and bat, of which one has membranous wings, but the other feathered wings; but aquatic into fish swimming with fins, and into those things which swim by movement of feet, as frogs. Therefore those dividing things too will be together naturally in that which they divide. Therefore those things are together by nature which are taken under a genus or species according to the same division. But divided genera are always prior to the things dividing them; for they are not converted according to that which is the consequence of being of those things which are together by nature. This is manifest by induction and example: for when there is aquatic, it follows that there is animal; but when there is animal, it is not necessary that there be aquatic, because affirmation is not converted from the higher to the lower.

Therefore concluding generally, whatever things are converted to one another according to that which is the consequence of being of relation are called together according to nature; but one is by no means the cause of the other so that it may be, but relation is the cause of each. And secondly they are called together by nature because they are divided from one another in the same genus from a diverse side. And those things are simply together whose generation is in the same time. But it is clear to anyone in what way the predicaments agree: for together in time is in individuals together, as also in things related to one another in any genus. But together by nature is the division of a genus in coeval species, and in the coordination of predicables it cannot be together in more modes.
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CHAPTER XIV.

Concerning the post-predicament which is motion.

After it has now been treated concerning those things consequent upon the predicaments which happen to or agree with all predicaments through this, that genera or those things which are in genera are compared to one another, now it must be determined concerning that which is consequent upon the predicaments through the being which is predicated in them. Since the predicaments are principles of all those things of which they are principles, it follows that every being of things is predicated in them and is signified by names of the predicaments. But it is twofold, namely flowing being and being simply and standing. And indeed predicament by genus, species, and individual predicates standing being, and this has been sufficiently determined in the predicaments. But flowing being, as Avicenna says, is that which is not simply act, but mixed with potency. This mode of signifying being and of predicating could not be determined by the ordering of genera and species and individuals, because all those things signify and predicate what in like manner is in act in its own mode. On account of this, it was necessary that this being be designated and predicated in something consequent after the predicaments and be co-signified; and this is in as many predicaments as there are those which can have their things and the being which is predicated mixed with potency.

Therefore, treating of this, we shall treat of motion insofar as it pertains to the present speculation; for to treat subtly concerning motion belongs to the Physicist. For since in anything whatever it is as potency first distant from act, and potency cannot come to act except through motion, one must posit that motion exists. Further, every passive thing either receives the act of the agent in no way, or goes through motion to the act of the agent. But it is established that the passive thing receives the act of the agent; therefore it receives through motion; therefore one must posit that there is motion. Further, time is posited to exist; but time is not continuous except through motion; wherefore one must posit that motion exists. But if motion exists, and in the predicaments one must determine concerning every word which predicates being of some thing, one must determine in the predicaments concerning the modes of motion, and what sort of being is predicated in those modes, and to which predicaments it is reduced.

But speaking concerning motion according to this mode, we need not define motion, because it is not predicated by one and the same account of the six modes or species of motions. For here we take motion in an extended name for all that which says any flowing being whatever from potency to act, whether that being be substantial or accidental. For such being, insofar as it is flowing, has in common one mode by which it is signified, and by which it is predicated through the name signifying it according as it is flowing; and in this mode it has to be determined in this science. Therefore, determining thus the multiplicity of motion, let us say that motions in the extended name of motion are six species, namely generation, corruption, augmentation, diminution, alteration, and change according to place. Generation indeed and corruption are in substance and are in one mode, and they are called changes, not motions. But in another mode, in the extended name of motion, they can be called motions. For if they are in substance alone, then they can be only either from non-substance to substance according to the being of substance, or conversely from substance to non-substance. And because these terms are said to be opposed according to affirmation and negation, between which there is no mean, this change does not have a mean, but is from the term from which to the term to which without a mean. Further, it also follows that it is not in time, but in a now, because every time has a mean, and the swift in time divides time and motion; but the now is the end of time to which time is continued. Therefore it follows that such a change is the end of motion; for as the now has itself to time, so change has itself to motion, and this is the proof of Averroes upon the Physics in the commentary. But if generation is taken as mixed with the alteration by which the matter of that which is generated is altered through the qualities of the generator, then it can be called motion, and thus here we speak concerning generation, because as flowing being.

According to this mode it is plainly understood how corruption is change and not motion, and how it can be called motion, and how it says substantial flowing being according as Aristotle says that in such flux the living thing and animal are not together in motion, and animal and man are not together in the motion of generation. And in the opposite mode it is in corruption, because corruption in one mode is change from substance to non-substance, and thus is the end of motion. And in another mode it is mixed with the motion of alteration corrupting that which is according to its qualities altering in the power of the corrupting thing; and thus it is alteration little by little casting away from substance, and at the end, when substance is in cast-away being, then corruption according to substance has been made. Thus therefore it is clear how generation and corruption are motions and how they are changes.

But all other motions are, with the subject saved in substantial being, the subject toward some being according to the perfection of quantity, or according to qualities, or according to where. And those are properly motions, because the movable according as movable is a being perfected in substantial being and existing in potency in the being of how-much or of what-sort or of where; and motion is its act according as it is of this sort. And therefore in quantity, according to the account of perfect and imperfect, there is augmentation and diminution; and augmentation is a natural motion, but diminution from the perfect is to be an unnatural motion.

But alteration is not named by opposed names, but by one common name, which is according to quality, whose term according to nature, or beyond which it ought not be, is hot, or cold, or moist, or dry, and so concerning the other qualities which are caused by these; nevertheless it is not determined by a determinate account. Yet because what has been complexioned varies by time, and simply in simple things, therefore Aristotle says 1 that health is not the same in the morning and in the evening, because health is a habit founded upon the complexion of hot and cold, moist and dry; and therefore it is determined in genus and not in species, and it is called alteration. For quality in genus does not have a contrary, but in species 2. And although quantity does not have a contrary, neither in genus nor in species, nevertheless around quantity, by reason of a natural term and defect from it, contrariety of the quality of quantity is received. Therefore it is called alteration in common.

And these indeed are change according to those things which are in substance either substantially or accidentally; and if accidentally, then either according to quantity or according to quality. For relation does not predicate something which is absolutely in a thing according to what it is, but the very being toward something; and it is clear that concerning those things which are in substance in many modes there cannot be motion. But if it is according to those things which lie outside substance, then it cannot be according to when, because when is caused by time, and time is the measure of motion, and it cannot be according to when unless it were according to motion; and thus motion would be toward motion, and this would proceed to infinity, which cannot be. Nor can it be according to action, because action is the operation of the agent and mover, and motion is not in the agent as in a subject. It cannot be according to passion, because passion is the cause of motion. Nor can it be according to position, because the position of parts in the whole and in place is not changed except through generation and corruption, as is clear. Nor according to habit, because habit is changed toward the subject and does not change the subject. Therefore it remains that it is according to where, in which the whole movable thing, preserved, is transferred from place to place; and therefore per se there cannot be except six species or modes of motion, according as motion says being or also flowing where.

But it is plain that motions, one and another, are diverse from one another, and one does not fall into the intention of another. For it cannot be that generation is corruption, because generation is the way into being, and corruption is the way from being into non-being. Nor can augmentation be diminution, because augmentation is the way to quantity due according to nature, but diminution is from that. Nor is alteration change according to place, because what has been altered, remaining in the same place, has been moved or changed in passions; but in change of place the whole according to itself has been carried over to another place. But although it is said that there are as many species of motion as there are species of being 3, because in any predicament there is a coming from potency to act, nevertheless those are motions accidentally and not per se, and they are infinite; and therefore they cannot be made by art, but are joined to other motions.

But in alteration there is, according to certain people, a certain question. For certain people doubt whether perhaps it is necessary that what is altered be altered through some one of the remaining changes, and not according to alteration itself. But although certain people say this, nevertheless it is not true, and we can experience this in ourselves: for it happens to us to be altered according to almost all qualities of passions of soul and body without this, that we are changed by some one of the other changes. For it is not necessary that what is moved according to passions of qualities be augmented; nor is it necessary that it be diminished according to that which is moved according to passible qualities. But similarly it is also in the other motions, because it is not necessary that what has been altered be moved according to place, or generated, or corrupted. On account of this it is clear that alteration is another change which is beyond all other motions and separated from all others. For if alteration were the same as some one of the other changes, what is altered would have to be augmented or diminished; or it would have to be that when it is altered, some one of the other changes consequent upon alteration would come to be. But this is not necessary, because it can be altered with none of the other changes made in it.

Similarly, however, one must know that what is augmented is not moved by some one of the other changes, just as what is diminished, or generated, or corrupted, or what is moved according to place physically according as motion according to place is from a generator, must beyond doubt first be altered in all physical things. For generation, or corruption, or augmentation, or diminution, or change of place which is from nature, does not come to be except with an alteration preceding which disposes the generable or corruptible thing or the augmenting and augmented thing and the diminishing and diminished thing and the thing moved according to place to this, that it be changed.

And although this is necessary in physical things, nevertheless in mathematics there are certain things growing into more and into an addition of their quantity which are not altered from quality into another quality, as is clear in the second book of Euclid, that the quadrangle, with a gnomon set around it, indeed grew, but in nothing was it made altered, because it was not changed from figure into figure. For the gnomon according to Euclid is the supplement of a quadrangle which is longer on the other part for finding the quantity of the quadrangle; and if this indeed is set around the quadrangle, the quadrangle has indeed been made greater, but nevertheless it has not been changed from its figure according to the species of quadrangle; and therefore it has not been altered, because it could not be altered according to another species of quality except according to figure.

Nevertheless Boethius says that the gnomon is three parts of a square, as if a square were divided by middle lines, terminated at the middle sides of the square, into four squares; he says that three squares of those four are the figure of the gnomon, to which, if a fourth square is added, the gnomon indeed grew, but there is no alteration of knowledge according to a change of figure or of square into another figure. But similarly it is in other changes of this sort; and it is clear that all those changes are other and diverse from one another, and that there are no other per se changes except those six which have been spoken of.

Notes

	Aristotle, Physics V, text commentary 37. (Aristoteles, 5 Physic. tex. com. 37.) ↩

	The reason for this can be that if quality in genus had a contrary, then it itself would be in a higher genus, which is false; and concerning this see D. Albert, Physics V, treatise 1, chapter 11. (Hujus ratio potest esse, quia si qualitas in genere haberet, contrarium, tunc ipsa esset in genere superiori, quod est falsum: et de hoc vide D. Albertum, 5 Physic. trac. 1, cap. 11.) ↩

	Compare Physics III, text commentary 5. (Cf. 3 Physic. tex. com. 5.) ↩
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CHAPTER XV.

Concerning those things which are opposed to motions.

But the consideration of motion is twofold: it is considered simply or universally according as it abstracts from this motion and that one. It is also considered according to species, according as it is this or that motion. Therefore let us say that rest is contrary to motion considered simply. But I say contrary by taking it broadly, according as privation in physics is called a contrary; for that which is rest is privation of motion. Therefore, because the mover ceases from moving toward the form which it intends to induce, when the contrary rest comes, and thus motion ceases and is deprived in that in which there is motion; and because standing is in the form or in the place to which motion comes to be, as in the contrary of that from which motion begins, therefore rest is said to be contrary to motion, although rest according to itself is not a contrary, but rather is privation of motion 1.

Yet against this certain people object, saying that cessation of motion is negation of motion from that which can possibly be moved and is not moved, and terminates motion at the now in which there is being in motion; but in that which is moved there is the same aptitude, because that also is apt to be moved. Therefore the subject is the same in that which can possibly be moved and in that which is moved, for each is apt and naturally disposed to be moved, and rest is nothing except negation of motion from each. Therefore rest seems to be opposed contradictorily to motion, and not privatively or contrarily. But this same argumentation can be made in all privatively opposed things.

But to this it must be said that rest is opposed to motion either privatively or contrarily, as has been said. And when it is said that the same aptitude or potency to motion is in that which is apt and naturally disposed to be moved and is not moved, and in that which is actually moved, it must be said that this is false; for potency is not the same before act and when existing with act. And thus affirmation and negation are not altogether concerning the same thing, and thus there cannot be contradiction. Therefore rest is opposed to motion privatively or contrarily according as it is considered simply.

From this it is manifest that generation and corruption are not motions but ends of motions, because rest is not opposed to generation, but corruption is. But to motions, if they are considered through the single species of motion, there is opposed not rest, but a motion into the contrary; as corruption is opposed to generation, because generation is the way into substance, but corruption is motion into the contrary, namely from substance into non-substance; and similarly augmentation is opposed to diminution, because augmentation is an addition of existing magnitude, but diminution is into the contrary, namely a decrease from magnitude existing according to nature.

But to change which is through place, rest especially seems to be opposed. And this is the cause: because here there is a simple motion or change, in which the whole movable thing is transferred according to substance and quantity and quality, which are in it; and therefore rest is also opposed to it simply, because just as such motion simply is motion and the cause of other motions, so such rest simply is rest. But other motions are certain motions and in a certain thing, and rests are rests in a certain thing.

But although rest is opposed simply to change of place, nevertheless perhaps also to a certain change of place which is straight, as upward or downward, there is opposed a change into the contrary according to place, so that change of place which is lower is opposed to change of place which is higher, and that which is higher is opposed to that which is lower. But this is not certain, whether it is because of the contrariety of place as place, or because of contrary qualities accidental to place, as was said above in the treatise on Quantity. Or perhaps it is doubtful for this reason: because contraries are apt to come to be concerning the same in number; but local motion is from a generator, and the same thing in number which naturally ascends upward and which naturally descends downward is not repeated, because that which is moved thus according to those motions has a corruptible substance.

But for the remaining one of the motions assigned before, that is, for alteration, it is not easy to assign a contrary, namely one which is contrary to motion according to itself. For there is no contrary to quality according as it is in genus. But alteration according to itself is motion in quality according as it is quality, to which rest is not contrary, because some motion comes to be according to some quality, both in simple things acting upon one another and in composites in which there is continuous alteration because of the continuous action and passion of the components. But if it has a contrary, this is according as here there is motion, as the motion of whitening is made contrary to the motion of blackening. Therefore it seems that nothing is contrary to such a motion unless someone should say that rest in this quality is opposed to motion toward the same quality; but that is not rest simply, as has been said. Or someone may say thus, that to motion toward this or that quality there is opposed motion which is into the contrary of this or that quality; and on account of this he says that change according to quality and rest according to quality are opposites; or that opposed motions are those which are into the contrary of that quality toward which the motion was, just as to become white is contrary to that which is to become black according to alteration, for this reason, that change has been made into the contrary of the quality.

But these things have to be determined with study in the fifth book 2 of the Physics. For the proposed intention, so that it may be known how flowing being is predicated, enough has been said; for flowing being does not have another genus of being than standing being, although it has another mode.

And therefore motion is not per se a predicament, but is in that genus in which its being is determined; and because these things are reduced not to one but to many, therefore concerning motion it had to be determined in the treatise on the post-predicaments.

Notes

	See also D. Albert, Physics V, treatise 1, chapter 11. (Vide etiam D. Albertum, 5 Physic. trac. 1, cap. 11.) ↩

	From text commentary 53. (A tex. com. 53.) ↩
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CHAPTER XVI.

Concerning to have and concerning its modes.

Although habit is a special predicament predicating that which is caused from the disposition of an extrinsic surrounding thing, because what surrounds has the figure and mode of the surrounded thing, nevertheless to have is said in many modes also according to the things of other predicaments; therefore in the treatise of the post-predicaments one must treat concerning to have.

Therefore let us say that to have is said in many modes. For either someone is said to have a habit, and we are said to have according to the first species of quality; and thus it is said because it is in the faculty of the one having for act. For Averroes says 1 that habit is that by which someone does something when he has wished. And Victorinus calls an actor the one whom habit makes ready for acting. Or it is said according to affection in the third species of quality, because we are said to have that which affects us, as we are said to have heat or cold. Or according to some other species of quality; for the quality inhering in the one having is said to have that in which the quality inheres. For those knowing are said to have the discipline of knowledge, and the studious are said to have virtue, as we said, when it is in their faculty to act according to discipline and according to virtue. Or in a second mode, to have is said according to quantity which is present as measure, as one who has magnitude is said to have; for such a one is said to have a two-cubit quantity or a three-cubit quantity. Or it is said to have according to those things which are around the body as changed according to the figure of the body, as a garment or tunic is had; all these are changed toward the one having and do not change him, as Augustine says; and according to this mode there is that which is had for adornment, as what surrounds a member, as a ring is had on a finger. Further, in another mode it is said as a whole has parts, especially organic parts which are for act, as hand or foot, when hands and feet are had for use. It is also said to have according to what is in a vessel measuring and containing quantity, as someone is said to have a grain of wheat in a modius, or as someone is said to have wine in a flask; for we are said to have wine in a flask, and grains of wheat in a modius, because the flask contains and measures wine, and the modius wheat. Therefore all these are said to have in diverse ways, diverse ones, and according to all things in diverse ways. This is one mode of predicating. It is also said in another mode to have through the mode by which possession is had, as we are said to have a house and field; and this is a special mode of having and very proper. Further, it is said to have as a man is said to have a wife, or a wife a man, by mutual contract between man and wife. But this mode which has been spoken of seems most alien among all the modes of having which have been spoken of; for we say nothing other than that a man has a wife except that they live together for civil and economic acts; and in this mode the one having is had in the same mode in which he has, and through the same contract the one who has is made had; and this is not in any of the other modes. Perhaps, however, still other modes of that which is to have will appear; but those which have more customarily been said and are used among the wise are these, which have almost all been enumerated; and if there are any others, they are reduced to these.

But the modes of having which have been spoken of are taken thus. For in all of them the one having is in some way the principle of the thing had, and the thing had is toward the nature of the one having when it is properly had. Therefore either it is a principle according to nature, or according to will, or at once according to nature and will. For if the principle is according to nature, either it is according to quality whose nature is the principle, and thus there is the first mode, or according to quantity, and thus there is the second mode. Nor are there more according to nature, because since the one having differs from the thing had, substance must be the one having and quality or quantity must be the things had. But the other predicaments do not predicate something absolute. But if nature together with will is the principle, then there is the fifth mode, in which a member is had by nature; but use is referred to will. But if will alone is the principle, then it is with respect to an extrinsic principle which has itself extrinsically toward the one having: therefore either the one having the thing had is from the very thing which he has, or not. If so, then there is the eighth mode. If not, and it is from extrinsic things: then either the thing had is changed toward the form of the one having, or not. If so, either it is for necessity or for adornment. If it is for necessity, then it is the third mode. If it is for adornment, then it is the fourth mode. But if the thing had is changed toward the one having: either the thing had is had through the mode of a contained thing, as in a measuring vessel; or through the mode of habit only. If through the mode of a contained thing, then it is the ninth mode. If in the second mode, then it is the seventh mode. But the number of modes of having can be taken in many other modes; but because there is little force in such things, therefore those suffice.

Notes

	Averroes, On the Soul III, commentary 18. (Averroes, Super 3 de Anima, com. 18.) ↩
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