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INTRODUCTION.

The present volume of Wyclit’s Miscellanea Philosophica, which
with the works already published contains all his philosophical writings,
whether spurious, doubtful, or authentic, with the exception of his great work
De Emte, is not less interesting than the first, but presents fewer new
points of interest. All that I wrote concerning Wyclif’s philosophy in my
Introductory Essay to the first volume applies of course to the second,
as it may also be truly said to apply to every one of his works.
It will therefore be unnecessary to write a very elaborate Introduction;
a few remarks concerning the manuscripts, their authenticity and date,
and the analysis of the text of each work, seems to be sufficient,

1 would however point out, in regard to possible shortcomings
and mistakes, that 1 have been still worse off for the editing of this
volume than for the former one. In the first, it is true, De Actibus
Animae was copied from the only manuscript extant; but for the Repli-
catio de Universalibus 1 had two, and for the De Materia et Forma
as many as five manuscripts to consult. But in the editing of the present
volume I have had in every case to do with unique manuscripts; which
of course immensely increased my labours and difficulties, Add to this
the fact that the writing is in both MSS, very careless and illegible,
as much so as (I will not say, more than) the worst specimens I have
met with in Logica or elsewhere; and occasional slips will, 1 hope,
be readily accounted for and forgiven. Mr. Matthew has, as ever, been
ready with his unfailing help and suggestions, some of much worth,
of which 1 have been glad and thankful to avail myself. My hearty
thanks are also due to Dr. Furnivall, who though anxious to see the
volume terminated as soon as possible, and doing his best to hasten
its slow progress through the press, has nevertheless understood my
position, and the conflicting claims of speed and thoroughness, which
I have indeed attempted to conciliate as well as I could,
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I. The Manuscripts, authenticity and dates of the
works.

De Universalibus and Fragmenta take up from f. 193" to f. 259" of
MS, 1IV. H. G. of Prague University. Nofae extends from f. 1* to the end
of f. 4® (Univ. Prag. IIL. G. 10), with the exception of 1® and the
greater part of 2% which has already been published (see Note, p. 158).
De Materia begins with f. 135* of the same MS. and ends on f. 139"
A full description of both the MSS. will be found in the Miscellanea
Philosophica, Introduction, pp. LXIX, LXX.

As to their authenticity, we must first state that only De Uni-
ver salibus and De Maleria are noticed in Shirley’s catalogue; I copied
the others in Vienna, on the chance that they might be portions of the
lost works of Wyclif, and acting under Dr. Furnivall’s advice. There
are a few peculiarities. about. De Universalibus which differentiate it
from the other works of Wyclif. One is the great number of mistakes
in grammar, some of which seem certainly ascribable to the writer
and not to the copyist; another is the frequent recurrence of certain
expressions (such, for instance, as cum fumc) which are rare in the
other works. The writer’s attitude towards the Roman Church (see
p. 11, I 30—35) and his assertion that God canm, if He chooses,
preserve accidents in being without their subjects (p. 78, 1. 29—33)
— an assertion which Wyclif, even in so early a treatise as De Actibus
Anémae, assailed with great vigour — may also incline us to doubt
whether this tractate was really by him, although by far the greater part
of his philosophical system is to be found therein. But we recognize
here, not only the doctrine, but the power and subtlety of Wyclif; and
the old argument: If not by Wyclif, then by whom? naturally presents
itself since we know of no Realist contemporary worthy of mention
by his side, As to the above stated points, they are easily answered
if we note (p. 137) that the writer excuses himself for his inexperience
which has made him diffuse, and write, he says, “‘satis pueriliter”’, And
a few lines lower he again alludes, not without a touch of pride, to his
“pueriles deductiones”. If we assume that we have here Wyclif's very
earliest work extant, mistakes of grammar, awkwardness of repeated
expressions, orthodoxy as concerns Rome, and even his belief in “ab-
solute accidents” are all explained. For my own part, I have no doubt
that the work is authentic,
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De Materia is so mutilated that it is difficult to form any judgment
at all concerning it, Its authenticity, so far as I can see, amounts to
this: We have no reason to believe that it is not by Wyclif, since it is
his doctrine, and written in a style indistinguishable from his. It is true
(see Note, p. 170) that a work ascribed to Johannes Huss de Hussynetz
has the “‘incipit” and the first page, but the first page only, identical
with this work. But Huss, as has been amply shown by Dr. Loserth
more than once, was what we moderns would call a plagiary of Wyclif;
and the circumstance that only the first page is identical seems rather
to show that Huss borrowed it from the present tractate, and that this
tractate is by his master’s hand.

Fragmenta, as 1 found when copying the last lines (p. 156,
l. 16—17) are by another author. Nevertheless, these fragments are quite
in their place here. They were evidently written by some disciple, who
in all probability copied them with insignificant additions from some
of the lost works of Wyclif,

Notae et Questiones Variae have about as much authenticity as
De Materia, save that De Maleria alone is mentioned in Shirley’s Ca-
talogue. A point in their favour is also the fact that one of these
“Notae” is identical with one of the Questiones Tredecim, already pu-
blished with De Compositione Hominis,

We may set aside the question of the dates of these last short
tractates as impossible to answer, but that of De Universalibus may be
approximately fixed, Granting that it is by Wyclif, it is certainly earlier
than De Actibus Amimae, itself earlier than Logica. The admission of
“*Absolute Accidents”, already mentioned, which Wyclif combated during
the whole of his subsequent career, seems to be a sufficient proof of this;
besides, there are indications here and there in the work that the cosmo-
logical system of ‘“‘punctal atoms”, so carefully elaborated in Logica,
which (as we have elsewhere shown) clashes with the idea of accidents
separated from a substance and finally comes into collision with the
doctrine of Transubstantiation itself, was not yet fully developed. As
I showed in Miscellanea, vol. I, p. XXXIII, De Actibus Animae was not
much, if at all, anterior to Wyclif’s Mastership at Balliol College. It is
very probable that the present work was written by him when an under-
graduate; though of course the precise date cannot be ascertained.
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II. Analysis of the De Universalibus.

Chapter 1. (pp. 1—6.) Wyclif begins by proving the existence of
Real Universals from the doctrine of Divine Ideas, or ideal archetypes
of all created things, eternally existent in God. It is probable that this
proof, placed first here, was also first in order of time amongst the reasons
which led to his conversion to Realism from the prevailing Nominalism
of the Oxford Schools. The discrepancy, not to say the contradiction,
between the doctrine of the World of Archetypes (so general amongst
the early Fathers that it was almost a dogma of the Church, so univer-
sally admitted that St, Augustine did not hesitate to say: ‘““He who denies
them js an infidel”) and the tenets of Nominalism, must have struck
Wydlif from the first. For these patterns of things, or Archetypes, where
and what are they? They are in God’s mind, and therein endowed
with eternal existence and reality; they correspond to the many indivi-
duals in the created world — the Ideal man to the multitude of created
man, and so forth: therefore they are Universals. To deny them were
to stand convicted of infidelity by the authority of Augustine; but as soon
as Wyclif’s youthful mind accepted them, he accepted them with all the
consequences that he thought they contained, God certainly knows man
not only as this or that particular man, but in his essence as a human
being; and all other beings likewise (p. 2, l. 20 to p. 3, L. 25). This
cannot be identical with the essence of any individual as known by God,
since it applies equally to all individuals, and they therefore cannot be
its proper and distinct object. What then is that distinct object? It can
be nothing else but Created Humanity, eternally known by God as
Creatable Humanity. And if the Idea is of something, surely it is of
something real; and if the Idea of the Particular and of the Universal
Man are distinct, no doubt the Particular and the Universal Man must
be distinct also, unless we deny truth to these Divine Ideas (p. 3, L 25
to p." 4, l. 5). These, having for objects things which are distinct, must
be distinct one from another, though not from God (p. 4, L. 4—14);
must be distinct from their objects, since the copy cannot be the same
as the pattern (ib., . 14—22), and cannot be denied, if we admit that
God knows all things from all eternity (ib., 1. 22—38).

Chapter 1I. The Divine Essence is as it were a mirror in which
all possible created things are reflected, and this reflection is the Ideal
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World, This must be admitted unless we refuse to believe in God’s
omniscience (p. 6, l. 1—28). God’s knowledge must be of something
necessarily existing, since His knowledge exists necessarily; if then this
object be not the Ideal World, it must be the world as we know it,
our world: but this does not exist necessarily. Each created being
is distinct from others, and so has a distinct intelligibility; the Divine
Essence cannot by itself be identical with all these different objects,
As one seal stamps only one species of impression, so God must have
other patterns besides His Essence to stamp the multitude of creatures
with (ib., 1. 28, 29; p. 7, I. 1—35). It is absurd to say that an Infinite
Artist requires no model for His creations. On the contrary, the greater
the artist, the more perfect his mental pattern is (p. 8, L. 7—15). Only
in the case of a finite artist the mental pattern is not eternal; with the
Infinite Artist, it is eternal or is not at all (ib, L 15—38). The
distinctness of God’s knowledge of all things in Himself implies a mul-
titude of ideas; if there were only a few, or one, the knowledge would
be confused, And what of God’s knowledge of things that never were,
nor will be, but only might be? The object of that knowledge must be
in Himself, or not exist at all. We must therefore admit an Ideal World,
if we admit that anything can exist (p. 9, 1. 1—60).

Note by the way that Wyclif here openly admits the possibility
of things that never are nor will be. As we have shown elsewhere, this
is in conflict with this more matured system. Even in the present work
(Ch, XXI, p. 131) we find Wyclif asserting that every Universal must
at some time or other exist in its own proper form; and yet more
clearly (p. 137) that every species must at some time or other really
exist. He had not yet extended his conclusion to every possible partieular
being; but the drift of his argument was already leading him that way,

Chapter III. Wyclif here adds several remarks, designed to forestall
objections which might be made to his doctrine of an Ideal World.
It contains in itself a vast multitude of forms that differ really amongst
themselves, and may therefore be called different realities in God;
although the Catholic faith allows us only to call the Three Divine
Persons Things (res). Their difference is not, like that of the Three
Persons, a numerical difference (so at least I understand the term sup-
positaliter, p. 10, 1. 34, though it may be understood as a difference
of subject, supposition), nor of essence, like that of God and His
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creatures. One is no/ the other, and they are therefore really different
though in the same subject. They are identical with the Divine Essence
by eternal communication (emanation?), and therefore cannot properly be
called God, like one of the Three Divine Persons; but this eternal
communication of the Deity makes them to be God in a restricted sense.
As Augustine says, they are Life in God; that is, they live in Him
everlastingly (p. 105 p. 11, I, 1—23).

It is true that St. John Chrysostom punctuates this text differently;
instead of “*Quod factum est in ipso vita erat”, he joins “Quod factum
est” to the preceding sentence, and begins another with “In ipso’™* This
would destroy the effect of the preceding argument, But the Roman
Church follows Augustine’s punctuation, This would be decisive as fixing
the meaning of the text, if meant as a dogmatic assertion, or even as
an approbation of St. Augustine’s view; if meant only to declare the
probability of his opinion, we are free to assert it as true (ib.,, 1 23
to end; p. 12, . 1—5). I have already pointed out Wyclif's attitude
of appeal to Rome on this point; though it must be added that Rome
seemed to be in his favour, and orthodoxy was easy.

Wyclif's comparison of the Divine Essence to a mirror found,
it seems, more than one opponent; also his doctrine that the Ideas could
in any way be identified with God. The image in a mirror is not its
essence, but a mere accident, If these Ideas are God, they must be
God formally, like the Word or the Holy Spirit; which would be
a heresy. To this it may be replied that, distinct one from another, they
all share in the Personality of the Word; or that they all share in God’s
essence which is their subject, as corporality is the subject of igneity;
as fire is really a body, so the Ideal World is really God. Yet we must
not conceive them as forms determining God’s essence, since they are
but the exemplars of creatures which He may create, If they are the
forms of anything, it is of those creatures alone. They have no essence
at all of their own, apart from that of God, and it is only as exemplars
that they are conceivable (p. 12, 1. 5 to end; p. 13, l. 1—29).

Wyclif goes further, Every such Idea in God is the supreme
measure (ratio) of existence of the creature whose exemplar it is, and
every creature is identical with its own created measure of existence;
a fortiori it must be identical with its uncreated measure (ratio). Therefore
every creature, in so far as it is thus identical, is the Divine Life itself,
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This argument may perhaps be put a little more clearly. There is
something in common between a seal and the impression actually stamped
upon it, and the seal is therefore identical with the impression to some
extent, But if so far identical, it must also be in so far identical with
the signet which gives the impression; for that which is common to both
copy and pattern must be the same in both (p. 13, . 29 to end; p. 14,
l. 1—4). The argument is subtle, but perhaps a little too subtle, and
I suspect that the author’s opponents would join issue with him on
this point.I

If then we can say: “Any creature in its ideal nature is God”;
can we conclude: *““Therefore any creature is God?’ No; for the usual
sense of the words would mean that any creature is God without
restrictions, When a restrictive term is used to qualify a term, we cananot
conclude anything by eliminating this restriction. A man is a good
burglar: we cannot thence conclude simply that he is good, And therefore
if, by saying that a creature is God in a certain sense, i. e, in its
intelligible being, we scandalize the weak, it is better to avoid saying so
(p. 14, 1. 4—30). The question, however, cannot be thus eluded, and
no doubt Wyclif's adversaries urged the point more than once to the
admission that, in a sense, any creature was God, The argument certainly
seems to mean identity @ parie rei. A being is identical with its own
finite measure of existence; therefore it is also identical with its Ideal,
or supreme measure of existence, in so far as there is something really
common between the two. If Wyclif means this, he exposes himself to
the objection: ““Then, in some sense, we are really identical with God!”
If he means only an analogy, or a figure of discourse, he escapes the
difficulty, but his argument seems to fail. And indeed I do not remember
to have met with the same line of reasoning anywhere else; it was
probably abandoned later for the notion of Transcendental Entity,
common both to God and the Creature, but in two differcnt and only
analogical senses,

To the objection just noted, our author replies: It is strange that
modern logicians and theologians should be so squeamish about this
identity of merely ideal existence, when, according to them, the Word
might assume, not only the nature of man, but that of a brute; and
an ass might be God. And since (again according to them) all things
are necessary in God, and what is necessary must be true, then an ass
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is necessarily God! (p. 14, L. 30 to end; p. 15, 1. 1—20). It is impossible
to know who were the ‘modern logicians and theologians’ against whom
this sharp retort was directed, If we consult St. Thomas (Sum. Theol.
p- IIL, qu. 4, art. 1. Ad secundum) we find that he denies that brutes
are ‘assumptible’ by any Divine Person, What is not capable of a lesser
perfection, is not capable of a greater, A body incapable of sensitive
life must also be incapable of reason., Brutes are incapable ot being
united to God by knowing and loving Him; therefore they must be
incapable of the infinitely greater hypostatic union, The argument would
seem to imply absolute impossibility. But St. Thomas only concludes:
““Creatura rationalis . ., non habet congruitatem .. > thus leaving in doubt
the question whether the ‘assumption’ is or is not impossible to God’s
absolute power. I must add, however, that I have only been able to
consult the Summa Theologica. It is well known that theologians do not
like to ascribe any bounds to God’s omnipotence short of the clearest
contradiction in terms, and they distinguish carefully between °‘potentia
absoluta’ and the ‘potentia ordinata’ or controlled by Infinite Wisdom.
For myself, I do not see that anything implying the negation of Infinite
Wisdom fails to be a contradiction in terms; for it would amount to the
denial of God's existence.

Chapter 1V, The beauty of the Ideal World is God’s own beauty;
therefore infinite, An existing creature is not infinitely beautiful, and in
this sense is not identical with its Ideal and Eternal exemplar. But it is
notwithstanding eternally intelligible; and this eternal intelligibility, existing
before its temporal entity, really belongs to it, though not gua temporally
existing, It is therefore true to say that the ass is its Idea, is eternal,
infinitely beautiful, etc. if we keep cautiously to the sense in which this
is true, and avoid scandalizing those who cannot or will not understand
this doctrine. On one hand, the being of the ass, as existing hic ef nunc,
differs from its Ideal Form; on the other, as eternally intelligible, it is
the same (p. 16—19, L. 10). There are dialectical difficulties in the way,
but they are not insurmountable (p. 19, L. 10—29).

Are these Ideals absolute or relative forms? Absolute, since their
existing copies are absolute. If relative, they would be relative to their
copies alone; and this cannot be, since the accident of the existence
of their copies makes no difference in their own entity. Besides, we
cannot class them with relations, which are the most imperfect of all
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entities, since they are infinitely real and beautiful and perfect (p. 19,
1. 29 to end; p. 20, L. 29).

Has everything that we can conceive a separate Idea? If so,
to each of the infinite degrees of heat, cold, etc, which are possible,
we can conceive a separate corresponding Divine Idea. But these degrees
are not infinite; we must admit in each genus one which is the highest
possible, and comprises all the others; and it is to this one that the
Idea corresponds. For wherever we think of more and Jess, we also
think of mos# (p. 20, 1. 29 to end of chapter). Here it may be allowed
to extend the old Scholastic argument given briefly in the text, in order
to make out Wyclif’'s meaning more thoroughly, Take, for instance, the
term strosg; A und B are both strong, but A is stronger than B, What
does this mean but that of all the possible members of the class A and B,
A is the strongest? Say now that sfrong is not restricted to A and B,
but includes a third, C; either C is not so strong as B (in which case
A is still the strongest of the class A, B and C) or as strong (in which
case A and C are together the strongest members of that class) or
lastly C is stronger than A, and C is the strongest member of the class,
We may increase the class of ‘beings that are strong’, to any extent,
and we shall always find that, if we admit the notion of more and Iless,
one stronger than another, the notion of most necessarily follows, in the
sense of ‘that than which none is stronger’, Obviously this line of
argument is employable whenever the idea of more or less occurs, con-
nected with other terms, and no matter how many individuals the class
contains, Thus, if we take it that some men are more intelligent than
others from a given fixed point of view, and we take the class of ‘all
men at present existing’, there will be one man (or several men) most
intelligent of all in the sense I have given. Similarly, if we take the
class of ‘all men that have lived, live, or will live’. And lastly it will
also be true if we take the class of ‘all men that have lived, live, or
will or might live under any conceivable circumstances’. In every case,
more implies a most. This is extremely important for any student of
Scholastic Theology, for it gives the key to several demonstrations, espe-
cially to one concerning the existence and the attributes of God. (See
St. Thomas, Sum. Theol., 1* P. qu. II, art. 3 in corp. art. **Quarta via, etc.”)

Chapter V. Hitherto Wyclif, discussing only the Ideal World, of
which the reality is not distinct from that of God, was not dealing with
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Real Universals properly so called; for God’s Ideas are not only real
beings in a very peculiar sense, but they are also Universals in a very
peculiar sense, i. e, because they influence the existence of many par-
ticulars as their archetypes, He now proceeds to prove the Universals
proper, viz., those which exist in created things,

Everything good is good and pleasing to God. He sees it and wills
it. But what is it then that He sees and wills? No answer can be given
to this question, other than: That common goodness which is in all
creatures, If we do not admit any common goodness, then God sees
nothing that is common to all; the proposition that “Everything good is
good” becomes unmeaning; and yet it is necessarily true. If, on the
contrary, we admit a common goodness which is in every created
nature as such, we shall by a like reasoning be forced to admit a
common humanity in all men, and so forth. And a denial would subvert
the whole of our Catholic faith and practice, and even obedience to the
King (p. 23—25, L. 9).

Again, if the Scholastic axiom, that Every Being is good, be true,
it follows that universal goodness belongs to Being. This, known by
God, and including His own goodness, is something neither created nor
increate, but abstracted from the idea of God and of His creatures; if
abstract, then universal (p. 25, l. 9—28).

Besides, it is absurd to say that our knowledge of Nature extends
only to the propositions made concerning it; we must know what the
propositions signifiy. Now this is in every case something universal, And
even in practical matters, we know that a groat is worth more than a
farthing. This is not only a knowledge of the proposition, but of the
Universals, Every groat, and Every farthing. A man is universally and
really an animal: can this be, without animal being something universal
and real? No more than there can be mighty labour without might, ‘A
man being an apnimal’ depends on °All men being animals® (cf. Repli-
catio de Universalibus, W’s Miscell. Phil. vol. I, p. 133); and this is the
dependency of the Particular upon the Universal We know this by the
dependency of one proposition upon another; God knows it without their
aid, and directly. If one man had nothing really in common with another,
all men would be as different from each other as men are from stones,
Resemblance cannot proceed from mere particularity, which only makes
one thing not to be another (p. 25, . 28 to p. 27, L. 34).
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Moreover, to deny Universals is to deny Scripture, In Genesis it
is said that God created animals in their genera and species, This cannot
mean ‘according to their Archetypes’, since ‘in’ is not synonymous with
‘according to’, Nor does it mean our ideas or the words we use to
signify them; nor the multitude of particular animals that have existed
or will exist, since God did not create them all at that time. The words
must stand for the essential resemblances of things, which are in the
things, and afford a foundation for classification; if not, they are utterly
unmeaning (p. 27, .. 34 to end of chapter).

Chapter VI, Universals are thus the intrinsic formal causes of par-
ticular beings, If it seems hard to think that one formal cause can exist
identically in many particulars, remember that many such particulars may
have one and the same efficient, final and material cause: why make an
exception for formal causes alone? The adversaries will here quote
Aristotle: Form is that which separates and distinguishes, This is true;
but form separates those things which have it from those which have it
not; it joins together all those of the same species, As we know, the
loss of a form entails separation and dissolution in the beings which
lose it, Those who say that a form caunot exist in more than one being
would curtail God’s Omnipotence. Not only one particular fire but all
fire is fire; every peasant knows that, and thus tacitly admits a universal
Form of igneity, He does not indeed explicitly assert it, nor does he
know anything about the proposition affirming it; all the same he knows
perfectly well that the thing is true. And even learned men who verb-
ally deny the existence of Universals are often forced to admit them as
a matter of fact (p. 29—p. 31, L. 28).

Indeed, a universal fact (All fire is fire) is more certainly known
than its particular (This fire is fire); and if it were not so, no principle
of science would be more self-evident than the particulars deduced there-
from. In fact, those principles would be no more than mere aggregates
of particular propositions, and there would be no inference at all, But
they exist, and whether known and uttered by us or not, they are inde-
pendent of the facts which they determine. Really, there is no need to
prove this, nor is it possible to reason with an adversary who denies
the objective existence of light, colour, sound, etc, Being in general, and
sensible Being in particular, once admitted, open the door to the ad-
mission of the Universal. To deny it is like denying the Principle of
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Contradiction; the denial is merely verbal, not real, Our own nature
irresistibly impels us to admit the Universals; and since we cannot
destroy nature, why not yield to it? (p, 31, .. 28 to end of chapter).
Chapter VII. We have then Universal Entity, first object of the
mind, predicated ## many and of many subjects, yet not belonging to
any of the five Predicables (Genus, Species, Difference, Property, and
Accident) though more truly existing in its subjects than any of these;
and also, by that same existence in a subject, distinct from the Ideal
Exemplars, which have no such formal existence. As God is a common
Form in the Three Divine Persons, so Eatity is a common form in every
being without exception (p. 33). — In the marginal notes I put inadver-
tently, ““Somewhat like the Deity”, etc, I now think that the restriction
ought to be erased; and indeed there is nothing in the text to imply
any restriction. If we go through Wyclif's philosophical works, we shall
always find him consistently defending his position by reference to the
Divine Essence and the Holy Trinity, The genesis of his system may
perhaps be stated thus. He had arrived at the conviction that there are
Real Universals, and Entity, the most universal of all; the subordinate
Universals are distinct one from another somehow, and somehow from
the supreme Universal, Entity, What was the distinction, and how was
it to be understood so as neither to fall into Pantheism on one hand,
non to the denial of reality to the Universals on the other? Here Wyclif
bethought him of the mystery of the Holy Trinity, in which the Divine
Essence is each of the Three Persons, distinct therefrom only by a
logical distinction (distinctio rationis), whilst the Three are really distinct
from each other, though One in the Unity of God. If (we may suppose
he thought) Entity is assumed as the common form of all beings, God
and His creatures alike, which are notwithstanding really different from
each other, as the Father is different from the Son, we have a stand-
point that is impregnable, since any argument to prove that such a
distinction is absurd would be tantamount to a denial of the doctrine of
the Church. As there are Three Persons in One God, so there are
many particulars and One Being. He thus avoided saying that ‘Man is
God’, since (in his view) there is the same relation between Man and
God, as between the Father and the Son; now the Father is nof the
Son, Yet they are both the same Being, just as both the Father and
the Son are God, This of course was open to the objection that he
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‘solved the whole question of Universals by constant reference to the
most obscure mystery in the whole Christian faith; not to speak of
many other secondary difficulties which he spent his life-time in trying
to surmount, and his explanation of which finally put him in opposition
with many doctrines of the Church, Nevertheless, it may be frankly said
that amongst all the many shades of more or less extreme Realism, that
which Wyclif expounded seems perhaps the most reasonable; or, if you
prefer, the least unreasonable. Of the theory of Moderate Realism, which
touches Conceptualism on one side, and exaggerated Realism on the
other, avoiding the difficulties of each system, and expounded and upheld
by the greatest masters of Scholastic thought, I have already written
much, both in Logica, vol. II, pp. XI—XIIl, and in Misc. Phil. vol, I,
Preliminary Essay, pp. XXVI—XXVIIL

Wyclif subsequently plunges into a disquisition upon the three
kinds of Universals, As there is Metaphysical, Logical, and Grammatical
truth, so there are three kinds of universality, strictly corresponding to
these (p. 36, . 1—17). A Metaphysical Universal is that which is common
to many; a Logical Universal is that which is only thought as common
to many; it results from our power of abstraction from particulars, and
has no existence save in the thinking mind. But it is that by which
we know the Real Universal; for it must stand for something, and
that something can neither be our own mind nor the abstractive act
which it produces, neither being universal (ib. 1. 17 to end p. 37,
l. 1—12), The argument is excellent, and in my opinion admits of no
reply; but it does not prove that the Universal is, in existing and con-
crete things, anything more than ‘a fondamental possibility of being ab-
stracted by the mind’, which is the theory of Moderate Realists.

Of this last theory Wyclif, absorbed in his struggles with the
Nominalists, either does not speak at all (at least in the works that I
have seen) or he deals with it in the following paragraphs. If so, he
shows that he never understood it, or was only imperfectly acquainted
with that doctrine, He considers it as the theory of those who make
all universality to consist in mere Logical abstraction (‘“‘negant in rebus
universalitatem metaphysicam™ ... p. 39, . 4), thus treating it as pure
Conceptualism., And I am the more justified in thinking that he meant by
these words the Moderate Realism of Aristotle, of Alexander Hales, of

Aquinas and Duns Scotus and a host of others, since we find him ad-
De Universalibus, B
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mitting that many great philosophers (multos famosos, p. 37, 1. 12) beld
the opinion which he thinks is inadmissible, and even quoting one of
the greatest, Aristotle (p. 39, l. 8, 9). It seems therefore advisable to
analyse the paragraphs from p. 37, . 12 to p. 40, L. 12, with special
care, not omitting to give (where necessary) the replies which might be
made by upholders of this doctrine, so as both to show the difference
between Wyclif’s system and theirs, and to point out the misconception
under which I think he laboured.

Many great writers compare the Universal with Primordial Matter,
in so far as the latter is never bereft of all forms, and is only conceived
as thus bereft by the act of our mind which can think it without thinking
of them. In like manner the nature of a thing does not exist apart from
its concrete conditions of existence, but may be thought apart from them
by the mind; its universality is therefore a mere abstraction, and a fiction
produced by our intellect (p. 37, 1. 12—30). Moderate Realists, admitting
the greater part of this exposition of their theory, would dissent from
its conclusion, or at least point out a distinction here, Universality, for-
mally considered, is indeed a mere abstraction; but that from which we
abstract is truly and really suck that we are enabled io think it as umni-
versal, The resemblances between beings exist before they are thought
of as resemblances; before they are actually joined together by one
general idea, they are in themselves and truly capable of being thus
joined together. They are indeed not universal in the way that our
notion of them is; but they supply the basis in fact of that very univer-
sality, which we therefore cannot call a mere fiction.

Wyclif admits that there is in the mind an act of abstraction by
which the Subjective Universal, or the general idea, is formed, But he
rejects the comparison with Primordial Matter as quite worthless, As a
fact, Matter exists, not in time indeed, but in its nature, previously to
any of its determinations, and this separate existence does not by any
means depend upon our thought of it. Now the same may be said of
Universals, The nature of man (or Humanity) for instance, exists (not
indeed in time but in its essence) previously to any individual man; when
we abstract from individuals we do not make Humanity, we only find it,
The truth of things cannot depend on the truth of our thoughts con-
cerning them (p. 37, L. 30 to p. 39, 1. 3). — To this the reply would
probably be that all Wyclif says here is quite true, but beside the mark,
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The Universal nature of Man certainly must be somehow before we can
abstract it. But the question is, How is it there? Just as it is in our
minds and after we have abstracted it, or otherwise? It is sufficient to
suppose that it is there indeed, but in polentid, not in aciu, as something
merely capable of being abstracted, of being thought as the One in
Many. This capability of being thus thought is real; the being actually
thought as One in Many is notional. What Wyclif has to prove is that
this real aptitude, existing in many individuals, of being embraced in one
idea, is one and the same quality in itself, and not as many qualities as
there are concrete beings, The redness of one poppy and the redness
of another are two concrete determinations of each flower, but such
that we, seeing them, may form thence the general idea of redness. To
say that this redness is one and the same identical reality, universal in
the flower as it is in our thoughts, is to go too far,

It is quite possible (if we remember how universally dominant the
system of Nominalism was in England at that time) to suppose that
Wyclif may never have had the opportunity to speak with a philosopher
holding these moderate views, and his misconception of the theory is
therefore easily accounted for, He goes on to say that philosophers
who deny metaphysical universality to things, and only admit logical
universality, should not be listened to; and he boldly counts (with a
restrictive forfe indeed) Aristotle himself amongst these (p. 39, 1. 3—22).
But the Greek philosopher’s dicfum (Universale animal aut nihil est, aut
posterius est singulari) whilst it certainly militates against Wyclif's system,
may be explained with the greatest ease in the sense of St. Thomas
and his followers, if we take into account Aristotle’s other sayings and
the general drift of his theory of cognition,

Our author proceeds to show other shortcomings in this view, as
he understands or misunderstands it. It would confound metaphysical
with logical truth; yet God made the one first, and allowed men after-
wards to know it by means of the other, It would imply the denial of
an essence which is common to many species, as happens in the case
of a genus (for instance, the essence of Animal is common both to Man
and to Brute), And it would entail the refusal to admit that primordial
matter exists, save when considered as such by abstracting it from its
forms (p. 39, L. 22 to end; p. 40, I. 1—12). — All these difficulties
are set aside by the preceding distinctions.

B*
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Wyclif points out that his theory easily explains the existence of
a more universal form (v, g, Life) in one less universal (Humanity for
example); the former extends to the latter as the divine Essence extends
to the Father. — I believe, however, that the doctrine which made of
God a Universal of which the Three Persons are the particulars had
already been condemned by the Catholic Church; and therefore this
could only have been meant by Wyclif as an analogy. But if only an
analogy, it does not seem at all easy to point out the difference, since
he takes the Trinity and the relations of the Three Persons with each
other and with the Godhead as the central point of his system, If
these relations are identical with those of the Universals and their par-
ticulars, is it not matural to conclude that the Divine Essence must be
a Universal? — A Universal which does not exist in each of its indi-
viduals — such, for instance as Plato’s Ideal Man, which led Aristotle
to deny all reality to Universals — is impossible; that is, impossible
naturally; whether, like the accidents in the Sacrament of the Altar, it
can be miraculously sustained in existence without existing in any par-
ticular, is doubtful; at any rate, it has an existence of its own, far nobler
than that of its subjects (p. 40, l. 12 to p. 41, l. 25), Note here again
how explicitly Wyclif states his belief in the doctrine of Absolute Acci-
dents, of which he was soon to see the incompatibility with his perfected
system. The chapter ends with a few remarks concerning ‘Grammatical’
Universals, which are merely the words used to mean a Universal idea
or thing; and also concerning another division, given by Grosseteste
(p. 41, L. 25 to p. 42, L. 13).

Chapter VIII. Here the author begins by enumerating a series of
objections (p. 43 to p. 44, 1. 11), to which, both here and in the
following chapters, he replies at great length. As he however answers
them in a very diffuse manner, and without any further reference to
them, it is unnecessary to state them here,

A great many ideas, such for instance as God, Being, etc. though
universals in Wyclif’s theory, are not comprised under genera and species,
as Universals should be, — To answer this would be difficult if we
accept the usual definition, We ought rather to say that ‘‘A Universal is
a thing, capable of being predicated as one form existing 7# many
separately, and of those many which are as it were its matter and its
subjects”, If we take this definition, and start from any particular sub-
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stance, we shall find that any Universal predicated thereof is either
predicated of it as a substance or not. If as a substance, either of the
whole substance, and then it is a species, or it is the predicate of another
universal which determines it, and is called genmus, or it determines the
genus in the formation of a species, and is a difference. (Example:
Man = species; animated being = genus; rational = difference,) If the
Universal does not belong to its singular as a substance, it either belongs
to the whole species taken in its abstract essence, and is a property;
or to the individual as such, and is an accident (p. 44, l. 11 to end;
p. 45 L 1 to 16).

God, therefore, though He might be called a Universal if we follow
the old definition (Unum in multis et de mullis predicatum) since He is
predicated of the Three Persons, is not to be called so according to
the one given above, He is not predicated of the Divine Persons as a
form existing in several subjects essentially different, since they have the
same identical essence. Being again, and the other Transcendentals (the
Somcthing, the Good, and the True) do not exist in their subjects as
forms in matter, and correspond to none of the five Praedicabilia above
mentioned; so they, though real, are not properly Universals (p. 45,
l. 16 to p. 46, I. 11). Then our definition of the Universal as a Form
implics that it limits its subjects; whereas both God and Entity are
unlimited, God, as an absolute actuality, and primordial matter, as a
potentiality equally absolute, are both beyond the scope of the Pre-
dicaments, which deal only with substances in which actuality and
potentiality are combined. Units, points, and numbers are like forms in
respect to the singulars which they determine, but in themselves they
rather share the pure potentiality of matter, and so cannot be classed
amonst the Universals (p. 46, 1. 11 to p. 47, }. 29). The difficulty as to
whether universal rationality is or is not the form of singular rationality
is met by the assertion that there is mo such thing as singular rationality
distinct from the singular man, since a singular man and his humanity
are one and the same (p. 47, l. 29, to p. 49, L. 25).

“But if there is One God in ‘T'hree Divine Persons, does it not
follow that there is one Man oaly in many human persons, if we follow
up the theory? This is clearly absurd” (p. 49 to end of chapter)

Chapter 1X. The answer to the preceding question which so ab-
ruptly closes Ch. VIII — so abruptly, indeed, that the division is pro-
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bably a mistake of the copyist, if not of the writer, who, we must
remember, was very young and inexperienced — is that Humanity, one
in itself, is not one but many in its singulars; so that there is not one
man but many. There is only a formal (not a real) distinction between
the individual humanity and the singular man, between the white individual
and his individual whiteness. Persons differ in respect of their singular
humanities; otherwise we might say that there was only one singular
man; which is false and heretical, But singular attributes, unlike those
which are universal, add nothing to the perfection of the being which
possesses them (p. 50—52, L. 7).

Thus a given man is identical with his humanity, his animality, and
his rationality; but these are not identical with one another; just as every
compound nature is at the same time matter, form, and compound, and
yet these three are not the same, though having the same essence.
Matter means a being in its lowest, form the same being in its highest
degree of perfection; and the compound itself is that being considered
both ways, Each of these is therefore the same individual thing viewed
from different standpoints (p. 52, . 7 to p. 53, L. g). Thus, whilst in
intelligent beings three things of the same nature (memory, inlelligence
and will, as is more than once expounded in Wyclif’'s works) form an
image of the Trinity, there is in all beings a vestige of the Trinity,
caused by things that are not of the same nature — genus, species,
and difference, which in man correspond to animality, humanity and
rationality, one underlying the other which determines it, and the two
together forming the species (p. 53, . 9 to end of page).

From p. 54 to p. 57, a discussion concerning the relations between
higher and lower Universals results at the end of the chapter in the
assertion that they differ as one ‘formalitas’ (taken in the sense of Duns
Scotu’s theory) differs from another, The arguments are in great part
unintelligible to my mind; but perhaps the reader may find a clue to
understand them if I set forth here very briefly what I know about.that
once famous and now forgotten theory. It amounts, however, to very
little, Scholastics before Scotus used to admit the distinctio rationis and
the disiinctio realis. The former was a mere distinction between a thing
considered in one way and the same thing considered in another way.
It was divided into distinctio rationis ratiocinantis, in which the difference
in consideration is based, not upon anything in the nature of the thing
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considered which lends itself to this distinction, but merely upon the
action of the thinking mind; and distinctio rationis ratiocinatae, in which
the nature of the thing considered lends itself to the distinction, For
example, we are forced to think God as merciful and just, separating
the two ideas in our mind; but in reality His justice and His mercy are
the same, and are both identical with God’s Essence. But when we think
of Plato as a philosopher and a poet, the same man is both, and there
is no real distinction at all between the two, Yet Socrates, not being
both by his nature, happens to be such that be can be considered from
either point of view; and to consider him osly as a poet, or only as a
philosopher, would not give us a false, but only an inadequate idea of
the man, Real distinction, on the other hand, was affirmed when the
things thought of differed in themselves and anteriorly to being thought,
and this realis distinctio was either major or minor, either sicul res
differt a re, or sicut res differt a modo ipsius rei, There were other,
but less important divisions, — Now Duns Scotus tried to introduce a
distinction that was less than any realis distinctio, and yet greater than
any distinctio rationis. It was the distinctio formalis a natura rei. The
same man is animal and rational; and therefore the distinction between
animality and rationality, taken as factors of the idea Man, is a notional
distinction merely. But animality, taken in itself, is a parfe rei independent
of rationality taken in itself, since animality can really exist without being
accompanied by rationality; and on the other hand, as rationality cannot
exist without animality, the former depends upon the other, But if of two
things one is independent of the other and the second dependent on the
first whether we think of them or not, there must be a real distinction,
but on one side only. A formal distinction was therefore a distinction
which in one respect was merely notional, and was real in another. It
is pretty generally agreed among Scholastics at the present day that
this so-called distinctio jformalis ought to be classed amongst the
dsstincliones ralionis ratiocinatae: though very few, 1 fear, understand
what Scotus really meant, and for what purpose he introduced these
Jormalitaies,

Chapter X, That which answers to the question, What is this? is
the essence of a thing; and this answer being generally true of all things
bearing the same name, the essence of anything must be universal; and
the more universal the more perfect it is, There must be a most and a
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least universal, and one may, by God's power, be united to another of
a bigher or lower rank, This hierarchy is necessary, for the essence
cannot be made up of two or more parts independent of one another,
and consequently accidental (p. 57; p. 58, 1—30). — 7To conceive
Wyclif's meaning more clearly, let us take ‘Something animated and
rational’ on one hand, and Something large and red’ on the other.
‘Rational’ depends on ‘animated’ and is inconceivable without it. A being
may be animated and rational, or animated and not rational, or neither,
but no# rational and not animated; whereas we can perfectly conceive
something large and red, or large and not red or red and not large,
or weither. These, as separately conceivable, are accidental to each
other’s essence, whilst ‘animated’ is essential to ‘rational’.

As there are three sorts of differences, real and essential, real but
not essential, and merely formal difference, so there are correspondingly
three sorts of composition: quantitative, uniting parts really and essen-
tially different, and easily conceivable; qualitative, of matter and form,
which are really distinct, but forming only one essence as the deter-
mining and determinable parts of the same being (that v, g. out of which
a watch is made, and that which makes it to be a watch); and formal
composition, the most abstruse of all, between things which differ neither
really nor essentially. Rationality, for instance, added to animation, makes
Man; these are two, but only formally. This composition is very similar
to that of matter, form, and compound, as may readily be seen: and
these formal parts may be called different modes of the same being
(p. 58, I. 30 to end; p. 59—p. 60, 1. 38).

We can only improperly predicate one of these parts of the other;
and the genus, according to Aristotle, cannot in any sense be predicated
of its difference, for the idea of the latter is outside of the intension of
the former. Amimality and rationalily are, taken together, parts of the
species humanily; and one part is not another. Thence it follows that
entity is not a genus; if it were, it would form a lower species by the
addition of something else, extraneous to entity; but it is clear that
there can be no such thing (p. 60, . 30 to p. 61, . 30). . )

A genus, which belongs to the essence of anything previously to
its species, must at some time or other have all its possible species, for
otherwise it would be mutilated and incomplete (p. 61, 1. 30 to p. 62,
l. 32). Wyclif returns to this idea on p. 137, almost in the same terms
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and with the very same argument; an oversight that we may consider
as a further proof of the youthful inexperience which he confesses, A
few remarks on genera more or less general, and species more or less
special, serve to conclude the chapter (p. 62, 1. 32 to end; p. 63).

Chapter X1, The writer now comes to Specific Difference, by
which the genus is divided into species; and he thereupon treats of
divisions. No genus can be adequately divided by means of one division
alone; and the same may be said of definitions, which contain the
dividing term, affirmed or denied (p. 64). Wyclif here alludes to what
are called cross-divisions, as the example he gives shows plainly, The
number three is odd, prime, and incomposite; that is, not produced by
the addition of other numbers (unity not being considered as a number),
The example is from Aristotle; but it seems that ‘prime’ is an unneces-
sary division; only two numbers, 2 and 3, are ‘incomposite’ in the sense
stated. And ‘odd’, if we add it to ‘incomposite’, leaves the number 3,
whether we add ‘prime’ or not (p, 65, . 1—21),

This theory, however, is exposed to considerable difficultics, ‘I'he
principal is that by introducing more than one principle of division, the
genus is divided into species which overlap, instead of excluding each
other, Wyclifs manner of putting it (p, 65, L. 21 to end; p. 66, L. 1 —13
is somewhat obscure. It may be thus explained: Cross-divisions introduce
differences which arc not essentially contained within the genus, If we
divide amimal, v. g. by two differences which are independent of each
other, such as Jarge and beautiful, and these by others of the same
sort, we can pever get to the ultimate species. This does not explicidy
state that the divisions overlap within the yenus, hut that they may
contain what is beyond it. As a fact, if nut comprised within the genus,
they will overlap: some animals will be large and not Leautiful, others
beautiful and not large In this conmnection we may quote the words of
Jevons (Elementary Lessons in Logic, XII, ¢. 105 —107 , who tikes the
side opposed to Wychf: “The division must be f,unded upon one prin-
ciple or basis. It would Le obaivusly abrurd 1 <oside books ine, f0he,
quarto, French. German, und didtivnaries, Lecause these specics overl. )
cach other. and there may Le Frepch or Gereen dicuonaries whi
bappen to be quartu or fuliv a0d Lelupy to three spicics 2t onee, 8
division of this kind s eaid ) Le a Cross-la, ewom, because there s
more thas oupe priocipie of dnwsion, wnd e sevaradl epecacs o ocon
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sequence cross each other and produce confusion,.... But when sub-
division is employed, and each of the species is considered as a genus
which may be subjected to a further separation, a new principle of
division may and in fact must be employed each time,..,. The most
perfect divisions in a logical point of view are produced by continually
dividing each genus into two species by a difference, of which an example
has been given in the Tree of Porphyry, This process is called Dicho-
tomy.....; it is also called Exhaustive Division, . ...”

To answer this, Wyclif takes the case of quantity, which is either
continuous or not, either having position in space or not. If continuous
and having position in space, it includes all mathematical bodies; if con-
tinuous without position, it is Time, or Duration. Non-continuous quantity,
having position in space, is inconceivable (universaliter negatur, p, 67,
. 25, 26); we have, therefore, only a third species, number, which is
non-continuous and without position in space. Now ‘continuous’ and
‘having position in space’ are not by themselves species in regard to
quantity, and genera in regard to the three subaltern species enumerated;
for if they were, they would exclude each other as species, and not
have the same species (i. e, mathematical bodies) included under them
both as genera. The three species, therefore, though produced by these
cross-divisions, are directly subalterns to quantity. We can take them as
they are; each has a proper difference that belongs to no other, One
is ‘continuous and having positiom in space’; the second is ‘comlinmons
without position’; the third is “neither comtinuous mor having position’,
And this is all we want to distinguish them essentially from one another;
the divisions do not by themselves constitute an essential difference, but
only when taken together (p. 66, l. 12 to p. 69, L 3). A difference may
be said to belong only to one species or to many, according as we
consider all the cross-divisions which make it up, or only one of them;
or as we consider it in itself or together with its opposite; or lastly if
we think it as the difference from one species to another, or between
them. These two last views, however, as Wyclif admits, do not agree
with Porphyry’s standpoint, when he states that a difference expresses
the howness of many different species (p. 69, 1. 3 to p. 70, . 23).

Chapter :’H‘V Here the author begins to treat of accidents. These
can only improperly be said to belong to genera and species. For though
‘whiteness’ may be said to determine the genus ‘colour’, it determines
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as much (if not more) the substance to which it belongs. And whiteness
appearing in A is simply A turning white; it is the production, not of
a thing, but of the mode of a thing. Yet this mode is real, and so in
a sense accidents are realities and have real genera and species (p. 71;
p- 72, 1. 1—21). Here comes the difference between the proprium and
the accidens, The proprium (v. g. risibility in man) is so closely connected
with the abstract essence of the substance that it can have neither genera
nor species in any sense. It is, however, a Universal, constant in all
individuals of the same species or genus, whether the species be ultimate
or not, Sex, for instance, is a property of all animals, and ‘animal’ is a
genus. However, the proprium does not differ really from that of which
it is predicated, just as genus, difference and species are not really
different; whereas the accident differs really from the essence of the
thing (p. 72, l. 21—p, 75, 1. 18).

‘The Proprium is, according to Porphyry, “‘quod inest omni, soli,
et semper”, always present in all individuals of a given class, and in no
others. The accident is what may be present or absent without the
destruction of its subject, It is divided into separable and inseparable:
inseparable in reality, when it is always found in a given individual,
though it may be thought as not present; whilst the other Universals
are not even separable in thought. Even inseparable accidents can be
really separated by God’s power; He can make a substance to exist
without accidents. And though whiteness is ‘the being white of a sub-
stance’ it can also exist without its substance, since it has an essence
different therefrom (p. 75, I. 18 to p. 79, I. 8).

Chapter XIII. Proprium and Accident are said to inhere; the others
to be predicated. How many sorts of Predication are there? Predication
being the union of subject and predicate, there are three sorts, greater,
less, and least, according to the perfection of this union. The first is an
essential union between subject and predicate: ‘Man is an animated being’.
The second implies something real in, but not essential to, the subject:
‘This man is white’. The third implies something that is true of the
subject, but not a real quality existing in it: ‘God is loved by me’. In
Holy Scripture we find that John the Baptist is Elias; this again is true,
but Elias is not really predicated of John the Baptist (p. 8o to p. 82,
l. 20). But if Elias is truly yet not really John the Baptist, why should
it not be as true to say: ‘Peter is Paul?” Because Christ uttered this
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proposition, making it true figuratively, Was the goat which Abraham
sacrificed figuratively Christ, since it was a figure of Christ? No, for not
every figure is figuratively identical with the thing it represents. Some
are, some are not; God alone knows why, Such a form of predication
is only true within its own limits; if taken to mean another kind of
predication, it becomes false (p. 82, L. 20 to p. 84, L 10) — This
theory, from some points of view, is identical with that which in Wyclif’s
later works served him to explain the Eucharistic Presence of Christ.
But in the latter he maintains that the ‘figurative identity’, really true,
can be called real; and in De Apostasia he even maintains that the
Paschal Lamb, being the figure of Christ, was Christ, though less per-
fectly so than the Host. These developments naturally sprang from the
idea here already expressed, that Christ's words have the power of
bestowing on a subject and a predicate some sort of identity that could
not exist without them.

Here he openly combats the assumption that ‘truly’ means ‘really’,
If it did, since the Father is truly different from the Divine Essence, He
would be really so. Probably Wyclif came later to find this distinction
untenable, since the Father is not truly different from the Godhead, but
only according to our imperfect mode of thinking, which distinguishes
what is identical in itself, just as we think separately of Edward VII and
of the King of England. And this is the more likely when we find him
admitting that his sketch of the matter is inadequate, and requires com-
pletion and possibly correction (p. 84, 1. 10 to p. 85, L. 29).

We prove these three degrees of predication by the principle that
all difference of perfection, such as may be found in predication, implies
not only a positive, but a comparative and a superlative as well. And
as, taking a greater, a less and a least within each of these degrees of
entitative perfection, we have the nine choirs of Angels, so we get nine
degrees of predicative union, of which examples are given, There are
also other divisions in this matter (p. 85, 1. 29 to end of chapter).

Chapier XIV. 'The so-called Expositorial Syllogism being closely
connected with predication, Wyclif here proceeds to examine it. Its
general form requires the middle term to be a singular, and it is much
used in different ways to a combat the theory of Universals. Leaving the
detailed examination of this syllogism to another tractate, various fallacies
proceeding more or less from the abuse of this argument will here be
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refuted. “Every fhing is singular, and Realists affirm that Universals are
things”. Yes, but they deny that every thing is singular; for Universal
things cannot be singular. ““Subsfance is identical with ass, and man with
substance”. But this gives no conclusion, since Substance ought to be,
and is not, taken distributively. One might by a like argument prove
the Father to be the Son. The syllogism is worthless unless we say
(which we do not) that Subsfance is identical with each particular man
(p. 87 to p. 8g, L 3).

Aristotle expresses himself differently; ‘a statue, according to him,
is not a stone, but is of stone. But this is only a difference of language:
fo be of stone is lo be a stome modified in a cerfain way; and in like
manner the Father is God from a certain point of view. Any other
manner of arguing lands us in heresy or in absurdity; or would land us
in heresy were it not for the formal declarations of the Church, They
are therefore, dangerous and sophistical subtleties (p. 89, 1. 3 to end of
chapter). , ’

Chapter XV. Wyclif here formulates (p. g1 to p. g4, l. 6) thirteen
objections, most of them bearing on the doctrine of Transcendent Being,
common to God and His creature, and proceeds to answer them. We
give the objections together with the answers.

(1) “If there is Transcendent Entity, there will be also transcendent
beauty, common both to God and the creature; for entity and beauty
imply one another. Every creature would be beautiful with the infinite
beauty of God”, — We must admit, however, the existence of Trans-
cendent Entity, since we conceive it distinctly, apart from the entity of
particulars, and in thinking of it, we certainly think of something. But
the argument is worthless, The Finite possesses the infinite beauty of
God, but not infinitely (p. 94, 1. 6 to p. 95, L. 12). This same distinction
serves also to answer the fifth objection, viz, that God would be no
better than the lowest of His creatures., For though God and the creature
have the same entity, God has it in an infinitely more perfect manner
than the creature. Besides, He possesses special attributes which He alone
can possess (p. 95, L. 12—30). In the text, the preceding objection is
numbered as the seventh. This is a copyist’s mistake no doubt,

(2) “Transcendent entity would be more divine, being universal,
than God Himselt”. — No, for He is the cause of that entity; and His
own incommunicable Being is anterior to the other, as the cause is to
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the effect. He is, therefore, more universal as its cause; it is more
universal in predication only. The mere universality of a predicate does
not argue its perfection, Perfection, however, generally follows; and
always in the case of creatures, if the predication be formal (i. e. essen-
tial to the subject) (p. 95, l. 12 to end of chapter). '

Chapter XV 1. (3) “Transcendent Entity, being caused, cannot be God,
the uncaused; yet it is God, according to this theory”. — a) In so far as it
is caused, it is something that is not-God; but we cannot conclude thence
that it is simply not God, i e. that its idea excludes that of God, 5) It
comprises non-Deity, but it comprises Deity also. ¢) The argument would
only have weight if we were so absurd as to maintain that the Universal
is formally singular; for the Singular alone is unable to be predicated
at the same time of contradictory subjects, The answers 3) and ¢) are
the best, but g¢) is simplest, and suffices: and these answers show us
where we can argue from the affirmative, A is a not-B, to the negative,
A is not B, and where we cannot (p. gg—p. 102, L. 30).

(4) “The goodness of any being would be infinite, since it has
Trancendental Entity”. — Not if the possession be only partial and
finite, But the adversary retorts that this either means: A thing is at the
same time finitely and infinitely good (since ‘to have infinite goodness’
is ‘to be infinitely good’), or means nothing, We deny this; ‘o have
goodness is not the same as fo be good. And if he insists, then we say
that po creature can have infinite essential goodness (p. 102—103,
L. 36).

(6) “God and a stone would be one, since they would have
absolutely the same entity”, — If ‘absolutely’ is meant to determine the
thing which is Transcendental Entity, we have merely the statement that
one and the same thing is a stone, and is God. If it is taken to deter-
mine the affirmation of identity, then a stone would be God; a heresy
which we deny (p. 103, . 36 to p. 104, L 11).

(7) ““There would be only one Being, since Entity is numerically
one, and all things would be identical therewith’>, — But ‘numerically
one’ means in the usual sense a being that is one and cannot exist in
many numerically distinct individuals; in that sense we must deny that
Entity is numerically one, Entity is one in itself, yet may be shared by
many; and if that is meant by ‘numerically one’, the argument fails

(p. 104, L. 11—31).
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(8) “Every being is separately numerable; therefore none can have
being in common with another.”” — The same distinction should be made
here as in (7) (p. 1064, l. 31—39).

(9) “Every being is an individual; therefore there is no universal
Being,” — - A like distinction should again be made. That by which
Universal Being is Universal Being — its formal essence — cannot be
shared with many; and if you call that alone individuality, nothing follows.
But if you say that Being is individual, meaning that it can in no sense
belong to many individuals, we deny this (p. 104, L. 39 to p. 105, L. 11).

(10) “Every creature would be as identical with God as the Father
or the Son is identical with the Divine Essence,”” — It is almost im-
possible to explain the distinction given here without recurring to the
Latin terms used in the text, The Father, according to theologians, is
unum (ens) with the Son; but He is not unus (Pater) with the Son. In
like manner, a horse, for instance is #num (ens) with God, but not unus
(equus) with God. The argument makes the difference between God and
the creature to correspond between that of a Divine Person and the
Godhead: which difference is not real but fictive, Wyclif, on the contrary,
says that it corresponds to the difference between the Persons, which
all Catholic theologians admit to be real (p. 105, L. 11 to p. 196, L. 16).

(11) "If, because every man is a being, there is a Universal Being,
80, because every man is singular, there would be Universal Singularity!
This is absurd.” — Not if properly understood, Truth may be uttered
respecting falsehood, and universality may be predicated of singularity.
But there is no Universal Person; when we say "A Person’, this is a
mere abstraction of the mind; and as soon as personality is abstracted,
it ceases to be incommunicable, There is, in different senses, a singular
Universal and a Universal Singular (p. 106, L. 16 to end of chapter).

Chapter XVII. The adversaries urge that, *‘if the Universal Man
is singular, then it (or he) is identical with the singular man, and there
remains only singular humanity”. — But this is an equivocation; for we
do not say that the Universal is identical with its singular taken as an indi-
vidual. We mean no more than: Every man is this, that, or the other
singular, but is not one of them alone’ (p. 108 to 109, . 30). — ‘But’,
it is said, ‘what does #his, that, or the other stand for? It must be for
one or more singular men, or for nothing at all; if for the first, your
Universal is only so many individuals; if for the second, it does not
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exist’”’, — We answer that there is no need for it to stand for anything
in particular. The subject of a proposition may be unreal, and yet the
proposition may be true; for instance, A Chimaera cannot rusn. One of
two alternatives is true; this is necessary im semsu composito, and false
in semsn diviso, We cannot say that the first alternative is true, nor that
the second is so (i semsu diviso); but we are obliged to admit that

one of the two — we know not which, but take both together (7x
sensu composito) — is necessarily true, with a ‘disjunctive existence’
(p. 109, l. 30 to end of p. 110). — To show this distinction more

clearly still, T may be allowed to quote once more from Jevons’ Ele-
mentary Logic, which sets it forth far better than I could do, ‘““The
Fallacy of Composition is a special case of equivocation, arising from
the confusion of an universal and a collective term. ..., We must not
argue that , .. .. because each of the witnesses in a law case is liable
to give false or mistaken evidence, no confidence can be placed in the
concurrent testimony of a number of witnesses,,,.. The Fallacy of
Division is the converse of the preceding, and consists in using the
middle term collectively in the major premise but distributively in the
minor, so that the whole is divided into its parts, Thus it might be
argued: All the angles of a triangle are (together) equal to two right
angles; ABC is an angle of a triangle, therefore ABC is equal to two
right angles®. It is evident that the argument used by Wyclifs opponents
was a fallacy of Composition. They said: The Universal Man is identical
with the singulars A, B, C ... therefore the Universal Man is identical
with all singular men, and is nothing more than they, Wyclif replied by
positing a ‘disjunctive existence’ of the Universal in each, which is not
the same as singular existence, ,

What then is the nature of this ‘disjunctive existence?’. It consists
in being indifferent to and independent of the subjects in which it is
found, When we say. ‘One of these two, A or B, must be true’, we
predicate the existence of truth as certain; but this existence is not more
bound to A than to B. The Universal then, being to the Particular as
Form is to Matter, may be either contingent or necessary; the Particular
here meaning the general term with Some prefixed to it: Every man is
some man. As matter is vague and indeterminate until determined by its
form, so Some man is in comparison with Every man a vague and
indeterminate object of thought (p. 111—p. 113, L, 11), Wyclif says that
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this is hard to understand, even by philosophers (difficillime a philosophis
et sicut impossibiliter a grossis est secundum hunc modum apprehensibile,
p. 112, 1. 34, 35); and I willingly admit that the general drift of this
passage seems very obscure, Continuing his comparison with matter, he
remarks that as matter may be manifold, so there may be many such
vague, particular, yet not singular, objects. This passage too, at such a
distance of time and without the means of knowing any more about the
question than our author chooses to say, — seems to me ‘difficillime
apprehensibile’; and as I frankly confess in a foot-note (p. 113) con-
cerning the two following paragraphs, I must rank myself amongst the
grossi, to whom the apprehension of these things is as it were impossible
(p. 113, L 11 to p. 114, . 40). The chapter closes with some further
remarks about Particularity, as distinct both from Singularity and from
Universality, properly so called (p. 114, l. 40 to p. 115, L. 30).

Chapter XVI11l. The first three pages (p. 115 to p. 118, L. 20
are relatively without interest, being merely a continuation of the former
remarks, and winding up with the assertion that the difficulty consists in
pointing out what thing corresponds to the truth of disjunctive propo-
sitions, and consequently (I may say) of particular propositions in general,
For a particular proposition, v. g. ‘Some man runs’ is equivalent to an
indefinite number of disjunctives, containing all the singulars under Every
Man: ‘The man A, or the man B, or ,.... the man Z runs, But I must
here explain a point which, if left unexplained would seem not far
removed from absolute absurdity, On p. 115, and again on p. 118, Wyclif
declares that a disjunctive may be true when #neither of its parts are
true; and he gives us an example: I speak or I do not speak. Now it
looks as if there could be no time when I neither speak nor do not
speak, Such, however, is not his meaning, The disjunctive proposition is
true, — when? Eternally. Now neither I speak nor I do nof speak is
eternally true. If we understand thus the ““pro aliqua mensura vel aliquo
tempore™ on p, 116, 1. 10, and p. 118, I. 5, 6, the whole meaning of
the two passages is quite clear,

At this point, our author examines the question of the inherence
of the Universal in its particulars, As there are three kinds of difference
and of predication, so there are also three degrees of inherence. When
I say: “My right eye or my left is necessary to see”, “Necessary to

see” belongs in fact either to one eye or the other, but vaguely and
De Universalibus, Cc
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without exclusion of inherence in either (the examples given here are
mine, not Wyclif's). When I say: “A or B is the first boy in the class™,
“First boy in the class’ belongs to A or to B; we know not to which
of the two, yet we know that it belongs distinctly to one, excluding the
other. This is a higher form of inherence, since the vagueness is only
in our thought, not in the fact. The lowest of these forms, being the
least perceptible, has been denied by some, who are too deeply plunged
in the senses to perceive it. The highest is when a Universal is affirmed
of many together: as, ‘‘All men are mortal”., *“Mortal” belongs to each
man separately and to the whole multitude of singular men together, The
cavils of our opponents proceed from their not distinguishing between
these various sorts of inherence, and are answered victoriously by means
of this distinction (p. 118, L. 20 to end of chapter).

Chapter XIX. Wyclif replies to the objection numbered (13), inter-
verting the order of the objections stated in Ch. XV, “The Proprium,
or property, is not part of the essence of the species, yet it is common
to all. In what subject then does the Universal Proprium inhere? When
we say, ““Man is capable of laughter”, Capable of laughter does not
belong merely to individual man, being common to all; nor to the species,
since the Universal Man is not capable of laughter”. There are several
answers, One is that ““capable of laughter’ is nothing but a peculiar
standpoint from which the species Man is considered, and therefore is
objectively identical with Man. But the faculty of laughing varies in the
individuals in which it is found (p. 122). Again, we may say that the
proposition means only that every man, gud man, is capable of laughter;
here man is taken, neither as an individual nor a species, but as something
between; and we have theological instances which authorize us to do so
(p- 123, 1. 1—37). For we may consider the Universal man either without
reference to the subjects in which it inheres, or with such reference; in
the first case, the species man cannot laugh, in the second it can
(p- 123, L. 37 to p. 124, L 24). There are also other answers which
amount nearly to the same; and by meaps of these or similar answers,
difficulties concerning accidental Universals are also solved. We must,
however, remark that though we speak of species and genera in
accidents, these are mere abstractions — not realities like the essential
differences of substances one from another (p. 124, 1. 24 to end of
chapter).
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Chapter XX. Possibly following up the idea of ‘abstract Universals®,
Wyclif now proceeds to state that some are simply real, some potentially
real, and some merely conceptual, or pure abstractions. There is only
one sun, but by a miracle there might be many. The sun is therefore
a potential Universal, which in the ordinary course of nature exists only
in one singular. If we admit St. Thomas’ doctrine that each angel is of
a different species which cannot possibly exist in more than one individual,
we shall still be able to conceive the Universal of each species of angel,
though this is only Universal in our minds (p. 127, 1. 1—27). Thus
there are three degrees of Universality, from greatest to least: actual,
potential, and merely conceptual; though these degrees have nothing to
do with the entitative perfection of the singulars. Of the last (conceptual)
we may say that we ought to follow the doctrine of St. Thomas con-
cerning Angels, and consequently admit in their case only conceptual
universality, These three degrees are in close connection with the degrees
of essential difference above mentioned (p. 127, 1 27 to end of chapter).

Chapter XXI. Wyclif returns to the question already dealt with
before, viz.,, whether there can be any Universal which is never existent
in any of its singulars, and he proceeds hereupon to classify the ten
categories — substance and the nine sorts of accidents, which are the
substance as perfected in three ways (quidditatively, qualitatively, and
quantitatively) and in three degrees (little, more, and most). These, com-
bined, give nine determinations of Substance; but it is very difficult —
if we admit (though this is doubtful) that the Nine Categories of Aristotle
rightly correspond to these divisions of Substance — to show how and
in what sense they correspond; we may let the question drop (p. 131
to p. 135, . 30). Notwithstanding we can show that there must be ten
categories and not more, but omit for want of space many arguments
by which this division can be proved (p. 135, l. 30 to p. 137, 1. 13).
Now these ten categories have under them species of which they consist;
and if any species were wanting, they would therefore be mutilated;
which is contrary to God’s wisdom and power. But certain species will
not exist after the Day of Judgment (p. 137, 1. 13 to end of chapter).

Chapter XXII examines whether Universals have more perfect entity
than their respective singulars. It must be so, for no number of singulars
can equal the perfection of the species. Yet the individual Man, not the

Universal, - is the image of God and of the Trinity, If then intellectual
C*
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natures have Universals, these cannot.be more perfect; which contra-
dicts what has just been said. Most writers deny that this image exists
in the: human soul, for then it would be, like the Trinity, Three Persons;
and the Word of God united to the human soul in Christ would be also
three persons. But the fact is that the Church, having for very good
reasons chosen to call the Uncreated Three by the name of persons,
and not the Created Trinity, we may either call the latter so or not;
there is nothing derogatory to God in doing so (p. 139 to p. 142, L 25).
As to Christ, if we call the parts of a soul persons, we must assume
that when united to the Word, they lose their hypostases; if not, we
may simply call them constituents: it does not follow that what is a
Person in God must necessarily be a person in man (p. 142, l. 25 to
p- 143, L 14). At any rate, the argument first stated fails. If each man
is the image of God, the Universal Man, being each singular man, is the
image of God many times repeated, and therefore far more perfect, This
as regards natural perfection; as to supernatural entity, a singular may
be more perfect than the Universal (p. 143, L 14 to end of chapter).

Chapter XXIII. Wyclif now at last answers the twelfth difficulty,
which tends to show that Universals, doing nothing and being of no
use, are mere superfluous monsters. This he denies. For firstly they are
the formal causes of things. It would be impossible for any singular
being to exist without them, since the singular is implied in the Universal,
They are also final causes, The non-existence of Man would mean the
non-existence of any singular man, and not vice versd; therefore the
former does not exist for the latter, but the latter for the former; and
as the non-existence of Man would be a far greater evil than the non-
existence of any particular man, the existence of the former is a far
greater good than that of the latter (p. 145 to 147, 1. 26). Also, they
are, in a sense, efficient causes, ‘Man’ does what his singulars do, i, e.
in his singulars, though mnot in himself, They are not properly agents,
however, nor need they be. In themselves they do not act, but in their
state of union with individuals, the acts of these may be said to be
theirs, since they are the principles of the individuals. Therefore they
are exceedingly useful, and far more so than their individuals (p. 147,
. 26 to p. 150, 1. 4). Universal man is a bond of common humanity
between man and man, and we should rejoice that this bond exists
(p. 450, I. 4 —17). Wyclif ends the chapter and the work by declaring
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that in view of the great advantage which accrues to us thereby, no
one should deny the Universals, if not certain that they do not exist,
and it is impossible to attain such certitude. Men who bave a common
board (this looks like a hit at some monastic opponents) ought not to
be so set against a common humanity. “For myself,” he says, *“I rejoice
to share therein, and I feel that it deserves far more praise and love
than my own individuality.”

III. Analysis of the Fragmenta.

As the writer declares on p. 256, 1. 16, 17, “Suppono quedam
tradita in 3% (ractatu loyco Magistri Johawnis Wyclif,”” we are, as I
said before, entitled to regard these pages as at least inspired by the
Master, though written by a disciple, But nowhere else in his printed
works does Wyclif give such desperate and uncompromising directions
for the defender in an exercise of ‘Obligations’; and most likely they
were only for use in cases of extreme danger, and when the defender
was very hard pressed. I have already stated at some length (Logica,
vol, L. Introduction, pp. XXVII—XXX) what I suppose this exercise to
have been, and need not repeat it here.

There are three modes of answering in the Exercise of Obligations,
The first consists in admitting the premises of the syllogism separately,
and denying them, if taken together so as to form a copulative. And if
they be not thus taken together, it is still possible to deny the con-
clusion of any syllogism; for it is impossible to prove that the conclusion
is right without a copulative proposition, which can always be denied
‘p. 152 to 153, 1. 26). This looks a good deal like an abuse of dialectical
subtlety; for then any argument, however powerful, might be rendered
worthless, For instance: “All men are mortal and Englishmen are men”,
might be denied, whilst we admit each of the parts separately; and it
becomes very hard indeed to prove the copulative syllogistically when
there is no direct denial of its parts, And the writer remarks (p. 154,
l. 30—35) that this and the following mode of defence are available
not only in Obligations, but in other arguments (indifferenter in casu vel
extra casum). But no doubt it was a convenient way of getting out of
a tight place,
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The second mode of answering consisted in admitting or deaying
the premises as may be more convenient, but always denying the con-
clusion. And if it be argued: You ought to admit this conclusion, for
you know it is logically drawn; answer: ““To be logically drawn is not
enough, the conclusion must not make me contradict myself; and therefore
I deny it” If v. g. you admit that Every man rums, deny its contra-
dictory (that some man does not run); then, should the opponent say:
“You do not run and you are a man;” you can also admit this, but deny
the conclusion, as landing you in self-contradiction (p. 153, 1. 26 to
P. 154, I. 35). This mode too seems to savour somewhat of quibbling.
It may be doubted, indeed, whether “in casu vel extra casum’ has the
sense which I give to it, viz,, that these answers are applicable to all
arguments; but I do not know what other sense they can bear, specially
together with the context (obligatus, 1. 34). Moreover, casus is very often
used by Wyclif in this precise sense. Compare Logica, vol. I, p. 70,
l. 25, 26; p. 71, 1. 3, 6, 10, 11; and further in many places, in which
casus stands for the proposition put for admission and denial in the
Exercise of Obligations.

The third mode is much simpler, but must, if followed, have led —
possibly with no bad results — to the total abandonment of this Exer-
cise, It is as if a chess-player had found an easy means to get a drawn
game in every case. You answer as you like, and deny the conclusion:
if urged, deny that there is any power of conclusion in the premises,
because in these Exercises words have no longer the meaning which
they usually bear, A man swears that he is committing perjury; is he
doing so or not? Answer Yes or No, as you please, If Yes, the adver-
sary then points out that you contradict yourself, since you admit that
he speaks the truth. You deny that; and when he presses you, say;
The argument is unmeaning, and has therefore no consequence at all:
the propositions have been admitted, merely because in these exercises
one is obliged to admit or deny them, The writer ends by pointing out
(no doubt to a very raw beginner) that such an answer cannot be used
except in these special cases (p. 154, l. 35 to p. 156, 1. 8). The few
lines entitled Imsolubilia Pulchra call for no comment, and are only
important because of the allusion to Wyclif which they contain, '
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IV. Analysis of the Notae et Questiones Variae.

It is almost impossible to analyze a text so corrupt as this. It is
better then to take the two most salient passages. From p. 158 to
p. 161. Wyclif examines the question whether every truth has a corre-
sponding falsehood. By falsehood we cannot mean non-entity, for then
we would mean nothing (p. 159, . 5—10); it is an entity, the belief that
something which is, is not. Now the First Truth (There exists a God)
can have no corresponding falsehood, since that would be an entity, and
absolutely bad, even as God is absolutely good; but nothing is absolutely
bad. Nor can the Second Truth (Creatures exist) have a corresponding
falsehood. That, if it existed, would be the worst of all things; and
there is no such ‘worst’. — And consequently since these truths, which
are entities, make up the sum of being, no truth can have an opposite
falsehood: for no entity has a contradictory non-entity. — Waiving for
a moment the peculiar theories of Wyclif’s system, we cannot but admit
that this last argument sheds light upon many a modern controversy,
Hegel has affirmed, as all know, that Being and Non-Being are one and
the same, since to be thought of is to be, and Non-Being is thought of.
As Wyclif points out, Non-Being is not, and cannot be, the contradictory
of Being, When we say Some Non-Being is a Being, we say true in a
certain sense; when we say, Some Not man is a man, we say what
cannot possibly be true. Yet the first proposition, as it stands, looks as
self-contradictory as the second. As a matter of fact, Being is not taken
in the same sense in the subject as Being in the predicate; we have two
different terms, though there is a certain analogy between them, The
Principle of Contradiction (pace Hegel!) thus remains unassailable, since
it only affirms that you cannot assert and deny at the same time the
same thing in the same sense. Non-Being is something thought of, but it
is not thought of in the same way as Being thought of without the
negation, In the same way, if it should be said; What is not thought of
is thought of: "It is,” we answer, “but it is thought of negatively, whilst
the predicate Thought of embraces every manner of thinking.” These
subtleties are worth while noticing, since the name of their inventor is
Hegel.

Another point, which touches the very essence of Wyclif's theory,
is that All positive entities exist in one first mode of being, and conse-
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quently, that All positive entities (omne gemitum) have eternal existence
(esse) p. 167 —168. We cannot, of anything that has existed or will
exist (positive entities) say absolutely, ““This does not exist”. Since it is
eternally true that it will exist or has existed, the ‘will exist’ or ‘has
existed’ 7s eterpal; and this truth being identical with entity, sume entity
must therefore be everlastingly predicable of this being, and no absolute
negation of its existence can be true, Therefore everything exists (in a
sense) eternally; but we must distinguish between its intelligible existence,
its becoming, and its specific being. Only the first is everlasting. Thus
far Wyclif; but it is easily conceivable that his followers may have pro-
ceeded farther. For the ‘becoming’ of any being is eternally true, and
so is its specific being; and if we distinguish between its ‘intelligible
becoming’ and its ‘becoming as a fact’, then it may be urged that ‘be-
coming as a fact’ is also eternally true, The argument might be continued
indefinitely, with an indefinite number of distinctions, neither assailant
nor defender being worsted.

V. Analysis of De Materia.

Though the text of this tractate is less corrupt than that of the
former three, if we consider each sentence in particular, it is not less
difficult to analyze than they are., There is a great gap, — I think
between pages 172 and 173; indeed it would seem as though what
precedes p. 173 has no connection whatever with the rest of the
treatise. The title, De Materia, is merely conjectural (see Shirley’s Cata-
logue) and nothing more is said about matter after p. 172. This indeed
is not a sufficient reason to conclude that these two parts are fragments
of different treatises, for Wyeclif is often given to wandering far from his
subject; but it authorizes us in analyzing the two parts separately,

First Part (p. 170—173). Primal matter never can be a predicate,
This means, not that we cannot say of any given body, This is matter;
but that it is the first underlying subject of all forms; all forms or
determinations are therefore predicable of it, and not vice versd. We say
truly, This is matter, but then we mean determined matter, not the first
underlying subject. The question is, whether this primordial matter is
absolutely formless in its essence, Wyclif proceeds to solve the problem,

noting the different terms used to denote matter, form, and compound,’
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he defines substantial and accidental form, and draws certain corollaries
from these premises, which no doubt were to serve for the full solution:
but the first part comes to an end here, and we find nothing more on
the subject.

Second Part (p. 173 to the end of the work). Here we have two
questions answered. The first, is (p. 173, 1. 2, 3) Whether the Universals
have only ideal being in the Divine Mind; the second seems to be, so
far as I can judge, Whether the Universals are really distinct from their
singulars. To the first he answers {p. 173, L. 3, 4; p. 175, L. 14, 15)
that we must admit the Divine Ideas of all things; and (p. 173, L 38,
39) that every creature, in its intelligible being, is God. He nowhere
states explicitly that the Universals have only ideal Being in God; but
this is easy to gather from the whole sense of p. 174. — As to the
second question, he on p. 179, L 4, 5, after having described the various
sorts of Universals, and enumerated the various opinions concerning
them, declares distinctly that there is no Universal that is really and
essentially different from its singulars. Such an opinion is, perhaps
wrongly, ascribed to Plato by Aristotle, Yet the Universal has an entity
of its own, and differs from its singulars by a formal difference only;
but each Universal differs really from every other,

Such are the five tractates, or fragments of tractates, which arc
now published. Either by reason of their original imperfections, or by
those which the copyists have introduced, they are far less easy to
analvze than the works contained in the first volume, Yet even the short
and inadequate analysis which 1 have given shows here and there many
flashes of profound thought, not unworthy of the great thinker who
wrote these tractates.
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CAPITULUM PRIMUM.

b is i i i 1 i i Are there
103 | Cum multis in philosophia prima famosis visum {f¢there

sit oportere non esse formas quasdam rerum communes forms of things,
quas quidam universalia seu rerum universalitates el f;hvf:
5 appellant, aliis vero apparet huiusmodi formas sic ne- "t'gsgc;";,":h’:::‘
‘cesse esse; et eciam illi qui res singulares existentes admit them in
has formas habere, vocibus negant, corde illas habere ’:,‘,‘J,‘;g,*,-‘:,‘,‘;‘
profiteri coguntur; et quamvis eas a singularibus voce- q‘,‘:ztgml;‘ech:s
tenus removent, semper mente ipsas in illis participant; _ disputed, .
1oet nedum intellectus, sed et sensus corporei tales for- '}c‘,‘iﬁi’:‘{h‘::
mas ix} singul.aribus perciper? videntur, prius naturaliter Afguments on
percipientes istam substanciam esse coloratam quam in our days,

: T ge . . . . regarding them
ipsam hoc vel alia specie coloris colorari, et prius esse """ Gif

i . ini for- impartiality.
rubram quam vel hoc vel illo gradu rubedinis profor- gFPariaity.

15mari: propter quod, licet retractis temporibus multa presume on the

et plurima, hinc, inde, alta et profunda contra et iuxta "’:;‘;'g‘,,ff,u‘:“'

posita sint, ut veritas huius materie claresceret; videtur tru%f ‘gi*’v‘e?lgd
tamen non esse inutile eciam in nostro tempore ad- lightin this

: . matter. Let us
huc utcumque motiva apparencia que occurrere pote-th:n ei,, humble

sorunt contra et iuxta se ponere et oculo indifferenti °°:2ﬂ§;‘:‘
perspicere easdem, si forte dominus veritatis falsitatem _whether the
circa hanc materiam detegere et verum, ita amplius,i,‘}f,'gsf"e;'}’.’t.°g,
patefacere dig_nar.etur. Et sicut nemo presumere .dgbet iﬂ°t§:‘D§§i‘:‘e
quod - de veritatibus suis materiam hanc hominibus mind.

2 delucidare posset, sic nemini pie et humiliter in veri-
tate philosophari conanti desperandum est; quando deus
infinite potens, sciens, et benivolus est eum in hac re ad
satis illuminare. Accedamus ergo cum fiducia ad tronum

gracie, motivis hinc inde petentes, querentes, et puls-

1. Capimuium primum deest MS. 2. Gap for initial fetter MS.
2. (2) fomosis' MS.  12. E_Ercipicns () MS. 22, ta MS. 23. me un
pro neminini MS.  27. cu pro eum MS. .

1. MSS. Univ. Prag. IV. H. 9. 2. Phslosophia prima, i. e,
Ontology or General Metaphysic. 12, Percipienies. In this copy
there are a great many grammatical errors. I shall only correct
those which render the sense ambiguous.

De Universalibus, !
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antes, si in mente divina sint vel non sint forme rerum
ydeales communes.

Some even Videtur enim gquibwsdam literatis ad salutem
f:':,’e'nd;r,{,hj: necessarium non discredere esse huiusmodi formas
existence would ydeales; valde eciam infidelis esset deo qui sibi hunc
against faith mundum sensibilem abnegaret. Et quia multitudo ydea-

anless ther¢ rum (a katholicis doctoribus in nullis vel paucis famosis

evident reason H : .
e aaoh negare presumentibus) creditur esse mundus architypus

w

We, taking it longe preciosior mundo | isto sensibili, infidelis deo 194

that the . F—. : : B
argnments Videretur qui sine patenti racione hunc mundum archi-1o

pro are . ul i -
e, typum abnegare presumeret. Et quia credimus argu

those contra menta pro parte affirmativa de necessitate concludere,
being sophisms, ot pro parte negativa esse puras apparencias zophisticas,
?;m:?f::g ideo in primis, si quod motivum pro affirmacione
in the first occurreret inducemus, posterius zophismata huius ma- 15

Place examine terie, si deus dederit, dissolvenda, Et quia ydee in mente

f"}L!ifl’filg‘ proper divina videntur potissime esse intelligibilitates prime et
of things rutl’l’y propriissime rerum ad extra, ideo pro primo argu-

exists In God- mento videndum est si in hoc eis veritas consenciat.

alll(;t’;f:s;solfe. Argumentatur igitur sic: deus maxime propri.e 20
is 2 man, of intelligit hominem ut homo est, Sor ut Sor est, et ani-
any individual ma)l ut animal est etc. Igitur in mente divina est pro-
;l::;ivaigiﬂlgktgg priissime intelligibilis h‘Oan ut homo _est, etc. I:It per
being as that consequens in mente divina est proprie propria intelli-
apimated being. gibilitas hominis, ut homo est; et per consequens deus 25
being may be secundum illam solum intelligit hominem ut homo est,
: “',?,‘,‘.’.,‘,‘i,‘i’s"" et non ut Sor est, vel ut animal est: igitur est proprie
individual, bt propria intelligibilitas in mente divina animalis ut animal
tllliir?eiclilif}lel::;t est, alia ab animalitate Platonis; et sic de Sorte ut
ways with full Sor est. 30
ﬁ%g";;‘gi';gd:aﬁf Igitur in mente divina sunt tres intelligibilitates
the less general, maxime proprie. Prima singularis, scilicet Sortis, ut
g:.',’;’,;{‘f this js Sor est. Secunda communis, et 32 universalior. Igitur

indubitable. o5t dare universalem ydeam hominis, ut homo est, in
iggggsgimi;g iign mente divina, et aliam animalis, ut animal est, et aliam 35
an archetype; corporis, ut corpus est, etc. Nec est ponendum in du-
’°O'fhfng;8’q",:‘a°“ bium, si deus intelligat propriissime Sortem ut Sor est,
man is the et hominem ut homo est, et animal ut animal est, etc.,
c‘.’-;:}fﬂg‘iﬁf, cum homo intus proprie intelligat Sortem ut Sor est,

qua individual.

gua man, n0l et hominem ut homo est, etc. Cum igitur in mente 40

53. lia ¢ MS.  16. dissolvende MS.  21. Sor ut ut MS. 3. ho




CAP: 1. DE UNIVERSALIBUS. 3

v 1 ia i 1zibili ini This_proves
dxvma.propne propria mtell.|g1b111tas'homm.xs, ut homq that Ubhoves,
est, sit apud deum proprie propria racio formandi Humanity is

. L : n - créated
hominem, ut homo est, igitur fleus secundum illam non separately from
potest formare ad extra hominem, ut Sor est, vel ut Ats individual.

L . . . an,
5animal est, vel ut calidus est, vel aliquo alio modo, coul ot be”

nisi ut homo est, et per consequens secundum illam ligitle 1o
racionem non potest ad extra formare nisi humanitatem _unless that
simpliciter, et per consequens communem humanitatem; :J‘e‘ﬁ},“g‘,‘;‘s';‘,,y,
ut est impossibile quod in mente divina esset intelli- there. The
1o gibilis propriissime homo ut homo, nisi ibi esset proprie intelligiblities
propria intelligibilitas hominis, ut homo, cum esse pro- Of,ss,‘m:",y’

104 priissime intelligibilem hominem | ut homo sit proprie individualiy,
propria intelligibilitas hominis ut homo etc, Sic quod separale forﬂ.és
in mente divina est propria proprie intelligibilitas Sortis, "Lm%hi.-’e%k’

H 1 1 ini Y C @ separatel
1>ut So.r est, et proprie proprla‘hommls, ut.homo, et e
proprie propria animalis, ut animal. Nec prima potest the world of

esse aliquareliquarum, cum tunc intelligibilitas proprie *"***%%*
propria animalis, ut animal est, esset intelligibilitas
proprie propria Sortis, ut Sor est, et per idem esset
20 intelligibilitas proprie propria Platonis ut Plato est, et
Brunelli ut Brunellus est, et istius equi, ut iste equus

est; quod contradiccionem implicat, cum tunc solius ag}?: Ideal,”
Sortis intelligibilitas esset non solius. Sortis intelli- wggf '}
gibilitas. » ‘ fo}r%ziangzn]:ot
25 Igitur, cum sunt per ordinem ille 3% diverse in-be it}mtzlems:me
telligibilitates in mente divina, scilicet proprie propria archetype of an
animalis, ut animal est, hominis ut homo est, Sortisndivi ‘;‘gb{;’ti‘:
ut Sor est, et quelibet illarum secundum hoc est racio all lil:ﬂi"ig,u%lills
proprie propria et exemplar deo ad formandum ad extra: ‘gnd _nyo; éq'
30 patet [quod ] secundum primam deus format propriissime{g‘;;cg'f;‘"ccéh‘ig
ad extra animalitatem simpliciter, et per consequens I'r"tiggs-‘
communem et non singularem; et per secundam format exemplars are
humanitatem simpliciter communem et non aliquam [lup distinet,

singularem; quia, qua racione unam singularem, eadem threcii:llizr;gsm
- . . . . . ¢
35et quamlibet... Et illa racio esset proprie propria distinct also.

o L. . - . . Otherwise, God
humamtatl culdam, et non esset proprie propria eldem. would l"lot

Secundum autem terciam propriissime. format Sortei- properly know,

9. pgo le MS.  3o0. quod deest MS.

21, Brumellus occurs elsewhere in Wyclifs works as the
name of an ass, 35, Et illa. Some words seem to be omitted
here. . .
1 *
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v. & what tatem. Et sicut ille forme exemplares propriisime ad
i',':ie?}, ‘g,’;, lf,n’f;. invicem distingwuntur, ita opportet et propriissima eorum
thisor that " formata ad extra, quando existunt, distingwi, Igitur
opportet distinccio inter humanitatem simpliciter, ani-
malitatem simpliciter, et Sorteitatem, et istam animali-
tatem singularem, et humanitatem simpliciter, et istam
humanitatem singularem: alioquin proprie propria in-
telligibilitas animalis, ut animal est, esset proprie
propria huius animalis, ut hoc animal est, et sic esset
proprie propria alterius ut huius, et tercii, et sic de:o
aliis omnibus: quod est inconveniens, ut prius.
Notwith- Et videtur quod non [sophistice sed] sincere et
d':&'éf.’"i%at“, in simplicitate bene perpendens vim huius racionis,
P;‘;::g&ft"‘i':’ non obstante quod vis hec non sit hic expressa per-
must convince fecte, habebit efficax et sufficiens motivum ad assen-15
a"ymc,,',:',d'd ciendum primo formis ydealibus, eciam communibus,
et hoc in deo; deinde formis universalibus in rebus
creatis singularibus subiectatis,

It led Plato and  Videtur eciam quod Plato, et alii sapientes ante
others to admit

(]

both the jdeal €t posterius eum vi huius racionis | (que vis varie in 193

Wopld and the argumentis potest explicari); vi, inquam, quod moti -
Universals; as fuerint ad ponendum vere universalia ydealia in mente
Adgustint®a¥® dei; et exhinc formas communes rebus singularibus
it . secundum illas ydeas inpressas. Unde beatus Augustinus,

wisdom, unless 83 questionum, questione 46%, sic scribit: “Non est ve- 15
"fhi‘;";’:::;*‘,:‘:“ risimile sapientes ante Platonem istas raciones quas
Plato ydeas vocat, non intellexisse; siquidem ex eis
tanta vis conmstituitur ut nisi hiis intellectis sapiens esse
nemo possit.”” Et sequitur: “Sunt namque ydee princi-

ghugustine’s pales queda_f'n forme vel raciones rerum stabiles atque 3o
ldeal Forms, incommutabiles que ipse formate non sunt; ac per hoc
according 19 eterne et semper eodem modo se habentes; secundum
made and  eas tamen dicitur formari omne quod oritur vel interit.”

g°:',fir,;';s,a" Et postmodum arguit ydeas esse; ut, vi argumenti
superioris 'ista racione expressa, necesse est deum om- 23
nia condita raccionabiliter facere et gubernare. Sed
impossibile est quitquam fieri racionabiliter sine
racione, ergo est dare raciones quibus deus causat
universalitatem ad extra, et ille sunt ydee, de quibus

est sermo. 40

12. sophistice sed deest; a gap MS. 20. ptg MS.  28. et ut MS.
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Nec restat aput quem sint iste raciones eterne, nisi They must be

aput deum. [SJacrilegum enim esset dicere deum intueri God od, for
extra se exemplar sui ad extra producti. :?gnf;ol;f
Nec potest dici quod non sint multe raciones, quia, things to be

5ut dicit Augustinus: “Restat ut omnia racione sint g Siotcd, o

condita, nec eadem racione homo quam equus.” Hoc T’l:le;*ll'_f'::t’fbe
enim absurdum est existimare pro tanto, quia tunc many, for the
proprie proprla racio producendi equum esset proprie ‘,:g‘;:;yg;n‘;,i,:‘
propria racio producendi hominem, et e contra: quod be 1“;‘:‘““3
1o contradiccionem implicat, vel non esset in mente divina
proprie propria racio equi secundum quam deus pro-
priissime formaret equum ad extra, cum tamen racio-
nabiliter propriissime servet equum ad extra.
Nec potest dici quod proprie propria racio intrinseca They must be
15equi ad extra sit illa racio proprie propria, 2™ quam different from
deus format sic proprie equum ad extra, Licet enim el;:;g:?:;lg:h
equus secundum illam racionem formetur a deo, non these increate
tamen deus secundum illam creatam racionem format 2°d cternsl
ad extra equum, sed secundum racionem proprie propria
20increata et eterna; quia secundum intelligibilitatem
proprie propriam equi, que necessario est eterna,

Hec ergo proprussxme rerum ad extra formabilium They sppear in

» e mirror of

195" intelligibilitates ' in speculo deitatis sicut ydola pulcher- l)enyl as
rima, eterna, incommunicabiliter relucentes, sunt ipsa- ,m‘:;‘gf“gf

25rum rerum primo potissime et maxime proprie racio- things which
nes, forme exemplares exernplano, et producibilitates. prod’uced
Nemo ergo audeat negare ydeas in mente dei, nisi JBd 1o deny,
_sciat vere salvare deum posse proprie, et distincte valde !;e necessary
intelligere atque racionabiliter formare, exemplare, et this denial

"30 producere res extra producibiles ut sunt sic distincte it the
et proprie valde intelligibiles, formabiles, exemplabiles 3;’,‘,‘,}??°§?
et producibiles racionabiliter, negando proprie proprias that He can
et simpliciter necessarias rerum extra producibilium P[educe;
raciones, - exemplaria, intelligibilitates, et producibilitates. l‘econclhi%!llon

35Cum autemm hoc quod sic salvandum esset a negante ¥ possidle.
ydeas in deo contradiccionem implicare videtur, omnino .
consenciendum nobilibus illis ydeas clare 1mmedxate

divina dicentibus se esse ibidem ......

2. acrilegum (quite plain) MS. a2. for® MS.  20. ut twice MS.

37. Some words are no doubt wanting here; the text seems,
besides, to be corrupt as it stands, though that of course must
remain uncertain,



CAPITULUM SECUNDUM.

Tl[))ls mu;)ror of - Secundo principaliter argumentatur: cum essencia
t

:Qs%mg};g divina sit speculum intellectuale, verum, mundum, clarum,
perfect, mast
P all the et amplum simpliciter infiniter, igitur sicut speculo

lmagcs‘Of corporah et sue contradiccioni speculari multam dero-
Crefa't):dsathfngs, garet si in eo non possent relucere vera et propria
or even a H saibili : : S _
common D 4 o ydola corporalxter visibilia, sic magis derogaret illi spe

\; wgrthless, culo si non possent in eo relucere vera ydola et valde
’,egre::,ft';&t propria intellectualiter visibilia rerum intellectualium
object. 3 speculo illo distancium et diversarum. Et quia spe-
culum illud propter infinitatem sue perfeccionis non
potest recipere in se de novo ab alieno talia ydola —
ymmo, magis derogaret illi speculo actualissimo, si non
necessario eternaliter in eo omnium ydola talia relu-
cerent, cum tamen ibi relucere possunt — igitur de
actu necessario tot relucent quotquot poterint.
Again, ,akt,),],g Item, signato quocunque possibili, deus necessario
B il . DL, .
» crezufre, God 1{1t¢111g1t 1llud,. et noscit noticia simplicis appreh'ens.loms,
kn;)ws it; sicut necessario noscit illud posse esse; ergo, si aliquod
o emit ©  intelligibile quod posset intelligere non de actu intelli-
His actually | H i igibile i i i-
Knbwing k2, geret, deus sciret qu.od u}telhglblle ipse posset mEellx
He does not gere et non de actu intelligeret: quod est inconveniens,
oW il Cum autem deus apud se distincte | et proprie valde
signaret et diceret intellectualiter illud quod posset
intelligere, et tamen illud non intelligeret, videtur
contradiccionem implicare, distincte scilicet et proprie
signare et dicere intellectualiter hoc, et non intelligere hoc.
Then, 1(;5,“ Argumentatur igitur sic: Deus simpliciter necessario
knowledge | 121 isti H
bama pertict, intelligit distincte et proprie valde hoc (demonstrato
2 Capitulum Secundum deest; gap of one line and blank space for
nitial S. MS.  19. 9° pro ergo Ms. " 25 quia videtur MS.
5. Speculari. | cannot make anything of this, nor of the four
preceding words. The general sense, however, is quite clear,
Mr. Mathew makes thg very ingenious suggestion that ‘conlra-
diccio’ may stand for the reflection in the looking-glass. This
would explain ‘the whole. sentence at once; and if the word

‘conlradiccio’ is never ysed in this sense, we ma) readily assume
it to be a mistake of the copyist.

o

20

96



CAP. 1L DE UNIVERSALIBUS,

effectu possibili non necessario). Igitur deus simpliciter
necessario intelligit koc secundum suam racionem pro-
prie propriam. Si enim non potest quidquam in-
telligere nisi secundum aliquam ejus racionem, non
5 poterit quidquam intelligere aliud ad summum di-
stincte et proprie, nisi secundum eius valde distinctam
et proprie propriam racionem. Cum ergo deus simpli-

citer necessario intelligat hoc (quocunque effectu possi-

bili signato); intelligat, dico, ad summum distincte et

1o proprie: igitur secundum eius proprie propriam racionem
et non secundum eius proprie propriam racionem ad
extra. Cum autem deus simpliciter necessario illud
intelligeret secundum eius propriam existenciam ......
et sic necessario esset in propria existencia; quod est

15 inconveniens. Igitur intelligit illud secundum proprie

propriam eius racionem in deo simpliciter necessariam.

Nec potest dici quod essencia divina esset proprie
propria racio intelligendi cuicunque possibili intelligibili,
quia tunc esset unius solius racio talis intelligendi et

20 non esset unius solius: igitur etc.

ltem, deus primus artifex format et distingwit res
ad extra in suis per se primis et propriis existenciis
per illapsum regule et forme artis sue in materiam sue
artis, que materia est res ipsa extra formata; sicut ar-

25 tifex humanus, per quemdam illapsum forme artis sue
(ut sigilli in cera vel forme in plumbum etc.),
et distingwit artificiatum. Si enim non esset multi-
formitas, sed per totum uniformitas in forma artis dei,
non possent res ad extra nisi uniformiter et non gra-

30 dualiter dispariter existere; nec est dubitandum deum
apud se habere necessario regulam et formam artis
sue; nec est katholico discredendum quin deus illabatur
In intima cuiuscunque creature et per consequens,
cum forma artis illabitur, pulchre formando et disting-

35 wendo suam fabricam.

196> ltem, varia opera operata operari | artificialiter secun-
dum exemplaria propriissima est simpliciter perfeccionis;
igitur hoc convenit deo. Et per consequens deus habet
apud se propriissima exemplaria suorum operatorum.

40 Et antecedens patet; quia quanto artifex in terris arti-

ficialia sua operatur secundum exemplaria magis propria,

14. Et sic. There is no gap before these words, but I incline
to think something has been omitted here.

7

its intelligible
object must be
so likewise;
and if there
were no Ideas,
the object
would be the
created thin
itself that would
thus (being
known as
existing) exist
necessarilly;
which is
absurd.

The answer,
that the Divine
Essence is the

intetligibility

of all things
possible, is
absurd; for
their
intelligibilities
are not one,
but distinct.
Besides, God
creates things

tl?gms?v‘i':gill!ﬁs

format supreme art, as

a seal stamps
wax; if there
were only one
seal, there
would be only
one species of
things.

As a painter
or a scalptor
has the man
he lpa\mts or
scu Jm more
vividly before
his mind’s eye,
and expresses
this interior
image in
colours or
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slone,klo}‘?e tanto’ amplius secundum hoc laudatur: ut quanto
deserve more Pictor vel lapidicida magis proprie aliquem hominem

raise:'and a in Tort e . e s
e, In exterioribus concipit et secundum hoc facit artificia

in God’s mind. liter eius ymaginem, secundum hoc magis laudatur.
,:‘iﬁ' :,‘,,",%23, lgitur varia operata secundum exemplaria eorum pro-
":ie"“luiir'lgﬂl“':v priissima artificialiter operari est simpliciter perfeccionis.
attern to work Nec potest dici quod deus propter immensitatem sue
,’,;c'!;hrf,-.‘,fﬂ'},':'potencie et sapiencie ac perfeccionis non requirit ad
i“"°,{i°'P,::fn°gl operandum ulla propria exemplaria pro operatis suis,
pattern.  Quanto enim artifex in arte sua est potencior, sapien-
cior, perfeccior, tanto concipit modum magis proprium
secundum quem magis proprie rem efficiat, Deus igitur
concipit propriissimum modum sui operati secundum

quod ipsum extra efficiat. '
To say that - Nec valet dici quod deus vel alius artifex, in conci-
Sﬁﬂi:rﬂ?;i:ff piendo proprium modum rei operate secundum quem
'hi'm"‘:’%‘:f of ipsam operatur, fit in se proprius modus rei existendi

‘iv“ﬁ::dti:nﬁto extra deum; quia tunc deus illum proprium modum
.bﬁpg:‘[higss faceret et operaretur in se secundum se ipsum; et per
I ereince, consequens deus operaretur illum modum quodammodo
suppose in  post se ipsum, sed quia nichil potest gignere se ipsum
4 4. mec gigni a se ipso, sic nichil potest aliqua prioritate
a;‘:’g‘:"‘je";f:uvel posterioritate esse ante se ipsum vel posterius se-

either. deny . ipso, cum tunc esset in aliquo gradu prioritatis vel
a'.’:;":}f: it posterioritatis in quo ipsum non esset; non potest esse
I s ic';;?:‘;t quod aliquod sit sibi ipsi modus secundum quem ipsum
of God. = operaretur et fieret. Aut ergo deus non concipit apud
se proprium modum rei secundum quem operaretur

rem in suam propriam existenciam, aut est proprius

modus aut racio propria rei apud deum etérnaliter

secundum quem operatur - operatum suum, Primum

autem videtur tollere industriam "et ingenium summi

artificis in operando artificiose: igitur secundum videtur
asserendum: quod prius artifex, concepto summe proprio

modo rei, secundum quem ipsam |rem fabricaret, postea 1g7*

tempore suo 2™ illum modum conceptum eternaliter
in mente dei operatur rem cum suo proprio et per se
primo modo existendi, " -

4. 13 pro_secundum MS. 17. mfi MS.  19. mfi MS. . 23. pto
. M8, 24. seipsum MS.  35. ptg ea MS.°

17. Fit, elc. With the exception of fi¢ (which I have changed
from sit in the copy) and of the expression that may be either

in s¢ or misé, the whole of this sentence is marked as certainly
identical with the MS.

BE o
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Item, deus intra se totaliter distincte et proprie valde God knows_all
noscit singula que possunt extra eum in suis propriis “”gﬁii,‘,’;i;‘}”e
modis et formis existere; et uniuscuiusque talium therefore the
distincta et propria talis noticia dei intra seipsum to- cognitive act

5taliter terminatur ad distinctam et propriam racionem oo rceponding
intra deum totaliter sistentem. Sed non est possibile esse b¢ Dot one, but
unicam valde distinctam et valde propriam racionem \vithig’ﬂimse]f.
aput deum et intra singulorum illorum possibilium; %‘Lﬁ,&i’:ﬁ‘;‘i‘f‘
quia tunc talis cuiuslibet et nullius eorum esset valde é‘;e":':);f'&“e‘i
ropropria, Singulum ergo talium possibilium habet valde Many possible
sibi propriam racionem intra deum totaliter terminatam L";;‘,%’,;g;’;{
obiective per modum formalis obiecti distincta et pro- i God's mind;
pria nimis noticia dei totaliter ad intra de tali pos- knowledge of
sibili. Et cum multa possibilia in nulla mensura existunt thec'f,'m“g:te"m
15in propria .forma extra deum, [si] non terminatur distincta aciithout their
noticia dei totaliter ad intra de quocunque possibili, at some time
[sed] terminatur ad racionem ad extra rei, tunc talis (e gggi,‘,‘n?,e
noticia non esset totaliter ad intra, sed extra transiens dSS'e.?é‘i‘S'tduﬁﬁn
in racionem extra sistentem, Primum autem antecedens that existence
2ocum prima consequencia huius racionis patet; quia Hi,f,‘::?}few‘:fmd
deus ad intra perfectissime et totaliter noscit distincte ﬁtﬁ‘:"p"}:‘:"f
et proprie valde singularia illa possibilia; et non est object of His
possibile quod distincta et propria noticia dei totaliter ffg,'eg{:;eaﬂ?
ad intra non terminetur ad racionem valde propriam
25rei cognite, sicud ad objectum formale apud deum to-
taliter ad intra sistens. Alias enim aliqua distincta
noticia dei non terminaretur ad per se proprium suum
obiectum, vel non haberst ibi per se proprium obiec-
tum, ubi totaliter sisteret, et non ultra procederet: que
3o sunt inconveniencia.

Patet ergo quod singulorum possibilium existereTgifse‘gi‘ﬁ:inbcig}y
extra deum sunt in mente divina proprie, eterne, et ne- is the_
cessarie raciones que sunt summe proprie et primeim‘e’l'i‘i?ig{ﬂéy“lof
ipsarum intelligibilitates, secundum quas oportet eas‘hins:n ;: d’s

35via perfeccionis primo intelligi. Et non est possibile
aliquem esse sapientem circa effectus quanto ex
prima causa prodeunt, nisi prima via perfeccionis tales
ydeas cognoscat. Hec ergo pauca ad presens pro quali-
cunque probacione, sed firma assercione multitudinis

197° ydearum in mente divina, sunt adducta. |

d.

6. et pro esse MS. 11. terminantem MS. 15, si dee:L MS.
17. sed deest MS.  33. quia pro quod MS.  36. efficm MS. 37. bdeut MS.



CAPITULUM TERCIUM.

We must here Ceterum vero pro defensione huius mundi pulcherrimi
words against NOhis sensualibus absconditi, ne per apparencias sophi-
the sephistical sticas destrui videatur, aliqua sunt adicienda. Et ut fiat

upon this  brevius, videtur sufficere quod hic inseratur sentencia
world of Ideas. oy qua videtur posse satis responderi ad questiones et
inpugnaciones sophisticas que in hac materia poterunt

ventilari,

There are as Est ergo sciendum quod, quotquot possunt res in
fo,f?nas"ya;d:ﬁ‘eresuis per se primis propriis formis vel modis extra
\Sgc;lhir:%; deum sistere, tot sunt talium rerum proprie ydee. Et
exist out of tota multitudo omnium illarum simul est mundus
mm‘ﬁfyd i,fth,f,ege architypus in mente divina. Et licet ille mundus archi-
f‘:{'l?:;i:;p‘ge typus secundum partem illius multitudinis principiet
Universe in exemplariter ad extra res existentes, non tamen est
(f,?,‘:,f,;?'{'h‘i’ possibile quod ille mundus secundum se totum et
a‘;‘l’]‘i"‘l‘gfeﬂ:’gs'e’” quodlibet illius multitudinis principiet res ad extra
v. g which exemplariter; quia contingencia ad utrumlibet in tota
depend on °“Tsua latitudine adhuc angusta est, quod non potest in se
Chough the ~capere distanciam veritatum contingencium ad invicem
teaches that contradictoriarum, Et licet secundum veritatem katho-
’?ﬁ::::f,,".,’;‘( licam in deitate solum sint tres res eterne realiter inter
ﬂ:ihsi"sﬁc;vsg'et‘hie‘l’,ese differentes, quarum quelibet personaliter subsistens
are many more, formaliter et naturaliter est deus omnis bonitatis et
ﬁ?;,}em:eé{, pulchritudinis simpliciter infinite, tamen in mente divina

substantial. m i H 1 -
They differ from ille ydee 2™ beatum Augustinum (ut superius fuit alle

each gther gatum) sunt res, et sic sunt valde multe res; et videntur
rea t t 3 . . .
cssendially por POCius esse res et raciones reales quam res racionis,
numerically. cum sunt multo pociores raciones substanciarum intel-
Comparison of

tBi.l'Wollgd of lectualium creatarum quam ille nature intellectuales,
'with the . que utique sunt reales res et raciones; et ens reale

Trinity and  prestancius est ente racionis. Et secundum hoc videntur
incarnate.  ille ydee inter se et ad invicem differre realiter, non

tamen essencialiter neque suppositaliter, Persona autem

2. Blank space for initial C. MS. 34. u3 MS.
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divina a creatura differt realiter, suppositaliter [et] es- None of them
sencialiter, et ab alia persona divina differt realiter et pfam,like the

suppositaliter. Et videtur quod sicud deus temporaliter agg g'l.rgst,
gratiose, contingenter, cummunicat homini in Christo formally God.
198* unitatem et ydemptitatem | personalem verbi dei, ut homo B3t though

in Christo sit una et eadem persona cum verbo dei,a'r'eo;nGégd!h:gd
quod sit tota trinitas principians multitudinem ydea- intrinsicall
rum in mente divina necessario et eternaliter, miro Hi‘,’,’,"“‘;’nr’{,:us
modo communicans omnibus illis unitatem et ydempti- a?:‘i:?ﬂien;;gfoz%
1otatem divine essencie; ut unaqueque earum sit una et pugustine they
eadem divina essencia et unus solus verus deus; nulla 2 Lifein
tamen illarum potest esse formaliter deus, sicud deitas, in His eternal

.. R ' . Life.
et trinitas, et quelibet personarum divinarum formaliter
est deus. Nulla enim illarum habet deitatem ab intrin-

15seco per modum forme sue intrinsece, sed quod forte
cuilibet earum modo nobis inestimabili communicatur
nobilitas, unitas et ydemtitas deitatis et divine essencie;
et quelibet earum eternaliter et necessario redditur
deus et divina essencia. Cum enim, secundum beatum

20 Augustinum, ‘‘quod factum est in ipso”, (scilicet verbo
dei), *‘vita erat”, et non utique nisi prima vita, oportet
ydeam quamlibet esse vitam primam, que deus est.

Verumtamen beatus Chrysostomus illum textum Johannis Cl}llgy;g‘sltg_m
primo sic distingwit: “Omnia per ipsum facta sunt, et punctuates this
5 si i ichi H rse of
25 sine [1psc:} factl.xm est m_chll quod fa‘ctym est. In ipso  &*foun's
vita erat.”” Et si textus sic deberet distingwi (sic tamen  Gospel

. . . R N otherwise,
ecclesia Romana non distingwit, sed sicud beatus Augu- thus: Without

i i i i Him was
stinus) tunc illud argumentum iam superius adductum i ndg,
videtur ex parte materie inefficax ad probandum pro- that was made.

3o positum. Verumtamen, quia ecclesia Romana Catholica Tn Bl v

sic distingwit et legit: ““Quod factum est in ipso vita Cr.:ru’:-f:hR%T!a:ws
erat’’, et si assertive, vel determinative, vel eciam appro- Augustine’s

. . . . ctuation;
bative hoc facit, tunc sicut ‘*quod factum est erat vita which, if meant

in deo” ita et a maiori raciones ille vitales et vivaces ,‘t"lzst’;g‘nlg';’]:
35erant vita in deo: vita scilicet prima divina. Si autem one, isa
ecclesia faceret hoc solum sequens beatum Augustinum, »a,gﬁf.;?.;'f in
probabiliter sic distingwentem textum ewangelii, sicut ‘“;;O:;;fr;f:ﬂi::
eciam cantat de beata Maria Magdalena quod ipsa is a probable
fuerit “‘in civitate peccatrix’’etc. sequens in hoc opinio- fhrf,l:-n}:%l:?

4onem beati Gregorii, ut a quibusdam dicitur, et beati

‘1. et dee:llt!S. 4. grofe MS. 9. communicat MS. 17. nobis
MS. 18. rddr MS. 25, ipso deest MS.  4o. a deest MS.
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Augustini; quamvis beatus Hieronymus et Chrysostomus
Johannes aliud sentenciant; tunc ut quid non similiter
assertive ex facto ecclesie possit dici quia “‘quod factum
est in ipso vita erat”,

dlt may be Et forte dicerent aliqui quod, licet ydee sint vere 3
these Ideas arein | mente divina, non tamen essent divina essencia, 18"
one with the ¢j ibi i i
DivineEuence;f“wd ydolum sensxbxle.m corpot:all speculo.non est

for the image ipsum speculum. Et sic forte dicerent ulterius quod
not the minrors 0mne illud, et solum tale, quod est forma in deo, sive
essence, and  § i i i i i
that only which 1® deitate, est deus V?l est deitas, sive in quo deitas 1o
is fongmlly God est per modum forme intrinsece, et sic nulla ydearum
ﬁ’ifin:;f,“ll;‘; talium est in deitate; quia tunc persona divina per

e . . i
It theyywere’ modum naturalis producentis voluntarii principiaret

they Would talem ydeam formaliter esse deum. Et sic talis ydea
e Whe? formaliter esset filius dei naturalis, vel spiritus sanctus: 15

or the Hol i . i i b
Ghost. and This Quod .n.ephas est filce{'e: _quia tunc essent mt.}ltl filii
were a heresy. vel spiritus sancti in divinis. Igitur vel nulla talis ydea

Either none of o5t deus neque divina essencia, vel quelibet talis est

OrGtgg)';el‘;n;l deus et est divina natura; forte secundum hoc quod
necessarily one deus eternaliter necessario communicat sibi unitatem 20

p::;ihb]{lg:;y et ydemptitatem divine essencie, seu assumit eam eter-
n

phare I the naliter necessario ad illam unitatem et ydemptitatem, Et
ersonality of

 the Word, sic eciam quia ydee ille relucent appropriate in verbo
though distinct 4oi quod appropriate est res summi patris, forte dice-

snother.  retur quod communicatur eis personalitas verbi dei et 25
Or, as these

Idcas are the 2™ hoc essent verbum dei, non tamen ex hoc una est
oncreated  reliqua, Vel dicendum quod ydea in mente dei est di-

inﬁntiltlei{]ygsﬁmre vina essencia et deus, quia racio create essencie cor-
perfect than poree habet essenciam et est essencia corporea, et racio
they, God's  spiritualis creata rei intellectualis est essencia spiritualis 30
to tgreef:teghal intellectualis. Et quia ydee sunt infinite nobiliores ra-
corporeity is to ciones quam ille create, igitur quelibet habet essenciam
{gneity,  eternam et est essencia eterna, cum sola divina essencia,
aqueity'etc. quamlibet talem ydeam in se eternaliter relucentem
principiat quemadmodum (vel quasi per modum quo)33
essencia corporea principiat in se creatam racionem:
scilicet quidditatem totam ignis, aque, terre, vel alterius
rei corpore,
Jhus, as the Igitur sicut creata racio (puta, tota quidditas ignis,
is really a gracia exempli, est essencia corporea ignis, est et ipse 40

eﬁ::ﬁg:f?o ignis) sic videtur quelibet ydea in mente divina esse

2. @ pro quid MS. 18, uy MS. 28. est pro essencie MS.
33. cum autem or tamen ante MS.
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divina essencia et est deus, Non tamen ydea formaliter each Idea is
,est essencia divina vel deus, sicud nec tota ignis quid- es,leqceivl;ﬂfas
199 ditas est formaliter ipse ignis vel eius essencia | cor- fire itself is not

porea, que transit de uno esse substanciali in aliud. underlies the

5Nec est putandam quod, si ille ydee in mente divina  Giane from

sunt eternaliter forme, quod igitur [sunt] forme infor- _ formto
mantes divinam essenciam vel aliquod suppositum vel in- these Ideas are
dividuum alicuius nature. Cum enim solum sint forme ,JS¢ identical
exemplares, contra racionem earum est quod sint ali- p%fg;“;:t?:g
to cuius essencie vel alicuius suppositi vel individui cuius- them. They are

cunque nature forme informantes; nec sunt forme exem- 'oms inceed,

plares divine essencie vel suppositi divini, sed solum ﬁ’ﬁg":‘gg";?b“ef
rerum ad extra producibilium, et illis solum concretive created, not as
nominant vel denominant exemplariter, et non insistenter g nrgsically
15 vel inexistenter, Et sic secundum ydeam equi non deus E:S:ngeigg:lr
vel divina esséncia dicitur formabilis, sed solus equus; The Divine
et ita de aliis, Et quelibet earum nominat formaliter {,‘fe;ﬁfs‘,,'}g::fy’
se esse illam racionem ydealem, et quelibet earum e banern
ydearum secundum suum per se primum proprium et which God can

20 adequatum modum est pulchra, nobilis, formosa, ama- 2% 2, horse.

bilis, deliciosa, delectabilis, et preciosa nimis infinite; “;eia':lﬁti"fil:‘ely
quamvis nullum earum habeat essenciam vel naturam though none
creatam vel increatam in se per modum forme in- es,he‘:,‘::;“a':y,"
existentis, sed ex hoc quod ipsa ydea secundum suum ofe;?::eel;toa‘;n,
25 proprium modum est et habet essenciam divinam, et patterns, and
. . . . Lo in so far, each
est ipsa essencia divina, ut dictum est: ipsa secupfium is the essence
suum per se primum et adequatum est sic nobilis et of the Divine
pulchra etc. ’
Et videtur quod si per impossibile homo perpetuo To see & l:ingle
. . one of them
30 clare et secure v1dere.t. unicam earum, peccato flb €0 for ever would
remoto, ipse inenarrabiliter delectaretur in illam. Videtur secure ineffable
c e . . .. . 188,

ulterius primo aspectu simpliciter dicendum — cum Now, as every

. . . . : creature is
quelibet ta}xs ydea creature sit suprema propria racio ;yeuical with
creature eiusdem, et cum ipsa creatura sit tota sua ::acsreatedf

. . .ge . ITT . ure o
35racio creata, incomparabiliter minus nobilis quam racio veing, afortiori

illa increata, et quecunque res est sua pocius tota It i8 identical

- . - 3 3 . . - With its

essencialis prestantissima racio quam ipsa sit racio sua supreme

. sye - . ncreate
minus nobilis — [quod] quelibet creature est sua talis measure, its

racio increata. Et ulterius ipsa creatura nequaquam Divine ldea,
4qosecundum suam ad extra existenciam, sed secundum
suam illam ydeam in mente divina, est ipsa vita prima:

6. sunt deest MS.  14. infifte’ MS. 18, riet illam MS. 38. quod
deest MS.



14 JOHANNIS WYCLIF. CAP. 1IL

iuxta illud Johannis 1°. “Quod factum est in ipso vita
erat’”, sicud exponit Augustinus et doctores ecclesie
post eum.

Yet we must Nec tamen debet dici vel concedi quod asinus est
aos is God: for deus vel quod equus est deus, quia | simplices existi-

this, according, H . .
to‘ the usual mabunt, cum verba iuxta nostram capac1tatem et usitatum

sense of th]cd intellectum sonant, quod asinus in sua exterius existencia
meon that both it deus. Sic enim cum dicitur “‘asinus”, apprehendimus

are identical in a5inum in sua propria existencia; et cum additur “est
outward

“fxigtence. deus”, apprehendimus asinum in sua exterius existencia 10
a . . .
right to afirm €sse deum; et ille sensus est hereticus. Igitur non

a thing with i . i m i i
g With  sequitur: Asinus 2™ suam racionem ydealem in mente

then tphafﬁrm divina est deus; igitur asinus est deus. Sicud enim,
t t t . . .
them; thus: secundum logicos, arguendo a termino aliquo cum

ex‘?;igé‘ig‘”&e termino distrahente vel diminuente in significando a5
Divine Mind, isracione formalis significati talis termini ad seipsum,

G,‘;“é;i;dj”{,‘;” deposito tali termino distrahente vel diminuente, non
Af:yaic e Valet argumentum: ut non sequitur; ‘“‘iste est bonus
restricted nequam; igitur iste est bonus’’: sic non valet argumentum

proposition b 4 termino sumpto cum termino rapiente in significando 20

yeak minds, a prima racione formalis significati ipsius termini ad
making it. nimis superexcellentem racionem ad seipsum terminum
sine rapiente termino sumptum pro modica racione
formalis significati termini. Et sic non .sequitur:
“Asinus 2™ suam racionem ydealem, vel secundum 25
esse ydeale, sive ydealiter, est deus: igitur asinus est
deus.” Et si infirmos offenderet hoc dictum: ““‘Asinus
secundum esse intelligibile vel ydeale est deus”, caucius
est tacendum,
Yet modern Et multi moderni theologi et logici despiciunt et 3o
whneelo ey are male kapiunt, cum dicitur quod asinus ydealiter vel
m:‘;‘;gg’a‘;ffmdit 2M esse ydeale est deus. Et illos, 2™ eorum theologiam
that the Word et logicam simul, oporteret concedere quod asinus ne-
f:;ggism&’d‘; cessario est deus, lapis necessario est deus, equus
“nf;fgg*tﬂgaﬁ*: necessario est deus, capra necessario est deus. Nam 35
assumed any tales 2m theologi?m suam concedunt quod verbum dei
had He chosen, POtest assumere in unitatem suppositi naturam asini,

so that an ass i i i ini
might be Gog cdui, capre etc, sicud assumpsit naturam hominis. Et
without  sic assumendo verbam dei esset asinus, esset capra,
t .+ . aqqe
restrictions! esset equus etc, sicud modo .est homo. Dicunt illigo

secundo iuxta suam logicam quod in omni proposicione

-

99"

5. et pro existimabunt MS. 11, nec MS. 21. apna MS: ~
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de necessario in sensu diviso, subiecto non contracto, ¥n their system,

ipsum subiectum (cum supponat) supponit pro illo quod “°%siaora 8

est vel potest esse hulusmodi: ut asinus necessario est  necessary
sub{ect is

deus, i. e. illud quod est asinus vel potest esse asinus actually true:
5 necessario est deus, modo iuxta illa simul oporteret b‘:‘};ﬁﬁf bt BN

200° H ccart iq @it things in
eos concedere quod asinus | necessario est deus, quia God 5.

hoc necessario est deus (demonstrando verbum dei) et necessary,
hoc est vel potest esse asinus; igitur asinus necessario "¢ Tors it 1®
est deus, Et cciam quia illa, “asinus necessario est

rodeus”, iuxta eos significat quod illud quod est asinus

vel potest esse asinus necessario est deus, Et hoc est It isfthet:'lefore
A . . t
verum, juxta eos, quod verbum dei, quod est asinus vel Difcre 1o the

potest esse asinus, necessario est deus. Prioris ergo ol theology

theologie et logice colleccio videtur ex illo verbo ewan- Augustine’s
15gelii, sicut legit ecclesia: “Quod factum est in ipso "“amgof the

vita erat”, et a beato Augustino esse recipienda, tenenda, msotde‘:'(r)lhnsysttt;;x

et sapienter docenda. Colleccio autem theologie et is less safe.

logice posterioris videtur caute esse tenenda, vel pocius

dimittenda.

20 Sed forte instatur adhuc contra superiorem logicam, I}:g':';ythb:t
ubi conceditur: “Asinus secundum racionem ydealem  what is in its
est deus.” Contra: sic sequitur: “asinus secundum’%ﬁ’{nﬁ??ﬁ?’ﬁe
racfonem ydealem est deu§: igit}xr asinus secundum glfanassis |
veritatem est deus.” Ab inferiori ad suum superlusarchetzp? it is

25 affirmative cum ceteris paribus; et ex consequenti: ™Y, 0C, and
“asinus 2™ veritatem est deus: igitur asinus vere est restrictions.
deus: igitur asinus est deus”, Respondetur negando B"’;a‘l“?fh‘:‘
consequenciam primam, quia non sunt cetera paria.meaning of the
Nam in antecedente sumitur ly “asinus”, cum termino ‘org &30

Zorapiente, cum ir} mgniﬁcando.a racione parva ad super- ;;g‘ existence,
excellentem nimis racionem; in consequente autem non fallacy.
sic. Nam termini transcendentes, qualis est et ille ter-
minus ‘‘veritas non minuunt, distrahunt, vel rapiunt
terminos non transcendentes; neque omnes termini

35 speciales hoc faciunt, sed quedam sic, quedam sic,
racionabili dei ordinacione, qui omnem veram logicam

et locucionem bonam ordinat et disponit racionabiliter.

10. quia MS.

25, Paribus. Add: recte arguitur, or words to the same
effect.



CAPITULUM QUARTUM.

As (‘;iodlig the  Sed reddeundo: sicud divina essencia est ydeis illis
es;:',c:ro%'{}fe“ peressencia, ita pulchritudo essencialis eiusdem essencie
ideas, t!g:i:s est illis peressenciali pulchritudine; et sic sunt omnes
_beauty, which pares, ymmo, et penitus eiusdem essencialis pulchritu-5
e same for dinis. Et sicud persona divina habet pulchritudinem

all, and in i H . .
another diverse, essencialem penitus eandem cum qualibet alia persona

divina, habet tamen, sicud realitatem personalem pro-
priam, ita et pulchritudinem personalem propriam aliam
a pulchritudine personali cuiuslibet alterius divine 10
persone; que tamen pulchritudo personalis non est
.alia | a pulchritudine essenciali; differt tamen ab ea 200
_just as the 2™ formam sive racionem sicud persona non est res
Divine Persons _,. . . . .
are the same 2lla ab essencia, differt tamen secundum racionem sive
yet different; modaliter ab illa; sic quelibet ydea in mente dei cum 15
qualibet alia est ejusdem pulchritudinis essencialis,
sed habet aliam pulchritudinem ydealem propriam a
qualibet alia; que pulchritudo ydealis non est realiter
differens a pulchritudine essenciali, sed 2™ racionem.
Et sicut pulchritudines personales divinarum personarum ao
sunt sibi pares cum per se sibi coequales, licet sint
realiter et personaliter ille persone, sed non gradualiter
2™ plus et minus differentes, sic videtur quod omnes
pulchritudines ydeales proprie sint ad invicem priores,
licet ydee ad invicem sint realiter et ydealiteg differentes. 25
L ngebnet;r:‘y Vel sicud genus.in creaturis est secundum se pulchrius
from their - qQUam sua species secundum se, et species 2™ se
species, and  pylchrior quam suum individuum 2™ se, et una species

yet have . . . . . . . .
sottlli'etl?lpg pulchrior alia, sic eciam ydee proprie talium sint sic
W .
{denccal,  gradualiter pulchre, 30
And each is Adhuc forte quelibet earum est infinite pulchra
infinitely and . . PP .
ideall ydealiter proprie. Cum autem ydea asini sit infinite
beautifa'l.

I. C;})italum Quartum deest. 2. Blank space for initial S. MS.
3. pas MS.  26. si sicud MS. 29. quod sic MS.
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pulchredinis videtur quod grossus asinus non sit illa y; goows tat

sua ydea, quamvis superius fuerit motivum ad hoc an ass really
. . s . exlslms cannot
aliquale adductum. Et forte posset dici quod superius be identical
. : B N with its Idea
motivum solum arguit quod asinus secundum SUUM  though it has
5purum esse ydeale est ydea sua et per consequens vita beegle S::éehd to
prima; sed non ex hoc oportet simpliciter dici quod o
asinus sit illa sua ydea; quia tunc asinus in sua

existencia esset illa ydea. Unde, sicut multi negant There are many

quod creata res sit sua tota essencialis racio eciam ;"nh‘;xi‘if{r‘l’é that

10 formaliter rei, manifesta — sic quod homo non sit s identical

1

201°*

2

3

3

4

humanitas, ignis non sit igneitas etc. — ita asserunt sic H‘J:.‘.’;nii‘}f“;‘ﬁd
a maiori: creata res non est sua racio essencialis increata® Jorion fhat
non formaliter creature inexistens, Et, dato quod crea- identical with
tura esset tota sua racio creata sibi intrinseca, non A'rt:h'e;;‘;e,
5 propter hoc oporteret quod esset racio que non est

sibi intrinseca et creata; quia hec secunda racio plus

longe secundum puritatem distat a re creata quam

racio formalis intrinseca.

Verumtamen, quamvis ewangelium non dicat “‘quod The sense of
factum est in ipso vita erat”, ne credatur | factura inesse ¢ fext in
facture vel inesse presencie temporalis esse vita prima; Gospel is not
dicit tamen ““quod factum est in ipso vita erat”, scilicet, maetxieslfs”il#;'fe
antequam haberet esse facture, sic videtur quod asinus bcin“:“ oral at
erat ydea sua; erat quidem ante esse facture in esse its intelligibility

5 intelligibili vel ydeali, Nec videtur offendere sapientes 9,¢rn§ff;te§efore
dicere quod asinus est ydea sua, dummodo intelligatur it asproduced
quod non asinus in esse presencie temporalis sit ydea,
nec quod asinus in sua forma existencie sit ydea, sed
quod asinus ante et supra esse facture habeatur in

o mente, ydeale proprium summi artificis. Et sic illud esse
ydeale ante omnem facturam et ante tempus: et ecce
cum bonum possibile sit omne ens esse et non potest
esse melius quam omne ens, tunc eius transcendens
quod est ‘‘omne ens esse’’ est optimum possibile. Et The assis

. R Transcendent

5tamen asinus grossus est illud ens <transcendens, et Entity, not in
. ey o - its present and

e contra illud nobilissimum ens transcendens est asinus.  jntrinsic

1 m 1 : i measure of

Nor.1 qlzxod asinus 2™ racionem Suam propriam formalem bcing, bt in
et intrinsecam sit ens transcendens, nec quod ens trans- s0 far as it
. . . . shares In e

cendens secundum suam propriam intrinsecam racionem same entity

: H s i as its
osit asinus, sed forte quod deus unitatem et ydemptitatem archetype.

1. vide' MS.  ro.mats MS. 29, estproesse MS. 2. habeat MS.
De Universalibus. 2
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primo debitam ente transcendenti communicat asino et
cuilibet quantumlibet inperfecto enti in propria exi-
stencia; et in illa unit et ydemptificat ens transcendens
cum quolibet tali, et econtra; et sic asinus est ens
transcendens et econtra. 5

Sharing thus in ~ Sic forte posset aliquis opiniative dicere quod deus
'J;f,,fya'":f unitatem et ydemptitatem, primo debitam ydee proprie

(i‘;“:':‘::sg“fo asini, illam communicat asino et non alii creature cuius

say that the ass non est ipsa ydea: et secundum hoc unit et ydempti-

ir'its 1dea; Pl fcat ydeam propriam cum suo ydeato, et econtra. Et 1o
delicate and  sic secundum talem unionem apud sapientes esset verum
question. quod asinus est sua ydea; et econtra est predicacio

vel fundat predicacionem non formalem intrinsecam
unius de altero secundum habitudinem qua unum est
propria forma exemplaris alterius, unum recipit unitatem 15
et ydemptitatem alterius; et sic uniuntur et ydempti-
ficantur, ut asinus sit ydea, et econtra, Sentencia autem
in hac materia est sciencie et pietatis.

We should Unde caute tacenda est coram infirmis, ignaris disci-
‘“;ﬂ‘,‘,"a,i;:',‘;" pulis, et protervis; et totum cum | timore et pietate 20:
the ‘;:?&efszd tractari debet. Et quia in hoc plurimum deficimus, non
and treat the est mirum quod modicum veritatis in hac re tam
whhole matter _abscondita cognoscimus. Et quomodocunque altercacio

and piety, i0 fiat et contencio de verbis huius materie, sentencialiter
which we often

(’aill. Bullw;:d tenendum est quod asinus non est in sua propria for-

ought t . . - - . .

m.,f.,;}., on the mali existencia in mente divina ydea, nec ydea illa est

e proper in propria sua forma asinus, sed asinus habet quodam-

being of the ass modo esse proprie proprium ydeale in mente dei ante

18 not ntical . .

with iis ldea, OMne esse creatum. Et ipse asinus cum omne esse

“"fng’iﬁa'["i"’s“?creatum erat et est pure illud suum proprium esse 3o
intelligible  ydeale; et sic ydea et asinus ante omne esse creatum.

32’,’:,%;}; Sed illud purum esse proprium ydeale erat et est vita
qigentical  prima; sed ydea non est asin}ls, quia nec est asinus
ante esse creatum, cum mnon sit esse asinum ante esse
creatum; nec ydea est asinus post esse creatum, cum 35
tamen ydea fieret asinus postquam prius non esset
asinus, et sic ex eodem vita prima (puta deus) fieret
asinus, leo, caper, equus, etc. quod est inconveniens.
The Idest ass Nec si ad bonum sensum et intellectum, asinus est vel
aisss'"‘;{”“’ﬁw"gafl erat ydea [sequitur], quod igitur ydea est vel erat40
would be more asinus; quia asinus ante esse creature est vel erat sua

w
(V]

1. a suis MS.  zo. totium MS.  4o. scquitar-deest MS. -
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propria ‘ydea, cum erat purum suum esse intelligibile than a pure
proprium. Ydea autem nec ante esse creature nec post, en’,?:;f“ :)b);ne
nec in esse creature, est asinus; nec est hic conversio ﬁ?’;’f:nyﬁ‘:":;
consequencialis: “‘Asinus est vel erat ydea; igitur ydea white.

5est vel erat asinus.” Sicut enim ipsa albedo est sua
pura intrinseca quidditas, nec-est nec potest esse alba;
sic ipse asinus est vel erat sua pura intelligibilitas in
deo; sed illa pura intelligibilitas nec est, nec erat, nec
poterit esse, asinus, '

jo Nec videtur sollicitandum quomodo illa habeat con- As 1o the mode
verti: ““Asinus est vel erat ydea sua in deo”; quotlibet the propositin
enim sunt proposiciones kathegorice affirmative que non O atiang this
possunt in forma converti, Si tamen contencio, si utique  of no
voluerint extorquere huius proposicionis aliquam con- {/T,Pﬁ;a:,?);
15 versionem, potest dici quod sic convertatur: “Asinus exsi:zye}u‘ﬂ:f
. . L
est vel erat ydea, igitur ydea est vel erat hoc,”’ de- Mil.t Ideal:
monstrando per /y "hoc” purum proprium et totale ,;;;{“ﬁx’f:’:
esse ydeale asini 1n mente dei, vel asinum possibilem  ®hatever is
. . Cerere . . . intelligible in
in puro esse intelligibili existente. Multi enim concedunt the former.”
20 de conversione illius: ‘‘Nulla essencia divina generat.” ;;sls‘ikzlse’:gt
202 Ego autem ad presens non video | necessitatem [con- pcrgg‘(’)gl'i;rlll
. .o . .. . s
-vertendi] proposiciones, nisi de quanto per syllogismum and therefore
L, . . .. f Sl it is not
expositorium conversio fu.ndarl poterit; quod 1mpossxb11‘e necessary.
vel nimis difficile est in plurimis, cum non possit
25semper medium singulare adaptari cui secundum
eandem racicnem singularem utrumgue extremum
formaliter affirmative insit, vel unum affirmative et
aliud negative desit.
Ulterius de ydeis dubitatur si sint forme absoluteArelmg,e Ideas
. . N : relations or
30 vel respective. Et v1de'tur dlcendum., fum ydea equi vel absolute forms?
hominis [sit prestancior] quam eius intrinseca forma Ihe latter, since
€y are more
qua equus est equus vel homo est homo; et cum forma perfzc( than the
H H H substantial
absoluta sit prestancior for.ma respectiva, ydee autem existing. forms,
forme absolute, et hoc maxime rerum et formarum ab- maae aftar l")e;]r
. . . - attern, whic
35 solutarum ad extra; et cum ydola in specie corporali, si parebce'rtaimy
H H absolute.
sunt forme, non videntur esse respective sed absolute '’19.0'%: .

forme; cum vero ydee in speculo divino sint forme h?r‘sy is‘ m‘vll

. . . . . . e . rejative to the
relucentes in speculo illo spirituali et verissimo, sicud existing horse
ydola sensibilium lucent in corporali speculo, videtur by itself, nor

i ) A vice versaj
soquod sint forme reales absolute. Eciam cum sint forme

5. ipse albus MSA 10. alba proilla (!) MS. 21, 22. convertendi deest

- MS. 23. nec® ppones.  3o. abt Ul rctme MS.  31. sit prestancior
deest MS.  35. eciam pro et cum MS. .
2+

h.




20 JOHANNIS WYCLIF. CAP. IV.

gng we can - pure positive, et non privative, si essent relative, tunc
el liing haberent per se extrema; et oporteret quod ydea equi

it with.  per se esset respectivum ad equum, et econtra equus,
ut huiusmodi, esset per se respectivum ad ydeam:
quod non est verum. Nec dabitur que res 2™ ydeam
habet se respective ad aliud, Non enim equus habet se
respective 2™ ydeam suam ad quidquam, nec aliquod
aliud habet se respective secundum propriam ydeam
equi. Ydee ergo rerum absolutarum non sunt respective,
sed absolute forme; ydee tamen ad invicem relativorum,
sicud paternitatis et filiationis, cum sint proprie propria
presencia essencialia formalia et exemplaria relativorum
ad invicem, ut hujusmodi sunt, forme relative exem-
plares dicende sunt, sicud forme exemplate sunt form
relative exemplate. o
Besides, we Nec est putandum quod ydee in mente dei, cum sunt

;:e"sgmbﬂ‘::sc exer311?l§ria princigia _formali? secur'u.ium ?xer_nplaria
Idets of inﬁgitefactlblllum, quod sint ita modice debilis realitatis quod
ty an . . . . . . .
reality amongst INter encia racionis et inter encia relativa que ponuntur
"C!a‘a‘l?e“;’u‘l’fc'“c“ minime realitatis ipse sint comparande universaliter. 1o
notional ‘Sicut enim, iuxta superius dicta, sunt infinite pulchri-
entities. Where . e 2 . .y ’ . . . P_ .
they are the tudinis essencialis et infinite pulchritudinis realis, sic
prificiples of sunt infinite realitatis essencialis secundum essenciam
realities, they divinam, Sunt eciam infinite realitatis ydealis | secundum 202"
too ar e - . .
absolute; here SUum proprium per se et primum modum. Et ubi ydee 25
re“’aflég""f;ey sunt principia formfalla propria rerum absolutarun.w, sunt
§nqicate forme absolute; ubi autem rerum per se respectivarum
t t . N
areow Jo1. sunt ydee forme respective, semper tamen valde reales.

Is there an Ulterius est dubium utrum sint simpliciter infinite
infinite number . . e g phic . .
of Divine [d_eas,ydee caliditatum, frigiditatum etc., 2™ quod Iinfinite 3o
fg‘:;:rf%“e‘;‘r"e% possunt esse gradus caliditatis maiores et minores; et
of heat, &c.? sic de singularibus, et aliis formes in infinitum inten-
- 1 . - .

higher degree Sius. Et videtur dicendum quod non; nam, cum gradus
be;,"eflsfre“;‘;"'e caliditatis ut duo sit perfeccior quam gradus caliditatis
c?mprises,éhc ut unum, et per consequens ptior via perfeccionis: 35
there o it %e igitur propria ydea gradus caliditatis ut duo existens

a highest H H s eini H
degreeof at, PEF s€ proprium et essenciale principium eiusdem gradus

wr

o

o

7. aliquot MS. 11. filia 4 MS. 12. S'ﬁﬂ-"MS. 30. calidits
frigidi® MS.  36. t pro igitur MS. )

5. Non est vérum. Because the existing horse and its arche-
type are only relative after the accident of the creation of the
former; therefore per accidens, not per se. -
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caliditatis” erit prior de per se in racione principii
essencialis, formalis, et exemplaris (via perfeccionis pro-
cedendo) quam ydea propria gradus caliditatis ut unum;
et quia non contingit in infinitum procedere in prin-
5cipiis per se essencialibus, formalibus, exemplaribus,
respectu gradgum cgliditatis, attendendo principiacionem
exemplarem, brdine et via perfeccionis, ut principiando,
via perfeccionis, prius nobiliorem gradum, postea minus

nobilem. Si enim contingeret sic simpliciter in infinitum Now if there

to procedere, tunc non esset dari primum, proprium et d‘;;:;‘s?ﬁ,:’;?e
essenciale, formale et exemplare principium gradus cali- “'h‘i’éll‘l‘:sfea‘nh;
ditatis, via perfeccionis computando. Igitur nec medium, consequenily
ymmo omnia illa principia graduum caliditatis essent "™ yould be
simul media; igitur ante omnia simul essent primum

15 principium exemplare essenciale: quod contradiccionem which is self-
videtur implicare. Sic igitur videtur esse danda prima Comtradictory.
ydea caliditatis que simpliciter, via prime perfeccionis, There is
possit exemplariter exemplare et proprie gradum cali- fhercfore onc.
ditatis et gradus caliditatis quam illa ydea haberet heat, which in

20 proprie exemplare: sed ille existit in propria forma. I Perfection
Ipse enim summus possibilis: quia si de possibilidsgrees, and at
daretur maior, et sic perfeccior, tunc illius propria represents the
ydea, via perfeccionis, haberet prius exemplare proprie posiieie hear.
quam ydea data prima, que primo potest via- per-

25 feccionis exemplare: quod est impossibile.

Et sic videtur ulterius quod in omni latitudine forma- And in every
rum est devenire ad summum gradum possibilem: ut ad *ecies of form,
summam caliditatem possibilem, summam frigiditatem pg;fgclf Most
possibilem etc, Videtur enim, iuxta dicta, quod deus | possible, God

203" necessario in eterno racionibus essencialibus constituit d;;}f‘o";: all

statum usque ad quantum potest pervenire. Sic eciam pepf‘:gtgirié‘cr,

videtur deus omnia in disposicionibus essencialibus et not only those

accidentalibus disposuisse in numero, pondere, et men- i wpich"

sura, nedum de facto sed et de possibili. Unde, sicud  may exist;
35inconveniens esset procedere in infinitum in principiis should find no

formalibus, essencialibus, et intrinsecis cuiuscunque f"or, fHEhCs!

creature, sic inconsonum videtur quod contingeret in

infinitum procedere in principiis essencialibus formalibus

et exemplaribus cuiuscunque latitudinis formarum. Sic

4oenim nec quo ad viam generacionis, nec perfeccionis,

12. 7 MS. 17. prime via MS.  20. proprie exemplare iwice MS.
20. existat MS.
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These are the €sset dare primam ydeam in aliqua latitudine formarum;
P?;;r:b‘s“‘l‘(fsb‘e’f et quotquot sunt ydee in mente divina, que sunt pro-
roduced by ducibilitates rerum ad extra, et quoddam posse produci
ood s He docs talia producibilia, tot sunt posse producere formaliter
;‘;‘&em';fb‘\'lfcggir} deo que sunt sicud quedam formales proprietates
requires them. divine nature. Et licet deus non imdigeat ydeis, sicud
nec ipse potest aliquo modo 2™ divinam naturam
esse indigens, requirit tamen eas ad intelligendum,
Sin, and moral producendum, et conservandum producibilia ad extra,

defects, have no . . qe
Divine Idea: Est autem secundum beatum Augustinum, Egidium, et
but all other  alios, ydea forma exemplaris eterna 2™ quam deus est
productivus creature. Et sic 2™ quosdam omnis et sola
creature habet proprie ydeam in mente divina. Et sic
peccata et defectus in moribus non habent ydeas in
mente divina; privaciones autem et carencie, si quas
deus iuste infligit hominibus vel inmittit aliis creaturis,
videntur habere ydeas in mente dei secundum quas

eas inmittit vel infligit creaturis.

kn%\:}ugx;;:rof De pulf:h.ritudine et'clarita.te mundi architypi mult_a
the beauty possunt dici que occuli mentis non essent nobis relati.
of "i?e?;?s'd °fYdeo, cum deus nobis illum ad futuram vitam reservavit
reserved for the absconditum, contenti utcunque de iam dictis modicis
" de formis universalibus ydealibus, ulterius tractatum ad
formas communes rebus formaliter insitas aliqualiter

longiorem comittamus, :

v

3. quedam MS. 14. heat MS. 20. or quia pro que MS.
20. occli ftis MS. 20, non esset MS.

20, Que oculi. Unintelligible as regards construction.

w

-

[t

(]

w



CAPITULUM QUINTUM

Et argumentum factum primum simul pro com- V\ge st]mll now
. . . . . . . . eV
munibus ydeis et universalibus formis rebus inexistentibus a,glf,,fepmt o

. . e H i favour of the
hic pro repetito habeamus, adicientes aliqua plura, si fqour o i

203" forte veritas | huius materie dignaretur amplius, lacius, existing in

et profundius nobis ceterisque clarescere. Et videtur things.
hic argumentandum tali modo., Placet deo simpliciter

“necesse omne bonum esse bonum, sicut deus placenter
et simpliciter wult omne bonum esse bonum: igitur ex

1o assumpto est placens deo simpliciter necessario omne
bonum esse bonum nisi placens commune, scilicet com-
mune bonum formaliter omnibus bonis inexistens. Ex This,
consequente illo leviter deducitur communis humanitas ‘};358'5;}:&;

. . . . . . . . ‘. goad s
in hominibus, communis equinitas in omnibus equis: . £008 ed

t5et sic de aliis. Et quomodo adversariis poterit salvare by God and
quod liceat cuicunque placenter diligere quod omne ;ﬂ’;“,‘a'?ﬁc;"ce
bomum est bonum, et tamen non liceat sibi placere quod  Yg readilv
omne bonum est bonum? aut quomodo diceret quod Universals; and
creature racionabiliter placet quod omne bonum est'' '3 Brnciple
20 bonum, et quod deo non placeret simpliciter necessario  Bainsaid.
quod omne bonum est bonum? aut quomodo simplices
fideles ferrent hoc, cum pagani obicerent eis: Quomodo
deus vester est simpliciter bonus, cum non placeat
sibi quod omne bonum est bonum? Quis eciam audebit
25 dogmatisare simplicibus fidelibus quod hoc non est tenen- whover denies
dum, quod “omne bonum est bonum”. Si autem hoc est m;s}’glg;ﬂz
tenendum, quod ‘omne bonum est bonum’, queritur very idca of
quid demonstratur per ly ‘hoc’’; et non dabitur nisi E”;‘,C,{,ﬁ’;j""
commune bonum formaliter omni enti: igitur simplices
3o firmiter tenentes hoc quod “‘omne bonum est bonum”
firmiter tenent communem bonitatem omnibus, Item [likewise that,
tunc non est predicandum, tenendum, et diligendum, the Predestined,

quod ‘‘quilibet predestinatus erit beatus”, nec esset

1. Capitulum quintum dees!. 2. a gap; Blank space for initial E
MS. 1. mfi MS.; ib. sed pro scilicet MS,

I
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the axiom that

Every creature

is subject to
God,

the words of
the Preface in
the Mass,

the law of
annual
confession and
communion,

obedience to
the Dean of a
Faculty,

and should say
to the King
that the men
in his realm
are_not his
subjects; he
should even
deny that all

creatures
proceed from
od.

He must deny
this article of
Christian faith
that ‘every’
man must rise
again ; for this
is not a merc
collection of
singular
propositions :
%
,B,C...
must rise
again.”

JOHANNIS WYCLIF, CAP. V.

firmiter tenendum et valde timendum quod quilibet
finaliter malus perpetuo dampnabitur. Igitur nec est
firmissime tenendum et nullatenus dubitandum quod
omnes qui extra ecclesiam katholicam decedunt per-
petuo dampnabuntur; et nec esset iustum neque dignum
quod, ““quilibet homo est sub potestate dei’’, nec est
iustum neque dignum quod “‘omnis creatura sit subia-
cens dei imperio”. Et sic eciam omnis falso iuraret
a simili in prefacione aperte et quottidie cantans quia
““vere dignum et fustum est, equum et salutare, nos tibi
semper et ubique gracias agere, domine sancte, pater
omnipotens eterne deus”, cum non esset dignum et
iustum, | quia nullum singulare justum est ‘‘nos semper
et ubique’ agere gracias eterno patri omnipotenti, sed
non commune justum est universalis graciarum accio
semper et ubique existens. Eciam queritur que res est
statutum ecclesie, videlicet, quod “omnis utriusque sexus
semel in anno confiteatur circa festum pasche”. Et
queritur a negantibus communia statuta, sicut et com-
munes res in pluribus per modum forme, que res est hoc
statutum, gracia exempli, quod quilibet ingrediens facul-
tatem debet iurare obedienciam decano; et sic de aliis
statutis. Et queritur si negantes communia bona aude-
rent dicere coram rege assertive: ‘‘Rex, non est iustum
nec dignum quod quilibet rusticus de regno tuo sit sub
tua potestate sub tuo dominio, vel sub tua iurisdiccione”,
cum tamen secundum negantes bona communia sit hoc
verum et firmiter dicendum in forma propria. Item,
tunc christiani per mundum dispersi non deberent hoc
firmiter tenere, quod “‘quelibet creatura est a deo”, quia
si sic queritur quid per Iy hoc demonstretur, non pro-
posicio aliqua, quia nullam talem oportet Cristianos
per universum mundum -habere, nec aliquod singulare
simplex vel aggregatum, quod esset ‘“‘quamlibet crea-
turam esse a deo”’; si demonstrat communem veritatem
formaliter in omni creature existente habetur intentum,

Item, sicut fides katholica est quod adventum Cristi
ad finale iudicium omnes homines resurgere habent
cum corporibus suis, ita est fides katholica quod quilibet

w

30

homo resurgere habet cum corpore suo in adventu4o

Cristi ad iudicium. Queritur ergo que res et que veritas
est ista fides katholica, que est ‘‘quemlibet hominem
habere resurgere cum suo.corpore ad adventum Cristi
in iudicium?” Non est aliqua proposicio in mente, vel
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in voce, vel in scripto; talis enim quelibet esset insta-’
bilis nimis et inpermanens ad fideliter et firmiter cre-
dendum eam; nec potest esse quod proposicio aliqua
talis sit ““quemlibet hominem habere resurgere’; quia
S5tunc nulla illa singularis res, que est illa proposicio,
esset ‘‘illum hominem habere resurgere’, et sic de
singulis. Ergo est veritas katholica communis, que est
**quemlibet hominem habere resurgere”.
Similiter, semper circumscriptis signis potest esse Again, every
16quod “omne ens est bonum et non potest non esse P5nE NS £0d:
quin omne ens est bonum; igituf necessarium est quod thi:hx:r::lm“
omne ens est bonum’. Et sic necessarium est omne goodness to
204* ens esse bonum. | Et veritas necessaria, circumscriptis bﬂgﬂ%f"
signis, est omne ens esse bonum; et que, nisi illa
15 veritas communissima formaliter omni enti, scilicet esse
bonum, sive bonitas uniuscuiusque entis?
Similiter, deus simpliciter necessario scit omne ens As God knows

. . . P . . . that Every
esse bonum: igitur simpliciter necessario scit scitum Being is good,
vel scita, “omne ens esse bonum’: igitur simpliciter w‘{",‘f,c‘lf ﬂ‘:‘

zonecessario scitum vel scita sunt “omne ens esse bonum™; s(‘)‘:‘m‘:;g
sed non simpliciter scita sunt omne ens esse bonum. neither increate

Quia queritur que simpliciter scita sunt ““omne ens esse bu’{m;tfs'frfgg;,g

bonum’’; nec increata, nec creata, nec utrumgque, utfaciliter from both, viz.,
PN . . . . . the universal
patet calculanti; igitur simpliciter necessario scitum est goodness o

250mne ens esse bonum. Et hec est bonitas analoga  Beiné:
omnis entis simpliciter necessaria et necessario simpli-
citer a deo scita.
Similiter, cum philosophi determinate et clistim:teAkPhih'nn'npher’s
sciunt quod “‘omne ens naturale est per se mobile”, nn’,‘ﬁ,‘:‘iiﬁ:,ﬁi
3oad quid vel ad que terminatur principaliter talis sciencia me“;‘r:p"o'g'“'ign,
eorum distincta et determinata? Et non datur nisi but to what it
veritas communis que est “omne ens naturale esse per s'f,m,ge,,’,;;r},',;h
se mobile”; et sic de: omnis ignis est calidus etc. Nec é‘;‘e‘;’;gg;‘};
philosophi determinant suas tales distinctas, actuales, et knows that a
35 habituales sciencias principaliter ad proposiciones men- Eante 'fir':m;
tales, vel alia signa vocalia, vel scripta, cum et layci
simplices querunt scire distincte, non proposiciones
mentales, vocales vel scriptas, sed a parte rei pocius

quod quilibet grossus suus valet plusquam unus obulus,

_so0.nccla MS.  z0. fit MS. 21 T MS. 22 ft MS.  3o.ad
q'al ad qua MS.  33. omni igne est calidum MS.



26 JOHANNIS WYCLIF. CAP. V.

Item communius est apud studentes pragenses bibere
cerevisiam quam bibere vinum, et bibere vinum minus
commune, et commune est eis comedere carnes etc. De illo
communi queritur ...

A man is an  Similiter, circumscriptis signis, universaliter ita est

animal . ‘ . .
universally, but quod homo est animal, sed sicud fortiter laborare sine

this cannol be fortitudinem implicat contradiccionem, sic universaliter
uqivellrpal esse ita quod homo est animal a parte rei sine univer-
animaity. . . . . . .
Is not “Who Salitate a parte rei implicat contradiccionem,
runs, moves’ H i iotis si
A e Igltur.et queratur a laycis Qy'dlo.txs si_esset negandu’xP 10
truth? quod universaliter est ita quod, ‘“qui currit, ipse movetur”’,

et ita.de aliis consimilibus. Similiter oportet, ad hoc
quod Sor est animal, quod omnis homo sit animal;

A is an aniﬂml igitur oportunum est .ad “Sortem esse animal, omnem

€cause a 3 . . . .

men are  hominem esse animal: queritur que res, que veritas sit 15
animals; it is i - i . 1
Animefity in ll!u.d oportunum, et illa oportunitas: et non 'dapl.tur
which the nisi animalitas communis omnis hominis. Similiter
dependency

w

consists.” requiritur ad istum hominem esse, esse hominem; ] et 205*

non econtra. Consulatur ergo deus apud quem non est

noticia confusa. Quid ergo? sic requiritur ad hominem 20

istum esse, et non econtra; et dabitur communis huma-

nitas cuiuslibet hominis. Similiter prius naturaliter et

consequencialiter, circumscriptis signis, est hominem esse

quam sit istum hominem esse. Nam circumscriptis signis

deus sine noticia et supposicione confusa tantum scit

quod si est istum hominem esse tunc est hominem esse;

et non, si est hominem esse est istum hominem esse,

God, without Igitur deus, circumscriptis signis, aput semetipsum
pﬁﬂgoi‘ﬁi;’,fs, distingwit esse hominem, sicud prius naturaliter con-

Un‘;;‘:f‘:; trlfing sequenctallter‘ ad. istum hominem esse, cum dicat 'apud 30
which they “se non de signis sed de re extra: Si est esse istum

signify; .kno . . .
the dipendence hominem,- tunc est esse hominem; et non, si est esse

indivfju'ﬂeupon hominem, est esse istum hominem. Et si nos sine talibus
Wthekgenerall, instrumentis, scilicet proposicionibus, sciremus veritatem

e 0 S o . . J . N .
“thinking by’ condicionalem et consequencialem, sicut scit deus, eciam 33

means of  gj¢c judicaremus, Et videtur magna imperfeccio in nobis,
propositions;

~
e

I. E?)mfl\cAMS. 11. currit quod MS. 14. oEtunTJ\MS. 23. quciater
MS. 30. quciater MS.

1. Pragenses. In other Bohemian MSS. of Wyclif's works,
we frequently meet with Pragensis for Oxoniensis, &c, 4. Que-
ritur. The end of this argument is wanting: but there is no
gap in the text to show it.

~ e

st
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et gravis ignorancia rerum, et ignorancia negacionis et but it were
ORI L ver
disposicionis, si prioritatem naturalem et consequen- ;3o aacobe

cialem quam deus apud se diiudicat et quam nos per‘hi;n‘{;Pg“:ﬁgcy
instrumenta proposicionalia debemus cognoscere, quod instniments by

5talem prioritatem principaliter et totaliter instrumentis ‘jhen N

nostris attribuimus, rebus derelictis. Et quis artifex vellet
principaliter et totaliter cognoscitive insudare circa in-
strumenta, ut huiusmodi sunt?

Item, deus dicit apud se quod Sorti, sed non solum God says:
1osibi, convenit scilicet esse hominem. Dignetur ergo deus 42",
edicere, cum dicat Sorti, sed non solum sibi, convenire men': what
esse hominem, que veritas, que res est esse hominent men’ signify in
ibi in tali dicencia dei? Et certum est quod beatus in ods mind,
patria dicit, et nichil confuse sed distinctissime. Igitur, humanity?
15esse hominem predicatum sit de Sorte; sed deo non
solum est communis sua, sed et aliorum, humanitas.
Item, si nichil esset commune essenciale intrinsecumif A and B had
Sorti et Platoni, sed in quolibet solum esset essenciale MPMing really
singulare, tunc Sor non plus essencialiter differt a lapide they would
20quam a Platone, et econtra Plato a Sorte. Nam per c?.»cohmdmir
omne illud per quod differt essencialiter a lapide, per  OMeTSS.
omne illud essencialiter differt a Platone, et econtra. from a stonc;
Nec plus convenit essencialiter cum Platone et econtra the{fc ‘;3““‘
quam cum lapide, cum albedine, cum quacunque re ;t“:l'l“’b}:;‘c‘ct

205®* mundi; nec plus vel minus | essencialiter ab eodem coul% r;_ot
. . . ye . ege rocec rom
different. Item, per quid Sor esset essencialiter similis Proeir

Platoni? Non per humanitatem suam singularem, quia ig;i“"fgi“c?]“! )

per illam differt essencialiter a Platone. Nec per ra- and B

cionabilitatem suam singularem, quia per illam essen- "’
3o cialiter- differt, et per consequens est dissimilis; cum

per illam sic singulariter essencialiter est racionalis, et

Plato nequaquam sic singulariter essencialiter est ra-

cionalis,

Et sic tolleretur omnis essencialis conveniencia et Now this

35 similitudo intrinseca rerum ad invicem, cum tamenGccnoc';;gfif;isng

dicatur Gen. primo: ‘“Creavitque cete grandia et omnem that animals

. . . were created
animam viventem ac motabilem quam produxerant aque in their gencra
in species suas, et omne volatile secundum genus suum,”’ i‘i,?cﬁ‘f::fn’o’t
Et infra: “Et fecit deus bestias terre secundum species meanthe

4osuas, et iumenta, et omne reptile terre in genere suo.”’ of thesc beings,
Non possunt autem ibi intelligi per genera et species imcone

7. 93'-' = congregative? MS. 39. fis MS.
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muititude of ydee rerum in mente divina; quia aque non produxerunt

fronem all, o animam viventem et motabilem in illas ydeas, Nec possunt

the end of the intelligi conceptus noster vel nostra signa, que dicimus
genera et species. Nec possunt ibi intelligi multitudines
successive béstiarum a principio mundi usque in finem;
quia aque in principio mundi non produxerant bestias
terre secundum aliquam talem multitudinem omnium
leonum vel omnium equorum etc,

We must Intelligende ergo ibi sunt rerum illarum magis et
“}",:,’:,':"f,,;” minus communes quidditates et naturales, ac essenciales
species their - rerum “similitudines per genera et species. Nam videtur
resemblances quod in illas et secundum illas quidditates et similitu-
by which they Jines essenciales intrinsecas ille bestie producantur. Et

classed.  gqueritur ab adversariis quid pertinenter intelligitur per
In fact, if the genus et speciem, cum dicitur: “‘illa sunt eiusdem ge-
n‘.";‘;;"?h?s‘i ?lﬂ:y neris,”” si non quiditates generales et quiditates speciales
mean nothing, jptelligantur iuxta diffinicionem generis et speciei, ubi
for they cannot dicunt logici quod genus est quod predicatur de pluri-
s,:f:,i {3;,22? bus specie differentibus, in eo ‘‘quod quid hoc est”
d‘;‘;‘;g:f"{’%': of sgcundur_n quf)d est quiditas preqlcata de pluribus specie
the intrinsic  differentibus in eo ““quod est quid™: quod non convenit
reason fom signo loycali, ut huiusmodi, nec alicui quiditati singulari
C‘“:;riiﬁ'f;;if" quantumcunque per communem conceptum concipiatur

- quiditas, Igitur generalitas predicatur, quia manifestatur,
dicitur, et significatur de pluribus differentibus specie
2™ quod est eorum quiditas. Et ita de specie respectu

eorum que numero differunt.

16. quidatis generalis et quiditatis specialis intelligantur AS.

o
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CAPITULUM SEXTUM.

206* | Item, cum substancie materiales possunt habere Why should
causam efficientem agentem eis communem, causam bel::; many e
per se fimalem eis communem, causam materialem eis same formal
5 communem (ut quando ex stramine fit ignis vel ex!nuinsic cause,

igne aqua), quare non potuerunt substancie huiusmodi them all, if they
habere eandem racionem formalem substancialem com- same efficient,
munem, cum habeant supremas, scilicet agentem et fne ‘;‘;{’,s,?
finalem communes, et habeant infimam, scilicet mate-

1orialem communem, qualiter non possunt mediam, scilicet

formalem substancialem, habere communem in qua
conveniret substancialiter? Et si talem habuerint, iam
erit forma, substancialis, et per consequens quiditas
substancie communis multis suppositis. Et hoc est uni-
15 versale a parte rei.

Nec valet dicere quod forma substancialis est actus opjection: The
For

substancialis rei, et actus separat et dxstmgth (A0 o™
methaphysice). Nam cum partes continui sunt in actu _ Aristotle,

perfecto per se standi, tunc sunt separate; quando non, “,‘:’;;,ﬁi’;?h

20 tunc non; quod non valeat hoc dicere ad propositum. Nam
res plures non bene separantur et distingwuntur ab aliis,
nisi fuerint congregate et in unum collecte per formam;

i 1 i i 2m ibili True, but it
et virtus vivendi et congregandi 2™ se est appetibilior se arates from

quam virtus separandi et distingwendi, Igitur forma, things which
2ietsi habet virtutem separandi et distingwendi, habet .71 i 0oL
tamen aliam nobiliorem virtutem, scilicet uniendi et c::m‘;':r‘“e
congregandi; sic namque forma mixti, propter quod unite those
sunt elementa, manutenet elementa ne ab invicem D78} %hich
dissolvantur, Superveniente autem violencia corrumpente eﬁ:ﬁg“ﬁg’:ﬂ
3o formam mixti, in materia dissolvuntur ab invicem the destruction

elementa; sicud videmus, igne applicato ad lignum ad of a form.

Capitulum Sextum deest. 2. Blank space for initial 1 MS.
14. l‘_l" S. 16, quia MS,

“18—320. Nam . .. progosilum. This sentence is marked (!) in
the copy of the MS.  28. Manutenet = masntient or maintajns:
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corrupcionem forme ligni, distrahit materia tota ligni.

Nam partim ignis in flamma sursum tendit ad speram

ignis; fumus aereus ad speram aeris dispergitur; aqua

fugiens ignem contrarium in locum adversum igni

decurrit; terra in cinere ultimo residet. Sic quod, licet

forma materias suas ab aliis separat et distingwat,

plus tamen unit et adunat easdem. Plus enim pro

subsistencia rei est materias suas rei unitas et adunatas

esse, quam ipsas ab aliis superatas et districtas.

Videtur enim multum derogare deo et generi esse 10

formalis substancialis quod ipse deus potest facere

causam agentem divisim et communiter agere plura

It scems  SUPpOsita et .ante materialem divisim; (et consequenter |

H‘lveere'ff:;ee 1{!‘:' ‘materiare plura supposita), et non posset facere causam 206°

reason thus to formalem substancialem communiter indivisim formare 15
p(')iw"‘e':‘ (s;:)‘,ii;?g substancialiter.p-lux:a S}xppisita, ymmo, cum qualitas sym-
"!‘hua;‘ ?nfft:)rr% bolo manens vicissim in utroque elementorum habencium
only one being. ad invicem symbolum et transmutatorum in se invicem,
ne supervacue qualitas eiusdem racionis corrumperetur

et iterum generaretur; cum, inquam, talis sic vicissim 20

informat plura supposita, quomodo forma substancialis

pocior non poterit communiter plura .supposita, sed

solum proprietorie unicum suppositum substancialiter

A peasam  Performare? Derogacio magna videtur quod non poterit

knows that all causa formalis communiter, sed solum proprietorie,

fire i aﬂ:r:c;n""s causare suppositum unicum causacione, que est informacio.

admission ¢f Nec tamen materia possit communiter materiando plura

the one R
Universal form supposita causare; nec communis causa formalis sub-

Ut

~
O

f ity. . e . . .. .

of &Y stancialis plurium suppositorum divisim est ita latens
et abscondita; cum nedum philosophis sed et ydiotis et 30
grossis rusticis sit manifestum et valde certum quem-
libet ignem esse ignem.

To answer Et valde extraneum est dicere quod talis proposicio

lha(h'he knbows mentalis, “‘quilibet ignis est ignis’’ [non) est eis manifesta
thing about . . . _
e Bental et valde certa, cum eciam esse quod est manifestum et 35

Cg;‘ég;’:l‘;‘;“n certissimum de re manifesta et certa non sit eis notum,

) islquile manifestum, et valde certum de aliquo tali signo, propo-

1rr nt; s . . . . . I ™
eevanti  sicione, vel disposicione, in mente scilicet *quilibet

he knows and jon; . ”» s . . .
o A, ignis est calidum™, Nam, quesito ab aliquo tali ydiota

N

9. quam iB§35 esse MS. 6. materjalis MS, 10. gni' MS. 1. f‘;r

TMS.  13. an much blurred MS.  14. mate'are MS.  17. hncia MS.
34. non deest MS. 36. mata MS. ’
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vel simplici, si constet sibi quod quilibet ignis est ignis, the fact is so,
fatetur quod sic. Ymmo per iuramentum secure hoc t'ﬂ‘,’,‘;ﬁ'nl:fmm?
assereret quod omr.lis? igflis est ignis. Si autem qu.eritur pro;g:“l'ltom.
ab eo si constet sibi alio de tali signo tali proposicione -
s5vel tali disposicione in mente sua, scilicet ‘‘quilibet
ignis est ignis’®>, respondebit se nescire. Et sicud simplex
laycus affectans quodlibet membrum sui corporis esse
sanum, non affectat illam proposicionem mentalem
“quodlibet membrum corporis mei est sanum”, sed

1o affectat sanitatem in quolibet membro corporis. Sic, And even such

207"

. . d t
cum manifestum est sibi, et valde certum, quod qui- Universals ace

libet ignis est ignis, non est sibi valde certum quid- *°"°§ﬂs‘°a:gm“
quam et mamfestum de illa proposicione: “quilibet ignis tacnly To admit
est ignis’’, sed est manifestum sibi et valde certum de them too.
igneitate cuiuslibet ignis. | Et experiencia docet quod

homines sapientes et simplices, negantes universales

formas in rebus, sine deliberacione ex instinctu utique

naturali prorumpuntur et dicunt: hoc est manifestum,

hoc est valde certum quod quilibet ignis est ignis; non

20 intendentes de proposicione mentali sicud dictum,

2

Unde videtur magna protervia in negantibus formas
communes in diversis suppositis: ex deliberacione animi
menti contingit ne tali instinctu naturali, negando hoc
esse manifestum et valde certum in toto mundo quod
5 quilibet ignis est ignis, et illud manifestum et valde .
certum in toto mundo quod est quemlibet ignem esse
ignem, et communis igneitas in quolibet igne.
Sicque, cum hoc sit valde manifestum, et valde certum The truth is

. e S that the
et multum firmum in toto mundo, quod gquilibet ignis Universal fact

3oest ignis, sed quod iste ignis est ignis est servate notum of All fire

3

H H . being fire is
et non sic manifestum, certum et firmum; manifestum beneffnow;

est guod igneitas comrr3unis longe plus manife§tat se et par:f‘c"u'}a‘r“gne
certificat se esse (quia in toto mundo), cum sit quem-  of this fire
libet ignem esse ignem, quam igneitas singularis se being jire.

5manifestat obiective et certificat se esse. Sic eciam,

cum sit manifestum in toto mundo et certum, non ut

signum, sed ut obiectum quoddam primarium alicuius

distincte noticie quod quilibet ignis est calidum, caliditas

5. menta MS. 7. atictans MS.  ¢. sui MS. 16. negantes con-
cedentes MS. 22, amigt ne MS.

20. This paragraph seems to be incomprehensible, 3a. Ser-
vale, Perhaps this means: Known in an inferior way, i. e. em-
pirically. 38. Calidum. We have already met with this strange
form several times. No doubt aligwod is understand.
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This is trae COmMmunis cuilibet igni obiective manifestat se et certi-
of all universdl ficat se esse toti mundo; et sic de consimilibus formis
are said to be communibus substancialibus et accidentalibus in diversis
P,';f:,',‘,’:;;ﬁfeé;" suppositis. Unde et forme communes substanciales et
pal:_'t'i“‘:ﬁar accidentales, quia publicant et manifestant se in toto5
forms. mundo, dicuntur a philosophis predicari, cum sic in

toto mundo publicantur et manifestantur. Forme vero
bl om singulares propter ipsarum privatum esse, ubi nec sic
be no seif- per mundum publicantur et manifestantur, sed privatim
principles of in tempore, vel in loco, vel utrumque, ostenduntur,
science:  dicuntur non predicari sed solum dici proprie a philo-
sophis.
k:;“’; "lfot‘":he Item, nisi essent virgs tales communes a parte rsi,
proposition, tunc non essent propria per se principia in scienciis
‘hems:'ﬁ:'iffg"" per se manifesta. Si enim non est hoc principium per
“I"‘:":)‘g";‘;":‘s" se notum a parte rei quod omnis motus est, sed solum
now. talis: ‘‘proposicio, omnis motus est est principium in
sciencia naturali’;......et quia, quacunque tali pro-
posicione existente, vel non existente, non minus esset
et maneret sciencia naturalis [ de quibuscunque veris
scibilibus et proprie naturalibus.
These self- Similiter, quocunque termino tali, ens mobile vel
P,iﬁé’i‘:li';'nre ens naturale, existente vel non existente, non minus
indep::’demly manet ipsa sciencia natural:s.'be ergo remanent propria
of their being per se principia per se manifesta, science naturalis (et
Or not belng sic de aliis) communissima ergo et stabilis ac firma in
setterms.  omnibus rebus naturalibus naturalitas vel eciam mobilitas
in toto mundo [est] per se manifesta; et similiter illa
firma et stabilis a parte rei. Et in toto orbe manifesta
veritas, scilicet, “omnis motus est”’, sunt propria prin- 3
cipia per se manifesta sciendi, et demonstrandum philo-
sophice occultas et necessarias veritates naturales: et
ita de aliis.
There is really Et quid necesse est temptare ostendere, ex nocioribus
P',‘;’J‘f.,"is‘,%f secundum intellectum vel secundum sensum, veritates 3
the adversary ve] formas universales in rebus? Nam sicud manifestum

the objective et apertissimum’ in toto mundo secundum intellectum
existence o . .
things in €St esse ens; ymmo, quod omne ens est ens (alioquin

»

kauaﬁ? MS. 13. vis MS. 14. eff3 MS.  15. manifestam MS.
20. velt MS.  28. est deest MS. - 28, TI* MS. 30, Vi» MS.

18. B! guia. Some words must be wanting before tﬁese.

o

o
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nichil erit apertum et manifestum in toto mundo); et general, or ot

sicut manifestissimum et apertissimum secundum sensum U<t things
est per se sensibile: ut esse lucidum, coloratum, sonans, the senses,
sapidum, olficiens, calidum, frigidum, humidum vel siccum:

5si ergo negans universalia in rebus proterviendo wult be is beyond
negare istam veritatem, scilicet esse ens per se mani- "*SOMNE With.
festum secundum -intellectum toto mundo; vel istam:
esse sensibile per se notum secundum sensum per totum
mundum, quid ultra est contra eum disputandum?

10 Si autem concedit ultra signum per modum obiectilf he admit the
esse. ens, sicut per se notum secundum intellectum toti  omcctive .
mundo, queritur ab eodem si' talis sit veritas singularis Belng, he must
vel communis pluribus? Primum dare non poterit; general truth;
igitur dabit veritatem communem per se manifestam

15secundum intellectum apud totum mundum, Sic eciam and the same
arguitur de esse sensibili quo ad per se notum toti T:,,Y,i‘ij;g;;’ng"_f
mundo secundum sensum. Si autem adversarius ultra disgtﬁslsl?ol;l s
signum noluerit concedere per modum obiecti esse ens,  useless.
sicud per se manifestum toti mundo secundum intellectum,

2onec est sensibile sicud per se manifestum secundum
sensum in toto mundo, quid cum illo de rebus est
disputandum doctrinaliter?

Licet enim tales concedant signa per se principiorum They deny
sciendi per se manifestorum, ultra tamen talia signa | (,‘l'frr%arli',’,'c}g}’:s

208" vocibus constanter negant per se principia sciendi per (;frek{;?)“f’llﬁﬂfg
se manifesta; et cum habeant instinctum naturalem, but signs; they

. - . . . admit this in

sicud quicunque alii homines, ad profitendum eciam “lcality, like
indeliberate in corde talia per se principia per se ““’;’Sge:‘”;’ﬁi
manifesta ipsi cordi, profitentur veritates in formas Principie of

. . . Contradiction

30 communes per se manifestas in rebus, vocibus autem
negant: sicud illi qui ore negabant illud ‘principium
negativum, impossibile est idem secundum idem et simpli-
citer et pro eodem inesse et non inesse. Corde autem
negare non poterant, cum non possint opiniones con-

35 trariorum adinvicem contrarie eidem simul inesse, Omnis
ergo qui ex instinctu naturali ultra signa in corde pro-
fitetur hoc, quod omne ens est ens, et profitetur hoc

quod omnis motus est, et profitetur hoc quod omme totum

4. olfcus MS. 16, sensibile () MS. 17. pro adversarius viis MS.
18. voluerit.

4. Olficiems. The MS. has something more like olfaclus, byt
perhaps this guess is nearer the sense. '

De Universalibus. 3
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integrale est maius sua parte integrali (et sic de aliis)
corde profitetur universales veritates quomodocunque
vocibus eas negaverit, Si enim in corde ultra signa pro-
fitetur per signa quod in omni enti convenit esse ens,
tunc profitetur, eo ipso, quod omni enti convenit esse
ens, istam veritatem.

There are thus ~ Et ecce, cum concedentes veritates communes corde
nﬁ:[‘l" stﬁ?‘ﬁ?g‘ et ore profiteantur, sicud manifestissimum et certissimum
whose mind a parte rei, quod omne ens est ens, negantes autem

agrees with . R . .
their words, communia talia in rebus vocibus, constanter ultra signa
and the secold pegant esse a parte rei quod quodlibet ens est ens.
does not thus Quis ergo illam altercacionem tollet? Sed cum primi
8¢ videantur ex instinctu naturali profiteri sicut et totus
mundus prorumpit indeliberate, et profitetur hoc esse
diﬁgc:“:!l;;y manife§tissimum et certissimum quod omne ens est ens;
deny what their secundi autem videntur hoc negare voce ex deliberacione
"“‘;‘l{:n:";(‘)’e's contra instinctum et pulsum naturalem, ne cogantur ex
ﬁﬁ'gfffi;fy's’éﬁ vocibus propriis concedere formas et veritates in rebus
to nature; communes, videtur quod secundi debent se vincere, et
cum primis, ymmo, cum toto mundo concordare: quoniam
ex impulsu naturali indeliberate prorumpit in verba et
dicit quod hoc est manifestissimum, et certum valde,
quod omne ens est ens. Eciam cum tales non possint
they will never in seipsis tollere vel in illis aliis quibuscunque, sapientibus
destroy, either vel simplicibus, doctis vel indoctis, illiteratis vel literatis, I
o ‘i‘l’f’;’f;;‘r’:f tales instinctus vel impulsus naturales, quibus indeliberate
intg‘iisncnlalgufr:lllve prorumpunt in professione, et profitentur quod hoc est
truth. certum et manifestum a parte rei quod omne ens est

ens, et ultra signa profitentur quod hoc est manifestum

et notum quod quilibet ignis est calidus: videtur quod 3

debeant in formas universales, postposita contencione,
consentire. Nobilitas autem, honestas, et utilitas talium
communium formarum in rebus, inferius exponetur.

6. ista veritas MS. 19. vinc'e MS.
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CAPITULUM SEPTIMUM.

Quia igitur ultra signa a parte rei est nobis intel-
lectualiter hoc valde certum, et sicut per se mani-
festissimum, quod omne ens est ens; alioquin ultra
ssigna a parte rei ex eadem racione nichil intellectualiter
vel sensualiter est nobis certum et manifestum; et quia
hoc certum, “omne ens est ens’’ est entitas communis;
de necessitate omnis entitas (sicut esse hoc ens) est
entitas huiusmodi, et hoc, et esse hoc ens est huius
10 entitatis (et ita de aliis) constat quod est forma com-
munissima in rebus, que est quid valde certum, et
sicud per se manifestissimum. Quam si voce negare
[quis] vellet, .corde nos eam profiteri oportet, cum sit
per se primum objectum intellectus per se manifestissimum
15apud eundem maxime et communissime per modum
forme essencialis prime; et per consequens per modum
lucis spiritualis prime omnium simul intelligibilium in
ipsis vise formaliter,
Et licet illa sit forma communis in multis, et de
20 multis quodammodo, non tamen est universale de
quinque universalibus que dicuntur genus, species,
differencia, proprium et accidens communis; tamen
poterit vocari universale vel universalis, cum sit univer-
sorum entitas. Verumtamen forma communis inexistens
25 est in plus quam proprie universale reale, vel univer-
salitas realis inexistens. Est autem inexistens forma
communis, ad differenciam forme communis exemplaris,
que non pluribus divisim potest formaliter inecxistere.
Sic videtur quod deus sit incxistens forma communis
30 tribus divinis suppositis, et entitas transcendens forma
communis in existens omni enti, Nulla tamen est formaliter
universale inexistens vel universalis inexistens, prout
universale dividitur in illa quinque, geaus, species, etc,

i, 2. Septimum deest; blank space for Initial Q MS. 13, quis
deest MS.
3

We have then
this Universal,
Entity, which
cannot be
denied except
verbally,

and which is
the first object
of the mind
which thinks,

It is in many
and said of
many, yet not
likye 1}hose
other
Universals, the
Genus, the
Species, the
Difference, the
Property and
the Accident;
nor_yet like
the Exemplar
Form which
does not exist
formally in
many ;
but somewhat
like the Deity
in the Three
Persons, that
are all God.
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We must
premise that as
there is
metaphysical,
logical, and
grammatical
truth, so there
are three
corresponding
sorts of
Universality,

Metaphysical
Universality
means a
Universal
entity, that
which is
common to
many.

Logical
universality is
the abstraction
(by the power
ot the mind)

from the
conditions of
individuality;
and this has
no real entity,
except in the
thinking mind,

though it
denotes and
makes known
the Universal
and real entity.

For it cannot
either stand for
the act of
abstraction

which produces

JOHANNIS WYCLIF. CAP. V1L

Antequam autem hic ulterius descendatur ad uni-
versale inexistente, est advertendum quod universalitas
dicitur, sicud et veritas, tripliciter: methaphysice, logice, |
et grammatice; sicud veritas methaphysica dicitur mera
rei entitas, logica dicitur quoddam ens racionis circa
composicionem et divisionem consistens: ut, cum dicitur
esse est, dicitur verum. Si autem dicatur solum sic:
esse, non dicitur verum; nec si dicatur solum sic: est,
dicitur verum, Sed cum dicitur simul, esse est, dicitur
verum, et veritas (scilicet loyca). A parte autem rei
non plus vel minus dicatur, cum dicitur esse est, quam
si solum dicitur esse vel solum est. Veritas autem
grammatica est contractibilis proposicio, habens signifi-
catum suum primarium a parte rei; vel habicio signifi-
cati primarii a parte rei in ipsa grammaticali propo-
sicione dicitur veritas grammatica.

Sic universalitas methaphysice dicitur, quasi cuiusdam
universalitatis entitas, universalitas methaphysica et
universale methaphysicum. Sic enim dicunt idem uni-
versale et universalitas; nec universale, sic methaphysice
dictum, dicit pro formali aliquam intencionem loycalem,
sed ipsam entitatem communem universitati quorumdam.
Secundo dicitur universalitas loyce, consistens circa
abstraccionem nature per intellectum ab individuantibus
condicionibus, ut quoddam esse non reale, sed intencionale
solum; et loycale debetur nature humane, quando ipsa
per intelleccionem abstrahitur ab individuantibus con-
dicionibus intellectu; sic non realiter sed solum inten-
cionaliter circa’ eam agentem: propter quod non realem
rem, sed solum intencionale quoddam seu loycale causat
circa ipsam naturam, Et hoc vocatur universalitas loyca;
et secundum illam ipsam naturam ab extrinseco deno-
minat universale, de quanto habet esse abstractum a
condicionibus individui, et sic esse indifferens ad esse
in isto vel quocunque alio supposito, Et illud esse ab-
stractum est illud esse secundum hoc indifferens ad
esse in hoc vel quocunque alio supposito; est solum
esse loycum et intencionale, non in natura humana
subiectatum, sed est ens circa abstraccionem activam
intellectus, denominans nichilominus ab extrinseco, non
ipsam abstraccionem activam intellectivi, nec ipsum

18. entitas dicitur MS.
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CAP. VIL DE UNIVERSALIBUS.

intellectum esse universalem, sed naturam circa quam
versatur illa abstraccio, Et sic “‘universale’ dicens
[dicit] duo simul, scilicet naturam per modum subiecti,
et ipsam universalitatem, que est intencio loyca circa

209" abstraccionem | activam, consistens in anima. Ipsum

universale sic dictum aggregatum est partim in anima,
scilicet 2™ universalitatem, et partem extra, scilicet 2™
naturam que abstracta est; sicut veritas logica, con-
sistens circa composicionem et divisionem in mente,
10denominat ab extrinseco id quod primarie per compo-
sicionem vel divisionem dicitur.
Et sic 2™ multos famosos, sicud materia dicta solum
a parte rei, habet esse, nequaquam est materia prima
(quia 2™ eos, dum solum est a parte rei, nequaquam
15 est separata a disposicionibus eciam accidentalibus; sed
dum per intellectum in hoc subtiliorem quam sit natura
abstrahitur et deprivatur, non realiter sed intencionaliter
ab omni forma accidentali et eciam substanciali quantum
neutra est de eius mera racione essenciali, tunc ipsa
20 est materia prima): sic eciam dicunt quod nec natura
hominis, nec asini, nec cuiuscunque creature; dum
solum habet esse a parte nature et rei nequaquam est
universalis, quia sic non habet existere separatum et
depuratum ab individuis condicionibus, sed dum intel-
23 lectus nature abstrahit eas a condicionibus individuanti-
bus, tunc habet esse abstractum et esse in divinis, inten-
cionaliter, non realiter a parte rei; et sic esse univer-
sale. Et per consequens intellectus per sui abstraccionem
fabricat universalitatem in rebus que dicuntur universalia.
30 Quamvis autem verum sit quod creatus intellectus
fabricat talem universalitatem circa res per activam et
intencionalem suam abstraccionem nature a condicionibus
individui, sicud creatus intellectus per sui activam
composicionem aut divisionem fabricat verum seu veri-
35 tatem logicam denominantem autem ab intrinseco ad
quod primarie per composicionem vel divisionem
dicitur; et sic intellectus dicit tunc verum, id est, rem
primarie significatam per composicionem vel divisionem
que dicitur verum vel veritas logica; et sic 2™ philo-
40 sophum et multos alios ““Universale est dum intelligitur”,

3. dicit deest MS. 12. dicitur MS. 24 dcpu'anTMS. 0. ine
telliguntur MS.
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it, or for the
intellect which
is not
Universal.
Thus
Universal
means both a
nature which
is suci, and
the act of
abstraction
which takes
place in the
mind.

Theory of
those who say
that as matter,

if it has
determined
existence in
any way, cannot
be primordial
matter, but this
indetermination
accrues 1o it
from mental
abstraction;

so a given

bcinfg cannot
have

universahty in
itself, but only
by means of

the same
mental faculty
of abstraction.

But, although
it is truc that
we torm the
Universal in
our minds by

our act ot~
abstraction,
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vet the  scilicet sic abstractive: non tamen est verum quod
comparso" materia sit materia prima, circumscripta operacione
jprimordial ~intellectus creati, nec quod natura sit universalis a
for ncither this parte rei, inscripta operacione creati intellectus. Nam

depends on @ cim materia, prius naturaliter capax forme cuiuscunque 3

]

mental

UPcdl‘aﬁOItlf] nor quam habeat illam, pro illo vero gradu essendi vel
oces ¢ . . . . .

Universal, as durandi materia a parte rei est informis, nuda, et pura,
existing,

depend thus. A 1V N
For r‘rlrm_or?!;al tali que potest sibi inesse et non inesse; per consequens
matter 1s . . . .
jtself a pure pro illa mensura vere est materia prima a parte reiio
capacity for H ivi ii H
recelving forms, Solum, et mt.ellect.us divinus (qui mte'llec?lone sua non
and }howlzh solum intencionaliter sed realiter agit circa materiam
never tormicss . . . . . . . .
in time, stil et ordinem in materia) ipse intelligit vere materiam

this capacily 1,ins esse capacem et pro illo prior, esse denudatum

foé;sli;:_{tcl%:}:ﬁfy’c' et deprivat_um. a!) omr.li forma quam potest post illL.xm 13
gradum prioritatis recipere, et intelligit eam posterius
esse formatam forma accidentali et substanciali; et
ipse intellectus secundum sui intelleccionem ponit
materiam -in ordine ut ipsa prius naturaliter a parte
.rei sit prima materia nuda et depurata a qualibet illa 20

forma, et post illum gradum mensure essendi vel
durandi ponit eam inesse formato forma substanciali

prioéi?g itllif_ca et accidentali, Et sic materia prima pro aliqua men-
not notional, sura essendi vel durandi a parte rei est materia
ingggeﬁ’éi:‘:f]y p.rirfla‘, pura et dem'ldata. ab omni.forma non essen- 2
of all forms. ciali illi prius materie, licet non sit postea in aliquo
tempore vel in instanti temporis informis vel nuda
absque forma.
In like manner  Sic humanitas simpliciter, vel equinitas simpliciter,
the Universal prins (quo ad naturam et consequenciam) a parte rei3
naturally, not est quam quicunque singularis homo vel singularis
plﬁ}r:,p?(;“f,l.’,'_v equus et sic pro illo “priori a parte rei’” humanitas est
individual mab, communis et non singularis deo per intelleccionem suam,
arrived at by sic ordinante; et per consequens natura humana ex
abstract™ communius et realis a parte et natura rei absque hoc 33
Auﬁgﬂ_igf":f]is’quod intellectus fabricat universalitatem logicam, Et
as Heis sic deus, 2™ intelleccionem suam in rebus, fabricat
the author of . . . . e fre e
metaphysical universalitatem methaphysicam, que est universitalitatis
‘1’35'1‘3;;??;’1’111‘." cuiusdam entis formalis, sicud et ipse ante verum
loycum veritatem methaphysicam fabricat in rebus 40

universi, Et sic universalitas metaphysica equorum, cum

il
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o
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1. non est MS. 22, tormatum MS.  3o. quam MS.

et abstracta | a qualibet forma substanciali vel acciden- 210



CAP. ViL DE UNIVERSALIBUS.

sit tantum equinitas, ipsa est pura et nuda ab omni
condicione individuali; et ita de aliis.

Nec sunt audiendi philosophi quicunque qui negant
in rebus universalitatem metaphysicam, ponentes solum
5 universalitatem loycam circa naturas rerum, modo quo
dictum est. Sic forte voluit philosophus primo de Anima
et 7M° methaphysice; cum primo de anima dixit:
“Universale animal aut nichil est universalitate metha-

210* physica’; cum forte videbatur | sic sibi quod impossibile

10 esset esse animalitatem separatam, nudam, et puram a
condicionibus individuantibus a parte rei solum ex
ordinacione intellectus divini, *‘aut universale animal
posterius est”, scilicet animali singulari in natura sic
quod universalitas logica animalis fabricata sibi per

15 intellectum abstrahentem animalitatem a condicionibus
individuantibus est posterior animali singulari in natura.
Et tale universale seu universalitatem talem logicam,
quam solum forte dixit in rebus reperiri 1™M° metha-
physice, vocat accidens in natura rei, cum per abstrac-

20 cionem intellectus accidit nature rei, et de existente
tali abstraccione de esse huiusmodi universalitas.

Sed, ut dictum est, non est standum tali sentencie,
cum tunc oportet dici quod intellectus divinus intellec-
cione sua non diceret nec fabricaret hanc veritatem

25> methaphysicam a parte rei, scilicet, omnem hominem
esse animal; et ita de aliis dicendum est. Ergo pro
gloria domini veritatis, quod sicud ipse preter veritatem
logicam in mente creata fabricat ex parte rei veritatem
methaphysicam illam quod omnis homo est animal, sic

3o preter universalitatem loycam quam concedit ipse
fabricare intellectum creatum, fabricat idem dominus
a parte rei universalitatem methaphysicam simpliciter,
que est, omnem hominem esse animal et unumquodque
animal esse animal. Et illi qui ponunt universale solum

35 secundum universalitatem logicam non possunt dare
quod genus predicatur de pluribus differentibus specie
secundum quod est quiditas uniuscuiusque earum: quia
non possunt dare simpliciter que res et que natura a
parte rei est quiditas plurium specie differencium; nisi

joforte, more trutannorum, darent quod (simpliciter
loquendo) nulla res est quiditas, nec aliqua natura est

30. assit MS. 40. trutanor MS.
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Such
philosophers
as deny
metaphysical.
and onlv admit
logical
Universality
should not be
listened to.

Aristotle was
perhaps ot
lhcse. \\hcn he

The
Uruver:al is
either nothing,
or is posterior
1o its :mgular
“nothing™,
because he
believed it
could not exist
without its
smguldra-
“posterior”,
meaning the
logical
Universal.,

But we must
not admit this,
for as the
Lord created
metaphysicat
truth, yct gave
man the
faculty to arrive
at truth that is
logical; so He
also created the
metaphysically
Universal, yet
gave man ihe
power to
produce the
Logical
Universal.

And indeed,
such as
maintain no
other Universal
but the latter,
are obliged to
deny that
anything has
an esscnce
common to
many specics,
except it be
that very
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abstraction quiditas hominis et asini, sed animalis, ut est abstracta
"‘“",;i,‘,‘z_‘“ per intellectum a condicionibus individuantibus, sic
predicatur de homine et de asino. Sicud eciam, quando
queritur ubi vel quomodo materia est materia prima a
parte rei, dicunt quod non simpliciter a parte rei
materia est prima materia, sed [non] nisi in quantum per
intellectum abstrahitur ab omni forma; ita quod sine
addita replicacione nesciunt dare nec exprimere quid pre-
dicaretur | de pluribus differentibus specie in “eo quod 21¢*
quid est’’, nec sciunt dicere et exprimere quomodo materia 1o
est materia prima, vel que, nisi cum reduplicacione.
Qui autem innituntur abstractioni intelléctus divini
et abstractioni methaphysice a parte rei et depura-
tive ac denudative in ordine non temporali sed me-
thaphysico, illi simpliciter sciunt dicere et exprimere
In our theary, quod illa [essencia] animalis, communis a parte rei,
show how a circumscripta eciam universalitate loyca quam creatus
e\f‘c':,'c‘c"c\f,lb(s intellectus fabricaret, predicatur per intellectum divinum
and belongs to et ipsa seipsam predicat de qualibet specie animalis, ut
species; and ipsa est quiditas uniuscuiusque earum, Sic eciam sciunt 20
3‘&?} ]staicanﬂfg dicere quod illa materia pro quadam sua certa mensura
amatter is in . essendi et durandi est penitus nuda ab omni forma
really denuded cuius est capax per transmutacionem substancialem vel
Of;:,)é fﬁ,rcm’ aliam accidentalem mutacionem; et ponere universali-
“‘;(‘y‘zggai‘s tatem methapl}y.sicam separatam, .depuraFam, et denu- 25
apart from datam a condicionibus individuantibus, sic quod nulla
del‘:,d,,','ﬂ,?ffgns‘ talis possit sibi formaliter competere, est multum racio-
nale, Nam pura humanitas non potest esse alba, nec
calida, nec frigida, cum tunc esset formaliter huiusmodi;
et cum humanitas formaliter sit esse hominem, igitur 3o
humanitas et esse hominem formaliter esset esse hominem
album, sicud humanitas formaliter esset alba humanitas.
Sed quidquid est formaliter esse hominem hoc album est
But a Universal 2lbedo hominis, qua sola est formaliter homo albus:
ek does ot igitur, humanitas esset albedo hominis: quod non con- 35
its individuals venit, Ponere autem universalitatem methaphysicam
is impossible. separatam ab individuis, sic quod ipsa non posset
inexistere formaliter alicui individuo, hoc est impossibile,
cum illa 2™ propria sui condicione apta sit esse

cuiusdam viventis formalis intrinseca entitas. Et forte 40

oy

-
(]

6. non deest MS. 12, 13. abstractivi? MS, 16. essencia deest MS.

23. tafumdéone MS. 29. ho 3 above huiusmodi and in another hand
MS. 31. cst pro et MS.  4o0. vur ntis MS.
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in tali equivocacione abstraccionis laboraverunt Aristo-
teles cum Platone.

Utrum autem deus posset servare in puro esse metha-
physico universalem equinitatem, absque hoc quod 2™
eam aliquis individuus equus esset equus, sicut creditur
per ecclesiam in sacramento altaris salvare quantitatem
absque hoc quod 2™ eam aliquid sit subiective forma-
liter quantum, est alterius negocii. Verumtamen deus
servat equinitatem universalem pro sua prima et propria
mensura essendi, que est alcior, nobilior, et | amplior
longe quam mensura temporalis cuiuscunque individui
equi temporaliter existentis; servat, dico, pro illa men-
sura, sic quod equinitas nequaquam pro illa sua prima
mensura est esse alignem equum individualem, cum
secundum talem mensuram sit ante omnem equum
individuum. Quod si deus potest ea servare in illa sola
mensura sua prima, nullam mensuram durandi vel
essendi equum posteriorem sibi superaddendo, tunc
superioris questionis pars affirmativa est vera. Si non

20 potest servare equinitatem illam in illa sola mensura

2

5

sine superaddicione posterioris mensure equi, sicud non
potest servare substanciam creatam sine sui dependencia
a deo, qui est veritas relativa posterior illa substancia,
tunc aliter sumendum est.

Universalitas autem grammaticalis est signum gram-
maticale, significans primarie universalitatem metha-
physicam; vel modus significandi grammaticalis, secun-
dum quem primarie et universaliter significat ipsam
universalitatem methaphysicam, est universalitas gram-

30 maticalis. Et sic intencio methaphysica, que est univer-

salitas methaphysica, et intencio loyca, que est loycalis
universalitas, et intencio grammatica que est univer-
salitas grammatica, pulchre sibi correspondent, Et has
tres intenciones, quantum loyca appropriate respicit

35dici, grammaticalis vero significare, et methaphysica

40

respicit esse, philosophus videtur mira subtilitate fuisse
complexus cum dixit quia “‘univoca dicuntur, quorum
nomen est commune et racio substancie secundum
nomen est eadem”,

Et antiqui soliti sunt dicere quoddam universale ante
rem, ut ydeam in mente dei; et universale in re, ut

18. cq® MS:  37. @ MS.
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Whether God
could make it
to exist
without them
(as quantity
exists in the
Sacrament
without any
subject) is
another
question.
At any rate,
God makes 1t
cxist in a way
diflerent from,
and nobler
than, its
subjects,
whether this
existence can
or cawot
possibly be
maintatned
alone and
without any
other.

The
‘Grammatical
Universal’ is a

word which
slandsrfor the
Mectaphysical,

so that the
latter is
Universal in
being, the
Logical in
aftirming, the
Grammatical in

" signifying, cach

bedutifully
corresponding
to the other.
Aristotle’s
eneral
definition ot
them all shows
marvellous
acumen.

Another
ancient
division:
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Universals  amimalitatem communem in individuis Et universale
f,,'éo;oﬂ‘;;,f,f,',‘r post rem ut vel animalitatem logicam vel universalitatem
s‘i:»m‘l'l‘:;; grammaticam. Et Lincolniensis super primum posteriorum
Grosscteste’s ponit primum universale rerum materialium, esse
diniuintuple e ipsarum ydeale in mente divina, secundum universale 3
same. esse ydeale in mente intelligente. Et 3™ universale

racionem communem 2™ quam sunt in corporibus
celestibus, et 4WM universale formam communem eis
insitam, Et hoc universale, dicit, Aristoteles vocat uni-
versale unum in nultis et de multis. Quintum autem o
genus universalium pro signis nostris grammaticalibus
abicit sicud sibi impertinens, -.cum hoc nomen, '‘animal”,

dicitur universale, sicud urina dicitur sapa.



CAPITULUM OCTAVUM.

Supposita autem illa descripcione universalis quod
“universale est quod aptum natum est esse unum in
multis et de multis” tanquam bona et adequata, difficile

212* videtur quomodo universale solum dividitur | in hec

quinque, scilicet, genus, species, differenciam, proprium,
et accidens, Videtur enim quod deus sic sit universale;
videtur eciam quod ens transcendens sic sit universale,
et neutrum horum est genus, species etc. Videtur eciam
toquod instans commune ad hoc et hoc instans etc. sit

Difticulties:
According to
the detinition,
God, Being,
the shortest

period of

ossible

uration,
rationality,
risibility and

matter in a
gencral sensc,
would scem

to be

Universals:

universale, Et tamen nec sic est genus nec species etc. yet they do not

Sic racionalitas communis respectu huius et huius
racionalitatis videtur universale; et nullum eorum. Sic
et risibilitas respectu huius et istius risibilitatis videtur
15 universale; et nullum dictorum, Sic eciam materia
respectu huius et illius materie videtur universale; ct
nullum horum. Sic eciam substancia, dicta secundum
analogiam de composita forma et materia, videtur
universale; et nullum istorum. Item, cum universale sit
20 proprie predicatum, quid igitur videtur primo et proprie
subiectum respectu universalis? Item, ad quid valet
universalitas methaphysica in rebus, ut ad quid valet
communis humanitas, si non potest currere laborare
feliciter vivere, etc. Et videtur quod singularis homo

cnter the
division into

genera,
species, &e.

The Universal
must be
properly a
predicate;
what will its
subiect be ?

Of what usc is

a Universal
man, who can
do nothing?

25 sit melior et dignior humanitate tali communi. Item, sils the Universal

of another

natura universalis superior sit alia natura quam natura ,,re than its

inferior? Item, si illa quinque universalia a parte rei,
genus, species etc. ponunt in numerum. Item, si sit
dare singularitatem communem, et universalitatem vel
3o communitatem penitus incommunicabilem multis. Item,
si species humana est risibilis, et equina humibilis,

N Cafitulum &c. deest MS. 2, Blank space for initéal S.
20. igr MS.

13. Eoruwm, Understand: “est genus, species &c.”, and so
likewise for the ends of the next three sentences.

singutar?
Can any
member of the
five Universals
be counted,
and thus
08SCeSS
individuality ?
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I, Manking asinina rudibilis, Item, si substancia dividitur in com-
,“:lrgahiﬁn"?l munem et singularem, utrum communis aut singularis.

How does  Item, si sit universale quoddam actuale, potenciale, et
Substance  intellectuale, et aliquod potenciale tantum et intel-
DeONR 10 lectuale, et aliquod solum intellectuale. ftem: si genus
é’i‘\?il;cio‘r?;c:f animalis est asinus, igitur est non homo; et per con-
Universals? sequens genus animalis non est homo, Item, si essen-

the . - . . . . 4. .
S:lr:cwﬁ:?versalaahs perfeccio generis sit essencialis perfeccio sue

thing be an ass speciei. ltem, si perfeccio essencialis speciei sit perfeccio

essential  essencialis sui individui.
peﬁen&ﬂfns Ista et alia materiam universalium circumstancia sunt
s[?cecl?cr;gaf:d”t"fc satis difficilia, accepta illa definicione universalis, quqd
individuals? “‘universale est quod aptum natum est esse unum in
lg.,;ed‘;}ilﬁfi,iﬂo’:,multis et de multis”, Intelligenda videtur sic: quod
dimctl];ﬁis:s are universale sit res quc')d_ apta est esse unum per m.od‘um
rave.  forme in multis divisim, et de multis materialiter
w,,,?d'g'r”f,‘,u subiective; ita quod universale in sua unitate aptum
Universal as a sit inexistenter performare | multa divisim, et econtra
exists in many materiari subiective ab eisdem. Sicud enim materia et
Ef,',',‘s"};;,.”i}? forma reciproce se causant, ita ex hac et superius
may. [dictis] argutis supponitur esse formas communes que
in unitate sua inexistenter performant multa divisim, et
econtra materiantur subiective ab eisdem, ut equinitas
communis in unitate sua performat inexistenter multos
et ab eisdem causatur materialiter subiective, quamvis
nullo equorum singularium causetur per se materialiter

subiective.

From this Tunc iuxta hoc potest dici quod omne universale,
definition we . . . . .

may casily quod sic actu vel aptitudine est unum in multis et de
infe

proposition. . . g e . .
We take the accidens. Nam, cum solum individuum predicamenti

Individual .. . .. . . .
Snbotance as Substancie sit proprie, principaliter, et maxime subiectum

the proper 4 i 1 1

subject of the (non. potenciale §ed acn%ale respectu u'mverf;ahs, _sicut
Uln_xv!ersal, predicatum est in multis et de multis existentibus);
whic v . . . . o v .
inhere init Tespectu ergo prime substancie potissime distincte huius-

either  modi universalis debet accipi. In prima ergo substancia
essentially . . .
or not. potest esse universale duobus modis: aut ut substanciale

sibi, aut non ut substanciale sibi. Si primo modo potest

If the first, the nlici 7 . . bus .
Univerear o dine esse tripliciter. Nam substancia dicitur 3* modis, aut

rour  multis, est genus, species, differencia, proprium et3

[

10

v

W

comprises the quia per se stat (sicut compositum), aut quia substat 4o

(sicut materia), aut quia superstat (sicut forma). Sic

4. potencionale MS.  21. dictis deest MS.  23. materiari MS.
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universale substanciale in prima substancia aut est in who!efe;sence
. . . of the
ea universale substanciale sicud per se stans respectu individual, and
alterius universalis substancialis (et sic est species); aut IS8 species;
est sicud substans respectu alterius universalis in ipsa Ungnothe]r_
. . . . niversal m
5 substancia prima (et sic est et vocatur genus); aut est the given
sicud superstans in prima substancia respectu alterius (,,_’“,’,f,j;’)‘f"g’r' it
. . v qe . . . . . o 1,
universalis substancialis (et sic est et dicitur differencia). determines
. . . . . .y . another
Si autem est universale in prima substancia non sibi (siference).
substanciale, hoc est duobus modis: quia oportet quod It it xle not
. . o e essenfia ther
1otale insit sibi post et secundum completum esse essen- “if supervenes
ciale commune, vel post et secundum completum esse o he abstract
essenciale vel individuale. Et alii dicunt sub aliis verbis, aproperly; or
. . . . . . .o . . . e O 1he concrete
videlicet: aut inest 2™ principia speciei aut 2™ principia ,-.ndivfdua!, and
individui, sicud dicitur X° metaphysice. Si primum, sic s an accident.
. . - . . 1
15 est proprie proprium; si secundum, sic est accidens.

Et quemadmodum in prima substancia primo et Now Deity is
potissime solum quintuplicia universalia distingwi habent, ‘}.‘,’,’Ae,ﬁ‘er‘e"f?ri'
et cum deitas non sit genus, nec species, nec differencia, ol bea
nec proprium, neque accidens per formalem inexisten- according io

20 ciam (quia ipsa non potest unum in multis et de multis méreﬁ'ﬁﬁﬂl,ﬂfd
dici) non potest esse [universale] quia non potest
esse de aliquibus materialiter subiective, vel 2™ alios,
213* quia non potest | esse unum in multis diversis essencia-
liter; vel eciam quia philosophi gentiles non crediderunt
25 quod Deus posset esse formaliter in pluribus suppo-

sitis, cum tamen sit formaliter in talibus. De predicatis Entity again is

. .. . . t predicated
transcendentalibus potest dici quod non sit unum in g4 rtthlanscin

multis et de multis, ita quod non sit de multis ad'georsei":cB ven.
sensum expositum, quia non materialiter subiective est generic or
30 ens transcendens de multis. Et eciam beatitudo formalis O?P:S;'hcox‘heerﬁnét
communis, cum non sit genus neque species, nec "[ea;“{f‘af:’r:'e‘e
differencia, nec proprium, nec accidens, non est uni- same entity
versale, quia non est sic de multis, Alii autem dicerent: aﬁ"ﬂ;’%‘uEi;{L;
quia non potest esse eadem entitas formaliter in butl think the
35 omnibus rebus. Videtur tamen, sicud tactum est, quod because the

. . . . . Universal
universale unum versans circa singularia, debet illa suould be to

. . . s H . its_singulars as
respicere sic quod illa inexistenter performaret etis singulars

Matter.

8. p'a MS. 21. universale deest MS. 24. phy MS.

35. In other terms, the Universal must determine all its
singulars, and belong to them, in the same way, Now God is a
Being; but Entity belongs to Him in a different way from that
affirmed of creatures. :
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econtra, quia ab eis materietur subiective, Et talem
debent habere ad invicem colliganciam universale et
singulare. Et debet universale inesse singulari suo ut
quoddam in ipso formale et substanciale principium.
Et hoc vel ut per se stans, comparative ad aliud uni-
versale substanciale, vel ut substans, vel ut superstans,
vel universale debet inesse singulari ut quoddam formale
in ipso principiatum post et secundum esse completum
commune essenciale vel post et secundum esse com-
pletum essenciale singulare.

Besides, if the  Item, universale debet esse unum in multis et de
Universal is a . . .. . .
Form, it limits; Multis, ut actus formalis limitatus; quia materiatus
Jand gr‘]’l‘i‘;ycﬁi subiective et limitans et determinans, separans et
unlimited: and distingwens. Propter quod deus et ens transcendens non
h‘eri‘,'fs?(l));n?i],'f;’ possunt esse universalia sic in multis et de multis; nec
and deifying  beatitudo formalis communis pluribus in propria; propter
creatures, is  hoc quod res vere potissimas, scilicet substancias intel-
399 pear the . ligibiles creatas, ipsas totaliter et formaliter deificando
Uc:il\}:?s:l. et transformando in deum, nimis transcendit et nimis
vehementer ad primum purum actum, qui limitibus
predicamentorum subesse non potest, accedit, Eciam
materia prima, communis multis particularibus, non est

Again, as God, sic universale; quia non inest particularibus materiis
hvond the ut actus formalis, sed ut materia; nec videtur con-
Siﬁ??&ﬁfeﬂii venienter dictum quod ista materia formaliter est

so is also | materia, sed quod ipsa materialiter est materia; et ita
Motentiality; - de aliis, Materia ergo prima, quia west pura passiva
ita;’sdi;hf]‘:fgggc potencia, non potest per se cadere in limitibus predi-

form, camentorum, sed est inhabilis per se ad illos limites
,,oﬂf{ne?;,';f; jssicut econtra purus actus (puta deus) | nimis auffugit
not a Universal. propter sui activitatem infinitam limites predicamentorum.

The unit, the  Et quia unitas que' est principium numeri, punctus,

oint, the - . . . .
inspmm,’which et instans, nimium accedunt ad materiam primam, cum

are that of i 1ali L U -1
which mamber, St so.lum esse materialia, numeri, linee, et temporis,

time, and space quamvis illa sint universalia minus proprie accidentes,

ist, are like - o . .
“primal matter, Sic quod quodlibet illorum sit quodammodo universale

and for the  accidens; ut unitas substancie unius, punctus substancie

17. potissimas quite plain MS.  3o0. puros MS.  35. accidniis MS.

32. Punctus el snstans. A short explanation may be useful
here. Every point is the beginning of one line and the end of
another; likewise, every instant begins one period. of time and
ends another. They are thus in a sense ‘unum in multis’.

w
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punctalis, instans corporei; respectu tamen illorum est same resson,
genus, vel species, vel differencia. Nam instans individuum e Cacaervors.
non est res alicuius predicamenti, cum nullum instans
sit quiditative substancia, vel quantitas, vel relacio. Nec
5 proprie hoc instans formaliter, sed pocius materialiter.,
est instans: contingit enim materiale per modum materie
vel materialis multiplicari particularia, sicud formare
per modum forme. Vel forte potest dici quod univer- They may be
sale debet esse in aliquo individuo forma, et per modum 1;&:3:32";,‘,5;
10forme, ut sit universale. Et sic, licet instans commune jinsulars. but
esset in instanti individuo per modum forme, non est  ‘torms
tamen ipso forma. Et [sic] de materia communi respectu
particularis, Nam licet genus habeat se per modum
substantis in individuo respectu differencie, et differencia
15 per modum superstantis, et species per modum in se
stantis; non tamen in individuo genus proprie est
substans, nec differencia superstans, nec species per se
stans, Sic instans commune habet se per modum forme
in instanti particulari; non tamen in eo est forma
20 proprie, cum in instanti in individuo materialiter princi-
pietur tempus, licet instans sit forma in isto mundo
corporeo accidentalis. Ubi ergo proprie debet esse forma
in eo cuius est universale et per modum forme, debet
esse eciam in illo qualiter non est demonstranti communi
25 respectu singularis. Nam cum instans commune in
particularibus instantibus secundum se materialiter
principiet tempus, non est in eis proprie forma et per
modum forme,
De racionalitate communi posset forte dici uno modo. pe diicuniy
30 Dato quod sit eciam racionalitas singularis non solum r’;;u')‘l’n‘l'l;‘\ﬂ‘:]"‘\
quo ad subiectum sicud singulare quo ad subiectum be solved by’
est me esse racionale, sed eciam sic singularis quo ad s"i‘:"ﬂgg:,‘ffé "
materiam vel condicionem forme; tunc, inquam, forte form, and by
dici potest quod racionalitas singularis non proprie wmatter of
35 materialiter subiectatet racionalitatem communem, nec ,:‘,':(',‘,,“'f.f‘]'
proprie potest esse subiectum quemadmodum materians '
214* communem racionalitatem, sed esset pure forma | et
haberet se solum in racione forme; igitur racionalitas
communis non est universale ad singularem racionali-

4otatem, Vel potest dici forte quod non est singularis

7. min MS. 12, sic deest MS. 20. principiet MS. 24. enim
pro eciam MS, 30. dato eciam MS. 31. ‘ad subiectum’ MS.
35. subiective MS.
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or that there is racionalitas quo ad materiam forme, sed solum communis
a;‘ig’gj@‘,‘j’{:& specifica; quamvis esset bene singularis quo ad subiectum,
On‘YgP“e"c'i;'i‘é"s‘“ Et causa esset, quia tunc species specialissima, huma-
rationality, nitas, contraheretur per racionalitatem singularem ad
i 1 ¢ . A . . . .
;‘;m:hﬂ?ne'hi; individuum humanum, sicud genus animalis contrahitur
C‘;REL‘}‘:{‘:& per racionalitatem ad humanam speciem, Et sic ex
subject;  specie humana et racionalitate singulari fieret per se
. unum suppositum, sicud ex genere et differencia speci-
But this cannot fica fit species, et per consequens humanitas communis
the essential  esset pars quiditativa humanitatis singularis vel homines 1o
Jefinition of 2 singularis, sicud genus est pars quiditativa speciei; quod

stand for the non  convenit; cum tunc diffinicio quiditativa speciei
essence of any

individual man. humane completa non indicaret totam quiditatem indi-
vidui humani. Non ergo videtur quod racionalitas quo
ad naturam illius forme singularis superaddatur speciei
per esse individui humani, sed quod solum communis
racionalitas in sorte existat, vel alio individuo homine,
et quod illa in se et secundum se et quo ad naturam
sue forme sit communis, sed in Sor, quo ad illud
subiectum, sit singularis, quia Sortem esse racionalem 20
sicut Sortem esse accidentatum est singulare quo ad
subiectum; quia nulli alii subiecto a Sorte convenit
quod ipsum sit Sor accidentatus; et per consequens nulli
The individual alii tali convenit. lpsum esse Sor accidentatum est
M o, multum commune quo ad formam, quia est quantitas,
) qualitas, relacio, accio, passio, ubi, quando, posicio, et
It may be said habere Sortis. Sic eciam humanitas specifica non videtur
Humanity 1o' universale quo ad humanitatem singularem quo ad
Univ:irTal;Iyas m!'orr‘n:.am, sed est universale quo.ad suppositum  vel
the persons it individuum humanum, quia non videtur primo aspectu 3o
contains. esse aliqua singularis humanitas quo ad formam distinctam
fermaliter ab individuo humano; sicut natura vel qui-
ditas, distingwuntur formaliter a supposito, cum suppo-
situm sit album formaliter vel calidum etc.: nuda autem
Tt would follow quiditas rei non sic. Unde videtur quod nulla sit35
that there i* 1 humanitas singularis quo ad formam, cum talis forma-
between Nature Jiter esset individuum substanciale communis humani-
and Person: an . . . . . . qe .
absurd  tatis: sicud albedo singularis est formaliter individuum
conclusion.  ¢ommunis albedinis. Consequens inconveniens, cum
quiditas et natura, .eciam natura divina, formaliter a 4o
Humanity, supposito distingwatur. Hur’{lanitas igit}n' .secundum. se,
ur;\‘\s'eelrfs,ailsm et quo ad fox:mam substfmcw communis in supposito |
singular in €t quo ad illud, redditur singularis quo ad illud 214®

each of ils H H H H c 1 ? i .
persons. subiectum. Eciam sit, gracia exempli Sortem esse hominem ;

wn

o
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et sic in se communis est multipliciter singularis quo
ad subiecta multiplicia.

Et sic videtur venerabilis Anshelmus in libello suo Anse}llmldsegms
. . . . . . .. 10 t
de incarnacione verbi sentire; quod filius dei assumpsit yiew That the

5 humanitatem communem et non humanitatem quo ad Word assumed
Universal, not

formam singularem. Nam, si qua talis est, ipsa est sing'ularf
formaliter individuum formalitatis humanitatis, Et per hm?,a'x?".é or

consequens assumpsisset individuum humanum, et sic ,blasphemous
to say He took

individuum suppositum; quod nephas est dicere, the person of
o quta_ergo hec dicta videtur quod non sit humanitas Th';;g?g'no
singularis quo ad formam, que forma esset individuum ;l‘l‘:g:r‘:{v

humanum, nec quod sit humanitas singularis quo ad .‘;,hi_c;: i»; fhed

. . . - . . 1

formam, que formaliter distingweretur ab individuo '%;[“w,‘:;“cf;,"i‘;
itati i istinct from

humanitatis, et per consequens a supposito humano, ! Individnal;

15sicud nec singularis albedo quo ad formam distingwitur _ Universal
ab individuo albedinis; et per consequens non sit su’;‘;,'f?,',"g;’é,
singularis humanitas quo ad formam, sed quod huma- 2.}t i‘g‘m':;;,“?
nitas abstractive dicta solum sit communis quo ad subjects it is
formam, multipliciter singularis secundum subiecta singular.

20 multiplicia, Est humanitas in me; est singularis quo
ad subiectum in me, cum sit me esse hominem, sicud
me esse qualem, cum sit me esse calidum, me esse
humidum, me esse coloratum etc., est singulare quo ad
subiectum, et quo ad formam, commune.

25 Verumtamen contra istam sentenciam arguitur sic: Objection:
quia tunc humanitas in suppositis humanis est alia et t};&uﬁ:lyve'?:atl
alia quoad suppositum, sicud de¥tfls est penitus eadem iﬂ‘?n'éifi%ﬂ'aﬁ':
quo ad formam in tribus suppositis divinis, que tamen but_since Deity
esset alia et alia secundum aliud et aliud suppositum, 'i,,‘;’y‘,i‘;c;“g}‘

3out quod aliud esset suppositum primum patris ‘esseye‘thghi’gs&";-m

deum, et aliud suppositum secundum, scilicet filium, “one God, just
esse deum, et aliud esset suppositum 3™, puta spiritum **¢nre, would
sanctum, esse deum, sicut assumitur de suppositish“:;a:“g"‘;‘oﬂ:g
humanitas quo ad esse hominem. Quod si hoc esset  Which is
35verum, tunc, sicud supposita divina non sunt plures  “°*urd:
dii propter deitatem penitus eandem quo ad formam
in illis tribus suppositis divinis, sic supposita humana
non essent plures homines (quod est inconveniens);
cum nec differrent inter se intellectualiter essencialiter,
40et sic esset unus et idem intellectus, et non alius et
215* alius in alio | et alio homine. Et multa inconveniencia

heretica sequerentur; utsi unus salvaretur, tunc et quilibet.
3o. ptis MS.  36. tandem pro eandem MS.

De Universalibus, 4



CAPITULUM NONUM.

Wehsayr:hen Sic igitur videtur secundum veritatem theologicam
that the

humanity of €t methaphysicam dicendum quod unusquisque homo
sfr‘:;{x al‘_“i“n“t’;e habet suam humanitatem, quo ad formam, singularem;
. subjects it nec illam oportet esse formaliter individuum humani-
‘“f‘i’;:}}:,fd:,:l‘“ tatis, sed individuam vel singularem naturam individui
P::_‘;g;f gﬁt"is humani. Et quod obicitur de albedine singulari quo ad
not that person. formam qua illa est individuum albedinis . ... . Potest

ﬁff,{;‘u{{’; tamen dici quod est distinccio formalis inter individuum

which  albedinis, et eius singularem naturam, sicud distinccio
supposes two

sorts of est inter individuam substanciam et eius singularem
Whl‘,t,fi':?rz’aﬁne naturam. Et tunc humanitas communis non habet
C&fﬁ:igg?gg::‘ racionem informantis et materiati subiective respectu

the other = humanitatis singularis quo ad formam, nec humanitas
bdjﬂ's‘,}’,?:;n]y talis singularis habet racionem materiantis subiective
to 0'52}1;";["“3’ et informati respectu humanitatis communis. Ideo non
admitting only sunt ad invicem universale et singulare,

Lo ormai Et sic eciam de risibilitate communi et singulari, et

be'W"ifi':e‘he de racionabilitate communi et singulari, si sunt in

W - - - - . - .
ipdiyidgqldand homine. Et videtur utique quod alia singularis humanitas
“:,}‘,',-'{:‘,:'e’,::l habeat aliam racionalitatem singularem, et maxime

and this can be gljam risibilitatem consequentem. Et sicut ex animalitate
applied to all

simil;l!r cases, generali et differencia specifica constituitur quiditative
ingividual man Species humana, sic (ut videtur) ex animalitate singulari
has his own
individual . . . : . . . . .
r’zi_trl,onality &? singularis. Si enim, ut videtur prima facie, singularis
the individey animalitas et singularis racionabilitas non sunt partes
S;Si?,?w",‘,i‘,',‘: quiditative humanitatis singularis, quomodo communes
individual. erunt partes quiditative communiter humanitatis? Nec
Yet there can

o

et racionalitate singulari quiditative componitur humanitas 253

be no  Oportet propter hoc esse individui diffinicionem quidi- 30

knowledge of tativam facientem scienciam habitualem, cum singulare
such essences

as individuals. non fixe maneat de quo haberetur firma et certa sciencia

1, Capitulum &c. deest. 2. Blank space for initial S MS.
8. Afgc_\albedinis, no gap MS. 10—12. sicud—naturam fwice MS,
22. gnte MS.  3o. individuum MS.
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habitualis, sed quando singularia corruptibilia sunt
extra sensum nescitur si tunc existant an non.

Et oportet sic dici ulterius quod, sicut substancia Iadividual
dividitur in primam et secundam substanciam, et prima ,Sé'}?sftg:',f,iﬁ;,

5substancia formaliter est substancia sed non formaliter b;‘o‘"i:al'};‘
est substancia 22 vel communis, sic humanitas dividitur  universal;
in communem et singularem, Et similiter animalitas, Perefore, there
racionalitas, risibilitas; et singularis racionalitas forma- O?Lfffr;i“n'ify°2§_'
liter est racionalitas, sed non est formaliter racionalitas ’
215* communis; | et ita de aliis,

Si tamen posset salvari quod supposita humana If we could
secundum seipsa et non 2™ humanitates differant a se t;:‘;,%‘;:gn':"ﬁ‘
essencialiter, tunc supposita humana essent plures in‘:»c&ngieffft{y
homines, et tamen non solum una humanitas quo ad  of their

15 formam esset, et non essent plures humanitates forma- h‘,’n"i';,',',“';;,‘ni‘}"
liter singulares. Verumtamen, quia unus homo habet one for them
aliud corpus numerale quam alius, et aliam animam ' against
quam alius (juxta illud psalmi de anima: Qui finxit ScrPure
sigilatim corda eorum) homines habent alias et alias

20 humanitates quo ad formam, et nedum quo ad subiectum
singulares. Cum enim anima intellectiva in Sorte sit
eius singulare principium substanciale et formale vivendi
intellectualiter [et] sensualiter, igitur unus homo habet
aliud principium formale substanciale singulare quam

2> alius; et per consequens aliam quiditatem singularem,and would land

et sic humanitatem, Et oppositum antecedentis est heretical
hereticum. Et cum natura corporea sensitiva, in Sorte, “°Tiuac™

gracia exempli, sit sicud sensualitas, et anima intellectiva _ attributes,
when singular,

sicud racionalitas; igitur Sortis singularis humanitas do not add
Johabet in se singularem animalitatem et singularem *Jhng o e
racionalitatem; nec racionalitas singularis in individuo the Whole, as
addit aliquam perfeccionem essencialem ultra racionali- Universal,
tatem communem, sicut racionalitas communis addit
super animalitatem communem; nec singularis animalitas
35addit ultra communem animalitatem, sicud nec pars
singularis integralis, cum non sit ultra suum totum
quantitative, non addit ultra suum totum quantita-
tive; racionalitas autem singularis non est pars subiectiva
racionalitatis communis proprie, licet racionalitas forma-
goliter dicatur de racionalitate singulariter, sic dicendo:
Racionalitas ista est racionalitas; sed est pars eius talis

18,19. Ps. XXXIL, 15, 23, et deest MS. 37.Qua® MS. 38.qhat MS.
4*



52 JOHANNIS WYCLIF. CAP. IX.

2™ quam individuum racionale parcialiter subicitur
communi racionalitati. Sic eciam de animalitate singu-
lari respectu communis, et de humanitate singulari et
risibilitate singulari respectu singularium quas indivi-
duum participat in talibus singularibus, animalitate,
racionalitate, et humanitate.

-‘\isﬁi‘c‘i’ggti‘é‘a‘}“ Et licet homo sit sua animalitas [et] racionalitas,

with_any of his sicut et sua humanitas, cum in dictis secundum se est
attributes, but . . . . .
these are not idem ipsum et ipsum esse, non tamen aliqua illarum

identical with naturarum est reliqua, ut videtur puta false; sicut in
essencia singulariter corporea tres nature multum |

cog‘;{gﬂd dispares, scilicet: materia, forma, altera pars compositi,
being is thus et totalis essencialis natura compositi, quarum prima
n,ﬂ“g:;,’pgf,ﬂ;inperfectissima inter eas est, 2® perfeccior, et 32 per-
dimhilst these fectissima, omnes sunt tamen eadem essencia singularis
another, they corporea. Nam cum quelibet earum sit essencia aliqua,
must YeLhave sicud et est realis et essencialis entitas, non alia essencia

essence.  erit materia, alia forma, Cum enim forma (sicud, gracia
exempli, igneitas) sit essencia corporea esse ignem
actualiter, si essencia illius forme que, sicud est illa

Matter i ; el H H
indicmer forma, ita est esse ignem; si, inquam, illa essencia esset

given thing, alia ab essencia materie, cum illi essencie ipsius forme
inchoatively . . . . .
such; form is COnveniat esse ignem corporaliter et actualiter, tunc (illa
“[’litfﬁ_’e“e essencia circumscripta) eciam materia esset ignis corpora-
ter?inatéi'e;ly liter, Quod est impossibile. Cum igitur prima illarum
; anc t . . . .
*ides of the . maturarum sit materia, sit essenciam corpoream esse

compound  niefais ; MB

embraces both; [Miciative ignem, et secunda,'scﬂlcet forma, altera pars

but in all threc compositi, sit eandem essenciam corpoream esse termina-
cases th : . .y s .

subject is the five ignem et 32 natura sit illam eandem essenciam esse

same. complete et totaliter tam iniciative gquam finitive esse3

ignem; et quelibet illarum est aliqua essencia corporea:
. quelibet illorum erit una et eadem essencia corporea,
Tl"lcy:re not Ille eciam res nature sic dispares sunt omnino, simul
n 1 . s e . . .
Cestence, but_ et divisim, idem suppositum corporeum, ut videtur. Nam
one and the 1 ili 1 i 1
same individual cum prlmg natura .(sc111ceE, .rflat.erla)- sit suppositum
thing, since theignis, gracia exempli, est iniciative ignem; quod est
eqsence ts d- m d -ll . . . I . d
singular. ictum 2™ se de illo supposito ignis, Igitur secundum
auctorem ex 7M° methaphisice superius allegatum, ipsum

suppositum ignis erit illa natura, et econtra, eciam

3. huat MS. 4. rit MS. 7. et deest MS. 10. fa* MS.
38. auct MS.

10, False. 1 confess 1 can make nothing of the abbreviation
in the MS. Perhaps it should be facile.

(o1
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cum quelibet talis singularis natura sit individua natura
substancialis, et substancie sit esse individuum sub-
stancie; igitur quecunque talis existens in individuante
substancie, ipsa 2™ hoc erit individuum substancie,
Et cum omne individuum substancie sit suppositum
substanciale, igitur quelibet talis natura corporea
[habens] super se individualitatem sive ydemptitatem
supponibilem substancie, erit suppositum substancie,

Et sic videtur quod spiritus racionalis sit ymago?

1o trinitatis beate et increate, cum videatur esse 3° res

216°

collectim et divisim penitus eiusdem nature, scilicet,
intellectualis. Suppositum autem corporeum irracionale,
ut lapis, vel essencia corporea, videtur sic esse vestigium .
sancte trinitatis que est 3° nature dispares collectim et
divisim, | sicut deus est tres persone divisim et collectim;
non autem est ymago dei, vel eciam ad ymaginem; ,
quia non est 3° res collectim et divisim que essent
penitus eiusdem nature, et penitus — nedum pares —
sed eiusdem substancialis intellectualis perfeccionis, sicud

20videtur esse in spiritu racionali creato. Sic in acci-

dentibus quelibet completa res videtur vestigium trini- |
tatis sancte; quia videtur quod illa res sit natura sui
generis, natura sue differencie, et natura sue speciei «
divisim et collectim; quartum nulla est reliqua. Sed

25 hec communiter evidencia . ... quod gracia exempli in

supposito humano animalitas sit una natura universalis,
et racionalitas alia; et quod ille due simul constituunt
quiditative terciam completam, scilicet humanitatem; et
quare prima in supposito humano habet se ut univer-

3osale substanciale substans, et quare racionalitas ut

superstans, et quare humanitas ut per se stans. Videtur
enim quod humanitas sit animalitas communis. Nam
cum esse hominem sit formaliter esse animal, sicud est,
formaliter esse substancian (et per consequens sub-

35stanciam sensitivam et quidquid formaliter est), esse

substanciam sensitivam est animalitas, Ymmo sufficit
nobis, cum humanitas formaliter sit esse substanciam,
ipsa erit substancialitas, et per idem substancialitas
generalissima; tunc operi est animalis,

3. aﬁ}% MS. 7. habens deest; ib. {r fe individua® fme vdeptite
fuppoile . 20. create MS. 25, after evidencia a gap filled up

with ~~~ MS. 29. ar' Ms.
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Sed posset hic dici, cum substancialitas, sicut et
animalitas, dividitur in substancialitatem communem et
individuam; et communis substancialitas in commu-
nissimam et minus communem, et animalitas in gene-
ralem et specialem; quod, licet humanitas sit sub-
stancialitas, sit eciam animalitas, non tamen ipsa est
communissima substancialitas, sed specialis; nec generalis
animalitas, sed specialis; ut oportet, si humanitas, cum
sit entitas, est et entitas transcendens; quod sic ipsa,
cum sit substancialis, sit substancialitas communissima,
cum substancialitas communissima in hoc sit limitata
natura, et per consequens habens limitem quo secer-
nitur a particulari vel minus communi substancialitate,
Entitas autem transcendens non habet huiusmodi limitem,
sed est omne ens et omnem entitatem esse ens. Sed
contra, cum omnis substancialitas sit substancialitas,
est omnem substancialitatem esse substancialitatem; et
que nisi communissima substancialitas, est quelibet sub-
stancialitas, et econtra?

Sed poterit hic dici quod substancialitas dicitur dupli-
citer communis, scilicet per modum forme, scilicet, qua
omnis substancia formaliter | est substancia. Et loquimur
hic, tollendo equivocacionem de sola substancia predica-
mentali. Isto ergo modo substancialitas communis est
genus generalissimum, et natura generalissima predica-
menti substancie, et substancialitas isto modo communis
non esset omnem substancialitatem esse substancialitatem,
sicud nec substancialitas illo modo communis dividitur
in secundam et primam substancialitatem, vel in sub-
stancialitatem formaliter communem multis et incom-
municabile multis formaliter. Alio modo substancialitas
dicitur communis per modum materie, sicud suppo-
situm est commune, suis naturis non per modum forme,
sed per modum materie; ut cum suppositum est natura

Ut

30

corporea sua, singularis est, et sua natura intellectualis 33

singularis, Et sic substancialitas divisibilis per illas duas
intenciones logicales, scilicet incommunicabilitatem forma-

16. substancialis (z) MS.

1. In this and the following paragraphs the writer plunges into
a very crabbed discussion which [ have not been able to follow
sufficiently. The clue is probably in the position (first made by
Duns Scotus) of ‘formal distinctions a malura res’. But very few,
cven amongst Scholastics, are now acquainted with that theory.
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liter pluribus substanciis, dicitur communis per modum
materie, et est ut totum in modo. Sed substancialitas
primo modo dicta, ut totum universale, et substancialitas
communis 2° est omnem substancialitatem esse sub-
5 stancialitatem, sicut et dividitur in omnem tam com-
munem quam singularem substancialitatem. Sic ergo
videtur quod humanitas, etsi est animalitas, sicud est
substancialitas, non tamen est animalitas generalis. Sed
statim hic sequitur quod, si aliqua humanitas est
1o animalitas, tunc humanitas singularis est animalitas sua
singularis. Et sic in supposito humano singularis
humanitas non differt realiter ab animalitate singulari,
que esset una sua pars quiditativa, et singularis raciona-
litas alia pars, et non tota natura quiditativa vel tota
15 quiditas.

Propter quod videtur verius dicendum est quod, sicut
essencia est persona, et econtra (licet inter eas sit
differencia formalis racionis, sive modalis) sic quiditas
generalissima hominis est quiditas subalterna et est

20 quiditas specialissima, est quiditas individua et est
qualitas essencialis hominis, licet quiditas generalissima
sit amplior perfeccionaliter (et sic prior naturaliter)
quam quiditas subalterna, specialissima, vel individua.
Et sicut est differencia, non realis sed modalis, formalis,

25 seu racionis, quiditatis superioris a qualitate essenciali
contrahente ipsam quiditatem superiorem, et a quidi-
tate inferiori, sic eciam videtur non realis composicio
generis ad differenciam, nec realis composicio speciei
ex genere et differencia, sed composicio formalis, mo-

30dalis, seu 2™ racionem; licet illa composicio racionis
sit vere et vera a parte rei composicio, circumscripto |

217 quocumgque actu intellectus creati, sicut differencia
racionis seu formalis essencie a supposito est vera

et vere a parte rei differencia. Et illa differencia est

35 realis; et illa composicio est realis, licet non sit
differencia realis, nec composicio illa sit composicio
realis; sicut aliquis tyrannus est bonus, licet ipse non
sit bonus tyrannus,

37. tyrandus () MS.

31. Vera a parie rei. This is just the most unintelligible
point in Duns Scotus’ Theory. How can the formal differences
between animality and rationality be true a parfe res, if the
two are not different thimgs? Wryclif boldly makes them so:
Duns Scotus hesitatcs.
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Conclusion:

that those
differences,
though not
real but only
modal, formal,
or notional, arc
yet true @
parte rei,
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Et videtur ulterius quod deus constituat primo quidi-
tatem generalissimam, et postea quiditatem essencialem
inmediatam, et illi qualitati essenciali communicat
"ydemptitatem ipsius quiditatis generalissime. Et sic
redditur illa quiditas eadem cum quiditate generalissima,
ut hec sit illa; non tamen formaliter sive secundum
per se primum modum essendi, constituitque inter istam
et illam non differenciam realem (que dicet hanc esse
et illam, sed neutram esse reliquam) sed differenciam
racionis que dicit hanc esse alicuius sui per se primi
modi essendi et non illam; et econtra componit illas
duas naturas, non duas secundum rem, sicud nec
differentes secundum rem, sed duas dualitate racionis
sive modi per se primi essendi; componitque, dico, non
composicione reali sed composicione secundum racionem
sive secundum modum per se primum uniuscuiusque
earum, sicud et distingwit eas non secundum rem
distinccione sed distinccione formali.

Et tunc ex illis duabus naturis dualitate racionis
componit speciem subalternam sive quiditative sub-
alternam, composicione vera, sed modali a parte rei;
postea illi quiditati eciam ydemptificat inmediatam
ultimam differenciam essencialem; et distingwit, et
componit sicud prius. Et sic usque ad speciem special-
issimam inclusive, postea deus, cum causis aliis corre-
quisitis quas ipse ordinat ad principiandum individuum
hominem et eius individualitatem, que est eius perso-
nalitas et ydemptitas personalis, principiat sic homi-
nem et eius personalitatem humanam et inprimit ei
essencialiter ultimam quiditatem specificam cum omni
quiditate et qualitate essenciali precedente; inprimit-
que sibi nichilominus quiditatem individuam sibi pro-
priam | ut Sorti Sorteitatem etc., qua quiditas individua,
ut videtur, non componitur ex aliqua quiditate singulari
et qualitate essenciali similiter singulari, eo quod nulla
‘ad reliqua habet excessum in communitate, sicud est
in composicione speciei. Sed quilibet existens pure
singularis non reddit aliquam composicionem quidita-
tivam, cum insit pure singularibus, non insit aliqua

o
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naturalis et essencialis prioritas et per consequens nec 4o

essencialis ordo composicionis quiditative.

1. ofist MS, 27. individuat® above MS. 31, inprimunt MS,
33, quiditatem individuam MS. 38. r’ddnt’ MS.



CAPITULUM DECIMUM.

Quod autem sit quiditas proprie dicta in homine, Every creature
. . . . . . must have 1its
vel asino, vel alia re, patet; quia alias in toto periret quiddity, i. e.

H : . H . that in it
questio querens qu1d proprie res est: cum tamen et which answers

5sapientes et indocti ex instinctu naturali solent sic to :he
. . g0 . . . . uestion:
querere. Quod autem sit quiditas proprie dicta communis gt (quid) is
in re, patet, quia querendo quid est homo omnes famant this?
quod sit substancia, quod sit animal etc. Et cum non This essence
mus e

unico homini individuo conveniat esse animal, sed sit common, not
tocommune omni homini esse animal, patet quod sit*ifgular. What
quiditas communis in re, ymmo et quiditas magisanimal. This is
communis et quiditas minus communis, si convenienter ,:,r;’,,c, ?,fof'fny
ad questionem ‘‘quid est homo?” querentem respondetur  ©f one.
quod est substancia, respondetur eciam quod est animal.
15Et cum quiditas rei sit eius essencialis bonitas, et
quiditas rei communior est amplior quam minus com-
munis; igitur et quiditas communior est amplior bonitas The more
essencialis in re quam minus communis quiditas; et li,';’s:fcszltﬁhcc
per consequens est natura essencialis perfeccior, que m°’iet'i’:.“f°°‘
20est communior, et minus perfecta essencialiter, que
minus communis est.

Nec oportet in infinitum ascendere vel in infinitum Ty e must be
descendere in ordine essenciali minus communis et ftir:tm?nd:t
magis communis quiditatis, cum tunc nulla esset prima missc.‘ in officr

23nec aliqua ultima, et per consequens omnes essent °f universality.
medie, Et sic ante omnes et post omnes simul esset,
prior et posterior; quod contradiccionem implicat.

Quod autem deus possit ydemptitatem quiditatis  God can

communioris essenciali ordine communicare quiditati id""’;éflycr:]‘c“
3ominus communi, et sic eas inter se ydemptificare, Universal
videtur uno modo a simili vel maiori patere; quia, °’;:,‘;}'i‘;“:;’o‘:g°

secundum multos, spiritui racionali hominis in quo so, just as He
. . . syqe . unites
primo (ut dicunt) personalitas reservatur, illi unitur inferior being,

1. Capitulum &c. deest. 2. Blank space for i;gtx’al QMS. 7.oms
famat MS.  3o. gnis MS.  3z. fpur MS. 33, plitas MS.
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the body, to probabiliter per deum corpus animatum sensitivum, ut
“the soul, o’ idem suppositum sit spiritus racionalis et sic | corpus
comake the  animatum. Igitur hic, quiditates, quarum una est
a Man. ' essencialis et intrinseca, alteri sic poterit adonare:
[ergo] a maiori, Ymmo, cum quiditas superior sic

intrinseca essencialiter quiditati inferiori est, eius amplior

essencialis bonitas quam sua propria bonitas est, que

If the specific est formaliter ipsamet. Et per consequens est sic magis
P ot eius tota essencialis bonitas, Et per consequens quiditas
Pforll’;{‘:;r‘ze"‘ minus communis est quiditas magis communis, et
universal than ccontra, Cum autem qualitas essencicls speciei sit
the other, I intrinseca et essencialis quiditati inferiori, si illa non

longer be  egset quiditas magis communis, et econtra, sed esset

essential, . . . . .1 .
aliena ab illa, et tamen illa superior quiditas sit tota
quiditas inferioris plus quam ipsamet sua sit quiditas
vel bonitas essencialis; illa qualitas esset aliena a tota
quiditate et bonitate essenciali ipsius rei.

General and Item, si qualitas illa essencialis non esset quiditas

qu;S‘j‘fﬁLﬁ:are specifica quam constituit cum quiditate generali, sed
22&5“2??.‘,‘: esset eius pars realis vel essencialis, igitur esset dare
being, but the aliam partem essencialem vel realem, cum qua consti-

m‘;;‘i?i'fd, tueret speciem. Sed, sicud argutum est, quiditas generalis
and therefore non est pars realis vel essencialis quiditatis specialis,
quality which sed eius ampla tota essencialis bonitas, quam ipsa
p‘:r:gienpfe_“:n specialis quiditas sit sua propria et adequata essencialis
essz’;g;‘%cegg’" bonitas. Igitur nec quiditas generalis vel qualitas essen-
specific.  cialis est pars naturalis vel essencialis quiditatis specifice,

vel specialis; sed quelibet illarum est eius pars modalis,
sive secundum racionem. Et ipsa est totum 2™ racionem
respectu cuiuslibet illarum duarum.

There arc three Unde sicud triplex in re invenitur distinccio et
differences di : . . . . 1 mini .
amongst istancia, maxima, media, et tenuissima vel minima;
things; the i iali i i i

greatest, which axima, essencialis et realis qualitas, est inter deum et

is rcgllam}’ creaturam puram, media que est realis et non essen-
cssential; the o g . . . .
less, which is clalis, que est inter 3°® personas divinas. Et 32 formaliter

oreal but not sive secundum racionem que est tenuissima et non
the least, '\\Irhich realis, sicud est inter personam divinam et essenciam

13 mer H . . . . ..
na.  dei. Et primam illarum eciam grossi percipiunt, nec

formal.
illam putant esse nisi in divinis. Secundam subtiles et

218°

(51}

25

30

35

medii philosophi percipiunt et theologi. Terciam autem 4o

x."ialitﬁ MS. 4. pot’t MS. 5. ergo deest MS.

24. Quam is probably a mistake. 1 would substitute quosian,
which agrees with the sense, but for sé in the next line.
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altissimi philosophi et theologi deprehenderunt. Et has

219" tres distincciones et distancias, | differencias et divisiones
a parte rei esse non licet cuiquam nec katholico nec
infideli negare.

5 Proporcionaliter ad has differencias, distincciones, et So likewise
divisiones seu distancias, est ponenda triplex in re m":o:{: J?rec
composicio: grossa, media, et tenuissima. Prima, sicut o
realis et essencialis. Secunda, realis et non essencialis; that is, made
3% non realis et essencialis sed secundum racionem seu ;’,fd":;in’g:}g

1o formalis. Prima est quantitativa ex partibus quantita- different;
tivis inter se essencialiter et realiter differentibus, sicud
ex corde, capite, etc,; et illam eciam grossi percipiunt
et populares. Secunda est subtilior que potest dici qualitative, ot
realis non essencialiter, scilicet qualitativa, que est ex f';l:;::te 'ré‘a'hdy

15 materia et forma substanciali in eadem essencia corporea ;’;:r‘:l'l‘;‘g but

que materia et forma, ut superius fuit tactum, realiter  essence;
sed non essencialiter differunt. Et partes prioris compo-
sicionis possunt dici essenciales et reales; cum compo-
nendo essencialiter et realiter differunt, partes autem

20 2¢ composicionis poterant dici partes reales sive
secundum rem, et non essenciales sive 2™ essenciam;
et hanc composicionem qualitativam mediocriter subtiles
philosophi percipiunt, Tercia est composicio in re g2nd a third,
quiditativa minima et tenuissima, correspondenter ad " of all, a

a5terciam differenciam. Et hec potest vocari composicio ‘ggr‘;f"){')s‘l‘t’{(’)'r‘:‘
formalis, seu secundum racionem, vel secundum modum  of things
per se primum, et partes huius composicionis dicuntur
partes non secundum essenciam nec secundum rem sed
secundum racionem sive secundum formam vel modum,

30 Et hanc composicionem tenuissimam acutissimi philo- that ditfer
sophi deprehenderunt vi huius vel consimilis argumenti ng:"?sesrc,ffﬂ.l[lyyy,
moti et adiuti: Ad hominem quemcunque esse quiditative
hominem requiritur quiditative esse animal; et non Rationality is
sufficit 2®™ se in propria forma esse animal ad esse css"s’g‘:t‘ig;"g

35 hominem; cum tunc et equus esset homo. Igitur man, which,
requiritur aliquid essenciale homini superaddi ad esse ,:2;‘,7;’,,,‘{;
animal, ut resultet quiditative esse hominem: quod mMakes man.
ponitur racionale, sive racionalitas specifica, Cum igitur
esse animal (sive animalitas) 2™ se sit quiditas et

4qonatura essencialis prior requisita intrinsece, sed non

sufficiens ad esse quiditative hominem, cui oportet

18, cum igitur M;E‘. 27. hij pro huius MS.  29. rem pro racio:
ncm MS. 32, quidite ALS.

e
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superaddere ab intrinseco racionalitatem, ut resultet ab
intrinseco esse hominem sive humanitas; igitur est ibi

ab intrinseco composicio animalitatis [ ad racionalitatem, 219"

Here we have ut resultet humanitas, Igitur ibi sunt componencia et
a compound .6 mpositum, et cum non differant talia a se realiter5
components, nec essencialiter, sed 2™ racionem tantum, erit ibi
neither really composicio 2™ racionem tantum. Cum igitur hec tria:
nor essentially, animalitas, racionalitas, et humanitas, insint per ordinem
m‘}‘:}; i:n‘c?eof essencialem supposito humano, quodlibet eorum insit
composition. €i sicud commune performans ipsum humanum suppo- to
situm, et e converso subiective ab eodem. Et per con-
X;!r?axsn; sequens, cum quotlibet illorum sit sic universale, alias
analogy with nullibi daretur ubi forma essencialis performaret suppo-
matter, form, situm et reciproce subiectaretur ab eodem, Et cum
regghﬂ!‘gg“ff:_gm quodlibet illorum trium sit universale substanciale i.nx5
these. supposito humano, primum (scilicet animalitas) cum sit
sicud materiale et sicud substratum, cum superadditur
racionalitas sicut forma superstans, et ex hiis resultet
humanitas, sicud per se stans; nec daretur substanciale
nisi aut ut substans, aut ut superstans, aut ut per se 20
stans, patet tria et solum tria esse universalia substan-
cialia in individuo: scilicet genus, differenciam, et speciem.
Proot of this Quod autem animalitas habet se ut materiale, et raciona-
A:{::L‘,’ﬁ; litas ut formale, et humanitas ut compositum [patet sic].
the l;;mlple OfNam animalitas appropriate est principium substanciale 25
ra"ona]ny of formale senciendi, racionalitas racxocmandl, humanitas
hf;;‘;,’:t‘;,‘gb, vero senciendi et raciocinandi simul, vel eciam principium
both. appropriate ex sensatis et sensacione raciocinandi et
intelligendi, sentire autem ex quo fit raciocinari vel
provenit, est sicud materiale, et raciocinari sicud3
formale; et raciocinari (vel discurrere racionabiliter) ex
sensatis et sensacione, sicud compositum: igitur consi-
militer de principiis sibi appropriatis est iudicandum;
We count these Sic quod patet quod illa tria universalia, genus, diffe-
as modes, b rencia, et species, in eodem supposito non ponunt in 33
the same being. numerum realem, sed ponunt in numerum racionis seu
modi per se primi.
We can sav Et quamvis genus predicetur de differencia, dicendo
that rationality 41,64 racionalitas est substancialitas, hoc tamen non

is substantialit . . h
?;'potent esse formaliter, cum genus non poterit se habere 40

.
o

but improper
s0; nor can - . .
in modum forme respectu differencie; nec possunt esse

7. t’i MS. 24. se ut se (!) MS. 24. patet sic deest MS.
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quiditative, cum differencia sit pura qualitas essencialis. wc properly

Et sic differencia essencialis non poterit esse per se in Prgaicate any

predicamento aliquo, cum nullum generalissimum possit each other,

de aliqua tali differencia formaliter et.in eo ‘quod quid

) ari: | quod' tamen requiretur, Nec potest differ- gngd‘i%e‘l'_-enlée
encia predicari qualitative essencialiter de genere, quod reasonable
contrahit et dividit; quia non potest illi inesse actualiter ; "crS Actally.
ut qualitas eius essencialis, Sed differencia est in genere ifﬁznﬂ:‘l;:llf;l,
potestate, actualiter vero non. Si enim differencia animal would

1oaliquando esset actualiter in genere superiori, oportet b¢ reasonable.
quod esset sibi actualiter et per consequens formaliter,
non accidentaliter, sed substancialiter. Et sic animal
secundum se ipsum ut hujusimodi] esset qualitative
essencialiter racionale et sic hoc omni animali conveniret:

15quod est inconveniens.

Philosophus tamen, tercio methaphysice, videtur sonare Aristotle even

(et plures post eum) quod nmequaquam genus predicatur ;‘gf,;hc“;n‘nh&

de differencia, vel econtra; cum utrumque sit pars be in any sense

speciei, et una parcium non predicatur de reliqua. Unde the difference.
20ex hoc wult probare quod ens non potest esse genus,

quia, si sic, tunc nulla differencia essencialis erit ens,

quia genus non predicatur de aliqua essenciali sua

differencia. Sed tamen, quidquid philosophus ille vel At any rate,

alii in hoc materia intenderunt, videtur pro argumcntoa%'e'},’a"so,'.":{,e
a3 sufficere quod ens non possit esse genus, quia tunc ~ gpecific.

aliqua differencia essencialis non esset formaliter ens: would be

quod est inconveniens. Et tenet consequencia, cum non  "°hine:

possit genus predicari formaliter de sua specie essencia-

liter inferiori differencia.

3o Et patet [quod] genus est universale quod de pluribus A genus is a
predicatur specie differentibus ‘in eo quod quid est’ “?:";';::,‘ic:',he’;h
id est, 2™ quod est quiditas predicatur ‘in quid’, id est, ng‘:; f;?:g“
precopulatur (sive ab ante copulatur) speciei sicud prior not individually
forma essencialis, vel predicatur, i. e. publice vel mani- Pt in generak

35 feste dicitur, ostenditur, vel manifestatur de speciebus

13. modi deest MS.  23.illiMS. 3o, quod deest MS.  32.ipro
id est MS.; ib. i. pro id est MS.

9. Potestate. This may be a mistake for pofestative; at any
rate it means the same as the ablative potemcid. 27. Incon-
veniens. The idea of the difference is not included in that of
the genus; amimal does not .imply actually reasomable, 1f now
Being or Anything were a generic term, you must divide it by
a term that is not implied by Being. But every difference must
be something.
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suis, cum habeat non privatum esse sicud individuum,
sed publicum et aptum. Species autem habentes in se
genus predicant hoc esse, publice dicunt et ostendunt
ipsum “de seipsis sicud materiatum et subiectatum,
Eciam deus predicat genus de suis speciebus, Eciam
nos predicamus genus de suis speciebus; et recte,
compendiose, et sufficienter sine briga dictum est, quod
genus predicatur de pluribus differentibus specie ‘in eo
quod quid est’ nec oportet aliquid addi, deponi, vel
variari, ad corrigendum illam descripcionem, 10
Note that every Et videtur quod genus oporteat habere, licet non
B s simul, omnes suas species possibiles, Nam si aliquod
°§{':‘;;‘:s‘;§‘:” generalissimum | caret a principio mundi usque in 220
species in _ eternum quacunque sua specie possibili, cum species
,,::j‘ﬁ"-sgf,id‘i,e sint sicud partes formales ipsius generis, individua vero {3
"‘i:?l‘}éidlefé’.d sicud partes materiales, iam tunc tale generalissimum
est colobum, sicud corpus aliquis carens aliqua sui parte
formali. Et licet post diem iudicii multe species rerum
non erunt, nisi quis dixerit corpus humanum ex omni
specie carnis animati non humani componi perpetuo, et 2o
And though sic in eo salvari speciem leonis secundum minimum
Y oPesiet sui naturale, speciem equi, et sic de aliis singulis ani-
Dooarggéay, malibus et plantis (quod tamen non videtur verum de
istis nec de cete grandibus), ubi forte minimum naturale
est ante vel amplius in quantitate, sicud corpus 23
humanum supposito quod multe tales species non erunt
they will have post iudicii diem; tamen adhuc, quando oportet tempore
;’-;;;;‘:‘,’i,;‘e,”;i, suo habere genus speciem aliquam, tunc eam habet, et
gentl?:‘ overy o hoc sufficit ad perfectum et completum esse generis,
all its species. sic enim totum tempus mundi est perfectum et com- 3o
pletum, et tamen in nullo die nec in aliqua hora habet
tantum de tempore quantum sibi ad esse deest.
_A genus is Et genus bene et sufficienter dividitur in genus
Al Mt generalissimum et genus subalternum.
(OF Specialized  Et species est universale predicabile de pluribus 35
Species is numero differentibus in eo quod quid est positum sub

es’;:;‘i{ﬁff;dof genere; et (quodammodo equivoce) species est quiditas

it:cimseéh;l; areut per se stans in differentibus numero, genus vero est
same genus quiditas ut substans in differentibus specie; et, limitando
and differ as to
number;

(S 1}

21.‘&19'! MS.  17.colobu™ M5,  24. decete gra’dibus MS,  32.dete

17. Colobum, 1 have substituted this word because it is to
be found in Du Cange, whilst the other is not.

tpis
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“in eo quod quid” ad primum sensum, videtur illa
descripcio speciei sufficere: “Species est que predicatur
de pluribus differentibus numero in eo quod quid est.”
Nec descripcio talis sensus competeret generi genera-
5lissimo, cum talis non possit predicari ut quiditas per
se stans, sed solum ut substans.
Et species dividitur satis in speciem specialissimam it is divided
et subalternam, Et species specialissima est que predi- ;;';gia;,“g;;‘
catur in eo quod quid est de solis numero differentibus, ‘more general’,

jointelligendo quod Iy ‘solis’ dicat sensum exclusivum comprising no

L1 . h i
et non sophistice exclusum predicatum, | Tnde;ril:fcz;ﬁf

only
individuals.
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‘A specific Differencia autem specifica est universale predicatum
difierence 152 de pluribus in eo quod quale essenciale. Videtur autem
‘E?‘m‘e‘:l, quod debeat addi ‘specie’, ut dicatur: differencia specifica
affirmable of est que predicatur de pluribus differentibus specie in eo
Y inBS quod quale essenciale; ut dicit Porphyrius. Nam, cum
inkind.  differencia specifica sit universale (et sic quoddam
commune essenciale respectu speciei, sicud est consti-
tutiva speciei) sed nihil est commune essenciale respectu
alicuius nisi sibi et alii ab illo possit essencialiter 10
communicari. Videtur prima facie igitur quod omnis
vera et proprie dicta differencia specifica sit predicabilis
de pluribus specie differentibus.

No genus can  Et sic videtur ulterius quod nullum genus cum unica

b ivi . . . . .
sﬁ;ﬁé}ggﬁ‘; differencia specifica aliquam suam speciem adequate 15

with only one i i i i i
Gifference, 1t COnStituat, sed oportet ipsum habere in adiutorium duas

must have aut plures differencias specificas. Et tunc forte oportet

Quantity s ulterius dici quod sicud illud generalissimum ‘quantitas’

f’cl;l‘]‘:f:u(‘"l’l? habet differenciam essencialem, differenciam immediatam,

and ‘non-  scilicet: in quantitatem continuam et quantitatem discretam, 20
t . . . . . . .

into hasing €t iterum in quantitatem habentem posicionem in partibus

position’ and et non habentem. Et habet duplices differencias essen-
not having

position of ciales oppositas et annectas (illas quidem que dividerent
Parts-  genus secundum esse suum quodammodo materiale per
respectum ad formale est genus, et econtra alias que 23

'{gg:fdg_gg be dividerent ipsum genus 2™ quoddam suum esse formale
dividing the per respectum ad materiale. Et sic forte quodlibet genus,

B hough wian’ nedum  subalternum, de quo leviter appa