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“t Ry serenee here is meant knowledyge, See Glossary.

“ Ed o, fol 183rh,

W fn Arnstoteis melaphysica commentariz, od. M. Havduck, in Contmentaria mn Aristo-
tefem graeca, vol. | (Berhin: Reimer, 1891, pp. 483-484 and 316-317.

Bk VEL Ch. U, H37a30; Junctas, vol, TIL, fol. 193va.

S 1003h1; Juncras, vol. LI, ful. 72rb.

* The “Commentator” was Averroes, He was known by that tirle because his
commentaries on Aristotle’s works became a constant source of interpretative infur-
mation for the later Middle Ages. It should be noted, however, that Averrocs was
not considered “the Commentator™ for all of Aristotle’s works. Eustratius of Nicaea,
for exaraple, was “the Commentator” for the Nicomachean Ethics.

* The most common formula is “per se subsistens, "subsisting by iselt. The formulza
used here is “per e consistens,” which makes sense only #f one keeps in mind that
Sudres is emphasizing the composite character of accidents, which are “rhings in
ather things.”

# Disp. XXXIV, *On the Primary Substance or Supposic and Its Distinetion
trom the Nature.”

" Ed. Vaticana, vol. VII, p. 305.
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SECTION 11I

WHETHER DesiGNaTED MATTER 15 THE PRINCIPLE OF
InpIviDuAaTION IN NMATERIAL SUBSTANCES!

1. We omit the divine substance, since, as we said, it is individual by
itself and essentially; whence, there is no more reason to look for a
principle of individuation in it than [for a principle| of its essence or
existenice.

The Sense of the Question

2. Now, in order to understand the sense of the question, it shouid
be taken from what has been said in the preceding Section® that in
this sort of created substances one can consider a metaphysical com-
ppsition, conceptuallv composed of the specific nature and the indi-
vidual difference. For just as what the species adds to the genus is.
according to metaphysical consideration, the divisive difference, that
15, [the difference] contractive of the genus and constitutive of the
species, so likewise, what the individual adds to the species is rightly
called the contractive difference of the species and the constitutive
and distinctive [ditference] of individuals, which are truly and pro-
perly said to differ in number. Indeed. for this reason the species is
sad 1o be predicated of reany numerically ditferent {things]. Agan,
we show that what the individual adds to the species, although only
COnCeptually distinct, nevertheless, is real and positive. founding the
Degation or indivision proper to the individuad, because it 1s by itsell
hcommunicable and distinet from others. that is. incommunicahle
to other individuals. Hence. [when] added to the speaies. it consti-
tutes [t‘ogetherj with it an individual. one by itself, under the speaes.

eretore, it lacks nothing in order to have a true nature (rationem) of

ifference. For this reason some think this is to be identified as the
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principle of individuation, and that no other is to be searched for, as
it can be seen in Scotus, On Il [of the Sentences), dist. 2, q.6,3 and
Fonseca, Bk. V, {Commentary on the] Metaphysics, Ch. 6, sect. 1.+ But
this sense of the question is not under dispute, nor is there truly a
diversity of opinion on that [question] among those who dispute con-
cerning the principle of individuation.> Therefore, the sense of the
question concerns what basis or principle the individual difference
has in reality. For these metaphysical predicates are usually taken
from real constitutive principles of reality, in the same manner in
which the genus is usually said to be taken from matter and differ-
ence from form.®* And substantial predications (derominaliones) are
taken from matter sometimes, as when man is said to be material,
sometimes from form, as when [man] is said to be rational, [and]
sometimes from the whole composite nature, as when [man] is said
to be man. Therefore, in accordance with this, we inquire presently
what the principle of this individual difference is.

From this statement, it is clear we are not looking here for extrin-
sic causes or principles of individuation, or rather, of individuals,
such as are the final and efficient causes. For these do not cause indi-
viduation except [insofar] as they cause the individual entity, that is,
by furnishing the intrinsic principle of individuation. Therefore, it is
the latter that we look for. And although the general question [of
individuation] concerns all created substances, nevertheless, be-
cause material [substances] are better known to us, we shall discuss
them first, and then it will be more easily determined what we can
conclude concerning spiritual [substances]. Moreover, since there
are several opinions concerning this matter which require detailed
consideration, we shall discuss them one by one.

3. There is a famous view which affirms designated matter to be the
principle of individuation.? This is the view of St. Thomas, [Summa
theologiae] I, q.3, 2.3, ad 3, and q.30,a.4, 11, q.77, a.2, and Or IV [of
the Sentences], dist. 12, q.1, a.1, quaestiuncula 2, and Opuscle 29, [On the
Prir;a’p!e of Indwiduation] 8 and On Being and Essence, Ch. 2, where
Cajetan discusses and defends it in detail;? and Capreolus, On II [of
the Sentences|, dist. 3;1% Soncinas, [Questions on] Metaphysics VI, q.33
and 34;'% Ferrara, [Commentary on| Conira gentiles I, Ch. 21,!? and
others to be cited below. It is believed as well that this is Aristotle’s
view; for in several places he holds that numerical distinction and
identity is to be attributed to prime matter. Whence, in Bk. V, Meta-
Physics, Ch. 6, text 42, he says that “[those things] are one in number
of wl:;.ch matter is one.”* And, in Bk. VII, Ch. 8, text 28, he says
that _the form in these fleshes and bones is Socrates and Callias.™?
‘;A:glmt(:hl_.l l(l), text 25, he says: “The singular is already Socrates,

§ 1o the last matter.™% And concemning this principie he con-
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cludes in Bk. XII, Metaphysics, Ch. 8, text 49: “The first mover can-
not be but one in number, because it Jacks matter,” holding as neces-
sary that those [things] that agree in species and differ in number
have matter and differ by matter.'® Similarly, in On the Heavens I,
Ch. 9, he proves that there cannot be another world, because this
world comprises all the matter of natural things.i?

From these texts it appears, therefore, that this was Aristotle’s

view, according to which, consequently, it must be said, —as the
aforementioned authors say —, that in immaterial substances there
is no positive principle of individuation or proper individual differ-
ence, but only the nature incommunicable of itself.
4. If we follow reason, I find almost no basis [given] for this view
that does not recall the authority of Aristotle, namely, that matter is
the principle of multiplication and distinction of individuals within
the same species, as Aristotle states in the cited places. But what is
the principle of numerical distinction is the principle of individua-
tion; therefore, [matter 1is the principle of individuation]. Second,
because what is incommunicable to inferiors similar [to itself] is indi-
vidual. But matter is the primary foundation of that incemmaunica-
bility; for form, since it is act, is communicable of itself, while
matter, since it is primary potency, is incommunicable of itself, an_d
form then is limited and determined when it is contracted to th_ls
matter. Third, because the individual is the primary subject in
metaphysical coordination; for all [things] superior [to it] are predi-
cated of it, but it [i.e. the individual] is not [predicated] of others.
Therefore, the first principle and foundation of the indi\‘r'idual_as
such must be that which is the primary subject among phys_lcal_ prin-
ciples, and matter is such; therefore, [matter must be the principle of
individuat ion].

The Arguments for the Stated View are Examined

5. But before we proceed further. [note that] these arguments, apart
from authority, do not have great weight. The first can ‘be' cas}l}’
answered by denying the major; tor what is a principle.ofdlstmctlon
'8 more a principle of multiplication [than of individuation]."* More-
over, the principle of distinction is not matter, but rather form, for,
as the common saying goes. “act is what distinguishes.” Whence. St.
Thomas, in Contra gentalex 11, Ch. 40, explicitly proves that matter 18
not the primary cause of the distinetion of things1® And although he
i8 Pl‘imaril_\' L‘(:‘m't'rm'd with essential distinction [thcrc]', ncvf‘:r’fhf'
1?35, the arguments he gives seem to apply also to numerical distinc-
:10'1. {and] in particular what he says in the second ?rgumem, t}l;at
form does not follgw the disposition of matter as first cause, dut
rather, and conversely, matter is so disposed in order that a particular
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torm may follow.” Again, what he says in the same place, that “those
(things] related to matter as 1o a first cause are outside the agent's in-
tention and are produced by chance.” If, therefore, matter were the
primary cause of the individual, the individual as such would be pro-
duccd by chance and outside the agent’s intention. Again, what he
says in the same place in the fourth argumnent, that “one matter re-
quires something distinet from itself in order to be distinguished
from another matter;” therefore, it is not the pritnary cause of dis-
fincton, as it was taken in the argument given.

For this reason, having been convinced by these and other argu-
ments, many of the authors who follow the aforernentioned opinion
ackpowledge that, since there are two [things| which belong to the
notion of individual, namely, to be incomrnunicable 1o inferiors and
to bc_distinct from other individuals, marter is the principle of indivi-
duation with respect to the first, and quantity is [su] with respect to
the second, for [quantity] is what distinguishes the matters them-
selves. We shall examine later the truth and consequence with which
this is said.?® For now we shall consider only the force of the stated
arguments.

The figst argument, however, concerned only indjviduation with
respect to the distinction of one [thing] from another, about which
tl}e already aforementioned authors acknowledge that it does not ori-
ginate frr_)m‘matter. Notice, moreover, that the arguments given are
Eoll c?n\’lnczng with' respect to every distinction. For, as | shall state
asr?t;érmi?;;a:?s iitlsht;\:n way of‘dis'tinguishing one [thing] from

' ) _ some entitative act. They do prove, how-
ever, that there is no [reason] why the primary reason of all numeri-

cal distinction should be attributed to it [i.e, matter] rather than to
some form.

T'he second argument deals with the primary root of incommuni-

cability, in which the notion of tndividual consists first [of all], as
was stated gbm’c; for distinction from ancther is rather a cor;sc—
quence [of it]. as was stated above concerning unity in general.
Hence, if thc‘ argument were effective, it would k;c suﬂiéient ‘['()' pﬁ)\'ﬁ
Ihf’:lt matter is the principle of individuation. But. if one considers
:}“*:[ f;r_gur}rllcnt] carFfuI]y. there is an obvious 6i;1uiv0cation CcOMm-
Ufltht;g l::l; & rcas'o‘mr}g. For, wh_en matter 15 said 1o be the principle
b {Tlmunl@bﬂ:[y of the individual because it is the primary
wm:ld l,nclgrru:rrr?ifmg?tfle of itself in Fhe highest degree, either the
assumed in b cable’ is taken equivocally or something false is

fs » i the proof. For matter can be understood to be incommu-
nicable ' many ways: First, as incommunicable to samething, such
aAS thystca} subjece which it may inform or in which it may inhere 21

nd this sense is most true, and it is rightly proven from the fact that

LN
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matter is the primary subject. This, however, has nothing to do with
the topic under discussion, both because to be incommunicable to
another as 1o a subject does not belong to the notion of individual as
such, —since accidents are individuals and yet they may be commu-
nicated in this way, and se too are substantial forms—, and also
because that incommunicability is not sufficient for the notion of
individual. For matter is incommunicable in this way in virtue of its
species and, nevertheless, it is not an individual in virtue of the spe-
cies, but common to many numericaily different matters. Therefore,
that incommunicability is not the primary root of individuation,
even in matter itself; therefore, much less could matter be the pri-
mary principie of individuation of substance by reasen of this incom-
municability.

Matter can be said to be incommunicable in another wav as well,
either in the manner of a cause, in the manner of a part, in the man-
ner of a nature to a supposit, or in the manner of a superior to infe-
riors. But all these ways are false. For matter is communicated to
form in the way in which it is its cause and sustains it. Again, matter
1s communicated to the compusite as part to whole and also as cause
to effect, which it does not cause otherwise than by intrinsically com-
municating its entity to it. Again, matter as part of a nature is com-
municated only 0o [its}] proper supposit, if we speak naturally.
Supernaturally [speaking], however, [matter is communicated] also.
to another [supposit], as one may see in the [case of the] humanit_}-’ of
Christ. But none of these ways [of understanding the incommunica-
bility of matter] is pertinent to the present case, as is intuitively (per
se) obvious,

Moreover, the last wav—in which alone the terms used in the
aforementioned argument’ would be taken univocally—1s clearly
false, as the argument given above convincingly shows, because
matter as such, by virtue of its species is communicable to many
inferiors, which can staned under (it] in the order of predication }Jl.:li
cannot be subjects of inherence. And if you say that matter as such 15
commion, while the designated matter about which the statement is
tnade is incommunicable. [then] against this there 18 fthe tact] t_hat
designated matter, whatever it mav be, does nor have incommunica-
h_ilit," fram the notion of p:'inmry.' subjeet on which the argument
gIven was based. [f, therefore, designated matter s Incogumune
cable, it will he so on aceount of another cause. which could be com-
mon o torms or to other things, as we shall see in what tollows.,
.‘f\'r}l('_’l"t.'fhrt'. the notion of primary subject does not p"‘_‘“}i“ 1o [!w
Incommunicability belonging to the notion of an individual: for
angelic forms and God himself are incommunicable in that way.
even though thev are completely acts and not potencies. Hence.
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when form is said in that same place to be communicable of itself,
this is also irrelevant. For form as form is communicable to matter as
to a subject, not as to an inferior; it is also communicable to distinct
forms according to its own specific notion, and thus it is not indivi-
dual according to that notion. Nevertheless, this form is as incom-
municable as this matter. Therefore, in this respect there is no better
reason for one [to be principle of individuation] than for the other.
7. Now, it is evident from these [considerations] that the third con-
Jecture is not effective, because the notion of the subject of inherence
and [that] of the subject of predication are very different (diversa).
For, although it may be possible to think of a certain proportion be-
tween these two subjects, since the superior is compared to the infe-
rior {which is] its subject as the form that gives [it] being, neverthe-
less, they simply do not have the same notion, nor is one founded on
the other. Whence, in simple substances, there is subjection or sub-
ordination of inferiors to superiors without subject of inherence or of
information,

It should be added that what is the subject of predication is not of
itself more imperfect than its superior predicate, as matter, which 1s
the primary subject, is inferior to form. And thus it is not necessary
that what is a primary subject in the order of generation and imper-
fection be the first principle and foundation of the individual, which
1s the primary subject in the order of predication, containing in itself
all the perfection of the superiors and adding something proper
whereby it, as it were, completes and perfects that [perfection].??

Many Objections are Raised against the Stated View

8. But we must see whether this view, although not demonstrable
(con.vina' non possit) by reason, may [still] be suitably defended and
maintained, for this will be [reason] enough for us, at least because
of the authority of Aristotle and St. Thomas, to defend it.2* The first
source (ratie) of difficulty concerning it {i.e. this view] can be that
mal.tcr i§ common of itself not only insofar as it, according to specific
notion, 15 common to many individuals of matter,2* but also that the
numerically same matter can be under many forms, whether specifi-
cally distinct or only numerically diverse, at least successively. In
that way, therefore, can matter be principle of individuation? For
the principle of individuation must be particular (proprium) in the
h_lghest degree and in no way common to many individuals, whether
simultaneously or successively. Because of this difficulty, the view
adds that‘ not matter in just any way, but [rather matter] designated
by quantity is the principle of individuation. But what js signified by
the term [‘designated matter’] is so obscure that the defenders of this
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view differ among themselves greatly in the way they try to explain
it. It is necessary, therefore, to refer and examine their various inter-
pretations in order to assess more clearly the suitability of this view.

The First Way of Explaining Designated Matter is Rejected

9. The first interpretation is that matter designated by quantity is
nothing other than matter with quantity or matter affected by quan-
tity. For they hold that the principle of individuation is, as it were,
composed of these two, so that matter may give incommunicability
and quantity distinction, as we said above. Thus states Capreolus in
On II [of the Sentences], dist. 3, q.1, a.l, concl. 3, and in a.3, in the
answer to the arguments against it**; again, Ferrara, [Commentary on}
Contra gentiles 1, Ch. 21,% and Soncinas, [Questions...],2” Bk. VII,
q-34. St. Thomas favors it in On Truth, q.2, a.5, ad 1, where he ex-
plains that natural designated matter is matter “with the determina-
tion of these or those dimensions.™® And in On Evil, g.16, a.l, ad 18,
he says that “matter subject to dimensions is the principle of numeri-
cal distinction in those [things) in which many individuals of one
species are found.”™® And commenting on Boethius’ On the Trinily,

q.4, a.2, he says that “quantity distinguishes material things.™? This
seems to be based on Aristotle, in Metaphysics 111, Ch. 3, text 11,
where he holds that specific distinction is the result of form, while
numerical {distinction is the result] of quantity.3! And in Bk. Xt, Ch.
3, text 4, he posits only two types of division, namely, according to
form and according to quantity.?? And in Metaphysics V, Ch. 13, he
attributes to quantity to be principle of division, whence he says tl_lat
“a quantum is what can be divided into those [things] each of which
is born to be this something.™3 And in Physics II1, Ch. 7, text 78, he
says that “number is born from the division of a continuous quan-

tum.™* [n fact, the reason can be that in order for matter to be the
principle of individuation, it is necessary that something distinguish
this matter frarm that [one]. Buz this [something] is not matter :tse}f,

since the distinction must be made by an act. Nor is it form, for
rather this form is distinct from that fone] because it is m_adc and

received in a distinct matter. [ Therefore, it must be qua_nflf)’-]

10. But this view is false and can be attacked with serious argu-

ments. We can proceed in two ways: First, assuming the other view

hetd by the aforementioned authors, that quantity is not 1n pnme

Mmatter but in the whole compaosite, and that it is destroyed when the

substance is corrupted, and that it is newly acquired for the genera-

tion of substance. From which it is concluded that, absol_lltCIY (stm-

bliciter) speaking, numerically this substantial form is first introduced

1 this matter and [then] quantity follows. Whence the argument is
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completed, because this form, when it is first understood to be
received in this matter, is also understood to be received in a matter
distinct from the others. Therefore, it is not made formally and in-
trinsically distinct by quantity. Again, this substantial individual
resuits from matter and form conceived with precision and as pre-
ceding quantity, Therefore, that [i.e. the substantial individual] as
such is one, not with conceptual unity, but with real, singular and
transcendental unity 33 Therefore, just as it is undivided in itself in
virtue of its substantial entity, so also it is substantially and entita-
tively distinct from all others, Therefore, it does not have distinction
through quantity. Nor is it relevant if you say that quantity is prior
1n matter in the order of material cause, both because that cannot be
said to follow properly from that view, as will be discussed below,
and also because at least it cannot be understood according to a true
inherence of quantity in matter, because, according to that prin-
ciple, quantity may never inhere in matter in real duration, but [on-
ly] in the composite. Therefore, [quantity] cannot agree with it [i.e.
ratter] in some sign of priority, because what does not agree in rea-
lity and in real duration can neither agree in prior nor posterior.
Moreover, quantity does not divide a thing or [render it] distinct
from others, except by inhering in and informing {it]. Therefore,
quantity does not have in any way {signa) this effect primarily in mat-
ter, but [only] in the whole composite. Therefore, [quantity| presup-
poses it fi.e. matter| as already individual, and, consequently, as
distinct by another prior division. Finally, also because for the argu-
rpem‘s torce it is enough that matter, as it precedes quantity, be dis-
tinct of itself in some kind of causal role (causa) that is absolutely
{stmpliciter) prior. Finally, the argument can be concluded thus:
Form is received in matter without quantity; therefore, this form [is
received] in this matter, because generation takes place in the singu-
tar; therefore, this individual results from these [i.c. this form and
tfus maiter| before the advent of quantity. Indeed, that [i.e. quan-
tity} comes to the already constituted individual, which God could
preserve as distinct from all others without quantity. Therefore,
quantity does not intrinsically and formally enter into the principle
of individuation, whether of the whole composite substance or of
each of its parts, namely, form and matter.

11.' Second, we can proceed 1o the other view, that quantity is in
prime matter and remains the same in what is generated and cor-
rupted. And then an argument no less effective is taken from another
place, because not only this matter in itself, but also [matter] as
affected by this quantity, can be under diverse forms and, conse-
quently, in numerically distinct individuals. Therefore, [matter
designated by quantity] can no more be the principle of individuation
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than matter alone [can]. It will be said, perhaps, that matter with
indeterminate dimensions can be under diverse forms, and as such is
not the principie of individuation, but, on the other hand, matter
with these determinate dimensions is proper to this individual and
that as such is the principle of individuation. But I ask what these
determinate dimensions add to quantity. For dimensions can be call-
ed indeterminate only because they do not express a fixed limit of
length or width etc., and so a determinate quantity will only add
fixed dimensional limits. But this is not enough for the present [pur-
posc|, because the same matter, existing in this way under the same
fixed and determinate quantity, can be under distinct forms, as it is
clear from [the case of] the same branch, first green, later dry, and in
stmilar [cases].

In another manner, that quantity can be called indeterminate
which is not affected by fixed dispositions, such as a particular rarity
or density or by other qualities by which matter is determined to this
form rather than to another, In this sense it can be admitted that
matter, affected by quantity or dimensions so determined, that is,
[matter] so immediately (proxime) disposed, is so proper to this indi-
vidual that it could not be in another.

The mentioned authors, however, cannot be speaking in this
sense, nor is this part of their true view. The first is clear, because
they say that quantity distinguishes one individual from another by
its proper notion and formal effect. Therefore, this [i.e. that quantity
distinguishcs...] does not agree with that [i.e. that matter, a!‘fecte.d
by fixed dispositions...| by reason of the other qualities or disposi-
tions. Otherwise, not matter designated by quantity, but {rather]
matter insofar as it is designated by qualities must be said to be th_e
principle of individuation. The second is clear, because otherwrise i
would follow that the accidents by which matter is disposed to form
are intrinsicai]y included in the principle of individuation of sul?-
stance. But the consequent is false.?¢ Therefore, [this cannot be their
true view]. What follows is clear, because designated matter, ac-
cording to this view, intrinsically and formally in(t]ude? these acci-
dents as inhering in itself and determining it to a part_l(‘ui'al_‘ torm.
Now, the minor is proven, first, because the substantial individual 1s
one by itself [and] directly placed under the species in the category of
substance; therefore, it does not intrinsically include a'ccl.dems.‘
although it may, nevertheless, intrinsically include the Pr‘"c_‘pl‘? (_’f
individuation. Sccond, because it was shawn above that the indivi-
dual difference in reality is not distinct ex natura rei from the substan-
tial nature, and that, therefore, it is the individual substance itself.
Therefore, its intrinsic principle cannot be an accident, but the
substance.
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12. These arguments can be effective also against the other view,
that quantity is not in prime maiter, but {rather] in the whole com-
posite, because quantity is an accident. Therefore, in whatever sub-
ject it may be, it cannot intrinsically enter into the constitution of the
substantial individual, Therefore, it cannot cause its distinction.

Hence, leaving these views aside, we can argue thirdly that,
although a thing’s being one in itself is by nature prior to its being
distinct from others, nevertheless, the latter follows intrinstcally
from the former without any positive addition being made to the
thing itself that is one, but only by negation, by which, having
posited the other term, it is true to say that this is not that. Accord-
ingly, the same positive [thing] that is the foundation of unity with
respect to the first negation or indivision in itself, is subsequently the
foundation of the later negation of distinction from another. In this
sense it is usually said with great truth that a thing is distinguished
from others by that by which it is constituted in itself, because it is
distinguished by that whereby it is.

Almost in the same sense St. Thomas says, [Summa theologiae] 1,
q.76, a.2, ad 2, that “each thing has unity in the same way in which it
has being."™” This is clear in [the case of] specific unity, for the same
c!lffercnce which constitutes the species one in itself, renders it dis-
tinct from other species. Hence, what is a principle of such a diffe-
rence 1s also a principle not only of unity, but also of specific distinc-
tio_n. ‘Therefore, likewise in [the case of] individual unity, what is a
principle of the individual with respect to its constitution and its
incommunicability or indivisibility in itself is also a principle of its
distinction from others; and, conversely, what is a principle of dis-
tinction must also be a principle of constitution. If, therefore, matter
by itself and separated from quantity constitutes the individual as
incommunicable and one in itself, it also distinguishes it from
others, or [alternatively}, if distinction is impossible, so is the incom-
municability of individuality (individuationis). This is confirmed: For
that '1;3 called “incommunicable” in this way, which is so one in itself
that it could not be divided into many [entities| similar [to uself].
Moreover, what is such is distinguished from others precisely in vir-
tue of this— provided others exist. And conversely, the same argu-
ment can be made concerning quantity, because if that [1.e. quan-
tity] is wh:itt distinguishes substantial individuals, it [i-e. quantity]
must constitute them as well. And, conversely, if it cannot constitute
[them], —which is more true, because, being an accident, it is out-
side the whole realm of substance, presupposing rather the indivi-
dual subject~— neither can it distinguish thern.

?acss?::te c:z:i:l ethﬁarts ttl::li.s argument rightly proves th'at f;pjiantity
1stinction among substantial individuals,
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but it does not prove that it does not cause any distinction, such as
the aumerical and quantitative, which is enough for quantity to be
able to pertain intrinsically in this respect to the principle of
individuation.

But this answer falls into an equivocation, for if quantity does not
cause the first distinction, but [rather causes] another, I ask, which is
the one it presupposes [and] which is the one it causes? Surely the
former cannot be any other but the entitative distinction, whereby
this matter is not that [one] or this substance is not that [one], both
because [1] no other prior distinction can be thought, and also
because [2] this {distinction] is the most intrinsic to each entity. For,
just as nothing more intrinsic to any being can be conceived than its
entity, so no distinction or separation from another being is prior to
that which is stated by this negation: “This being is not that [one].”
Hence, it is unintelligible that one entity be distinguished from
another entitatively and primarily by something other than itself.
14. Whence it follows also— [something] which is 2 new and Sl{ﬂ‘l‘
cient argument against this whole view —that to distinguish entita-
tively one matter from another, or a part of matter from [ar}other]
part of matter, is not a formal effect of quantity, because just as
quantity presupposes maiter as subject, 50 does it presuppose 1ts
individual entity, which by itself is entitatively distinct fro_m_ another
similar entity. Therefore, distinct quantities presuppose dlstl_nct sub-
jects in which they are received and distinct parts of quantity [pre-
suppose] as well entitatively distinct parts of a subject. For ht?re
Cajetan’s argument is relevant, that a singular act presupposes & sin-
gular potency, which is especially true in [the case of] a‘really dis-
tinct act and a potency. This is particuiarly so because, since quan-
tity is a thing distinct from the matter in which it is, it cannot ma_ke it
really distinct from itself. Therefore, |quantity] presupposes m it
[i.e. matter] an entity which can be distinguished by 1_tself fmfn its
quantity. Therefore, by the same [entity, matter] will be distin-
guished from ali other [things] which are not itself. Therefore, this
[distinctinn] is not a formal effect of quantity. .

Finally, the same can be confirmed a postertors. For, !
stracting from quantity, preserved the substance of Peter’s body,
example, the partial entities of matter which are 1n t_he hanfis2 the
feet, the head, etc., would always remain entitatively distinct,
whether they remained united or not. The reason for this is that
although one entity could be united or separated from another,
nevertheless, it wou‘ld be openly incompatible for one to bccc?me the
other or for both to be united into one indivisible [en‘tit_y] which pre-
served its entity, because they would be both distinct and not
distiner.

if God, ab-
for
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15. Therefore, the distinction that quantity presupposes in sub-
stance is an entitative and substantial distinction, and it is one that
pertains by itself to the individual unity we are discussing. For
through this [distinction) the individual is understood to be distinct
from all others, whether under the same species if it is compared
with {individuals] similar [to itself], or also under the genus or under
any common predicate if it is compared with all other [individuals].
Therefore, if quantity confers any distinction, it will be accidental to
the netion of individual and coming to it from outside; therefore, it is
not for this reason that quantity will pertain to the principle of indi-
viduation presently under discussion. This is explained by [the
nature of] the thing itself [i.e. quantity], for since quantity gives
quant!tative unity to substance, it can only give [to it] either a
quantitative or a place distinction. The former of these consists only
in this, that one substance is under diverse limits of quantity from
another,band so that it is not continuous with the continuity proper
to quantity. And the latter consists in this, that one substance is out-
s:_de‘ the place or location of the other. Hence, [the fact] that quantity
distinguishes in the way it constitutes is also preserved. For, first, 1t
rn?kes substance extended in itself, quantitatively united and deter-
rined and to have this corporeal mass, but, as a result, it makes it to
occupy local space; and similarly, it first distinguishes [it] quanti-
tanvely. and then locally. This whole distinction, however, is outside
the notion of individual substance, and [it is] accidental to it, as is
{the case] with quantity itself.

16. Surely this is evident in [the case of] the place distinction,
because [the place distinction] is exceedingly extrinsic and mutable,
and however much the quantified thing may change place, it re-
mains numerically the same. Indeed, by the power of Ged, the
numerically same corporeal substance can be preserved without
place, whether without quantity or with it, in the manner in which
the body of Christ is [preserved] in the Eucharist. Similarly, the
same quantified thing can be constituted in two places by the power
of God, as I showed extensively when discussing the mystery of the
Euchanst,?“ and two distinct bodies can be located in the same
place, — this is often done by God, as it has been demonstrated in the
matter of the resurrection.3? Therefore, the place distinction has
nothing to do with numerical unity and distinction. The same can be
afﬁrrped, moreover, concerning the quantitative distinction as con-
cerning the very quantity and unity arising from it, which we show-
ed above to be accidental to the intrinsic and entitative unity of
material substance. Ht.:nce, although it {i.e. the quantitative distinc-
tion] naturally follows in the manner of a property, nevertheless, in
the order of nature, it {1.e. the quantitative distinction] presupposes
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it [i.e. the unity of material substance|, and it is rather caused by it
than causes it. Finally, material substance could be preserved by
absolute power as numerically the same without its quantity, and
consequently, [it could] retain the whole individual unity with sub-
stantial incommunicability and distinction without quantitative uni-
ty or distinction.

17. Wherefore even Soncinas and Ferrara finally acknowledge that
material substance does not have transcendental unity from quan-
tity, although {they insist] that it is numerically one through quan-
tity. But it is astonishing that they should depart so easily from the
true sense of the question and use terms equivocally. For, as we have
often warned and everybody assumes and they themselves—1I be-
lieve—know, when we discuss numerical unity here, we do not take
number as a species of quantity, but as it can be found in any entity,
as St. Thomas points out in Opuscle 16, [On the Unity of the Intellect
against Averroists)*0 the last chapter, where he says thus, that “even
immaterial substance is numerically one.” Likewise Aristotle also
distinguished numerical, specific, generic and analogical unity in
Metaphysics V #! Therefore, this numerical unity is transcendental in
each thing, just as the specific or formal unity is transcendental in its
own manner with respect to the common nature. Therefore, if mate-
rial substance has transcendental individual unity, and [this is] not
through quantity, quantity does not intrinsically pertain to the prin-
ciple of individuation of substance. [To this] it must be added that in
the same way in which substance is categorically one in number
through quantity, [it is} not only distinguished, but also constituted
and made in itself undivided and quantitatively incommunicable by
the same quantity. For quantity could not make something one in its
genus unless it also made [it] undivided, since the notion of one con-
81sts in this [indivisibility]. Therefore, if they speak consistently and
univocally concerning the incommunicability and distinction of the
Same genus, they badly distribute these functions, assigning one to
matter and another to quantity. If, however, they speak at one po'im
of substantial incommunicability, {and] afterwards of quantitative
distinction, they do not preserve the true sense of the question and
fquivocate in the use of words.

The Second Way of Interpreting Designated Matter is Rejected

I?' The second interpretation is that matter, designated by quan-
tity, does not intrinsically include quantity itself, but {rather it in-
cludes it] as the term of the relation of matter to it. For matter is
Capable of quantity by its nature, but as such it cannot be the _full
Principle of individuation, because it is indifferent to any quantity,
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Just as to any form. Moreover, by the agent’s action prior to genera-
tion, it is determined 10 have a capacity for this quantity, and not for
another, and as such it is said to be the principle of individuation,
Moreover, in this place we understand by quantity not only mathe-
matical quantity, if [ may call it so, but physical [quantity], that is,
[quantity] affected by physical qualities and dispositions. Gajetan
explained this point thus in [his commentary to Thomas'| On Being
and Essence, Ch. 2, q.5.42 He is followed by lavellus, {Questions on the|
Metaphysics V, q.15,* and before them, Egidius, Quediibet 1, q.5,
a.lt,

This view, however, displeased Cajetan himself, [in his com-
mentary to the Summa theologiae] 1, q.29, a.1,*5 because of the argu-
ment to which I shall refer below, and thus he found another manner
of speaking, if indeed it is different. For he says that matter is the
principle of individuation not [insofar] as it is in potency to this
quantity, but [insofar] as it virtually pre-contains this quantity or is
the root and foundation of this quantity. Nevertheless, I do not
understand sufficiently what is signified by these words “distinct a
prior,” because matter —particularly in the view of Cajetan and
other Thomists — does not pre-contain quantity as an eflicient cause,
but [rather quantity] is caused by an extrinsic agent or results from
form. Therefore, {matter| can only pre-contain it [i.e. quantity] as a
material cause. But this is nothing other than to have it in receptive
potency, or what is the same, to have a potency for it. {For] just as
matter, [insofar] as it pre-contains form, can be nothing other than
matter as 1t is in potency toward form, or rather, as it is [in] recep-
tive potency toward form, because it does not pre-contain [it} other-
wise than as material cause, so likewise with the present [case], for
the same reasen. Therefore, all those words, matter as “foundation,”
as “root:" as “cause,” amount 1o the same, because matter is not the
foun_dz?twn of quantity, except in a material and in passive [wav];
nor 1s it thc root except as the primary subject, nor the cause, except
the material [one], which consists in the nature {ratione) of receptive
potency from which form is educed. Therefore, under ali those
w?rtls t‘hcre can lie nothing other than the potency of matter itself.
Wherclfort:, the argument of Cajetan himself and those which we
shall. give go equally against this view, which for this reason need not
be given separate consideration
19. 'TO these must bc added another [view] as well, which holds that
j?:;i’s‘:éﬁi!:l};t:cf;:nmg::g other than matter immediately ( ultimo)
affected by Particular’ uz:\l'tl'ls“3 1’};15 oy posed cxcept by iy
two ways: First unde?star:(;?& h o _however, o be sta:_qd .
inhere and e ,ai . ng that quantity ar_ld th.er dlsposltlops

main in matter and absolutely (simpliciter) precede in
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the arder of nature the introduction of form, And thus, matter, dis-
posed and designated to form, can be rigl‘ltly. L{ndCI'?{OO.d. H_owevclj,
to posit designated matter as principle of individuation in {h1§ way I8
to fall back into Capreolus’ earlier view, because this c_iemgnated
matter intrinsically includes quantity and accidents, which, as we
showed, cannot be included in the principle of individuation. If it is
said that these dispositions, although inherent in matter, nt‘:‘\’?rthe-
less, are not intrinsically and formally included in the individual,
but are, as it were, required conditions, against this is [thc fe'xctj that
from this follows that the principle of individua(ion_ is intrinsicatly
and formally only something common to many individuals, namely,
matter itself as such. But this is impossible, as we argged atfow?.
Hence, this would not be to point out what in itself and in _real:ty_ I
the principle of individuation, but, at most, what can bea sugnlof in-
dividuation for us, or an occasion of the production of a particular
individual with respect to an agent. We shall speak about these mat-
ters later., _

This view can be taught in another way, presupposing that quan-
tity and other dispositions are not in matter, but 1n the composite,
and that, as they produce the last disposition, they follow form. In
this sense it is the same [thing] for maiter to be dls_posed as (o have
an order or determined potency to this quantity wlt_h the_56 d_ISPDS"
tions; and thus this manner of speaking coincides in this with the
second interpretation given, )

20. Therefore, I think this whole interpretation is false. In t‘he first
place, it is assumed in it that matter does not have guantity and
other dispositions inhering in itself, which, although defensible (pro-
babile), nevertheless is not perhaps as defensible (pmbabde) as tt_le cc;:_l'
rary {view]. Next, assuming this view, —Cajetan argues ifn {thl:
commentary to Summa theologiae) I*# — , the potency of matter for
reception of quantity falls in the genus of quantity, since p_)otf;li}:
and act are in the same genus, as Aristotle says in Mﬂf’-’."k)’m’ , :
Therefore, the potency toward quantity cannot mm.ns:call,\' be OnE:
to the principle of individuation of substancc,_otherwtse the substar;f
tial individual would not be one by itself, for it would be made up r
things belonging to different categories. This argument, howa:'eve‘é
taken by itself is not effective. For, as lavellus correctly answers.?
potency bejongs to the genus of its primary act, toward whic ; -
primarily ordered by itself, and from which it takes the spectes 1 ha
own way, Matter, however, is not in potency l.o quantity _m‘suc 2
way that it may be primarily ordered to it by itself, but fit ll-fafo[its
Potency] to substantial form, and thus it is not necessaf}’ht A Eon
Potency| belong to the category of quantity. Moreover, W\’{ach 6
seca adds in Cajetan’s favor in {Commentary on| Metaphysics V, LA 5>

;
H
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q-4,%? that although the potency of matter may not belong to quan-
tity absolutely (simpliciter), even though it belongs to that category as
receptive of quantity, this— I say —is not a serious difficulty. For the
reduplication of matter as receptive of quantity does not add a real
potency to matter iiself, but explains that potency only according to
our manner of conceiving and speaking by relation to a secondary
term, that is, quantity, and thus, it is not necessary that for that rea-
son it should belong to the category of quantity. Therefore, lavellus’
answer is good with respect to the force of the argument based in the
maxim, “act and potency are in the same genus,” as we shall point
out more extensively later, when discussing the material cause of
accidents,

21. However, an effective argument against this very opinion is
taken from the same answer. For if the potency of matter is related to
substaqtid form prior to [being related to] quantity, then it also
fietermmes its potency to this substantial form prior to [determining
its potency to] this quantity. Therefore, [matter] is not designated or
determined to this form by a potency to this quantity. The first con-
sequence is clear, both because [1] potency is determined to act in a
way proportionate to it [i.e. act]. If, therefore, potency itself is sub-
stantial and is not related to accidental act except by means of a sub-
stantial [act], it is not determined except by the same relation and
proportion. And also because [2], according to the view of these
authors, matter does not receive this quantity in reality, except by
means of t_his form, and because it receives this form, therefore it
receives tl_us quantity. Therefore, similarly, its capacity [i.e. of mat-
ter] for this quantity is not determined in potency, except insofar as
1t is determined to this form.

~ The same argument applies to Cajetan’s other manner of speak-
ing about matter as “pre-containing quantity,” because matter does
Mot pre-contain quantity except insofar as it pre-contains the form
wl}ich is fqllowed by quantity. Therefore, neither does it pre-contain
this quantity with dispositions, except insofar as it pre-contains this
form, after which this quantity and these dispositions follow. There-
fore, [maFter] cannot be designated to this form by the fact that it
pre-contains this quantity,

Finally, the same form of argumentation can be used against the
other manner of speaking about matter as “disposed with an imme-
diate ( ultima) dispasition,” because matter is not determined to such
an immediate (ultima) disposition except by means of form. For we
assume that (the immediate disposition] is not received in it [i.e.
matter], but in the composite. Therefore, matter cannot be desig-
nated either by the relation to such g disposition, or by the very dis-
posiion as actually received, since in either case the determination
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of this matter to this form absolutely (simpiiciter) precedes both the
relation and the actual reception. This argument is effective, on the
one hand, for the last (ultima) disposition which is present in the in-
stant of generation and follows form. If, on the other hand, someone
contends that matter is designated by immediately preceding dispo-
sitions, another argument must be found.

22. Hence, I argue in a second principal [way] against this whole
interpretation,’® because matter is of itself indifferent to this quan-
tity and these dispositions, and to others. But in the instant of gene-
ration, according to this view, naturally prior to the reception of sub-
stantial form, [matter] is left bare of all accidents and without any
entity added to it. Therefore, it remains equally indifferent as it
exists of itself. Therefore, its potency is not determined to this quan-
tity, since it is unintelligible that potency, indifferent of itself, be
determined without any addition or change made in it. Therefore,
[matter] is not designated by such an indeterminate potency. The
major is self-evident from the nature of matter. The minor is also
self-evident in the principles of the view we oppose, because nothing
else substantial can be preconceived to be added to matter before
substantial form. For, what would that be, or by what would it be
made, or on what basis, or what would its purpose be? Not even
something accidental [can be understood to0 be added] because no
accident precedes substantial form in matter and, according to every
view, no accident precedes quantity itself in matter.

Some say that a certain real mode, distinct ex natura rei from mat-
ter, is added to matter in the instant prior to the introduction of the
substantial form with its quantity and other dispositions, and tpat
Matter is designated by this mode. Some call this mode substantial,
others accidental. But all of these speak gratuitously, nor can {hey
explain or give a reason for what they say, which is [something]
foreign to the true nature (rationg) of philosophizing. For I ask, first,
what this mode is for. They say: So that matter may be determined
to this form, [But], on the contrary, it [i.e. matter] is indifferent to
Fhis mode, and to an infinite [number} of others. Therefore, by what
's matter determined to receive this mode in that instant rather than
any other? For, if you say that it is determined by another n‘EIOdC, we
Proceed to infinity. But, if you say that it is determined by lmmcd_l-
ately preceding dispositions, it would be better to say that matter is
ymmediately determined to form, and thus this mode is superfiuous.
Besides, the arguments by which we shall show at once that maiter
cannot be determined to form by preceding dispositions prove in the
Same way that matter} cannot be determined by them to th‘c recep-
Y0n of such a mode. Finally, if it is said that matter reccives this
mode by virtue of the agent, without any prior determmation, why
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not may the same be said of form? Therefore, this mode is intro-
duced without reason or basis.

23. Second, 1 shall inquire when and by what this mede is pro-
duced. For either {1) it is produced gradually while matter is being
disposed, or [2] it is produced in one instant, whether [a] prior to
generation or [b] in the very instant of generation. None of these,
however, can be appropriately understood or explained. For, if [1] it
15 said to be produced successively and gradually with the disposi-
tions, it will be subject to intensification like them; therefore, it will
be an accident and as such it will be corrupted at the instant of gene-
ration.®! Again, for this reason, the principle of individuation will be
sub_ject to intensification and remission, and matter will also be
designated in itself and modified toward form before it receives it
[i.e. tl.’ll’.‘ form] in time. Consequently, since this mode is immedi-
ately incompatible with the other maode of determination, which
matter has with respect to the form under which it exists, it follows
Fhat matter also loses it gradually. For the same reason it could be
inferred that it gradually and successively loses the union with such a
form, ail of which is absurd and imiprobable.

The same [things] follow more clearly if [2a] this mode is posited
as produced ail at once in an instant before the instant of generation.
For, then, matter would be all at once under one form and immedi-
ately (ultims) designated by another. Besides, no reason can be given
f*'hY It may be made in one instant rather than another, when speak-
mg.about those [things] in which matter is not apt for the reception
F)f form. If, however, [2b] it is said to be produced all at once at the
instant of generation, it follows that, naturally prior to the reception
of such a mode, matter is left bare, and consequently, no resistance
is offered 1o the agent, which acts in matter as much as it can. There-
fore, just as it is said thar it produces such a mode immediately, it
would be much better to say that it produces its [i.e. matter's} form
immediately
24. Third, I shal] inquire what this mode is. For it 1s not substantial,
first, because what it may be is inconcelvable, since it is neither a
nature nor part of a nature, subsistence or existence. Or, next, it is

complc:ely separate (absolutus) even according to transcendental
relation, and this could not be

‘ : said to follow, both because matter is
said to if)c dt.rlcrmmed by it to this form or quantity, and also because
fmatter 1s said to be designated by it. If, therefore, it [i.e. the mode] is
wholly separate (absoluius), designated matter will be something
wholly" separate (absolutum) from Quantity and from a relation to
quantity, {something] which contradicts the stated doctrine.
Almost the same argument is made if the mode is posited with
some kind of transcendental relation. For, in order for the mode to
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be substantial, it is necessary that the primary term of the relation be
the substantial form and not quantity, and so also, in no way will a
relation to quantity pertain to the principle of individuation. More-
over, if the mode is posited as accidental, what it is or the category
under which it falls cannot be explained. Moreover, [the fact] that
accidents are not in prime matter is inconsistent with that view. [t
follows also that the principle of individuation is an accidental being
composed of substance and accident, and that the individual adds an
accidental mode distinct ex natura rei from substance to the species,
which is [something] completely false. )
25. For these reasons, others answer that the potency of matter 1s
determined to this quantity in that instant by the agent itself, with-
out any thing or intrinsic mode added to it. But this involves an open
contradiction. For, if the expression refers to the agent as precon-
ceived in first act before its action, —and in this way it is imposmb.le
that the intrinsic potency and capacity of matter be determined by it,
since they are wholly distinct things and the one as such does not
actually change the other, —hence, if in that instant the agent were
anihilated before it acted in matter, and another were applied, it
would induce in it a different form, proportioned to itself.

If, however, the expression refers to the agent in second act, that
5, t0 its action, it is necessary to understand that the agent dt?le_r-
mines matter by its action and that it puts nothing intrinsu? initin
order to determine it, because such an action of the agent is in the
patient (passo) in which it necessarily has some end.
26. The answer to this can be that the agent determines matter by
its action, not by the one it has in the instant of generation, but _by
the one it had immediately before that instant. This answer coin-
cides with the view which holds that the dispositions prC_Cf-'dmg 1m-
mediately before leave the potency of matter determined, even
though they leave nothing real in it. [ But] this cannot be understood
by any means about an intrinsic and positive determination on ac-
count of the argument given, thar the capacity of matter is upiversal
and indifferent of jtselt Therefore, [matter] cannot be 1ntnrislf:all}"
limited unless something be added to it or it be changed 1n itself
somehow. But nothing of this sort happens to it. Moreover, lh:? rela-
tlon.to preceding dispositions is only a sort of conceptual relation or
eXtrinsic determination. o .

This is confirmed [thus]: For, if preceding dispositions d?(ermiﬂe
matter, [they determine it} either efficiently or formally. For those
accidents can have no other kind of causality in matter. For, al-
though by comparison with form they may be said to concur materi-

Y, nevertheless, with respect to natter [they do not do so] in any

way, because they are not compared to it as potency, but as act.
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Therefore, they can determine it only formally or efficiently. But
[they can] not [determine it] formally, because the form which does
not exist has no real formal effect. Hence, just as matter lost those
accidental forms in that instant, it lost all their formal effects. Nor
[can they determine it] efficiently both for the same reason, that
what does not exist does not have effects, and also because matter
receives nothing before form, as has been shown. Therefore, the po-
tency of matter cannot be understood to be in any way intrinsically
determined to this quantity, so that it could be the principle of indi-
viduation in this way.

This whole argument can be used against Cajetan’s latter man-
ner of speaking, because matter of itself does no more pre-contain
this quantity than another; nor is it more the root of this [one rather]
than of another, I ask, therefore, what determines it, so that in the
instant of generation it may pre-contain more this quantity than
another or be root of this [one] rather than of another; and the whole
argument is reproduced.

This is effective in the same way against the other way of inter-

preting designated matter, [that is), that matter is disposed by pre-
ceding dispositions ~ for about the [dispositions] that follow enough
hfis already been said in the first argument and in the arguments
given against Capreolus’ view. For those dispositions leave nothing
In matter, since, as it is supposed, they are wholly corrupted. There-
fore, they cannot leave it [i.e. matter] intrinsically and positively dis-
posed, as is convincingly shown by the arguments given; for it
makes no difference whether you say “disposed” or “determined,”
since these words stand for the same thing,.
27. Moreover, I always say “intrinsically and positively,” because
_ncg‘atwely, in virtue of preceding dispositions, matter is left without
Incompatibility to the introduction of this form, which is rather to re-
main indifferent than determined. On the other hand, extrinsically,
[mafter] can be said to be here and now, naturally determined to
receive this form, because, perhaps with a certain natural consequence
this agent here and now, with respect to this subject, is determined to
the introduction of this form immediately after this alteration in the
natural order. But, in truth, this is rather a determination of the agent
thzu} of _ma.tter,. and thus, this determination cannot cause matter to be
the intrinsic principle of individuation, since [this determination] is an
extuinsic principle from the part of the agent. And especially so also
because, according to this mode of determination, the agent is under-
stood as deter'mmed to the introduction of this form before [it is deter-
mined to the introduction of} this quantity and other dispositions. For
it induces this form by itself, but this quantity and the dispositions as
results of this form, according to the view under discussion.
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Hence, finally, a general argument can be given, because matter
is not disposed or determined primarily by itself, except to this forrp
and on account of this form, and because of it, it receives these acci-
dents. Thus, in itself and in the order of nature, form cannot be “a
this” on account of these accidents, or on account of a relation to
them, and consequently, neither fcan it be “a this”] on account of
matter designated by a relation to some accidents. Therefore, desig-
nated matter, interpreted this way, cannot be the principle of
individuation.

Third Way of Interpreting the Same View Concerning
Designated Matter

28. The third interpretation is that we can speak about the principle
of individuation in two ways: First in itself, that is, insofar as it is
truly the principle constituting the individual such as it is in r_‘ee_a.lity,
and [insofar as] it is the root or foundation from which the indlvndua}l
difference is taken. Second, we can speak of the principle of indivi-
duation with respect to the production or multiplication of indivi-
duals, which is to ask what the principle and root is whereby substan-
tial individuals are multiplied, or why this individual is produced
rather than another, that is, why it is produced distinct from the rest.
On the other hand, in either case, it may be inquired [1] what the
principle of individuation is by itself and in itself, or only [2] what the
principle is whereby one individual is distinguished from another
with respect to us, or [3] only what the occasion of such distinction is.
First, therefore, speaking about the principle constituting the }ndl'
vidual in reality, and from which the individual contractive differ-
ence of the species and constitutive of the individual is truly takn?n,
llllis opinion denies that matter designated by quantity is the prin-
ciple of individuation, because the arguments given seem to con-
clude this.
29. Second, this opinion states that matter is the principle and root
of the multiplication of individuals in material substances. The Prfmf
of this is that [matter] is the origin of generation and corruption
whereby the multiplication of individuals is accomplished. Again,
because [what is] composed of such matter is corruptible by reason of
4, and, from it, it has that it cannot be preserved forever; and_ thus,
the multiplication of individuals is required for the preservation of
the species. Therefore, matter is the root of this multiplication.
It can also be added that this root is matter affected by quantity,
2use matter without quantity would not be capable of physical
alteration and change owing to various and contrary dispositions,
from which this variety and multiplication of individuals is born.
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This function, however, does not belong to matter as designated and
determined to a certain form or quantity, but absolutely in itself,
because hitherto we have not discussed the root of this individual in
particular, but absolutely the root of the multiplication of indivi-
duals within the same species. And matter is not the root of this mul-
tiplication absolutely insofar as it is determined to one form or quan-
tity, but rather, insofar as it is determinable to many.

[But] you will say: In this way too matter will be said to be root of
multiplication of the species in substances subject to generation and
corruption. For, indeed, they can be multiplied from the same mat-
ter, because it [i.e. matter] has a capacity for alt forms, and [it is] in
ttself indifferent to them and to their various dispositions.

The answer to this is that the case (rationem) is not similar. For,
although that property of matter may be necessary for the multiplica-
uon aforementioned, nevertheless, properly [speaking], it is not the
first root of that variety. [And this] both because, [1] since all that
matter is of one species and its parts or portions are distinguished in
themselves only numerically, that [matter|, insofar as it exists of
itself, is contained in numnerically distinct forms: and also because [2]
the specific distinction is [found] by itself in things, and, thus, it in
the end comes from form, which by itself provides the species. Thus,
this distinction is without doubt found in materiai and in immaterial,
corruptible and incorruptible [things], [something] which is not the
case with the numerical distinction, nor does it seem so necessary.
30. Third, this opinion states that matter, designated by quantity, is
the principle and root, or at least the occasion, of the production of
this individuatl as distinct from the rest. This is explained because
this individual can be compared either to the remaining existing
individuals or to other possible [ones] which can be produced from
the same matter, even by the same agent, In the first way, the first
and sullicient reason why this individual is produced as distinct from
the rest is that it is produced from numerically diverse matter, be-
cause, since the numerically same form could not be in numerically
diverse, whole matters, [therefore], for the very reason that matter is
numerically diverse, it is necessary that form at least be numericatly
diverse. Hence, it is not necessary for this distinction that other dis-
positions or another designation of matter be added, because [for
this] is sufficient the numerical distinction of matter in itself, or [of
matter] with its quantity, which, nevertheless, is not sufficient for
this matter to be the root of the distinction of this individual from the
rest that do not exist or that are made or can be made from the same
matter. Hence, some say that Aristotle did not point out the prin-
ciple of individuation whereby the individual is distinguished from
all [those individuals] that do not exist, since these are sufficiently
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distinguished by contradictior? alone, but that .he pointed out .orcnil_y s
principle which distinguishes in the aforem.entloned way oni‘m v
dual from other existing [individuals|. This was taught bg; onseﬁa
in [Commentary on Metaphysics], Bk. V, Ch. 6, q.4, sect. 4. {\nd f.:
took it from Hervaeus, Quodiibet V, q.9,°% and Cajetan,ﬂ[m his com
mentary to Thomas] On Being and Essence, Ch. 2, q.5.° -
It must be added, moreover, that by matter, lco.nmdt?red in the
aforementioned way, the individual is not only dlstmgt.nshec‘l gonj
other existing [individuals], but also from all o.ther possible [in ltvij
duals] whatever, even non-existing [ones|, which can be gel_a:jlia t?n
from other numerically distinct matters. [This is so] especially 1_t
those [individuals] whose forms are educed from matter, becauseil
is very likely that the numerically same form cannot s_lmultaneous ¥s
or even successively, be educed from numerically diverse matters.
However, in individuals that can be generated from the numer_lcz_illy
same matter, there is no place for a distinction between one Cxlsdtm%
individual and another existing [individual], because many 1;1 "’1_
duals, having the numerically same matter, cannot exist 51mui;a:inr113
ously, and thus, such a distinction is always between an existing
thing and a non-existing [one]. L
31, g1\/[0rnt:cwer, althougl? Ehis contradictory opposition 11s arg‘un:lf:r:
enough for the distinction of such individuals, nevertheless, odistin-
still investigate the principle and root [1] why they are so 2] why
guished, one as existing [and] the othet_' as ot existing, ml-'a{r o
numerically this form is introduced in this matter rat fe wen
another that could be made. For the cause of this cannot l;le 01.1::“3 .
Prime matter alone, since [prime matter] is successively the Sta o
each individual, which is also true perhaps of the qua_ﬂ“‘?_f_‘(’) r(:s aand
ral {coaeva) with the same martter. Therefore, other dlsP"S‘h'_ action
circumstances of the action must be added, namely, thgt i :;is e
takes place from this subject thus prepared and disposed 2 i mat-
by this agent. For it is the case that, althoug[‘.l prime or regl e
ter be the same, nevertheless. from it this individual 1s made the
from all others that are made or could bc_madf:_irom lt:js?i?zum-
Production takes place under diverse dispositions 2;” example
stances. This is confirmed and explained [thus]: F?“‘;! orm el ir;
has of itself the potential te produce many forms simi ard o
Species and distinct in number, and nevertheless, hert_: anh_ﬂ e
troduces numerically this form rather than others in € Isc e
And this determination cannot come 1] from fire ltse‘i'f‘;'?cfuctiOﬂ of
2 natural agent and of itself equally potential m'thjfl?o be educed,
any form; nor can it come [2] from the form itse pans to deter-
because that does not yet exist and does not have thfe flﬂn - emiote mat-
Mine the power of the agent; nor does it come {3] tro
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ter, because that is also equally indifferent of itself. Therefore, it
comes exther from [4] the dispositions, if those remain in matter, or
from (5] the natural order of acting here and now, with these cir-
cumstances, for no other natural cause can be casily thought. For,
what some think, that this is to be referred to [6] the divine wili,
although true in relation to the effects which come immediately from
God himself, nevertheless, does not seem philosophical when attri-
buted to all natural causes. And in theology it creates a special diffi-
culty, owing to the determination of free acts and particularly of the
bad [ones], which we shall discuss when treating God’s cooperation
{concursu) with secondary causes. Therefore, in this way, matter
deS}gnated and affected by these circumstances is the principle or oc-
casion of such an individuation, because neither matter without cir-
cumstances, as has been said, nor circumstances without matter, is
sufficient. For, if this [i.e. matter designated and affected by these
circumstances] is diverse, its effect will also be diverse.
32. []}ut‘] you will say: Therefore, the same matter will be the intrin-
sic pn_ncxplc constitutive of the individual in its being; for just as a
thing 15 related to [its] production, so is it related to [its] being.
~ This is answered by denying the consequence, both because (1] it
is one thing for this thing to be a particular individual but another
thing for this individual rather than another [one] to be produced
now, and tljtus, these can come from diverse roots; and also because
[2), according to this interpretation, designated matter is not so
much the principle of individuation as the occasion for inducing this
fo:_'m rather t%la_n another into a subject. This form, however, is not
this because it is produced in this subject, at this time and by this
agent. For these things are accidental to it [i.e. the form] in itself and
it could be made numerically the same by God without these circum-
stances—and speaking of dispositions, they are the ones that are
ordered to a particular form rather than the contrary. Therefore,
nl':fltlfer, dgmgnaled in the stated way can only be the occasion why
L;Sth(;r:lo:: ::_rzi‘lt:;:dnl;fuz: ;a;ural agent in the natural order, where-
gent was determined to cause such an

cgect rather tha}n another in a particular subject attached to and
aflected by particular circumstances.

33. Fgunh, this opinion adds that ma
quantity, is called “principle of indiv
because by it we know the distinction o
themselves, Thus, St, Thomas, in Op
ar:ﬁemmﬁ-om ttilllal.'z Dimensions, Ch. 3, says, “the substantial individual is
- $ prime matter and this form, but it is not shown to be

ere and now without determinate dimensions; and thus.” he says,
“matter under fixed dimensions is called a cause of indi;iduation,

tter, designated by sensible
iduation” in relation to us,
f material individuals among
uscle 32, On the Nature of Matter
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not because dimensions cause the individual, since an accident does
not cause its subject, but because by fixed dimensions the individual
is shown to be here and now, as by an inseparable sign proper to the
individual.” 35> And he points out the same in Opuscle 29, On the Prin-
ciple of Individuation.® Hence, when in other places St. Thomas says
that the individual adds accidents to the specific nature, as in [Quoff-
libet] 1, q.3, and Quodlibet 11, a.4 and On Truth, q.2, 2.6, ad 1, and in
other places cited above, it seems that this is to be interpreted_ in
terms of our knowledge.5? For that [i.e. the accident] is the sign
whereby we distinguish a posteriori one individual from another, not,
however, that whereby the individual is distinguished in itself. St.
Thomas himself, in other places and opuscles cited, seems to have
explained and even to have proven [this] with an excellent argu-
ment, namely, “that accidents do not cause their subject,” especially
when St. Thomas himself, in [Summa theologiae] 1, q.29, a.1, and On
the Power, q.9, a.1, ad 8, says that substance is individuated by itself
and by its proper principles, while accidents are individuated by
substance.*® Therefore, since in other places he posits accidents, or
the relation to accidents, among those [things] that individuate sub-
stance, it is necessary to explain [this] either in terms of our know-
ledge or in terms of the occasion that they offer for the production of
a particular individual substance, as it has been stated. Moreover,
this is attributed to matter by reason of quantity rather than_ _by
reason of quality, because even the numerical distinction of qufihtles
Fhemselves is known to us primarily through quantity. For, if two
lmages are very similar to each other, we do not distinguish them ex-
cept by numbering them in quantitatively diverse subjects. And in
the same sense it seems it must be understood that quantities the{n-
selves are numerically distinguished by place. For, that is true with
respect to us, since we sensibly distinguish and number them be-
cause we perceive them in diverse places. Nevertheless, this is not
true in itself, since, rather, quantities occupy diverse places because
they are distinct in themselves. Therefore, {this is so] only because
quantity is by its nature such that it constitutes a part outside a part
1n a body outside a body with respect to place, and [because] we lack
a more suitable principle to distinguish material individuals with
respect to us,

Solution to the Question

34. This whole opinion is indeed probable in itself and it was accep-
table to me once. I am afraid, however, that it does not express satis-
factorily the thought of Aristotle and St. Thomas, not only because
[1] otherwise they would have given us a very deficient and exceed-
ingly equivocat principle of individuation, if having omitted what is
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truly and in itself the constitutive pri.nc'iple of the indw!dual,ftlc';;‘:s)‘f
had given us only either the g posterori signs or_the occasmnsgo o
tinguishing or producing individuals; but especially bgcause [2] they
seem to have concluded from this principle that [things] separate
from matter are not many individuals since they do not have this
kind of principle of individuation. Moreover, many and learned
men find hard to believe what was expressed by that view concern-
ing the determination of agents to particular effects anf:i fom_ls from
matter with the circumstances of the action, because if the issue 1
considered carefully, all fcircumstances] are reduced to the circum-
stance of time, which seems too extrinsic in order for this determlr_la-
tion to come from it. But I shall discuss in more detail this last point
in the following Section.$9 .
Concerning the other [matter] relating to the thought of Aristotle
and St. Thomas, insofar as St. Thomas is concerned, it is evident
that the interpretation is based on other of his writings anc! words,
which cannot be reconciled in any other way. Insofar as Aristotle Is
concerned, he does not seem to have ever explicitly and metaphysi-
cally investigated and explained this principle %0 but [rather] to have
taught only from sensible {things, and] in a physical way, that one
material individual is distinguished from another. However, what
the mentioned authors concluded from this, [namely], that in Imma-
terial substances there is no multiplication of individuals within the
same species, this can have at most a probable force, namely,. that
we do not have the reasons and principles to distinguish numerically
distinct spiritual substances that we have for material [ones]. I{l'
deed, many extend this also to incorruptible material substances, in
which too we do not have as many principles in order to know or o
Posit a numerical distinction as we have in corruptible substances, to
which apply especially everything said. Finally, when Aristotle says,
in On the Heavens 151 that there can be no other world than this one
because all matter is in this ©one, it seems certain that he had in mind
either 1] that God created the world from matter but that he could
not have created matter itself, or [2] that God a
of nature and, thus, that he could not have crea
he created, or, indeed, [3] that God was so det
acting that he could not have fashioned any
substance in time from nothing, as we shall
work. And so, from that statement, it can
moment that, according to Aristotle’s thou
are not multiplied except through matter,
may think, however, it is clear that this vie
us the proper and internal principle of in
material things. For the arguments give

cted from a necessity
ted more matiter than
ermined in his way of
integral and materizjtl
see in the course of this
only be gathered for the
ght, material substances
Whatever these authors
w, 50 stated, does not gi\'rc
dividual difference even in
n against other interpreta-
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i tter cannot be
tions of this view plainly conclude that designated ma
a principle of this sort,

NortEes

N . iscussed in
! In Sects. III to VI, Sudrez takes up a d:ifercnt issue Sirlimﬂdz‘:‘:;a‘ti the indivi-
n b ‘h ve tiﬁng that exists is individual) and Sect. te of individuation.
flma:l Idg:tgtthl::rcf)mrn};on nature); he seeks 1o identify the Enm:;g:widespread views
lu Scit III in particular he discusses and rejects one of te§ gﬂ uantity that indivi-
. the subject pThoma.s’ doctrine that it is matter designat :e?u one is structured
33&1&2 ‘iijkc most other sections of this Disputation, !heiﬁptr:zntl}’ different from the
after ti;e fashion of a medieval question, although it l;s Slg;ué_rez adds an exp]anatqry
traditional structure in some respects. In the first p. Ce;ed in Sect. IL, § 7, clanifying
rt (§ 2} in which he repeats much of what he had sta from the problem discussed
lt)}?e nature of the problem at hand and distinguishing it 1e consideration of each of
in Sect. I1, This provides a justification (1) for the sc(}j) aralion of the views of Scotus
these p.roblems and (2) for the exclusion from conS‘He{?I in §§ 3 and 4 (the P of
and Ockham in the problem discussed in Sections [ dc;l as the view of Thomas _ﬁﬂd
the question) he presents what was generally rqg%:jr it. In § 4 in particular, he gives
Aristotle and the textual and rational bases behind it. They are rejected in §§ 57,
three arguments used generally in support of this view. c.;orsiﬂg to Sudrez, that the
the Contra. These arguments, however, do not pro\;;, E:r ‘ew is not demonstrable by
view cannot be maintained; they only prove th‘?t ef “designated matter” is neces-
reason (§ 8). For that further analysis of thc‘ nOf;%ﬂ (d,iscussioﬂ s divided into three
sary. In 4% 9-33 he provides such an analysis. e retating this notion. The ﬁm
parts, according to the three traditional ways of_mt;sl'li’o_”‘ The second is present
is presented in § 9 and rejected with argements in § terpretation are given, and re-
in §% 18 and 19, where two varieties of the SCCO{ld lend i;Ps § 26-33. Finally, s 34, en-
jected in §§ 20-,'27. The third is presented ar_ld N'Jhed ain reasons why the view g
titded “Solution to the Question,” SUmMArzes _3 mti on is untenable. In partic o
holds designated matter as the principle of indivi du;ri stotle by rejecting the textu
it rejects the ascription of this view to Thomas-'sec a;'l_on 83,
support for it given at the beginning of the 101,

? Bect. I, § 7.
* ﬂ:

3 Dist. 3, instead. E4. Vaticana, vol. VII, pp. 480

* Question 5. £d. cit., col. 381D. ) o

* The point is not that they agree on this mi‘;:: hi
do. The point is rather that, in spite of what they o Bong
the same thing, according to Sudrez. o plains it in

s gy e o b e e

d . 9 (Maurer’s trans. ). “A genus t , but it is taken It
ﬂﬂ’:atij:zeydg?gnilisng (thca\l:rholc; and a difference ’;rn c:t {?E:; the nature of 2 b?migt
form as designating the whole.... The concept ‘anima i:ggrtl)nl)’ what is material H:he
without the determination of its special form, ':Ontz::;rl :hegdilferencc ‘rationat,’ on
with respect to its ultimate perfection. The cc;'nc:Pt * 1 form." .
other hand, contains the determination of the pec Section properly speaking.

7 Here begins the discussion of the matter of this 19a, 342b, and vol. VP

* Summa theologiae, 3.2 instead of 2.3, ed. cit., vol. L PP D3 Pl i
140a. In quartum. p- 292b. De principio mdwld;t;f;"p ’ a1
Philosophica (Turin-Rome: Marietti, 1954), § *

"Q5ndeente.., § 37, pp. 33 K. 207b.

* Q.1, a.1, secunda conclusio. Fd. cit., vol. III, pp- 2000

is clear they do not th‘i:ll;l; t;:lctg
nk, their views come

o s e ma i+
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"W Ed cit., pp. 166b-170a. See also, q.35, pp. 170a-171a,
2 Com. IV. E4. at., vol. XIiI, pp- 65b-66a.

2 1016b32; Junctas, vol. VII, com. 12, fol. 114+h.

' 1034a5 ff; Junctas, vol. VIII, fol. 177vb.

15 1035b30: Junctas, vol. VIII, com. 35, fol. 185va.

6 1074a33: Junctas, vol. VIII, fol. 333rb.

17 278a26: Junctas, vol, V, com. 95, fol. 63va.

t* The point made here is quite important, for it shows that Sudrez distinguished
quite clearly between what contemparary writers call “the problem of diversity” and
“the problem of individuation.” The problem of diversity or “multiplication.” as
Sudrez calls it here, becomes important when the possibility or actuality of many in-
dividuals within z species is taken into consideration. But the problem of individua-
tion, i.e. of what accounts for an individual's individuality, is present even if the pos-
sibility of multiplication is disregarded. See Introduction.

192 Fd et wol, XII, p. 359.

* That is, not only the truth of what is being said, but also whether it follows from
what it is claimed it follows.
! The point is that mat

ter is not communicable, 1.e., cannot inform a subject In
the way forms do.

*2 The individual actually perfects the su
because it is the individual thar is real.

L Schl_Jlaslics regarded many positions as defensible although not demonstrable
{conclusive, convincing). These were positions for which there was some evidence
{usually evidence from authority) but not sufficient evidence (demonstrative) 1o
decide the marrer conclusively. The non-etemity of the world was, according 1o
Thomas, for example, one such view — it could be maintained on the basis of revela-
tion but outside of faith there was no demonstrative evidence in its support. Conse-
quently, _a!though the non-eternity of the world was more probable than the con-
trary pomlon,'and therefore defensible, it could not be said to be demonstrable, and
the contrary view could very well be held without fear of cantradiction.

b is i : . . .
This is an odg expression. The point being made scems to be that “matter” is
remmon to many “matters,” that is, “individuals of matter,” and not to just “material
g:fimd_uals, that is, composites of matrer and form. P. Spade called my attention to
is point.

B Ed it vol, HIN Pp. 203a-206b, and 226b .
™ Sec n. 12 above,

Y EL o PP- 168a-170a. There is na mentj a5 "
X ' . ention of “materig tignate” in the text, but
S(;:cmas qoes sPcak of matter and quantity as the principle of individuation.
36 4anusﬂan¢5 disputatar. De veritgte in Opera omnia, vol. XIV (Paris: Vives, 18753}, p.

™ Quarstiones disputatas De
3Na.,

¢ FEd i, po143.

*t 998b20: Juncta i v . ; . S
different fror the Ija't::. IIL, fol. 49va. The text in the English translation is very

32 Ch, 1, 1053a20- i ion i
differany fre tﬁsoﬂﬁ:ﬂu' vol. VIII, fol. 253ca The English translation is very
3 1020a7; Junctas, vol VHI, ¢
i ' . + COImM, lB, fol.
" 2080 0 ol. 124vi.

~ as, vol. IV, O, 58, fol. 117rb- . d
the English translation differ substantially from S:;-re Bzo:i;tthc Latin of Junctas an

perior, that is, it completes its perfection

mals, in Opera Ommia, vol. X1Ii {Paris: Vives, 1873), p-
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1 For Sudrez these are equivalent in reatity if not Com‘er_“'-'ﬁ_“}'-dl;‘}':i':i‘i“_z]':i:(':;‘;:
unity is singular unity conceived as common to all.an'ljua_ll' bjl-ng:hinunil\' of the indi-
careé{nries;‘singular unity 1s lransccndentall unity Lonrtellu\f d.s_ i as having some
vidual; real unity is transcendental and singular unity conceive g

al status. . o N
m‘tf’mlzilr:;llj,ihat the accidents are intrinsically included in the principle of indivi
duation of substance.

7 Ed i, vol. I, p. 488b.

3 Vol 111, Part 111, Disp. LI Sect. IIL Ed’s note.

¥ Vol I1, Part III, Disp. XLVIII, Sect. V. Ed's note.

*0 See Sect, LI, n. 79.

# Ch. 6, 1016b32; Junctas, vol. VIIL, com. 12, fol. 114va.

+2 Bee n.9 above. ) o

3 In duedecim libros metaphysices {Lyon: Junctas, 1568), p. I‘r53b'6_ Frankfurt/-

* Quodlibeta, ed. P. 1. de Coninck (Louvain: H._Nempafcli,;ﬁ* P e are o
Main: Minerva, 1966), pp. 24a-23a. The text s from d.4, g.1L
articles.

* Pars prima. ., vol. IV, p. 329a, com. IX.

o fhidem.

* Perhaps Ch, 7; 1057b)] ff.

Q.15 Ed i, p. 736b.

¥ Sect, 3, Ed ot col. 376C-F. .

 Berton reads dispesitionem, which although it
rejecting all theories of disposition, does not ma
interpretation, the reading chosen by other editions. .

3! The mstant in which the substance is generated. Bei
corrupted at the instant of generation of substance, sm?e lan
has no accidents apart from the accidents of the substance,

to the substance.
2 Ed cit, col, 379D
1 Rather Qued. II1, q.9. Ed «it., fols. Bivb. f.
W Ed e, §36, p. 52 - . piazzi, in
* Do naturg mate:az et dimensionzbus x'ntm!'nat:'s, ('h.' "fj‘ t‘d-”[:- M. Spia
Opuscula philossphica (Turin/Rome: Marierti, 1954}, § 378, p- b
" See 08 above. _ ) P—
" Summa thealogiae, 0.3, vd. cit., vol. 1. p. 18b. Q‘{“"-‘”"t_’_’ _‘f“f”df_iiﬂa;r?['\!?If_p-jﬁ_i__,;_
nig, vol, XV {Pa;i'is:. Vives, 1875), p. 382b. Lie :'e’f.ﬂa!e'. \ I\t»: ) ‘{}.Fpnrma.a‘ in Opera
W Surmma thevlograe, ed. cit . vob. 1, p. 2{}43._Qme:‘:‘mn(r disputaiae.

amneg, vol. XTI (Paris: Vives, (875), p. 260a.

* Sect. [V, Not much is said about this matter there.
*% The point is well taken by Sudrez. The Pr"b_lt‘":h:; matt

identificd and separately discussed by Aristotle or. tn: e

cients. This problem is, therefore, like many other philosof

the modern world, of medieval Orgin.,

makes some sense, since Sga_rez is
ke as much sense as exposiionam,

ng an accident it must be
he matter ol a substance
d those are subsequent

t individuation wis never
er, by any of the An-
| issues inherited by

*t See n 17 above.
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