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THE QVESTIO DE VNITATE VNIVERSALIS
OF VINCENT FERRER *

John A. Trentman

INCENT Ferrer began his Tractatus de suppositionibus with a discussion of

the problem of universals, giving as his reason that since categorical
propositions are distinguished logically according to their universal terms, one
cannot properly discuss the supposition of terms in such propositions without
first stating one's position in the universals controversy and distinguishing it
from other possible options. This is by no means merely an excuse to drag the
problem of universals into a logical treatise but is based on some of Vincent's
fundamental beliefs about the relations between logic and metaphysics, beliefs
about the ontological commitments of logicians.! In the Tds, three positions are
distinguished, in good Aristotelian fashion two extremes and a mean. We
should, of course, strive for the mean, which (it comes as no surprise) is Ferrer's
own position. He remarks that it ought not to be called an opinion but, rather,
the truth; and he identifies it with Aquinas and Aristotle along with a variety of
other authorities, not all of whom, one might have thought, were completely of
the same mind on the subject. The two extremes are pretty extreme, or perhaps
one might better say that they are left rather crude and unqualified. One of them
simply holds that the universal is a real thing, existing independently of any act
of mind. This Ferrer attributed to Walter Burley. The other holds that the
universal is in no way real. that it cannot ‘be really distinguished from nothing’.
This remarkable view is attributed to Ockham ‘and his followers’. There is
much to complain about on behalf of Ockham and Burley for such cavalier
treatment, and Ferrer was, by our lights, generally imprecise and careless in his

* 1 should like to acknowledge financial support for this work received from the Humanities
Research Grants Committee of the Faculty of Graduate Studies and Research of McGill
University.

' Vincent Ferrer. Tractatus de suppositionibus. critical edition with introduction by John A.
Trentman (Grammatica speculativa. Sprachtheorie und Logik des Mittelalters 2: Stuttgart-Bad
Cannstatt. 1977). The abbreviation Tds here refers to this work.

Mediaeval Studies 44 (1982) 110-37. © Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies.
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historical attributions; but in this he was no worse than other medieval
philosophers. There is, nevertheless, much of interest in the prooemium of Tds;
the text edited here takes up in detail one aspect of the problems raised there,
the sense in which one can speak of the unity of the universal and, following
from this, the question of whether this unity can be called real.

Both the Tds and the Questio de unitate universalis have been attributed
to St. Vincent Ferrer since his own lifetime. The only person to doubt
their authenticity was Sigismund Brettle, writing in 1924 .2 Brettle's strongest
argument, not a very strong one to overthrow a tradition of five centuries, is
that the manuscripts identify the two philosophical works only as the work
Magistri Vincentii without ever mentioning ‘Ferrer’. As I have pointed out in
the introduction to Tds,} all three extant manuscripts of that work mention
Ferrer. Although the single extant manuscript of the questio does not use the
word ‘Ferrer’, it does identify Master Vincent as a Dominican. I shall have
more to say about the manuscript shortly, but here it might be noted that the
text is doubtless written in the same hand as the text of Tds, which is found in
the same codex before it. It is most likely that the scribe, having already copied
the long tractatus, giving a full account of the author, including where and
when he wrote the treatise, thought it sufficient when he came to copying the
shorter questio to abbreviate his description. In view of both contemporary
testimony and the long tradition attributing both philosophical works to Ferrer,
I cannot see that this abbreviated description constitutes grounds for doubting
the authenticity of the questio.* Apart from a few citations in his own time and
shortly after, the two treatises have not been studied until recently. But ali of
Vincent's biographers throughout the centuries have attributed both works to
him, although one of them in the nineteenth century declared both treatises to
be entirely lost.’ There is no reason not to regard the guestio as an authentic
work of Ferrer’s and to compare its doctrine with that of his other philosophical
work.

Although the matter has not always been described in terms of the unity of
the universal, the questions considered in this text are as old as western
philosophy itself and continue to be discussed and debated. In general they

! San Vicente Ferrer und sein literarischer Nachlass (Miinster, 1924), p. 33.

 Tds. pp. 14-15.

* In fact, there is considerable evidence that Ferrer was commonly called simply Magister
Vincentius Ordinis Predicatorum. For a readily accessible example, see Edward A. Synan, The
Popes and the Jews in the Middle Ages (New York, 1965), p. 143 n. 74, and p. 212. The
authenticity of the two treatises is discussed in greater detail in Tds, pp. 14-15.

18555)A. Bayle, Vie de S. Vincent Ferrier de I'Ordre des Fréres Précheurs (1350-1419) (Paris,
s P 32T
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concern the problem of the one and the many; more specifically they are about
such concepts as oneness, sameness and difference. It is no accident that, when
Plato in the Sophist took to sorting out the problem of the one and the many
and the problems of predication and false judgement, he turned to these
concepts for examples of the blending or combining of forms, and professional
articles continue to be written about them. Ferrer's position (and his answer to
the questio) is quickly stated, as he says, in two propositions.® First, the unity of
the universal is not properly speaking real; that is, in the strict sense of the word
the only real unity is numerical unity, and there is no universal thing that is
numerically one. Secondly, there is a unity of the universal, but it is a rational
unity; that is, it is a product of and dependent on acts of mind.

In order to reach these conclusions, Ferrer builds on some classical sources.
As he points out (IV.3, 64-67), an important key to his solution of the problem
is found in what he calls modalities or nuances (modificationes) of identity
and diversity. In order to describe these ‘modalities’ we need an analysis of
sameness. For this Vincent turns to the primary source in Aristotle, Topics 1.7
(103a6 ff.). One can distinguish three senses in which we can talk about
sameness (idem): first, numerically; there may be two names for one and the
same thing, as an object might be called either a jacket or a coat; secondly.
specifically; we may talk about two things that are the same in species, e.g.. two
men or two horses; and thirdly, generically; we may talk about two things that
are the same with respect to genus, like a man and a horse. These distinctions
are clearly and precisely stated by Boethius (whose terms are idem and
diversum) in De Trinitate (1.16-31); they were later repeated by John of
Salisbury in his Metalogicon (3.9) and became commonplace in later medieval
philosophy. Items can be ‘diverse’ without being *different’ on each of the levels
distinguished.

What Ferrer made of this set of Aristotelian distinctions can perhaps be
illuminated by some modern comparisons. Many twentieth-century philoso-
phers have taken the start if not the conclusion of their discussions of the
problems of identity and sameness from the principle, attributed to Leibniz and
Russell, of the identity of indiscernibles. This principle, expressed in the
definition (x = y) = df. (F) (Fx—Fy), has generally been taken to define identity
in terms of sameness, more precisely sameness of attribute. It entails that things
are identical, if and only if they are the same in all respects. This is a little vague.
however, and philosophers have reacted to it or amplified it in various ways. It
will be useful here to consider briefly three different responses.

¢ TI1.1 and I11.2.52-56. (All references refer to sections, paragraphs, and lines in the text
edited on pp. 122-37 below).
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I shall identify them with particular authors, but since my purpose is to shed
light on Ferrer's doctrine, more extensive scholarship is not to the point, and it
goes without saying that these are not the only possible responses and that they
are not necessarily the inventions exclusively of the authors I cite.

In The Foundations of Mathematics F. P. Ramsey raised an objection to
the principle of the identity of indiscernibles by arguing that it is possible, at
least logically possible, for two different things to have all their elementary
properties in common.” Ramsey found support for his point in Wittgenstein's
doctrine in his Tractatus that identity is not a genuine logical function but can-
be replaced by the convention that different signs have different meanings. As
Wittgenstein put it, ‘Identity of object I express by identity of sign, and not by
using a sign for identity. Difference of objects I express by difference of signs.®
Ramsey, then, maintained that (1) identity is numerical and (2) things can be the
same in all respects but not identical.

The idea that concepts like identity and difference are, following Wittgen-
stein, represented or ‘shown’ by formal or categorical features of an ideal logical
schema for descriptive language has also been used in support of a rather
different distinction between identity and sameness. According to this view,
‘same’ and ‘different’ (the medieval diversum) are taken in what is held to be
their commonsense meanings such that whenever we are presented with two
things and not one, we discern that there are two, i.e., that they are different;
and the converse is true of sameness. This difference or sameness would be
shown by the use of either two or one descriptive signs, not expressed by signs
for difference or sameness. Against this background it is maintained that
although the identity of indiscernibles holds for individuals, with respect to
attributes or properties we have the discernibility of identicals: two properties
can be identical while not being the same.® What is intended here is that two
perceived instances of the colour red are two and hence not the same, but they
are identically red. In this view, then, we find that (1) sameness is numerical
and (2) two (exemplifications of properties) can be identical but not the same.

It has also been maintained that all identity and all difference are numerical
so that there are no such things as non-numerical specific identity or merely
numerical difference. But, according to this third view, identity, sameness and
difference are essentially incomplete. For every use of these concepts, one must
always specify, or be prepared to specify, the context, the sort of identity or

' F. P. Ramsey, The Foundations of Mathematics and Other Logical Essays (London, 1931),
p. 31.

' Ludwig Wittgenstein, Tractatus logico-philosophicus, trans. D. F. Pears and B. F.
McGuinness (London, 1961), 5.53. J ,

* Gustav Bergmann, Meaning and Existence (Madison, 1960), pp. 130-31, 132-38; cf. idem,
Logic and Reality (Madison, 1964), p. 148.
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difference at issue. Thus, in order to answer the question, ‘Was the conflict in
which Nelson fought at Trafalgar the same as that in which Napoleon fought at
Austerlitz?’, one must specify whether a war or a battle is presupposed. Given
that the context can always be spelled out, every assertion that something is the
same or two things are different is an assertion about one individual, one
species, one genus or about two individuals, two species, two genera.!® The
consequences of this view are that (1) identity and sameness are both numerical
(indeed, ‘identity’ and ‘sameness’ are interchangeable) but (2) there can be
different kinds of numerical sameness (or identity).

It now remains to fit Ferrer's doctrine into this sketch. This questio is about
the unity of the universal, but unitas is also Ferrer's word for sameness. It is the
word used to translate Aristotle’s 7o rautév in the Topics; so we could as well
say that the question at issue is that of the sameness of the universal — what sort
of sameness characterizes it and whether this sameness is something real.
Furthermore, Ferrer uses unitas and identitas as though they were inter-
changeable, so we must conclude that he made no general distinction between
sameness and identity. In this respect his position is like the third modern one |
sketched. It is also similar in another way. He allowed that there could be
categorically different kinds of unitas or sameness depending on whether one
talked about individuals, species or genera. In addition, his idea of the
‘modalities’ of sameness might be illuminated by the-suggestion that there is an
incompleteness about sameness or identity. The sort of sameness or the ‘grade’
of sameness, as he puts it in one place,!! is brought out by filling in the context
in question. Only when this context is filled in can we know what more can be
coherently said about the particular instance of sameness in question.

Beyond this, however, Ferrer's doctrine parts company with our third
modern option, because Ferrer, following the Aristotelian tradition, certainly
thought one could talk about non-numerical specific identity. Indeed, specific
identity is necessarily non-numerical; according to Ferrer, talk about numerical
specific identity would be categorical confusion. And, of course, it follows that
one can as well talk about merely numerical difference. It must be admitted.
though, that Ferrer’'s language seems confusing if we assume a univocal ‘unity’
and forget his nuancing (modificatio) of the term. He argues that the only real.
extra-mental, sameness is numerical, yet he uses unum such that he can say that
the universal is ‘one’ as an object of the intellect, although there is no universal
that is numerically one and the same, all numerical sameness being a property
of individuals. Unum, then, appears also to be an incomplete concept, used

12 Alan Donagan, Thie Later Philosophy of R. G. Collingwood (Oxford, 1962). pp. 220-21. The
example is Donagan's.
" 1V.3.65-67.
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modificative. But, one might ask, what sense can there be in talk about a ‘one’
that is not numerical? Ferrer clearly wanted to distinguish sameness or identity
as applied to individuals from sameness or identity as applied to universals (as
all three modern positions attempt to do); yet, as both the second and third do,
he wanted to say that there is a sense in which a universal can be said to be one.
But the Aristotelian tradition had said that numerical sameness applied only to
individuals, so oneness must be distinguished from numericality. Whether this
is seen as a fatal confusion or a subtle distinction depends to a large extent on
how sympathetic one is to Ferrer's aims and to his insistence on the
systematically ambiguous character of ‘unity’ or unum. Some, however, might
wish that he had expressed his distinctions in different terms.

In any case, these distinctions are a key to Vincent's solution to the problem
of the unity of the universal, and the ambiguity of the question finds a response
in the ambiguity of unum, as he uses it. We can talk of universals being unum
and the same without implying that there is any sort of universal entity that is
numerically one. There is no real unity to the universal because real unity
requires us to identify an extra-mentally existing individual, whose self-identity
is numerical. But universality is obviously bound up with the fact that we can
say that two different things are the same. The sameness here is specific (or
generic) sameness, to be distinguished, according to the Aristotelian tradition,
from numerical sameness. Ferrer maintains, however, that specific or generic
sameness is a matter of the action of minds, and it does not really exist apart
from mental acts. ;

Here we see how he depends on further sources for his doctrine. His main
medieval source is Aquinas. In Tds he quite extravagantly and implausibly
claims that the whole work follows Thomistic doctrine, and, as I have
mentioned, he begins the work with a statement of his Thomistic allegiance. It
is. therefore, a little odd that he nowhere in this treatise explicitly mentions
Aquinas. Nevertheless, both the general point of his conclusions and some
particular arguments are clearly Thomistic, and some of what he attributes to
Aristotle seems more immediately to have come from Aquinas’ commentaries.
Moreover, there is complete harmony and coherence between what he says in
the questio and his doctrine in Tds. Perhaps he determined in this short questio
to give explicit mention to no ‘recent’ authors, because the latest author named
1S Avicenna.

In any case, Avicenna is another of his primary sources. In his Metaphysics,!?
Avicenna claims that the nature of a thing, like humanity, what Ferrer in this

12 Avicenna Latinus. Liber de philosophia prima sive scientia divina. V-X, ed. S. Van Riet and
G. Verbeke (Louvain-Leiden, 1980), 5.1-2, pp. 227-45. Cf. a Latin edition of the a/-Najat, which
was a summary of the primary work, al-Shifa’: Avicennae Metaphysices compendium, ed.
Nematallah Carame (Rome, 1926), liber 1, pars 1, tract. 8, cap. 1, pp. 56-58.
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text calls the natura nuda ? is in and of itself neither universal nor particular. It
is particularized in the individual and has a universal character as it exists as a
concept in the mind and is thereby used in mental acts. Aquinas picked up this
distinction and used it in his own doctrine of universals. The primary
expression of it is in De ente et essentia,'* but the same position is found in
many other places as well.!* Humanity as such is neither one nor many; it
neither possesses nor does not possess either unity or multiplicity. If it possessed
unity, the nature of Socrates and Plato would be identical, and we could not
speak of many human beings, since in speaking of many human beings, we
imply that humanity is multiplied in many individuals; if it possessed
multiplicity, it could not be one in Socrates, which is false. Furthermore,
Aquinas holds that humanity (or any such nature) only has universality in so
much as it exists in a mind, as it is ‘rational’. There is, however, something in
the various, different individuals that can be naturally represented by the
universal concept of humanity in an act of mind. So universality is not simply a
matter of mental acts.

All this is identical to Ferrer's stated doctrine both in the questio and in 7Tds.
Another similarity between his position and Thomistic doctrine can be noted.
In his commentary on the Posterior Analytics Aquinas remarks (2.20) that one
can talk about the universal as one apart from the many on the basis of a
consideration of the appropriate act of mind, but in this sense it is one and the
same, not numerically, but by reason of the species in question, say, humanity
in Socrates and Plato. Ferrer was not the first to talk about non-numerical
oneness. And the emphasis in this Thomistic point is also on the fact that this
oneness of the universal is a matter of the mind (secundum considerationem
intellectus).

In spite of all this similarity, one might detect in Ferrer's presentation of his
doctrine a slight shift in emphasis. Ferrer's fundamental starting point is the
firm conviction that there can be no real unity or sameness that is not numerical
and that there can, correspondingly, be no real diversity that is not numerical.
From there one can go on to distinguish different ways of talking about
oneness, sameness and difference. Aquinas’ treatment of the subject seems
rather more freewheeling. Perhaps this is owing to the fact that he was more
directly preoccupied with the universal as such, while Ferrer was constantly

3 This is Ferrer's expression. The Latin of Avicenna uses expressions like humanitas
tantum, humanitas inquantum humanitas.

14 De ente et essentia 3; cf. M.-D. Roland-Gosselin, Le ‘De Ente et Essentia’ de S. Thomas
d'Aquin (Paris, 1948). pp. 24-25; and Aquinas, On Being and Essence, translated with
introduction and notes by Armand Maurer, 2nd revised edition (Toronto, 1968). pp. 46-48.

¥ Cf.,e.g. 1 Sent. 2.1.3¢c; | Sent. 19.5.1c; 2 Sent. 3.3.2 ad 1.
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looking over his shoulder, as it were, responding to Ockham. He might not -
have been entirely fair in what he explicitly attributed to Ockham, but he and
almost every later scholastic incorporated much that was characteristically
Ockhamistic into their own philosophies. This accounts for his building on
the insistence that numerical unity and diversity are the only real unity and
diversity.

The pervasive influence of Ockham is something that colours all later
medieval and ‘renaissance’ Thomism. Most of these later Thomists (like Ferrer)
were, of course, far from admitting such influence, and, indeed, generally -
maintained that they were combatting Ockhamism.!® Nevertheless, their accep-
tance of characteristically Ockhamistic positions as presuppositions tended at
least to give their philosophies a different emphasis and in some cases to lead
them to doctrines that are incompatible with authentic Thomistic teaching.
Whether these later deviations were improvements or not is not here in
question, but it is interesting to notice that we might detect a beginning of this
process in Ferrer, who was, he tells us, so insistent on following Aquinas to the
letter.

We see the process much more obviously developed in Suarez, and it should
be noted that Ferrer’s position in this questio can be as easily identified with
Suarez as with Aquinas. Suarez also emphasized the fact that universality is a
matter of minds and their actions and that the only real unity is numerical. He
too did not leave it at that (which would be pure Ockhamism) but agreed that
the universalization of mental acts has some basis in extra-mental reality; it goes
on cum fundamento in re. All this, apart from the expression cum fundamento
in re, which we may leave to Suarez, is in complete accord with Ferrer’s
position as it is worked out in this text. It is interesting to notice, however, that
another expression which is generally associated with Suarez is also found in
the questio. This is the use of obiective as in conceptus obiectivus. The objective
concept is a notion that has traditionally been associated with Suarez, although
most modern students of philosophy first encounter it in Descartes and have to
be warned not to get it confused with the nearly opposite meanings of the terms
‘objective’ and ‘subjective’ in modern usage. Ferrer in this text (II1.50) describes i
the rational unity of the universal as existing in intellectu obiective. So here we
find a point of continuity between Ferrer and later scholasticism. Obiectivus and
obiective, as they are used in this sense, qualify the content of mental acts and
signify that this content is a thought or concept that can be shared by many
thinkers; it is rather like Frege's Gedanke. Although the idea is generally

¢ Cf. John A. Trentman, ‘Scholasticism in the Seventeenth Century' in The Cambridge
History of Later Medieval Philosophy, ed. N. Kretznfann, A. Kenny and J. Pinborg (Cambridge,
1982), pp. 818-38. '
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attributed to Suarez, we see that it was not invented by him. Nor was it
invented by Ferrer. Indeed, obiective and cognate expressions can be found
used in the same sense in various places in Aquinas.!” We see here a rather
common phenomenon in late scholasticism. A concept with deep roots in the
medieval tradition takes on special significance as a technical term in later
scholasticism owing to important shifts of emphasis. Given his perhaps un-
conscious Ockhamistic presuppositions together with his opposition to
Ockhamistic conclusions, Suarez felt obliged to give stronger emphasis to the
‘objectivity’ of some thoughts, to the fact that they could not be reduced without
remainder to particular acts of mind or dispositions to perform such acts but
were the kind of thing that had a sort of independent existence in that they
could be discovered and shared by many minds. Ferrer again seems to occupy
something of an intermediate position in this historical process.

Before going on to a description of the manuscript and to the text itself, |
wish simply to note three more or less disconnected additional points of
comparison between this text and Ferrer's Tds. There is no need to demonstrate
further that there is a unity of doctrine between this questio and the Tds. It has
already been pointed out that this text amplifies certain aspects of the theory of
universals enunciated in the 7ds. These additional comparisons will be briefly
noted to indicate some of the other sorts of continuity and congruence of logical
and philosophical doctrine to be found in the two treatises.

One of the more interesting things about Ferrer's logic is his attempt to
develop what he took to be Aquinas’ doctrine of predication along lines that
make it look very similar to the modern position of Frege.!* Central to this
endeavour is his use of words like convenire and competere to express the
relation between subjects and predicates. Thus the predicate is said to fit
together with, to come together with, the subject to make the whole utterance
which can be said to be true or false. The same terms, convenire and competere.
are used in this sense at various points in this text, notably at 1.12.17, 11.3.28
and 1V.12.80.

Another interesting similarity between this text and the 7ds can be seen at
[.9.14 and in the response to this argument in 1V.9.75-76. This concerns the
problem of intentionality that was so often discussed by medieval logicians in
terms of the sentence equus promittitur or some variant of it. Here Ferrer
introduces another of his examples from Tds, the intentional verb appero, and

" Two good examples of this use are ‘Anima nihil cognoscit. nisi praesens ei sit obiective...”
and ‘Anima non cognoscit semper se et Deum. quia non semper sunt ei praesentia obiective” (1
Sent. 3.1.2.3M).

" Cf. Tds. pp. 29-30. and John A. Trentman, ‘Predication and Universals in Vincent Ferrer's
Logic'. Franciscan Studies 28 (1968) 47-62.
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has the argument raise the usual sort of conundrum with reference to the

sentence asinus appetit cibum. The donkey desires food and can have his desire

satisfied independently of any act of mind (indeed, he wants eatable food, not

the thought of food), but he does not desire any particular bit of food rather

than another; therefore, (the argument here goes) he must desire cibum in

communi, a kind of universal food. Ferrer thinks this plainly will not do. If we

have read the Tds, we know Ferrer's full logical analysis of the proposition, in
which he takes a remarkably hard line on the failure of reference in intentional

contexts. In this text we might detect a hint of the sort of problem that logicians

have discussed recently concerning reference and the possible failure of
Leibniz's law in such contexts.!® Ferrer does not develop this theme here,

however, and restricts himself in his reply to the objection to an argument
based on the Avicennian position outlined earlier.

Finally, we might note an interesting point of comparison in Ferrer’s use of
the technical term suppositum. It would often be convenient to transiate
occurrences of suppositum in Tds by ‘instance’; thus the supposita of a general
term are those individuals whose names are substitution instances of the term,
the things to which the term can be applied. This all fits well with Ferrer’s
doctrine of predication and his use of these ideas in 7ds.?® A particularly clear
case of this sort of usage is found here in I1.9.42, where Ferrer argues that if
there is a real unity of the universal, it might be said that all human nature is
saved in uno supposito, e.g., Peter. On this assumption, he contends, the
proposition ‘All human nature is saved’ would be verified if one instance of the
subject, Peter, is saved.

So far as is known, this text now exists in only one manuscript: Vienna,
Dominikanerkonvent 49/271. I have described this manuscript more fully in
the introduction to Tds.2! It is evidently of Italian origin and dates from the
early fifteenth century. As I have already remarked, the questio is doubtless
written in the same hand as the 7ds found before it in the same codex. Tds
appears on fols. 169v-207v and this guestio is found on fols. 237r-241v. The
questio, like the Tds, apparently has appeared in only one printed edition before
now, the collected works edited by Fages in 1909.22 Historians of logic and
philosophy owe a great debt to Fages for reviving these texts and publishing

¥ Tds, pp. 152-54; cf. ibid., pp. 41-49. For modern discussion, see P. T. Geach, Logic
Matters (Berkeley-Los Angeles, 1972), pp. 39, 93-94, 128 ff.

™ For some discussion of this idea, see Tds, especially pp. 66 ff.

Y Pp. 84-85. Cf. Felix Czeike, Verzeichnis der Handschriften des Dominikanerkonventes in
Wien bis zum Ende des 16. Jahrhunderts (Vienna, 1952; typewritten).

2 Euvres de saint Vincent Ferrier, ed. H.-D. Fages (Paris, 1909).
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them in modern editions. His edition is not now, however, readily accessible:
worse, his text of both treatises contains some rather serious mistakes, and he
seems not always to have followed his author’s thought.?® In fact, he was not
particularly interested in logic or philosophy and set out in his long work
simply to make available all that the saint had written.

This edition is intended as a kind of companion to Tds, and further
information about the author's life and philosophy can be found there.?* Since
this text exists in only one manuscript, however, I have provided a rather more
complete apparatus criticus, aiming at giving as much information as possible
about the readings of the codex. Nevertheless, I have followed the same
conventions regarding such matters as spelling and punctuation as those
observed in Tds. I have expanded all abbreviations and generally regularized
the spelling according to the conventions of modern ‘classical’ Latin. Two
exceptions might be noted. Here as well as in Tds, | have consistently retained
the ¢ of the manuscript in all contexts where classical spelling would distinguish
from among a variety of classical diphthongs. It seemed to me artificial to
introduce, by means of reconstructing the classical diphthongs, distinctions that
Ferrer is unlikely to have recognized. On a similar point, I have not expanded
Sortes because, judging from his use of the example Sortes est bisyllabum. 1
have concluded that Ferrer pronounced it thus.?* In this text, unlike T'ds, there
are few occasions of a word being mentioned rather than used; in each case the
li before the relevant word may be allowed to do its work, and we need not
worry about problems concerning the introduction of modern quotation marks.
There is a certain amount of punctuation in the manuscript, but here the
punctuation and division of the text into paragraphs are entirely my own

3 There are many small errors in particular words. Some affect the sense more than others:
some that do affect the sense may possibly have been typographical, e.g., Fages, p. 11. 1. 27, has
cum for cum in *... quam non habet cum aere’, IV.5.70. What is much more serious and
significant is a large number of critical omissions that make nonsense of Ferrer's train of thought
and make one wonder whether Fages was following his author’s argument. I shall give a few
examples of this kind of deficiency in the Fages text. At 1.3.7 the manuscript certainly poses
problems. but after generis (which Fages prints as generica), he omits (p. 4, 11. 1-2) ergo ...
generica. thereby leaving us with a premise, but no conclusion to the argument. At1.9.14 (Fages.
p. 4. 1. 40), we evidently have an instance of saut du meme au méme; after the first occurrence of
seclusa operatione anime, Fages omits quia ... communis, which deprives us of the argument. At
11.6.36 (Fages. p. 7. 1. 12), Fages omits essentialiter in Sortes et Plato sunt essentialiter indistincta.
which is, indeed, essential to the point of the argument. At 1V.12.80 (Fages. p. 12. 1. 29).
importatur per inferius is omitted, which not only deprives us of the point of the argument. but
makes nonsense of the text. These examples should suffice to show the sort of difficulties the
philosophical reader encounters in the Fages edition.

2 For a slightly longer account and further bibliography, see John A. Trentman. "Ferrer.
Vincenz' in Theologische Realenzyklopadie. ed. H. R. Balz et al. (forthcoming).

3 Tds. p. 164; cf. ibid., p. 85.
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responsibility. In order to facilitate reference to sections in the text, I have
numbered all paragraphs consecutively and divided the text into numbered
sections corresponding to the steps in the progress of the argument. Thus,
sections I and Il contain the preliminary arguments, section III Vincent's
resolution of the question, and section IV his responses to the preliminary -
arguments in I. It did not seem to me to be necessary to mark out these obvious
editorial additions by the use of pointed brackets.
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QVESTIO DE VNITATE VNIVERSALIS

I

1 (f. 237r) Quod universale dicit naturam habentem unitatem de muitis et
preter multa, quod idem est quod universalitas, ideo queritur: utrum illa
universalitas sive unitas sit realis.

Il

2 Et arguitur quod sic. Si natura universalis non esset una realiter, sed
realiter plurificaretur ad plurificationem suorum singularium, sequeretur quod
de ea non potest esse scientia. Consequens est falsum, quia scientia est de
universali et de naturis quibus convenit esse universalis.

3 Probatur consequentia, quia individua sunt contingentia corruptibilium
et transmutabilium de quibus non est scientia; sed natura universalis, postquam
plurificatur et multiplicatur ad multiplicationem eorum, ita desinit esse ad
desinitionem eorum et transmutabitur ad transmutationem eorum, et per
consequens erit contingens, corruptibilis, et transmutabilis; quod est falsum.
ut habetur primo Posteriorum, ubi dicit quod universale est eternum et
sempiternum. In libro Topicorum habetur quod scientia est eorum que vere
sunt suique substantiam inpermutabilem sortiuntur. Ita ergo universale est
unum realiter et habet universalitatem realem.

.2

4 Secundo arguitur sic: sicut se habet natura universalis ad entitatem, sic se
habet ad unitatem, quod patet quia septimo Metaphysice dicitur quod ens et
unum convertuntur atque eadem est dispositio in esse reali et predicato reali. ut

animal identificatur cum re reali, puta cum Sorte. Ergo natura universalis est
una realiter.

1.3

5 Tertio: si nulla unitas esset realis nisi unitas numeralis, tunc nulla
diversitas esset realis nisi diversitas numeralis. Et sic non sequeretur: ista
differunt specie vel genere, ergo differunt realiter.

1 Incipit questio magistri vincencij fratris ordinis predicatorum de unitate universalis MS.
7 universalis corr. ex universales MS.

23 post awque canc. lectio (ut vid.) MS.

28 nisi corr. ex nec MS.

17 sempiternum: An. post. 1.8 (75b22-35); cf. Metaph. 8.15 (1039520-1040a8).
18 sortiuntur: Top. 1.1 (100a27 fT.).
24 Sorte: Metaph. 7.16 (1040b16 fT.).
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6 Probatur quia sequitur, quia quot modis dicitur unum oppositorum tot
modis et reliquum, ut habetur in libro Topicorum. Sed unitas et diversitas sunt
opposita, et non est nisi una unitas realis per te, scilicet, unitas numeralis; ergo
non est nisi una diversitas rei, scilicet, numeralis.

7 Vel potest sic probari: quot modis dicitur unum oppositorum, etc.,
sed unitas et diversitas sunt opposita, et est triplex diversitas realis, scilicet,
diversitas realis numeralis, specifica, et diversitas generis; ergo erit etiam triplex
unitas realis, scilicet, numeralis, specifica, et generica.

1.4

8 Quarto arguitur: si Sortes et Plato non essent indistincta in aliquo reali,
tunc Sortes tantum differret a Platone quantum differt a lapide. Patet quia nihil
idem est realiter in Sorte et in Platone, et sic differrent per omne illud quod est
in ipsis, sed Sortes per nihil plus differt a lapide nisi per illud quod est in €o;
ergo tantum differt a Platone quantum a lapide; ex quo per nihil sui identifi-
catur cum Platone sic nec cum lapide.

1.5

9 Quinto sic: ignis generat ignem ex aere et corrumpit aerem, sed hoc non
est per unitatem conceptus quam habet ignis cum igne, quia hoc faceret dato
quod nullus conceptus esset; ergo hoc est (f. 237v) propter aliquam unitatem
realem que non est universalis, ut constat.

1.6

10 Sexto sic: Philosophus habet septimo Physicorum quod operatio facit
secundum speciem et non secundum genus. Et hoc est quia unitas speciei maior
est quam unitas generis. Sed talis maior unitas non est unitas conceptus, quia
conceptus generis est ita simplex sicut conceptus speciei, nec unitas rationis,
quia omnis unitas rationis est equalis alteri unitati secundum rationem; ergo

32 post unitas? canc. si MS.

33 post una canc. unitas MS. numeralis canc. MS.
34 unum corr. MS.

41 est! add. s.s. MS.

55 post secundum canc. ergo MS. ergo add. s.s. MS.

31 Topicorum: most likely Top. 1.15 (106b14-16); also implicit in the general discussion of
opposition and contrariety in 2.7-8.

37 generica: Top. 1.7 (103a6 ff.). Cf. introduction above, p. 112.

52 genus: perhaps Phiys. 7.1 (242a-242b), but this seems a little farfetched. A better text to
make Ferrer's point would be Phys. 2.8 (199a7-33).
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oportet quod sit aliqua unitas inter illa que sunt eiusdem speciei que sit alia ab
unitate rationis et conceptus, alias non essent magis unum quam illa que sunt
tantum eiusdem generis.

1.7

11 Septimo sic: que sunt comparabilia, seclusa operatione intellectus,
habent aliquod unum, seclusa operatione intellectus, in quo comparantur ista.
Patet quia comparatio respicit aliquid ad que comparabilia comparantur. Sed
Sortes et Plato sunt comparabiles in humanitate, seclusa operatione intellectus.
quia sunt conformes et equales in humanitate; ergo, seclusa operatione
intellectus, humanitas est una.

1.8

12 Octavo sic: tunc diversitas que est inter hominem et asinum in communi
non erit realis, cum ipsa sit communis omnibus individuis contentis sub illis
naturis in communi. Sed hoc est falsum, quia tunc esset processus in infinitum.

13 Quod probo, quia hec diversitas asini in communi non est una realiter
cum diversitate hominis in communi, quia individua eorum realiter non
identificantur in natura communi. Ergo, si hec diversitas non est idem realiter
cum illa, igitur est diversa. Tunc quero de diversitatibus istis fundatis super
diversitatem hominis et asini in communi, utrum sint idem in asino uno reali; si
sic, habes propositum; si non, ergo erunt diverse. Et tunc queritur iterum de
illis diversitatibus, utrum sint idem vel diverse; et sic vel erit processus in
infinitum, vel erit devenire ad aliquas duas diversitates, que erunt unum realiter
et non diverse.

1.9

14 Nono sic: omne quod est commune, seclusa operatione anime, est
unum, seclusa operatione anime, quia omne commune est unum, sed aliqua
natura est communis, seclusa operatione anime. Patet, quia appetitus asini
esuriit remota operatione intellectus. Vel igitur appetit istum cibum in
particulari vel in communi. Non primum, quia non habet notitiam

qualemcumque de hoc cibo vel de illo in particulari. Ergo appetit cibum in
communi.

61 seclusa corr. ex seclusam MS.

62 respicit in marg. alia manus: recipit MS.
17 post aliquas canc. diversus MS.

80 nono corr. ex octo MS.

85 de? scripsi: in MS.
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I.10

15 Decimo sic: quod intenditur a natura debet esse unum realiter. Patet,
quia si non, esset pluraliter realiter nullam unitatem habens; qua ratione natura
intenderet unum, eadem ratione intenderet reliquum. Et cum non possint simul
produci unica productione, sequitur quod omnis actio nature esset frustrata,
quia semper natura deficeret ab intento. Sed natura intendit producere naturam
specificam; patet per Avicennam, primo sue Metaphysice, ubi dicit quod natura
non intendit primo naturam generis, nec individui, sed naturam specificam;
ergo, etc. r

I.11

16 Undecimo sic: propria passio regulariter debet habere subiectum reale,
quod sit unum realiter; sed subiectum proprie passionis proprium et adequatum
est natura specifica; ergo natura specifica est una; ergo, etc.

1.12

17 Duodecimo sic: quic(f. 238r)quid convenit inferiori realiter, si conveniat
ei per naturam superioris, debet multo plus competere tali superiori; sed Sor-
ti, qui est inferior ad hominem, convenit habere unam passionem realiter;
ergo multo plus debet convenire superiori ratione cuius habet talem passio-
nem.

II
II.1

18 In oppositum arguitur sic primo, quia si natura universalis esset una
realiter, tunc sequeretur quod creatio non esset ex nihilo, quod est contra fidem;
€rgo, etc.

19 Patet consequentia. Ponatur quod anima hodie creetur; tunc arguo: illud
non fit ex nihilo cuius precessit aliqua entitas, sed anime que hodie creatur
precessit aliqua entitas, quia natura anime in communi, que est una et eadem
similiter cum anima que hodie est creata, habeat animam in communi que
precessit creationem; ergo, etc.

89 post pluraliter canc. et MS.
90 cum corr. s.s. ex tamen MS.
114 habeat scripsi: habeant MS. que? add. s.s. MS.

95 etc.: Avicenna, Liber de phil. prima 5.1-2; cf. n. 7 to introduction above.
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20 Si autem dicatur quod creatio fit ex mero nihilo in particulari, non ex
mero nihilo in communi, contra hoc arguitur sic. Oportet, si hoc esset verum
quod tu dicis, sequeretur tunc unum de duobus inconvenientibus, scilicet. quod
vel nihil creatur vel quod anima sit partibilis intrinsece.

21 Probo, quia cum Deus creat animam tunc dat et communicat sibi illud
esse universale et nihil aliud aut dat aliud sibi de novo preter illud esse
universale. Si detur primum, sequitur quod nihil creatur, cum tota eius entitas
precedat. Si detur secundum, habeo propositum, scilicet, quod anima erit
partibilis intrinsece, scilicet, in illud esse universale et in esse particulare quod
sibi est datum de novo.

I1.2

22 Item, sequitur quod duo contradictoria simul verificantur de eodem,
quod patet, quia anima Antichristi que debet creari esset aliquid in universali et
nihil in particulari, sed aliquid et nihil contradicunt; ergo, etc.

23 Probetur principaliter sic: tunc generatio terminaretur ad accidens.
Probo, quia ex quo natura communis est eadem in omnibus realiter per te. Si
generetur hodie primo, ista generatio est particularium, quia solum recipit esse
particulare, sed particularitas est accidens; ergo, generatio terminatur ad
accidens, quod est falsum. Immo ad substantiam terminatur, ut habetur quinto
Physicorum.

24 Si dicas quod falsum supponitur hic, scilicet, quod generatio terminetur
ad particulare solum, sed terminatur ad materiam et formam Petri, ut solum
inest particulari; contra, terminatur principaliter ad materiam et formam
Petri, vel ad suam particulationem vel ad utrumque, patet per sufficientem
divisionem.

25 Si ad materiam et formam Petri principaliter; ergo, erunt bis generata,
quasi materia et forma Petri preexistebant primo, scilicet, in esse universali
modo aduniunt esse de novo; ergo, idem est bis generatum.

26 Si ad particularitatem solum, cum illa sit accidens, quia individuum
individuatur per aliquod accidens; ergo, generatio terminatur ad aliquod
accidens.

27 Si equaliter et principaliter terminetur ad utrumque, hoc non potest
propter duo. Primo. quia dicit Philosophus in septimo Metaphysice quod
substantia precedit quodlibet accidens natura, cognitione, definitione, tempore.

124 particulare corr. ex particularitas MS.
138 post contra canc. victus (uz vid.) MS.

135 Physicorum: Phys. 5.1 (224b1-10, 225a1-19): cf. De gen. et corr. 1.3 {317b).
149 tempore: Metaph. 7.1 (1028a30-35).
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Secundo, sequeretur quod ita principaliter generaretur accidens sicut substantia,
quod est falsum et contra libro Physicorum.

IL.3

28 Item, arguitur sic principaliter: tunc una hostia consecrata, omnes alie
essent consecrate. Patet per te, quia omnes alie hostie conveniunt in uno reali.
Cum igitur illa hostia communis includatur essentialiter in ista hostia particulari
et illa, sequitur quod, ista hostia consecrata, hostia in universali erit consecrata
et per consequens omnes (f. 238v) hostie particulares erunt consecrate, cum
hostia universalis nihil aliud sit preter hostias particulares.

29 Forte diceretur: illud consecratur super quo fertur intentio consecrantis,
et, quia intentio sacerdotis fertur super hostiam particularem et non super
hostiam universalem, ideo hostia particularis tantum consecratur et non hostia
universalis.

30 Contra: quod aliqua duo sunt impossibilia separari ad invicem per
quamcumque potentiam, si idem realiter. Si essentia unius transmutatur in
essentiam alterius, patet, quia realiter esse separatur ab eo cuius est; sed hostia
particularis non potest esse sine hostia in communi, etiam quacumgque potentia,
cum sint idem realiter, patet quia esset etiam dare inferius sine superiori suo,
quod est falsum. Si ergo esse huiusmodi hostie consecretur in corpus Christi et .
transmutatur, igitur hostia universalis consecrabitur et transmutabitur.

31 Item sic sumo hanc hostiam, et tunc arguo-sic: vel nunc consecrabitur
hostia particularis propriissime secundum partem essentie universalis, vel
secundum particularem, vel secundum utrumque. Si primum, propositum
habeo, scilicet, quod hostia secundum se consecratur. Si secundo modo vel
tertio, habeo propositum quod accidentia transmutabuntur in corpus Christi,
quod est contra fidem; immo remanent ibi accidentia, cum Deus ibi supplet
vicem subiecti; ergo, etc.

1.4

32 Item sic, quia tunc sequeretur quod Sortes esset communis, quia per te
habeo quod natura rei est communis et universalis. ,

33 Tunc vel talis communitas est de essentia hominis vel propria passio
eius. Si sit de essentia hominis, tunc predicabitur essentialiter de Sorte, quod
patet, quia continet aliquid essentialiter contentum predicamentaliter essentiali-
ter; sed homo essentialiter continetur in Sorte, et per te esse commune

158 preter corr. ex propter MS. hostias scripsi: hostia MS.
167 cum add. s.s. MS.

170 sic! corr. ex si MS.

175 quod scripsi: quid MS.
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continetur essentialiter in homine; igitur esse commune continetur essentialiter
in Sorte; igitur Sortes est communis.

34 Sidicatur quod est propria passio, tunc predicabitur de Sorte per se, licet
non primo, ut habetur primo Posteriorum, propria passio predicatur per se de

superiori et inferiori; ergo relinquitur quod Sortes sit communis sicut homo,
quod est falsum; ergo, etc.

I1.5

35 Item sic, quod est plura realiter, non est unum realiter. Patet, quia nono
Metaphysice dicitur quod unum et multa opponuntur. Sed natura universalis est
plura realiter, ut dictum est. Nihil aliud est quam sua singularia sumpta
secundum aliquid in quo conveniunt conformiora; igitur, etc.

I1.6

36 Item, si sic, tunc sequeretur quod Sortes et Plato sunt essentialiter
indistincta intra esse, quia quecumque uni et eidem sunt eadem inter se sunt
eadem, ut habetur primo Elencorum et Physicorum; sed per te Sortes et Plato
sunt idem essentialiter; ergo, etc.

I11.7

37 Item, si sic, tunc esset dare ideam separatam vel quod universalia non
essent sempiterna. Patet, quia per te rosa est quid commune unum realiter ad
omnes rosas, et tamen nulla rosa invenitur in autumno. Igitur, si talis rosa
communis remaneret, habebo ideam separatam; si autem non remaneat sed
corrumpatur, ergo universalia non sunt sempiterna, quod est contra Philoso-
phum primo Posteriorum.

38 Confirmatur, quia ratio communis vel est essentialiter in suis inferiori-
bus vel singularibus vel est extra. Si in suis singularibus, ergo erit singularis.
quia. secundum auctorem (f. 239r) De causis, quod recipitur in alio recipitur ad

modum eius et non per modum rei recepte. Si extra singularia, ergo est dare
ideam separatam.

193 sua bis exh. MS.
209 in corr. MS.

188 inferiori: An. post. 1.19-29 (82a).

192 opponuntur: this is implicit throughout Meraph. 9 as, indeed. in all ancient philosophy.
but the ms. may well be in error here. Explicit discussion of the opposition of the one and the
many is found in Metaph. 10.3 (1054a20 fT.).

198 Physicorum: Soph. el. 6 (168532-33): Phys. 1.2 (185b5-9).
206 Posteriorum: An. post. 1.8 (75b22-35).

210 recepte: Le ‘Liber de causis’, ed. Adriaan Pattin (Montréal, 1967). 9 (10).98-99. p. 72.
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I1.8

39 Item sic, quia tunc sequeretur quod quicquid est, separaretur ab eo cuius
est, quia sumo naturam humanam tunc est tota inclusa essentialiter in Petro vel
est aliud extra Petrum. Si tota sit inclusa in Petro, natura humana non erit in
Guilermo. Patet, quia totum extra quod nihil, primo Posteriorum, in primo Celi
et mundi et tertio Physicorum. Si aliquid sit extra Petrum, quod ergo quicquid
est, separatur ab eo cuius est, quod est contra Philosophum septimo Meta-
physice.

40 Siautem dicitur quod quicquid est convertibile, < qua> importatur per
definitionem, non separatur ab eo cuius est, et de tali intellexit Philosophus. Sed
quicquid est inconvertibile, qua importatur per superius et inferius, bene potest
separari ab eo cuius est, et de tali non intellexit Philosophus, quia Petro mortuo
adhuc remanet homo in Guilermo.

41 Contra: quia sequeretur quod Aristoteles insufficienter increpasset
Platonem (primo Ethicorum, secundo Priorum, septimo Metaphysice), quia
solum increpat ipsum de quod quid est importato per superius et inferius, -
dicens quod tale quod quid est non potest separari ab eo cuius est. Et tu dixisti
oppositum; ergo, etc.

I1.9

42 Item, sequeretur quod natura non posset annullare unum individuum
quin alia individua annullaret. Patet, tota natura humana salvatur in uno
supposito, scilicet, in Petro, aliter non esset homo; ergo, quando Deus

215 Petro corr. ex primo MS.

225 sequeretur scripsi: sequereretur MS.

226 Priorum scripsi: posteriorum MS.; vide supra app. font.
233 in Petro aliter corr. MS.

216 nihil: the Latin here is rather crabbed, but there is precedent for this particular form of
words. Aquinas’ translation of Phys. 3.6 gave as a definition of torum: cuius nihil est extra or cui
nihil abest; and in his commentary (/n Phys. 3, lect. 11 [206b33-207a31]), Thomas at one point
expresses this, extra quod simpliciter nihil est. Undoubtedly, Ferrer had this text in mind here.

217 Physicorum: Phys. 3.6 (207a8-14); De caelo 1.1 (268b8-10). The latter is generally
concerned with concepts like ‘all’, ‘whole’, ‘complete’. Cf. perhaps An. post. 1.24 (84a30-85b4).

218 Metaphysice: Metaph. 7.14 (1039a25-b2).

223 Philosophus: An. post: 2.4 (91al6 ff.).

226 Metaphysice: Eth. Nic. 1.6 (1096a-1096b); Metaph. 7.14 (1039a-1039b); An. prior. 2.21
(67a22-27). This passage in An. prior. is probably the one Ferrer had in mind, but it is only
indirectly concerned with the problem of the separation of forms from particulars; it is explicitly
a criticism of the doctrine of avauvnois in the Meno. The wms. reads posteriorum, but there is no
appropriate source in the An. post. 2. On the other hand, a very good text for Ferrer's purpose is
An. post. 1.22 (83a33-35). Perhaps this is what he has in mind.
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annullabit Petrum, per necessitatem totam naturam humanam < annullabit> .
que crat in Petro. Sed tota illa natura humana etiam erat in Guilermo et in aliis:
igitur, per nccessitatem annullabit omnes homines. Et sic Deus non posset
precise annullare unum hominem, quod dicitur esse contra fidem.

43 Si dicatur quod argumentum haberet veritatem si tota natura humana
esset in Petro, et pro toto, sed quia non est ibi pro toto, ideo non quia annullato
Petro annullarentur omnes homines; contra, istud non evacuat argumentum
propter duo aliqua.

44 Primo, quando aliqua sunt idem realiter essentialiter et convertibiliter
adnihilato uno adnihilatur alterum, sed natura humana communis existens est
idem realiter et essentialiter et etiam convertibiliter in se ipsa, ut existit in
Guilermo; igitur annullata ea ut est in Petro annullabitur ut est in aliis
hominibus. Ergo non valet.

45 Propter aliud, quia nihil est pro toto in ista natura humana, vel est de
essentia nature humane vel est accidens. Si sit de essentia, cum tota essentia
salvetur in Petro, ergo etiam salvabitur in Petro pro toto. Si sit accidens eius.
cum accidens sequetur suum subiectum secundum Boethium, et tota natura
includatur in Petro; ergo, in Petro includetur pro toto.

I1.10

46 Item, tunc unum corpus in diversis locis. Probo quod natura humana
est corpus cum sit inferius ad corpus; bene enim dicitur ‘homo est corpus’. sed
homo in communi unus et idem realiter est in Gregorio et Petro: modo
Gregorius et Petrus sunt in diversis locis; ergo homo qui est in eis erit in diversis
locis.

47 Si dicatur quod unum corpus numero non potest esse in diversis locis.
sed bene unum corpus commune quale est homo; (f. 239v) contra, quando-
cumque aliquid est tanta identitate idem sibi ipsi quanta cum altero, si cum
altero sit idem numero et cum se ipso erit idlem numero; sed homo in communi.
si eius unitas sit realis, est tanta identitate idem sibi ipsi quanta in Gregorio. ut
de se patet, et cum Gregorius est idem numero, igitur sibi ipsi erit idem in

253 unum corr. ex unus MS.

260 tanta corr. s.s. ex tota MS. quanta scripsi: quarta MS.
262 si corr. ex sic MS.

250 Boethium: De topicis differentiis 1188b.5, 1190b.3-5, and other passages as well.
Boethius, however. makes this point about ‘associated accidents’, which he contrasts with
accidents that can leave their subjects. Cf. Eleonore Stump, Boethius's De topicis differentiis
(Ithaca-London, 1978).
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numero. Sed concessum est quod homo in communi est in diversis locis; ergo,
idem numero erit in diversis locis. Sed hoc est falsum et contra Philosophum,
quarto Physicorum.

I1.11

48 Item, tunc una anima esset damnata et salvata simul. Patet, quia natura
communis anime est idem realiter cum Paulo salvato et Juda damnato; ergo,
salvatur et damnatur.

I1.12

49 Item, sequeretur quod anima eadem ratione esset bona et mala. Patet
conclusio mea, scilicet, quod unitas universalis non est realis.

I11

50 Pro solutione questionis est sciendum quod unitas illa dicitur realis, que
competit rei in esse reali ex sui natura, non prout habet esse in intellectu. Isto
modo dicimus quod materia est apta nata suscipere et esse successive sub
diversis formis, et idem subiectum numero habet esse sub diversis accidentibus.
Sed unitas rationis est illa unitas que competit rei prout habet esse in intellectu
obiective; sicut homo vel animal, quando est in conspectu nostri intellectus,
intelligitur prout est obiective in intellectu.

51 Ad questionem igitur dico et respondeo per aliquas propositiones.

II.1

52 Prima, quod unitas nature universalis non est realis, vel quod non est
dare aliquam unitatem realem preter unitatem numeralem, vel quod duo
individua non sunt unicum realiter in aliquo uno realiter, quod idem est
dictum, licet sub diversis verbis. Et probatur per argumenta in oppositum.

I11.2

53 Secunda est: unitas universalis est unitas rationis, sive ipsum universale
est unum secundum rationem. Patet, quia, ut dictum est, illud. est unum

264 in' add. s.s. MS.
275 post illa canc. ex sui natura MS.

281 intelligitur corr. in marg. ex intelligit MS.
290 ut add. s.s. MS.

266 Physicorum: Phys. 4.5 (212b-213a).
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secundum rationem cui convenit esse unum solum prout est obiective in
intellectu: sed natura universalis, que nihil aliud est quam omnia sua singularia
sumpta secundum illud in quo sunt conformia nature unitate actu, ut unum
intelligitur.

54 Probatur per talem propositionem, quia quandocumque aspectus nostri
intellectus fertur super aliqua ut similia sunt et conformia, semper intelligit ea ut
unum. Et unitas ista patet, quia si intelligeret ea ut plura sunt, tunc oporteret
quod intelligeret quia purificantur et diversificantur sed nos solum accipimus
ca secundum unum precise in quo sunt similia et conformia; igitur, etc. Sed
omnia singularia hominis et omnia singularia animalis sunt similia in huma-
nitate et animalia in animalitate. Ergo, quandocumque intellectus noster intel-
ligit ea. ut sunt homines precise vel ut sunt animalia precise, intelligit ea ut
unum.

55 Sed homo in communi, vel animal in communi, nihil aliud est quam
sua singularia sumpta secundum quod sunt homines precise vel secundum
quod sunt animalia precise, nihil considerando de aliis. Igitur, quandocumque
animal in communi offertur intellectui, semper offertur ut unum.

56 Secundo probatur sic: omnis (f. 240r) unitas vel est realis vel rationis:
sed probatum est quod unitas universalis non est realis; ergo, est rationis.

IV

57 Tunc restat respondere ad rationes.

IV.l (ad 1.1)

58 Ad primum rationem dicendum quod de particularibus esse scientiam
potest intelligi dupliciter. uno modo accipiendo particularia secundum illud
quod sunt difformia et disconveniunt et corruptibilia, et accipiendo ea ut sic, de
eis scientia non potest esse, quia ut sic accipiuntur ut nulla natura communis
potest ab eis abstrahi, nec sic sumendo sunt hec finita nec apud rem nec apud
intellectum.

294 intelligitur in marg.

295 quandocumaque corr. s.s. ex quandoque MS.

298 plurificantur et diversificantur scripsi: plurificatur et diversificatur MS.
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59 Alio modo possunt sumi ipsa particularia secundum illud precise in quo
sunt conformia et convenientia, non intelligendo corruptionem eorum nec
infinitatem, sed solum accipiendo naturam nudam que est in eis specifica; in
qua natura sunt omnimode conformia, sicut omnes homines, secundum quod
homines sunt precise et ut sic accipiuntur, potest ab eis abstrahi una ratio
communis. Et ut sic omnia particularia cuiuscumque nature de mundo sunt
apud intellectum finita cum intelligantur ut unum. Et sic sumendo particularia
de ipsis potest esse scientia. Unde dico quod de corruptibilibus potest esse
scientia, non tamen considerando ea ut sunt corruptibilia sed solum secundum
naturam in qua conformia sunt. :

60 Et cum dicitur quod universale est corruptibile sicut sua singularia,
si multiplicentur ad multitudinem eorum, respondeo quod universale esse in-
corruptibile et sempiternum potest intelligi dupliciter. Uno modo per existen-
tiam omni differentie temporis, si coexistat omni differentie temporis; et ut sic
non est corruptibile nec coeternum. Alio modo per abstractionem omnis
differentie temporis, quod consideretur sine omni parte vel differentia temporis;
et sic potest dici sempiternum, et sempiternitas vel eternitas non repugnat
temporis particularibus. Et sic patet solutio ad primum.

IV.2 (ad 1.2)

61 Ad secundam rationem dicendum est, concedendo A, et cum dicitur in
minore, quod natura universalis est ens realis, dico quod verum est accipiendo
ens prout distinguitur contra universale reale. Et ut sic bene concedo quod est
una realiter prout distinguitur contra universale. Non est autem ens realiter
prout distinguitur contra entia, et ut sic dicit quod non est una realiter prout
realiter distinguitur contra plura realiter, et ita argumentum non valet.

62 Vel dicendum aliter et melius ad A: cum dicitur, sicut se habet natura
universalis ad entitatem ita ad unitatem, dico quod li unum potest determinare
inferiora talis nature universalis, vel tamquam extrema unitatis vel tamquam
supposita inferiora unitatis. Si tamquam extrema sic esset falsum, quia tunc
esset sensus, cum dicitur quod animal est unum realiter, quod inferiora animalis
essent unum realiter ad invicem. , '

63 Si autem determinat ea non tamquam extrema sed tamquam inferiora,
sic est unum, et tunc est talis sensus cum dicitur, animal est unum realiter, id

323 ante homines canc. homines MS.
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est, quod omne contentum sub animali est unum realiter in se; et sub isto sensu
est verum, quia constat quod Sortes est unum realiter in se, et etiam Plato, et sic
de aliis. (f. 240v) Idem dico de quacumque alia natura, sicut de animali.

IV.3 (ad 1.3)

64 Ad tertiam rationem respondeo dupliciter ad maiorem. Concedo quod
nulla diversitas est realis nisi numeralis vel nisi includat diversitatem nume-
ralem. Constat enim secundum opinionem quod locus et superficies non
distinguuntur realiter et tamen distinguuntur specifice. Patet per Aristotelem in
Predicamentis. Et idem est de multis aliis.

65 Aliter dico quod prima consequentia est falsa, ad auctoritatem quot
modis dicitur unum etc. Dico quod opposita possunt sumi dupliciter. Primo
modo secundum formas secundum quas opponuntur et in quantum quod
opposita sunt, et sic vera est auctoritas. Alio modo possunt sumi secundum
modificationes suas vel gradus suos, et sic non oportet quod unum dicatur tot
modis sicut reliquum.

66 Nec sequitur quod si unum multiplicetur, quod reliquum multiplicetur:
potest esse albedo sub uno gradu albedinis, nigredine existente sub decem. Sic
ad propositum applicando, dico quod unum et diversum sunt opposita. Sed hoc
quod dico realiter vel secundum rationem sunt modificationes identitatis et
diversitatis. Et ideo bene concedo, quantum multiplicetur identitas sive unitas.
quod pro eodem habeo in proposito, tantum multiplicatur diversitas et e
converso.

67 Unde sicut triplex unitas est, scilicet, numeralis, specifica, et generica.
sic triplex diversitas, etc. Sed non sequitur quod, si sit triplex diversitas realis.
quod sit triplex unitas realis, vel si non sit nisi una unitas realis, quod non sit
nisi una diversitas realis, quia hoc quod dico reale est modificatio unitatis et
diversitatis; ideo non valet.
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IV.4 (ad 1.4)

68 Ad quartam rationem dicendum quod duplex est diversitas. Quedam
excludens omnem entitatem illius ad quod dicitur distinctum; et sic tantum
differunt Sortes et Plato quantum Sortes et lapis, quia sicut Sortes nullam
entitatem habet, que sit eadem realiter cum lapide, sic nullam entitatem habet,
que sit realiter eadem cum Platone.

69 Alia est diversitas excludens uniformitatem et identitatem specificam
illius a quo dicitur distinctum; et sic non tantum differunt Sortes et Plato
guantum Sortes et lapis, quia diversitas que est inter Sortem et lapidem excludit
conformitatem specificam, que non fuit diversitas que est inter Sortem et
Platonem. Ideo non valet.

IV.5 (ad 1.5)

70 Ad quintam rationem dico quod falsum est quod hoc sit per unitatem
realem; immo hoc est propter conformitatem in esse specifico, quam non habet
cum aere, et etiam propter ordinem universi, quia unumquodque quantum
potest conservat se in esse specifico, nam ad hoc data est nobis virtus generativa
secundum Philosophum. Idem ideo non valet.

IV.6 (ad 1.6)

71 Ad sextam rationem dico quod hoc non sequitur ex eo quod unitas
speciei sit maior quam unitas generis; immo est ex hoc, quia illa que sunt
eiusdem speciei sunt magis conformiora quam illa que sunt eiusdem generis.

72 Vel aliter (f. 241r) dicendum quod talis est maior unitas rationis. Et dico
quod est dare gradum et gradum in unitate rationis, quia illa dicuntur esse
magis unum secundum rationem que habent maiorem conformitatem et illa
minus unum secundum rationem que habent minorem conformitatem. Et quia
illa que sunt eiusdem generis habent minorem conformitatem quam illa que
sunt eiusdem speciei, ideo sunt minus unum. Et sic non valet argumentum.

IV.7 (ad 1.7)

73 Ad septimam rationem dico quod li unum potest mihi dicere vel
extremum comparationis vel potest mihi dicere aliquod unum in quo
comparantur et conformantur. Si autem dicat extremum comparationis, sic

393 etiam corr. ex esse MS.
400 est add. s.s. MS.

395 Philosophum: De gen. et corr. 1.5 (320b20); cf. 2.10 (337a), 2.11 (338b), and De caelo
3.4 (305a).
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vera est maior et sub isto sensu currit A. Si autem dicat mihi aliquod tertium in
quo comparantur, quod sit ab eis acceptum sicut est natura universalis, sic est
falsum, et sub isto sensu procedit minor. Et sic argumentum non valet.

V.8 (ad 1.8)

74 Ad octavam rationem dicendum: concedetur prima consequentia, et
cum dicitur quod hoc est falsum, negatur. Cum dicitur quod ille due diversitates
distinguerentur per alias duas, dico quod se ipsis distinguentur.

IV.9 {(ad 1.9)

75 Ad nonam rationem dico quod universale potest accipi dupliciter. Uno
modo pro natura absolute sumpta et absolute considerata, et sic non oportet
quod sit una, seclusa operatione intellectus; immo potest esse plura realiter et
commune realiter et unum realiter, et super tale commune potest fieri que-
cumgque potentia etiam alia ab intellectu. Et sub isto sensu maior est falsa et
minor est vera.

76 Secundo modo potest accipi pro natura ipsa ut est accepta et abstracta a
singularibus et in qua ipsa similiter conformantur. Sic forte maior est vera et

minor falsa. Et super tale commune nulla potentia fertur nisi potentia
intellectiva.

IV.10 (ad 1.10)

77 Ad decimam rationem dico quod maior est falsa. Immo non est
necessarium quod feratur super illo quod est commune communitate
abstractionis, vel ab individuis, nec super unum tali unitate; sed dico quod
fertur super naturam absolute sumptam.

78 Et cum dicitur quod si essent plura realiter qua ratione inesset unum et
reliquum, dico quod est verum si natura intenderet illam naturam ut est plura.
sed solum super naturam absolute sumptam. Ideo sibi sufficit quod predicatur
animal in quo illa natura salvetur.

IV.11 (ad L.11)

79 Ad undecimam rationem dicendum quod maior est vera, ubi propria
passio esset una realiter, sed propria passio in communi non est una realiter, etc.
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V.12 (ad 1.12)

80 Ad duodecimam rationem dico quod superius et inferius possunt
dupliciter sumi. Uno modo in eodem, et sic quicquid importatur per superius
importatur per inferius sumendo ipsa in eodem. Et sic maior est vera. Et ideo
qua ratione convenit Sorti habere passionem unam, eadem ratione convenit
homini qui est Sortes.

81 Secundo modo potest sumi superius in quantum se extendit ad-
predicationem ad aliud, quod negatur de tali inferiori, cui habere unam
propriam passionem convenit. Et sic non oportet quod quicquid convenit
inferiori conveniat su(f. 241v)periori ut sic accepto. Patet ergo solutio.

IV.13

82 Isti arguentes multas alias rationes adducunt, sed sic quia solum
adducunt vel probant quod natura universalis sit realis et non sit una realiter.
Ideo non curo eis respondere, cum nihil faciant contra nos. Nos enim con--
cedimus naturam universalem esse realem; non autem eius unitatem dicimus
esse realem, ut visum est; ergo, etc. Et sic est finis. Deo gratias.
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