
TIhe Theory of Seminal Reasons
In James of Vıterbo *

Introduction

An examınatıon of James of Vıterbo’s eOrYy of sem1ınal Casons
WOU first indıicate rTeVIEW not only of the usual bıographical data, but
also of the intellectua clımate of the tiıme, ONe 1C WOU prompt such
oroug study of the theory of em1ınal LCAaSONS

The early hıstory of the StO1C doectrine of the 020l spermatikoi and
ıts subsequent adaptatıon by Augustine for exegetical 15 ell
known. The em1ınal Casons 0)8 rationes seminales of Augustine ATC

possessed of both actıve and passıve elements, and ATC receptacles of the
dıvıne W: that the primacy of dıvıne causalıty MaYy be preserved,

other thıngs.
oug the Augustinian tradıtiıon remaıned domiınant ın western

phılosophy for almost mıllen1um, ıt 15 noTt unusual that interpretations
of Augustine’s eOrY in the thırteenth and early fourteenth centurıes be
voıiced ıIn Arıstotelıian terminology, d5, for example, Was the Case in
Bonaventure’s interpretation of sem1ınal C4aSonNs

ome twenty-five after Bonaventure’s writing emiınal]l
reasons*), [WO events Occurred 1C WEIC change the complexion of
scholasticısm. ese, of COUTSC, WEeIC the condemnatıons of DE Dy
JTempier and Kılwardby. Whatever MaYy ave een the ancıllary and
perhaps less audable motiıves, the maın thrust of the condemnatıons
showed fear of doectrinal C  9 IC the promoters of the condem-
natıons felt, COU. ell ıf ONMNC eft the tradıtional pa of
Augustinian orthodoxy iın pursuılt of the <T1ICW } Arıstotelıan hought,
especılally d interpreted by Averroes and/or the Averroists. However,
the wıde of the condemnatıons also served cCast the shadow of
Suspicıon ‚Vr num ber innocent of heterodoxy and AdS esult,

Previously publıshed ın Darshana International Indıa), January 980
Bonaventure, Commentaria INn Qualuor libros sententiarum magiıstri Petri Lombardiı,

Tomus secundus: In secundum librum sententiarum, studıo CUTa Collegı11
Bonaventura (Florentia : claras u Quaracchi], typographıa Collegı1
Bonaventurae, and
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scholastıcısm from the time of the condemnatıons Oonwards, AS (Ginlson
remarks“*), acted the defensıve.

However, as by-product of the condemnatıons there ave
been rTESUTSCHNCC of wrıting tradıtional Augustinıan themes:
them that of emi1ınal rCasOoNS, and it 1s ONC Oi: such wrıtings, that of James
of Vıterbo, that NO examıne.

Jamens of Viterbo

orn al Vıterbo around 255 James entered the er of Hermiuiuts
of Augustine SOTILIC fifteen later Havıng een sent Parıs for
studıes ıIn 1273 he Was ONC of the first dıscıples of ıles of Rome. He
obtaıned the baccalaureate in eology ıIn 1288, and became master of
eology ıIn 1293, succeedıng ıles of Rome d magıster studiorum that
Same YCar He continued in thıs office untıl 1 300, al which time he Was

appoınted lector principalis al the studium generale of the order of
Naples, where he remaıned untıl h1s ea In 308

Not gıven polemics, James taught wıthın the Augustıinıan tradı-
t1on. mong h1s wrıtings, the better known ATC hıs Quodlibeta, the
Ouaestiones de praedicamentis INn divinis, and the De regimine christiano.

James’ doetrine of sem1ınal rCasonNs, best known fOr ıts novel and
controversıal nature, part of 1C springs from the coalescence of the
Augustinıan tradıtion wıth the wrıtings of Arıstotle, Averroes, and
Simplicıus 1s found in question 1ve of hıs second quodlibet“), g]ven al

Parıs In 294 Hıs theory pur be the VIA media between the
CX of classıcal Anaxagorean posıtion of latitatio formarum and the
Avıcennlian posıtıon of creation of natural forms by the dator formarum.

Etienne ılson, Hıstory of Christian Philosophy IN the M iddle Ages, (New ork
Random House, 408

Biographical data James of Vıterbo INdYy be found ın Ypma’s introduction
hıs edıtıon of James’ first quodlıbet. See Eelcko Ypma (ed.), Jacobiı de 1terDblio, ES.A:.
Disputatıo Prıma de Quolibet (Würzburg: Augustinus- Verlag, V-XXVII,; or genera|l
iıntroduction an background and V-VI fOor biographical data er bıographical data
MaYy be found In Glorieux, Repertoire des maitres theologie de Parıs siecle.
Vol of Etudes de philosophie medievale ; edıted Dy Gilson (Parıs: Vrın,

309-312
aCOobus de Vıterbio, Quodlibet IL, (Disputatio secunda de quolibet, ed Eelcko

Ypma |Wurzburg: Augustinus- Verlag, e (Hereafter cıted JOL I1.)
Materı1al the relatıon of sem1ınal TCAasoNsSs the ratıiıonal soul MaYy be found In question
ten of hıs 1T quodlıbet.
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Procedure

In thıs follow ıth SOTINC modificatıiıons the outlıne of
James’ exposıtion 1n hıs quodlıbetal question and conclude wıth the

crit1ques of Bernard of Auvergne and of aNONYMMOUS master of arts al

Parıs.
The actual argumentatıon of thıs eOLY, precede Dy etymolog-

cal examınatıon of the phrase «ratıo semınalıs», compriIises the follow-

ng The fırst and maJor part of hıs argumen 15 discussıon of the

necessIity and nature of the iınchoatıon of form and ıts identificatıon wıth
sem1ınal 1C4A4SON hıs includes discussıon the DOLeENCY of matter and
SOM ten dubitationes 1C James solves hımself. Second the necessity of

actıve princıple in generatiıon and ıts identificatıon wıth the sem1ınal
LCASON 1S discussed. The In sect1on of hıs question treats of the

agreement and dısagreement of hıs theory ıth current Op1IN10NS, and
lastly, SUMMAATY of h1ıs theory A ell AS conclusıve and affırmatıve
aNSWEeT the quest1on, «Whether there AICc sem1ınal re4SOoONS ın

For OUT ıIn thıs papcCT, WwWe maınly the

portions of James’ presentation 16 deal for the most part wıth the
nature of the eminal FrCasSON, and the examınatıon of several
dubitationes.

James’ argumen begıns wıth appeal 18 authorıty centered
Augustine, partıcularly in the VIEW that the eminal TeAaASON must be both
actıve and causative”). Thıs contention 15 partıally borne Out in

etymologiıca examınatıon of the phrase «Tratıo sem1ıinalıs».
The word ratio OT 020S has meanıngs, but the most

approprıate for the purposcC ATC ıts equivalence ıth VIGA OT OT

princıple of actıon, such 4S that by which the ag ACIsS In this latter
ıt 15 sed in the Samıec WadYy A the word «form», A, for example,

when ONeCc Say>S that the form 15 the ratio of actıng, Just d heat 1S the ratio
of heatıng, and thıs 15 the Samnlc ıIn which ratıo 15 sed ın the phrase
«ratıo semınalıs». Further, the inchoatıon of ıng Can be called the

WdYy that 1ng, as motion 1S called the WaY the perfected form
James exfit consıders the s1ign1ıficance of the te «seminalıs». Thıs

word 1S derived from OI seminarıium. Sınce the former term refers
tO Organıc reproduction, there must be present in the seed SOMMEC actıve

OL 11 (p 59) «Ratıones sem1ınales ESSC ın rebus corporalıbus ab omnıbus
doctorıbus catholıicıs est CONCESSUNMN, Cu beatus Augustinus ın plurıbus l0CIs has

CVADICSSCH. 1Iso cıted ıIn JOL IL, (Pp 62- Augustine: De Triniıtate IIL, 9,
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W  9 16 W INaYy also be called seed. semımnarıum 18 also the
beginnıng of somethiıng, ASs 1s the Case ıth sem1narıes of sclences and
virtues®). TOM the foregoing, James concludes that «ratıo sem1ınalıs»
denotes both actıve causal princıple and SOINC beginnıng OT incho-
at1on.

The Inchoation of Form
Thıs brings us tOo the maJor part of James’ COTY of semınal FrCasONSsS,

the necess1ity of the inchoation of form, varıously referred to inchoatio
formarum, inchoativum, OT exordium. James’ treatment ere COVEOTIS {WO

the pOotenNCY of matter and the inchoation of form iıtself. Hıs
treatment of the potency of matter 1ın turn eals wıth three topıcs: (1 the
LTCAasons why matter 1S nNOtL equıvalent the potency of mat(ter, (2) the
factors constituting the potency of matter, and (3) the relatıon between
the potency of matter and the inchoation of form

James begıins Dy cıtıng Averroes ’) AdS holdıng that DOTLeENCY
dıffer from the potency of matter for [WO LTCasSsons Fırst, the CSSCIICC of
matter 1S NnOT corrupted Dy the comıng of the form, 1S the pPOteNCY of
matter Second, DOTLENCY denotes relatıon toward something, ıle
matter, eing somethıng absolute, o€s nOoLt Unlıke potency, it MaYy be
consıdered substance, Ssince it 1S princıiple and part of composıite
substance. James admıts, however, that dıfficulty OCCUTS here, for SOINEC

polnts In Averroes’De substantia orbis SCCIM contradıct the forego1ing,
especılally where he SaVyYS that the substance of matter 15 posse®). James
interprets thıs to INCAan that a  oug matter 15 TrEE! Irom all
pOotenCy, potency 15 not substance of matter secundum Rather, it 1s
eıther the relatıon of matter toward partıcular form matter
consıdered together ıth that relatıon. Further, it 15 the substantıal
dıfference of matter Just d act 1S the substantıal dıfference of form

JOL {1 (pp 63-64)
Averroes, Physics text COINM 63 ( Aristotelis de Physico audıtu Libri CIO CUM

Averroes Cordubensis IN eosdem cCommentarıls..., Vol of Aristotelis ID CUi Averrots
CommentariıLs 19 vols. ; Venetis: apud Iunctas, a  p reprinte Frankfurt Maın:
Mınerva mM.D.H.. 37vb-38rb), Cıte': ın JOL . 66)

Averroes, De suhstantia orbis, ch (Sermo de substantia orbis, Destruct1io
destructionum philosophiae Algazelis, De anımae beatitudine, SECU epistola de intellectu, Vol

of Aristotelis ID CUÜU: AverroLs CommentarıLs 19 vols. Venetis: apud lunctas, 562-
1574; reprinted Frankfurt Maın: Mınerva Crzm. b fol 3vb; hereafter Citel
DSO, cıted In JL 1L, (p 66)
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Besides enotiıng the relatıon OT of matter tOo form, the

potenCcy of matter MaYy also denote prıvatıon, ONMNC which 15 a_

companıed Dy aptıtude for the ackıng form
In SUMMATY, the potenCcy of matter denotes matter, ack of {orm,

sultabilıty for that form Dy of the pPTroOpCr accıdents, substantıal
form havıng ımmediıate orderiıng the ONC ackıng, and relatıon
the form Aas educ1ıble by thea Thıs pOotleNCYy 15 the natural appetite of
matter Dy which it desıires form However, SCC hat these factors
alone do not constıtute pOotenCcy of matter NOTL AI they sufficıent for the
reception of materı1al form In addıtıon, inchoatıon of form 1S

NCCCSSATY, IC 15 the form ın potency
Thıs 15 ONC of James’ most crucı1a|l and controversıal poıints, the

seemıingly contradıctory dea that form, 1C 15 by natiure acl, Can be
potential. James that ıt 15 nOotLt the form existing DCI 1C 18

potentıal ÖT actual but the form in conjunction wıth matter and AS

formıng potentıal 0)8 actual composıte.
James ere cıtes Simplıicıus the second kınd of qualıty, that of

inborn capacıty. Sımplıcıus that generation OCCUTI'S hrough the

potenCcy 1ın subject, and that matter in rece1ving the specı1es OT form
hrough pOotenCYy perfection iın itself”). Thıs Ssort of aptıtude OT

DOLeENCY includes ack and prıvatıon of the actual form, and ıIn thıs
COMMEeNT about the second kınd of specıes Averroes 18 also sa1d
COTMNCUT 10)

TIhe inchoatıon, then., 15 the whole form secundum FEM, but aCCOTrd-

ing potentıal eing, and thıs inchoatıon OT form ın DOotenCYy 18 ce]lled
the DOteNCY of matter, Just the actual form 1S called the aCcT of
matter

As ave SCCH before, it 15 NECESSAT Y hold that the form DTIC-
exX1ists before change but noT because of (1) pre-existing matter, NOT (2)
because of prıvatıon of saı1d form, NOT (3) because of relatıon OT

EeCTIUS, NOT (4) certaın accıdental predisposı1tions, NOT (5) anı y other
form havıng immediate orderiıng the ackıng form remaıns SaYy
that the form pre-exI1sts secundum but accordıng potential mode of

Sımplıcıius, Praedıcamenta. tractatus secundus (Exposttio Simplici IN decem
Praedicamenta Aristotelis \ Venetis: Octavıanı COo(ll Modoetiensıis SOocl1orum, fol
39b) «In [01080 autem mundo S1 QJUa producatur generatio; nO lhıter QUamM) PDCI potentiam
In substantıam producıtur, perficıtur ve] materıa suscıpıendo specıes DCI potentiam In
ipsam provenıt». (The 550 dıtıon 1$ cıted in JOL I1, ID 71))

lO) Averroes, Meta text COIMNIMN (ed 1562, VIIL, fol 127rb), cıted ın Ihid.
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eing If thıs WeTe not S  y the change from pOotency A WOU result 1ın
numeriıcal increase, IC accordıng {O Averroes, 15 not the end result of
perfection ‘ »}

In the PTOCCSS of generation, the form 1S educed from DOtLeNCY tO ACıi
Dy the DG and ıt 15 the ole composıte rather than the form DCI
hat nto eIng, that nothıng LIC  S 1S must be noted
TE that what the educed from potency aCt 1S not relatıon ÖT
ack of form NOT matter ıtself but only form

We ıll continue thıs topıC ıth discussion of {[WO of James’ ten
dubitationes. Hıs fourth problem raısed 1S that ıf pOotenCYy ımplıes hat
potentıal 1Orm, IC A potentıial, denotes aptıtude ÖT preparatıon, and
C belongs the second kınd of qualiıty, hat of inborn capacıty, it
ollows hat the substantıal form 1S ın the prediıcament of qualıity Aas ell
James’ solution 1S that the substantıal form taken d hat 1C it denotes
belongs the predıcament of qualıty The substantıal form consıdered
d aptıtude and dSs potentıal belongs {O the second kınd of qualıty, but
consıdered AS actual, belongs INOTE the fırst, that of {ırmly esta  ıshed

OT disposition **).
James’ sıxth problem states that ıf the pOotenCcYy of matter 1S form

ıtself A4ASs potentıial, then it WOU follow that matter 1S nNOL In pOotenCcy DCI
hrough somethıng it Thıs 1S nOotL PTODCT, Ssince matter Dy

nature 1S imperfect and potentıial.
James dBICCS that matter 1S by nature ackıng iorm, but thıs ack

(informitas) 15 wof{fold (a) it ac q]] form and (b) ıt aC specıfic
form, but ONEC fOor 16 ıt 1S suıted. because 1t DOSSCSSCS sultable DIC-
dispositions. Thıs 1S ıke Sımplicıus’ potentia naturalis, and that IC 1S

{O the matter 1S not only the requısıte relatıons but a1sSO the form in
potency**).

The Active Principle
Havıng answered severa|] antıcıpated objections hıs posıtıon

the inchoatıon of form and 1ts relatıon of the emi1ınal [CasSson and the
pDOoteNCY of matter, James I9(0) examınes the second aspect of hIs theory,
the necessity and nature OR the actıve princıple In generatıion. He claıms

11) Averroes, Meta. 111 {ext COINIM 15 (ed 1562, VIII, fol 274 ra), cıted In VOL
IT1, (p 76)

12) Sımplicius, Praedicamenta (ed 1516, fol va), d C1Itel In JORL E: (p 80)
13) Ihid. (fols Ta 39rb-39va)



The Theory of Seminal Reasons IN James of Viterbo STA

that thıs princıple should be designated ASs actıve In [WO WdYy>S lırst; by
the iınclınatiıon of the potency öt matter aclT, and secondly, Dy ıts mode
O1 change Thıs actıve princıple chould be posıted In addıtion the
inchoatıon of form oug the latter inclınes matter toward actualız-
atıon, hat inclınatıon alone 1S insufficıent. Rather, SOTIINIC extrinsıc
15 NCCCSSATYV, OIlC IC AaCTSs ın virtue of the W! bestowed it Dy the
Creator. Thus, 1n instance of natural generatıon threefold actıve
princıple @ NS (1) the inchoatıon of form ASs inclinıng, (2) the extrinsıc

d changıng, and (3) the dıvıne A operatıng princıpally In
both Further, SInCe the inchoatıon of form Cooperaftes wıth the extrinsıc

Dy inclinıng ıt, natural productions dICc NnOT saı1d be violent.
TIhe second poıint under consıderatıon 1S how thıs actıve princıple

IMNaY be called emi1ınal 1CAaSON As ave SCCIM before, the eXpression
«seminal mplıes actıvıty. Since the actıve principle 15 dSs much
that 1C aCTts 4S that 1C 15 the TCason of actıng, then, when thıs
actıve princıple 1S called semınal FCASONN, the former 1S the ICAasSson of
actıng, since ıt 1S W OT actıve pOotenCcy Further, ust ASs the
proximate pOotenCcy In matter 1s properly called the emınal FCASON, also
the actıve W! existing ın the proximate 15 called the emiınal
L1LCAaSON

James concludes hıs presentatıon the existence, nature, and
aNnnNer of ex1istence of em1ınal Cadsons ıth the followıng SUMMATY. The
emınal [CasON 1S ın the matter of the ıng comıng be, and 1S the ole
form In DOtLeNCY, and 1S also actıve princıple hrough ıts mode of
inclination. 1S urther NECCECSSATY {O posıt SOINC extrinsıc actıve changıng
princıple, and the W of such 9 ONC IC 1S also proximate, 15
sımılarly called emınal TCAason Sınce thıs latter 1S materıal. the
emınal [CasSsON taken ex1Ists In matter 16 1S other han the ıng
comıng tO be James cautions that whatever conclusıons ave een
eached d result of hıs endeavors, AT noTt be consıdered A boldly
asserted, but only ASs probabılıties, due the dıfficult nature of the
materı1al, IC the VCLY dıversıty of OPIN1ONS indıcates.

Sınce the Unıiversıiıty of Parıs boasted of INanYy scholars outsıde the
Augustinıan tradıtiıon, ıt 1S notTt surprisıng fiınd num ber who WOU
reject James’ theory emı1ınal CasSsONSs, especılally wıth reSpECL thıs
inchoation of form theory We exi examıne [WO such attacks.

mong those iindıng au wıth James’ theory fınd three
Dominicans from the school of eology al the Unıiversıty of Parıs,
Harvey edellec, Bernard of Auvergne, and John of Naples, and Oiele

AdNONYMOUS wrıter connected ıth the faculty of AaTts
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Bernard of Auvergne
Bernard’s attack James’ theory of em1ınal TCasons ADPCAaIS in the

former’s Impugnationes CONIFra Jacobum de Viterbio, 14) wriıtten sometime
before 30/°) Hıs treatment 15 dıvıded into [WO maın sect1ons: fırst,
discussıon mat(ter, potency, and the inchoatıon of {orm, and secondly

crit1que of James’ ten dubitationes. Of the Varıous poıints attacked,
mentiıon the following: James’ VIEWS matter and the DOLeENCY of

matter, and theır relatıon the inchoatıon of form
The first poımnt which Bernard attacks, and the ONeC ; { 8 he

bases much of h1s opposıtion James’ total posıtı1on, 1S hıs theory of
matter and the DOtLeNCY of matter

James, SdYyS Bernard, 1S COrrect ıf he understands emınal TeCasons

be actıve and passıve Causes ıIn actıve and passıve natural thıngs, but in
fact James 0€Ss nOoLt hold such VIEeW. Rather, Bernard states, James SayS
that the emiınal Treason OT inchoatıon of form 15 identical ıth matter
hıs posıtıon, mistakenly assumed tO be James’, he strongly ODPDOSCS, for
the semiınal [CaAaSON, unlıke matter, always refers SOINC actıve, efficıent

But ASs ave SCCH, James o€es not equate the inchoatıon ÖT

emi1ınal [CAasSonN ıth matter, but rather ıth the DOLeENCY of matter
Bernard, however, ASs SCC, Oes make thıs equatıon; hence hıs
somewhat startlıng statement

Bernard’s CaJsons for equatıng the pOotency of matter ıth matter
ATC the following. Fırst, ın ANYy substantıal OT accıdental change, when
ONeC ıng 1S produce from LWO, ONC of them must be 1n DOotenCYy the
other If matter WEOIC nNnOoTt 1ts OW potency, then [WO thıngs WOULU be the
subject of generatıon. We NOW that matter 15 such subject and also
that whatever 1S ıIn DOteNCY the form 18 also the subject of generatıon.
Pse must be identical, otherwiıse ONEC WONU. ave be actual wıth
respect the other Potency CannotTt be aCctT, ıtsC NOT Can matter
be act, for there WOU. ave De somethıng infer10r7 18 prıme matter ın

l4-) Bernard of Auvergne, Impugnationes CONIFra Jacobum de Viterbio, Vatıcan,
Bıblıoteca Apostolıca Vatıcana, codex Burghesijanus 298, fols 5S/r-201v; hereafter Cite'l ASs

TIhe section semiınal TCAasons 18 found In fols 188Rrb-190rb
15) No ates A1C avaılable fOor ese writings, but from er evidence IN Yy ASSUMEC

hat they appeare around the turn of the CeNniury. From Stegmüller (Repertorium
Commentariıorum IN Sententias Petri Lombardıi, Vol Herbipol: (Würzburg): apud
Ferdiınandum Schoningh Bıblıopolam, 51-52), learn of hıs wrıtings and that
Bernard’s floruif WAas around 300 Glorijeux In hıs Repertoire, Vol . U RZ: informs that
nothıng INOTC Was heard of Bernard er 307

16) See Averroes, DSO. ch (ed 1562: 1 fol 3vb) C1tel In JOL H: 66)
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terms of DOtLeENCY Secondly, potency must be the SaJmne 4S matter, for
whatever 15 In DOLENCY to recelve the form 15 the SaJImInle ıng nto 1C
the form recedes when it CC4SC5 be, because thıs pPOteENCY 15 the subject
of generatıon and corruption, and Arıstotle SdYyS that when form 1S
corrupted, ıt SOCS back nto matter

Bernard’s VIEW 15 that DOTLeENCY May be taken ın the followıng three
WaYy>S Fırst, ıt MaY be that 1C constıitutes matter ASs substance;:
second, ıt MaYy be the ack of form OT relatıon form; lastly, ıt MaYy be

aptıtude for d determıned form.
At thıs poıint Bernard dABICCS ıth James when the latter Sdy>S that the

ESSCIICE of matter 1S nOoTt corrupted Dy the comıng of the form, d 1S
DOTLENCY hus DOteNCY in the second of ack of 10rm) 1S
corrupted but not DOLeENCY 1n the first 1C constıitutes
matter A substance). Sımilarly, DOotenCYy taken In the 1r
(aptıtude OT disposıtion for certaın 10rm) 1S also corrupted wıth the
comıng of the form Further,. ıle pOotenCYy 15 Just A absolute A4Ss matter,
matter denotes somethıng INOTE absolute than o€es DOteNCY, for the latter
denotes relatıonshıp and cannot be understood wıthout reference
form

Matter and DOLENCY taken In the first do not exIıist In SOTINC

other 1ng, but DOtLeENCY taken in the second and 1r SCNSCS o€es eX1st in
another ıIn the SAadIlle WaYy hat prıvatıon OT aptıtude OT dısposıtıon do As

ave Just SCCH, the word «MmMatter » denotes somethıng INOTC absolute
han DPOLENCY, but thıs oe€es not INCan that there 15 real and aDsSOlute
dıfference between matter and pOoteNCYy The DOTLENCY of matter 15
numeriıcally the SdI1lC ASs the substance of matter, but wıder meanıng 1S
gıven tO DOTtENCY, namely, relatıon act Thıs relatıon, however, 15 noTt
the ESSCIICC of pOteNCY

When James cıtes Averroes ASs sayıng that matter 15 substantıally the
Samme d pPOteNCY, he understands hım correctly, but when he SaYyS that
DOLeENCY 1S not the SdINlC 4S matter, he improperly takes POLENCY fOor the
ack of form toward 1C ıt tends When James discusses Averroes’
dıctum that matter 1S substantıated by and that potency 1s the
essentı1al dıfference of matter, he mısunderstands the CXÄDICSS intentions
of Averroes, who that DOtLeNCY 1S noOoTt Just anı y dıfference ofmatter
but the substantıal dıfference, and who CXPTECSSCS thıs Dy sayıng that
«mater1ı1a substantıatur pCI POSSCH.

Another poımint ıth 1 Bernard ABICC>S, oug wıth qualıfi-
catıons, 1S that inchoatjon in matter 15 requıred fOor matter’s dıs-
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posıtıon recelve form Thıs inchoatıon. however, 1S matter iıtself In
DOLENCY the composıte instead of inchoatıon of form. AS James of
Vıterbo would ave it

Bernard exi er1ıticızes James’ posıtion hat DOLeENCY and act indıcate
MO rather than real dıfferences He claıms that Arıstotle’s dıvisıons
into potenCcy and aCT OI into the ten predicaments represent dıfferences
secundum rem As applıed the composıte, ONC INa y properly spea of
1ts potentıial and actual eing, but In the CAdsSC of the composıte in DOLeENCY,
ONeC must emphatıcally 5>Sd y that it INaYy denote [WO thıngs secundum
rationem, but only ONC secundum rem Further, James CIIS In sayıng that
form in DOLENCY 1S numerıcally dıstincet from matter, ASs 1s the form ıIn act,
for only that which 15 actual Can be numbered * '): ere 1S real. noTlt

merely MO distinction between actual and potential, the potentıal
form must be somethiıng really dıfferent from actual form, and thıs
somethıng 15 matter, which O€es not become form

Bernard concludes hıs crıtique of James by sayıng that sem1ınal
CasomnNs ATC not all exordia of f{Oorms, but only those thıngs hrough which
natural thıngs AIC produced, such 4S the seed of frulnts. The DOWCIS DYy
IC partıcular agents produce natural thıngs ATC properly called
em1ınal Cc4asomns ose who hold that actıvıty 1s due specıal mode of
inclıinatıon aATe fOr qa ]] maftter POSSCSSCS iınclınatıon SOINC form,
nOoTt hrough somethınge LOT hrough the naturala but sımply
by the W which (G0od has g1ven matter

Havıng SCCI hıghlıghts of Bernard’s crıt1ique ase the identifi-
catıon of the form in DOteENCY wıth matter tself. 19(8) turn OUT erıit1c
from the faculty of art al Parıs.

Anonymous Master Of Arts from Parıs

For OUT ext rebuttal James’ theory ave chosen the work of
anONYMOUS wrıter connected wıth the faculty of arts al Parıs. The

work*®) 1S of interest for several reCasONS, nNOtL the least of 1C 1S that

17) Bernard, 298, fols T 189vab «Unde quod dıcıt, quod forma
duplex CS55C, 19(0) videtur u  s qula Phılosophus dıvıdıt eNsSs INn CIu potentıa, sıcut In
decem praedıcamenta . Sed omnı1a lıa dıcunt dıversas ICS el NONMN solum dıversos modos
essend]1 «Sed composıtum ın C{Iu 1C1 uas ICS, scılıcet mater1am formam.,
composıtum In potentl1a NO dıcıt uas 1CS 181 in potentıa t(antum, el Nal secundum
L[CIN « Nıhıl enım numeratur 181 secundum quod est In aCLIU>»

18) Florence, Bıblıoteca Nazıonale entrale, codex 111 (ConventiI soppressI1), fols
&Ora-108%va (Hereafter cıted FBN) For eftaıle' discussıon thıs work, SCC C’harles

Ermatıinger, «Notes ome arly Fourteenth Century Scholastıc Phılosophers»,
Manuscripta 111 (1959), 155-164
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ONC from the dıscıplıne of arts rather than of eology should COMNCETN

hımself ıth James’ theory The work treats of twelve quest1i0ons and 15
ıntended d commentary Averroes’ De substantia orbis. nNnCclude': In
the quest10ns 15 refutatıon of certaın VIEeWS of John of Jandun and f
James of Vıterbo, and discussıon of dıvıne nfinıty

TOM interna|l evıdence NOW that the wrıter Was eıther SOCIUS
A student of Jandun, that he had tudıed medicıne, and that hıs treatıse

Was wrıtten SOINC time before 3177) SInCce that 18 the date of Jandun’s
repIYy {O the wrıter’s erıtic1ısm 20)

The refutatıon of James’ VIeEWS 15 made under the headıng of the
question of whether somethıng Can COI from nothıng Anaxagoras’
opınıon 1S mentioned d OE 16 treats of natural generatiıon AS NON-

creatıve, and James’ posıtıon 1S introduced A eing sımılar In thıs respect
that of Anaxagoras.

Our wrıter refutes pomNts of James’ theory in detaıl, Dal-
tiıcularly those ase alleged misınterpretations 6f Averroes. Of these
9 deal ıth three

The fırst James’ posıtıon that materı1a] form has [WO
modes of ex1istence: actual, belongıng the first specı1es of quality, and
potentıial, belongıing the second. The form, under eıther mode of eing,
dıffers numerıcally from matter Further. matter of ıts OW nature Can

recelve from natural only hrough ıts DOLeENCY of matter OT the
form ıIn DOLeENCY (the potentia naturaliıs of Simplıicıius).

As oes Bernard, the master attacks the theory that form has [WO
modes of eing Such modes., he Sa Yy5S, mMust be eıther substantıal 1

accıdental. They cannot be substances, fOor they WOU. eiıther be (a) the
SAaJIne form ofwhich they dIc modes 0)8 (b) another substance. (A) ll not

do, for somethıng CannoTt be ıts OW mode. Further, numerı1Ccally ıdentica]l
thıngs dAdIC substantıally the Same themselves and WOU be such In
the form ofC they AdTIC the modes. TIhe modes cannot be (b) another
substance, OT accıdents, for the SaIne ıne of reasonıng WOU. appIiy and

WOUuU nfinıty One WOU sımply end wıth infinıte
num ber of substantıal OT accıdental forms.

19) FOor dıscussıon of thıs AaNnONYMOUS author’s relationé John of Jandun, both
the INa  e! an hıs wrıtings, SCC Charles Ermatınger, «John of Jandun In hıs Relatıons ıth
rts Masters and Theologıans, « Actes de quatrieme CONZICS international de phılosophıe
medievale: rts lıberaux ei phılosophıe age (Montreal Instıitute d’Etudes
Medievales, 184

20) Rheıiıms, Bıblıotheque de_la ılle, codex 493, fols 51l1ra-166va



282 Phelps

1f ONeC ıdentifies these modes anYy form under hem ıth the first
and second specı1es of qualıty, it WOU SCCI1 that all generable and
corruptı thıngs, and indeed, all change, WOU be in the of
qualıty

If ONC instead that the change takes place wıthın the
of substance, thıs reasonıng 15 inconsıstent wıth James’ posıtion, SINCe the
latter states that the newly acquıred somethıng 1S nOTL substance
secundum but only N6  S mode of eing, and that thıs change OCCUTS

wıthın the predicament of quality Thıs, however, 15 opposed
Arıstotle’s dıctum that change must wıthın the 1r degree of
qualıty

Ihe master ere ave neglected the Context of James’ claım
here, fOor James goes Sa Y that potencıes i T O AICc perfected hrough

Can also be saıd be perfected through thıngs In the 1r kınd of
qualıty, and that the SAadINeC ıng accordıng dıfferent modes of eıng
Can belong dıfferent specı1es of quality

Continuing hI1s discussıon of the mMO dıfferences of DOteENCY and
aCcT, the master cıtes James 4S holdıng that the opposıtes of DOLENCY and
aCT permeate eing and specı1es of eing For example, ın the form
of donkey there 11] be DOLENCY and aCctT, that actual donkey ıll nNOTL
dıffer specıfically from potentıal donkey. Thıs latter 15 INOTEC than INETC

matter, and that 1C 1S matter 1$ the potentıal form of
donkey

The Master of Arts ABICCS that An Y eing DOSSCSSCS potentialıty and
actualıty, such 4S potentıal and actual INa  - However, ıle the latter do
not differ. properly speakıng, they AdIC ST1 nOoTt the SdI11lC In specı1es, for
potentıal INnan 1S sımply mat(ter, ıle actual INan 15 the composıte of
matter and form Potential INan 18 noTt the SAdadInlle specıes AS the composıte
OT any  ıng else, for matter 15 NOot specı1es.

Another alleged CAdasec of misınterpretation of Averroes’ COMMEeNnT

opınıon of Arıstotle 15 mentioned, namely, that in the PTOCCSS of
change the agent’s reduction from DOtLeENCY aCt 15 sımılar both
creation and latitatio formarum. 1S ıke creatıon ıIn hat matter SOCS
from DOotency tO aCctT, but ıke latitatio 1ın only ONC that 1C WAas

formerly potentıal becomes actual.
Arıstotle’s tirue opınıon 15 halfway between those of the creationiısts

and of the proponents of latitatio formarum, the master states What
Arıstotle DT'  S ave pre-existed of the ole composıte 1S not
matter plus form In DOTLENCY, ASs James contends, but 1s only matter, from
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whose pOotenCYy the ole composıte 18 educed TIhe master claıms that
James’ posıtıon, despıte the atter’s denıals, 18 really that of Anaxagoras,
but ONC ylıeldıng ECVECIMN INOTC dıfficulties**).

Thıs dNONYINOUS wriıter, In treatıng of SOIMNEC poINts from James’
theory emiınal TCasSONS, has shown hımself tOo be quıte kKnowledgeable
of both James’ work and of the OUTGESs from 1C the latter draws h1s
theory. Further, as far 4S ONec Can ascertaın, h1s opposıtıon oe€es 91011 stem
from rıvalry between relıg10us orders In Support of officıal doctrines held
Dy each.

In conclusıon woul ıke TawWw comparıson between James’
theory of semınal [CASOTNS and the decline of scholastıcısm. Hıs 1S perhaps
the last flowering of age-old doectrine before ıts demise. hat later
doectrine semiınal C4a4SOoNS 1S oun but only reacti1ons agaınst it, 1S
sıgnıfıcant. oug lıving SOTINC time before the end of scholastıcısm
and the 1r of renalssance phılosophy, James nevertheless reflects the
beginnıngs of the wılıght of scholastıcısm. One wonders whether James,
ıf gifted wıth claırvoyance, WOU ave SONC egl ıth the development
of hıs theory, knowıng that the doctrine of semınal C4a4SOoNS WOU SOON

fal] nto dısuse, ÖT whether instead, paraphrase Churchill’s words, he
woul ave eclne: presıde OVeT the dıssolution of integra
COMNCETN of scholastıcısm, and, indeed, of scholastıcısm ıtsel{f.

MARY PHELPS

21) FBN 111 fol O8ra «Sed 1 OP1IN1O Q Ua Donı ste VeETA, [UNC NO  ;

alıud 1S1 PDONCIC latıtatıonem, MMmMO maıo0ra sequerentur iInconvenıentia Q Uam ad DO-
sıtıonem Anaxagorae».


