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BETWEEN ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE
The relationship between SESSCHNCEC and ex1istence (esse) Was OULY

contested 1ssue 1001010824 ate thirteenth CenNtury thinkers.‘ the INanı
analyses devoted to thıs problem, ONC of the INOTEC historically informatıve

provıde by James of Viterbo, Master in the Theology faculty at the
Universıty of arıs from 293 However, James’ posıtıon thıs
1ssue has often puzzled hıs COomMMentators Some ave thought that James
defended SOINC IHNannerTr real distinction between SSSCHNCC and
existence.” Others ave viewed hım 4S opponen of the real
distinction.“ Some ave evcn thought that he defended intentional
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Imbach VIEWS James SOINCONC who has followed the method of iger of Brabant Dy
resolving the ontological problem of ESSCIHICC and existence through linguistic analysıs. See
his “ Averroistische Stellungnahmen ZUT Diskussion ber das Verhältnıis Von Asse und
Essentia,” in Studi sul secolo In memorlida di Anneliese Maier, ed Maıeru and
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distinetion.? others ave held that he eiende: intermediate
position.“®

In thıs present explication of James’ posıtıon on thıs
(0)93(6 by INCAans of carefu readıng of his CX My focus 111 be
determinıng the kınd of distinction that obtaıns between 6SSCIICC and its
AA Siınce James’ solution arı1ses firom ecriticısm of the VIEWS of his
contemporarIies, egın Dy briefly describing the maın positions
the essence/existence relatıon that WEeTITC popular in his day.

ACKGROUND

ere agreemen aInONS medieval hıinkers that
BSSCHCEC and ex1istence wholly identical God, ouUg nNnOT in creatures

Controversy TO Out concerning the prec1se kınd of non-1dentity that
must obtaın between created ESSCIHNCC and its ex1stence. By the time of
James of Viterbo’s Parısıan FCSCHCY, hree 1n of dıistinction had een
dvanced One 1eW maıintained that 6ESSCIICC and ex1istence re:
dıstinct. Thıs kınd of distinction 15 present thıngs they exıst realıty,
priıor 118 rational analysıs by the human mınd. second theory
maintained that theıir dıstinction 15 merely ogical, avıng its or1g1n the
work of uman 1r“ eOrYy laimed find intentional
distincetion between ESSCHNCC and ex1istence. Such distinction 15 regarded
intermediate between rea] and ogıical distinction.

Whıle contemporary cholars generally AaBICcC that Thomas quınas
defended real dıistinction between ESSCHCC and existence, the late
thirteenth CeNtury ıt 1les of Rome who Was its best known advocate.
One of the 16© motives hıs posıtıon Wäas the eed PrFESCIVC the
contingent and imıted character of created being Creatiıon 1s viewed by

Rüssmann, Zur Ideenlehre der Hochscholastikun hbesonderer Berücksichtigung
des Heinrich VOonNn Gent, Gottfried VonNn Fontaines und Jakob VO:  \ Viterbo (Freiburg,

136, 138
Wiıppel, “Essence and Existence, ” 404-5 See Iso hıs ° James of Vıiterbo

the Essence-Exıstence Relationshiıp (Quodlibet L, 4), and Godfrey of Fontaines the
Relatıon between ature and Supposıt (Quodlibet T, 39);” Sprache Un Erkenntnis Im
Mittelalter, ed Kluxen (Berlın, E Relationship between Essence
and Existence in ate Thirteenth Century Thought: (nles of Rome, Henry of Ghent,
Godfrey of Fontaines, and James of Vıterbo, ” in Philosophies of Existence: Ancıent and
Medieval, ed. Morewedge (New York, 131-64 According Grabmann,
James has 1ed con]jomm and harmonize the logical and real distinction: See his
“[)Doctrina IThomae de distinctione realı inter essentiam ef SS5C documentis ineditis
saeculı 11 illustratur, ” in cta hebdomadae Thomisticae Romae celehbratae 19-25
Novembris 1923 In laudem Thomae Aquinatis Rome, »
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11eSs analogous to natura|l generation: the latter entaıls real distincection
between matter and form; the former between SESSCNCC and existence. In hIis
Theoremata de CC el essent1id 8-895), 1les offers ser1es of
arguments to SUuppOort the real dıstincetion. One argument 15 drawn from the
potentiality of created ature TOom the fact that created ature be
and not be it ollows that it 1S nOt ıts CSSE, but 1S potency fo CSSEC,
which has the character of aCT. Another argument 1s based the
finıtude of created ature Since creature 1S sımply infinıte, creature
COU. be iıdentical wıth 1ts A SA reaturely AYS must be imıted Dy eing
received SESSCHNCC other argument IS grounded the composıtion
found in created nature 1les 16E4SONS that if creatures WEeEIC iıdentical ıth
theır ECSSE, they WOU completely ack composıition, because PESSCe iıtself
does not partıcıpate in er actualı It WOU. follow also hat
creatures by theır OWN nature WOU. be wholly immutable. But thıs of
COUTSC 1S CONTrary 18 the nature of the created./

It 15 clear that 1n all of these arguments 1les wants LO dıstinguish
metaphysically between God and the creature Creatures contingent,
imited, and composıte; God 1S NCCCSSAT Y, infinıte, and absolutely simple.
I creature WEIC really identical ıth its existence, it WOU. in fact be
God On these points Thomas Aquınas WOU. aQrcC ıth ıles VYet
other points he appCars 40 much er than quinas Fırst, 11es
places great emphasıs the ‘“separabilıty” of ESSCHNCC and Pesse One SCCS

this in argument OUun!| in Theorem X ere 11eSs provides addıtional
argumentatıon to sShow that in CeVe  ing outside of God EeSSCHCE and
ex1istence re. dıffer. Hıs Hirst argument begıins wıth the claım that ON

understand the of sensıble thıngs wiıthout understandıng theır
CSSIEC, and wiıthout these pOossessinNg actual ex1istence. Thus ONC

know what LTOSC 1S, SVCN if ex1st. Essence and A

separable, at least in thought. Things which be separated only Dy the
intellect dıffer at east logically; however, if these 1Ings afec really
(realiter) separated, then it 1S NCCECSSALY that they be really dıstinct. 11es
observes that although ONC m1g (0101 whether thıngs really distinct
be really separated, there be (0101 hat those things C
really separate really distinet. Now the of sens1ible substances

be really separate from theır CSSE, for these thıngs capable of nNOTL

Theoremata de A S el essent1d, 226 On the datıng of the Theoremata, SCS

Aegidii Romanı OMNILA, H:L} Apologia, ed Wielockx (Florence, Aı
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ex1sting. Therefore, theır re: distinct from theır esse. S
OMmMaAas Aquinas, Dy contrast, rejects the claım that SSSCI1ICC COU. be
“separat from ıts 2sSSeEe.

second pomt of deviation CONCEINS 1ı1les irequent description of
esse thing (res). ”“ Thıs that CyE 15 itself kınd of ESSCHNCEC

Thıs 1S clearly departure from Aquiınas, who spoke of SA S not thıng,
but rather princıple of being By usıng thıs kınd of language 11es has
left himself OPCH 18 the charge that he has “reined” AA ern
COommMmMentators divided OVCI whether hıis theory of real distinction 1s
genumnely dıfferent from that of Aquinas. ' At the VELYy least, it appCars

Theoremata A S el essentia, 6/-8 “Prıma vıa SIC pa Nam possunt intellig1
hae ICS sens1bıles absque quod intellegantur SSC ef absque quod habeant SSC. Quod
SSC NON possunt n1S1 essent in potentia ad SSC. Possum nım intellegeren nulla 105a

ex1istente. ostquam nım DCT SCHSUMN vel PCI doctrinam aCQquI1sıviI sc1entiam de rosa,
exIistere 1DSIUS vel sSSC 1US nıhiıl facıt ad scıientiam MCAaNl, qu1a obiectum intellectus
NON est SSC sed quıddıtas. Advertendum tamen quod alıqua separantur secundum TCcm,
alıqua VeTO secundum intellectum ntum Sicut CIgO invenımus alıqua ab Invicem
separarl, SIC ab invicem Sunt diversa. S] CTZO separantur secundum intellectum tantum,
saltem dıifferunt ratione., S1 CcIO realıter separantur, oportet quod realıter sınt dıversa. Ht S1
dubium est utrum alıqua realıter diversa pOossunt realıter separarı, tamen dubium SSC NOn

potest quod QquaC realıter separantur, realıter dıfferunt. S1 nım essentia realıter SCHIDECI
esse conıuncta 1ps1 C55C, SCINDCT realıter haberet CSSC, eft NUMqUaMı posset NONMN SSC. Eo
CI SO 1DSO quod ulusmodiı naturae senstbiles possunt 1OMN CSSC, vel NO SCHIDCI fuerunt
conıunctae 1ps1 CSSC, quı1a alıquando inceperunt CSSC, arguecre quod sınt in
potentıa ad SSC ei quod habent essentiam realıter differentem ab sSse  7

See Thomas’ De SDIF. Crea; ote in particular: “Unde in rebus composıtis est

considerare dupliıcem actum, ei duplicem potentiam. Nam prımo quidem mater1a est ut

potentia respectu formae, ef 'orma est CIUuUs e1us; ei ıterum atura constituta materı1a ei

forma, est ut potentia respectu 1DSIUS CSSC, in quantum est susceptiva 1US. Remoto igitur
fundamento materı1ae, S1 remaneat alıqua Oorma determıinatae naturae PCT subsistens, DO:  —_

in materı1a, adhuc comparabitur ad SUUTII SSC ut potentia ad Ctum AON dico autem ul

potentiam separabilem ab ACTU, sed qUuam SCMDEF 74 CIUS comitetur” (ıtalıcs added).
Note the followıng irom the Theoremata: ““Ksse autem quod Causatur

'orma totius ut in decıma ona proposıitione patebıt, est 165 dıfferens ab 1psa orma  97
101); * Verum qu1a in proposıtione quinta ei eti1am in duodecıma multis rationıbus
probatur ei etiam hic ostendetur quod SSC ef essent1a sunt uae ICS i27) sıcut
materı1a eit quantıitas sunt uae reS, SIC essentıia et SSC Ssunt uae ICS realıter differentes”
134) Giles aCcCCcepts the Avicennean dıstincetion between the forma partıs, which 15 the
substantıal form of ıng, and the forma 'OlLUS, which refers the whole ESSCIHNCE For
I1NOIC thıs, SCC Theoremata, 39-46

For SOINC discussions of thıs, SCC Duarez, “El pensamıento de Eg1d10 Romano
fOrnOo Ia distincıon de esencla y existencia, ” La Ciencla Omiısta (1948), 364-71:
Nash, “CGıiles of ome Boethius’ °Diversum est SSC ef ıd quod 2  z Mediaeval
Studies (1950), 57-91: Pattın, “CGıilles de Rome, 6;8.4: (ca. 1243-1316) et la
distinction reelle de |”’essence ei de l’existence, ” Revue de I’Universite d’Ottawa 23
(1953), 80=7-1 16*; Nash, Accıdentalıty of Esse According Giles of Rome,  27



ESSENCE E)(ISTENCE
that 11eSs formulated h1is eaching ESSCHNHCC and ex1istence in iI1NannNner

1T1ieren! from O0OMAas Aquinas. oug! he followed OmMAaAas
CONCceEIVINg A actualıty, he o ave SONC much er than
Aquınas emphasızıng the realıty of the distinction.

11685 theory of real dıistinction provoked V1g0rous reaction from
his contemporarıes. Perhaps his MOSst outspoken erıtic Henry of en!
In hıs Quodlibet L (Chrıstmas Henry charged hım wıth havıng
misunderstood the IManneI in 1C cCrea] partıcıpate eing, and then
proceeded tO ring ser1es of arguments agalnst hIis eOrYy of real
distinetion. “ In rejecting real distinction, however, Henry does nNOT wısh
to assert dentity between ESSCHNCC and existence, such that the ESSCHNCEC

of creature would be DUTIC subsisting AA He ıth 1les that
creature 15 nOT ıts OW) eSSE, however, the dıistinction found ere 1S nNOtT real,
NOT merely logical, but rather “intentional.”

Drawıng upon Avıcenna, Henry distinguıshes wo-fold A S in
crea| The first, which he ca ‘“essential bein  37 (esse essentiae), 15
OUnN! in creature essentlally, although SET1L Dy particıpation, insofar the
ESSCHNCC of the CTreEAatu: has formal exemplar in God By mMeans of its
essential eing, the esSSCHCC of creature under the categories. The
second esse found cCrea| Henry amnes “existential eing  7 (esse
existentiae). creature has thıs not from its essenCC but from God,
insofar it 15 effect of the divine ıll According Henry, creature

has existential eing in the IManner of accıdent supervening, it WEeTIC,
esSsSCcNCC. However, he 1S careful 18 ote that 0sSSEe existentiae 1s nOoTt

accidental realıty (res accidentis), because it 0€Ss not mo somethıing
preexisting. er it 1S through its existential eing that ıng pPOSSCSSCS
actual existence.® Consequently, the ESSCIHICC of creature 0€S not ave

Gregorianum (195/), Trape, “L’ ‘esse’ partecıpato distinzıione reale
in Egidio Romano,” Aquınas (1969),

For Henry’s texti Yı Henricıi de Gandavo Quodlibet I7 ed. Macken (Leuven,
47-62 kor the dating of Henry’s Quodlıbets SCC Glorieux, La litterature

quodlibetique 1260 1320 (Parıs, 1925-35), Vol k kor general
presentation of Henry  s position, SCS Paulus, Henri de 'and. Assal SUur les tendances de

metaphysique (Parıs, 273-326; (JOomez Caffarena, Ser participado ser

subsistente la metafisica de Enrique de ante Rome, » 65- On Henry  S
quarrel ıth Giles, SC Hocedez, “Gıilles de Rome eft Henri de and SUT la distinction
reelle (1276-1287),” Gregorianum (1927), . Paulus, ] es dısputes Henrı
de and et de Gılles de Rome SUT la distinction de l’essence ef l’existence,” Archives
d’Histoire Doctrinale el Litteraire du Moyen Age 1940-2), &

13 Henricı de Gandavo OQuodlibet I’ SE “Et esft hıic distinguendum de CSSC,

secundum quod distinguıt vicenna in fıne Metaphysıcae SUaC, quod quoddam est SSC

rei quod habet essentialiter de S! quod appellatur A SA essentiae, quoddam VeIO quod
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esse when it 1S consıdered purely in tself, but rather ıt POSSCSSCS
relatıon LO the dıvine ESSCNCE Insofar CSSCIICC has relatıon to the
dıvıine ESSCHCE fo orma Ci  E} there belongs to it A essentiae
Insofar the ESSCHNCE of creature 15 effect of the dıvine CSSCHCE in the
order of efficıent causalıty, it DOSSCSSCS A S existentiae

Between the SCSSCHNCEC of creature and its ANYS essentiae Henry finds
only ogıcal dıstinetion. However, he refuses to SaYy the Samne wıth regar
o 6SSCINCEC and ıts esse existentiae Siınce ON understand the SESSCHNCE
of Teature EvVecn if it aC actual existence, the distinction between
ESSCNCE and ex1istence MUST be INOTE than ogıical Of COUTSC, Henry ll
refuse tO OW real dıstinction, and he 15 led LO pDOoS'  ate 181% kınd
of distinction intermediate between ogical and real distinetion.!*

intentional dıstinction between [WO intentions, that S:
between LWO constitutive nNnOotes of ON and the SaImnlec 6SSCIICE. In such
distinction the Concept of the ON intention excludes the concept of the
other, wiıthout hereby dısturbing the real identity of the ıng eing
conceived. ” 10 illustrate how thıs Henry 1ıkes 18 USC the example

rec1pit ab alio, quod appellatur SS5C actualıis exıstentiae. Primum S5C habet essentia
creaturae essentialıter, sed amen partıcıpatıve, in quantum habet formale exemplar in
Deo. Et DCT hoc cadıt sub ente, quod est COMMUNC essentiale ad decem praedicamenta,
quod talı SSC in Commun1ı acCcepfto imponıtur, eft est illud SSC re1i definitivum quod de
1psa nte SS5C actuale solum exIistere in ment1s CONceptu De qUO dıicıtur quod
definitio est oratıo indiıcans quıd est SSC Secundum SSC NONMN habet creatura SUa
essentia sed Deo, In quantum est effectus voluntatıs dıvinae 1uxta exemplar 1US iın
mente diviına. nde qula stud SSC 910)01 SUua essentla, sed quadam extrinseca
partiıcıpatione, ideo illud SS5C modum accıdentis habet quası supervenlens essentlae,
propter quod Commentator ‚UD Vo Metaphysıcae, dıfferentiam utrıusque CS5S5C,
dicıt quod quaesti0 de SS5C unNnOoO modo pertinet ad praedıcatum de SCNECTIC, ho autem modo
ad praedicatum de accıdente. nde eft stud S5C secundum reducitur ad
praedicatum accıdentis qula modum accıdentis habet, NO amen TemMmM accıdentis dıcıt, quıia
NON advenıit Ipsı 1am praeexistentI, sed DCI 1Ipsum, ut dictum est. habet ICS exıistere.”

14 /bid., Note in partıcular: %S31 loquamur de primo SSC creaturae, illud sola
ratione dıiffert ab essentia creaturae, il potest el abesse, qui1a 1ON illud ab 10
effective sed solum formalıter78  M.D. GOSSIAUX  esse when it is considered purely in itself, but rather as it possesses a  relation to the divine essence. Insofar as an essence has a relation to the  divine essence as to a formal cause, there belongs to it esse essentiae.  Insofar as the essence of a creature is an effect of the divine essence in the  order of efficient causality, it possesses esse existentiae.  Between the essence of a creature and its esse essentiae Henry finds  only a logical distinction. However, he refuses to say the same with regard  to an essence and its esse existentiae. Since one can understand the essence  of a creature even if it lacks actual existence, the distinction between  essence and existence must be more than logical. Of course, Henry will  refuse to allow a real distinction, and so he is led to postulate a new kind  of distinction intermediate between a logical and a real distinction.'*  An intentional distinction occurs between two intentions, that is,  between two constitutive notes of one and the same essence. In such a  distinction the concept of the one intention excludes the concept of the  other, without thereby disturbing the real identity of the thing being  conceived.‘* To illustrate how this occurs Henry likes to use the example  recipit ab alio, quod appellatur esse actualis existentiae. Primum esse habet essentia  creaturae essentialiter, sed tamen participative, in quantum habet formale exemplar in  Deo. Et per hoc cadit sub ente, quod est commune essentiale ad decem praedicamenta,  quod a tali esse in communi accepto imponitur, et est illud esse rei definitivum quod de  ipsa ante esse actuale solum habet existere in mentis conceptu. De quo dicitur quod  definitio est oratio indicans quid est esse. Secundum esse non habet creatura ex sua  essentia sed a Deo, in quantum est effectus voluntatis divinae iuxta exemplar eius in  mente divina. Unde quia istud esse non habet ex sua essentia, sed quadam extrinseca  participatione, ideo illud esse modum accidentis habet quasi superveniens essentiae,  propter quod Commentator super V° Metaphysicae, exponens differentiam utriusque esse,  dicit quod quaestio de esse uno modo pertinet ad praedicatum de genere, alio autem modo  ad praedicatum de accidente. Unde et quamquam istud esse secundum reducitur ad  praedicatum accidentis quia modum accidentis habet, non tamen rem accidentis dicit, quia  non advenit ipsi iam praeexistenti, sed per ipsum, ut dictum est, habet res existere.”  '* Zbid., p. 55. Note in particular: “Si loquamur de primo esse creaturae, illud sola  ratione differt ab essentia creaturae, nec potest ei abesse, quia non habet illud ab alio  effective sed solum formaliter ... Si vero loquamur de secundo esse creaturae, illud, licet  non differt re ab essentia creaturae, non tamen differt ab illa sola ratione, in quantum  intellectus diversis conceptionibus capit de ea quod est et quod tale quid est, substantia vel  accidens, sed etiam differt ab illa intentione, quia quantum ad tale esse ipsa essentia  creaturae potest esse et non esse. Esse enim habet in quantum alterius effectus quidam est,  non esse autem habet de se, et in illud non esse cadit quando ille qui fecit quod est,  conservare desinit. Et ideo de tali esse non potest concedi quod essentia creaturae est  suum esse, quia esse essentiae nunc existens in actu potest esse non ens, sicut prius fuit  ens  „  ” See Henry’s discussion in Quodlibet V, q. 6 (Paris, 1518; repr. Louvain, 1961), fol.  160v-163v. Note in particular: “Sed appellatur hic intentio aliquid pertinens realiter ad  simplicitatem essentiae alicuius, natum praecise concipi absque aliquo alio a quo non] CcIO loquamur de secundo SSC creaturae, illud, lıcet
NON differt ab essentıia creaturae, 1OMN tamen dıffert ab ]la sola ratıone, ın quantum
intellectus diıversıs conception1bus capıt de quod est ef quod tale quıd estT, substantıia vel
accıdens, sed et1am dıffert ab Ila intentione, qulia quantum ad tale SSC 1psa essent1a
creaturae potest SSC eit NON SSC. Esse nım habet in u  tu: alterius effectus quıdam esLT,
HON SS5C autem habet de S ei In iıllud NON SSC cadıt quando Je quı fecıt quod esT,
ONSCIVATC desınıt. Et ideo de talı SSC NON potest concedi quod essentia creaturae est
SUUTIN CSSC, quı1a SSC essentiae uncC ex1istens ıIn aC  Z potest SSC NON CNS, sıcut prıus fuıt
CI1S

15 See Henry  S discussion in Quodlıbet V, arls, 1518; ICDT. Louvaın, F fol
160v-163v. Note in particular: appellatur hıc intenti1o alıquid pertinens realıter ad
sımplicıtatem essentiae alıcuus, natum praecIise CONCI1p1 absque alıquo Jı0 qUuO ‚910) 81
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of and specıfic difference ‘“ Anımal” and “rational” dıffer
intentionally; they ehter into composıtion form the spec1es ...  man  29 In
CONCEIVINS of anımalıty ONC o0€Ss not at all CONCEIVeE of rationalıty, and ONC

of COUTSC CONCeEeIve of anımals that irrational. According I(8 Henry,
intentional dıstinction 15 not reducıble INeTC dıstinction of

reason. '© As he observes iın Quodlıibet X 15  as °anımal”
and “rational” cannot dıffer merely logıcally, for then they COU not form

composıt1ion, and ONe WOU be incompatıble wıth the opposıte of the
other. Moreover, if and dıfference WEeTC only logıcally dıstinct, each
COU. be predicated of the other, and it WOUuU happen that the pecıfic
difference WOU coincide ıth the definition of the One WOUuU then
ave admıt that “t0 be anımal” 15 the Salllc “t0 be ratıona 29
Furthermore, ON should nNOT Sa y that and dıfference differ really,
for then the specı1€es composed from them WOU be only accıdental
unıty.

dıffert absoluta, quod similıter pertinet ad eandem. nde dicıtur intent10 quası intus
tenti1o quod 1NEeNS COnNceptu SUO in alıquıid quod est in alıqua determiıinate tendit, et
NON in alıquid alıud quod est aliquıd eiusdem rel, ut S1IC idem in DCT intellectum,
CU1US est divıdere qua«C Sunt iıdem ın IC, ormentur diversı conceptus, ut de dıversis

301 conceptum menti1s, eisdem autem in re  27 (fol 161rL). “Cum enım, ut 1ctum est,
diversıtas intentionum NONMN potest SSC 1S1 inter Ila qua«C unıuntur ın eodem secundum
TeMm ıta quod conceptus Uun1us penıtus excludıt conceptum alter1us, ei eCONVETSOTHE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE  %9  of a genus and specific difference. ‘“Animal” and “rational” differ  intentionally; they enter into composition to form the species “man.” In  conceiving of animality one does not at all conceive of rationality, and one  can of course conceive of animals that are irrational. According to Henry,  an intentional distinction is not reducible to a mere distinction of  reason.'® As he observes in Quodlibet X, q. 7 (Christmas 1285), “animal”  and “rational” cannot differ merely logically, for then they could not form  a composition, and one would be incompatible with the opposite of the  other. Moreover, if genus and difference were only logically distinct, each  could be predicated of the other, and it would happen that the specific  difference would coincide with the definition of the genus. One would then  have to admit that “to be an animal” is the same as “to be rational.”  Furthermore, one should not say that a genus and difference differ really,  for then the species composed from them would be only an accidental  unity. !”  differt re absoluta, quod similiter pertinet ad eandem. Unde dicitur intentio quasi intus  tentio: eo quod mens conceptu suo in aliquid quod est in re aliqua determinate tendit, et  non in aliquid aliud quod est aliquid eiusdem rei, ut sic super idem in re per intellectum,  cuius est dividere ea quae sunt idem in re, formentur diversi conceptus, ut de diversis  penes conceptum mentis, eisdem autem in re” (fol. 161rL). “Cum enim, ut dictum est,  diversitas intentionum non potest esse nisi inter illa quae uniuntur in eodem secundum  rem: ita quod conceptus unius penitus excludit conceptum alterius, et eConverso ... vel ita  quod aliquid quod est in conceptu unius excluditur extra illud quod est in conceptu  alterius” (fol. 161vN).  16 Giles of Rome was among those who maintained that there could be no  intermediate distinction between the real and logical distinctions. See his Quaestiones de  esse et essentia q. 9 (Venice, 1503; repr. Frankfurt/Main, 1968), fol. 19v. Note in  particular: “Secunda etiam distinctio non videtur conveniens: quia non videtur quod sit  aliquod differre medium inter differre re et ratione ... Sed quod sit dare differre medium  inter differre re et ratione non videtur intelligibile.” For more on Henry’s theory of  distinctions, see J. Paulus, Henri de Gand, pp. 208-57.  17 Henrici de Gandavo Quodlibet X, ed. R. Macken (Leuven, 1981), p. 165. “Et  quaero utrum videat tertio quod rationale et animal non differunt sola ratione sicut  definitio et definitum, ut nullam faciant compositionem neque omnino fiat ex eis aliquod  compositum, sed plus, non solum quoad differre secundum magis vel minus in eodem  modo differendi secundum speciem, quemadmodum in Deo plus differunt sapientia et  bonitas quam esse et vivere, sed quoad differre alio et alio modo differendi secundum  speciem, quia faciunt aliquam compositionem in specie constituta ex ipsis? Et hoc ideo,  quia nullo modo definitio est extra rationem et intellectum definiti nec e converso, sicut  genus est extra rationem et intellectum differentiae et e converso. Nec etiam differunt re,  et tantum quantum differunt substantia et accidens, quia tunc species constituta ex ipsis  non esset unum per se, sed tantum per accidens, aut saltem non esset unum simplex in  forma secundum rem. Sed medio modo, scilicet plus quam ratione sola et minus quam re.  Re vera, nisi claudat oculum rationis luci veritatis, non potest hoc non videre. Clarum  enim est quod differunt plus quam sola ratione. Aliter enim genus posset praedicari devel ıta

quod alıquıd quod est in Conceptu un1us excludıtur exira illud quod est in conceptu
alterıus” (fol

16 Giles of Rome Was 308 0Se who maintained that ere could be
intermediate distinction between the real and logical distinctions. See hıs Quaestiones de
A S el essentia (Venice, 1503; FCDT. Frankfurt/Maın, fol 19v. Note in

particular: “Secunda et1iam distinctio NON videtur convenlens: quı1a NONMN videtur quod sıt

alıquod differre medium inter dıfferre ei rationeTHE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE  %9  of a genus and specific difference. ‘“Animal” and “rational” differ  intentionally; they enter into composition to form the species “man.” In  conceiving of animality one does not at all conceive of rationality, and one  can of course conceive of animals that are irrational. According to Henry,  an intentional distinction is not reducible to a mere distinction of  reason.'® As he observes in Quodlibet X, q. 7 (Christmas 1285), “animal”  and “rational” cannot differ merely logically, for then they could not form  a composition, and one would be incompatible with the opposite of the  other. Moreover, if genus and difference were only logically distinct, each  could be predicated of the other, and it would happen that the specific  difference would coincide with the definition of the genus. One would then  have to admit that “to be an animal” is the same as “to be rational.”  Furthermore, one should not say that a genus and difference differ really,  for then the species composed from them would be only an accidental  unity. !”  differt re absoluta, quod similiter pertinet ad eandem. Unde dicitur intentio quasi intus  tentio: eo quod mens conceptu suo in aliquid quod est in re aliqua determinate tendit, et  non in aliquid aliud quod est aliquid eiusdem rei, ut sic super idem in re per intellectum,  cuius est dividere ea quae sunt idem in re, formentur diversi conceptus, ut de diversis  penes conceptum mentis, eisdem autem in re” (fol. 161rL). “Cum enim, ut dictum est,  diversitas intentionum non potest esse nisi inter illa quae uniuntur in eodem secundum  rem: ita quod conceptus unius penitus excludit conceptum alterius, et eConverso ... vel ita  quod aliquid quod est in conceptu unius excluditur extra illud quod est in conceptu  alterius” (fol. 161vN).  16 Giles of Rome was among those who maintained that there could be no  intermediate distinction between the real and logical distinctions. See his Quaestiones de  esse et essentia q. 9 (Venice, 1503; repr. Frankfurt/Main, 1968), fol. 19v. Note in  particular: “Secunda etiam distinctio non videtur conveniens: quia non videtur quod sit  aliquod differre medium inter differre re et ratione ... Sed quod sit dare differre medium  inter differre re et ratione non videtur intelligibile.” For more on Henry’s theory of  distinctions, see J. Paulus, Henri de Gand, pp. 208-57.  17 Henrici de Gandavo Quodlibet X, ed. R. Macken (Leuven, 1981), p. 165. “Et  quaero utrum videat tertio quod rationale et animal non differunt sola ratione sicut  definitio et definitum, ut nullam faciant compositionem neque omnino fiat ex eis aliquod  compositum, sed plus, non solum quoad differre secundum magis vel minus in eodem  modo differendi secundum speciem, quemadmodum in Deo plus differunt sapientia et  bonitas quam esse et vivere, sed quoad differre alio et alio modo differendi secundum  speciem, quia faciunt aliquam compositionem in specie constituta ex ipsis? Et hoc ideo,  quia nullo modo definitio est extra rationem et intellectum definiti nec e converso, sicut  genus est extra rationem et intellectum differentiae et e converso. Nec etiam differunt re,  et tantum quantum differunt substantia et accidens, quia tunc species constituta ex ipsis  non esset unum per se, sed tantum per accidens, aut saltem non esset unum simplex in  forma secundum rem. Sed medio modo, scilicet plus quam ratione sola et minus quam re.  Re vera, nisi claudat oculum rationis luci veritatis, non potest hoc non videre. Clarum  enim est quod differunt plus quam sola ratione. Aliter enim genus posset praedicari deSed quod sıt are differre medium
inter differre ei ratiıone 1OIN videtur intelligibile.” For INOTS enry’'s eOrYy of
distinctions, SCC Paulus, Henri de Gand,

, Henricti de Gandavo Quodlibet X, ed. Macken (Leuven, 165 °°Ht

qUaCTO utrum videat tert10 quod rationale eft anımal NO dıfferunt sola ratıone sıcut
definitio ei definıtum, ut nullam facıant composıtionem Oomnıno fıat e1s alıquod
composıtum, sed plus, non solum quoad dıfferre secundum magıs vel M1INUS ın eodem
modo dıfferendiı secundum specıem, quemadmodum in Deo plus dıfferunt sapıentlia eft

boniıtas UUa SSC ei vivere, sed quoad dıfferre 10 ef 110 modo dıfferendi secundum
specıem, quı1a facıunt alıquam composiıtionem in specı1e constituta 1pS1S? HEt hoc 1deo,
qu1a nullo odo definıtio est exira ratiıonem ef intellectum definıtı 11CC n siıcut

NU: est exXira ratıonem ef intellectum differentiae ef Nec eti1am dıfferunt IC,
eit tum quantum dıfferunt substantıa eit accıdens, qula tunc species constituta 1pS1s
19(0)81 esse NUum pPCI S! sed antum PCT accıidens., aut saltem NOMN esset NUum simplex in
'orma secundum TemM. Sed medio mOdo, scilıcet plus quaml ratiıone sola eft mM1nNus QUaMı
Re VeCIqx, 181 claudat oculum ration1ıs luc1ı verıtatıs, nOoOnN potest hoc NOMN videre. Clarum
nNnım est quod differunt plus quaml sola ratione. Alıter nım posset praedicarı de



GOSSIAUX

In S Henry regards the dıistinction between GSSEHCGE”E and
ex1istence intermediate between the real and ogical dıstinctions. He
rejecte quıte harshly Giles’ COTrY of real dıstinction, but he also refused
LO reduce the “intentional dıstincetion” INETIC dıstinction of L1CAasSson If
ESSCHNCC and actual ex1istence WeIc only logıcally dıstinct, then ON COu
not understan:! ESSCNCE not existing. ccording 18 Henry, the
existence (esse existentiae) of creature contaıins somethıing not OUuUnN!| in
its CSSCNCC, namely, relatıon God efficıent

1les theory of real distincetion Was also rejecte by Godfrey of
Fontaines.'® As Godfrey observes in h1s Quodlıbet ILL, (Chrıstmas,

neıther ens NOT AA Z denotes SOINC real 1t1o0N to that of 1C it
1S predicated. Thus whether ON CONsStirues eing ens existentially,
when ONCc SayS “+thıs 1S,  29 whether ON takes ıt predicationally, for
example, ‘“thıs 1S man  99 “+hıs 1S whıte, ” Dy AYS 15 not understood
somethıng other than that 08 1C it 1S joined. ” ccordıng Godfrey
there 1S real dentity between essEe and CSSCNCC, dıstinction between
them 1S only ogical (secundum rationem).””

In the short version of Quodlıbet 1L, 1, Godfrey brings ser1es
of arguments agalnst the real dıistinction. In ON argument, he 1CAaSONS that
the notion of being ens when predicated of ubject adds less than the
notion of c  one  297 (unum), SINCE eing 15 nNCIude: CVEIY not1o0n, ıle
..  one  29 makes 1t107N tOo the notion of eing Now ..  one  27 does not add
somethıng real 18} the ESSCNCE of that of; it 15 predicated; therefore,

dıfferentia eit CONVETSO, sicut definıtio praedicatur de definıto ei 5 11CC esse
dıifferentia exira ratıonem generI1s NC ' sicut definıitio NON est exira ratıonem
definitı NCC Quae plane falsa sunt. arum etiam est quod dıfferunt minus
quam dıifferentia realiter ZECNEIC ei dıfferentija 19(0)81 constitueretur NUum In 'orma SImM-
plicı, quod est specles, sicut NON constituitur substantıa eft accıdente, quod falsum est.  97

I® For excellent presentatiıon of Godfrey’s thinkıng ESSCNCEC and existence, SCC

Wippel,; The Metaphysical IT’hought of Godfrey of Fontaines (Washıiıngton,
39-99

Les quatre premiers Quodlibets de Godefroid de Fontaines, ed. De Wulf and
Pelzer (Louvaın, » 163 “Quocumque CTZO modo accıplatur SNNS CUM dicıtur: hoc
est simpliciter, ve] hoc est homo, vel hoc est album, DCT SSC NOoN intelligitur alıud QUam
id ipsum CUul adıungıtur. ” kor the datıng of Godfirey’s Quodlıbets, SCC Wıppel, The
Metaphysical Thought of Godfrey of Fontaines, XX1-XXVI111.

Godfirey concıisely hıs VIEW in Quodlibet IV, *Sed miıhı videtur quod
SSC existentiae eft essentia Omn1ıno sınt iıdem secundum 16  = ef dıfferunt solum secundum
ratiıonem et modum intellıgendi ef s1ignificandı, nullam Oomnıno composıtionem facıentia,
sıcut NC CUIICIC ei CUTSUS vel hulusmod” 2383
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neıither o€eSs 3521  “being”. second argumen 15 grounded Arıstotle’s
claım that “b6ing” and ..  one  29 ONC and the Sarmnec because they add
nothıng 118 hırd term to 16 they Joined. Ihus (homo),
ex1istent (ens 0mO), and ON (unus 0OMO all denote the Salllec

ıng Yet thıs WOU. not be the Casc 4 eing WeTIC 18 thıng
(aliqua res) the SSSCIHNCC of 4{0 it 1s predicated.““ 1r argument 15
drawn from Averroes. Anything 1s being eıther through ıts OW) DE

OT through somethıing added tO it the latter, hen ONC INay ask ıf thıs
1t10N 15 being through itself OI through somethıing else to it.
ıther ONC ll arrıve al somethıing 1C 15 eing Der S  E} OT infinıte
regressS 111 Therefore, anythıng 1S being through ıts
essence.“ fourth argument L1LCASONS hat eing (ens), entity (entitas),
and EeSSCHNCEC s1gN1 really the Salllc thıng; they dıffer only theır INaNnNCcT

of sign1ıfyıng. ccording 118 Godfrey, CONcrete NO such (one
who runs), abstract NO such 4S CUFrSUuS (runnıng), and verb such
CUFTere (to run) do not denote diverse thıngs ımıilarly, essent1ia, eNS, and
ESSE, 10 elated to each other abstract NOUN, Concreite NOUN, and
verb, all S12N1 really ONC and the Saillıc ing the meanıng (res
significata) 1S the Samllıc in each, 0Ug the INannecI of sign1fyıng varies.““

In efending real dentity of esSSCHNCEO and existence Godfirey also
rejects Henry’s eOrYy of intentional distinction. In Quodlıbet IL,
Godfrey advances several objections agamnst Henry. In reply 18 the latter’s

Ibid., 303 ‘“Prima alıs est. Ens M1INuUS habet addere quam uUuNnNum, CUMMN ratıo entis
includatur in mnı ratıone: NON SIC ratio un1us qua«C habet saltem ad rationem entis DCT
additionem. Sed unum NOoON addıt alıquid reale ‚D' essentiam 1US de quO dicıtur. Ergo
HOU enNns NeCC PCI CONSCQUCNS S5C qUO ens diciıtur. ”

22 Ihid. “Secunda alls est. Secundum Philosophum,uMetaphysıcae, eNs eft Num

sunt NUum inter quıa nıhıl addunt tert10 CUui adıunguntur. nde secundum 1pSum, homo,
OI1S homo, et unus OMO 19(0)8! dıcunt alıud ei alıud sed ıd 1IpSUum. Sed hoc non esset S1 SNNS

adderet alıquam TeMm upD essentiam 1US de qUO dicıtur ens.  27 For Arıstotle, SC Meta IV’
(1003b251%1).

22 Les quatre premıiers OQuodlibets de Godefroid de Fontaines, 303 “l ertia talıs estT,
ef est ratıo CommentatorI1s ıbidem. Unumquodque aut est eNS DCI essentiam SUuamll S1VE DCT

aut DCI alıquıd addıtum. S1 DCT alıquıid addıtum, de 1lo quaeretur DCI quid est CNS, ef 81
est eNMNSs DCI S eadem ratione standum erat in prımo ponendo quod prımum Trat IN DCI

1 autem ad hOoc ponatur quod illud sıt ens pCI alıud, ıta et1am erıt de 1lo alıo0, efi bıt
in infınıtum. Reliınquitur CI SO quod unumquodque cıt IN PCT ef NON DCI alıquam \A =)  =

addıtam et SIC sequitur iıdem quod prius.” For the Averroistic SOUICC of thıs argument, SCS

In Meta (Venice, Vol 8‚ fol 67v
Les quatre premiers Quodlibets de Godefroid de F, ontainés‚ 303-4 “Quarta talıs

est. Nomen CONcCcreiLumM ef abstractum ef verbum NON dıicunt dıversas rcS, sıcut
de ist1s: CUITOENS, CUTSUS eft CUITSEIC. Ergo sımılı NeEC ista: essentia, eNSs et CSSC, qua«c
habent sicut abstractum ei cConcretum ei verbum. ”
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contention that ZAWYS existentiae adds 18 SESSCHNCC relatıon fo God in the
order of efficiıent causalıty, Godirey COUN! that Dy INECAans of relatıon
thıng 0€Ss nOt enN]OoYy substantial being (esse simpliciter) but only relatıve
being (ad aliud esSE). He also rejects the claım that the operatıon of
agent could termınate in relatıon OT In something relatıve. Moreover, the
ex1istence of relation naturally 928 the existence of ıts foun-
datıon. It would follow (on Henry’s eOrY), that 6ESSCIICC WOUuU ave LO
be understood LO ex1ist before it COUuU. be understood tO ave relatıon
ex1istence. Godfrey infers that in addıtion the relatiıon Dy 1C
existing SESSCIHNCC 1s eferred ctually 18 its C:  $ there must be somethıing
in it DYy 1C it 1S formally determined ıts substantial being.”

I1 JAMES’ |HEORY ESSENCE CT

urnıng NO  S 118 James’ discussions of the 6SS!  CCO-esse

distinction, 0)410% SCCS that hıs 1eW evelops Out of carefu. reflection
the VIEWS of hıis contemporarıies. In explicating hI1is thinking thıs

issue consıder hıs exXts in theır chronological order.

Quodlibet (1293)

James rst and most extensive treatment of the relationshıip
between ESSCIICC and ex1istence is found in Quodlibet C 4, where he 1S
ked whether creation be preserved if AA and ESSCHCC do not re:
differ.*® The phrasıng of this question C mınd the position of 1les
of Rome, and indeed the opening objection, 10 argucC>Ss that the real
distinction 1S needed PrEeSCIVC the doectrine of creatiıon, 15 based the

analogous character of generatiıon and creation.“” James begins h1s repIy

Ibid., 17582  M.D. GOSSIAUX  contention that esse existentiae adds to essence a relation to God in the  order of efficient causality, Godfrey counters that by means of a relation a  thing does not enjoy substantial being (esse simpliciter) but only relative  being (ad aliud esse). He also rejects the claim that the operation of an  agent could terminate in a relation or in something relative. Moreover, the  existence of a relation naturally presupposes the existence of its foun-  dation. It would follow (on Henry’s theory), that an essence would have to  be understood to exist before it could be understood to have a relation to  existence. Godfrey infers that in addition to the relation by which an  existing essence is referred actually to its cause, there must be something  in it by which it is formally determined in its substantial being.”  IIl. JAMES’ THEORY OF ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE  Turning now to James’ own discussions of the essence-esse  distinction, one sees that his own view develops out of careful reflection  on the views of his contemporaries. In explicating his thinking on this  issue I shall consider his texts in their chronological order.  A. Quodlibet I, q. 4 (1293)  James first and most extensive treatment of the relationship  between essence and existence is found in Quodlibet I, q. 4, where he is  asked whether creation can be preserved if esse and essence do not really  differ.?® The phrasing of this question calls to mind the position of Giles  of Rome, and indeed the opening objection, which argues that the real  distinction is needed to preserve the doctrine of creation, is based on the  analogous character of generation and creation.”” James begins his reply  25 Jbid., p. 175. “ ... quoniam per respectum non habet res esse simpliciter et absolute,  sed tantum ad aliud esse, nec operatio alicuius agentis terminatur per se ad aliquem  respectum vel ad aliquid respectivum. Operatio autem creatoris terminatur ad esse  creaturae, et omnis relatio in suo esse praesupponit naturaliter esse sui fundamenti, et sic  oportet praeintelligi essentiam esse antequam intelligatur aliquis respectus eius ad esse et  cetera. Praeter ergo huiusmodi respectum quo essentia existens dicitur actualiter ad suam  causam, oportet in ea esse etiam intelligi aliquid quo formaliter determinetur ad esse  simpliciter et absolute.”  2% Disputatio prima de quolibet, ed. E. Ypma (Würzburg, 1968), pp. 43-61 (“Utrum  salvari posset creatio si non differret realiter esse et essentia in creaturis””).  27 Jbid., p. 43:2-6. “Sicut enim se habent materia et forma in generatione, Sic se  habent esse et essentia in creatione. Sed si materia et forma realiter non differrent, non  posset salvari generatio. Ergo similiter si essentia et esse non differrent realiter non posset  salvari creatio.”quon1am DCIrNONMN habet ICS SSC simplicıter ef absolute,
sed tum ad alıud CSSC, NeEC operatıo al1culus agent1s termınatur pPCI ad alıquem
respectum vel ad alıquid respectıvum. peratıo autem creatoris termıinatur ad SSC

creaturae, el Oomnı1s relatıo in SUO SS5C praesupponit naturalıter SSC SUl fundamentı, ef S1IC
oportet praeintellıg] essentiam SSC antequam intellıgatur alıquıs respecCtus 1US ad SS5C ei

cetera. Praeter CTZO huiusmodi respectum quO essentia ex1istens dıicıtur actualıter ad SU aml

CauSalll, oportet in SSC et1am intelligı aliquid qUO formalıter determıinetur ad SSC

simplicıter et absolute.”
Disputatio prıma de quolibet, ed Ypma (Würzburg, pp. 43-61 (*“Utrum

calvarı posset creatıio 1 NONMN dıfferret realıter SSC ef essentia in creaturı1s”).
27 Ibid., 43:72-6 *Sıicut nım habent materıa eit orma in generatione, SIC

habent SSC ef essentia In creatione. Sed S1 mater1a ei orma realıter 18(0)8| dıfferrent, 19(0)81

posset salvarı generatlo. Ergo simiılıter S1 essentia et SSC NON dıfferrent realıter NOoON posset
salvarı creatio0.”



BEILILWEEN ESSENCE X

Dy istancıng hımself from Giles’ posıtıon. He observes that ıf ESSCNCE and
existence WaY really dıffer in creatures, then the doctrine of creation
cCannot be preserved; however, ıf they do not dıffer really in the INLanner

c SOINC claım, ST1 creatiıon be maintained.“® Thus James AaQTCcCS
wıth 116e claım that the doctrine of creatiıon requıres that there be LLLOTE

than merely ogical OT intentional dıstinction between SA SE and CSSCIICC

However, ON eXpeCT that hIis theory of real dıstinetion 15 g01ng
dıffer quıte markedly from the ONC dvanced by ıles

James’s discussion Quodlıbet L 15 dıvided into four parts
first, he briefly explaıns the meanıng ÖT the terms “essence” and “esse”;
secondly, he states the Varl0us opın10ns hat ave been held the
6  CCc-esse relatiıon: hırdly, he presents his OW VIEW; inally, he
explaıns HhOwWw creation entaiıls real dıstinction between ESSCNCEC and 0SSEC.,

Wıth regar! LO the first point, James that by “essence” he
understands predicamental ealıty (res predicamentalis) taken itself
and dıstinct from others, whether elonging 118 the CategorYy of substance
OT of accıdent. Like eing (ens), ESSCNCC 15 analogously COININON fo all the
categorI1es. As substance 1S eing aDsolute (ens simpliciter),
1ıle accıdent 1S being in qualified (ens secundum quid), when
SESSCHNCC 15 predicated sımply and absolutely ıt I11CAals thıng reS)
elongıng LO the CategOrYy of substance. accıdent, the other hand, 1S

ESSCHNCC only in qualifie: sense.“ Wıth regar I(8; AYS James
distinguishes three poss1ible meanıngs. Fırst, AA be understood
Oun (nominaliter). In thıs it INCAaNns the Sahllc CSSCHNCC, Just “t0
ICa legere) viewed ASs OUunNn INCcCanNns the Samıec “readıng” eCcCL10 Thıs
15 the INanner In 3C AA 15 understood DYy 0€'  1US and Arıstotle, and
by Ose who speak of 0OSSCe essentiae.” In second CNyIE be

28 Ibid., “Ad istam quaestionem sıne prae1udic10, iImmo CUMm debita
reverentia CUIlUSCUMUE opin10n1s, videtur miıh!ı! S5C diceendum quod, S1 nullo modo
dıfferrent realıter essentia et SSC in creaturıs, NO posset salvarı creatio. 1 amen 1OMN

differrent realıter 1lo modo qUO doctores quidam ponunt differre, posset nıhilominus
salvarı creatio.”

Ibid., AA 7835 “Quantum 1gıtur ad prımum, sc1ıendum est quod nomıne essentliae
intellıgı potest quaelıbet ICS praedicamentalıs secundum m eit ut est ab lıa
dıstincta, SIVVEe sıt ICS praediıcamenti substantıae S1Vve accıdentis. Essentia nNnım COINIMUNG est
omnıbus praedicamentis siıcut ef SNNS ef eodem modo communitatıs. Verum qula substantıia
est enNSs sımplıicıter, accıdens IO secundum quı1d, ideo CU] dicıtur essentıia sımplicıter ei

absolute, intellıgıtur 1C5S5 praedicamenti! substantıiae. Accıdens nım NON est essentia
sımplicıter, sed essentıa quaedam.”

Ibid., 44 :48-58 *e SSC autem sc1iendum est quod S5S5C potest tripliıcıter SUm1.
Uno nım modo sumıtur nominalıter. Infinıtivı nım secundum grammaticos DOSSuUnNL
nominalıter SUm1. Et NOC modo SSC idem est quod essentla, siıcut legere nomiıinalıter
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taken erb (verbaliter), insofar it signifNes the act of eing (actus
essendi). In thıs A S INCAans the SAaIllc “t0 ex1ist” (existere): it refers
1{8 actua exıistence, and it signifies the Samnlc the erb 27  co.  1S when
SaYy .. 15  99 1S  231 Thirdly, A Z be taken erb
(verbaliter), though not signıfyıng the aCct of existence, but rather the
relatıon of predicate inhering ubject In thıs esse functions
the copula.”“ In the present text, James uS, he ll understand esse

the second the aCt of being. The question thus becomes ON of
determinıng the kınd of distinction present between substantıal 6ESSCHNCEC

and its aCct of being.”
Havıng clarıfıed the terms, James ext sSefs forth the maın posıtions

the es!  Co-esse relatıonshıp that WeTIC defended by hıs contemporarIles.
Heuthat the Curren dispute amOoN£ theolog1ans concerning SSSCHNCC

and PSsSSCe has its Or1g1ns er philosophical debate concerning the

meanıng of eing en He finds thıs O be reasonable, Since ens and A
SCCIH to INC: the Same thing Accordıing to James, phılosophers ave

sumptum dem est quod lecti0. KEt secundum UuncC modum sumiıtur SSC Boetio, in Lihbro
De Hebdomadibus, CUIIN 1C1 ‘Diversum est CSSC, ef id quod est. Et similıter in alııs

regulıs consequentibus, sicut DCI expositionem Commentator1s ibıdem, quı1 1IC1 quod
SSC ıbı accıpıtur 9200 essentia vel subsistentia. Sımilıter autem ei Arıstoteles frequenter
hoc modo acc1pıt SSC PTO essentla scilicet et quiddıtate. Esse autem SIC acceptum est illud

quod dicıtur SSC essentliae id est quod est 1psa essentia. ” Here the “Commentator” refers
Gilbert of Poitiers. For Gilbert’s commentary SCC ärıng, ed., The Commentaries
Boethius by Gilbert of Poitiers oronto, 193-5

Disputatio priıma de quolibet, “ Alıo modo sumı1tur SSC verbalıter,
secundum quod significat ctum essend.. Nam verba significant pCI modum action1is vel

pass1on1Ss; eft hoc modo SSC idem significat quod exıistere. Et hoc est SS5C quod dicıtur
actualıs existentiae eit significat idem quod hoc verbum est quando praedicatur secundo
adıacens, ut CUM dıcıtur: OmOoO est vel Deus est.  7

Ibid., “Tertio SSC ei est sumıtur verbalıter, NONMN amen 1ICT Ctium

existendi, 11ICC alıquem CcCtum secundum S lıcet signıificet DCI modum aCTus, sed dicıt
habitudınem inhaerentiae praedicament! ad subıectum; eft S1IC est copula. Et hoc est illud
est quod praedicatur 10 adıacens, ut CU) dıicıtur: OMO est anımal. Dicitur nım

praedicarı qu1a magıs parte praedicatı. Dicıtur autem tertium adıacens,
modo quUO medium dicıtur tertium respectu extremorum QuaCl copulat.”

323 Ibid., 45:75-86. “ De SSC igıtur prımo et 10 modo sumpto NOMN procedit
quaesti10o, sed de SSC secundo modo accepto. Quod quidem, 1cCe@ possıt accıpı communıiıter
in omnıbus entibus, specılalı amen modo in substantıa, quacC sıcut habet essentiam
sımpliciter, SIC ef exıstere. Accidentia VCTIO, sicut NON habent essentiam sımplıcıter sed
secundum qu1d, SIC etiam NE6C ex1istere. nde ef quantum ad dubitatiıonem de dıfferentia
essentiae ei CSSC, nıhıl refert accıpere ıpsum SSC communiter ve] specıialıter. Sed quıa iın

quaestione fıt ment10o de creatiıone, quaC principalıter ad substantıam termınatur, el etiam

qu1a simplicıter ef absolute nomiınatur CS5SC, ideo videtur quaesti0 contrahı ad SSC

substantiale, sıcut ad essentiam substantialem, ut up! 1ctum est De his nım magıs est

SCTIIIHNO apud doctores.”
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understood ens in LW dıfferent Ways 1STOtle maıntaiıned that eNSs

signifies the GRSSALIGE of that of 1C it 15 predicated, such that anythıng
ex1ists and 1S called “being” hrough ıts OWN essence.““ On the other
hand, Avıcenna laımed that ens signifles intention OT dısposıtıon
superadded that of1C it 1s predicated. On thıs 1e6W thıng WOU. be
called being not through ıts ESSCNCC but by somethıing added {tO it,
Just ıng 1s sa1ld fo be whiıte aCcC Dy INCcans of something to
it. Thus Avıcenna maintained that ens denotes accıdent OTr accıdental
disposıtion hat of 16 it 1S predicated.””

Similarly, theologıans ave spoken about AA S Varıous WaYyY>S
According LO ON VIEW. A 0€Ss not denote thing res) distinct from
ESSCHNCC. 6a there 1S distincetion between the LWO, ıt 15 only according

(secundum rationem).”® 1 hıs posıtıon, A WOU SCCIHN

Arıistotelian in ıts inspiration, defends merely logıcal distinction between
SESSCIICC and A SA As ave noted, thıs the posıtıon of Godfirey of
Fontaimines.

second COrYy maiıntains that A SA denotes thıng reS) distinct
from SESSCHNCC Although SSSCHNCC 15 ctualıty, it o€es not Dy ıtself
enabhle ıng LO exıist actually. other actualıty, namely “actual eing  39
(esse actuale), must be LO it. Though added to ESSCNCC, AA S 1S not

predicamental accıdent; rather, it belongs IO the CategorYy of substance. It 15
neıther form, 19(0)8 matter, NOT somethıing composed of mal and form
nstead AA S 1S certain superadded aCcTt Dy which the composıte iıtself and

Ihid. 45:90-46 101 “Hıs ıtaque praem1ssı1s ad intellectum quaestion1s, videndum
est quod de dıfferentia essentiae ef SSC diversı doctores opınatı Sunt. Circa quod sc1ıendum
quod, sıcut de nte fuit diversus modus loquendi apud philosophos, SIC et de SS5C apud
doctores modernos. Fortassıs autem diversıiıtas loquendiI de nte Or1g20 funt ei OCCAasl10
diversimode loquend] de CSSC, eit rationabilıter. Nam ens ef SSC iıdem videntur importare,
sıcut legere ei legens. Fuit autem apud philosophos duplex modus dicendiı de ntie

Aristoteles en1ım, in Metaphysicae, dıicıt quod SNNS significat essentiam Oomnı1s 1US de
qQUO dicıtur, ita quod unumquodque est eit dicıtur N DCI SUaIll essentiam. Cu1 ef 1US
commentator Verroes assentit declarans hoc necessarı1o SSC dicendum. ” For Arıstotle SCC

Meta. IV (1003b25{f£.). For VerTOeES SCC In Meta.., fol 65v-66r.
35 Disputatio prıma de quolibet, 46:102-7 “Avıcenna ecIO dixıt quod IN significat

intentionem SCH disposıtionem superaddıtam 1Ilı de quO dıcıtur, ita quod unumquodque
dicıtur ens NODN DCI essentiam SUam, sed PCI alıquid superaddıtum, sıcut ICS alıqua dicıtur
alba vel nıgra DCT alıquıid superaddıtum, quod est accıdens Il rei nde posuıt quod IN

dicıt accıdens S1ve accıdentalem dispositionem in de qUO praedicatur. ” James’ SOUTCE

for this reference Avıcenna would SCcECIM be the well-known cCcComment of VeITOES:
“Avıcenna autem peccavıt multum in hoc, quod existimavıt, quod NUM ef IN significant
dispositiones addıtas essentiae rei  27 (In Meta., fol 6/T)

Disputatio prima de quolibet, 108-1
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everything it exist. Thus it 1s thıng res) dıstinct from essence.?” Thıs
VIEW, 16 asserts real distinction between esSsSCHNCC and ESSIE, 18 exactly
the position eiende: by 11eSs of Rome ere 1S indication that James
also 1S thinkıng of Omas quınas Indeed, the descriptions of ESSCHNCEC

ctualıty and esse ıng res) Aegıdıan, not Thomistic.”®
Fıinally, thırd theory maıntaıns intermediate posıtion. It denies

that A S denotes thıng res) distinct from CSSCHNCC, instead, AA S dıffers
from ESSCNHNCC intentionally. On thıs 1e6W V EAYS simply denotes the SESSCIHNCEC

ıth relatıon IO ıts Thıs intentional distinction 15 less than real
distinction but IMOTS than ogıcal ON!  ® James cıtes Girosseteste
SOUTCEC for thıs COTY, although he no that later wriıters ave also
adopted thıs posiıtion and ave added SOINC refinements to it 39 Most

eIy James has in mind Henry of ent. who defended thıs eOrYy his

37 Ibid., 46:1 1220 °CA Ta VeTO dıcunt quod SSC dıcıt 1eMMM alıam ah essentla. Nam,
ut dicunt, 1cCe essentia sıt actualıtas quaedam, ista tamen actualıtas NO sufficıit ad hoc ut

ICS dicatur aC  z exıstere, sed oportet quod superaddatur e1 quaedam lıa actualıtas; et hoc
vocatur SSC actuale. Quod quıdem NON est accıdens (amquam ad HU: accıdentis

pertinens, magı1s autem pertinet ad praedicamentum substantıiae. Non amen est 'orma

qul mater1a compositum nIS, sed est CIuSs quidam superaddıtus PCI qUCM
compositum 1psum ei omnı1a qua«C SUNT in Composıto dicuntur ex1istere. Et ıta est Tes lıa
ab essentia. ”

38 For Giles’ claım that ESSCNCC denotes actualıty Y Theoremata de A SA el

essentida, S  ©O Further support for the claım that this eOrYy of real distinction 15 that
of CGiles of Rome MaYy be found in James’ remarks later In the texXtT, when he has
eriticıze thıs eOTYy °°Ht lıcet 9(0) 8! videatur SSC alıquid COSCHS ad ponendum ulusmodiı

CSSC, negarı auft improbarı NOl debet tamquam alıquıid falsum aut impossibıle,
praecıpue CU: excellentes doctores hoc posuerınt, qu1 nobıs multorum bonorum
erun ei ad u altıssımum intellectum, qUCIM de hoc eit de multis allıs pulcerıs
theorematibus habuerunt, CO eft miıhı similes ascendere pervenıre NON idone1”
eThe phrase ““pulcrıis theorematibus” be VC) clear reference

Giles’ Theoremata de A SA et essentia.
Disputatio prıma de quolibet, 46:121-47:134 ° Alıl VeTIO ponunt quod SSC nOnN

dicıt alıam 1E ab essentla, tamen dıffert ab essentıa intentione; quod quidem est differre
m1nus quam ei plus quam ratione. Nam, ut dıcunt, SSC dicıt essentiam CUl respectu ad

NS, essentia autem CUu huiusmodi respectu 19(0)8| videtur dıcere alıam 1Ie  = 1psa sıne
huiusmodiı respeCtu, sed dıcıt alıam intentionem. Hunc autem modum dicendı videtur

alıqualiter tangere Lincolniensis CIrca princıpi1um, Posteriorum, ubı dicıt quod “esse
i1ctum de prima indıcat 1psam essentiam 1psam omnıno simplicem Causac primae.
Dictum VeTO de allıs NON praedicat nISı ordinatiıonem et dependentiam OTumHl abh nte

prımo quod pCT est. Et aeCcC ordinatıo et dependentıa nıhıl multiplicat in essentia

dependente.’ Sed I posterl10res unc modum dicendı magıs expresserunt ei

declaraverunt, ei ad 1psum alıqua addıderunt. Narrare autem ratiıones harum opınıonum eft

mutuas ad invicem obvıationes al defensiones breviıtatıs gratia dimittatur ad

praesens.” For the text of Grosseteste SC hıs In 'Ost. nal. (Venice, 1514; rCDT.
Frankfurt/Maın, fol 33vV
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well-known quarre wıth 11es
Havıng distinguished the Varı0us posıt1ons the esse/essence

relationshı1p, James ext Setfs forth his 1eW. He akes hıis point of
ep.  e the followıng quote irom Anselm ° Just 1g (Iux), 18 g1ve
1g (lucere), and that IC g1ves 1g ucens elated 18 each other,

SESSCINCE (essentia), to be €eSSE), and that 1C 1s (ens), WE that
which ex1ists (existens) OT subsists (subsistens).”” James nNOtes that C  9
Iux) and ‘6t0 g1ve 1ght” [ucere) elated to each other ASs the abstract tOo
the concrefte, for “to g1ve 1ght” denotes 1g itself by WaYy of actiıon, and
verbs sa1d to be concrete iın theır significations. Consequently, AA S and
SESSCHNCEC elated to each er the Concretfe tOo the abstract, and the
Coner‘! dıffers from the abstract, A differs from essence.“)

In order 18 determine the kınd of dıstincetion OUN! between 6SSCIICE

and A S James consıder the s1ignificatıons of abstract and Concretfe
terms He observes that Concretie term always signifies IMOTES than
abstract term, SInCce the latter signifies only form, 1ıle the former
signifies both form and its subject. Sometimes CON! term signifies
really IMNOTC (plura secundum rem) than abstract term, the Cadsc of
creatures, where form and ubject dıstinect. At other tiımes, CONcretfe
term signifles only logically INOTSC ura fantum secundum rationem), in
the Casc of God, in whom form and ubject dıistinct only accordıng
OUT mode of understanding.““ Furthermore, althoug the Concre signifies

Disputatio prıma de quolibet, 47:136-40 “1T)iversıis igıtur opinıonibus de
dıifferentia essentiae ei SSC utcumque decursI1s, quid miıhı de hoc probabilıter tenendum
videatur, consequenter CXPDONAM. Propter quod sciendum quod, sicut dıicıt Anselmus,
Monologion capitulo: °“Sicut habent ad invicem lux, lucere, et lucens, S1C sunt ad
invicem essentila, SSC ei CNS, hoc est ex1istens S1vVve subsistens’.” For the text of Anselm SCS

Monologion 6, ed Schmuitt (Edinburgh, Vol I!
Disputatio prima de quolibet, 47:141-5

42 Ibid., 47:149-48:158 “Ad videndum autem differentiam concretl et abstracti,
consıderandum estT, signifiıcent idem vel dıversum. quod videtur sSSC dicendum
quod SCHILDCI cConcretum plura signıficat QqUamı abstractum Nam abstractum significat
solum formam; CONcCcreLumM VeIO sıgnıficat tormam eft subiectum. Sed quandoque
CONCreLtum signıficat plura secundum TeIN quam abstractum, ut in creaturI1s, ubı NON est

idem 'orma et subijectum formae, NeEC habens et quod habetur. Quandoque VeTO significat
plura antu secundum ratıonem, ut in Deo, 1n qQUO iıdem est habens et quod habetur, ei in
qUO NnonNn est aliud 'orma et subiectum formae, 1S1 secundum modum intelligend1. ”
James’ remarks In Quodlıibet ILL, sciendum quod abstractum dıcıt formam
secundum Sı ut justitıa, COoncretum autem, ut lustus, dicıt formam ut in oaubsistentia. In
creaturıs autem orma subsistit In subiecto quod est alıud ab 1psa forma; eft ideo in
creaturıis concretum ef abstractum dıifferunt IC, propter id quod cConcretum significat
consequentı scılıcet subiectum. In Deo autem orma NON subsistıt in alıo: eit 1deo
CONcretum ef abstractum differunt ın Deo secundum modum ” (Disputatio ertia de
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both subject and form it 0€es not S1gn1 them equa.
CONnNcrete term signifies form primarıly and subject secondarıly. James
Supports thıs by referring the eachıng of Averroes and seim
denominatıve ames The latter WeTC what 1stotle had called ParoOnNymMs,
16 terms C derive theır Namnlec from SOINC other term, but dıffer from
it in theır ending. 1STtOtle DaVC example the term ‘““grammarıan”
(grammatikos), 1C 15 derived from ..  9  grammar (grammatike
Identifyiıng denomiınatıve amnes wıth Concrete NamMCS, James observes that
both Averroes and selim had held that denomiıinatıve Namnec signifies
ubject and accıdent, but the accıdent primarıly and the ubject
secondarıly. By “subject” ONC INCcCanls not only substance, but also
everything that 1S jomed wıth the accident.““

Consequently, when ON CONs1ıders abstract term and cConcrete
term its prımary meanıng, both s1gn1 the SaIinc thıng and entic:
However, when ON regards Concrete term in its econdary meanıng, it
dıffers from abstract term This dıfference 15 real in the Cası of
cCreal] and only ogıical in the Cası of God. Applyıng this to CSSCIICE and
CSSE, James TeCAaSONS that in creatures esse signifles primarıly ESSCHNCC and
secondarıly everything ; ( 15 joine: ESSCNCC and wıthoutC the
latter o0€Ss not and COU. not ex1ıst ctually. Presumably he has mınd all
of the indıviduating accıdents that OUunN! existing iıngs There{fore,

the Z of creatures there 1S real distinction between esse and
essence. ”

quolibet, ed. Ypma | Würzburg, 100:221-101:228)
43 Categories 1, la12-16
44 Disputatio prıma de quolibet, 48:158-66 *} ıcet autem cCconcretum sıgnıificet

subiectum el formam, NOMN amen qu! principalıter; sed prımo ei princıipalıter formam,
consequentI autem subiectum nde 1C1 mmentator, in Metaphysicae, quod

denomiınatıvyum, quod idem est quod concretum, signıfıcat subiectum ei accıdens,
sed accidens priımo, subiectum autem secundarıo. HEt selmus dıcıt, in lıbro De
Grammatico, quod denomiıinatıvum significat accıdens DCI ef subiectum PCT
alıud. Et lıcet pCI subiectum ıntellıgatur substantıa speclalıter, tamen in nomıne subiect!
et1am includıtur INDUC id CUul accıdens est coniunctum. ” For VerTOES SCC In Meta., fol
117r. For Anselm SCC De Grammaltico, ed. Schmiutt (Edinburgh, Vol L, 156-7,

FoOor INOTC Anselm’s theory of aronymVYy, SCC Henry, The De Grammatico of.
Wa Anselm The I’heory of Paronymy (South Bend, 1964), CSD. 4'7 The Logic of Saint
Anselm (London,

45 Disputatio prima de quolibet, 48:173-9 *Cum 1g1itur, ut dictis D: essentia
el SSC habeant sıcut abstractum eft concretum, tu: ad principale significatum idem
sunt, tum CIO ad secundarıum, in Deo quidem dıfferunt solum secundum ratıonem,
in creaturis autem differunt et1am secundum T, ita quod SSC significat principalıter
1psam essentiam; consequenti autem INNGC quod essentiae conıunctum est el sıne quO
essentia NON invenitur 1ICC invenirı potest iın aC Et hoc in creaturIıs est alıud secundum
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James DOCS LO ote that the real distinction between ESSCHNCE and
A S is grounded the composıte character of creal  eIYy eing No
created 6SSCNCC in and by itself exıist actually; rather, In its actual
existence it 1S always Oun: Joine wıth another principle that enters into
real composıtiıon ıth it.%© It 1s evıdent that he o€es nNOt I1C:

composıtion of ESSCNCEC and existential aCT; instead the composıtion 1s ONe

that remaıns wholly in the order of CSSCIICC. James makes thıs pomt
explicıt Dy introducing the Boethıan distinction between 0CC and id quod
est

Hence the real composition IC 185 found creature there dıffers it
PSSE and quod est, that 1S, EeSSCNCE and that 1C ex1ists (existens) being
(ens), because according Boethius, h1s De Hebdomadibus, °In CVEIY
simple being AA S and id quod est identical, but composıte being AA S

and the thıng ıtself dıstinct,’ for esse and id quod est diverse it So
LOO, from the Sad1Ille real composition there arıses diversity between esSsSsECNCE
and A For A and denote the SaLlc thıng. Whence ıf BRENEIGE and E

id quod estT, dıffer really (secundum vem), it 1s NECCESSATY tOo SaYy that SSSCHNCE
and AA S er really (secundum mm) 47

€  1US had argued that CVETIY creature there 1S found real COmpos!1-
tiıon of CSIE and id quod esli. James interprets the Boethıian A S to IN

essentid, and id quod est fo 1901% ens Hence he SCCS the Boethıijan dis-
tinction tO be between SSSCIHCC and ens. Sınce eNns and AA S ave the Samnec

sıgnification, James LCASONS to real composıtion of essentia and A SA

It 15 iımportant fo otfe that Oeth1us DIayS important role the
medieval debate ESSCHNCEC and ex1istence and frequently cıted
authority for the real dıstinction. hıis commentary the De
hebdomadibus, Omas quınas understood the dıstinction between id
quod est and AA S in terms of his eachıng SSSCHNCE and AA

0Omas took the Boethıan essyc 18 IN the aCT of eing; id quod e2st{ refers

TE  = ab essentia. ”
Ibid., 48:180-2 “Nulla nım Crea] essentia potest secundum et solıtarıa

existere In actu, sed SCINPDCI invenıtur secundum ex1istentiam actualem I conıuncta quod
facıt CU) ipsa compositionem realem.”

47 Ibid., 48:182-49:190 “Unde, sıcut compositione realı qua«Cl invenıtur in
creatura, dıiffert in 1psa SSC et quod esT, idest essentia et existens vel CNS, quıa secundum
Boetium, in lıbro De Hebdomadibus: ‘Omne simplex SSC SUUM et 1d quod est UuUNUuIMN

MNnı aufem composıto alıud est CSSC, alıud 1Ipsum est, ‘ dıversum nım est in 1PSO
SS5C et id quod est, SIC eadem compositione realı provenıit diversıiıtas inter essentiam et
RS Nam SSC ef ens idem dicunt. nde S1 essentıa et CNS, vel id quod estL, differunt
secundum F, oportet dıicere quod essentia et SSC secundum 1C|  - dıfferunt. ” Bor the t{exti
of Boethius, SCC Boethius: Theological Iractates, Steward, Rand,
Tester (Cambridge, 40-472
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fo the subject of eing, which “exısts” insofar as it particıpates the act of
eing. Thus the Cası of creatures there 1s real dıstinction between
quod esit and esse.  48 imılarly, 1les of Rome also interpreted the
Boethıan aX10MS supporting the real distinetion.” On the other hand,
Henry of en! reJCOiE thıs readıng of 0€  1US Henry thought that the
dıstıinction between SA and id quod ost should be understood
distinction between God and the creature ccording Henry’s readıng
PSsSse refers nOtT created ESSIC, but rather 18 uncreated 0SSC Thus he finds

Support in Boethius for the supposed real dıstinction between SSSCNCEC

and existence.“ The general CONSCHNSUS aM ON modern histori1ans 1S that the
Boethıian distinction between id quod 2st and AA S IS dıstincetion between

individual subject and its form The Thomistic real dıstinction 1S usually
sa1d nOoTt 10 be OUN!| in Boethius’ text.? As ave SCCH, James of
Vıterbo also 18 adop thıs eadıng of 0€  1US

When read er in James’ text ıt becomes clear that the
distinction between ESSCNCEC and AAYS mirrors the dıstinction
between nature and supposıt:

because ‘id quod est 15 called the supposıt, it vecn be sa1d that
ESSCHNCC and supposıt er, do BESSCHNCEC and AA Now althoug the term

supposıt signifies primarıly CSSCNCC, secondarıly it ignifies all of the other
ings hıch conjomed BEKSENCGE. Hence according to John
Damascene, the supposıt 18 the substance wıth its accıdents. ıts
secondary meanıng supposıit dıffers re from ESSCHNCEC. ONC chould speak
imi1larly about ESSCHCEC and CISE, 18 clear from what has NO been sajd.°*%

48 Thomas Aquinas, Expositio Iihri Boetii De hebdomadibus, Leonıne ed., Vol
ome, 270-4

49 For thorough analysıs of Giles’ reading f Boethius, SCC Nash, “CGıiles of Rome
Boethius’ °Diversum est SSC eit ıd quod est‘,  SA L Mediaeval Studies (1950), 57-91

50 Henricı de Gandavo OQuodlibet I’ 5702 Note in particular: “Quid CT ZO m iırum
81 diversum sıt SSC eft quod esT, qula diversı Sunt Deus el creatura. nde S55C NOn

supponit 1D1 PITO SSC creato90  M.D. GOSSIAUX  to the subject of being, which “exists” insofar as it participates the act of  being. Thus in the case of creatures there is a real distinction between  quod est and esse.‘® Similarly, Giles of Rome also interpreted the  Boethian axioms as supporting the real distinction.“ On the other hand,  Henry of Ghent rejected this reading of Boethius. Henry thought that the  distinction between esse and id quod est should be understood as a  distinction between God and the creature. According to Henry’s reading  esse refers not to created esse, but rather to uncreated esse. Thus he finds  no support in Boethius for the supposed real distinction between essence  and existence.® The general consensus among modern historians is that the  Boethian distinction between id quod est and esse is a distinction between  an individual subject and its form. The Thomistic real distinction is usually  said not to be found in Boethius’ text.” As we have seen, James of  Viterbo also seems to adopt this reading of Boethius.  When we read further in James’ text it becomes clear that the  distinction between essence and esse simply mirrors the distinction  between nature and supposit:  And because ‘id quod est’ is called the supposit, it can even be said that as  essence and supposit differ, so do essence and esse. Now although the term  supposit signifies primarily essence, secondarily it signifies all of the other  things which are conjoined to an essence. Hence according to John  Damascene, the supposit is the substance with its accidents. And so in its  secondary meaning supposit differs really from essence. And one should speak  similarly about essence and esse, as is clear from what has now been said.”  % Thomas Aquinas, Expositio libri Boetii De hebdomadibus, Leonine ed., Vol. 50  (Rome, 1996), pp. 270-4.  49 For a thorough analysis of Giles’ reading of Boethius, see P. Nash, “Giles of Rome  on Boethius’ “Diversum est esse et id quod est’,” Mediaeval Studies 12 (1950), pp. 57-91.  50 Henrici de Gandavo Quodlibet I, pp. 57-62. Note in particular: “Quid ergo mirum  si diversum sit esse et quod est, quia diversi sunt Deus et creatura. Unde esse non  supponit ibi pro esse creato ... sed pro esse increato” (p. 58). Giles of Rome will charge  Henry with having fundamentally misread Boethius’ text. See his De esse et essentia, q.  9, fol. 18vb-19ra.  5l For a review of the secondary literature on this problem in Boethius, see R.  MclInerny, Boethius and Aquinas (Washington, DC, 1990), pp. 161-98. McInerny  proposed to show in this work that Aquinas’ reading of Boethius was correct, i.e., that  Boethius did teach what Aquinas said he did. For a critical review of this claim, see A.  Cöte, “La question de l’esse chez Thomas d’Aquin et Boece,” Revue philosophique de  Louvain 92 (1994), pp. 327-35.  5 Disputatio prima de quolibet, p. 49:191-8. “Et quia id quod est dicitur ipsum  suppositum, ideo etiam dici potest quod, sicut differt essentia et suppositum habens  essentiam, sic differt essentia et esse. Suppositum autem, licet significet principaliter  ipsam essentiam, ex consequenti tamen significat omnia alia quae sunt essentiae coniuncta.  Unde secundum Damascenum, suppositum est substantia cum accidentibus, et ideo,sed DIO SSC increato” 58) ıles of Rome ll charge
Henry ıth havıng fundamentally misread Boethius’ text. NSee hIis De AA S el essent1ia,
9’ fol 18&vb-19ra.

For rTevViIeW of the secondary lıterature this problem ın Boethius, SCS

MclInerny, Boethius and Aquinas (Washıiıngton, D E MoelInerny
proposed ShOW in thıs ork that Aquinas’ readıng of Boethius Was COrrTeCL, 1.e., that
Boethius dıd teach hat Aquınas sa1d he did. For critical revVi1ieW of thıs claım, SCC

Cote, “La question de |’esse hez Thomas d’Aquın ei Boece, ” Revue philosophique de
Louvain (1994),

52 Disputatio priıma de quolibet, 49:191-8 “Kt quı1a id quod est dıcıtur 1psum
suppositum, ideo etiam 1C1 potest quod, sicut dıffert essentla ef supposıtum habens
essentiam, SIC differt essent1a ei SSC. Suppositum autem, lıcet signıficet principaliter
1ipsam essentiam, consequenti amen significat omnı1a lıa quac sunt essentiae coniuncta.
nde secundum Damascenum, supposiıtum est substantıa CUMmM accıdentibus, el 1deo,
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In the Cası of creatures, ““supposıt” primarıly signıfles CSSCIICC and
secondarıly all of the indıviduatıng NOteESs 16 mMust be 118
6ESSCNCC if it 15 fo DOSSCSS real ex1istence. In finıte supposıt ONC 11l
find composıitiıon of substance and accıdents. There{fore, finıte supposıt
111 contaın INOTE than hat 18 expressed Dy ıts CSSCHNCC, for SSSCHNCEC

whether substantıal OT accıdental ex1ist unless ıt enters into composıtıon
ıth somethıng else. Thus creatures nature and supposıt really
dıistinct.

Just nature cannot be identified ıth supposıt, OO James’
theory there cannot be INeTE entity between SESSCNCC and CSSE, for in its
secondary meanıng ANYS dıffers from BESSCHNCEC

Thus AT and ens primarıly s1gN1 CSSCHNCC, and secondarıly other ings
1C conjoined be con]jomed CSSCNCC, wıthout 1789
ESSCNCC 15 not found NOT be found be actual, and wiıithout 1C|
something 1s nOot called AA SA (J)T en  n wıth regard theır primary
meanıng, Iucere and [uX, VIivere and VILG, and AA SA and essentia the Samle.

But wiıth regarı to theır SecCoNdary meanıng they dıffer, has been sa1ıd
before because of this difference Iux 18 nNOT called lucere OT [ucens, 11OT 15
essentia called 'E Rather, something avıng SESSCHCEC habens
essentiam) 18 called esse and 20NsSs Now the latter 1s the supposıt. ence
according thıs it be sa1ld that AI and 2NSs denote the ESSCHNCEC iıtself A it
ex1ists the supposıt, and ıt constıtutes the supposıt, because they denote
the SCSSCHCC d4s conjoined other factors hıich mplıed secondarıly by the
supposıt

Given these remarks, ON mi1g! wonder whether ıt 15 truly COrrect speak
of James havıng eiende: real distinction between 6SSCINCC and A
When ANYS 15 understood In its primary meanıng, it 1s the Samnec d4Ss CSSCNCC,
it 1s only ın its secondary meanıng that real distinction Later in

quantum ad 1d quod significat consequent!, differt realıter ab essent1a. Ht sımiılıter
dicendum est de essentia eit CSSC, sıcut 1am dictis.” For the texi of John
Damascene, SCC hıs Dialectica, 25-6, ed Colligan (St Bonaventure,
DA  s

53 Disputatio prima de quolibet, 49:203-14 “SIC et1am SSC ei eNSs principalıter
sıgnıfıcant essentiam 1Ipsam; consequenti autem alıa QUaC conıunguntur vel conı1ungı
possunt essentiae, sıne quıbus essentia 910701 invenitur LICC potest invenirı in aCTU, ei sine
qu1ıbus NON dıcıtur aliquıd SSC vel C115. Et 1deo, quantum ad princıpale significatum, idem
est Iucere el lux, ef Vvivere ei vita, ei SSC el essentla; quantum CcIO ad secundarıum
dıfferunt, sicut praedictum esi. Kt propter anc differentiam Iux NON}N dicıtur lucere aut

lucens, NC essentia dicitur SSC auft CNS, sed habens essentiam dicıtur 55C el 61NS. Hoc
autem est Ssuppositum. nde secundum hoc posset 1C1 quod SSC ef 6M1S dicunt 1ipsam
essentiam ut est in supposı1to, et ut constituilt suppositum; quıa dicunt essentiam ut
conıunctam alıis quac pCT suppositum consequent! importantur. ”
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the text James admıts that in determmiıng the egree of dentity diversity
between ESSCIHCEC and A S INOTC weight should be gıven the prımary
meanıng of esSSEe. Thus he concludes that SSSCIICC and esSse princıpally and
SIMPIY (principaliter el simpliciter) the SamMıc, but secondary
consequenti) and qualified (secundum quid) they dıfferent
Although ıt 1s only qualified that he admıts dıistinction
between SSSCHNCEC and CSSE, James nOtes that such distincetion 1S NCCCSSATY,
for it ar1ses from the composition necessarıly OUuUnN! in creature.°*

Be thıs it INaY, James 15 cConvinced that hıs theory
accommodate the tradıtional posit1ons ESSCNCC and ECSSE, and that it
reconcıle the eaching of 1STtOTle and Avıcenna being ccordıng LO
James, both 1Stotle and Avıcenna ave graspe' of the truth eing
ens in ıts prımary meanıng signifies the SESSCHNCEC of that of 16 it 15
predicated. Thus hat 1STtOtfle and Averroes ave sa1d 1S true, namely,
that an  ıng 15 being through its OWN ESSCHNCEC (per essentiam suam).””
However, being ens also has econdary meanıng. It signifiles something
superadded and accıdental LO creature. In thıs , only God 1S eing
through hıs OWN ESSCNCC, CVEIY reated being c  15  29 only because somethıing
has een 118 it (per aliquid superadditum). Thus created 6CSSCIICC

ex1ist actually wıthout entering into composıition wıth something
re: distinct from it James NOTtES that ONC speak of this “addıtion”

accıdent, the in 1C. somethıing elongıng ONC Category 1S
“accıdental” 18 something of another CategorYy, that 1S, because the ONC 1S
outsıde the SSSCIHICEC of the other. Therefore, there 1S in hat Avıcenna
has sald, namely, that ıng 18 eing en oug omethıing
superadded tOo it >6

Ibid., 53:353-54:359 “Ht quıa ıdentitas ef dıversıtas magıs debent considerari
secundum princıpale significatum, deo potest 1C1 quod essentia ef SSC princıpalıter ef

simplıcıter sunt iıdem, consequentı autem et secundum alıquıid NOn iıdem.
Quantumcumque autem aeCc dıfferentia sıt consequent], est tamen necessarla, qula
proveniıt composıtione UJUaC necessario invenıtur in qualıbet creatura; ef ideo NON est

abicienda, sed consideratione 1gna. ”
Ibid., 592 20.53:377 “Nam, tum ad princıpale s1ignıfıcatum, ens NOoON alıud

significat qUamı essentiam UN1usCU1UuSquUE de qUO dicıtur, sicut album solam qualıitatem
dicıtur sıgnıfıcare de principalı s1ign1ıficato; ei S1IC verıtatem habet quod dıicıt de nte
Aristoteles, eit Commentator, scıliıcet quod unumquodque est eNs DCI essentiam suam. ”

Ibid., 53:3728-38 “Quantum CcIO ad sign1ifıcatum secundarıum, 6MN sıgnificat
alıquıid superaddıtum ei accıdens in creaturIs, ita quod hoc modo 109081 ens creatum est
IN DCI alıquid superaddıtum. Solus autem eus est eNSs DCI SU am essentiam. Nullıus nNnım
creaturae essentlia invenıtur aut InvenIrI! potest in aCTu, sıne conıunctione ad alıquıid alıud,
quod ad 1Ipsam realem dıversıtatem. Ht illud alıud dic1ı potest accıdens, modo qUuUO
ICS UN1ıus praedıcamenti dicıtur In rel alterius praedicamentı accıdere, quıa 19(0)8! est e1
essentialıs: secundum quem modum substantıa et1am accıdıt accıdent. HEt SIC habet
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Sımilarly, each of the three maın eOr1es ESSCIICC and AA S

pOSSCSSCS SOINC chare of the truth The first posıtion, 1C defends
merely ogical distincetion between SSSCHNCEC and CSSE, 1S reasonable if ON

takes into account the princıpal meanıng of A Z However, (: thıs theory
IMNecans 118 xclude dıfference between A S and essentida, then it 1s
dubi0us, SINCEe SA S at east secondarıly denotes something diverse from
essence.?'

TIhe second posıtıon, 1C defends real dıstinction, 15 also
reasonable. But ıth respect 1160 the WdYy which it 1S expounded it 110760 1Ss
doubtful, for it ASSUTINES that A S 1S certaın actualıty superadded I(8)

ESSCNCC, IC 1S neıither matter NOTF form NOT composıte of these NOT

accıdent. ccording (8 James, there o0€Ss not SCCII LO be compelling
posıt thıs, and authorities (whether philosophical OT

theological) be OUN! LO Support thıs eOTY. Avıcenna s eaching
eing and AA S be explained in other WaYysS equally satisfactory wıthout
posıting ctualıty of thıs kınd ven Boethius’ eachıng the De
hebdomadibus 0€eSs not requıre ONC LO AaSSUINC that A SA 1S actualı
distinct from essence. ®

The iırd opınıon, 1C posıts intentional distinction between
AA S and ESSCNCC, maiıntaıns that esse adds tOo ESSCHCC relatıon 118

Whıle ESSCHCO denotes relatıon O God ASs xemplar C  ’ TAANYS

denotes relatıon God to efficıent James finds thıs claım
be doubtful, SINCE, although creature 18 elated God tO exemplar
and efficıent s it 1S not the Casc that all ames S12N11y thıs relatıon,
but only such amnes “created” (creatum), ‘“produced” (factum), and
“modelled” (exemplatum). rictly speakıng, neıther SC NOT ESSCHNCC

veritatem quod dicıt Avıcenna de ente, scilıcet quod unumquodque est IN DCI alıquid
superaddiıtum, quia ens significat accıdens ef aliquid superadditum. ”

57 Ibid., 54:363-7/ “Prima nım OP1N10, quaC ponıt quod essentia et SSC 1101

dıfferunt realıter, 61 intelligatur quantum ad principale sign1ıficatum rationalıs est. 1 CecIO

intendat excludere omnimodam differentiam dubitabiılıs est, quıa, ut 1am dıctis,
saltem secundarıo dıversum alıquıid dicıt SSC ab essentia. ”

58 Ibid., 4:368-78 “Secunda CcIO Op1IN10, quantum ad hoc quod ponıt essentiam ef

SSC realıter dıfferre, rationabilıis est. Sed quantum ad modum ponendi, ut in hoc quod
ponıt quod SSC est quaedam actualıtas essentiae superaddita, quac est materı1a

u forma composıtum ‚J! accıdens, dubitabilis esT, tum qula 11ON videtur SSC

alıqua ratio necessarıo CORCNS ad hoc ponendum, quıa eti1am nulla videtur
induc1ı auctoritas aut aliculus philosophı aut alicumus doctoris SaCrTI qUaC hoc exprimat.
Nam quod dıicıt Avıcenna de nte et SSC potest allıs modis qu! convenılentibus exponı
qUam ponendo huiusmodi actualıtatem Auctoritas et1am Boetil, in lıbro De

Hebdomadibus, ut super1us dıctis patel, nNnON nducıt ad ponendum tale SSC quod sıt

quaedam actualıtas ha ab essentia. ”
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denotes relation. Essence 1gnifes ing 0)8 ature sımply ıtself; PSSEC

in its primary meanıng sıgnifies the SAaLllc ESSCNCC Neve  eless, James
does fiınd element of truth in thıs opınıon. Esse its econdary
meanıngz signifies all of those accıdents wiıthout 1C. SSSCHNCE Cannot
and oes not exıst actually. Among these IS relatıon to God to
exemplar and efficıent cause.””

avıng developed his OW. theory the distincetion between
ESSCNCEC and existence., and havıng eiende: SOINEC INanner of real
distinction between them, in the final of his discussıon in Quodlibet }

James explaıns why the doctrine of creation requıres real distinction
of SSSCIICC and AA As ave noted, thıs favorıte thesıs of 11e6S
of Rome, and ONC might eXpecCL, James’ understandıng of it 15 quıte
dıfferent from that of 1les According 18 James, 1les posıtıon Was

motivated Dy the followıng argument. In EVE 16 has een made
and CVCIY production there 1S necessarıly real diversıity of factors,
which elated 118 ON another DOteNCY acf: Strictly speakıng,
neıither pOotenCYy NOT act alone 1s made., but rather pOotenCcy 1s made under
acCti (potentia sub actu) and aCT 1S made in the pOtenNCYy (actus IN potentida).
Thıs 1S sa1d o be what happens in the Cası of generatıon, whose principles

matter and form Therefore, Since creation 1S kınd of production
(factio), it 1S NCCCSSAL Y that In the creature there be diverse elements,
16 elated each other pOotenCy 118 act Here the act LO 4C
creatiıon refers IS CSSE, SinCce creation 15 sa1d o termıinate in esse. Thus
1les concluded that neıther A NOT ESSCHCC 1S made Dy ıtself. but
ESSCNCEC 1S made under 0SSEe (essentia sub eSSE), OT AA S 1S produced the
SESSCIICC (esse In essentia).”

59 Ibid., 54:385-55:401 “Tertia VeTO OPIN10, qua«l ponı' quod SSC dicıt 1310)
essentiam respectum ad NS, videtur quidem SSC dubitabilıis quantum ad alıquıid. Nam,
lıcet creatura referatur ad Deum, et sicut ad Causamı exemplarem eit sicut ad Causalil

effectivum, HON amen sub quolıbet nomiıne, sed solum sub alıquo nomiıne ımportante
respecCtium; Culusmodı Sunt creatum, factum, exemplatum, ef huiusmodl. Unde, CUÜu) NeC

essent1ia NeEC SSC simplicıter icta respectum importent, NOMN videtur quod SSC dicat
essentiam CUuMm respectu ad Sed secundum alıum modum videtur haec posıt10 SSC

ratiıonalıs. ictum est nım quod SSC sıignificat consequenti omnı1a 1la sıne quibus
essentia NOMN invenitur NC invenIirı potest aCctu, ei inter sta est respectus ad NS, immo
videtur specılalı quodam modo ei magıs inter alıa, quod S55C consequentI significet
respecCcium ulusmodli. Nullum nım accıdens deo inseparabiılıter est AaNDNECX U creatae
essentiae sicut respeCtus ad Deum. Nam ab alııs accıdentibus forte PCI dıvınam potentiam
posset absolvı essentla creaturae, ut sıne iıllıs existeret; ab habitudine autem eft respectu ad
Deum nullatenus absolvı potest, qula NON potest SSC quod sit qu1d creatum et Deo NON

dependeat. ”
[bid., 7:468-80
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In James’ 1eW this argument 1S not compellıng. For order LO
PFESCIVC act-potenCcy composition ıIn Creatures, it 1S nOot NCCCSSALY 118
follow 11e6S posıting esSse superadded actualıty. In CVEIV creature
there necessarily OCCUTS composıtıion of substance and accıdents, and
hence real dıversity of mMan factors. James 1CAaASONS hat in CVEIY
composıte it 1S NECCCSSALY that there be ONC ingredient 1C IS primary and
perfect, while the others secondary and imperfect. The former has the
character of aCT; the latter of DOTteNCY. Strictly speaking, in Teature
it 1S the substantial ESSCIICEC 3C has the character of aCcT, 11€e
accıdents POSSCSS the nature of potency. accıdent 155 regarded
econdary and imperfect, SInCe it depends upon substance of its
being (entitas). In qualifie 5  ‘9 however, it 1S substance % i INAaYy be
regarded POteNCYy, and accıdent acT, because accıdent o1Vves
A S substance 1n qualifie (secundum quid).”

Therefore, in order LO PTESCIVC the acL-potenCcy composition present
in all creatures it 1S sufficıent O appeal LO the dıstinction between
substance and accıdent. ere 1Ss eed 18 introduce the Aegıdıan theory
of SESSCNCC and ex1istence. James ıth 1l1es that creation termıinates

CSSEC, but by esse he INCAalNs nNOLT actualıty superadded BSESEINICGE but
rather the substantial ESSCHNCC it 1S unıted ıth ıts accıdents. ımılarly,
Giles’ analogy between creation and generation needs fo be qualified.
Whıle it IS irue that generatıon requiıres real distinction between matter
and form, it IS not the Cas! that matter and form elated generatıon

ESSCNCEC and esSSe in creation. Instead, matter 1s LO form accıdent 1s LO

Ibid., 57:486-58:507 “Quantum ad prımum sc1iendum quod, ei O1 NON ponatur
tale CSSC, tamen potest salvarı convenılenter in quod creatur realıs dıversıtas alıquorum,

NUm habet ut potentı1a, relıquum CIO ut actus, eft 1U dicıtur Nerı
in 110 vel sub lıo. Et potest et1am salvarı quod creat1io termınatur ad SSC Nam, ut

supradıict1is et VeEeTUIMN est, in mnı creato necessarı1o0 incıdıt composıti0 substantıae ef

accıdentis, DE hoc realıs diversıtas plurıum. In mnı autem cComposıto plurıbus
oportet 1NUMmN SSC princıpale eft perfectum, alıud autem vel Jıa mMInNus princıpalıa eft

ımperfecta. KEt illud quod est principale ei perfectum habet magıs ratıonem aCtus; JUaC
autem sunt MINUSs princıpalıa ef imperfecta habent ratıonem potentlae, hoc 1PSO quod
princıpalı dependent. Et SIC in COomposito cCcreato 1psa essentlia osubstantialis habet ratiıonem
CIUsS. Accidens CIO habet ratıonem potentiae simplıcıter ef absolute loquendo, qu1a
essentia substantıialıs est princıpalıs ef perfecta, accıdentalıs autem est mMIinus princıpalıs ef

imperfecta eft substantıalı dependens, sıcut SUaC entitatıs. Et quamVISs loquendo
simplicıter eft absolute substantıa habeat ratiıonem aCcC{us, accıdens CIO potentiae, amen
secundum quid eft alıquo modo est CCOMNVECISO, qula accıdens dat SSC substantıiae secundum
qu1d; constitulitur autem ın SSC DCTI substantiam simplıcıter. ”



substance.“® Generatıion dıffers from creation, SInCce the Cası of
generation form which preex1sts potentially in matter 10 be ctually

it Matter then becomes of the ing generated. But thıs 1S nOt the
Cası wiıth creation: substance 0€eSs not preexist potentially accıdent,
since neıther exX1isSts pr10r to eing created. Instead substance and accıdent
preexIist potentlally the actıve of God, and oug| creation they

brought into actual ex1istence Dy God, who o€eSs not hereby become
of creation.®

De divinis praedicamentis, 12953-4)

James’ De divinis praedicamentis contaıns thırty-two questions, the
first twenty-nıne of K WEeTC disputed by between his Airst and
second Quodlıibet. In the openıng question he 15 concerned wıth the
problem of whether God May truly be called being, e whether the
PrODeI and complete notion of being be applıed God.® In his
analysıs of thıs problem ON finds examınatıon of the term being (ens),
and analysıs of the relationshıp between ESSCHNCC and PSSEe. Hıs
discussıon of these topıcs strongly resembles h1is earlier treatment in
Quodlıbet L, Wıth regard the term eing, James agaın
disagreement amOonNng the philosophers: the ON siıde, 1stotle and
Averroes claım that being ens signifies the ESSCHNCC of that of MC it 15

predicated; the other sıde, Avıcenna that being en signifles
accidental disposıtion OT intention superadded fo that of 1C it 1S

predicated.® TOom these [WO Ways of speakıing about eing there ar1sSes
diversıity of VIEWS aM ONg modern thinkers the es:  CO-esse relatiıonship.
James agaın aCCOUNTS for thıs by noting that that A S and ens SCCIN to

Ibid., 60:575-81 “Quod nım prımo assumıtur, scilicet quod essentia ef S5C SIC
habent in creatione sicut mater1a et forma in generatione, non est concedendum, qul1a

SSC principalıter iıdem dicıt quod essentia, ut dictum est; consequent! autem NON idem,
qulia SsSSC consequent! dıcıt ılla qu1bus essentia est conıuncta. Sed melıus secundum hoc
diceretur quod sicut habet mater1a et orma ın generatione, SIC habet accıdens efi

substantıa in creatione, ut Oostensum est.  27
63 Ibid., Aotest autem et 110 modo manıfestarı dissimiliıtudo creation1s

et generation1s, quantum ad hoc quod in creato quUamhl in generato oportet quod sıt
potentlia et C{Ius. Nam ıd quod generatur praeexIistit potentia in materı1a quac postmodum
est Dars genıit!; ef ideo in generato oportet SSC diıversa realıter acCctum ef potentiam, ei

generatio termıinatur principalıter ad composıtum diversıs realıter. autem quod
creatur praeexistit potentia in Deo qu! NOMN efficıtur pars reli creatae.”

Quaestiones de divinis praedicamentis I"a ed Ypma ome, 139
(“Utrum eus dıiıcatur( ens’”’).

65 Ibid.,
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s1gn1 the Samne thıng, namely the act of existing (actus existendi). Esse
signifles the SaImnec existere, ıle ens INCaNs the Samnle exXListens.
However, ıf A S 1s taken Oun (nominaliter), then it INCAanNns the Samne

ESSCNCC, Just egere viewed OUuUnNn INCcalnls the SAalllec lectio. In
thıs text, James uS, he 1S gomng follow and z
*essence’”” to INC: the ing reS) itself 18 16 the acft of eing (actus
essendi) 1S al  1  ute:  9 and by ens he 111 understand the act of being.®

Turning hıs attention 110 the modern debate 6CSSCIICC and CSSE,
James observes that SOINC thinkers, showing preference for the eachıng
of 1STOtle and Averroes, Sa y that AAYZ and 6ESSCNCC dıffer only logıcally
and in theır INanner at signifyıng, for example, and ’
lucere and [ux, and SADEVE and sapıentia. On thıs VIeEW, ESSCHNCE signifies
the Samıe realıty the acft of eing; thus the act of eing that belongs 18
thıng 15 not other than the thıng itself.©’ ther thınkers, drawıng
inspıratıon from Avıcenna, claım that there 15 INOTIC than merely logical
distinction between ESSCHCE and A SA Hence they Say that AA denotes
somethıng superadded to SESSCHNCEC But ere dısagreement ar1ses. Some
maıntaın that esse adds tOo SSSCHNCC certaın actualıty, 1C 1S something
absolute Such actualıty COU. be called “accıdent” of existing things,
nNnOt because it 1s predicamental accıdent, but rather because it 15 outsıde
of the ESSCINICEC and definıtion of existing ings Thıs theory, 1C WOU.

66 Ibid., “Ex hac autem dıversıtate loquendiI de nte apud
philosophos, videtur provenisse diversıtas modorum loquendi de SSC eit essentia apud
modernos doctores. Nam SSC eit CMNS idem sıgnifıcare videntur, quı1a scilıcet utrumque dicıt
Cium existendi. Unde sıcut SS5C dem sıgnıficat quod existere, S1IC SNNS idem quod existens.
KEt SIC eundem ctum mportant; 1S1 forte S5S5C sumatur nominalıter. Iunc nım iıdem est

quod essentla, sıcut legere nominalıter sumptum, iıdem est quod ljecti0; quamVIs dıiceret
alıquıs, quod et1am essentia dicıt CcCtum essend], sicut lect10 dicıt ctum legendi.
Verumtamen, secundum accıplendi modum, essentla dicıtur 165 1psa CUul
attrıbultur Cius essend.. nde ei vVicenna NON distinxıt essentiam abh SS5C vel ente, sed
dıistinxıt 1C] vel quıddıtatem. Verumtamen, accıplamus UNC essentiam DTro 1psa CUul
convenıt CSSC, IN VCTO PTO 1PSO aC essend:.”

° Ibid.. 7:161-73 ‘““Qu1dam 1gitur, considerantes magıs dicta Arıstotelıs eit

Commentatoris, quaCl multum videntur rationabilıa, dixerunt quod essentia ei SSC NON

differunt 181 ratıone ef secundum modum sign1ıficandı, sıcut CUITSEIC et CUTISUS, lucere eit

lux, vel, secundum verba Augustini, sicut SADCIC eft sapıentla. Nam secundum ugustinum:
°Sıcut ab quod est SaDCIC dıcta est sapıentlia, SIC ab quod est SSC dicta est
essentia.’ Ht S1 quıdem hoc intelligeret quod essentia sub nomiıne essentiae dicıt eundem
Ctum qQUeM dicıt CS55C, tunc sıne contradıctione eIuUm est. Sed ist1 intendunt plus dicere,
quod NON solum essentıja sub nomıne essentlae, sed eti1am essentia ut ICS vel quıddıtas, vel
QUOCUMUC nomiıne nomiınetur, eandem TE6  - dicıt CUM actu essendi, ıta quod CIus essendi,
Convenılens cuılıbet I DNON est alıud ab 1pSsa re  27 Here James quotes from Augustine’s De
Irinitate V7 50.207), and De (ivitate Dei AILl, 48.357).
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SCCII be the posiıtion of 1les of Rome, posıts real dıstinction between
ESSCNCC and esse.  68 er ers hold that AA S adds to SSSCHNCEC not

somethıing absolute, but sımply relatıon God in the order of actual
efficıent causalıty. Thus 0CSSEC dıffers from EeSSCHNCEC not really but only
intention. Thıs 15 quıte obviously the theory of Henry of Ghent.“”

avıng sketched the three maın posit10ns the 6S  CCOc-esse

relationshıp that WeEeIC in hıs day, James exti g1ves hıs VIeW,
which he regards AS another WaY of maıntamnıng that eing ens denotes
somethıing superadded to ESSCI1ICE He eg1ins by layıng down {[WO poimnts.
Fırst, created ıng ex1sts 0)1 COU. ex1ist sımply by iıtself (solitaria), not

con]joıned omethıng For example, accıdent does nOoLt exıst unless it
1S joined 118 substance, and substance o€eSs not ex1ist unless it 1S joined
accıdents. AIl creatures characterized by mutabılıty, and therefore
composıtıion. Such composition cannot be merely ONC of ESSCHNCC ıth
somethıing relatıve the eOrYy of Henry), but also requıres unlıon of
ESSCNCC wiıth somethıng absolute Therefore, CVCLY created eıng has
somethıng absolute unıted ıth it, without hıch it o0€es not and cannot

ex1ist.
Secondly, James noO that created thıngs, when they joined

68 Quaestiones de divinis praedicumentis I'a E ° Alıı VCIO,

consıderantes dıcta Avıcennae eft Algazelıs, sicut pa de doctoribus qu1 prımo hoc

tetigerunt, ponunt quod SSC dıffert ab essentla NOMN solum ratiıone, sed amplıus
QqUaM ratıone, eit quod S5C dicıt alıquid superaddıtum essentlae. Sed ist1 diversificantur.
Quidam nım dıcuntur quod SSC u essentiam addıt quamdam actualıtatem, qua«C est

aliquid absolutum, ita quod SSC actuale est quaedam actualıtas superaddıta rebus quaC
dıcuntur SSC. Haec autem actualıtas potest dıic1 accıdens rebus quaC dıcuntur CSSC, 1910781

quıa in rel verıtate sıt accıdens, quası ad NU: accıdentis pertinens; magıs autem reducıtur
ad praediıcamentum substantıae: sed dıcıtur accıdens quia est xira essentiam et ratiıonem
TeTUMM quac SSC dicuntur. ” Once agaln the description of sse quaedam actualitas

superaddita indıcate that James has in mıind the theory of Gıles of Rome.

Ibid., l *“ Alı eTO dıicunt quod SSC addıt quidem up! essentiam non

aliquıid absolutum, sed habitudinem ad Deum in ratıiıone efficientis Causac secundum
Cctum nde dicunt quod superaddıt SSC 131 essentiam alıquid dıfferens NOn sed
intentione. P

Ibid., 9:222-34 nım primo considerandum quod nulla 1CS creata exıistere
invenıtur solıtarıa eft 111 NONDN conluncta, immo LICC exıstere potest; qula accıdens 11OI1

existit nısS1 conı1unctum substantıae, et substantıa NON exıstit 1S1 conıuncta accıdenti. Eo
nım 1pSO quod creatum est, nOonNn est solıtarıum. Nam INNEC creatum mutabıle est ei

defectibile eft est composıtum. Non potest intellıgı mutatıo, 1S1 pCI separatiıonem alıculus
ab alıquo ef coniunctionem alICUIUS Cum alıquo. Similıter eit cComposıiıt1o0 plura requirıt. Et
NON solum requirıt mutatıo et composıt1io coniunctionem ad alıquıd relatum ef ad
habıtudınem, 1immo et1am ad aliquid absolutum; qu1a secundum relatıonem NON attenditur
DECT mutatıo, NC elatıo 'aC1! composıtionem CUuUm SUO fundamento. Nullum igiıtur
creatum, S1ve sıt substantıa SIve accıdens, exıstıt solıtarıum ei 11 NOn coniunctum. ”
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together, remaın essentially distinet. Categories (praedicamenta) and
predicable thıngs (res praedicabiles) do nOot OVOTL 0)8 mingle ıth ON

another. TOomM thiıs it ollows that ON thıng 185 called “accıden 55 of
another insofar it 1S eXITraneOuUS LO it and outsıde its essential ature

when it 1s sa1d that thıng ex1ists unless joimned LO another, in thıs WaYy
not only o€es accıdent exıist only joined substance, but ESVCN

substance pOSSCSSCS ex1istence only joine accıdents. It ollows that
ıng ex1ists unless because it 1S Joiıne to somethıing LO it, IC 15
accıdental o it 71 James 1s thus able LO find SOINC eoree of ruth in
Avıcenna s eaching hat eing denotes acc1ıdental dısposıition and
somethıng superadded in creatures, SINCEe ıng 15 called eing unless
because it 1sS con]jommed to something else. In this it 1S COrrect to SaYy
that creature ex1ists oug! somethıng 118 it, 1C 1S accıdent
of ıt Nevertheless, ON must be carefu 18 distinguısh the WaYyS in 1C
thıs May Thıs notion of ‘“throug: sometimes denotes conjunction
and causalıty, when accıdent ex1ists 0Ug substance, SInce it 15
caused by substance: al other times ou denotes only conJjunction. It
1S in the latter that substance ex1Ists through ifs accıdents, because it
o0€eSs not ex1ist wıthout them  J2

TOM the composıte character of created eing James LTeCAasSsonNs 10
distinction between ESSCHNCEC and 0esSSE.

According thıs LLAaNNEeI of spe.  g7 if it WEeIC as what ens ANZ
signıfNes, WOU Sd Y that rst and foremost it signifes the thing ves
1C 18 called being (ens), and hıich the act of being actus essendi)
belongs But consequently and secondarıly it signifes that addıtiıon by 1C
thing 18 being inasmuch it 15 joimmed it. Now this addıtıon 18 nOot
determinate thıs OT that, but universally thıng 1S called being it 18

Ibid., 9:237-10:246 “Secundo considerandum est quod 105 creatae, CU ad
invicem conıunguntur, secundum SUuas essentlas remanent distinctae Non nım Invicem
ftranseunt aut permiscentur. Praedicamentanım et ICS praedicabiles immixtae Ssunt. Hx hoc
sequıtur quod un dicıtur accıdens 111 in quantum est exiranea ab et praeter
essentialem ratiıonem 1PS1US. Et ideo, CUMN dıctum sıt quod nulla Ies exıistat 1S1 11
conluncta, eft una 1C6S dicatur acc1ıdere alıı, hoc modo HON solum accıdens substantıae,
immo ei substantıa accıdenti, sequitur quod nulla Tes existit, 1S1 PCI hoc quod est
conıuncta alıcul sıbı addıto, quod est <ıbi accıdens.”

Ibid., 0:247:56 “EX his autem verificarı potest dictum Avıcennae quod SNNS 1C1
alıquıd superaddıtum absolutum ei dısposıtionem accıdentalem, quıa nulla [CS dicıtur CNS,
181 PCI hoc quod 11 con1ungitur. KEt S1IC quaelıbet 1CS hoc modo est 6IS DCI alıquıid
superaddıtum s1b1, quod est accıdens e1 1Tamen scıendum quod, CUul dicıtur quaelibet ICS

SSC CMNS DCT alıquıd superaddıtum, hoc quod 1C0O per quandoque dicıt conıunctionem l
causalıtatem; hoc modo accıdens exıistit pPCT substantıam. Alıquando dicıt solam
conı1unctionem ef NN causalıtatem; eft hoc modo substantıa exıstit DCI accıdens. qul1a NO

x1istıt sine e0.  27
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conjoined to everything wiıithout 1C| it cCannot be found. Therefore, when it
15 sa1ıd that thıng 18 being ough SOMC superaddıtion, by thıs
superaddıtion 15 understood everything wiıthout 1C. that thıng, 1C 15
called being, COU. nOot be found act

One recogn1zes thıs fOo be fundamentally the Samıec position that James had
defended his first Quodlibet. Once agaın prımary and econdary
meanıng of PSSE distinguished, and agaın ANYS 15 ultimately identifed
wıth the subsıisting individual. Once agaln it 15 the real composıtion of
substance and accıdents necessarıly found in the creature that requıres ON

tO recognıze distinction between ESSCHNCC and esse

In advancıngz this theory James wıth ıles and Henry that

ing 1S eing because of something superadded it. But he parts
COMPDPAaNY ıth ıles Dy denyıng that hat 1S added 1S determinate
actualıty. substance IMay be sa1d to ave real existence not because it has

received uesse”, but rather because it has received SOINC predicamental
acc1dents. Nevertheless, if ONC concedes 11eS that there 15 such

actualıty, then James ll aQIrcC that rst and foremost it 15 Dy conjunction
ıth it that thing 1S being He SCCS hıs theory, then, includıng
11es VIEW. and savıng real distinction between EesSSCHNCC and esse.'*

Similarly, James believes that he 1S able salvage hat 1S in

Henry’s theory. Everything which ex1sts only conjoined tO another must

ave efficıent Thus AA S (01 iımply relatıon tOo C:  9

however, ıt oes secondarıly (per posterius). Although the conjunction
and the relatıon 18 exist simultaneously, the former 1S logically
pr101 tOo the latter, for relatıon 1S naturally poster10r 18 its foundatıon.
ccordıng James, Henry’s eOrYy 1S true but it 1S nOot sufficıent, for esse

73 Ibid., 10:257-11:265 “Secundum CI SO unc modum dicendi, S1 qua' quid
significet CIMS ve] CSSC, dicemus quod principalıter ef prımo significat IemH) quaC dicıtur CNS,

eit Cul convenıt C{Ius essend.. Consequenter aufte: ei secundarıo significat illud addıtum

DCI quod TeSs dicıtur ens 1n quantum est 1Ilı conıuncta; hOocC autem addıtum NnON est

determinatum hoc vel illud; sed unıversalıter ICS dicıtur enNns p est conıuncta mnı 1ı

SINne qUuUO ICS invenirı nOoOnN potest. Unde, CUM dıicıtur ICS est ens DCTI aliquıd superaddıtum,
pCT hoc superaddıtum intellıgıtur INNC illud sıne quO Jla rcs, quaC dıicıtur CNS, invenirı
NOMN potest In actu. ”

Ibid., 1:268-75 ‘“Unde, secundum hunc modum, hoc superaddıtum nonNn est alı-

qua actualıitas determinata, sıcut dicıt Op1n10 secunda 19) ıcta, quamVIS, S1 sıt dare

ıllam actualıtatem, potest 1C1 quod principalıter ei praecıpue DCI coniunctionem ad illam

165 dicıtur CNS, et PITO tanto Jla vVvocatur SSC Tamen, simplicıter loquendo, pPCI CONIUNG-
tiıonem ad INDC illud sıne quO NON inveniıtur existere, ICS dicıtur IN ve] S5S5C. nde h1ic
modus dicendi includıit secundam opinıonem, ei salvat realem differentiam inter SSC ef

essentiam. ”
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predicates INOTC than merely relation o efficiıent cause. ”
It 15 evident from thıs text hat James wishes LO defend INOTE than

merely ogıcal dıstinction between 6SSCIICC and A SA No thıng 15 being
sımply vıirtue of its OW) CSSCNCO, it 1s eing because of somethıing
added ıt oug! he rejects ıles theory of ANAY S determiıinate
actualıty superadded 116 CSSCNCC, he 1s able admıt at least nomiınally
real distinction between SSSCNCC and A O It 15 the real composıtion of
substance and accıdents present in creature that ‚upports such
distinction.

One SCCS 1(078 that it 1S the of essential composıtiıon that
grounds the dıstinction between created eing and God James himself
makes this clear later in the texXL, when he NOotfes four dıfferences between
reated and uncreated being Fırst, creature POSSCSSCS eing because of
something aDbsolute 18 it. Thıs 1s nNOT the Z ıth God, who aCcC
internal composıtıon. Thus AA S in CT' 1s accıdent, hıle in G0od it
1S the thıng res) 1C 1S God.”® Second, creature 15 being because of
the relatıon it has This ollows from the fact that it 15
composed of parts Sınce God acC all iınternal composıitıion, he ex1ists
wıthout such relation. ”” 1r God IS total and unlımıte' eıng (ens
totale el illimitatum), SInCe he 15 eing absolutely, nNnOT OuUg, un1on
ıth somethıng else. cre. 15 partıal and ımıted being (ens partiale

T3 Ibid., 1:276-91 alvat etiam tertiam opınıonem qua«C dicıit, quod SSC dicıt
essentiam CUM habitudine ad princıpıum prımum ut est aC  s efficıens. Haec nım pDOs1it10
sequiıtur ad praediıctum modum dicend\. Omne nım quod non exıstıt 1S1 1ı conıunctum,
oportet quod habeat CausamMmı agentem DCT quam conı1ungatur 1lı sıne quUO SSC NON potest.
Et S1IC 109080° tale dicıt habitudınem ad ‚ZCNS, 1cCe© aeC habitudo ad PCI poster1us
importetur in nomine entis vel CSSC, ıta quod ens primo 1C1 essentiam conı1unctam I
re1i absolute. Et qulia aeCc coniunctio NOMN potest SSC 1S1 DCT, consequenter dicıt
essentiam osub habıtudıne Et licet sıt simul tempore coniunctio ]la et I'CSPCCI'I.IS ad NS,
prıus tamen naturalı intellectu est con1iunctio qUamHl respecCtus; 1a respectus quilibet
natura poster10r est SUO fundamento. S1IC igıtur OpIn10 quac dicıt quod SS5C 1C1 essentiam
CU: habıtudine ad ‚ZCNS, CId quıdem est, sed NOMN sufficiıens, qula plus dıicıt SSC ut

i1ctum est.  927
Ibid., 6:409-15 °*Prıma ig1itur differentia potest accıpı his qua«c dicta sunt.

Nam ens creatum est ens DCI alıquıd superaddıtum aDsSsolutum sıbı con1unctum; eus
autem NON, qul1a in 1NON est hoc ef hoc nde SSC in creaturıs est accıdens: in Deo NON,
sed est 1psa Ics quacC Deus est. KEt sicut NONMN dicıtur Deus in ordine ad alıquıd alıud sSıbı
conı1unctum, SIC 191510 vjgt  N nde est N essentialıter ef pCI essentiam;: ens creatum est eNSs

accıdentalıter el PCI alıquıid superaddıtum. ”
Ibid., 6:415-19 Hx hac autem prıma differentia sequitur secunda, videlıicet

quod eNSs creatum est IN habitudine ad NS, IN autem dıvinum est sine habıtudıine.
Nam illud quod est SNNS pCT conıunctionem plurıum, indıget conıungente, quacC est

agens.”
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el limitatum), Since it exX1ists only joined O something. ”® Fourth, dıvine
being 15 immutable, because it aCcC composition of parts Creatures
mutable, SINCE they pPOSSCSS accıdents in ırtue of which they saı1d tO be
changed.”

De divinis praedicamentis, 1295-4)

In thıs question James asks whether God 15 member of
predicament.” In hıs discussıon of thıs he makes passıng reference 18

the distinction between ESSCNCC and existence, when he distinguishes
ofold potentiality in CcCre. One 1S found only in materı1al ings (due
obviously fo the 1n them of matter), ıle the other 1S
all created beings, and 15 derived bDy cComparı1ıson tO the rst
IC they depend. James then nNnOotesS

But firom thıs potentialıty, hıch 1s al] ings by comparıson to theır USC,
there ollows all thıngs the potentialıty that 15 Dy comparıson somethıng
else, wiıthout :{& [a creature | cannot exist actually. For CVETY CTEAT{U) 15
composite and jJoine o another. Therefore, CVEIY creature 18 this and thıs
(hoc el hoc), and there 15 all |creatures| potency and ACT. thıs 15 the
rOOL of the difference between PSSEe and EesSSCENCEC

TOom the fact that eing 1S caused there ollows in it composition of

parts, and hence distinction of ESSCIICC and AA The metaphysical
composıtion that character1izes CVECIY creature 1S not ON of ESSCHNCEC and
existential aCcT, but ONC of ıng and thıng Such composition remaılıns

78 Ibid., 17:4505 “ Tertia differentia est, quia eNs dıyınum est CeNSs totale eit

ıllımıtatum Et hOcC quı1a NOMN dıcıtur IN DCI coniunctionem ad alıquid, sed dicıtur IN

absolute, sicut S1 aliquid diceretur calıdum NO  ; addıtione, esset calor infınıtus. Ens
autem creatum est IN partiale ei ımıtatum Et hoc quı1a NO  ; est ens absolute, sed
conıunctione ad alıquıid.”

79 Ibid., 7:458-63 “Quarta differentia esL, qula SNNS dıvyviınum est IN immutabiıle.
Nam illud in qUO NOMN est hoc ei hoc immutabiıle est. Omnıis nım mutatıo est pCI
separatıonem a l1ıCUIlUS ab alıquo. Ens autem mutabıle estl. nde dıicıt Augustinus, De
Trinitate, capitulo secundo, quod Omn1ıs creatura mutabilıs est, qula habet accıdentia
secundum quaC mutarı dicıitur. Essentia autem divına immutabilıs est  27 FOor thıs in

Augustine, SCC De rınılaltle V’ ch 50.209).
Ouaestiones de divinis praedicamentis I'a S (“Utrum Deus sıt 165 alıculus

generI1s vel praedicament1”).
Ibid., E “EX hac autem potentialitate, quaC inest omnibus PCI

comparatıonem ad Causam consequıtur in omnıbus potentialıtas; quaC est PDCI COmMpara-
tiıonem ad alıquid alıud, sıne qUO NOMN potest SSC AaCTUu. Nam MnNne creatum est ‚DO-
sSıtum ei I conıunctum. Ideo INNC creatum est hoc eit hocC, el est In mnı potentia et

CIus. KEt hoc est radıx dıfferentiae inter SSC ei essentiam.”
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wholly in the order of 6ESSCHCC

Quodlibet LEF (1295)

In thıs text James has opportuni make SOTINC interesting
remarks ESSCHNCC and 0OSSEe He 1S ked whether pluralıty OT distinction
of real absolute modes in God 1S repugnant LO hıs simplicity.”“ The text

begıns wiıth [WO arguments gıven 18 sShOow that pluralıty of real modes 15

repugnant IO the divıine simplıcıty. ccording {Oo the rst argument, the
pluralıty DY INCanls of 16 the cCreal primarıly recedes from God 1S

epugnant tO the dıvıne simplicıty. But such 15 the pluralıty of real modes:;
therefore, such pluralıty 15 repugnant to the divıne simplıicıty. 46 support
the M1InNOr prem1se, ıt 1S argued that the pluralıty by 1Cc the creature

short of divine simplıcı cannot be ON of TECAaSON (pluralitas rationis),
Since such pluralıty 1S indeed present in God, NOTL 1S it ON of things
(pluralitas rerum), since God COU. create substance devo1d of
accıdents. In the Casec of the latter, such substance would nOLT be

composed of thıngs. but would still fall short of dıvine simplıcıty. This
could only be accounted for DYy posıting wıthın it pluralıty of real
modes.®

According LO the second argument, pluralıty that impedes
predication Der identitatem 1s repugnant the divıine simplıcı But such
15 the pluralıty of real modes. This 1S evıdent, because ANANYS and ESSCIICC

dıffer secundum modum realem, which SOINC say) 1S dıffer

intentionally. Thus ONC 1Ss not predicated of the other Dy predication DEr

Disputatio 10 de quolibet, 93- (“Utrum pluralıtas vel distinctio modorum
realıum absolutorum in Deo repugne 1US simplicitatı””).

83 Ibid., “ {1lla nım pluralıtas repugnat dıvıinae simplicitatı DCI qUaIl
creatura prımo recedit dıyına simplicıtate. Sed DCI pluralıtatem modorum realıum
creatura prımo recedit divına simplicıtate. Igıtur talıs pluralıtas repugnat dıyınae

simplicitatı. Maıor Mınor SIC ostendıtur. Per pluralıtatem nım ration1s creatura LO

recediıt dıvına simplicıtate, quıa ulusmodi pluralıtas in Deo est absque detriımento SUAC

simplicıtatıs, 191510 et1am PCI pluralıtatem TEeTIUIN recedıiıt creatura prımo divına simplicıtate.
Posset nım Deus facere alıquam substantıam simplicem absque mMnı accıdente. In talı
autem substantıa NON esseft diversıtas vel pluralıtas reTUuM, ef am constat quod recederet
eft deficeret dıyvına simplıcıtate. Quare 0)910) in huiusmodi substantıa SSC alıam
diversitatem Sive pluralıtatem PCI quam recederet simplicıtate dıvına, NeC possetL SSC

lıa pluralıtas nis1 modorum realıum. uare pCT huiusmod] pluralıtatem recedit creatura

prımo dıvına simplicitate.”
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identitatem
10 the first of these arguments James replıes that the creature

primarıly recedes from dıvine simplıcıty by pluralıty of ings, and
secondarıly by dıversity of real modes Although plurality of ings
entaıls Composıtıon pluralıty of modes and absolutely, o0€es not
evertheless because distinction of modes creature Ways ollows
upDOoNn dıversıty of Ings 1t 15 that pluralıty of modes creature
entails Composıtıon (though clearly accıdental manner) In

the claım that God COUuU. create substance that lacked
accıdents James pOo1NIs out that God cannot create substance that aCcC
relatıve accıdents all creatures depend upon hım and elated 18
hım Nevertheless ONC mi1g! object that relatıve accıdents
not ings but modes of thıng, and such they do not enter 1into

composıtıon ıth substance 109 thıs James replıes that although God COU.
make substance that lacked all actual absolute accıdents he COU. nOot
make substance that lacked the aptıtude TECEG1IVE such accCıdents
Consequently, all creatures there 15 at east composıtıon of things
aptıtude and therefore creature necessarıly short of the dıvine simplıcıty.

84 Ihid. 18 “Praeterea ]la pluralıtas QquaC impediıt praediıcatıonem DCT
iıdentitatem ıllorum quac plura dicuntur udivınae simplıcıtatı (Cu1mus ratıo est qu1a

dıvına sımplıcıtate provenıt quod qua«C sSsunt Deo ef qUaC dıicuntur de 1DSO
praedicantur de NVICCOIHN praedicatiıone DCI identitatem Sed pluralıtas modorum realıum
impedit praedıcatıonem PCI identitatem Quod qu1a SSC et essentia dıfferunt
secundum modum realem quod est dıfferre intentione ut quıdam dıicunt Et ideo UNUum de
lıo NO|  —- praedıicatur praedicatione DCI identitatem gıtur pluralıtas modorum realıum
repugna! divınae simplicıtatı

85 Ihid 125 967 126 083 “Ad illud CTZO quod obıicıtur quod PCI
pluralıtatem modorum realıum creatura recediıt dıvyvıina simplıicıtate dicendum est

quod creatura PIHTNO ecedit dıvıina simplicıtate DCI pluralıtatem LTEeTIUM secundarıo autem
ef consequentı CT diversitatem modorum realıum Quod S1IC Pluralıtas 3000091

TEIUM inducıt cComposıtıonem Pluralıtas autem diversorum modorum simpliciıter el
absolute sumpta, NO inducıt composıtıonem 1 amen qul1a creaturıs dıstinctio modorum
SCHILDCI sequıtur diversıtatem TETITUM eit Composıtiıonem ideo pluralitas modorum
creaturıs, Composiıtıonem inducıt. nde accıdıt Uu1C pluralıtatı quod cComposiıtionem
inducat 1ı quantum scılıcet est talı n quac est creatura, qua dıversıtas modorum
provenıt dıversıtate LTETITUMM vel composıtione SIVC his S1IVC U1C Et ita DCI
utramque dıistinetionem recedit creatura divına simplicıitate; sed PI1IMO et princıpalıter
DCT 1lam qua«C est [EeTIUM consequentı autem DCT Cal quac est modorum, NON

quantum est modorum absolute sed quantum est modorum talıum eft talı scilicet
creatura

Ihid 126 986-1004 “Sciendum est 11 quod Deus 1ON potest facere substan-
t1am alıquam S1INC accıdente saltem respeCtLVO Non 1000801 potest facere creaturam alıquam
QquaC NO dependeat ab 1DSO ef quacC NON habeat relatıonem ad P SICUT ad Causamı Sed
qu1a tatım alıquıis obiceret quod relatıo NO est 165 quac COI'IIPOSIUOIIGIII inducat sed est
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10 the second argument(t, 1C affırme: that pluralıty of modes
impedes predication Der identitatem, James replıes that dıstinction
secundum modum 1s dıstinction only qualifie (secundum
quid). Therefore, ıt impedes predication DEr identitatem only
qualified As for the claım that ESSCHNCEC and A S dıffer modally,
James repliıes that they dıffer in Creatures not only secundum modum but
also secundum rem  87

111 CONCLUSION

avınz carefully read James’ NO  S ormulate SOINC

conclusions about h1is 1eW of the relationshıp between ESSCHNCC and
ex1istence. Hıs hınkıng thıs issue evelops out of care reflection
and ecritic1ısm of the VIEWS of hI1s contemporarIles. Finding that each of the
three maın eorles h1is day contaıns SOINC James attempts tO

develop compromise posıtion. Essence 1S elated O esSSCe as the abstract 1{80
the CoOnNcre Distinguishing primary and econdary meanıng of eSSE,
he maımntalns that, when essEe 1S taken in ıts primary meanıng, it 15 entic
ıth ESSCNCE; however, when it 1S taken In ıts econdary meanıng, it 18

re: 1SUNG from CSSCHNCC, Since it ıncludes everything wıthout 1C
ESSCNCC (01 not and cannot exıst.

It 15 nOot surpr1sing, then, that cholars ave disagreed about James’

position. Neve:  eless, it evıdent that he O0€Ss not wısh 118 defend
merely logical distinction between EeSSCHNCC and PSYE. Such distinction

modus qu1dam, ideo ulter1us est dicendum quod Deus potest facere substantıam sine
accıdente absoluto in aC{u, nonNn autem in aptitudıne. Non nım posset Deus facere
substantıam alıquam quacC NOMN esset susceptiva accC1identis absoluti, vel in qua NOMN posset
SSC accıdens absolutum, lıcet posset facere alıquam substantıam NON abentem aCc  ]

accıdens alıquod absolutum, sicut et1am de accıdente 1C1 solet quod potest fıer1 Deo
aCc  Z sine subiecto, nNnOonN amen aptitudine. 1ICU CTgO acciıdens, quantumcumque T  cr exıistat
sıne subiecto, CIC est accıdens et est compositum compositione U1C propter solam

aptıtudınem inhaerendi, quacC ad 18(0)8! potest 1DSO manente, SIC ef substantıa,
uantu!  mqg aC x 1istat sıne accıdente absoluto, quı1a tamen potest illud suscıpere,
dicetur in S5S5C cComposit1o TeTIUMN in aptitudıne. nde D: quod creatura prımo recedit

divina sımplıcıtate pCI diversıtatem qua«l est reTUN, vel in aC) vel in aptiıtudıne. ”
Ibid., 127 1025:338 “Ad secundum quod obicıtur, quod pluralıtas modorum

iımpedit praedıcationem PCI identitatem, dicendum est quod distinctio secundum modum
DNON est distinctio simplıciter sed secundum quıd; eft deo NON impedit praedicatıonem PDCI
identitatem siımplıcıter sed secundum quid.THE RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN ESSENCE AND EXISTENCE  105  To the second argument, which affirmed that a plurality of modes  impedes a predication per identitatem, James replies that a distinction  secundum modum is a distinction only in a qualified sense (secundum  quid). Therefore, it impedes a predication per identitatem only in a  qualified sense. As for the claim that essence and esse differ modally,  James replies that they differ in creatures not only secundum modum but  also secundum rem.®  III. CONCLUSION  Having carefully read James’ texts, we can now formulate some  conclusions about his own view of the relationship between essence and  existence. His thinking on this issue develops out of careful reflection on  and criticism of the views of his contemporaries. Finding that each of the  three main theories in his day contains some truth, James attempts to  develop a compromise position. Essence is related to esse as the abstract to  the concrete. Distinguishing a primary and a secondary meaning of esse,  he maintains that, when esse is taken in its primary meaning, it is identical  with essence; however, when it is taken in its secondary meaning, it is  really distinct from essence, since it includes everything without which an  essence does not and cannot exist.  It is not surprising, then, that scholars have disagreed about James’  position. Nevertheless, it seems evident that he does not wish to defend a  merely logical distinction between essence and esse. Such a distinction  modus quidam, ideo ulterius est dicendum quod Deus potest facere substantiam sine  accidente absoluto in actu, non autem in aptitudine. Non enim posset Deus facere  substantiam aliquam quae non esset susceptiva accidentis absoluti, vel in qua non posset  esse accidens absolutum, licet posset facere aliquam substantiam non habentem actu  accidens aliquod absolutum, sicut etiam de accidente dici solet quod potest fieri a Deo  actu sine subiecto, non tamen aptitudine. Sicut ergo accidens, quantumcumque actu existat  sine subiecto, vere est accidens et est compositum compositione huic propter solam  aptitudinem inhaerendi, quae ad eo tolli non potest ipso manente, sic et substantia,  quantumcumque actu existat sine accidente absoluto, quia tamen potest illud suscipere,  dicetur in ea esse compositio rerum in aptitudine. Unde patet quod creatura primo recedit  a divina simplicitate per diversitatem quae est rerum, vel in actu vel in aptitudine.”  87 Ibid., p. 127:1025-38. “Ad secundum quod obicitur, quod pluralitas modorum  impedit praedicationem per identitatem, dicendum est quod distinctio secundum modum  non est distinctio simpliciter sed secundum quid; et ideo non impedit praedicationem per  identitatem simpliciter sed secundum quid. ... Ad illud autem quod inducitur de esse et  essentia, dicendum est quod in creaturis differunt non solum secundum modum sed etiam  secundum rem, ut alias declaratum est; et ideo non praedicatur unum de alio praedicatione  per identitatem.”illud autem quod inducıtur de SSC ei

essentia, dicendum est quod in creaturıs differunt NOMN solum secundum modum sed et1iam
secundum rem, ut alıas declaratum est; eft ideo non praedicatur NUMN de 1h0 praedicatione
DCI identitatem.”
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would not uffice 18 PFESCITVC the doctrine of creation, NOT WOU it acCCcount
for the real composıtion present In finıte eing Furthermore, there 1S
evidence for the claım that James defends intentional distinction;
indeed, it is unlıkely that he thought that such distinction IS poss1ible.

Should ONC, therefore, regard James partısan of the real
dıstinction? In Quodlıbet f 4, he o€es admıt that there IS real
distincetion between ESSCNCC and CSSIE, and that it 1S required by the
Chriıstian doctrine of creation. In Quodlibet IL, V he SayS that SESSCNCC

and A dıffer secundum Ve.  S However, SOINC cautiıon 15 requıred. In its
prımary meanıng, esse 1S the SaImnec CSSCNCC, it 15 only in ıts econdary
meanıngz that ON speak of it really dıstinct from ESSCHNCE Ihus
James appCars to recognıze the distinction real only qualifie:

Moreover, 1f ONC CONstrues the eOry of the real distinction in
Aegıdıan OT Thomuistic 9 James WOUuU ave tO be regarded

of real dıstinction. For both Omas and 11eSs the real
dıstinction 1s ONC of ESSCNCC and existential aCT. For James the real
distinction 15 sımply restatement of the Boethıan dıstinction between
concrete individual and its ature Esse 0€Ss not en! into composıtion
wıth CSSCNCEC, rather, the metaphysical composıtıon found in the creature 1s
ocated wholly 1in the order of SESSCHNCE James equates AA S and en  “ Thıs 1S

clearly departure from Omas, for whom 20NS 15 somethıng havıng ESSE,
116e A S 1S that by 1C ens 15  88 By contrast, James that ens

and PEsSSC both S12N1fy somethıng havıng ESSCHNCEC (habens essentiam). It 15
evident OO that James rejects 11es5 theory of esse determinate
actualıty, Yes that when I8 ESSCHNCC makes it ex1ist. For James
A S in its econdary meanıngz signifes ESSCHNCC it 1S Joined all of the
accıdents NCECCECSSATY for its actual ex1istence. Whıle 1l1es SCS the relatıon
between matter and form model for understandıng the C  CCc-esse

distinction, James prefers to COncelive the latter using the MO of
substance and accıdents.

In S it best regard James  A  S eory not
“intermediate posıtion, ” but compromise position. He O€eSs nOT wısh to
find mıddle groun! between logıcal and real distinction (as dıd Henry
of Ghent), but rather 118 create synthesı1s Out of the partıal truth In the
three maın posıitions. Hıs thinkıng ESSCHNCC and ex1istence 1S grounded
the metaphysıcal composıtion that characterizes the creature Like all
orthodox thınkers, James recogn1zes the aDsSOolute simplicıty of the dıivine
ature In created beings, the other hand, he finds composıtion of

In XIT Meta., ect -R. Cathala--R.M. Splazzl, ed | Turın-Rome, 19501),
2419 “Nam eNns dıcıtur quası NN habens.”
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substance and accıdents. No created SSSCIICE whether substantıal OT

accıdental) 15 sufficient for its ()W) ex1istence: always another SSSCHNCEC must
be 118 it indıvıdual thing (esse) cannot be educed LO its
substantıal ESSCHNCE In thıs the distinction between SSSCHNCE and A
1S real ONC, SINCE it 1s pr10r 18 rational analysıs Dy the mind.®

Mark OSSIAUXRumson
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