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Abstract

The graduation theses of the Scottish universitiethe first half of the seventeenth
century are at the crossroads of philosophical hrsfiorical events of fundamental
importance: Renaissance and Humanist philosophlypl&stic and modern philosophy,
Reformation and Counterreformation, the rise of erodscience. The struggle among
these tendencies shaped the culture of the sewginteentury, and the graduation theses
are part of this narrative. Graduation theses aproauct of the Scholasticism of the
modern age, which survived the Reformation in Seatl and decisively influenced
Scottish philosophy in the seventeenth centuryluding the reception of early modern
philosophy. We can therefore speak of a ‘Scottishofasticism’, characterised by an
original reception and interpretation of the lomgditions of Scholastic philosophy and
Aristotelianism. The aim of the thesis is the as@lyof the general physics of the
graduation theses: the two central theories armepmmatter and movement. Natural
philosophy is a particularly interesting case, gr@lmain features of the graduation theses
are the reception of Scholasticism alongside intiomawithin Scholasticism. Graduation
theses adhere to the Scholastic tradition, espe8abtism, while being innovative in their
opposition to Catholic forms of Scholasticism. brgpcular, natural philosophy reveals the
influence of the Reformed confession of faith af Scottish universities in central aspects
of Scholastic philosophy, such as the theory ofdmris and natural theology. Scottish
Scholasticism can be further qualified as an exangpl‘Reformed Scholasticism’. From
the point of view of the historiography of Scholaisin, the Reformed character of the
natural philosophy of the graduation theses pravioeresting insights, and helps to
understand Protestant Scholasticism.
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Introduction

| shall investigate the natural philosophy of theadyation theses of the Scottish
universities in the first half of the seventeengintary. | shall seek to prove that the natural
philosophy of the Scottish universities can be raefi as ‘Eclectic Scotistic Reformed
Scholasticism’. The focus will be on two conceptsggeneral physics: prime matter and
movement. These concepts are fundamental to therstadding of Scholastic natural
philosophy and its relation to early modern phijg@spand science. My primary focus will
be on the former aspect.

1. Natural philosophy in the graduation theses in S cotland in the first half of

the seventeenth century

In the first half of the seventeenth century thad&eic teaching in Scotland was still
conducted according to the Scholastic way, inhagritem the Medieval Scholasticism of
the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. This movemeas still strong across Europe in the
early modern age, and the Scottish universitieagrart of this narrative. Scholasticism is
the historical product of the attempted harmonisatf two great philosophical traditions
with the Christian revelation: on the one side, shaielianism, the long-established
tradition of commentaries and interpretations @& tiorpus of Aristotle, which flourished
again in the thirteenth century in virtue of ther&pean reception of the Arabic
commentary tradition. On the other hand, Augustisia, the philosophy inspired by Saint
Augustine, more closely related to the Platoniditran.

From the late Middle Ages to the early modern &aholasticism underwent deep
changes: as has been argued by Charles SchmitdiregaAristotelianism, it is more
accurate to talk of ‘Scholasticismrather than ‘Scholasticism’ as a monolithic body.
Scholasticism is divisible into different schoolh¢mism, Scotism and Nominalism, just
to name the most important ones) and into diffedesitiplines (Scholastic philosophy and
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Scholastic theology). Scholasticism was also imfaeel by Renaissance philosophy,
Renaissance Aristotelianism and Humanism, and wa#iyf challenged by the rise of the
new science in the early seventeenth century. A &sgect of my research is the
investigation of the Scottish graduation theseselation to the history of Scholasticism. |
shall argue that the philosophy of the graduatinesés is Scholastic in nature, heavily
influenced by Scotistic themes, yet enriched bge@rctic character.

It cannot be forgotten that Scholasticism was basnan enterprise of human (or
“natural”) reason to penetrate the mysteries ofréwelation:‘intellectus quaerens fidem’
intelligence in search of faith, but alsiides quaerens intellectumfaith in search of
intelligence, according to the famous phrase ofelnsof Canterbury. Thus, the history of
Scholasticism is also, at least partially, thedrgbf the European Christian faith up to the
modern age. The historical evolution of the RomawrCh first, and later on of the
Reformed churches played a major role in the deweemt of Scholasticism, in terms of
different schools, traditions and doctrines. | kbaék to investigate graduation theses from
this point of view as well, in order to assess Whethe Scottish Reformation influenced
the Scholastic philosophy taught in Scotland. Mysveer will be that Scottish
Scholasticism can be properly qualified as ‘RefairBeholasticism’.

Natural philosophy is the discipline which investigs natural bodies: their principles,
properties and structure. Following Aristotle, @ bodies’ are defined as bodies
endowed with a ‘nature’, understood as the intepmadciple of change or movement in
general. Natural bodies are thus defined by thafure, and change, that is any passage
from potency to act, is the first and main consegeeof their nature.

Natural philosophy is divided into general physacel special physics: the former deals
with the general principles of bodies, namely, wipaalifies them in general qua bodies.
The latter is a cluster of different disciplinesor(fexample, astronomy, chemistry,
psychology), and deals with bodies as they falb ititese disciplines. General physics
extends further than any discipline of special ptsjsand includes them all as the genus
includes the species.

My focus will be on two theories of general physigsme matter and movement. Prime
matter is the material principle of all bodiestie framework of the Aristotelian theory of
cause, prime matter is the material cause of bpdie®nstitutive principle of the natural
body, when united with the formal cause (form)ni&rimatter is traditionally and famously
defined as ‘pure potency’. We will see how the regeaeject the Thomistic theory, and
side with Duns Scotus.

The Scholastic theory of movement is central tounderstanding of the very nature of

Scholastic natural philosophy, precisely becausthefclose relation between nature and
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movement. Nature is the principle of movement, é¢f@e movement follows from the
nature of bodies, and informs us about it. We gak that the regents are still committed to
Scholastic natural philosophy, yet in an origirerse.

Prime matter and movement are the two key conagpBcholastic natural philosophy.
The analysis of them helps to clarify general ptyysis a whole, since prime matter and
movement are not intelligible without the broadentext of theories such as act and
potency, form and matter, substance and the foistdelian causes. Regarding prime
matter, | shall argue that graduation theses rabeainfluence of Scotistic themes, as they
deploy a metaphysics of essence and the notion ethphysical (or entitative) act.
Regarding movement, graduation theses inscribe dbkms in the Scholastic tradition of
natural places, directedness of movement and difter in nature between sublunary and
celestial bodies.

The choice of prime matter and movement is alsavatd by historical considerations.
The seventeenth century saw the rise of the neenseiand the consequent revolution in
our understanding of the world. Bacon, Copernidgalileo and Descartes are just the
main figures of this revolution in the first halff aghe seventeenth century. As a
consequence, the Scholastic notions of prime mattel movement were extensively
discussed and criticised in the first half of tlewenteenth century. Although they are still
within the Scholastic tradition, graduation thebear witness to this debate: we will see
that some theses break with Scholasticism and, ngemerally, that the form of
Scholasticism in use in the Scottish universitiesnss to anticipate later themes in early
modern philosophy. | shall seek to highlight thespects, especially in the theory of
natural places and secondary causes, the defimtiancident and the theory of substance.

Yet, my approach aims at shedding light not ongraluation theses in relation to the
so-called ‘modern philosophy’ or ‘early modern piibphy’, but instead on the graduation
theses within the Scholastic tradition; and | shaltount for their specific character in the
light of this tradition. Nonetheless, | believe ttltgraduation theses not only anticipate
some themes of modern philosophy but also thatengenerally, Scholasticism in the
seventeenth century prepared the ground for mogl@tasophy in a way that is yet to be
fully acknowledged by scholars. While keeping theus on Scottish Scholasticism, | hope
to shed some light on these connections.

An important consequence of my approach is thecehaif the period that | shall
investigate. Regarding the terminus a quo, the fwsnted set of graduation theses
available, which is by J. Robertson, regent atUheversity of Edinburgh, is dated 1596.
Before that date, there is no printed evidence ldtvexactly was taught in the universities.

The terminus ad quem requires more justificatioshdll examine graduation theses until
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1649, the latest being that of D. Forrester 164@irafrom the University of Edinburgh.
Up to that date, university teaching was still yjuBcholastic in form and contents, while
from the 1650s onwards we witness the epoch-makiginning of the reception of
Descartes’ philosophy in Scotland: Andrew Cafiteses philosophicaédberdeen 1654,
written for Marischal College, are the first gratioa theses which refer to Descartes.

The reception of Descartes and, thereafter, ofrothedern philosophers, produced a
profound change in the philosophy of the Scottisiversities, which ultimately led to the
shift from Scholasticism to the Enlightenment anddern science, less than one century
later. | shall argue that the 1640s are the firedry of the long tradition of Scottish
Scholasticism in its purer form. This does not m#wt this tradition did not survive the
arrival of modern philosophy: as a matter of fé&tholasticism was influential for the
whole century and ultimately shaped the receptibmodern philosophy in Scotland. |
shall hint at this historical fact by reference tor example, the theory of the relation
between prime matter and quantity: the Cartesiatmomoof res extensawas quickly
received in the Scottish universities in the 1680d 1670s because it was anticipated by
the Scottish Scholastic concept of quantity, onethaf properties of prime matter, as
essentially extended in platA similar point could be made regarding separatstnces
as the object of metaphysics, the concept of mind af its faculties, the role of
perception, just to name some other philosophidaories common in Scottish
Scholasticisni.

One final premise of my research is the idea thatdorpus of graduation theses of the
first half of the seventeenth century can be ingastd as a uniform, collective

philosophy. From the point of view of the histoficaity of my sources, graduation theses

| believe that in the graduation theses the exjoesextension in place’ is equivalent to ‘extensim
space’. | prefer the former because it is closethtooriginal Latingextensio in ordine ad locunkvery
place (ocug is spatially extended, while not every space iplace (for example, thepatium
imaginariumaround the upper limit of the heavens). The regéntour ‘place’ instead of ‘space’, while
Suéarez some times favours ‘space’, abM, 40, Il, 22, extensio in spatio As it appears in part |,
chapter 4, section 4 regarding the distinction leetwextensio in ordine ad sendextensio in ordine ad
locum one of the characteristic of a place is thas gxtended in space. Baron 1627, TP IV, explaias th
relation between place and spateorma, quae motu locali acquiratur, et ejus termgrad quem est
Ubi, realis praesentia rei in loco, sive vero, siveagimario spatia” Therefore, even if the expression
‘extension in space’ is perhaps more intuitive thettension in place’, | follow more closely theiginal
text.

2 “The thesis, then, is not that the seventeenthergriirand of Scholasticism directly influenced Crrses’
formulation of his philosophy but that, at leastpiepared the way for the acceptance of Cartesiauii
R. Ariew - M. Grene, irDescartes and the Last Scholastithaca - London, Cornell University Press,
1999, p. 78, fn. 1. Ariew and Grene admittedly expa thesis by V. Carraud of the presence of a fufrm
Ockhamism in Arnauld’s philosophy, which drew hinose to DescartesVeditationes V. Carraud,
Arnauld: From Ockhamism to Cartesianisim R. Ariew - M. Grene (eds.)Descartes and his
Contemporaries Chicago - London, University of Chicago Press93,9pp. 110-128. Regarding the
Scholasticism of the graduation theses, | agreé wie general view that some specific forms of
Scholasticism were perceived to be close to Camedbctrines.
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are the same type of text across all of Scotlanguadbly written in similar material,
cultural and social conditions. It is thus possitilanvestigate them under the collective
name of ‘graduation theses’ of the Scottish unitiess But the claim that their philosophy
can be treated collectively, @ub specie scholags more debatable. | shall seek to
investigate graduation theses as a philosophid&,umot simply as a historical one: that
is, | shall seek to prove that they introduce ua tmmmon philosophy characterised by the
acceptance of an identifiable set of key doctriries not enough to describe graduation
theses as ‘Scholastic’, and the more precise t8gutistic’ falls short of the target as well.
Therefore, graduation theses are a unitary bodytheheregarded on their own or in
relation to the Scholastic tradition. The risk ofy mpproach is that the individual
contribution may be overlooked in favour of the geh notion of the ‘philosophy of the
graduation theses’; the opposite risk is to undenase the general acceptance of some
theories in the name of the respect for the indi@idohilosopher. | shall seek to balance
this collective approach of my research with thechior accounting, when appropriate, for
the variety of individual positions.

Let me anticipate a historical remark about gradnatheses which sheds light on the
scope of my methodology. Graduation theses wergenrby the regents and are the most
reliable source of information about the philosogifythe Scottish universities. Yet, it
would be inaccurate to regard them as anythingewdifft from the summary of the
curriculum of the Faculties of Arts. This meanst thaduation theses are not the product
of a conscious search for innovation and persoesgarch from the side of the regents.
Rather, graduation theses enlighten us on the Isdamension of the teaching of
philosophy at the undergraduate level. This medra their philosophy is not the
philosophy of the community of professional philpkers, it is rather the philosophy of
the “laymen”, it is the philosophy of students wiior, the most part, did not pursue an
academic career or personal research. Therefore,came truly speak of a ‘social
dimension’ of the philosophy of the graduation #wd believe that this is the historical
relevance of the graduation theses. The evidencea @ommon philosophy in the
graduation theses is then even more important@rehting of the spirit of the time.

| shall now turn to a brief description of my primasources, to the analysis of the
academic context of the graduation theses andpnielgsion, to the relation between my

research and the history of Scholastic philosophy.
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2. Theses philosophicae: type of text and historical background 3

The primary sources of my thesis are the gradudktieses of the Faculties of Arts of the
Scottish universities of the seventeenth centuryngls and Marischal College in
Aberdeen, St Salvator’'s and St Leonard’s CollegeStiAndrews, and the universities of
Edinburgh and Glasgow.

Graduation theses are texts of variable lengthr(fBopages up to 60 pages), in quarto,
written in neo-Latin and usually printed by the dbgrinter, with the exception of St
Andrews theses. Graduation theses were ‘classgheg#ten by the regents for the whole
class of students for the purpose of the graduatiwsamony. The regent is the lecturer in
charge of the four-year curriculum of the FacultyAats: in the tradition of the regenting
system, adopted by the Scottish universities instaeenteenth century, the same lecturer
would guide his students through the learning ef fibur main branches of philosophy:
logic, metaphysics, ethics and natural philosopfiie curriculum culminated in a public
graduation ceremony, to be held before the locairanity: this would include civil and
religious authorities as well as other studentsthedegents. The candidate would engage
in philosophical debate on a vast number of does;ino show his philosophical as well as
rhetorical skills. This practice closely resemliles medieval disputationes, which were an

important part of both the teaching and the examgimf students.

% | shall present here the historical informationuieed in order to understand the academic backgrain
the graduation theses; | do not wish to offer aalais of the universities in the first half of the
seventeenth century. This is partly the objectrobler studies, among others: Christine M. Kinge(la
Shepherd)Philosophy and Science in the Arts Curriculum ef Stottish Universities in the "1 entury
Ph.D. Thesis, University of Edinburgh, 1974, andv8h J. ReidHumanism and Calvinism: Andrew
Melville and the Universities of Scotland 1560-16Farnham - Burlington ), Ashgate 2011.
Important research on the history of the univegsitind of the graduation theses was inaugurat&d by
Anderson, librarian of the University of Aberdeeptheen the late nineteenth and early twentieth
century. | take the information regarding graduatiseses from these works in particular: P. J. Aswig
The Arts CurriculumAberdeen 1892; andotes on Academical Thesds$erdeen, Aberdeen University
Press, 1912; R. G. Carithe Scottish University in the XVIIith Centuny Aberdeen University Review,
43 (1970), pp. 223-233.

* To my knowledge, the only exceptions to this practre the individual sets of theses discussed.by
Mierbek, Theses physicae de generatione et corruptione defendere conabor sub praesidio J. Echlini
Edinburgh 1600; and by S. Decanidgsitiones nonnullae physiologicae...sub praesidio Patricii
Gordonii, Aberdeen 1643. The candidates were granted thsilplity to follow the graduation practice
of their native country. Individual graduation theswvere not prohibited, as we read for examplédén t
Fasti Aberdonensed\berdeen, Spalding Club, 1854, in theges Collegii Regii Aberdonensis. 329:
“It is lykwayes speciallie ordered that ther be migvat lawreatione in aither of the tuo colledgesthout
consent of the earle Marischall, rector, principahd regents of his colledge.”

® The regenting system was in use in the Scottisteusities, albeit intermittently: C. M. Kinghilosophy
and Sciencepp. 18-24. As the dates and authors of the gtedusheses confirm, Edinburgh and St
Andrews constantly applied the regenting systemlewfor example, Aberdeen preferred the profesdori
system from around the 1620s to the 1640s: Siblssthn and Leech were not regents, but profesgors o
Natural philosophy in charge of the final year loé turriculum. Therefore, they wrote graduatiorsése
more often than once every four years. In Glasdwwegenting system was reintroduced in 1642, when
Dalrymple was appointed regent.
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In order to understand the nature of the graduatieses, it is important to bear in mind
that they were written for the purpose of the gediun ceremony. Class graduation theses
do not belong to any traditional type of philosagathitext, and can be said to be a genre on
their own. Some theses are structured as shotiseegsome others as short commentaries
on Aristotle, yet it is evident that they are akaenples of the broader category of
graduation theses, which includes the oral disoussihere are no extant records of any
actual discussion, but some graduation thesesmirésts of questions, usually under the
heading ‘Problemata’, which can give us an idethefsorts of topics discussed. A typical
discussion would cover all areas of philosophy. hten scope of the graduation theses
was to provide students with a summary of the culuim, in which they would find what
the regent considered to be the central doctrimesthe best answers to philosophical
debates. In some rare cases, the regent explieitgrs in the graduation theses to the
candidates’ discussion, and leaves the answeheito.t

Given the variety of graduation theses and theatrspectrum, it is no surprise that the
analysis can be detailed and long in some casdsslatchy and incomplete in other cases,
either within the same set of theses or betwedrrdiit sets. It takes a longer analysis to
reveal where the main interests of the regent $amyne sets are particularly detailed, for
example the graduation theses by the three maente@f Edinburgh university in the
1610s and 1620s, Fairley, King and Reid. One regétexplicitly favours a shorter style
in writing is for example Alexander Lunan, King'sollege, whose graduation theses of
1622 are a collection of short and often unexplhis@tements. We can generally claim
that in the 1640s graduation theses are much shamte more in the style of a handout
than in the previous decades.

An indirect sign of the importance of the oral dmam®n is that the practice of printing
graduation theses of the Faculty of Arts was dfante Edinburgh only in 1596, to be
quickly adopted by the other universities, but ghaduation theses were not written with
publication in mind. Graduation theses were disedssand probably circulated as
manuscripts among students before 1596 as®Welis means that, in general, a good deal
of effort is required from the reader in order twdarstand the philosophy they expound.
More often than not, graduation theses just presebtief explanation for extremely
complex theories and, even in longer ones, theudson of a particular theory cannot

match the extensive analysis characteristic of Bghio texts.

® We have evidence of a manuscript version of gramlunahesesTheses aliquot logicae, ethicae, physicae,
et astronomicae, in publicam Disputationem exibendquas Adolescentes nonnulli Salvatorianae
Academicae alumni jam laurea donandi, Praeside BacGleg, conabuntusuvr Oeio propugnare St
Andrews 1609. Ms 125 in Worcester College libr&yford. This manuscript is the only extant version
of this set of graduation theses.
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| believe that graduation theses could be regaaded shorter version of the Scholastic
textbooks which became so popular in the late sitte and early seventeenth centuries.
There are in fact similarities between Scholastixttiooks and graduation theses: both
avoid the structure of quaestiones and articulac#pof earlier Scholastic texts, both
engage mainly with the clearest and best formulattba problem, avoiding the longer
process of obiectio and sed contra for each thewrg, both abandon the practice of the
commentary, as | mentioned above, with rare exoeptin the theses. Differences are no
less evident: graduation theses are not writteanasffective and exhaustive analysis of a
branch of philosophy, or as an introduction tanidr as a text to be used for teaching. In
these similarities with Scholastic textbooks, getthn theses show the influence of the
developments of Scholasticism in the early modeeY a

Graduation theses are thus the culmination of tigergraduate teaching in the Faculty
of Arts. They stand in close relation with teachisigce they are a sort of summary of the
four-year curriculum. Regarding the Scottish ursiezs, there is evidence of the practice
of teaching also in the form of course notes. Tiveye usually compiled by students from
lectures, and sometimes approved of by the regéhesmost evident use for these notes is
their circulation and sale among students as tekjosince there is evidence that
universities adopted the same notes over a pefiseveral years.

The investigation of this material could shed lightuniversity teaching. | have not used
course notes alongside graduation theses in thlasisthfor the following reasons: 1)
graduation theses are a more reliable source ofrirdtion since they were written by the
regents, while course notes are usually the re$utte initiative of students; 2) graduation
theses are the official philosophical productiortted universities, while course notes are
unofficial internal productions; 3) unlike coursetes, the graduation theses are texts in
which the regent was free to engage with philoscdidebate without the needs imposed
by teaching: graduation theses reveal much motbeopersonal philosophy of the regent;
4) alongside the issue of the chronological unityny research, there is the fact of the
strong unity of my primary sources. Graduation #sethen seem to be the most
historically reliable source of information abohétphilosophy of the universitiés.

Graduation theses are usually divided into foutiees: Theses logicgelheses ethicae
Theses physicaand Theses metaphysicadhis division reflects the afore-mentioned
quadripartition of the curriculum. This division isot always respected, and some

differences between universities are well exengdifby changes in the structure of the

" For an analysis of the Scholastic textbook: P. REile Textbook Tradition in Natural Philosophin
Journal of the History of Ideas, 30 (1969), NopA, 17-32.

8 For the analysis of coursenotes, see KRftjlosophy and Sciencpassim
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theses: for example, this quadripartition appliedl ¥o both Aberdeen colleges, King’s and
Marischal, while Edinburgh and, less evidently, &lvator's and St Leonard’s in St
Andrews tend to hav&heses astronomicada place ofTheses metaphysicathe former
are virtually absent from Aberdeen theses. Sectmmghe distinctions between branches
of philosophy Theses generalesr Theses de discipliismight be present, as well as
Theses geometricamr Theses mathematica&éhe invariable core of graduation theses is
the tripartition into logic, ethics and natural lplsophy? Around these three sections, the
regents were free to add a fourth or even a fiittisn dealing with astronomy, geometry
or metaphysics, which arguably reveals more ofsihecific character of each university.
Thus, Aberdeen and St Andrews seem to have a griaézest in metaphysics than
Edinburgh, which prefers to give space to sciéhtfewe limit the investigation to natural
philosophy, differences in structure among unitesi are less evident than in the
graduation theses as a whole, and we can recognizeherent and uniform natural
philosophy.

Graduation theses derive their name from the mmaf dividing the text into several
theses that the regent proposes for the candidate$ysis. This division can be either into
main theses and clarificatory sub-theses or sinply different theses. Here are two

examples:

l. Eow 1 UAn Suvapig, To 8’€ldoc €évTelexeld.
[sic] 2. de An. Tex. 2. 8. Met. 15.

APPEND |. Materia ergo essentialiter est potentia,
eaque pura.

2. Per seipsam est receptiva formae, non per aide
superadditum. [Reid 1614, TP 1]

|.  Philosophia speculatrix circa res versatur
necessarias, a materia (quae erroris omnis, omnis

°® The general title of graduation theses is usuélllyeses philosophicaedr ‘Theses logicae, ethicae,
physicae et metaphysicael will refer to graduation theses, in general, Bseses philosophicae
Regarding the sections of the theses, | shall atthgptollowing abbreviations: TL foFheses logicgerP
for Theses physicaand TM for Theses metaphysicatllowed by the number of the thesis and, if
necessary, by the number of the sub-thesis. | sddpt these abbreviations even for those sets of
graduation theses with different titles, very commmia particular at King's College, Aberdeen: for
example, W. Forbegositiones aliquot logicae, ethicae, physicae, mpleyaicae, sphaericaé\berdeen
1623; and for those sets whose physical thesediaded in sections, as for Sibbald 1625 for exampl
Therefore, each logical, physical and metaphysieation of the graduation theses will be refercedd
respectively TL, TP and TM.

19 By ‘science’ | mean astronomy, geometry, mathersatiot natural philosophy. As further evidence for
this claim: Aberdeen theses are the most insiglitfuhetaphysics, ranging from the discussion of the
difference between essence and existence to thes sificreated beings in relation to God; St Andrew
theses seem to develop a metaphysics of sepatattasoes which anticipates later aspects of modern
philosophy; Edinburgh theses basically offer theletphilosophy of science of the Scottish universit
finally, there are no extant theses for Glasgovwih whe exception of a truly interesting set of #efom
1646, authored by James Dalrymple (later Viscotait)S
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obscuritatis est latebra, et in cognoscendo
difficultatis prima radix) mentis cogitationes
avulsas [...]

Il. Mathematica non datur communis, ipse tamen vel
maxime scientiae digna nomine [...] [Schewer
1614, TP I-]

These passages are the first lines of Theses physicaby Reid 1614 and Schewer
1614, regents respectively at Edinburgh and Staai\s. Reid 1614 structures his set of
theses as a commentary on Aristotle’s passageallysith the text in Greek as the main
theses. The regent then moves on to expound Adsbyt means of several sub-theses
which can lead to either the approval or the r@acbf the main theses. The division
between theses and sub-theses is particularlybdeifar Reid’s emphasis on commentary
of the original text by Aristotle. Schewer 1614ustures his theses differently: there are no
main theses and sub-theses, and each thesis peimiEnt from others.

There are also other ways of structuring the theSeme regents include either short
treatises (as in the case of St Salvator's andeShard’s 1629), or structure the theses in
distinct sections, arranged by theses, as in Sitb&23*, who divides hisTheses physicae
in: 1) De pluralitate formarum in eodem composi®) An materia coeli sit diversa a
materia sublunarium3) A quo coeli moveantud) De speciebus intelligibilibyss) De
praestantia intellectus et voluntati§) A quo voluntas determinatuilt appears that in this
division by topics the regent focuses more on paldr doctrines and less on covering the
whole of natural philosophy.

We have seen that the practice of printing gradoatiheses was established in
Edinburgh in the late sixteenth century, the oldestof graduation theses available being
J. Robertson’sTheses philosophicadedinburgh 1596. Regarding the survey of extant
graduation theses, one preliminary consideratiomportant. We can only speculate about
the number of copies printed in the universitiestfe graduation ceremony. Considering
an average number of twenty students per clasgawergue that perhaps twice as many
copies were printed: one copy per student andehmining copies distributed among the
audience of the ceremony. There is, however, nordeof this. This estimate and the

consideration that graduation theses were notautiim order to be published and sold

1 James Sibbald (1595-1647), minister of the ChurtlSaptland, regent and member of the Aberdeen
Doctors. Graduated in 1618 at Marischal Collegeer@lben. First Professor of Natural Philosophy,
appointed in 1620 as regent of the magistrand .ckessvrote three graduation theses for the yea?8,16
1625 and 1626. His theses cover the four-yearaurin, even if his teaching was restricted to radtur
philosophy. As the other Aberdeen Doctors, Sibbaés opposed to the National Covenant, and he
eventually left Scotland for good in 1640. Dieddnblin in 1647 FAM, p. 33.
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justifies the claim that graduation theses weré, @ today, amonigpri rarissimi.* It is
then rather surprising that a good number of gradliaheses are still extant. The only
graduation theses which did not survive are from tthniversity of Glasgow, with the
remarkable exception of James Dalrymple’s 1646etheblere is a list of the existing
theses for the other four universitiés:

Aberdeen, King’'s CollegeA. Lunan 1622; W. Forbes 1623; J. Forbes 16241 ¥éley
1625; J. Lundie 1626; J. Lundie 1627; A. Strach&89] A. Strachan 1631; D. Leech
1633; D. Leech 1634; D. Leech 1635; D. Leech 1&36;eech 1637; D. Leech 1638; P.
Gordon 1643.

Aberdeen, Marischal CollegeA. Aedie 1616; J. Sibbald 1623; J. Sibbald 1625;
Sibbald 1626; J. Seton 1627; J. Seton 1630; JnS&481; J. Seton 1634; J. Seton 1637; J.
Seton 1638; J. Ray 1643.

Edinburgh J. Robertson 1596; W. Craig 1599; J. Adamson 180Knox 1601; J.
Adamson 1604; J. Knox 1605; A. Young 1607; J. RE#d0; W. King 1612; A Young
1613; J. Reid 1614; J, Fairley 1615; W. King 16A6;Young 1617; J. Reid 1618; J.
Fairley 1619; W. King 1620; A. Young 1621; J. R&&R2; J. Fairley 1623; W. King 1624;
A. Stevenson 1625; J. Reid 1626; R. Rankine 1627KMWy 1628; A. Stevenson 1629; J.
Brown 1630; R. Rankine 1631; A. Hepburn 1632; Diréster 1641; T. Craufurd 1642; J.
Wiseman 1643; D. Forrester 1645; T. Craufurd 1848Yiseman 1647; D. Forrester 1649.

St Andrews™ J. Petrey 1603 (StS); D. Wilkie 1603 (StL); W. Wedourn 1608 (StS);
Anon 1608 (StL); J. Cleg 1609 (St3)D. Robertson 1610 (StS); P. Bruce 1610 (StL); A.
Henderson 1611 (StS); J. Strang 1611 (StL); JrB&l2 (StS); J. Wemys 1612 (StL); W.

123, F. Kellas JohnstonBlotes on Academic Theses of ScotlandRecords of the Glasgow Bibliographical
Society, 8 (1930), pp. 81-98Arts Graduation theses are very rare, many rankogu “libri rarissimi’ . |
take the estimate of the number of students fraardédicatory letter of each set of theses, whicluies
a list of the candidates. See also KiRbjlosophy and Sciencéppendix 4, pp. 398 ff.

13 Christine M. King based her research on the tisHarry G. Aldis,A list of books printed in Scotland
before 1700 Edinburgh, National Library of Scotland, 1904pniated 1970. A more complete list is in
Alfred W. Pollard,A short-title catalogue of books printed in Englagdotland & Ireland and of English
books printed abroad, 1475-164@" ed. revised and enlarged by W. A. Jackson - FFe8guson,
London, Bibliographical Society, 1976-1991. The mndifference between Aldis and Pollard is the
Clarke’s collection, a bundle of graduation the$esn St Andrews, missing from Aldis, now in
Worcester College library, Oxford. | am gratefullimanna Parker, librarian of the Special Colledjdor
the identification of these St Andrews theses aQlarke’s collection.

14 StS stands for St Salvator’s, StL for St Leonard’s
1> Ms at Worcester College library, Oxford. See ahgvel 4, footnote 3.
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Lamb 1613 (StS); W. MacDowell 1613 (StL); J. Schew614 (StS); A. Bruce 1614
(StL); D. Monroe 1615 (StS); Anon. 1615 (StE)). Wemys 1616 (StL); R. Baron 1617
(StS); J. Carr 1617 (StL); W. Martin 1618 (StS); Bruce 1618 (StL); R. Baron 1621
(StS); J. Baron 1627 (StS); A. Monroe 1628 (StS)Mdrray 1628 (StL); J. Ramsey 1629
(StS); J. Wedderburn 1629 (StL); J. Mercer 163Q)Sk Barclay 1631 (StS); W. Wemys
1631 (StL); A. Monroe 1632 (StS); J. Mercer 1632LJSM. Murray 1634 (StL); J.

Armour 1635 (StS); W. Wemys 1635 (StL); J. Wood 1 E3tS), D. Nevaius, 1648 (Stb).

The general picture is that we are in possessi@nalmost complete list for Aberdeen,
Edinburgh and St Andrews, with the regrettable loisalmost all Glasgow theses. As far
as | know, the list until 1649 | provide here, antmnation of Aldis, Pollard and personal

research, is the most complete.

3. Protestant Scholasticism

In section 1 of this introduction | sketched a grtmat the graduation theses are part of
the tradition of Protestant or Reformed Scholastici This notion is indeed called into
guestion by scholars for two different yet conveggreasons: on the one side, Catholic
scholars tend to restrict the notion of Scholasticto ‘Catholic Scholasticism’, and, even
more precisely, to Thomism as the appropriate stglephilosophy for a Catholic
philosopher. On the other side, non-Catholic sasaiend to mark the difference between
the Roman Church and the Reformed churches in tefrttse rejection of Scholasticism
tout court, which allegedly took place becausehefReformation. It is hard not to detect a
political agenda behind these two positions, bothmindful of two pertinent
considerations: 1) Scholasticism was not exclugiaelopted by Catholic philosophers; 2)
Scholasticism was not ended by the Reformation, orxdexample in Scotland, after the
conversion of the Scottish church in 1560, flougighvell into the seventeenth century.

16 King did not find any records for the regents at_8onard’s for the years 1603-10 and 1614-16. The
unique copies of the theses for 1608 StL and 160L3Hat | have read at Worcester College libraryeha
no title page. The names of the regents are unknown

" The Clarke’s collection includes the following $ies, some of which are unique: 1609 StS, 1610 1®1S a
StL, 1611 StS and StL, 1612 StS, 1613 StS and1®14 StS, 1615 StS and StL, 1616 StS and StL, 1617
StS and StL, 1618 StS. J. Wood 1637 StS is nadigt Pollard, and the following theses from the
Clarke’s collection are not included in Shepher@4:91610 StS and StL, 1611 StS, 1612 StS, 1613 StL,
1614 StS, 1615 StS and StL, 1616 StS and StL, $83,/1618 StS.
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Now, with regards to the notion of ‘Reformed ScBtildasm’, there are two main
questions to be asked: 1) what is the actual sfatesearch? and, 2) is there a criterion in
virtue of which it is possible to define a tradition Scholasticism as ‘Reformed’ or
‘Protestant’? | shall seek to analyse the presdatesof research on Reformed
Scholasticism and argue that Scottish Scholasticesmshed important light on the whole
notion, and | shall explain why | believe it podsilto identify Reformed features in the

natural philosophy of the theses.

3.1 The Theses philosophicae and the historiography of Scholasticism

Reformed Scholasticism is still underexplored tery. Scholasticism in general
deserves more attention than scholars have bedingnvib show?® It is a merit of the
Catholic universities to have fostered the intenes$cholasticism, in particular following
the Encyclical LetteAeterni Patrisof 1879, in which Pope Leo Xlll officially adopted
Thomistic philosophy for the teaching of the Ron@murch. The work of Etienne Gilson
is probably the highest and among the first exampé this renewed interest in
Scholasticism. But by no means is it the only dhe:works of P. O. Kristeller, C. Schmitt,
B. P. Copenhaver among othérsnark the beginning of a better understanding of
Renaissance and early modern philosophy, whicluded the Scholastic and Aristotelian
traditions. Even if research is currently under \Wahe variety and depth of Scholasticism

8 M. W. F. Stone, inThe Cambridge Companion to Early Modern PhilosqgpBy Rutherford (ed.),
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006, p@-287, in particular pp. 302-304 and 317-320
addresses the role of Protestant ScholasticiBnotestant Scholasticism made an important conitibn
to the theology and philosophy of the perid@: 302), in particular in relation to great figsrof early
modern philosophy, such as Leibniz, Locke and Kartte author underlines the fact that the
interpretation of Protestant Scholasticism‘@ageriod of intellectual decline’has been put forward by
twentieth-century Protestant theologians with ntenest in Scholasticism (p. 317). An invaluable kvor
for the reassessment of Protestant ScholasticisnR.isA. Muller's Post-Reformation Reformed
Dogmatics Grand RapidsMi), Baker Book House, 1987. Muller connects the tipraent of Protestant
theology with Scholasticism, and even if his ingrmainly lies in the theological aspect, his wodn
shed light on the history of philosophy as well.

9 Among other works: C. B. Schmitristotle and the Renaissand@ambridge (MA), Harvard University
Press, 1983;John Case and the Aristotelianism in Renaissancglafd, Kingston, McGill-Queen’s
University Press, 1983The Aristotelian Tradition and Renaissance Uniwesi London, Variorum
Reprints, 1984Reappraisals in Renaissance thoygitited by C. Webster, London, Variorum Reprints,
1989. P. O. KristellelrRenaissance Thought and the ARsinceton - Oxford, Princeton University Press,
1990. B. P. Copenhaver - C. B. Schnienaissance Philosoph®xford, Oxford University Press, 1992.
These authors contributed in a decisive way tadba that Renaissance philosophy was an autonomous
area in the history of philosophy. They caused #t sh the scholarly opinion on Renaissance
Aristotelianism and Scholasticism, contributingttee understanding of the many different aspects of
Renaissance philosophy, and provided guidelinedutoirre research in many areas: from the history of
the universities to the relations with early modehilosophy.

20 3. SchmutzBulletin de scholastique modernia Revue Thomiste, 100 (2000), No. 1, pp. 270-3/e
author offers an insightful review of recent puations on Scholasticism and also proposes lines of
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requires much more investigation in three main dafioges: 1) the relation between

Scholasticism and Renaissance philosophy; 2) théae between Scholasticism and early
modern philosophy - the best known area, in vibfighe attempts to understand the
background of Cartesian philosophy; and finallytB¢ relation between Catholic and
Protestant Scholasticism. My interest lies in slgldight on point 3: | shall also hint at

possible lines of research regarding point 2.

Prior to the acceptance of the notion of a ‘RefarBeholasticism’, scholars debated the
definition of Scholasticism in the early modern.afghereas there seems to be no doubt
that Scholasticism in the early modern era is @indisphilosophical movement from the
Scholasticism of the Middle Ages, there is no agrest regarding what makes it a distinct
movement. The most common formulae are ‘second I8sf@ism’, ‘modern
Scholasticism’, ‘late  Scholasticism’, ‘academic 8lasticism’, ‘Renaissance
Scholasticism’, ‘Baroque Scholasticism’, which exdify well the extent of the
disagreement among scholdrsThe premise of theses formulae seems to be the
assumption that, despite the differences amongstheols, Scholasticism in the early
modern era was ultimately a unitary movement. uarthat this disagreement could be
resolved by appealing to a different criterion tdssification, philosophical rather than
historical. If it is true that some degree of unitithin Scholasticism in the early modern
era is evident, nevertheless the division into Hokt Scholasticism’ and ‘Protestant
Scholasticism’, already in use in the history c#dlogy, might be profitable in history of
philosophy as well.

The definition of a historical period reveals theind of view of the historian, just as
much as it reveals characteristics of the definbpbab. If we accept the idea that a
definition in the history of philosophy cannot exbtively define its object, then | believe
that a division of Scholasticism on the basis effdith of the philosophers can be a useful
one. Clearly, all the afore-mentioned definitiorfsed light on some aspects of the

Scholasticism of the modern age. Yet, the questised in my research seems to regard

research. The analysis seems a little unbalancéavisur of Spanish Scholasticism. Historically more
interesting is M. Forlivesi’s introductioA Man, an Age, a Booto the volumeRem in seipsa cernere:
Saggi sul pensiero filosofico di Bartolomeo Magt602-1673) M. Forlivesi (ed.), Padua 2006. Forlivesi
engages with the account of the Scholastic traditidhe period from the late middle ages to sexemih
century and offers extensive bibliography on théjett. Once again, the focus is on Catholic
Scholasticism. Scotland is not mentioned and the derence to England is made for Britain, page 4
Despite this, Forlivesi's analysis is a most acteuaccount of our current knowledge of Scholasticis
Some other fundamental texts in Renaissance piplgsare: N. Kretzmann - A. Kenny - J. Pinborg
(eds.),The Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosop@ambridge, Cambridge University Press,
1982; C. B. Schmitt - Q. Skinner - E. Kessler (gdhe Cambridge History of Renaissance Philosophy
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1988; J. kian (ed.), The Cambridge Companion to
Renaissance Philosoph@ambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2007.

2L Forlivesi,ivi, pp. 106-114. Forlivesi seems to approve of ‘Resmice Scholasticism’, while pointing out
that all the formulae are in some sense profitgnld 12).
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more what is specific to the Scottish Scholasticasra form of Scholasticism, rather than
what Scholasticism is in general.

The advantage of the definition that | set out ngpkoy is that it accounts well for the
philosophy of the graduation theses. In fact, wadlgtee that graduation theses put forward
a ‘Reformed’ philosophy not simply on the generatagnition that the regents were
philosophers who “happened to belong” to a Reforrfeith community; rather, the
graduation theses expound doctrines whose philosaipkharacter originates from a
Reformed confession of faith. My two key examplel e the theory of the relation
between accident and substance (part I, chaptand)the rejection of natural theology
(part 1, chapter 3).

The formula ‘Reformed Scholasticism’ and the amdlan of this formula to the whole
of Scholasticism prompt the not easily answerahlestion of the acceptability of a
theological category in a philosophical categoisatThere is no doubt that the division
into Reformed and Catholic philosophy is primanhpotivated by religious events and
theological doctrines, and that the very referaondieological doctrines in a philosophical
context might seem an illicit move. Yet, | beligbat this criticism can be rebutted in two
ways:

1) the graduation theses do not openly engage téblogy, because the Faculties of
Arts were dedicated to the teaching of philosopftyere is then among the regents the
awareness that philosophy is a distinct disciphmmen theology. | shall argue that the
natural philosophy of the theses shows this atitwell. Yet, the regents feel compelled to
investigate theological doctrines insofar as thayehconsequences for philosophy. Even if
this investigation is conducted within the limit§ and according to the principles of
philosophy, nonetheless it is prompted by theolalgitoctrines. Within Scholasticism, the
specific character of the graduation theses is pkéed by such philosophical theories:
the regents understood themselves to be differentplilosophers from Catholic
Scholastics primarily in virtue of the rejection die Catholic theory of accidents,
grounded in their Reformed reading of the Euchassa symbol.

2) More generally, the importance of religion ahddlogy in the philosophical debate of
the seventeenth century should not be underestimatder, religion is thought of as a
private aspect of men’s lives, but in seventeeetttury Europe the public dimension of
religion was very prominent, and an important dirthe struggle of the new philosophy
and science was for independence from religiontaedlogy. | believe that the graduation
theses are fully Scholastic in spirit when it corteeshe relation between philosophy and

theology; yet, a degree of autonomy of philosophymf theology was part of the
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Scholastic tradition as well. As we will see, evkegraduation theses do not engage with
theology, they are nonetheless influenced by m@hgi

In sum, the graduation theses contain, explicittyotherwise, natural philosophical
theories which are motivated by the faith of thgergs. Religion is then an acceptable
basis for distinctions within Scholasticism.

Other formulae in use are those of ‘early modentopbphy’ and ‘modern philosophy’.
These formulae seem to include, especially in ti@yéic tradition, almost exclusively the
philosophy after Descartes. This approach ten@xe¢tude philosophical traditions such as
Renaissance or Scholastic philosophy of the sixteand seventeenth centuries. Even if
Scholasticism is an important part of the narratifeearly modern philosophy (as the
increasing literature on the Scholastic backgrooh@artesian philosophy shows), | shall
employ ‘early modern philosophy’ and ‘modern phdphly’ to refer only to the Cartesian
and post-Cartesian traditions. In a sense, thiscehts motivated by the use in the
graduation theses of the expressitcholastici’ and‘Moderni’ as referring respectively
to those philosophers who follow the philosophytlod schools and those who do not.
Therefore, we are confronted with three traditionthe analysis of the theses: primarily 1)
Reformed Scholasticism and 2) Catholic Scholasticithen 3) early modern philosophy.

Renaissance philosophy, in particular in the fofrll@manism, is in secondary position.

3.2 The doctrine of the Fall: a religious premiset o natural philosophy

The doctrine of the Fall is part of the Christiaaith. Historically, it gained greater
importance because of the Reformation: Reformedldlgeans, philosophers and laymen
felt the corrupt condition of human nature in a enmivid way than Catholics. This
doctrine finds its way into some graduation thesesl, into natural philosophy more often
than into moral philosophy, where its importancewti be more evidently perceived. A
corrupt state entails our essential incapacitygtmyd moral behaviour.

In the graduation theses, the doctrine of the saktxploited as a premise to natural
philosophy, and it seems to imply that not justri@ral judgment of men is impaired, but

22 My focus is on natural philosophy only. Perhapmssingly, the Reformed Scholastic character @ th

theses is best exemplified by natural philosophitcabries rather than by, for example, the thedryez

will. In fact, even if Scottish Reformed regentd dit believe in free will, graduation theses expbthe
doctrine of free will because it is the best pdsséwlution to the question of human action acaaydd

the principles of human reason alone. On the athe, $his evidence shows the degree of autonomy that
philosophy was granted in the Scottish universitiesthe other, it is even more remarkable thatoime
natural philosophical theories, rather than in rhores, the regents perceived ‘good philosophyiean
harmony with their religion.
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the understanding of the natural world as well.réf@e, corruption affects human reason

in both its moral and theoretical aspects, andefoee in respect of both will and intellect.

Lapsu flebili, non modo paralysi dissoluti affectus
transversum acta voluntas, sed et Thebanis
sphingibus, Cymmerijs tenebris obtenebrata mens.

Lugubris conditio humana non modo disciplinae
practicae medelam, sed et scientiae contemplativae
cozléyrium et solem requisivit. [Robertson 1596, TP
1]

Execrabili hominis Apostasia, sicuti vitiati sunt
affectus, corrupta ac depravata voluntas: ita mens
densissima ignorantiae caligine obnubilata est.

Morborum animi, cujus medicina est Philosophig [...
[King 1612, TP ]

These two passages from Robertson and King claatntitie corruption due to the Fall is
not limited to the will, but extends to the inteleas well. Robertson talks of the ‘grievous
human condition’, while King talks of the ‘diseas#sthe human soul’. In both passages,
the remedy for this condition is contemplative sceor philosophy.

This picture applies particularly well to our unskanding of prime matter, whose
analysis follows each of these two passages. In &&cwe will see, prime matter is most
obscure to us, because it is not endowed with fofet, the prominence given to the
doctrine of the Fall by Robertson and King is rekahte: natural philosophy as a whole
should be regarded as an enterprise originally iragdy the limitedness and corrupt state
of our understanding, which originated with thelFBhilosophy is a remedy, but it does
not to seem to be a solution.

Now, the reference to the doctrine of the Fallha tontext of natural philosophy seems
to be a consequence of the Reformed religion ofélgents, in this case identifiable as a
form of Calvinism. Can we say that this refererssufficient ground for the definition of
the Scottish Scholasticism as ‘Reformed Scholastiét | think it is not. In fact, the
doctrine of the Fall does not affect the philosomliythe regents. More precisely, there
appears to be no philosophical doctrine which fiedint from an equivalent doctrine in a
Catholic Scholastic context because of the doctofhethe Fall. | do not wish to
underestimate the importance of the doctrine ofRak in shaping the worldview of the
regents; yet, this doctrine seems to qualify asebgious premise rather than a

philosophical theory. Therefore, the referencenwFkall should be understood as a sign of

2 A translation of th@heses physicasf Robertson 1596 is in the Appendix.
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the Reformed religion of the regents, rather thamsgpect of their religion which actively
shapes their philosophical argumentatitfrishave argued above that this is not the case
for the Reformed reading of the Eucharist, andoiileef in the Calvinissensus divinitatis
these religious doctrines respectively shape tigents’ theory of the relation between
accident and substance, and ground the rejectioatafal theology. In these cases in fact,
the regents oppose Catholic Scholasticism on tises lwd their religion, and bring about

fundamental changes with respect to Catholic Sehiolahilosophical theories.

The investigation of graduation theses can provexaremely important step to a better
understanding of Scholasticism. The charactergdtithe graduation theses as the official
philosophical production of the Scottish univeestenables the historian of philosophy to
investigate a coherent and unitary corpus of Scliclatexts. It is evident that
Scholasticism in the early modern era was an imghed/ariegated philosophy, with
differences on the basis of nationality, religigohilosophical heritage and political
pressure. Scotland is a particularly suitable tnyi for the investigation of academic
Scholasticism, a territory in which the nationaraknt coheres with a philosophical unity.

With regards to the Reformed aspect of Scholastictte graduation theses are a form
of Reformed Scholasticism. The advantages of tlaeugtion theses that | have pointed
out with respect to Scholasticism in general areless important in the context of the
investigation of ‘Reformed’ Scholasticism. In paudiar, the graduation theses are purely
philosophical texts, which can help to qualify Refed philosophy without references to
Reformed theology and Reformed theologians, thomigh these references that have

dominated approaches so far.

|t is an established interpretation of the outcarfithe Reformation that the worldview of the Refied
countries became increasingly favourable to a siemesearch independent of religion, fosteritg t
scientific revolution of the seventeenth century.Harrison,The Bible, Protestantism and the rise of
natural science Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1998, artiqular chapter 2, believes that a
direct consequence of the Reformation was thendistin of spheres between the two books, that of
nature and that of revelation, thus benefiting ahtonomy of natural philosophical research. Moreove
even the non-mediated access to the Scriptureyamamly greater in the Reformed countries thaimén t
Catholic ones, favoured the spirit of independesearch.

% C. R. Trueman - R. Scott Clark (ed)otestant ScholasticisnCarlisle, Paternoster Press, 1999; W. J.
van Asselt - E. Dekker (edsReformation and Scholasticisi@rand RapidsMi), Baker Academic, 2001;
W. J. van AsseltProtestant scholasticism: some methodological aerations in the study of its
developmentin Dutch Review of Church History, 81 (2001), @65-274;Scholasticism Protestant and
Catholic: Medieval sources and methods in sevetheesntury Reformed thought J. Frishman - W.
Otten - G. Rouwhorst (eds.Religious Identity and the Problem of Historical falation. The
Foundational Character of Authoritative Sourcestle History of Christianity and Judaismeiden,
Brill, 2004, pp. 457-470. E. Rummellhe Humanist-Scholastic Debate in the Renaissanu a
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4. QOutline of the thesis

The thesis is divided into two parts. The firsttparabout prime matter, and consists of
four chapters: 1) Materia prima: quod sit et quid2) De potentiis materiae primae; 3) De
proprietatibus materiae primae; and 4) De Transuibisttione. The investigation will show
the Scaotistic influence in the graduation thesasthe coherence between Aristotelianism
and Reformed religion in the theory of the relatbmiween accidents and substance.

The second part is about movement, and consistisreé chapters: 1) Motus: general
features of movement; 2) The movemengvia andlevia; and 3) The movement of the
heavens. The Scholastic theory of movement an&é#fermed religion of the regents will
have implications for the rejection of natural tlogyy.

The Conclusions include the account of the recaptd Aristotle in the theses: a
Humanist renewed interest in the Greek text of tatis is conjoined with the Christian
reading of Aristotle and the specific Reformed iiptetation of Aristotle on the theory of
substance.

In the Appendix | provide the translations of f@aats ofTheses physicaextracts from
Robertson 1596, Aedie 1616, Reid 1626 and Dalryniié6. These sets of theses are
particularly interesting for the following reasonk) Robertson 1596 is the oldest set
available to us; 2) Aedie 1616 is the oldest sefmerdeen and it includes unique sections
on special physics; 3) Reid 1626 and Dalrymple 1&4#&ally engage with the tradition of

Scholasticism, in a way unknown to the other reg@nt

Reformation Cambridge NiA), Harvard University Press, 1995, focuses alstherHumanist counterpart
of Reformed Scholasticism.

?® Theses texts (in particular Aedie 1616) show aegrof natural philosophical doctrines which can be
difficult to contextualize for a contemporary readehave provided some references already, buh | a
planning to provide fuller references to them itetgublications.
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Part I, chapter 1

Materia prima: quod sit et quid sit

1. The relevance of prime matter in Scholastic natu  ral philosophy

Prime matter rpateria prima is the stuff all bodies are made of. It is a camnm
Scholastic theory that prime matter is the roopaetentiality, the underlying principle on
which form acts as the informing principle. The ulesof these two principles is a
compound ¢ompositut a union of form and matter, a union which isessmlly one
because the two principles alone are not able ist @e without the other. Aristotle
considers only form and matter principlesr seof the compound, while calling privation
(privatio) a principleper acciden®f the compound, because 1) it is not a beingpénfall
sense, since it is an absence of being; and 2) uttimately absence of form: therefore
privation is reduced to form, because the absehadmew) form is always the presence of
a form Phys.l).

Generally speaking, Scholastics claim that evedyhbs a compound of matter and form.
This is different from hylomorphism, which entailsgat all beings (with the exception of
God) are made of form and matter, including, foaraple, angels. Not all Scholastics
accept this theory, which is traditionally held #we Franciscan school. When it comes to
natural philosophy, which deals with the realm lihgs-in-becoming, we can say that
hylomorphism is shared by all Scholastics. Scottgjents also embraced hylomorphism.

Prime matter is then one of the two principlesraltural things are made of: this is
enough to show how important a notion it is. Aladgsthis, prime matter is the root of
becoming. ‘Becoming’fleri) is the name given to any changes whatsoever:niagois
the continuous process of ‘passing away-comingetpdssing away’ which any compound
undergoes in the course of nature. It was debatexh@ Scholastics whether all becoming
was included in the notion of movement or not. Awill appear in part Il, the Scholastic
notion of movementotug does not coincide with our contemporary notiaitancludes
phenomena we would not call a ‘movement’ today. éwen broader term is change
(mutatig, which also includes changes which take placearnninstant, and that some

Scholastics and some regents tend to exclude flmennumber of ‘movements’. A
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theoretical unity of all these processes is givgntheir common material cause, prime
matter, the passive principle of the compound whialises (in the sense of ‘material
cause’) the succession of forms, therefore theession of beings.

In the structure of a compound, matter is on tde sif potency and form on that of act.
In general, this principle is accepted by Schatastin its strict version, it is famously a
Thomistic doctrine. It is, however, not shared Bysaholastics, and the regents in general
reject it. In natural philosophy, no specific cadiction between this doctrine and
experience is evident, while regents felt compeltsd philosophical arguments to go
beyond this doctrine when dealing with prime matteder a metaphysical point of view.
The notions of act and potency are most importai@adholastic philosophy. It may suffice
here to define potency as: ‘diyst, the principle of movement or change that fired in
something else or in the same thing as somethg®j;ednd b)“the principle by which one
thing is changed or moved by something else otdeyf ias other [from itself]"(Aristotle,
Met, V, 12, 1019 a 15-20)and act a%a being which has some sort of actuality, thanks t
which it is not nothing”(SuarezDM, 13, 5, 7.); andthe ‘existing’ of one thing” (Arist,
Met,, IX, 6, 1048 a 32).1 believe that these definitions are general ehotagserve as
introductory definitions: we will see how the regewill employ them in their philosophy.

So, prime matter is: 1) the common material prilecynderlying all natural substances;
2) the root of becoming, by being the principlere¢eptivity of form; 3) the principle of
unity in nature, both metaphysical and logical.sTlaist aspect is particularly important to
my work, as it also gives theoretical unity to parFollowing the metaphysical order
within prime matter | have structured part | asldak: | first focus on the essence,
secondly on the powers and thirdly on the properbé prime matter. The essential
connection between prime matter and movement estaisl a unity between parts | and II.

In this first chapter | shall investigate: 1) thadence for the existence of prime matter
(the Scholastic question ‘utrum sit’), by meanshoée arguments: from natural becoming,
by eminence and by negation; 2) the argumentshimdefinition of the essence of prime
matter, or what prime matter is (‘quid sit’). Thesaers given by the regents are that prime
matter exists and that it is a ‘receptive enti@atet’.

ba) ‘Atvapic Myetar fy pév dpxly kwhoewe T peTaBoane f &v Etépw A B Etepor’; b) ‘dpxn
peTaBoine 1) kuwoewe MyeTar Shvapic év étépw f) 1 ETepov, N & Ud ETépov | | ETepov.’
My translation.

ZUE]" oL 81 &vépyeta TO bmdpyeww TO mpaypa.” My translation.
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2. Prime matter: quod sit

By this expression Scholastics mean ‘that it is’prof ‘quod sit’ about prime matter
aims to show ‘that prime matter is’, or, with a m@ontemporary terminology, ‘that prime
matter exists’. The Latirsit is philosophically more neutral than ‘exists’, gnit only
entails the attribution of being to a subject, whakistentiais more precise. Existence
“dicatur esse modus quidam essentiae intrinsecusfqumaliter res dicitur esse actu sive
extra suas causas’according to Eustachius a Sancto PauBm, existence is a mode
intrinsic to an essence by which we can say thassence is in act outside of its causes.
To say that something is and that something eaigtghen different claims. | will use the
expression ‘existence’, also because the analysikeoTheses philosophicaeill show
precisely that according to the regents prime madtests in the sense employed by
Eustachius.

The claim that prime matter exists is differentnfirthe claim that matter exists: there is
hardly any debate in Scholasticism over the extsest matter, while uncertainty about
prime matter is strong. What is the difference?tbtas commonly intended as the matter
of a given compound, and no doubt is possible deggrits existence: it is a fact that all
bodies are also material. This is the Aristotelation of matter as potential principle of
the compound. On the contrary, prime matter isntie¢aphysical notion of matter before
information, a general, underlying principle of wihiwe have no direct experience. The
inference fronthis matter in a compound to prime matiteigeneralis not immediate, and
requires justification. Neither specific individualatters are species of the genus prime
matter, so that the existence of the species srital existence of the genus. Indeed, prime
matter is not distinct from the individual mattandavice versa. No attribute of prime
matter is withdrawn from informed matter, thus tenus-species parallelism does not
work.

Inevitably though, any demonstration of the exiseenf prime matter has the existence
of informed matter as a premise. There is more @nample inference from informed
matter to prime matter and regents deploy argumarfessour of the existence of it. They
all agree that prime matter is and that it alsgtsxn a more precise sense.

3 SPhQ IV, II, I, IV.
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2.1 Argument from natural philosophy

Scholastics developed a range of demonstratiotiseoéxistence of prime matter which
vary from more theological ones to metaphysical phgsical ones. | wish to analyse the
argument in its physical form because it is limitedthe realm of natural philosophy, it
aims at being self-sufficient with regard to otteguments, and it is favoured by the
majority of the regents. The sets of theses offetite best formulation are Wedderburn
and Ramsay 1629, a joint set of graduation theseshé students of the colleges of St
Leonard’s and St Salvator’s in St Andrews. It relon the principle thabh omni causarum

genere datur aliqua prima causand runs as follows:

Ducitur ex naturali rerum generatione: ex nihilo
guicquam gigni non potest, ut experientia constat.
Ergo, ex aliquo praeexistente, quod in re genita
maneat. Id autem non est forma, ea namqgue denuo
inducitur. Est igitur quidpiam, quod advenientem
formam excipiat, et unum idemque permaneat, id vero
est materia, quam primam dicimus. [Disputatio
physica, an detur materia prima, et qualis ea sit]

If we couple the principle that in every causal gem first cause is given with the
principle that nothing can come from nothing, adoog to Wedderburn and Ramsay we
are compelled to say that prime matter exists.dWaply matter, but prime matter: in fact,
the matter of a compound is part of the premisehef argument, and a datum of our
experience. The argument wants to bridge the distdretween individual portions of
matter we are aware of in our experience and prnmagter by means of metaphysical
principles. The structure of this argument is itevie, given the ontological status of
prime matter.

The relevance of this argument in natural philogohthat it appeals to the causes of
becoming in the natural world. Things become (cambe and cease-to-be): this whole
process would be unintelligible if deprived of ataphysical and physical unity, which is
provided by prime matter. If prime matter did ngis¢ as an underlying common principle
of things in becoming, then 1) things would comé olunothing; or 2) things would be
created and sustained continuously by God. In tinet tase we would have a
contradiction: it is not possible that natural ¢ahses come from nothing, that is, from a
material nothing, unless by means of creation.ha $second case, we would have a
continuous act of creation required to avoid thataiction in the first case. If prime

matter is posited, continuous creation is not near®s In itself, the second case is not
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contradictory, it simply undermines the ‘indepenckrof the natural world. According to
the regents, the natural world is created, so aliéhy dependent on God’s causality in
coming-to-be and in continuing-to-be; yet they ateo aware of the independence of
natural philosophy as a discipline and of the redtworld as a realm on its own. Thus, the
idea of a continuous creation is rejected. | be&ithat this approach is central in the theses
and will surface again in my analysis.

This argument from natural becoming can be saillet@Aristotelian in spirit, but less
Aristotelian in letter. The Aristotelian side ofig the attention paid to the philosophical
justification of change by the search for an ungna principle; by the reconduction of
plurality to unity; and finally by the rejection @bsolute nothing as part of reality (for
instance,Phys. I). What is not much Aristotelian is the very mwti of prime matter:
Aristotle never directly enquired into a prime meatwith all the qualifications that
Scholastics attributed to it. We might say that tiedion of ‘prime matter’ has its full

meaning only in the framework of a philosophicadlogy of created beings.

2.2 Other arguments: per eminentiam and per negationem

A physical argument is not the only way to prove #xistence of prime matter. How
arguments are structured reflects the sort of kadgé we can have of tllemonstratum
In the previous case, in physical terms, we mudude the existence of prime matter by
means of metaphysical principles because our expezialone does not show that prime
matter is. We simply do ndinow prime matter in the way we know natural substances
because prime matter is not a part of our expeeiehhis is due to the lack of form: we
cannot say that our knowledge of things is limped se to compounds of form and matter,
but we can say that in nature we only experiencapoaunds of form and matter. All
knowledge of the physical world other than direnbwledge from experience must be
obtained by philosophical means. This will be mararly important in the analysis of the
heavens, in part Il, chapter 3.

This specific status of prime matter is reflectadtwo other arguments employed by
regents: they can be labelled the argumpat eminentiamand the argumenper
negationem

The first is found in Lunan 1622, who writes thatpe matter:

esse ens non ens, omnia nihil, existere non e&jster
potentiam non potentiam, actum non actum, unam
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multam, Singularem universalem, substantiam non
substantiam, corpoream incorpoream, formatam
informatam, quantam non quantam, omnia nihil
appetere. [TP 1]

This passage is unique in all the theses for ii@iness. It is an inclusive list of all the
oppositions available about prime matter. In tlasgage, Lunan employs thia eminentia
to make us aware of the status of prime matteralusppositions derived from the
terminology about the finite world do not applygome matter because it is before (and
thus above) those determinations. Terms such asstéax, ‘singular’, ‘bodily’,
‘quantified’, lose much of their original meanindgh@n predicated of prime matter, which
is essentially all of those determinations anchatdame time exclusively none of them. In
a strict sense, this is not an argument: Lunan duo#sproceed from premises to
conclusions in order to prove the existence of primatter. What he does is to show the
non-natural status of prime matter and the atteindiéficulties we experience when trying
to define it. As it appears, this passage alreagplies the notion of what prime matter is,
quid sit

The second argument is taken again from St Ande29:

Per negationem, ita ut ab ea [prime matter] omnes
perfectiones determinatas removeamus, dicendo: eam
non esse substantiam, non quantitatem, non
gualitatem, nec ullam ex determinatis entis speseb
[...] Deinde docuitArist. eam cognosci per analogiam:
guemadmodum enim se habet aes ad statuam, cera ad
sigillum recipiendum ita se habet materia prima ad
formas recipiendasididem

Wedderburn and Ramsay use much of the terminologyfimd in Lunan 1622 in a
different context: where Lunan places prime madfeove finite beings, Wedderburn and
Ramsay on the contrary subtract qualifications fremme matter. The result is similar:
prime matter is said not to have the perfectionsfing in the compounds of form and
matter.

Via negativaandvia eminentiaelead to the same conclusion when applied to prime
matter; this does not mean that prime matter isnig way ‘more perfect’ than finite
beings, because it is not. Prime matter is reatyrided of perfections and it is left with
the most basic perfection of being non-nothing. &wyinence Lunan does not mean
metaphysical eminence (an absolute perfection, lwhalongs to God) but some sort of
epistemological “aboveness” of the notion of primatter with respect to the notions of

compounds.
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3. Prime matter: quid sit

Prime matter exists: then, what is it? This quesisoaddressed in many passages of the
Theses philosophicad@he aim of this question is to find what the esgeof prime matter
is: what are, broadly speaking, its characterisboge it has been established that it exists.
This is the principal line of enquiry that the raggepursue with respect to prime matter and
the question about thgquod sitis merely preliminary to this enquiry. Nonetheless
answering thguod sitcontributed to the clarification of some pointsiethwill be present
in the discussion: 1) prime matter is not an obgabur direct experience?) it is not a
substance like others, therefore the attributasatifiral substances do not apply to it; 3) in
establishing what prime matter is, the boundariesiaural philosophy are sometimes
allowed to encroach on metaphysics.

The centrality of prime matter is such that thewarsthat regents give to what its
essence is will have an influence on their natprallosophy as a whole: this point will be
explicit in part |, chapter 4. The importance tlagiribute to the subject is also shown by
the succession of topics: usually, the discussibprione matter comes first in natural
philosophy, for metaphysical reasons (it is a pplecof all bodies) and for logical reasons
(clarifying what prime matter is enables us to gutfer in the analysis of natural bodies).

Early modern Scholasticism as a whole inheriteddbetrine of prime matter as pure
potency pura potentid from medieval Scholasticism. It was famously esdd in the
thirteenth century by Thomas Aquinas, who claintet prime matter is pure potency in a
strict sense, and by John Duns Scotus, who refatedlthe doctrine in a very influential
way. Scotus denied the intelligibility of the natiof pure potency per se, and introduced
an act proper to prime matter in order to avoiddbmetradiction of something existing yet
existing as a pure potency, a pure possibility@o-bhe influence of Scotus’s theory was
enormous in Scholasticism, and considered by mana alefinitive improvement in

metaphysics. Usually, Thomists remain strong opptmef Scotus until today, even if

4 King 1620, TM VIII, integrates this point by sagirthat “intellectus noster tantum mensura est rerum
artificialium” . This is a Scholastic slogan. Our intellect is theasure of artificial things only, namely,
things that our intellect itself originated. Whemromes to natural things, our intellect must adizptf to
the thing known, because it is passive in the &&nowing, understood as the reception of species a
the abstraction of universals from them. In otherds: the relation between knower and thing knosvn i
non-mutual: the act of knowing does not changetihegy know, while it changes the knower.
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there are a few cases of attempts to integrateésiicahemes into Thomistic philosophy,
as happened in the case of Suérez.

Regents are well aware of this struggle betweewdshwithin Scholastic philosophy:
they often bring into the discussion Thomistic &wbtistic doctrines, and state which of
them they favour. This never happens in the disonss prime matter: we can argue that
regents belong to the vast current of late Renaggsand early modern age Scotfsithe
claim that they are consciously Scotistic is aadéht one: it is a fact that their theory of
prime matter is grounded in Scotus’s philosophyt, ik thread linking the regents to
Scotus is not exclusive. At the time of the regeBtotus’s doctrines on prime matter were
so widely accepted that a great number of philosmphot strictly ‘Scotists’ successfully
employed them in their philosophies: | am thinkafghe afore-mentioned Suarez, but also
of the commentary on thehysicsby the College of Coimbra. Coimbrans were Thomists
yet it has been pointed out that their theory ompr matter is influenced by Scotistic

solutions’,

3.1 Prime matter and God

Regents regarded as atheistic the theory of thatitgdoetween God and prime matter.

The history of Scholasticism shows few cases oh sucidentity coherently claimed: one
of them is David de Dinant. Clearly, what the rdgereject, alongside the obvious

> | will deal with the Suarezian notion of prime neatlater on. Suarez seems to agree with Scotuosaimy
respects: for example Suarez accepts the attributfica metaphysical act to prime matter, which is a
decisive reinterpretation of the Aristotelian notiof matter as pure potency. This is required leyvbry
notion of creation, which cannot be directed towaadeing which is merely pure potency and, acogrdi
to Suarez, a pure nothing, given his identificatidrobjective potency and pure nothirf@Quia ens in
potentia obiectiva, ut ostendimus, est simpliaiiéil seu non ens acty’DM, 31, llI, 6.

® It is now accepted by scholars that Scotism playéshdamental role in Renaissance and early maatgen
philosophy in general. In 2002, O. Boulnois, in inisoduction to the issue of Les Etudes philosqpbs
on Scotus Puns Scot au XVlle sieclées études philosophiques, 2002, 1) wrote thé&tidier «Duns
Scot au XVfisiécle» est un choix insolite et insolent. Ce mongés Etudes philosophiques porte sur un
objet qui n'existe pas dans les études modernesyérntable chimére historiographigge.] Il s’agit de
produire ici I'histoire de certaines propositions d5Scot, circulant anonymement, souterrainement, et
pourtant massivement, dans la philosophie du XV(p. 1). Regarding the opposition between the
philosophy of the Schools and that of the “indememahilosophers™il n'est pas sir que ces différents
styles de vie philosophique modifient la nature é®sncés qu'ils produiseni{pp. 1-2); and finally, that
they do not want tdfaire I'histoire des perdants”(p. 2). For a survey of Scotism across Europe, J.
Schmutz,L’héritage des Subtils. Cartographie du scotismel'dge classiqueivi, pp. 51-81. For the
same topic in a closer relation to Scotland: A.dslie, The Shadow of Scotugdinburgh, T. & T. Clark,
1995.

" D. Des CheneAn Aristotle for the Universities: Natural Philosmpin the Coimbra Commentarieis S.
Gaukroger — J. A. Schuster — J. Sutton (ede)cartes’ Natural Philosophy.ondon, Routledge, 2000,
vol. I, ch. 2.
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theological implications of this theory, is the mmslerstanding at the basis of it. Thomas

uses these words:

Sic enim et oppositae differentiae ab invicem
distinguuntur: non enim participant genus quasi
partem suae essentiae: et ideo non est quaerendum
quibus different, seipsis enim diversa sunt. Sianet
Deus et materia prima distinguuntur, quorum untis es
actus purus, aliud potentia pura, in nullo
convenientiam habente<@, I, 17, 7]

And Lamb 1613 agrees with him:

Materia [prima] maxime recedit a Deo, quippe pura
potentia ab actu puro. [TP 3]

It is clear that the identity between God and primatter is unacceptable in Scholastic
philosophy, which does not mean self-contradict&gholastic philosophy in its historical
form is the product of many elements, the two npestninent ones being Aristotelianism
and Christian revelation. But in the fifteenth aegyta ‘Scholastic philosophy’ started to
gain separate dignity from ‘Scholastic theologyhe tform of Scholastic reasoning
dominant at the time of Thomas and Scotus. It satkl whether most of the Scholastics
were theologians tout court or theologians andogbihers at the same time. What
appears is that a Scholastic philosophy withoutrnifieence of Christian religion is hardly
imaginable. What is arguable though, is that Sdtmghilosophy appears to have started
to detach itself from Scholastic theology, and d®yen its own. The Aristotelian school
of Padua may be a good example of this attifudshall suggest that Scottish regents
belong to this category of ‘philosophical Scholastn’.

What regents reject in this identity theory is ety what most of the Scholastics reject:
what is pure act (God) cannot be identical with wikgpure potency (prime matter): the

two beings are as far away as possible from eddr at the scale of being and reality. Yet

8 On the Padua Aristotelians, G. Piaia (etlj, presenza dell'aristotelismo padovano nella fifis della
prima modernita Rome-Padua, Antenore, 2002. On Paduan Scotisn8. Gchmitt, Filippo Fabri’s
Philosophia Naturalis lo. Duns Scathd its Relation to Paduan Aristotelianisin The Aristotelian
Tradition and Renaissance Universitidsondon, Variorum Reprints, 1984, chapter X. Sdhrrlaims
that Fabri's attempt to create a textbook in natptalosophyad mentem Scots important for two
reasons: 1) it shows the increasing influence iduBaof metaphysics and theology from the sixteenth
century on, in a curriculum which was traditionadlsiented towards the arts and medical studiest 2)
reveals the importance of Scotus in the periodesiFabri sought to export Scotism in natural ploitdsy,
an area to which Scotus did not dedicate extereditemtion. Regarding the graduation theses, Sckhmitt
intuition of the intrinsic difficulties of a ‘Scattic natural philosophy’ reflects well the fact ti&cotus is
the main sources for the metaphysics of the regdmis is significantly less important in natural
philosophy.
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the ground for this identity is implicit in the arpretation of the terms ‘pure act’ and ‘pure
potency’. Pure act is something undivided, simptenpletely actuating its essence, devoid
of change; pure potency could be described withsthmme words since it is absolutely
simple, it is undivided, it is its own essencalaes not change in the sense that it is always
identical with itself. In a Thomistic context theentity theory must be rejected because it
is incompatible with the Thomistic doctrine that aoplies form. In the wide family of
Scotism (including the regents) there is the thsmaksupport for the theory in the claim
that prime matter has its own act, before and witlamy form at alf.

A further possible support for this claim is thgunent by which both God and prime
matter can be reached: thia negationisIf the negative theology is a proper way to speak
about something which is unknowable in its esse@aa, then it might also be a useful

tool to analyse prime matter, given its metaphystatus.

3.2 Prime matter and actus entitativus

All regents agree on the notion of pure potencessential to prime matter and their
enquiry focuses on whether the attribute of ‘punéepcy’ is the whole essence of prime
matter. In Scholastic philosophy there is diffeeeretween the reasoma{jo) and the
essence of somethingdgsenti the reason is what our intellect perceives denggng
necessarily to something. It is whgu{d) we understand something to be. Essence is the
metaphysical counterpart dtio: it is what Quid) something is. Regents tend to use these
two terms as synonyms, justifying this behavioutlmgrounds of the identity which, they
say, holds between essence and ratio: for instanceatural philosophy, given the
epistemological theory of thepecies intelligibiles our knowledge is reliable when
correctly directed towards its proper object anthis case reason and essence can be said
to coincide. Of course, this does not entail thathave an exhaustive knowledge of the
essences: but it does entail an accurate one.

When it comes to prime matter the problem is simitat made more complicated by the
remoteness of prime matter from our senses. BaB@i tlaims that:

° “In hoc autem insania David de Dinando confunditqui ausus est dicere Deum esse idem quod prima
materia, ex hoc quod, si non esset idem, oportdifedrre ea aliquibus differentiis, et sic non a#se
simplicia; nam in eo quod per differentiam ab adiiffert, ipsa differentia compositionem facitThis is
Thomas Aquinas’ opinion on David de Dinant,@, I, 17, 6. See also D. Des Cheffysiologia
Ithaca - London, Cornell University Press, pp. $4-9
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identica est haec praedicatiblateria prima est
pura potentia qualis nempe est praedicatio
definitionis de definito. [TP 1.1]

‘Prime matter’ and ‘pure potency’ are coextensiwgressions: according to Baron,
saying that prime matter is pure potency is metiedypredication of the definition of the
definiendum

Clearly, this is just a starting point. We can diaparallel between the definition of man
and the definition of prime matter: saying that fima a rational animal’ does not tell us
anything about its actual existence, we do not ggobhd the essence, which implies
existence only in the case of God. The further stefp enquire into how prime matter
exists, once posited that it does exist and is potency. Regents do not accept the
Thomistic framework, which would compel them to pstthe enquiry at this point:
according to Thomas, prime matter is pure potemcyexists only in a compound of form
and matter. On the contrary, regents put in plaogetaphysics of essence. The question
about prime matter does not move in the directibthe Thomistic ‘act of being’dctus
essendi but in the direction of a deeper analysis oedsence. In fact, in a metaphysics of
essence there is no real distinction between anessand its being, as Thomas claims: the
essence is its existence, as Scotus sa@rdmatio, 1V, d. 13, g. 1, n. 38. Therefore, the
question of the existence of an essence must heeaed by the analysis of the essence
itself.

One more element is important: in the regents’ iStotapproach, we can argue that they
share Scotus’s theological concern about the natusepositive object of the creative act
of God, even if they never explicitly bring up thusint. Scotus believes that for something
to be the direct object of creation, it must be entbran pure potency, it must be actual at
least in a minimal sens&Scotus thinks that Thomas's theory of prime mas®rboth
created and receiving all its actuality from fomads to a contradiction.

It is interesting to see how regents employ prilesigproper of Thomistic philosophy (as
they openly admit) to make them their own, and tegpret them according to their
philosophy. Many regents quote the Thomistic pplegpotentia semper ad aliquem actum
refertur. Thomas understands this principle as evidencehi®mecessary information of
prime matter by form. Regents on the contrary apiply principle within prime matter,
looking for an act proper to prime matter withinnpe matter. Contrary to the Thomistic

metaphysics of thactus essendthe regents’ metaphysics of essence leads thegot@

9 “Omne ens pendens, et productum a Deo secundumaéiggem habet etiam actum congruum ad ipsius
esse.”Carr 1617, TP I.
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the internal coherence of the notion of prime miatiéhout appealing to anything external
to it - as the act of form is.

Potentia semper ad aliqguem actum refertonjoined withmodus operandi semper
sequitur modum essendie the two key-principles in the search for theenof existence
of the essence of prime matter. How something eegraust follow from what something
is. Prime matter is 1) the object of a positive @fctreation; 2) the subject of information
by form. In both cases, prime matter must be ‘sbingt in order to be passive in response
to an act performed on it. Passivity is one oftdrecategories, so ultimately one of the ten
irreducible ways beings are. ‘Being passive’ igasitive’ way of being. Regents claim

that there is an act proper to prime matter:

Actus igitur materiae primae non et formalis et
perfectus (habet enim a forma quod sit hoc aliquid
formaliter) sed objectivus seu entitativus, permuest
id qulold est extra nihil et suas causas. [King 18R,
2.1V]

This passage can be taken to represent many by r@fents. Some key doctrines are
being employed by King in few words. First, thelietween act and form is rejected: King
speaks of an act which is not ‘formal and perfdtirefore it does not come from form. In
fact, regents do not deny that prime matter reseik@m formquod sit hoc aliquidwhich
means ‘to be something determined’: without fornmer matter is still undetermined,
essentially potential. Nonetheless, King explalreg this indetermination of prime matter
cannot signify the whole of its essence. Prime endtis an act proper to it, which is
labelledentitativusor objectivus by force of which prime mattest id quod est extra nihil
et suas causadhis act (which is not the formal act) makes @rimatter be non-nothing,
makes prime matter be outside its own causes: tes@aspects (being non-nothing and
being independent of its own causes) are jointly ¢bnditio sine qua non of even the
weakest possible substance: for example, an adcittess not have these characteristics,

because its being is secondary and dependenturject

1 Eustachius holds the same theory: he writes tHatepmatter‘non tamen esse ens completum in ullo
genere, quia non constat ex actu et potentia ejusgeneris, sed ex potentia Physica et actu Metagiys
seu entitativo”(SPhQ Ill, disp. LI, quaestio IlI).
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Robert Baroft is the author of arguably the most complete matsiphl work written in
Scotland in the first half of the seventeenth cgnthis Metaphysica generali$1658,
published after his death) is an exposition of ganmetaphysics; it draws heavily on
Suarez’s Disputationes metaphysica@and its main aim is completeness rather than
profundity. Yet, the work is invaluable as provigia broader and more detailed view on
the Scholasticism of the regents, whoBeeses philosophicaare works written as
handouts for oratlisputationesand not as exhaustive treatises. Baron helpg define

the concept of entitative act used by King:

Absolute primusest esseEssentiae, et commode
dici potest Actus entitativus Actus secundum quid
primusestesseExsistentiae, id esgsseacceptum pro
exsistere, et dicituActus entitativus est autem ille
Actus Entitativusvel rei completae et totalis, vel rei
incompletae et partialig\ctus entitativus completuis
rebus materialibus dici potestctus formalis quia
competit rebus materialibus ratione formae
perficientis materiam et eam determinantis ad oerta
speciem corporis Naturaligictus incompletysqualis
est exsistentiae Materiae primae per se consiggrata
non habet aliud nomen praeter generale noAwns
entitativi. [sectio VII]

So, the act proper to prime matter is proper toedsgence of prime matter, because that
act is proper to any essence whatsoever. Lundig*1@2plains this important theory:
“essentia et quidditas alicujus est sufficiens iméeca essendi ratio.’Every essence is
intrinsically sufficient for existence, thanks te internal non-contradiction, which makes it
intrinsically possible. Regents do not accept theoty of the Thomisti@actus essendi

which implies that essences participate in exigetitey unanimously agree that existence

12 Robert Baron (1596-1639) was a minister of the €hwf Scotland, a theologian, a philosopher and a
member of the Aberdeen Doctors. Baron graduatekbi8 at St Salvator's College, St Andrews, in the
class of W. Lamb: Baron’s name is listed in LamBasitiones aliquot logicgeEdinburgh 1613. He
taught philosophy at St Salvator’s, and graduateddiasses: theses of 1617 and 1621 [N reports
Baron’s departure from St Andrews in 1619, incaesis with the 1621 theses). Baron was appointed
professor of Divinity in 1625 at Marischal Colleggherdeen, where he joined the Aberdeen Doctors, an
supported the religious policies of the king agathe National Covenant. He died in 1639 on his way
back to Scotland after an exile due to his reftsaign the covenant. His main works apéilosophiae
theologiae ancillang1621); Disputatio de authoritate sacrae scripturae, sew, rmali objecto fidei
(1627, which originated the dispute with George nbwidl); and Metaphysica generaligposthumous,
1657-8).DNB.

13 John Lundie (1600-), regent. MA at King's Collegeli622, under Andrew Lunan. Lundie’s name appears
on the title page of Lunanheses philosophicad622. TheDNB reports his appointment as regent for
the year 1626, while an earlier appointment in 182 ore convincing, since Lundie authored the 1626
graduation theses for King’s College. TG& remarks that Lundie’s class of 1627 graduated with
Strachan: yet, the 1627 graduation theses beanahe of Lundie. Unlike most of the other Aberdeen
regents, Lundie signed the National Covenant irB16& is recorded alive at least until 16885, p. 54
andDNB.
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iIs a mode of an essence, not external to the ess&he essence of something has all it
needs to exist, provided that it does eXist.

Baron then adds an important qualification. Thepaoper to prime matter is incomplete,
because the complete orfeompetit rebus materialibus ratione formae perdictis
materiam” in prime matter there is no form, consequentlghimg flowing from form - that
is, the perfection typical of natural things, whistdue to form.

In summary, regents agree on three general pootstgrime matter: 1) it is actual, in
the sense that it has an act; 2) this act folloesifthe essence of prime matter, and it is not
an actus essengi3) the essence is the sufficient cause for thetence of a being -
provided that the being exists. The notion of ppmency considered alone in their
metaphysics of essence leads to contradictionantie one beingnulla potentia absque
transcendentali ordine ad suum actum quidditativgnoscitur” [Barclay 1631, TP 11.2]; 5)
what we know about the essence of prime mattenasigh to establish what prime matter

is, and that it exists.

3.3 Essence and existence

The theory that the essence of a being is thecgrfiessendi ratioof that being is deeply
rooted in the metaphysical theory of the identityessence and existence. Usually regents
prefer to express this point in a negative wayis'inot true that essence and existence are
distinct as thing from thing’ distinctio realig, which is the kind of distinction which
grounds the principle of separability and determindether two beings (in general, not
only twores) are two really separate things. Regents drawtti@sry from both Scotus and
SuarezOmnis determinatio est negatithe negation of a real distinction is the affitroa
of the identity: so, if the essence and the excsent two beings are not distinct as thing
from thing, then they must be identical. Regentogaise some degrees of distinction
within the identity of two beings: in fact, withobaving two really distinct things, there are
distinctions between a mode and its subjetstinctio modaliy and distinctions only
grounded in our concepts, which are not reallyhings @istinctiones rationis*

As | will argue in part |, chapter 4, about quantéand extension, the regents

interpretation of thalistinctio realis is a central feature of their philosophy. The iitgn

% This doctrine may lead to the position that thistexce of essences necessarily flows from theieres.
This is not correct, because finite essences demoly a perfect simplicity with respect to themmsst
because they are composite, any sort of ‘ontoldbgicaof’ must be ruled out. Essences, with the
exception of the divine essence, are possible amdrmecessary.

15 SuarezpM, 7, 1, 4 and 18-19.
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between essence and existence is a fundamentd) potrwhat also matters is the kind of
identity between them. The regents’ theory of tistirction of reason between essence and
existence is a qualification of such identity: kdathis passage from the metaphysical

section in Monroe 1632:

Ergo essentia et existentia creaturae non differunt
re sed ratione tantum, cujus fundamentum est
imperfectio creaturae, quae hoc ipso quod a se non
habeat esse sed ab alio participatum, intellectui
humano praebet ansam praescindendi essentiam ab
existentia, cum interim nec in statu potentialic me
statu actuali realiter distinguantur. [TM 1.6]

The existence of an essence €@sse actu’being in act’) is the actuality of the essenite,
is not something added to superaddituh as something different that an essehag
consequently, an essence is not distinct fromxistence as thing from thinglitinctio
realis). The essence of a being is the key notion arouhith everything revolves: it
appears that we are, generally speaking, in aSicotiamework.

A similar theory is found in Eustachius, who claithat existence is a:

modus quidam essentiae intrinsecus quo formaliter
res dicitur esse actu sive extra suas causae(Q 1V,

I, 11, 1v].

Another passage by Suarez shows the extent ofgleement between him and the regents.

Suérez affirms that:

in creaturis existentiam et essentiam distingui aut
tanquam ens in actu et in potentia, aut si utrague
actu sumatur, solum distingui ratione cum aliquo
fundamento in re, quae distinctio satis erit utohlte
dicamus, non esse de essentia creaturae acturexiste
[DM, 31, V, 13]

The formal distinction with a foundation in things enough to claim that having
existence in act per se is not essential to finémgs: this avoids the metaphysical claim
that existence is a necessary mode of essencduthgspeaking. Only God has existence
per se. This distinction suffices for the task hmseait has dundamentum in rewhich

means that our concepts tell us about a distinctwich is not really in nature (real

16 Already quoted above, section 2.
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distinction) but which is still grounded on how rigs are. Thus, the essence is not its
existence, yet it is not distinct from it in reglit

When it comes to prime matter the same principleshdhe essence of prime matter is
not its existence (that means, prime matter isnegessary), nonetheless, the existence of
prime matter is distinct from its essence only &gson - the weakest degree of distinction.

4. Prime matter as receptive entitative act

According to the regents, the analysis of the esseri prime matter is not complete
without a further qualification: prime matter isexeptiveentitative act.

Regents agree that: 1) prime matter exists (qudd 2Zj prime matter is actual in a
metaphysical, non physical, sense of the terma# & metaphysical, not a formal act; 3)
prime matter’'s existence is a mode of its esseHoe.essence of prime matter now requires
a qualification which enables the regents to clamore precisely what it is (quid sit). In
fact, saying that something is ‘actual’ does natv&y any information about what this act
is an act of. Being actual is a formal aspect amprmatter, still in need of a material
aspect.

The answer is once again agreed upon by the grajarity of the regents, despite some
variations in terminology. Prime matter is pureqmay, actual in virtue of its essence of
being pure potency; finally this pure potency islm out as ‘receptive’. The metaphysical
role of prime matter is to receive forms, to be shbject of the information by forms. The
concept of pure potency alone is not considereficgrit to express this essential openness
of prime matter towards the form. The qualificatioh ‘receptive’ highlights again the
difference with the Thomistic solution. In factcaeding to Thomas the definition of prime
matter as pure potency is sufficient to claim sapkenness towards the form: prime matter
is devoid of all acts (which always come from forrtijerefore a ‘pure potency’ is always
directed towards a form. On the contrary, the régattribute an act to prime matter: thus,
they have to introduce a further qualification teplain why prime matter is directed
towards form.

The opposition by the regents to the Thomistic atothat an act is always related to a
form becomes even more explicable when regentstseekpound the sort of pure potency
that is proper to prime matter. The focus movesfithe essence understood as an act
(which grounded the claim that prime matter enjoykependent existence) to the essence

understood as a potency (which introduces a bdténition of this potency). There is
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clearly no contradiction between being in act amdpotency for prime matter, because
prime matter is in act with respect to a metaptatsact, while it is in potency with respect

to a formal (physical) act: there is contradictimmly if the same subject is in act and in
potency at the same time in the same respect. Mi&avould probably argue, on the basis
of his own metaphysics, that in this case conttaxficis avoided only in words, not de

facto: prime matter, when informed in a compounduld obtain a physical act from form

which would be added to the already existing metsjgll act. Then, the result would be a
compound that is not essentially one, since from beings in act no unity per se can be
obtained, but only a unity per accidens. The Thomabjection only holds if we accept the

theory that all acts come from form. Regents replyhis objection by accepting the idea
that:

ex duobus actibus imperfectis potest unus perfectus
consurgere [King 1612, TP 2.111].

Where does the strength of this reply lie? Regaotept the distinction between perfect
and imperfect act (or, to put it differently, coraf@d and incomplete act). A complete act
belongs to a complete substance, which is onlydkalt of the union of form and matter.
An incomplete act belongs to the components ofctiapound, which are in need of each
other in order to yield a complete substance, thithvare actual per se for the reason that
only something actual (at least actual in a metajghy sense) can get into composition
with something else. If we accept the notion ofomplete act, then the claim that a
component of a substance is both in act and imggtat the same time is not contradictory,
because it is not in act and in potency in the saspect.

A corollary of this theory is that:

non omnis potentia subjectum praesupponit. [...]
aliguam potentiam substantiam esse et non qualitate
[Reid 1614, TP 1, IlI-V].

This principle moves the analysis one step furtham not sure how to read ‘quality’ in
this context: | shall suggest two interpretatiohy.Reid is perhaps not taking the term
‘quality’ in its categorial sense, but rather immre general sense of ‘attribute’. In fact
potency can hardly be reduced to the category dlitgu which would restrict the
predication of potency only to accidents fallingdanthe notion of quality. 2) Perhaps Reid
is here employing a Suérezian terminology. Sudaistinguishes between transcendental
potency and predicamental potency: the former & dbjective potency, proper to a
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possible thing, which we have seen before; theerldtelongs to the second species of
quality, and is the real potency, either activepassive. This potency refers to quality
because only qualities are proximate principlethefactions in creaturés.

In both cases, the separation from the Thomisgohis here complete: potency as such
does not necessarily require a subject becausagotan be a subject, as it is in the case
of prime matter. This passage is not in contraglictvith the principle that every potency
must be referred to an act, because Reid holdpthmae matter has an act on its own, and
Is also pure potency.

A fundamental metaphysical distinction without whiall the previous theories are in
some sense groundless is to be found in many thiggedistinction between ‘pure potency’

and ‘in pure potency’ and conversely between ‘antl ‘in act’. Wemys 1612 writes that:

distinguendum est itaque inter actum et esse actu,
et potentiam et esse potentia. [...] dubium idciesod
an satis philosophice dici possit vel materiam esse
potentia vel formam esse actu. [TP 6, llI-1V]

The second part of the passage is meant to be plicixattack against Thomistic
philosophy. The philosophical relevance of thisotlyeis that the couples: form/act and
matter/potency are finally overtaken in a metapty/ssf essence. There cannot be an
univocal sense of act and potency; act and potameynot coextensive with form and
matter; according to the regent, it might be evessible to say that form is not act (because
it is essentially open to potency) and that materot potency (because its potency relies
on prime matter being a metaphysical act). It entimore accurate to say that prime matter
IS “pura potentia, non in pura potentia, in actu etmactus” (Wemys 1631, TP 1.2). This is
a distinction common to late Scholasticism: it i@snulated to make sense of the specific
metaphysical status of prime matter.

One final qualification helps the regents to figatlive a complete definition of the
essence of prime matter: it is based on the distimdoetweenpotentia objectivaand

subjectiva This is how Baron addresses the point inMtaphysica generalis

Sub hacPotentia Logicacontinetur Potentiailla
guam objectivamvocant; ea enim a parte illius rei
guae dicitur essie potentia objectivaiespectu causae,
nihil aliud significat quam non-repugnantiam ad
produci a tali causa, i. e. significat non impo#sib
esse ut illa res a tali causa producatur: undet pate

7 DM, 42, lll, 10, quoted in Leopoldo Prieto Lopeluarez, crocevia nella filosofia tra medioevo e
modernita Alpha Omega, 1X, 2006, No. 1, pp. 3-38, pp. 29-30
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Potentiamhancobjectivamnon esse realem, tum quia
consistit in negatione impossibilitatis (negaticesm

non est Ens reale, sed formaliter non-Ens) tum quia
haec Potentia objectivacompetit rebus antequam a
Deo ipso producantur, nihil autem, absolute loqoend
reale rebus competit antequam a Deo accipiant esse.
[sectio VII]

Wemys 1631 integrates this passage by saying timaepnatter is not an objective pure
potency because this would prevent it being antaivie act. Thus, prime matter is
subjectivepure potency. This notion is indebted to the ufthy of Scotus. A subjective
potency is a potency which already exists, whilebjective potency, as Baron explained,
is merely a logical possibilit}f. This reminds us of the Suarezian distinction betwe
transcendental and predicamental potency. Primégematnnot be objective potency
because it has a metaphysical act, has its owrteexes, and is not a mere logical
possibility: rather it is the root of any predicamted possibility. Or, in other words, it is a
metaphysical possibility.

The essence of prime matter can now be stated falitform: prime matter isubjective
receptive pure potency his definition is the product of the differerdgitions we find in all
the Theses philosophicaéis philosophical content is shared by all regenthile its form is
subject to some variations. As | said, | think ttlaése versions differ in form, not in

content:

Ratio principis materialis est potentia universalis
recipiendi omnes formas indistincte. [Adamson 1600,
TP V]

Materia prima essentialiter est substantia
incompleta, et pura potentia subjectiva (cui tamen
actus entitativus competit). [Forbes 1623, TP II]

[Materia prima] est pura potentia receptiva, non
potentia objectiva, cui opponitur actus metaphysicu
[Barclay 1631, TP 1.3]

[materia prima est] pura potentia passiva.
[Dalrymple 1646, TP 11l

'8 By ‘logical possibility’ Baron here means, alordgsiScotus and Suérez, the sort of possibility wiaich
essence has before existing, before being creAtedrding to Suérez, this possible essence isasfilire
nothing. After being created, an essence is a etiNge possibility, or, which is the same, a real
possibility.
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One very interesting formulation is given by Farls623, TP 1.3: the causality of prime
matter is‘passiva actuatio potentiael’suppose that this last quote clearly shows ¢hell
of sophistication reached by the regents in thedtaphysical theories, and the difficulties

that students had to master.

5. Conclusion

In this chapter | have dealt with the definitiontiké essence of prime matter in Feeses
philosophicae All regents agree on the definition of the essenf prime matter as
‘receptive entitative act’. ‘Receptive’ becausenpi matter is essentially open to form.
‘Entitative act’ because prime matter has a metsighy act proper to it, an act which is
prior to and independent of the act of form. Primegtter is pure potency, which means that
its essence is being pure potency. Yet, the regeatsfluenced by Scotism, and go beyond
the Thomistic definition. Just as something that)ishe direct object of an act of creation,
and 2) a component of a substance, must be aaw#die same way prime matter must
necessarily be actual, because a pure potencydief@iny actuality is only a logical, not
metaphysical, possibility. | believe that the reigeare also influenced by Suarez, as is
evident from terminological and doctrinal similee. Suarez himself was influenced by
Scotism, so that it can be argued that Scotismtedenfluence on both the regents and
Suarez.

The analysis of the essence of prime matter, iniqudar with regard to the relation
between essence and existence, has also shownhéaegents hold a metaphysics of

essence, once again departing from Thomism.
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Part I, chapter 2

De potentiis materiae primae

In his Summa philosophiae quadripartitBustachius a Sancto Paulo structures the
analysis of prime matter around three philosophiadistinct aspects which together give
us a complete account: 1) that prime matter is,whdt it is (quod sit and quid sit); 2)
what the potenciespftentiag@ of prime matter are; and 3) what the properties
(proprietate$ are. | intend to follow the same scheme for teasons. First, it is clear and
consistent. Secondly, this scheme mirrors the rhg®gal structure proper to prime
matter, which entails, in this order, the definitiof its essence as pure potency, then the
explanation of the notion of potency, with the aaluction of the relationship between
matter and form, then the analysis of the speabatribution of prime matter in the
compound. Thus, therdo expositionigollows theordo essendithe metaphysical order of
the thing expounded.

These are Eustachius’s words about prime mattetangies. Eustachius writes that:

Materiam primam secundum se spectatam aiunt
omnes omnium formarum expertem esse ac simul
omnium capacem esse; sive, materiam esse in petenti
ad omnes formas: Quare materiam ipsam appellant
potentiam est enim hoc essentiale materiae. Consistit
autem in duobus passiva ista materiae potentienqri
quidem in eo, quod ex materia possunt formae
materiales virtute naturalium agentium educi; seloun
in eo, quod illae omnes et nonnullae aliae quaip®x
non educuntur, possunt in eandem recipi: Sicque
potentia materiae partim Eductiva partim Receptiva
dicitur. [SPhQ pars Ill, tractatus .1, quaestio 111]

As we have seen in the previous chapter, Theses philosophicaagree on the
definition of prime matter as pure potency. Furthealifications are that prime matter is a
receptive entitative act and that it is in a switesubjective possibility towards existing,
since it is a metaphysical act, not just a log{caérely non-contradictory) being. Regents
engage in the exposition of what follows from tsil general analysis, namely: 1) in what
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way prime matter is indistinctly open towards aagni; 2) what is the appetitagpetitus

of prime matter for form in general, and 3) whatigéans that forms are educedctag
from prime matter. This analysis is the intermegliaoment between the analysis of the
notion of prime matter as pure potency and theyarsabf the proper contribution of prime
matter in the compound (quantity, extension, ingotibility, which is the subject of the
next chapter). In a way, it is possible to say thate first two chapters prime matter is
regarded as passive towards form, while in thedthiris regarded as “active” towards
form. Inevitably, some aspects will be fully meagfil only at the end of the analysis,
which is also one of the premises for the accodntransubstantiation, the subject of
chapter 4.

In this chapter, | follow Eustachius’s divisionmime matter intopartim receptiva’and
‘partim eductiva,; ‘in part receptive’ and ‘in part eductive’. Thewers of prime matter
show its role of material subject of all forms, wniis receptive when receiving forms but
also eductive when forms are drawn from it. Onlytenial forms are drawn from prime
matter: the first problem that | shall investigete¢he relationship between the rational soul
and prime matter. The receptiveness of prime matdren analysed in terms of appetite
towards form. This raises the question whetheratiygetite of informed prime matter can
be said to completely satisfy the potency of primatter, which is essentially open
towards form. The second part of the chapter iscdéed to the concept of the eduction of
forms. The last part deals with tfiaeses philosophicdsy Dalrymple, written in 1646 for
the students of the University of Glasgow: the mtgauts forward an interpretation of

eduction which | believe is influenced by the earlgdern philosophy of the period.

1. Partim Receptiva: prime matter and form

In Scholastic natural philosophy, prime matter edrexist alone without form. We have
seen in the previous chapter that some sort ofesde must be attributed to prime matter:
precisely the sort of existence of the material gonent of a physical substance. Prime
matter is not a substance in the way that a physighstance is, because it is not a
complete substance. Yet, in order to enter intopmmsition with form, prime matter must
have the incomplete existence proper to an ent#tadct, whose essence is pure potency.
This means that form is the natural completionrahp matter, and conversely, that form
can be truly form only when informing matter. Thssa general Aristotelian principle,

which regents do not reject.
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1.1 The problem of the rational soul

In the context of a Christian reading of Aristaaeli philosophy one problem is
immediately evident: the status of the rationall S@nima rationali$ with respect to
existence independent from matter and with resjeeits origin within the compound. The
problem originates from the double relationshig tha rational soul has towards matter as
form-in-matter (the rational soul is the substdntam of a physical compound) and
towards independent existence, as the human s@alidsto be immortal in the Christian
tradition® In fact, rational souls (or, the substantial forwfs men) must survive the
destruction of their physical compounds, if theye d@o resurrect from death and
reincarnate. This is the doctrine of the resuroectf the bodies.

The regents do not reject this view, which is stidrg all Christians. This belief raised
fundamental philosophical questions. The debate Scholasticism included the
interpretation of the most significant passageB@énAnimalll by Aristotle: the Stagyrite
writes that some activities of the rational souls mdependent from matter, in the sense
that they reveal operations which do not depenchatier. They perform, for example, the
knowing of the universals. In Scholastic epistergglothe knowledge of universals is
obtained through the process of abstraction ofedsence of things from their individual
material being, an operation by the agent inteldath acts on the material offered by the
possible intellect, which receives the notions fithi common sensednsus communijsa
sort of unified sensorial perception posterior e five senses. If only compounds are
individual, and if only individuals really exi$then the process of abstraction goes beyond
materiality and must be a sign of an immateriahgple of activity: the rational soul.
Prime matter, as we have seen, is the root of pgteand potency implies corruptibility,
because for a potency to be realised the formernacst be corrupted. Therefore,
immateriality goes with incorruptibility. Somethinghcorruptible is immortal, and
ultimately simpl€e’

! The theory that the rational soul is the subsshriirm of man received an official endorsementtigy
Roman Church during the ecumenical Council of Veent311-1312, chaired by Clement V. This
council, famous for the condemnation of the Tempuledter, is also crucial for the acceptance of a
philosophical and theological theory in the teaghifithe Roman Church. One of the decrees stasés th
the rational or intellectual soul is the form o&thuman body of itself and essentially. Whoevegatsj
this theory is to be considered a heretic.

2 King 1620, TP I:“nulla datur entitas in communi, nisi determinat@rpentitatem particularem alicujus
speciei; nec potentia in communi nisi determinata articularem potentiam.”

% This is the case of the celestial bodies, padtapter 3.



Part |, chapter 2. De potentiis materiae primae 51

Whatever the original position of Aristotle on tipisint was (there is in fact a vast debate
on whether Aristotle agreed with the immortalitytieé individual soul or not) Scholastics
interpreted his words as adaptable to the Christ@gma of the immortality of the soul.
Regents show a twofold approach: on the one shiy hold that the human soul is
immortal; on the other, they usually include thealgsis of De Animalll in natural
philosophy. They regard the analysis of substanfieins as belonging to natural
philosophy, and this includes human souls. Thistatelian approach is generally stronger
than the distinction between substantial forms etemal and immaterial based on their
activities. These distinctions are not enough tdicke a branch of philosophy to the
exclusive exposition of the characteristics ofridwgonal souP.

It may be noted that this analysis of the human asuhe substantial form of men does
not include what today we call ‘theory of knowledgehich is a part of logic in the theses.
It appears that in Scholastic philosophy the imaldyt of the soul is justified in virtue of
the investigation of our knowledge of the univessdh the natural philosophy of the
theses, the regents do not attempt to prove theomatity of the soul, which is already
proven through the revealed word. Rather, givenirimaortality of the soul, the regents
seek to analyse the human soul according to eaatifispbranch of philosophy: when its
activity is knowledge, it pertains to logic, wherisi the information of matter, it pertains to
natural philosophy. | believe that this approach sggn of a deep conviction by the regents
that, in general, matters of faith are rarely ifeeproven in philosophy. Thus, the
separation of spheres between theology and philgsispclear’

This could be regarded as a further claim for thdependence of natural philosophy
within its own sphere: in the theses, differentaareof philosophy rarely overldp.
Necessarily, prime matter implies notions which algo dealt with in either logic or
metaphysics, but this is due to the specific natdifgrime matter, a component of physical
compounds which is not given to us as a direct adbgd knowledge. The regents’
deployment, in natural philosophy, of rational soa$ forms-in-matter allows for a general
inclusive account of the relationship between foramel matter, without the need of

making a distinction where regents did not want to.

“1 will deal with the regents’ reception of Arisi®bn this point in the Conclusions, section 2.

® In the second half of the century, under the &ilte of Descartes, regents developed some theateseh
find in St Andrews graduation theses in the firsif lof the century, regarding a metaphysics of sspa
substances. This branch of metaphysics is calledpatology.

® This theory is put to a test in two following ches, first about Transubstantiation (part |, ckag), then
about the role of natural theology in the thesest(d, chapter 3). In this chapter, | shall ret@ionthis
point when dealing with the eduction of forms ahe tole of God, section 2.2.

"1 argued for a similar claim with respect to thepbrtance of the argument from natural philosophthie
demonstration of the existence of prime mattechapter 1, section 1.2.
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1.2 Prime matter as openness towards form

‘Being open to form’, or ‘being open to informatipmMmeans that prime matter is a
principle of the physical body. Not simply per atmms but essentially, because it is a
necessary component of the compound. The othemtessrinciple is form. The
traditional third principle is privationpivatio): privation, according to the regents, is the
absence of form. In a body in becoming, the adturah entails the presence of the absence
of another form, and it also entails that no spedibrm can essentially belong to a
compound: if it were so, a compound would be a ssm® being. Regents usually
consider privation as a third principle per accglesf becoming, in agreement with
Aristotle. They also tend to include the analysispavation in the analysis of form,
because privation can also be regarded as thenoeesé the previous form. Mercer 1630

stresses this last point:

Privatio non tam est absentia formae subsequentis,
guam praesentia formae praecedentis, non quidem qua
forma est, sed qua materiam praeparat ad formam
subsequentem accipiendam. [TP 1V.2]

The logical and metaphysical status of prime mastehus fully understood only in the
context of natural philosophy. This is why regeméser deal with prime matter in logical
or metaphysical sections, even if these are fundéahas introductions to key notions of
natural philosophy.

Prime matter is the passive principle, while foshe active one: despite the attribution
to matter of an act and attributes, regents dayodieyond the Aristotelian viewpoint that
all composite beings are the result of an actiwecyple acting on a passive subject. From
this point of view, it is interesting how close ttefinitions of matter and substance can be
understood to be in their different levels. Foitamee, inMet,, V, 8 1017 b 23-26 we read
that substance is dhat which is the ultimate underlying stuff, thigt not predicated of
anything else; and b)“that which, being something determined, can algoskparable,
and this is the structure and form of any thiig@When making a parallel between this
definition and the attributes of prime matter Bhys. I, the notion of ‘subject’ of

predications is shared. In the first case, substasmdntended in two senses, one logical

8a) [T]6 6 Umokeipevor Eoxatov, & pnkéTt kat’ dAov AyeTal’; b) ‘T68e U dv kal xwploTov 7
TolouTov 8¢ ékdoTov ) popdn kal TO €ldoc.’ My translation.
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(subject), and the other one logical and metaphl$something determined and separable
[from something else]). Prime matter per se is amlgnetaphysical principle, because it
does not belong to the category of substanceniaiaexist ‘separate’ from anything else.
We will see that regents get away from this thedngn claiming that prime matter too is a
‘Substance’.

Two essential principles of the compound yield &yuper se. The tie between matter
and form is as strong as an essential unity, yistiit no way a relation of identityThis

unity entails that form and matter cannot exist witbout the other:

Nulla forma physica habet modum essendi
independentem a materia nisi anima rationalis.
[Fairley 1623, TP 111.2]

Materiae essentiale est et necessarium formam
semper appetere. [Wemys 1612, 5.111]

These two passages are representative of the vietvpbthe ThesesIn Fairley the
terminology is proper to a metaphysics of esserfosodum essendi’): it is not
incompatible with what has been said about prim#anfaving existence per se in virtue
of its metaphysical act. In fact, Fairley is reiegr to the physical world, where a
metaphysical act is not enough to sustain existeBoe it is only the compound which
really exists, even if prime matter has a mode »a$tence, which is not the mode of

existence of a complete substance. In differentigaor

Cum diversae numero formae non possint eandem
numero existentiam tribuere, non omnis existentia
materiae est a forma sed completa tantum. [Stewenso
1625, TP XIl.4]

We find again the principle that form and mattex awo distinct metaphysical entities,
both actual, yet incomplete. Aedie 1616, TP I, espes the role of matter with respect to
becoming by saying that matter is the principlebeing and non-being of all perishable
things, and showing that forms cannot exist unies®atter but that prime matter is the
root of potency. The metaphysics of act and poteridye theses seems to hold onto the
traditional view of degrees of being, where thecspen extends from God to prime
matter. God as supreme being is pure act, creafieea composition of act and potency,

° Rankine 1627, TP VI.5'materia enim per formam determinata, et forma @ats materiam determinat,
non duo constituunt principia, sed unum.”
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and prime matter is pure potency and the lowestedegf actuality. In this theory, the

presence of potency is synonym with imperfectiameoading to the principle that:

guae minus participant potentiae verius et magis
proprie esse existimandum non est. [Wemys 1612, TP
7.1

There are two interpretations of this principle,ttbcaccepted by regents: 1) in
epistemology, it is true that the less somethinig igotency, the more we can get to know
it ['verius esse’]; 2) in metaphysics, the less goency, the more the act ['magis esse’].
As essentially pure potency, prime matter is thestiknown thing within the physical
realm. Creatures on the contrary are open to owwladge because of the balance
between act (what they are) and potency (what tdagybecome). The pure act is in itself
the most knowable thing and the most ‘real’ thibgt as in the case of pure potency it
extends beyond our limited comprehension, andntaay be object of a mediated and
ultimately insufficient knowledgé.

We can also better understand the role ofviaeanalogica prime matter is known not
per se, but analogically with respect to finiterlgesi: in absence of form, the analogy holds
between the act of prime matter as “form” of thenpound, and the pure potency of prime
matter as “matter” of the compound.

There is one respect in which matter is more pertean form, a respect which
illuminates the fundamental reason why forms carmaxist outside matter. According to

Fairley 1623, forms are:

perfectiores materiae secundum Entitatem et
Essentiam, sed imperfectiores secundum essendi
modum. [TP [I1.5]

A compound is the result of the individual conttibns of form and matter: forms
contribute essence, to the extent that forms cam &e called the ‘end’ of matter; yet,
matter plays the fundamental role of sustainingn®rthus it is prior to them under the
concept of the ‘mode of existing’ [modus essenitlils true that matter is ordered towards
form as much as potency is towards denquam ad finem”(ibidem), but it is also true

that“necessitas ad causalitatem materigst] ejus existentia(Wemys 1631, TP 11.4). In

1% This relates closely to the problem of what sdmliilosophical knowledge of God we can have. Aavid
debate took place in Scholasticism, while regemtsly take an explicit stand on this matter. We icéer
their position from the broader context of theirstgmology, as in this case, and in the analysisook
VIII of Physics where Aristotle reaches up for the immobile modor the basis of the analysis of
physical movement. Regents object that this infegds ‘ill-based’, part Il, chapter 3, section 4.
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Scholastic natural philosophy, finality is a forni causality: it is evident that, for
everything to be causally active, it must exist;tbrs basis prime matter is the existing
potency directed towards its end, form. With resgecthe openness of prime matter
towards forms, forms are final causes. In this eshtregents claim nothing more than a
constitutive openness of matter towards form. Iddé&eal causality is not rejected in the
theses also on a purely physical level, as is dlean the discussion of movement. In the
analysis of the structure of physical compoundsifointended as the final cause of
matter, only means that form makes matter perfecis essence, which is otherwise
incomplete.

As well as matter’s priority over form in respedttbe mode of existing, matter is also
responsible for the endless becoming that we esipeet this is another contribution to the
structure of compounds. It is important to rementhat so far matter is only regarded as a
‘passive principle’, and in no way as a positivebjeat: we cannot say that matter
positively acts on form, or that matter acts at @lie fact that matter can be said to be
active is the consequence of the union with formynégon within which matter has
characteristics it would not have were it ablexistalonet*

In natural philosophy, following the act/potencyediny, form is act and matter is
potency: Scholastics interpret the natural becoras¢he formal active principle affecting
the material passive principle, but also being aéfé in return by the same material
passive principle. The complete substance resultorg form and matter thus is the union
of two substances incomplete though in differespeets, the former attributing actuality,
the latter attributing potentiality, both to thengpound and to one another. As Fairley 1615
claims, matter makes forpatibilis. Form is nojpatibilis per se, but it is as form-in-matter
[TP XX.2]. This term can be intended in two way} patibilis as ‘sensible’, belonging to
the physical world; here matter is the principlenwdteriality and form is a material form;
2) patibilis as ‘responsive to passivity’, somethitmat form, considered alone, is fot.
Here matter is the principle of passivity, whichmes from materiality. The two meanings
are thus connected: the result is that form in mpmund undergoes changes because of
matter. What sort of changes? Principally, andithtbe key notion of becoming, the bond
between one form and its matter is not necessaffgreht forms can inform the same

matter in time.

1] shall argue in the next two chapters that thyenés make an interesting claim for a positive juatibn of
attributes to matter; that means that matter cabhaanterpreted as receiving all attributes by fannthe
compound, but also as having attributes on its owamely quantity, extension and divisibility. This
theory stems from the Scotistic notion of prime terathat regents deploy.

12\Wemys 1612, TP 4forma omnis incorporea est et per se indivisibilis
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From the point of view of the formal relationshiptween form and matter then, matter
is indistinctly open towards form: form is needeg ratter as an end, without which
matter is not complete. The qualification of ‘inghstly open’ underlines that any form
can be an end of matter, there is no a priori e&sowhich ‘form’ generally taken cannot
inform any portion of matte?.

1.3 Prime matter’s potency as appetitus

The notion of prime matter as a metaphysical acbsghessence is receptive pure
potency explains the genus and the differerdiffetentig of it, the two terms which
convey the definition. In this case, ‘metaphysmet! is the genus and ‘pure potency’ is the
difference: in virtue of these two qualificatiometact of prime matter can be distinguished
from any other act. The definition is in fact thegication of the essential attributes which
locates something within its genus and differeaidat from other members of that genus.
This is why both elements are necessary: the genigentify the sort of being we want to
define, the difference to predicate something prapeat and to nothing else in the same
genus. Yet, as much as the difference ‘rationalth@ genus ‘animal’ is not enough to
explain what man is, ‘receptive pure potency’ i$ eoough to explain prime matter. The
notion of ‘appetite’ §ppetitu3 is the logically first characteristic of prime ttex which is
not dealt with in the definition.

1.3.1 Appetitus and bonum

Appetite is a key notion in Scholasticism. It i€ thecond qualification of what we have
so far termed ‘openness’ of matter towards forre:ribtions of receptiveness and appetite
complete the analysis of the openness of mattearasvform. This relationship between
form and matter is just an individual occurrencetlodé universal appetite, which is a

driving principle shared by all created beings. Miag and the Scholastics hold that:

3 This is a principle of general natural philosopthe branch of natural philosophy studying the @idles
of natural bodies in general | am concerned witlpant I. In special natural philosophy, which sedi
natural bodies as having differences natunedutad, only specific forms can respectively inherefie t
two kinds of matter: sublunar and celestial. Scéiida usually accept the theory of the differertureof
sublunar world and heavens (part Il, chapter 3).
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Appetere est commune animatis et inanima8g, |
l, 80, I]

Anything created strives forappeti) something else, no reality is static because
“appetitus inclinationem ad bonum nota(Stevenson 1629, TP VI). This is a debated
claim. It entails three points: 1) the godmbiQun) is what created beings seek, because the
good is what makes them more perfect; 2) thusgtioe is an end for created beings; 3)
‘inclination’ (inclinatio) here means that leaning towards a good is noted path from
one determined starting point A to a determinedlfpoint B. Creatures, and rational ones
above all, are open to different ends, which ategabd formally (so the unity of the
principle is preserved) but are different mateyiaFamously, Aristotle claimed that the
nature of good depends on the substance, not wdcsav Christian theology inevitably
translated the words of Aristotle in a differenttaxt, but the original idea of good is not
superseded. Thus, God is the absolute good, equ@dly for any substance.

In natural philosophy, all beings move towards rthgwod, formally one, materially
different as the beings are different, and thisaigundamental internal principle of
movement that they have, and by the acquisitiowlath they are completed. Any being
IS good, becausbonumis a transcendental attribute of beings, alond weérum and
unum Without goodness, unity and truth the very cohcégeing becomes empty. Form
is the ‘good’ of matter, consequently matter ssiver its end; and conversely, form is an
end and matter while attaining its end at the same attains its good. Good and end are
not separable.

There is an essential directedness within all can@dbeings, which is due to the
metaphysical structure of the compound of form aradter. Form alone would be unable
to attain anything else from itself, being a goodtself (not ‘the’ good, of course). The
union between form and matter is essentially ‘dmetause the composite is such per se,
not per accidens, yet the union is not essentedabise by constitution the potency of
matter cannot be made completely actual by anyrmi@ied form. This point in its

relationship with appetite is addressed by Wedderh608:

formae accessu suo appetitum explere potest,
potentiam non potest. [TP 11.4]

Matter is essentially potency, no form can charge eéssence of matter by simple

information of it; what form does is to satisfy@ach case the appetite that matter has for
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form, which is the constant power of the essenamatter as potency. Or, in other words,
it is the physical way in which the metaphysicalgmey is individuated in a compouffd.

Regents believed they had explained the metaphysitecture of natural becoming by
these key notions: potency, appetite, form, mathel privation. It appears that the role of
matter is both active and passive: passive in peeiBc sphere of natural philosophy (the
appetite being the receptiveness of matter towamnas), but active on the metaphysical
level, because matter's essential constitutionuas potency can never be restrained by
form, and always seeks to replace the present ftatter is truly the underlying active
principle of physical becoming.

There is a crucial objection made against the theloat prime matter is indifferent
towards forms: the experienced directedness ofralgblhenomena. Creatures belonging to
the same genus tend to behave in the same way thedsame circumstances; if today we
account for this evidence on the basis of the placof uniformity of nature and the
concept of physical laws, regents did not have hangt resembling the latter. Physical
directedness is thus seen as a consequence dairthiple of uniformity of nature (‘nature
does not move by leaps’) and of the constancy airabessences, implying that things
cannot do anything contradicting their essence. difjection based on the fact of natural
directedness can be fully rejected only after tk@anation of natural movement, because
of the role played by form as nature of bodiest(jpiar From the point of view of prime
matter, the objection is partially answered by th&tinction between mattesimpliciter
spectataand determinate matter:

Materia simpliciter spectata non ad unam magis
formam quam ad aliam propensa est, neque unguam
aliam formam appetit, quia praesentem fastidit.r@ua
cum determinatur ad certam formam, ad eam solum
habet potentiam. [Strang 1611, TP lll]

Unfortunately this is the only passage clarifyilng uestion from the point of view of
matter alone. Strang seems to hold that after be@tgrmined by a form (which means,
after being made the matter of a determined comgoumtil the compound exists this
portion of matter cannot accept any other formefaace the present one. Form here means
‘substantial form’, the sort of form giving esseras® unity to a compound, not accidental
form, which can always vary without causing the poomd to dissolve. So, in matter is to
be found the root of the constancy of becoming iwithe same compound; but also the

ultimate root of one compound becoming another one.

| intend to leave aside the discussion of celestdies, which | deal with in part II, chapter 3.
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1.3.2 Different theories on the nature of  appetitus

Regents offer different accounts of the nature ming@ matter's appetite. Appetite is
analysed both in its relation to the potency off@imatter (an internal relation) and in its

directedness towards form (an external relation):

Materiae appetitus nihil aliud est, quam inclinatio
eaque passiva ad formam suscipiendam, eumque a
privatione habet. Ex quo sequitur materiae appuatitu
re non differre a potentia. Et hinc quicquid explet
appetitum potentiam perficere et contra. [Bruce4161
TP 111

Materiae appetitus est affectus habendi formam, ad
guam propensione quadam suam inclinat. Appetitus
igitur materiae potentiam non adaequat. [Wedderburn
1608, TP 1]

These two passages differ on the issue of theiorléetween appetite and potency: in
Bruce 1614 we read that the appetite perfects titenpy of matter, because there is no
real distinction between appetite and potency. kddérburn 1608 instead, the appetite is
said not to match, satishadaequaY™ the very potency of matter. From which we might
wonder about the distinction between appetite astdry. If the real distinction were the
only logically possible distinction between enstithe two passages could be mutually
contradictory. Wedderburn does not make his clamthis issue, but we can complete it
thanks to further qualifications of the notion aftthction.

Suarez holds that modal distinction between exegte@md essence is sufficient to ground
the claim that the existence does not belong te#sence of something, because a modal
distinction is not dependent on our intellect, beflects a distinction in nature. So, it
occupies the middle ground between the real disbinc between a thing and another

thing, and the distinction of reason, which is bedw beings distinct only because an

!5 Adaequatiois a Scholastic term indicating equality, in teraisjuantity or in terms of proportion. When
equality is perfect, it does not admit degrees (ghar ‘less’). In the debate on prime matter atel i
potencies, | translate this concept with ‘to matelnd ‘to satisfy’ because the the Latin adaequatio
reminds us of both meanings. The question is windtie appetite is equal to prime matter (and vice
versa), and whether this appetite satisfies therpgt of prime matter: that is, whether it is ecuathis
very potency. Adaequatio is famously deployed m definition of truth agdaequatio rei et intellectus
(for example: Thoma<;G, 1, 59, n. 2): | believe that the relation whiattors between prime matter and
one of its potencies cannot be explained with thditional translation of ‘correspondence’, becaitise
not the same relation as between the known thidgfamintellect.



Part |, chapter 2. De potentiis materiae primae 60

intellect perceives them to be so, and ceasingtdigtinct were an intellect not thinking
this distinction'® This does not mean that the intellect in questi@ates the distinction, or
makes it real in things by thinking it. In factgtdistinction of reason can be twofold: with
a foundation in thingsdfstinctio rationis ratiocinatag when the intellect is reflecting
some sort of distinction between components witthe same thing, or without a
foundation in things distinctio rationis ratiocinanti3, when the act of the intellect
establishes such a distinctibnThe general realist approach of Scholasticism duss
allow us to say that the object known is in any vedfiected by the act of the knower,
because the relation of knowing is non-mutual, tkadirected from the knower to the
known in a way that leaves the thing unchanged.

Thus, Wedderburn would just need a modal distinctio maintain the distinction
between appetite and potency and claim that appdiés not match potency.

The two positions then underline different aspettthe same question: Bruce holds that
appetite and potency are not really different amhet tappetite perfects potency;
Wedderburn that appetite does not match potencyifiedr argument is right, that they
are not really distinct, because the modal distinctcould suffice. And the modal
distinction is not a real distinction. So, withimetsame theory of the non-real distinction
between appetite and potency, two theories areilpesshat 1) the appetite perfects
potency and 2) that the appetite does not matdhpatency.

What about the terms ‘perficere’ and ‘adaequaree@dRts are just expressing the same
concept with different words: within the same idgntsomething perfecting something
else is completely realised, and therefore adequititethe thing perfected. This would not
follow in the case of the real distinction, for exale, with a cause ‘a’ perfecting ‘b’: here
the cause would not be a being adequate to ‘b’,jusitthe adequate cause of ‘b’. So,
appetite entails both the perfection of the potenEymatter, because the potency is
actualised, and theon adaequatiowith potency, because the appetite does not ntagch
whole of the potency of prime matter. Prime mattains its potency towards another
form.

Appetite is treated by regents as not really distirom potency, because they both flow
from the essence of prime matter, and a subjenbtgeally distinct from its attributes.
Alongside a relation to potency, appetite is alsdarstood in relation to form. | called this

relation ‘external’ because form is a principleezrial to the matter which is informed.

'8 Suarez also states the identity between the nlisi@hction and the formal distinction. Gilson aeguthat
Descartes might have been influenced by Suaremsithbhory of distinctionlfidex scolastico-cartésien
New York, Burt Franklin, 1964, text 148).

" SuarezpM, 7, 1, 4.
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When it comes to the qualification of this appetiteelation to form, regents vary their

responses. Stevenson 1629 offers an interestingreatmpn of the concepts at work here:

Desiderium est de bono absenti, complacentia de
bono praesenti, privatio carentiam boni, appetitus
denique inclinationem ad bonum notat. Ergo appetitu
abstrahit a bono praesenti vel absenti. Adeoque a
desiderio, complacentia et privatione. Appetitus es
universalior privatione, et prior secundum rationem
Privatio, cum sequatur appetitum non potest esse ei
causa. Et cum praecedat desiderium, medium locum
tenet inter appetitum, et desiderium. [...] materéa
naturam appetit bonum, divinum, et appetibile. Ergo
primo et per se appetit formam, per accidens etiam
privationem ei junctam. [TP VI]

The context indicates the influence of moral phojgdsy in terminology. Modern
philosophers who opposed the schools invariablytpdi out how this “overlapping” of
disciplines, due to the role in natural philosomificoncepts such as good, final causality,
end and appetite, was an unacceptable anthropordsidency. This terminology was
abandoned outside Scholastic philosophy. Regenlis ceinsider these concepts as
paramount in order to account for natural becomigossible reply to the criticism lies
in the fact that moral and natural philosophy stwm@e key notions because they share a
common ground: that is, the structure of finitengsi Thus interpreted, moral and natural
philosophy reflect the same nature under diffeespiects, in two distinct disciplines which
are inevitably intertwined. It is true that Schal@asphilosophy divided disciplines
according to the method of enquiry proper to edxh;also, the unity of a discipline is
given by the unity of the subject. This shared taology is not perceived as an illicit step,
also because, | believe, regents had a strong aesseof the autonomy of natural
philosophy*®

Stevenson implicitly holds that the appetite ofnpi matter isappetitus perfectionjsa
formula that we also find in Reid 1610 and 1622isTresult is obtained by proving that
other sorts of qualification, such dssiderij complacentiaer privationis, do not apply to
the appetite of prime matter. ‘Desire’ is about absent good, something missing and
willed for insofar as missing: the fulfilment ofdtlesire immediately removes the cause of
desire, initiating a feeling of pleasureofnplacentia due to the enjoyment of the now

present object of former desire. Privation on tbat@ry is the condition of absence of

'8 In part 11 | shall seek to offer more evidence fois claim by the examples of the careful waysvhich
regents treat the notions of final cause, of iilgelice as the heavenly motor and of form as priesipf
falling bodies. | argue that regents can resportbédoderns’ criticism in a sound way.
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good: in moral philosophy it is not a feeling imtal to the moral agent, but indicates

something missing. In natural philosophy, as weehseen, privation is the absence of a
new form (and the presence of the actual form), ianubsterior to the appetite. It is not

absolute but relative absence: matter can neveitheut a form, so the absence is always
relative to a form. None of these descriptions i@spto appetite, which is the natural

inclination of prime matter towards form.

Particularly interesting is the analysis of thefaliénces between appetite and privation.
Privation is the absence of the new form; mattedwsys in a state of privation, because it
is essentially potency and no form can fully sgtisf It is clear that appetite is different
from privation, as a potency proper to matter frive state in which matter is. Appetite is
prior according to reason because it is the potericatter that permits us to talk of
privation as a principle of becoming, not the opigosAppetite is also prior according to
reality, because appetite is more universal thavapon, and what is more universal is

always prior to what is less universal.

2. Partim Eductiva: prime matter and eductio formae

Eustachius identifies the second potency of prinagtenin ‘being eductive*ex materia
possunt formae materiales virtute naturalium agamtieduci’ (SPhQ Iil, I, I, 1ll). This
concept introduces the aspect of prime matter deghias the origin of forms, which
integrates the notion of prime matter as recepbivéorms. In fact, the two aspects are
always conjoined, with one fundamental exceptidre tational soul. In all cases but
human beings, the matter of natural bodies is atsdme time and in the same respect
receptive and eductive, because it receives formtsalso forms are coming out of, are
taken out of matterefductag. This is another case when Scholastic naturdbgbphy
seems to rely on metaphors employed as technitairtelogy, as happens with ‘appetite’.

Equally, the notion of ‘eduction’ does belong tdural philosophy, and it is the name of
the process by which forms are immediately comnagnf matter and informing matter.
The distinction between ‘informing matter’ and ‘bgieduced from matter’ is only logical:
there is not a time when a form is first educednfnrmatter and is then informing the same
matter, or vice versa. The distinction is then @feeason, but it has a foundation in
things, because the two terms actually refer to dmsbinct aspects of the same process.
Rational souls are exceptions, as already notedaForm to be educed from matter, as

Eustachius observed, it is required that form isema (materiatgd, so endowed with the
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corruptibility proper of material things. Rationabul is thus not educed from matter,
because this would be a direct argument for itstafity; the rational soul is created at the
very moment of the information of the matter of th@vly conceived man. This happens
by direct intervention of God, which compensatesthe inadequacy of the material world
for originating a human being. This act of Godnsa&t of higpotentia ordinataas it does
not take place above natufsupra naturam or against naturecéntra naturam by
absolute powers, but within nature. Concurring he generation of men is one of the
ordinary means by which God continuously keep<tkated world perfect.

The common formula we find in the theses has it tha

licet forma educatur, non ex tamen materia
gignitur. [Young 1613, TP 2.11}}

There is then a difference between ‘being educenh’fmatter and ‘being born from’,
‘being brought forth from’ matteg{gnitur). In the second case in fact, being born entails a
dependency of form on matter which is unacceptdig@eause it would call in question the
theory of form and matter as ‘principles’ of thengmwosite. A principle originating from
another principle would not be a principle anymdoe it would depend on something else,
as Aristotle explains iRhys.l, 6. Form and matter must be preserved in thgposition as
contraries, neither depending on anything elseol&sticism reinterpreted this theory as
well in the light of the Christian faith, makingrfo and matter still mutually independent
as principles, but ultimately dependent on Godras frinciple insofar as they are created.
On the physical level though, the Aristotelian ttye@mains unchanged.

We can distinguish in the theses two accounts atteeh: the first shared by the vast
majority of regents, the second held by just on¢gheim, J. Dalrymple, regent at Glasgow
University, and author of the only set of graduatibeses from Glasgow University in the
first half of the seventeenth century. He is bmggforward a noteworthy theory of the

direct intervention of God in the eduction of forms

2.1 Traditional theory of eductio in the Theses

The most interesting passage is in Fairley 161@.r€gent’s conclusion is:

12 On eduction see also, for example: Fairley 1619 |lTReid 1622, TP II; Fairley 1623, TP |, 3-4; and
Martin 1618, TP XVII and King 1624, TP V, in pauiar in relation to the generation of a human being
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ergo et formam educi e potentia materiae duo
postulat: 1. Ut forma fiat in actu, cum prius solum
esset in potentia: 2. Ut sine materiae adminico n
effici nec permanere possit. [TP 11.4]

The connection between form and matter acquiresultsevidence and depth in the
process of eduction. Form and matter can initiateompound which is one per se
(including the rational soul and matter), whicheably indicates an essential unity. An
even stronger claim is made when form is said tneefrom matter. In no way is form an
accident of matter, or a mode of matter: regenks boto the real distinction between form
and matter as distinct principles. Eduction showdtl be misinterpreted as a derivation of
form from matter, as regents warn with the wotdg materia tamen non gignitut”
According to Fairley, for a form to be educed fromatter two things are required: 1) a
passage from potency to act; 2) a dependence aemfiatited to the mode of being, in
virtue of which matter is prior to form. These twexuirements explain eduction but also
serve as a principle of distinction betwdermae materialeandformae immaterialeghe
second requirement does not apply to the ratiooal, svhich can exist without its
compound.

A material form is such because it is educed froaiten. Matter here gets as close as
possible in Scholastic natural philosophy to sooré af activity, which is never attributed
to matter. Even the grammar of Fairley’'s sentengagvealing: the regent uses form as
subject of a passive verbal form, and does notmatter as subject of an active one.
Eduction is then something happening to form, mobething caused by matter to form.
Matter is a necessary component of the processefaatause), but is not the efficient
cause of the existence of form. It is not a conttazh that form is materially caused by its
contrary, matter: in fact, form is dependent onterah exactly the aspect that is proper to
matter, materiality, not in its own, formality.

Fairley’s account includes the rejection of twoembjons raised against the theory of
eduction: 1) that eduction implies that forms pxesein matter in order to be able to be

educed from it; 2) that forms are created in matter

Si formae materiales nullo modo praecederent in
materia, sed tantum in potentia activa agentis,
crearentur. Hinc |. formae materiales praecedunt in
potentia materiae. 2. Esse in potentia materiae est
praecedere potentiam materiae a qua forma nata est
dependere in Fieri et Esse. [TP 11.1-3]
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Forms do not pre-exist in the potency of matterabse existence entails being actual
from the side of forms: an actually existing fornforms matter, and hence there is no
room for eduction. The word chosen is ‘to preceeaecedunt forms are in potency
within matter, in the sense that matter is potégtiaformed by forms, not that forms are
in potency to existence already within matter. Maild lead to the coexistence of infinite
potentially existing forms within matter, regardeslan absurd conclusion.

By this claim, the objection of the continuous ti@a of forms in matter is rejected: if
forms were just dependent on the active virtuehefdagent, then they would be created in
matter: but Fairley holds that material forms dgioate from matter. So, in order to bring
it about that there are material forms, three elégmare required: 1) a material cause,
matter; 2) a formal cause (a material form preggdinthe potency of matter); and finally
3) an agent, an efficient cause activating the gueg form and causing it to inform
matter. This agent is identified in any other nakuseing acting on matter. It is the
adequate physical cause for the eduction of foenabse it alone is sufficient for form to
be educed. It is not necessary for it to be theg@ry cause: in fact, an instrumental cause
Is enough. Instrumental causes are causes diraffdgting something else, not by their
own powers, but by the powers of the primary cause,which they are used. An
instrumental cause can thus be a real cause, e¥teis not a primary cause. This is how

Baron defines it:

Instrumentalisvero, ut loquuntur Scholastici, est
quae ab alio agente elevatur ad effectum
producendum, quem non potest producere propria sua
virtute. [Metaphysica generalisectio VI

The case of the rational soul is again illustratime natural body can be the primary
cause for the birth of a man, because God'’s intdime is always required. In the natural
course of events though, God requires an instrumhe@use in place, not because his
absolute power alone could not create a man, lmause God'’s intervention is inserted in
the natural process of procreation. It is a prileip Scholastic natural philosophy that
finite beings are endowed with actual powers oirtben, so that they can act as primary
causes and exert a real efficient causality. precisely against this theory that Dalrymple
formulates his objection and his alternative soluti

Before moving to Dalrymple, one last remark is imant. Rankine 1627 introduces the
notion of inherence in the analysis of eductiontévial forms are educed by an agent from

matter, which is receptive of form and at the séime is acted upon by the agent. In order
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to account for the essential unity of the newlyrier compound, the question about the

identity between eduction of form and inherencéah must be addressed:

Forma materialis non habet propriam subsistentiam
sed inhaeret materiae. Ergo per quam actionem
educitur de potentia materiae, per eandem materiae
inhaeret. Et cum sit eadem actio, sit inhaesio &&m
in materia et unitio ejusdem cum materia (non enim
potest inhaerere materiae, nisi uniatur) per quam
actionem educitur de potentia materiae, per earglem
unietur. [TP V]

Eduction and inherence are the same action, tleem@oireal distinction. The three
moments of eduction, inherence and information aften are temporally one and are only

logically distinct.

2.2 Dalrymple 1646: criticism of regents on  eductio®

Dalrymple structures his criticism of the traditdposition of regents on eduction on the
basis of his low opinion of the potencies of matteis set of theses is very interesting,
first, as | mentioned, because it is the only éxgsset from Glasgow in the first half of the
seventeenth century; secondly, because of thenfeeli a breaking down of Scholastic
philosophy that we get from his pages. It is pdesibat Dalrymple was more responsive
than other regents to the challenges to Scholpktiosophy raised by the new philosophy.
It is arguable that his set of theses representsaaly Scottish attempt to incorporate
themes of the ‘new philosophy’ within the body bétestablished Scholastic teaching in
the universities. It is regrettable that no othetssof theses from the same period in
Glasgow are available, for this limits our abilityjudge the actual novelty of Dalrymple’s
philosophy.

His eclectism is well represented by his theorgadiction. He comes close to rejecting

the whole notion as unintelligible:

Originem et productionem formarum ascribere
eductioni de potentia materiae, inextricabile laitin,
cum potentia materiae omnino inefficax, sit tantum
passiva et receptiva, atque eductio saepe fiat per
causam Instrumentalem, aut inferiorem effectu

2 A translation of th@heses physicaaf Dalrymple 1646 and biographical information ar¢he Appendix.
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producendo. Productionem formarum nosSeoD
ascribimus, propagationem vero ejusdem formae
productae unioni. [TP X-XI]

| believe that Dalrymple brings about an interegshift in the meaning of the concept of
potency of prime matter, which makes the traditisaading of eduction unsustainable. He
opens his passage by stating the difficulty of gshbject (hextricabile latibulun), due to
(cum) the ineffectiveness of the potency of prime mateperform the eduction of forms.
Prime matter’s potency is only passive and recepaiwnd must always be supported by an
instrumental cause. Prime matter is here undersamd physical cause lacking the
sufficient power jotentig to perform: it is exactly this sense of prime teawhich is in
contrast with the Scholastic notion. Prime matseat material cause, which by definition is
the material principle of the compound. It is noacommon to read about the
ineffectiveness of prime matter, but its ineffeetiess is always related to prime matter’s
metaphysical act being insufficient to grant indegent existence. Dalrymple transfers this
ineffectiveness to the sphere of natural causadihyiting from the metaphysical to the
physical level. Furthermore, prime matter and d@gepcy are treated in general as ‘causes’,
without the due qualification of ‘material’.

In a standard Scholastic doctrine, the fact thégmoy is“tantum passiva et receptiva’s
never seen as a limitation of matter’s role inahigin of the compound, but it is precisely
the role of prime matter as physical principle. fpaple seems to take ‘tantum’ in the
sense of ‘just’, ‘merely’, thus implying a weak ecality unable to cause on its own. | argue
that this specific theory implies some sort of céjn of the idea that finite beings are true
causal agents.

The unsatisfactory potency of matter is thus comptad by a direct act of God:
“productionem formarum nos & ascribimus” (ibidem). This is not a Scholastic doctrine
stricto sensu, even if it is still formulated inH&tastic terminology. The doctrine of the
autonomy of created beings in the natural worldhigays maintained by the regents, who
are keen not to postulate God’s intervention. Udtiety, all of reality is dependent on God,
who is the first or primary cause: it is possibte day, when holding the theological
doctrine of analogical predication, that God aleea true cause and consequently is the
only cause. Yet, in Scholasticism this discourseenéed philosophers to deny thaithin
a context of natural philosophy it is correct tardse real causality to creatures. This is
what Dalrymple seems to claim: if natural substanaee not the primary causes of the
production of material substances (because printeertgapotency fails to educe material
forms), then natural substances are deprived dfipalycausality, and are just instrumental

causes.
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| believe that a comparison with a standard accofittie activity of secondary causes in
the theses can shed light on Dalrymple’s own pmsitiand in general on the afore-
mentioned ‘autonomy’ of natural philosophy as aigitne. Forbes 1624 deals with this
question in the metaphysical section of Aiseses philosophicadll-V. The regent
expounds two opposite views: 1) that causal efiicyedoes not belong to secondary
causes, a theory ascribed to the ‘Arabs’; and @) the created substances are alone
enough to bring about their effects, a theory asdrito Durandus and his followers. [TM
[ll]. Both theories are regarded as absurd and el@aug for philosophy and faith. In the
former case, Forbes believes that the contingendiings and the freedom of our will
would be annihilated, because God would be the twag/cause of natural monsters and of
our sinful behaviour. This is not all: these conssatpes are not less important than the fact

that this theory:

scientias destruat, rerum quidditates et facultates
occulto naturae recessu abscondens, et communissima
evertat axiomata, qualia: Sol illuminat: Ignis
calefaciat. [TM 1111]

If there is no real secondary efficient causatioatural philosophy as a science is in
danger. The second theory is no less false, sinoeerturns the natural order of beings,
and the nature of created substances, which aln@gds the concourse of the first cause.
Forbes’s answer to the dilemma seeks to includemignce on the first cause and true

efficient causality in the nature of created sutsts:

Ita quicquid entitatis in operationibus est, id
essentialiter a DEO pendet, et a summo Ente [...]
dirigi, et in finem ordinari necesse. Potest quidem
causa secunda, exclusis aliis ejusdem generislesimi
sibi producere. [TM V]

The power and presence of God is the same in respélte action of the creaturéut
virtute et praesentia eadem etiam qua creaturaoaeti (ibidem).

L John Forbes of Corse (1593-1648), minister of thar€h of Scotland, theologian, regent and member of
the Aberdeen Doctors. Entered King's College, Akerd in 1607 and probably graduated in 1611. We
have no graduation theses for that year. Forbetedta tour of European universities in 1612, which
brought him first to Heidelberg, then to Sedan )6 Where he studied with Andrew Melville. Ordained
in Aberdeen in 1620. He wrote the graduation thése4624 at King's College. He refused to sign the
National Covenant, and continued to act in suppbepiscopacy and of his own religious convictions.
He was eventually forced to leave first his acadepasition in 1641, then Scotland in 1643. Died in
1648 after returning to Aberdeen. One of the miajarés among the Doctors, Forbes represents weell th
independent spirit of Aberdeen in matters of religand ecclesiastical organisati@B.
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Sibbald 1625 agrees with Forbes: he points outtimradiction between the freedom of

our will and predermination, if all causality i®m God. Therefore:

Concursus DEI et actio causae secundae sunt una
eademqgue numero actio. [...] effectum creaturaeadic
concursu DEI pendere, actionem vero non item, cum
actio et concursu DEI sunt idem, idem autem non
pendet a seipso. [TM VII-VII]

It seems that Dalrymple disagrees with the othgemées on eduction and causality of
secondary causes. His theories then prompt a queabout his sources: by 1646 it is
likely that, as an educated member of a distingadstamily in Glasgow, Dalrymple had
become acquainted with the most recent noveltigshilosophy, either by travelling or by
having access to books locally, sometimes evenrddifie university had bought them. As
likely as this sounds, | am reluctant on the bakibie historical evidence at our disposal to
support this claim. There is another passage byyBgle which again seems to break

away from the Scholastic tradition:

Toti materiae massae unam et intimam formam
corporis [Deus in principio impressit, unde
constituatur in ratione corporis, quaeque jam in
omnibus manet eadem, nec contrariam habet unde
expellatur, sed materiae coaeva est, et coaetfrea.
XI]

Dalrymple is very clear: God impressed an intimateval, inseparable and unique form
upon the whole of matter, by which it is constitutes body i ratione corpori§. The
regent chooses to transform the traditional notibprime matter into the notion of a body,
essentially informed by direct act of God; thus ripalple is in opposition to the other
regents. In this theory there are elements whisamble Descartes’ notion of matter as res
extensa; or, alternatively, Zabarella’s of matterbedy. Archival evidence shows that
Zabarella’s works were held by Scottish universitiand his name is often mentioned in
many theses; yet, Descartes seems a likelier soliocgupport my view, | wish to mention
the opinion on Dalrymple by Skene, regent in Aberden the 1680s, in hiRositiones
aliquot philosophicagAberdeen 1688:

Sola cogitatio menti tribuenda est, ut extensum ad
corpus, ita est et cogitans ad mentem. Substastia e
immortalis, et immaterialis, cui repugnat existanh
loco. Rationem spiritus formalem posuit De Stair
in perceptione. [VI.15]



Part |, chapter 2. De potentiis materiae primae 70

Skene’s set of graduation theses expounds the impsttant philosophical schools: the
longest sections are gphilosophia peripateticaand Cartesii philosophia The regent
offers a historical analysis, to my knowledge umeiqo the Scottish universities, which
might perhaps be regarded as an early work intyistbphilosophy. | shall return to it in
the Conclusions, section 2.2. Dalrymple, later ¥ist Stair, is the second most quoted
authority after Descartes in the section on Categhilosophy. There is evidence that
Skene regarded Dalrymple (probably basing himsetf lkis Physiologia nova
experimentalisLeiden 1686), as if not a Cartesian, at least aew philosopher’. On the
evidence of Dalrymple’s graduation theses and Skenterpretation, it is then arguable
that Dalrymple had been investigating modern pbipbsy ever since his regenting years in
Glasgow. This would explain why he is the mosticait regent of Scholastic natural
philosophy in the first half of the seventeenthtaen

3. Conclusion

Following Eustachius’s analysis of the potenciepmirine matter, | have structured this
chapter in two parts: the first one on prime madtereceptive principle, the second one on
prime matter as eductive principle.

Receptiveness and eductiveness are the two pogeotigrime matter. Qua potencies,
they flow from the essence of prime matter (in\gzged in chapter 1) even if they are not
included in the definition of the essence of primatter. The analysis of such potencies is
thus the first step into the analysis of prime era#ts principle of the compound, and not
simply as a metaphysical principle.

The potencies of prime matter imply the relatiopshiith form: all forms are either
received by prime matter or educed from it. Thetfaspect of this relationship is that
prime matter is receptive of forms: prime mattes ha appetite towards form, which is the
‘good’ and the end of prime matter. | have investiggl the case of the rational soul as the
example of a form which is independent from mattee: rational soul is received by prime
matter, and not educed from it. This debate wilcbepleted in the next chapter with the
analysis of the bodily form.

The second aspect is that prime matter is alsotwe@uwith respect to form; that means

that material forms are educed (‘taken out of’) teratn virtue of a number of causes:
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matter as the material form, the new form as th&b cause and an external agent acting
on the material cause as the efficient cause.

| have then investigated the set of theses by Dgily 1646. The regent puts forward an
interpretation of the potency of matter and of taisality of secondary causes which

seems to break with the Scholastic tradition iurgtphilosophy.
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Part I, chapter 3

De proprietatibus materiae primae

Eustachius’s words can serve us well when intradyut¢he analysis of the properties
(proprietateg of prime matter as well. In pars lll, tractatydisputatio I, quaestio IV of

his Summa philosophiae quadripartiteée are told about four properties:

prima est, Quod sit quanta. Adeo enim materiae
propria est quantitas, ut ipsi primo et per se cataip
deinde per ipsam toti composito naturali. Adderstia
formam, sive substantialem sive accidentalem, non
nisi mediante quantitate in materiam recipi. [...]

Secunda est, Quod sit ingenerabilis et
incorruptibilis; licet mutabilis dici possit quatenus
mutationum vicissitudines experitur, dum succedente
sibi invicem formas suo sinu excipit. [...]

Tertia est, Quod materia nunquam possit esse nuda.

[...]

Quarta proprietas est, Quod materia sit omnino
passiva, i. e. nullam habeat potentiam activam sed
tantum passiva.

Prime matter is thus endowed with four propertiasyirtue of its essence: 1) being
quantified; 2) being ungenerable and incorruptildp;being always informed; 4) being
passive potency. ThEheses philosophicaagree with Eustachius, whom | take here to be
representative of the wide family of Scholastias,tlois general account of prime matter’s
properties. This agreement though does not mednEistachius’s explanation of these
properties is the same as the regents’. Amongdbetf/pes of properties, the one that is
debated most is quantity, and it is from here tthe@ regents part company with
contemporary Scholasticism to build a theory coibpatwith their doctrine of the
Eucharist. That doctrine is the topic of chapteadd part of the role of chapter 3 is to
expound the crucial point that regents intendedn@rimatter as essentially quantified;
which point is the philosophical ground of the otjen of the Catholic dogma of
Transubstantiation. The philosophical explanatibthe dogma of Transubstantiation rests

on the theory of the relation between substanceaanodent, of which the relation between
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prime matter and quantity is a case. The connechetween the dogma and this
philosophical theory is so strong that both Eustechand Suarez feel compelled to

mention the Eucharist when dealing with the prapsrf prime matter:

una eademque materia variis sibi invicem subinde
succedentibus formis subest; ita una eademque
guantitas in illis perseveret; imo nonnunquam ipsiu
materiae vices gerat: ut contingit in augustissimo
Eucharistiae sacramento. [Eustachib&len]

Approbatur sententia reipsa  distinguens
guantitatem a substantiagAtque haec sententia est
omnino tenenda; quamguam enim non possit ratione
naturali sufficienter demonstrari, tamen ex prifnsip
theologiae convincitur esse vera, maxime propter
mysterium EucharistiaeDM, 40, II]

In my exposition, | shall focus mainly on quantity the key property of prime matter,
working as the copula between the philosophicallysisa of prime matter and the
philosophical rejection of a theological dogma; or,other words, between philosophy
somehow restricted to the sphere of a purely extéallal enterprise and philosophy engaged
with one of the main features of the epoch-makivnené of the Reformation. | argue that
all philosophical doctrines held by regents regaggirime matter must be seen in the light
of the broader context of the clash between diffecenfessions of faith.

In this chapter, | intend to concentrate on prinagter still abstracting from the role that
prime matter plays in the philosophical readinghig theological dogma. Also, | postpone
the question of the priority of philosophy or thegy in shaping the debate in thbeses
philosophicaeThis is an appropriate ordering because primeengst first and above all a
philosophical concept dealt with in a philosophicahtext: it is thus subject to analysis
independent of any other discipline. Furthermdrne,rble of prime matter in the debate on
Transubstantiation is relevant in proportion topkslosophical coherence and richness: in
this sense, philosophy must be truly preparatoth¢ology.

Quantity, though having primacy, does not overshath® remaining three properties. In
the previous chapter prime matter has already beatysed with respect to being ‘always
informed’ and ‘passive potency’: in this chaptenede two notions are going to be
integrated into a more complete account of the oblenatter in the compound. In fact,
contrary to potencies of prime matter, propertiesfally intelligible only when analysed
in relation to form. The order of exposition follewhe structure of prime matter, and this
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chapter is about the most specific of prime mattes:relation to form and its role in the
compound. In the previous two chapters, the aralysis still on the general level of the
essence of prime matter and on prime matter aptiegeeand eductive potency.

On the basis of the analysis of the propertiesriohg matter, it is also possible to begin
to form an account of the theory of substance, whielps to answer the question of what
kind of Aristotelians the regents were. | shall Uscon the reception of Aristotle in
Conclusions, section 2. Given the importance ofribion of substance in any Scholastic
philosophy, the account will have to be augmentethb analysis of movement in part Il.

This chapter is divided into two sections: the tfimme is about the properties of
ungenerability and incorruptibility of prime mattekn interesting theory is that of the
resolution into prime mattérwhen a physical compound becomes corrupted, risolu
occurs if the remaining accidents inhere in primegtar, immediately without a form. In
this theory, prime matter is a substratum of actisleand its property of being the root of
physical becoming is best explained. The seconddeats with the relation between prime
matter and quantity. Scholastics held that ma#equantified, in the general sense that a
form obtains extension in space in virtue of itsonnwith matter. This general theory does
not suffice: it is important to investigate whattsof relation is established between matter
and quantity, for example, addressing question$ siscwhether quantity is essentially
extension in place, or merely extension of partgpohd parts; or whether matter is really
distinct from quantity. As | mentioned before, thiscount of quantity and matter cannot
be fully understood without the reference to Trdassantiation.

! ‘Most specific’ is to be understood in the genuseips context: the analysis of the essence of pmatter
is what is most general (like the genus); the aialgf the relation of prime matter with form is aths
most particular (like the species).

2| have decided to translate the Latin formuésolutio in materiam primanwith the English formula
‘resolution into prime matterResolutiois a technical Scholastic terfiResolutio est cuiusque rei ad sua
principia, unde componitur, revocation: seu, eserp facti reductio ad principia, id est, ea, e lous
compositum est’(R. Gocleniusl.exicon philosophicupfrankfurt 1613, art. Resolutio).

% Extension of ‘parts beyond partgdrtes extra partdsmeans that an extended body has parts which are
distinct among themselves by dimensions and massah extensioin ordine ad sewhich is a mode of
a substance, not a mode of a quantity: therefodmds not imply extension in place (space). Hapads
beyond parts is a prerequisite to be extendedaoeplSee, Ruviusn universam Aristotelis Dialecticam
1603, cap. 6, g. | and R. Gocleniugxicon philosophicuirart. Extensio.
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1. Prime matter as incorruptible and ungenerated

Prime matter is a principle of compounds: as aggle, prime matter cannot depend on
another principle, because principles are, by de&fm the first components and
explanations of something. Were prime matter erpldiby introducing another principle,
it simply would not be a ‘principle’ any more. Likese regarding form: form and prime
matter are functional to one another; they arergsdly open to one another, and thus
depend on one another. It is not contradictory tivat principles are mutually dependent:
it is contradictory that one principle is explainey another principle. The analysis of the
properties of prime matter is the analysis of primatter as a principle in mutual
dependence on form.

It must be pointed out that in a Christian metapisyprime matter and form are
principles per se of compounds omslgcundum quidnamely within the sphere of natural
philosophy. In fact, they are principles ultimatelgpending on God, who alone is a
principle per se absolutely speaking of any realltlyis is a fundamental revision of the
Aristotelian theory of substance, which allows tloe acceptance of prime matter and form
as principles per se, and does not admit a higivett bf dependence. In fact, in Aristotle’s
philosophy there is no absolute efficient causabiyd God (the prime motor) is the final
cause of the universe. Scholastics differ from ttle not on the basis of a different
definition of principle, but simply on a differeapplication of the definition.

So, the two properties of ‘incorruptibility’ and rigenerability’ follow from the
definition of prime matter as principle, and haweeb introduced already. Prime matter is
then an incorruptible and ungenerated principleahpounds: these properties are not
included in the definition of prime matter as ‘¢ative act whose essence is being
receptive pure potency’, but they nonetheless flomn the essence. They belong to the
definition of prime matter as a principle of theypital compound, not as a metaphysical
act. When further analysed as principle of a comgoyrime matter is essentially
incorruptible and ungenerated.

Why is that so? In sum, regents explain this ponglicitly during the quod sit analysis
of prime matter. A demonstration of the existentprone matter is obtained by means of
the principle that nothing can come out of nothowmgnbined with the rejection of the
regressus ad infinitumThings change, come-to-be and cease-tdibe anddesinerg in
order to avoid an infinite regressus and a contiguoreation of things from nothing,

according to the Scholastics we are compelled moitaal first principle which underlies all
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these changes and makes them intelligibAeistotle claimed that the world and natural
change are eternal, while Scholastics held thaivtiréd is created (that is, has a beginning
in time), but they all argued on the basis of tegation of the regressus and the
acceptance of the principle that ‘nothing’ is notpanciple. The properties of being
‘incorruptible’ and ‘ungenerated’ (regents do nféfepany analysis of the primacy of one
property over another) are thus essential proefyiet not part of the definition), because
they are not demonstrated in the course of ansgehe ‘utrum sit’ or in the ‘quid sit’
guestions, but rather they are presupposed by threAristotelian fashion, a science does
not yield the definition or pre-comprehension & d@bject, but enquires into an already
‘given’ object?

When it comes to compounds, prime matter cannaldpeived of any of its essential
properties; what forms do is to make prime matbemally actual and make it the matter
of such and such a compound; they do not changestbence of prime matter in any way.
Again, a principle does not change the oppositecjple, it simply unites with it. Regents
hold that prime matter is an incorruptible and uregatedcomponenbf compounds, and
in respect of the theory of natural substances dialification carries weight in our
understanding of its relation with form.

1.1 Resolutio in materiam primam and forma mistionis

All regents agree on the idea that prime mattanigntitative act, whose essence is being
a receptive pure potenéyln other words, it is the purely receptive compunef
compounds. It is also the incorruptible and ungaipler purely receptive component of
compounds: prime matter is a ‘something’ coopegatin the compounds by being
receptive, incorruptible and ungenerable/ungendratéese properties belong not only to
prime matter considered as a principle, but alsoptimme matter considered as a
component. That is, the actual, individualised eratf any compound is incorruptible and
ungenerable, not just prime matter intended as phgsical principle. The theory of

prime matter as entitative act within the framewofla metaphysics of essence is the basis

* This is the backbone of the proof from naturaliggophy as we have seen it in St Andrews 1629, Ipart
chapter 1, section 2.1.

® J.-F. CourtineSuarez et le systéme de la métaphysiBaes,PUF, 1990, p. 19.

® As shown in chapter 1. See also: Fairley 1615, TR-§; Forbes 1623, TP I; Stevenson 1629, TP VAII.3
Barclay 1631, TP 1.3 Wemys 1631, TP I.

" If something is not in potency towards being geblerait follows that it is ungenerated.
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for the regents’ analysis of matter as componedttha essence of prime matter does not
change whether we consider it abstracting fromrisn with form or not.

The theory of resolution into prime matteegolutio in materiam primajrthat we find
in the theses is closely related to the propexfemcorruptibility and ungenerability. In
Scholasticism, the debate concerns whether forrherénin matter immediately or
mediately: whether a non-substantial form needsikstantial form in which it inheres
immediately and in virtue of which it inheres in ttea mediately. In other words, whether
prime matter can be the subject of non-substaifiatidental) forms, or not. Many
proponents of the doctrine of a mediated inhera@fi@ecidental forms in matter through a
substantial form reject the doctrine of resolutioto prime matter. Thomas Aquinas is
one: according to Thomas, all accidents inhere sulastantial form immediately, and in
prime matter mediately. A corollary of this theasythat there is only one substantial form
for each compound. Regents on the contrary taksitleeof Scotus, who holds that there is
a plurality of forms in a compourid.

We shall see that some regents, while acceptin@tioéistic framework and the concept
of bodily form, do hold that even accidental forcas inhere immediately in prime matter.
The qualification of ‘accidental’ is important: tieeis no doubt regarding the immediate
inherence of substantial forms. Substantial formesthe forms which alone originate a
compound (like the rational soul in the case of )meile accidental forms are the forms
of the accidents which qualify a compound (like tt@our of the hair of a man).
Substantial forms originate a substance (categpractidental forms originate accidents,
the categories of quantity and quality, regardedhastwo categories on which all the
remaining seven categories depend. The questidhus whether accidental forms can
qualify a compound which is not already qualifigdabsubstantial form.

Following Scotus, the regents distinguish betwesimate and inanimate beings. Reid
1614 holds that:

Viventia non resolvuntur in materiam primam, at
non viventia resolvuntur omnia. [TP 24.2]

and concludes that:

non in omni corruptione resolutio fit in Materiam
primam immediate. [TP 24.3]

8 J. Duns Scotu$)rdinatio, IV, d. 11, g. 3, n. 45.
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In the first passage Reid holds that animate bedwsot resolve into prime matter;
while inanimate beings do resolve into prime matterthe second one it is claimed that
such resolution does not occur immediately in afruptions. Both quotes are the

conclusions of longer passages.

1.1.1 Resolutio and animate beings

It seems that the difference lies in what sort @hpound Reid is talking about. In the
corruption of animate beings, no resolution takesgbecause, as we read in the majority
of regents, including Reid, there is something dddethe substantial form-matter relation,
some sort of medium, which is missing from inanendteings. The most apparent
difference is that animate beings, by definitioayd a soul (vegetative, animal or rational).
Yet, Reid does not have this in mind when rejectimg doctrine of the resolution into
prime matter: his reference is to the form of migtforma mistioni¥’, which is defined

by Baron 1627 as follows:

Forma mistionis non est viventium forma generica
nec ullum ijs essentiae gradum tribuit, sed comstit
mistum illud incompletum quod est altera essentiae
pars physica, et corpus viventis appellatur. [TR.¥]i

A definition which can now be coupled with the l@ngassage in Reid:

Forma mistionis non est superaddita formis
elementorum; sed Anima formae mistionis vere
superadditur. Sublata Anima potest remanere mistum,
at sublata forma mistionis, praeter Materiam primam
nihil supponitur. Viventia non resolvuntur in maaen
primam; at non viventia resolvuntur omnia. [TP 24]

Baron and Reid agree on the notion of a form oftunex Baron points out that: 1) this
form is not the generic form of animate beings @genform ‘man’ when talking about a
single man) because regents hold that no geneng loan exist, but only individuals; 2) it

does not confer any degressg¢entiae gradu)rio the essence of animate beings, so it does

° | shall translatdorma mistioniswith ‘form of mixture’, in the sense of a form ‘&d on mixture’, even if it
might be open to misinterpretation. A possible ralitive translation is ‘form of compound’, which |
already use to translaterma compositi
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not follow from their form; finally that 3) it isthe other physical part of the essence’
(altera essentiae pars physjcavhich we can call ‘body’.

Reid’s account sheds some light on the relatiowdenh form of mixture and corruption.
Soul in general (and therefore including all anienla¢ings, not humans only) is said to be
added $uperaddituy to the form of mixture, in such a relation thRt:the soul can be in a
compound only posterior to the presence of the formixture; and that 2) the corruption
of the soul does not entail the corruption of tluign. The relation is clearly not that of
identity, because the latter can be without thengar yet not conversely. And as a final
remark, only once the form of mixture is corruptsth there be a resolution into prime
matter, because there is no medium between thisr [drm and prime matter. What
immediately inheres in prime matter is thus therfaf mixture, not the soul. Therefore
animate beings do not resolve into prime matter eatistely when they corrupt (when the
unity between the soul and the body corrupts), lezahe form of mixture remains. This
is not the case of inanimate beings, which haviarma beyond the form of mixture.

Putting the two passages together, this is thergeaecount of compounds that the two
regents hold: 1) souls need the form of mixtur@rder to inhere in or inform matter; 2)
what they need is matter already constituted asdg,bin virtue of the form of mixture; 3)
this form is thus present in any physical compousrtt] immediately inheres in prime
matter:°

Two words in these accounts should not pass uretbti€irst, the reference to ‘body’ in
Baron 1627: it is not a novelty in Aristotelian j@siophy, as Zabarella had previously held
that matter constitutes itself immediately as boggt, it is not a commonly accepted
Scholastic doctrine. Regents claim something diffethough: it is not matter alone which
can be called ‘body’, but matter when informed hg torm of mixture. In order to obtain a
body some form (some ordering of the underlyingtemaimust be provided. This ordering
is not posterior to the soul and caused by it,doiar to it and necessary in order to have a
soul informing a compound. Is this the form edufredn matter? Baron and Reid do not
make such a connection for us, but it is argualde, twith the exception of the rational
soul, all forms, both souls and forms of mixtures @duced from matter. The form of
mixture is a material form, therefore it is eduéenn matter.

Form of mixture seems to be an unnecessary thetheit added to the structure of
compounds, which could be intelligible with onlyadvwelements in play, matter and form
for inanimate beings and matter and soul ( = sultislaform) for animate beings; indeed,
this is Thomas’s theory. Following Scotus, the regentroduce this third element in order

10 See also, Sibbald 1625, TP I.
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to account for the empirical evidence of the prestgon of the body of animate beings
through the process of corruption, or better, ®sprve the numerical identity between the
body and the corpse of animate beifigsseems evident that we can identify the corgse o
Socrates by its identity in appearance with thenfar living body of Socrates: the
traditional example is the numerical identity o$@ar on the corpse and on the body. We
can say, regents argue, that the scar is the samean even say on this basis that the
corpse is the corpse of Socrates by means of theiqath identity with Socrates before
death. There must then be something more solid jhsinresemblance if we are to
formulate a judgment of identity. The preservatadrthe ordered bulk of matter that we
call the corpse of Socrates is thus due to theeprason of the form of mixture of the
body of Socrates, a form which is not corruptethmvery moment of Socrates’ death.

The second remarkable element is the terminologbdt from ‘substantial form’ to
‘soul’: substantial form is virtually missing frothese accounts, perhaps because it is too
general a concept, and does not provide any expdanf@r the problem of resolution. The
distinction between substantial form and accidefaah is not in question; what regents
do is to go beyond the identity between substafdrah and soul when it comes to animate
bodies. In fact, it is arguable that the form oixtare in the corpse of Socrates is the
substantial form of the corpse. In principle, thgections that 1) the corpse does not act as
a single unified body ( = it is not alive); or th3tit is not a stable compound, because it
quickly corrupts, do not prove the theory falsecdaese point (1) is applicable to any
inanimate body, and (2) is proper to both animatel @animate bodies. Regents
intentionally speak of ‘soul’ to clearly mark théfdrence between what makes a body

alive and what makes a body such.

1.1.2 Resolutio and corruption in general

Reid 1614’s second quote is:

non in omni corruptione resolutio fit in Materiam
primam immediate. [TP 24.3]

which is the conclusion of the following passage:

" Duns Scotusrdinatio, 1V, d. 11, g. 3, n. 45.
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Materia prima non est corpus sensile. An non ergo
aliquid et per se quantum, insensile tamen eritn No
omnis quantitas est per se sensilis, nisi terminos
habuerit. Arist. igitur corpus sensile tantum dicetur,
qguod actuatum est, et forma aliqua praeditum. Ideo
materia prima sola, proprium est generationis
subjectum idem sub utroque termino. Respectu
subjecti unius et ejusdem sub utroque termino,inon
omni Corruptione resolutio fit in Materiam primam
immediate. [TP 23-24]

This passage is quite complex. It touches on a fiemdamental theories, and the
conclusion rests on the not immediately clear duation “respectu subjecti unius et
ejusdem sub utroque terminolhe qualification has to be explained in ordentderstand
the conclusion. Reid accepts the Aristotelian dioetthat prime matter is not a sensible
body, because only a defined quantity (that ishwetmini) can be called ‘sensible’. Thus,
prime matter is sensible only when its quantitgisgen certain boundaries by form, and
this only happens in a compound. The notion of isbody falls under this description.
The second part is more interesting: the regenbdutces it byideo’ (therefore), but the
sequituris not too clear. Reid appears to be saying thatgpmatter is sensible only when
informed; and therefore only prime matter can leepttoper subject of generation identical
sub utroque terminowith the termini of generation being the inittabment {erminus a
guo) and the final momentdrminus ad quejnPrime matter can be such a subject because
in itself it has no termini; it can receive themlyofrom form. Thus, with respect to the
same individual subject (the subject undergoinghgky and with respect to both termini
(a quoandad queny, it appears that resolution into prime mattersdoet occur in all
corruptions (where ‘corruption’ here is taken to ame‘loss of all boundaries’ and
‘acquisition of new boundaries’). It is then explad again why in the case of corruption of
animate bodies resolution into prime matter dodgsonour: there is no such a thing as ‘loss

of all boundaries’ since the form of mixture rengin

1.2 Rejection of form of mixture: different theory of resolutio

The passages quoted above are representative esfdancy among the regents, who
usually accept the following central points: 1)rthes such a thing as a form of mixture; 2)
matter informed by it is constituted as body; Jotation into prime matter occurs when
the totality of a compound is corrupted: in theecabanimate bodies, the corruption of the

union between soul and body leads only mediatefgsolution into prime matter, after the
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logically and metaphysically posterior corruptiditize union between the form of mixture
and the body; in the case of inanimate bodies,lugsn into prime matter occurs
immediately when the union between the only sultisaiorm of the compound (form of

mixture) and the body is corrupted; 4) there angsttwo substantial forms within each
animate compound, a soul and a form of mixture, anty one in each inanimate
compound? We can also argue that regents include the formigfure in the number of

material forms educed from matter.

There are nevertheless some regents who hold erefitf view on this subject, and
contrary to the case of Dalrymple on secondaryadysand the potency of matter, these
alternative opinions do inscribe themselves withimore established Scholastic tradition.
One case is Rankine 1627, who explains his view thesis under the headiriylateria
prius respicit formas substantiales, postea acdiales, 7.Metaph. text8.” The passage is
quite informative on some regents’ rejection of ithea that the scar in a corpse is the same

as the one in the formerly living body. His conatusruns as follows:

Non igitur manet eadem numero cicatrix in
cadavere, quae prius fuit in vivente, licet sensgas
manet, cum sensus circa obiectum commune
(cuiusmodi est unitas aut diversitas numerica)netia
debite approximatum errare possit. [TP XIV.7]

This passage is not the explanation why the scaumserically different; Rankine is
simply starting from the theory that senses canvieng when apprehending a common
object. In other words, senses are wrong when giayiour intellect with the evidence of
the resemblance between these two scars, whichers interpreted as the sign of the
numerical identity of the scar. In Rankine, as mashn the other regents, the question is
about the ‘numerical’ identity of the scar becatis® scar of the dead body does look like
the scar of the living body. What differs is theeyof identity. Rankine’s explanation is to
be found in the previous lines. He agrees withidea that accidental forms are in matter
only in virtue of the substantial form they inhéne substantial forms are not required by
matter in order to be a material cause (mattezasptive by essence), yet they are required
for matter to be receptive as a material causecoidants: matter is receptive towards
substantial forms, which enables matter to alseivecaccidental forms:

2 |n the passages analysed, regents favour the ssipndorma mistionis | believe that a perhaps more
common expression for the same concefirisma corporis Regarding the four points listed here, besides
the texts already quoted, see also: points 1-2: Y8ei612, TP 4; Baron 1617, TM II-lll; Baron 1628 T
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Omnia igitur accidentia quae in materia generantur,
praesupponunt in materia formas substantiales, per
guas materia redditur ens actu, atque ita idoneum
subiectum accidentium.

Forma substantialis licet ad materiam non
requiratur tanquam concausa receptionis passivae in
eodemmet genere causae, necessario tamen requiritur
tanquam causa formalis, per quam habilis reddidur a
sustentanda accidentia quae in eo generantur. [TP
XIV.1-2]

The conclusion follows:

Unio igitur substantialis, causa est unionis
accidentalis. Ea igitur dissoluta, et altera disgstlr
necessario. [TP XIV.3-4]

This is why the scar cannot be numerically one:ritmmerical identity of the compound
is dissolved the very moment the compound corrupte accidental form of the scar
inheres in matter only in virtue of the substanfim: when Socrates dies, his compound
dissolves (his substantial form parts from his erattso the remaining scar cannot be the
same scar, contrary to empirical evidence, as odgants would say. Rankine does not go
further in his analysis. Rankine seems to rejeetatcount of the form of mixture, with all
its consequences. In particular, he seems to irgert$tantial form’ as the unique form of
a compound (with the exception of accidental formis)is then hard to say whether
Rankine can be counted as belonging to a Scotgficoach regarding this subject. One
solution might be that Rankine includes the formmoxkture in the general expression of
‘substantial form’ in that case, his theory wowddree with that of Reid and Baron.

Unfortunately Rankine does not clarify this posu, what his solution was is left open.

On the more general level of the definition andlysia of the essence of prime matter,
regents show a vast agreement; in the more pati@adcount of powers and properties,
however, some differences among them become appatas is hardly surprising: within
the same metaphysics of prime matter as entitaiiveseveral theories of the structure of
compounds are equally available and coherent. iShise case of the form of mixture: we
cannot say that this theory represents the totafitthe theses, because an equally valid
tendency is to account for the corruption of a coomu with the presupposition of the

unicity of substantial form. Unanimity is reacheglam with respect to the rejection of

VIIl.4; Murray 1628, TP XI; points 3-4: Craig 1599P 10; Baron 1621, Disputatio physica, I; Sibbald
1625, De pluralitate formarum in eodem composit®,|-'V; Leech 1633, TP IX.
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Transubstantiation, since it is not only a quesbbphilosophical debate but primarily of
confession of faith. As it appears, regents werentigiven autonomy in matters of
philosophy; there was significant disagreement amtimem, and in the records of
universities no mention of philosophical imposisooan be found. The term ‘Scotistic
Eclectism’ appears to describe the overall charastethe Theses philosophicaquite

accurately; but we are confronted with quite a nentdf regents in six different colleges
across all Scotland, and perfect agreement amoam fls in any case unlikely. Their
substantial acceptance, in general, of Scotism atural philosophy explains the

remarkable fact that it is possible to treat thes#s as a unified corpus of philosophical

teaching, and not just as a corpus of philosophyit) in some sense, “Scholastic”.

2. Prime matter and quantity

Quantity is a fundamental property of prime matnapter 4 will deal with the debate
over the relationship between quantity, accidents @lace. In this section the focus is on
quantity as a property, and especially on the imabetween quantity and prime matter
with respect to the compound.

As a property, quantity is not part of the defmitiof prime matter: rather, quaoprium,
it is an attribute possessed in virtue of the essesf prime matter. In thésagoges
Porphyry defines ‘proprium’ in four different way$he last one applies to quantity in

relation to prime matter:

‘fourthly, what belongs to the totality of a spexie
always and exclusively, like, for example, the iapil
to laugh belongs to a man.’ [12, 17-18]

A standard reception of this theory is found in@al627, who writes that it is not more
possible to separate the ability to laugh from hlhenan nature than quantity from matter
[TP ). This passage will be relevant in the nekiapter as a counterargument against the

13 We have seen so far that the regents accept, Erglethese central doctrines of Scotism: 1) metsiok
of essence, which includes 2) prime matter undedsts, in some sense, actual; 3) the form of a body
which informs prime matter for the reception of tiational soul, which implies 4) the plurality afrins
in a human compound. We will see in part Il how t&ro also shapes the theory of movement of the
regents, even if it carries less weight than inapbkysics.

14 ) % ~
[TléTapmov &€, édpol ouvdedpdpunker TO pdvw kol TavTl kal del, O¢ To dvbpdmw TO
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theory of the separability of quantity from mattkat Catholic Scholastics bring forward
when justifying the miracle of Transubstantiati®hen dealing with Transubstantiation,
regents focus on the analysis of the relation betweatter and quantity, deploying a
precise criticism of the view held by Catholic Skstics. Apart from this context, the
account of matter and quantity is usually centredrnuwhat sort of contribution to the
compound is proper to matter in virtue of its qufeed nature. The focus on the compound
as a substance is more evident here.

As early as Stevenson 1596 (the first set of thasagable)’ regents have it that form
receives quantity from matter: this means that fowhich is per se immaterial and
indivisible, in virtue of the union with matter isade material and divisible. This is still a
general statement, but sufficient to establishgickd and metaphysical tie between form
and quality on the one side and matter and quaatitthe other. Some regents claim that
form and matter are two incomplete substances doagel) from which respectively
quality and quantity (categories 2 and 3) folloemghow putting form and matter on the
same level as subjects of accidents.

Three points seem to be involved here: 1) quaastyrimarily related to prime matter
rather than to form; 2) matter as a subject ofdaadis; and 3) the question whether this
relation of quantity to matter weakens the subg&hnonity of the compound. This latter
point finally introduces the debate on the kind wfity that is proper to physical
substances. We have seen that the majority oetlpents accepts the notion of the ‘form of
mixture’, drawn from the Scotistic tradition. Meda Scholastics divided themselves most
famously between Thomists and Augustinians ontthpgc: according to the Thomists the
substantial form is unique to a compound and theapty of substantial forms endangers
the essential unity of the compound because a peityge cannot be the result of the union
of two acts, namely the soul and the form of migtut appears that this question mainly
concerns the account of the unity of the humantaunbs, and the related status of the
body. We will see how the regents are not unanimioubeir theory of the union of the
compound, even if they seek to establish a unitygee This debate will be central in
modern philosophy as well, and will originate froéhe Cartesian account of matter as res

extensa.

'3 A translation of the natural philosophy sectiorRmbertson 1596 is in the Appendix.
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2.1 Relation between prime matter and quantity

Claiming that quantity is primarily related to pemrmatter does not tell us anything about
the specific nature of this relation: within theediny of quantity as @roprium of matter,
more than one direction is coherent with the premie standard Scholastic solution is
that quantity, as an accident of prime matter, aso be separate from it, just like any
other accident of a subject. Regents, as we wa] desagree with this: the explanation of
this disagreement might lie in the different acdsuaf quantity as an accident or as a
proprium of prime matter. So, prior to the quahfion of this relation, which is the object
of the next chapter, an as yet unqualified relaietween matter and quantity may here be
stated. According to the regents, natural compowdsquantified in so far as they are
material, and the opposite holds too: material caumps are quantified. Consequently,
forms acquire quantity as forms of material commsurConsidered alone, form is devoid
of materiality and quantity: form is an indivisibéend immaterial principle, and it can be
regarded as material and quantified only when #dtecby the other principle of
compounds. The union between matter and quantitthes stronger than the union
between form and matter: this is evident becausen fand matter are independent

principles, while quantity is a property of mattStevenson 1629 claims that the:

species, quam forma tribuit materiae, adventitia es
et quasi extrinseca; quae cum ex se sit pars cliatan
forma, ut potentia ab actu, habet per se speciem su
incompletam et invariabilem suamque unitatem
specificam, quam non tollit diversitas specifica
formarum quasi materialis et inadaequata, cum
conveniant in una formali adaequata ratione sub qua
referuntur ad potentiam materiae. [TP VII.3]

With respect to matter, form is something ‘extrinsaffecting it ‘from outside’
(adventitig. Matter itself already enjoys a proper specifiityy so form cannot give
specific unity to matter. Furthermore, this speciinity is preserved through the specific
diversity conferred by form. This diversity is sdmo& added to the existing specific
identity of matter. Thus, the theory that:

major igitur est unio inter quantitatem hanc et
materiam, quam inter materiam et formam
substantialem, saltem secundum quid. [King 1612, TP

3.V]
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is grounded on the notion of a metaphysical acpg@rdo prime matter and not dependent
on form. The qualificationsecundum quids intended by King to limit the validity of the
statement to matter and form considered alone,ishaiot while in a compound. Without
the qualification, the unity of the compound wowdult in being accidental, posterior to,
for example, the unity per se between prime maitet quantity. Matter and form can
never exist one apart from the other: the realigterg being is always the compound, not
the two components alone. Yet, ‘by consideratiomhef nature of matter’, the union with

qguantity is logically prior to the ‘extrinsic’ unmowith form.

2.2 Prime matter: quantity and accidents

Forma non est patibilis per se, sed quatenus in
materia. Compositum patitur quidem; non tamen
guatenus ex materia et forma constans, sed solum
guatenus habet materiam. Nec sola forma, nec
compositum, est subiectum cui inhaerent accidentia
materialia quae de novo producuntur. Ergo in sola
materia inhaerent. Materia ad recipienda accidentia
non exigit formam, ut concausa receptionis passivae
eodemmet causae genere. [...] Forma accidentalis pr
sui inhaerentia praesupponit formam substantialem,
non tamen ei inhaeret. [Fairley 1615, TP XX]

Regents hold that there are accidents which intieeetly in matter, in virtue of which
they subsequently inhere in the compotiithis theory should be understood in the light
of claims that regents make concerning resolutimh substantial form. In the process of
natural corruption, if it is not true that all agents inhere in the substantial form which
gives actuality to the compound (this being theitpos of Stevenson 1629), then the
problem arises of what the subject of these actsden

The two main solutions offered by regents are tllewing: 1) a minority holds that all
accidents inhere in the respective substantial foirthe compound: thus, the corruption of
a compound is the dissolution of the relation betwa form and its matter. Accidents
cease to inhere in matter since there is no forrmbgns of which they can inhere in it.
This might be the solution given by Rankine 1627mAre widely accepted solution is 2)
that some accidents inhere in matter immediateihaut a substantial form, qua accidents
directly flowing from quantity. So, the corruptioof a compound does not entail

immediately that the totality of accidents is cqted, but only that the accidents directly

16 See also, for example: Adamson 1600, TP IlIl.E&rley 1615, TP XX; Mercer 1632, TP XII.6.
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flowing from form are corrupt. The previous passageFairley opens and closes with a

reference to heaté#lor) and the way in which a compound can be saiddeive heat:

Si daretur calor separatus a materia nihil pateretu
[...] Ut materia possit calorem recipere satis est
guaelibet forma specifica. [TP XX.1-10]

Heat without matter does not affect a compoundgeaidt is not a physical phenomenon.
Heat requires matter in order to affect a compobntialso any material form is enough to
make matter receptive to heat. Thus, heat doesaffett matter insofar as matter is
informed by a form specifically apt to receive heat the contrary, matter informed by
any form whatever is receptive to heat. The roly@ill here by form is simply to give
formal existence to matter (which cannot exist aithform), not to make matter in any
way receptive to heat in virtue of some specifiecnfality. We can say then that a
compound is heated or cooled only in so far asmhaterial.

Regents think that ‘being hot’ is a property of gmunds immediately (because only
compounds can ‘be hot’) but also that this propé&tgrounded in matter, not in form.
Matter in general provides the material cause ef phocess of heating; any material
compound is potentially receptive to heating in Hane way, because the underlying
matter is the same. This is an important physicalsequence of the identity of the
material principle among all compounds.

It seems clear that matter can be the subject ablaats. Regents call the accidents
flowing from matter ‘material accidents’, distinitom ‘formal accidents’, due to form. In
the categories, accidents flowing from quantity ‘anaterial accidents’, accidents flowing
from quality are ‘formal accidents’: quantity deplsnon matter, quality on form. Granted
that only form can provide physical actuality tottesg it follows that accidents inhering in
matter receive from form physical actuality. Befor®rmation, these accidents are said to

be ‘interminate’ (nterminatg, ‘without a terminus’. Baron 1627 explains th@m well:

Cum omnis terminatio materiae, et quantitatis
proveniat a forma, quantitas a materia profluers, u
talis, non alia esse potest quam interminata geae |

" A question might be raised regarding the four elets: it is not possible to say that the mattefirefis
receptive to heat in the same way as the matteauh is. This is a general problem in the receptib
Aristotle, and in the supposed unity of naturallgdophy. In fact, commentators always pointed bat t
difficulty of reading thePhysicsin the light of theDe generatione et corruptionand vice versa (G.
Giardina,La Chimica Fisica di AristoteleRome, Aracne, 2008, chapter 1). The regents d@address
this difficulty directly: | suppose that the answeight be that what has been said about mattethaat
applies to physical substances as a mixture ofdhe elements, which are never found separate. ,Thus
prime matter would be the result of the mixturehef four elements.
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in rerum natura semper terminata existit, spectata
tamen in essentia sua et quatenus a materia pyroflui
nullis terminis definita est, sed indifferens adras.

[...] Quantitatem igitur interminatam, materiae
coaevam a Thomae sectatoribus, immerito explosam,
nos cum Averroe Zabarella, et alijs magis nominis
Philosophis, jure merito retinendam censemus. [TP
111.6]

If all termini come from form, material accidentefbre information must be without
termini; this does not mean (against Thomas),dhatccidents come from form, or that all
accidents are not actualised before informatiorfia@t, these accidents qua interminate are
rooted in the metaphysical act of prime matter aedmpound is affected in such and such
a way also because of these accidents. Among duesgents, extension is central, as will
become clear in chapter 4. Regarding the relatipnghquantity and form, Strang 1611
tells us that:

formam materiatam necessario extensionem ac
guantitatem requirere, eidemque continuitatem non
nisi ex accidente competere. [TP 1V.2]

A material form is the form of a compound: thisnfois necessarily quantified and

extended by accident, not as form, but as form-atten.

2.3 Unity of the compound

Since compounds are the only natural beings whiske lexistence in act, for this reason
they are properly called ‘substances’. Form andtenadre ‘incomplete’ substances,
because they exist only as principles of complabstances: their union, which makes up
for their respective incompleteness, yields a cetepsubstance. It is then clear that any
discourse in natural philosophy has the substaasgsoper objects, and form and matter
as objects only insofar as they are principleshesé substances. In general physics (the
branch of natural philosophy which deals with th@gples of the natural world) form and
matter are analysed separately one from the othtdsetause they can exist in such a way,
but only because the knowledge of components icistrus on the nature of the
composition.

In reading graduation theses on general physiesptbblem arises of what sort of unity
Is proper to natural substances: in the contex wfetaphysics of essence, which ascribes
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an act to both form and matter, the essential wfithe compound is granted by the notion
of ‘incomplete’ acts originating a ‘complete’ adthe stress on the components does not
entail the priority of the components over the coomd. Nonetheless, when it comes to
analysing the properties of form and matter, wehinfahd the philosophical justification
for a weak dualism within the compound: both fonnd anatter are subjects of properties,
mutually dependent with respect to a compound, aliytindependent with respect to the
essence.

The influence of the philosophy of Aristotle istg in the Theses philosophicae
Famously, Aristotle’s philosophy is centred on tlmmcept of substance, as the first and
ultimate being. A more thorough discussion of tmatter will be possible after our
analysis of movement. Regarding this first outlrighe structure of substances, | believe
that we can find two main tendencies among thentsgevhich are two sides of the same
coin. First, only natural substances are completiestances, so proper activity and
existences can only be predicated of them, notheir tcomponents. Secondly, regents
sharpen the focus on form and matter as subjeqgsopferties, in order to investigate the
properties of the compounds in relation to thespestive immediate substrata.

These two approaches are not exclusive, and theyfen present within the same

regent. This is why statements as the following:

Forma et compositum non terminant diversas
actiones; sed unam tantum, quae intrinsece terarinat
ad formam, extrinsece ad totum compositum. [King
1624, TP VI.1]

Nulla forma speciem, aut numerum dat materiae,
sed toti composito. [Reid 1618, TP 11.4]

should not be seen as contradictory. In fact, fama matter, as functional concepts,
always refer to the compound and to one anoth@ause it is only in a compound that
form and matter become complete. As in King 1684, dction of form is the same as the
action of the compound; not simpliciter though, dxese the action of form must refer
intrinsically to form, and only extrinsically to ¢h compound. How should this

‘extrinsically’ be understood? The stress on foroesl not endanger the unity of the
compound; logically form is not the compound. IniR&618, in agreement with other

regents quoted above, form does not specify maitgrdoes specify the compound of
which matter is the material cause. Any activityfaim on matter and of matter on form
can only occur in the compound; nonetheless, tsenegs of its components entail an

essential unity but not an essential identity betwinem.
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Two distinct narratives are discernible here: saegents favour a stronger identity
theory;® thus stressing the role of substance prior t@drmponents: usually this view is
obtained by reducing the activity of substanceftm. An evident case is the acceptance
of the Aristotelian doctrine that form is the n&wf a substance (which | treat in part Il,
chapter 2); otherwise, other regents underline g¢faally important role of the two
principles of substancé$,as in the case of quantity extended per se, aifisaynt
contribution of the Scottish regents in responsethie philosophical analysis of
Transubstantiation (part I, chapter 4). One asgees not prevail over the other, because
the ultimate way in which forms and matter exisisform and matter of a compound. The
notion offorma mistioniscan profitably be brought to bear here. At fiighs the idea that
matter and its accidents remain after the corraptitheir substance could be interpreted
as a strong statement in favour of the existengraifer independent of form. But it is not
so, because a form proper to matter is still reglin order to justify the ordered structure
that we acknowledge in this portion of matter deguli of its substantial form.

A proponent of the first narrative is Rankine 16Bfe. does not talk of form of mixture,
and seems to hold that there is only one substdontiam within each compound, as we
have seen. He also holds that matter is natureamaindum se, but as form itself padem
formd: two natures in the same compound are not pas§it® VI1.4]. Yet, in thesis IV.4

Rankine touches on a much debated theory, once afj&icotistic origin:

Licet igitur forma, compositum, et modus unionis,
sint entitates realiter distinctae, non tamen neopi
distinctas actiones per quas producuntur, cum solum
compositum habet esse per se.

This passage is very dense. The regent expoundthéisy of the unity of natural
substances: 1) form, compound and mode of unmadps unionisare really distinct
entities; 2) yet, they are produced by the sammracthat means, the eduction of form
from matter is identical with the production of tbempound and of the mode of union; 3)
because only the compound has existence per se,cfmnot exist independent of matter.
The interesting remark is the talk of ‘mode of umioThe regents usually reject this

notion, on the basis of the Aristotelian theorysabstance, which does not accept a third

'8 For example, Robertson 1596, TP 10; Reid 1610, aRd21622, TP 6; King 1624, TP VI; Baron 1627, TP
3; Rankine 1627, TP VI (to be contrasted with IWemys 1631, TP XIII.

19 For example: King 1612, TP 3; Rankine 1627, TP ¥ lfe contrasted with VI); Murray 1628, TP II;
Mercer 1632, TP XII; Leech 1634, TP IV.
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entity of such a kind within the compound: in ortietyield a unity per se of a compound,
a substantial form and matter suffice.
Rankine seems to be close to the position of Su&vka inscribes himself within the

Scaotistic tradition. Suarez writes that:

distinguitur ergo materia a forma tamquam res a re.
Et confirmatur nam compositio substantiae ex materi
et forma est realis et physica [...] ergo ex duabus
rebus. PM, 13, IV, 5f°

According to Suarez then, a third element is regliin order to convey a unity: a ‘mode
of union’ between form and matter, which are regdras extrinsic principles. It is
arguable that Suarez was influenced by the Augastirradition, to which Scotus
belongs? Even if Rankine’s position is not accepted by maother regents, it is
interesting to note that Rankine is still part lo¢ Scotistic tradition: simply of a different
one. | believe that this is further evidence fag thfluence of Scotus on the regents, and,
more generally, on much of the Scholasticism ofsénenteenth century.

One final remark helps us to qualify the theory safbstance of the regents as a

metaphysics of essence. According to King 1616:

differentia individuans, etsi quidditas seu essenti
non appelletur, cum non attingatur in definitiorsbu
nihil tamen impedit, quo minus sit pars essentialis
individui. [TL V]

The individuating difference of a substance is phihe essence of the substance, even
if it is not properly called ‘essence’ and it istrgart of the definition. Only individuals

exist, qua individual essences.

% Quoted in L. Prieto LépeSuarez, crocevia nella filosofia tra medioevo e emid, p. 15. The author
claims that the account of the unity of the substaim Suarez anticipates and paves the way for the
dualism of modern philosophy (in particular of @sian philosophy) because form and matter are
different things and according to the Thomistipiple no unity per se is possible between twogiim
act. The interpretation of Prieto Lépez is heaniffluenced by Thomistic philosophy, and by the
interpretation of modern philosophy as the hisarimoment of the breaking down of the unity of
substances, of the forgetfulness of being andefrittory of phenomenalism.

2 \vi, pp. 12-13.
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3. Conclusion

The majority of regents come close to attributimgoadered structure to matter without
form, in virtue of the eduction of material forntee metaphysical act of prime matter and
the matter as subject of properties and accidgets;they could not bring themselves to
adopt the theory of matter existing without fornmce that would have required them to
reject the Aristotelian metaphysics of substancaryinple 1646 is an interesting case of
breach of the Scholastic doctrine of prime matsepare receptive potency. He reinterprets
‘potency’ as an active internal principle of charvgéhin matter, not as the receptiveness
and indeterminateness of matter towards form. ledgthat on this point Dalrymple has
moved beyond traditional Scholasticism, while mostthe other regents thought and
taught in the Scholastic way in natural philosophy.

In this chapter | sought to expound the theorietheTheses philosophicaegarding the
properties of prime matter. My focus has been am@mmatter as a ‘quasi-substance’,
namely as subject of properties in its own rightjependent of form. The first part on
resolution into prime matter has shown that regantept the notion of form of mixture,
which is the form proper to the body in the animadenpound (including men) and the
substantial form in inanimate compounds. In thenfr case, no resolution into prime
matter occurs immediately in the corruption of dwmpound; in the latter, resolution
occurs immediately.

The second part has dealt with the introductioquaintity as the key property of prime
matter. In virtue of quantity, prime matter is thebject of properties which flow from
quantity: as we will see in the next chapter, thesmperties include extension per se in
place and divisibility. The focus on form and maitethe theses prompted the question of
the unity of the natural compound: regents seelpreserve the essential unity of the
compound by overlooking the Scotistic talk of madeinion anchaecceitaseven if their

metaphysics of essence brings them close to thagmns.
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Part I, chapter 4

De Transubstantiatione

1. Preliminary remarks

One of the most noteworthy features of fhieeses philosophicaes the unanimous
rejection of the Catholic doctrine of Transubstaimin. What the regents have to say on
this matter is noteworthy historically and theotmdly, because it is a sign of the definitive
fracture within the Christian world at the begimiof the modern era. It is also
philosophically noteworthy, for, while rejectingdactrine in itself theological, the regents
not only employ philosophical tools, but also expadphilosophical conclusions whose
importance is paramount in order to understand ‘tReformed’ character of the
Scholasticism of the theses and also to shed saghé dn the relationship between
Scholasticism in the early seventeenth centurynaodern philosophy.

The doctrine of Transubstantiation is a historigabduct of Christian theology
concerning the interpretation of the evangelicabege of the Last Supper. In the three
synoptic Gospels, Jesus, at the offering of theasupthe breaking of the bread among his
apostles utters these wordsthis is my body which is given for you; do this in
remembrance of mé..] This cup is the new covenant in my blood, whighed for you”
(Luke 22: 19-20, King James Bible). As far backTd®mas Aquinas, these words are
usually interpreted by the Church of Rome to méwat bread and wine really became the

body and blood of Jesus. In the words of Thomas:

hinc autem manifestum est quod in conversione
praedicta panis in corpus Christi non est aliquod
subiectum commune permanens post conversionem:
cum transmutatio fiat secundum primum subiectum,
quod est individuationis principium. Necesse est
tamen aliquid remanere, ut verum sit quod dicitog
est corpus meumqguae quidem verba sunt huius
conversionis significativa et factiva. Et quia Sialngia
panis non manet, nec aliqua prior materia, ut Gsten
est: necesse est dicere quod maneat id quod eseipra
substantiam panis. Huiusmodi autem est accidens
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panis. Remanent igitur accidentia panis, etiam post
conversionem praedictanC@, |, 4, 63]

Leaving the philosophical considerations asidetfier moment, it is important to notice
that Thomas underlines the importance of the wbials est corpus meuas univocally
meaning that the bread turns into the substantieedbody of Jesus - and the same for the
wine, which turns into the blood of Jesus. The doetof Transubstantiation entails that
during the mass the officiant calls for God’s mieacf changing what originally are bread
and wine into the real body and blood of Jesus thiange does not affect the external
appearance of bread and wine, which retain sontkeaf original characteristics, such as
flavour and colour.

Scholastic philosophers always faced the challefgaccounting for this miracle in a
way which was intelligible in terms of philosophicationality, without questioning the
truth of the dogma based on the authority of thespgeb This is a case of the broader
debate revolving around the relationship betweeitogbdphy and theology: Scholastics
hardly abandoned the Thomistic slogan of philosopbythe‘ancilla theologiae; ‘maid
servant’ of theology.More precisely, they held that any true proposiiio philosophy can
be true only if in agreement (or not in contraain)i with an authoritative proposition in
theology, while the opposite is not required. TWesy, philosophical propositions can be
divided into propositions 1) in open contradictisith theology [for instance, ‘the world is
eternal’]; 2) in agreement with theology [‘the wabik created’]; and finally 3) neutral with
respect to theology [‘world is composed of matted orm’]. Propositions of type 1 are
not acceptable in Scholastic philosophy: much & ¢pposition to Aristotle from the
twelfth century onwards highlighted those of hisciimes that contradict the Bible.
Propositions of type 2 are acceptable and philasafi fruitful, because they show the
inner harmony between natural reason and reveld@mpositions of type 3 are acceptable
and can be fruitful: the example of the universalicture of matter and form is an
Aristotelian cornerstone of many Scholastic systems

The doctrine of Transubstantiation is surely agsuophical product because we do not
find it in the scriptures in a philosophical formafmely, shaped in the form of Aristotelian
philosophy). It took form first in the Eastern Ramampire in a context of Platonism and
Aristotelianism, and was then fully accepted amdrgjthened by Scholastics in the Middle

Ages. Thomas’s formulation enjoyed great successo dbecause of the official

! Formula which is repeated in R. BaroRkilosophiae theologiae ancillanSt Andrews 1621.

% The relation between ‘natural light' and ‘light tie faith’ is treated by Baron in exercitatio IIf the
Philosophiae theologiae ancillangassim in particular art. VIl and arts. XXIV-XXVI.
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endorsement by the Council of Trent (1543-1568draivhich it became the official
formulation of the Catholic Church, accepted untw. For this reason, the doctrine of
Transubstantiation is also a historical producticwlawaited only the decision of a church
council to be definitive in words and spirit onaed&or all. Before that, many concurrent
versions of the explanation of the dogma were ab&g| all of them equivally valid insofar
as they all referred back to the letter of the @tspet all different, according to the
individual philosopher who formulated them. For tamee, Thomas’'s and Scotus’s
accounts of Transubstantiation are equivally véidologically because both admit the
real presence of the body and blood of Jesus,hgst are not the same account because
they reach the same conclusion in different wayd waithin different philosophical
systems.

It is not possible to prove that regents had Thdsnascount in mind when writing
against the Catholic dogma of Transubstantiatidmatvappears from the texts is that their
main (yet not unique) opponent is Francisco Suavdm held a position similar to
Thomas, and who was arguably the most importanhdliat voice at the time of the
regents. The position they address will be cleamfrtheir own criticisms, but a few
preliminary philosophical remarks will be useful. the passage quoted above we fimd
nuceall the most important features of the philosophaccount of Transubstantiation: 1)
the conversion takes place at the level of substase it is a total conversion of one
substance into another, leaving no room for thistence of two substances (i.e. bread
and body) in the host; 2) what remains after thevecsion are the accidents of bread and
wine, as Thomas explains itit verum sit quod dicitur’these words can be taken to refer
to both the conversion and the preservation ofdeeds. This text explains the nature of
the conversion and hints at the most debated difficabout Transubstantiation, the
preservation of accidents.

According to the Medieval Scholastics, sense-datmgibilig when apprehended by
their proper sense do not deceive us: in a formadasus circa propria sensibilia non
decipitur. Experience testifies so firmly to the presencehef original characteristics of
both bread and wine after the conversion that agount of Transubstantiation must
include a justification of this preservation. Thestf step in this direction is taken when

% “The doctrine of transubstantiation, first declaraxithodoxy at Lateran 1V, might be said to be fully
explicated only among the theologians at the CduafciTrent”, L. P. Wandel,The Eucharist in the
Reformation Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 2006,19. Zhe theologians of the Council of
Trent did not accept Luther's formulation of thestdiction between the ‘real presence’ and
‘transubstantiation’ in the host. John Knox’s piosit(ivi, 184-192), very influential in Scotland, accepts
the ‘real presence’ but does not accept transutistimm. It is noteworthy that in Knox and in thegents
the same question of the sacrament of the hostswered in two different ways: one theological, the
other philosophical. Knox seems to be content witftormulation which could not satisfy a Scholastic
philosopher.
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Thomas denies that the matter of bread (or of wioe)d remain through conversion. He
reasons as follows: matter could be the substarfceh@se remaining accidents,

preservation of matter would then explain the prest@n of accidents. Yet, matter only

exists in virtue of form, because the substantamfis the act of matter, which is pure
potency. If matter remained, then its form woulthaen as well, since matter alone is
nothing. In which case the conversion, far frormgeexplained, would have been rejected.
In CG, |, 4, 65, Thomas addresses the issue of theeusid

nec est impossibile quod accidens virtute divina
subsistere possit sine subiecto. ldem enim est
iudicandum de productione rerum, et conservatione
earum in esse. Divina autem virtus potest producere
effectus quarumcumque causarum secundarum sine
ipsis causis secundis: sicut potuit formare hominem
sine semine, et sanare febrem sine operationeagatur
Quod accidit propter infinitatem virtutis eius, aatia
omnibus causis secundis largitur virtutem agendi.
Unde et effectus causarum secundarum conservare
potest in esse sine causis secundis. Et hoc mdualacin
sacramento accidens conservat in esse, sublata
substantia quae ipsum conservabat.

In the normal course of nature, no accidents carwibieout their substance; in the
miracle of Transubstantiation ‘it is not impossilileat God bypotentia absolutanaintains
these accidents once their substance is destr@gticannot create mutually contradictory
effects but he can produce an effect without iesd¢adary) cause. This general principle
implies more than Thomas spells out in this passtgereference is to the theory of the
dependence of all creatures on God as metaphysicadhry cause of all things. This bond
cannot be broken, while the bond between creatiedgshviz. between a substance and its
accidents, or between a cause and its effect) edondken, even if only by God.

Transubstantiation is therefore a substantial c@siwe of one substance into another,
where the accidents of the former substance arsepred, as experience shows and
philosophy explains.

Quantity is an accident of matter. In the Schotastources of the sixteenth and
seventeenth centuries, the role of quantity in Sudstantiation is evident. Starting from
the inclusion of quantity in the number of accidemthich can exist apart from their
substance, in the seventeenth century it was conduotrine that quantity acts somehow
as a ‘quasi-substance’ in which the other accideoitginue to inhere once their substance

(the compound of form and matter) is dissolved.r&u&olds that:
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in  mysterio Eucharistiae Deus separavit
guantitatem a substantiis panis et vini, conservans
illam, et has convertens in corpus et sanguinermsuu
id autem fieri non potuisset, nisi quantitas exureat
rei distingueretur a substantia. Neque sufficere
potuisset distinctio modalis, quia substantia notegt
esse modus quantitati®N, 40, II]

Quantity as an accident must be different fromsitbstance (no substance is identical
with its accidents); more precisely, by the truthToansubstantiation, quantity must be
different from substancex natura rej as thing from thing, because not even God caremak
it that a mode and its substance are separAted it is true that in order to make
Transubstantiation intelligible and not only aceebby faith, quantity is separate from its
substance.

The connection between the theory of prime mattel @ransubstantiation is clear in
virtue of the role played by quantity: quantityada accident of matter, thus any relation
between quantity and matter influences the possddeount for Transubstantiation.
Different relations imply different accounts. Antkarly the regents and Suéarez did not
agree on this matter. The philosophical relevarfdhie seventeenth century debate is not
limited to this question but it extends to othey I8cholastic doctrines, such as the notions
of accident, substance and place. | take the regenintentionally distancing themselves
from what they considered to be “ad hoc doctrirthat had been devised for the purpose of
justifying a theological dogma, against what thgergs call ‘good philosophy’.

The entirety of the debate on Transubstantiatiomegbe dealt with in this context. |
shall follow theTheses philosophicae order to expound the criticisms that the reggmit
forward but also to present the theories they oppatien the regents themselves fail to do
so. This account may not be inclusive of all thaldigations of the debate but it will cast
light on the principal moves in the debate. Thetfimotion to explain is that of accident:
what is included in the definition of accident, e its definition includes inherence in a
substance and what sort of inherence it includskall compare the definitions of accidents

in standard seventeenth-century Scholastic texts thie definition that regents provide. |

* “Sj alterum extremorum ex illis duobus tale est,per potentiam Dei absolutam, non possit sine alio
conservari, magnum argumentum est, illud essetgratantum esse modum quendam, et non veram
entitatem; quia si esset vera entitas non posskéfegatam intrinsecam dependentiam ab alia entitate,
non possit Deus illam supplere sua infinita po@nérgo solum potest id provenire ex eo, quod illud
extremum in sua intrinseca essentia non est ensxd tantum modus'SuarezPM, 7, 11, 7-8. A mode
of a substance cannot exist without its substamzk reot even God can bring about that it does. |
understand the expressi@x natura rei’, which inDM, 1, VII, 13-20 is employed to describe the modal
distinction, to mean the real distinction, in order make sense of the following: ‘neque sufficere
potuisset distinctio modalis.” In conclusion, aating to Suérez, quantity is not a mode of a sulsstan
because God can bring about that it exists witfisigubstance, therefore they are really distibéd (40,

I, 1).
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will then move to the analysis of a particular detit, quantity, which, as we have seen, is
the category in virtue of which other accidents drere in matter, such as the colour and
the flavour of the bread of the host. In this as@ythe notions of extension and place will
become central, because the regents disagree \aitholi& Scholastics on both points. |
shall argue that the regents develop theorieseofalationship between matter and quantity
and between quantity and extension in place whigh aherent with their Reformed

reading of the wordBoc est corpus meum

2. Separability of the accidents

The dogma of Transubstantiation famously influenttexddevelopment of the philosophy
of Descartes, who took pain to ensure that hisegystas compatible with the teaching of
the church in his replies to Arnauld. Scottish régdoo dedicate many lines to analysing
the philosophy Catholic Scholastics used to makeeseof their faith. It is primarily a
matter of faith: regents belonged to the Reformédr€h of Scotland, which rejected the
dogma of Transubstantiation, and offered a differeading of the passages in the Gospel
that Catholics read as \grbatim proof of such miracle. The Scottish position wad n
accepted by all Reformed churches, but Scottisbrmedrs developed their national church
from Calvinist elements and offered a symbolic negqaf the host.

Both the Catholic and the Scottish Reformed passtiare inevitably influenced by a prior
and pre-philosophical acceptance of a specifit faitd the role of philosophy is to provide
clarification of and perhaps also support for thght At bottom, regents and Catholic
Scholastics go down the same path, and if sch{ten looking at Scholasticism from the
standpoint of modern philosophy) criticised thel@dit justification of Transubstantiation
as “ad hoc” or theologically motivated, | do noesehy the same cannot be said about the
regents. Yet, as we will see, the regents, in ttr@icism of the Catholic position, develop a
theory which anticipates modern philosophy. Thestjoa is not whether these theories are
theologically motivated or not: because all of them; not even whether this is a licit move
in philosophy. The question is rather how fruitthis relationship between theology and
philosophy has been. | believe that the regentsedgtworked on their philosophy inspired
by their faith.

® For example, Robert Bruce, sermdhe Lord’s Supper in Particular 1: 3. The thingsntined in the
Sacramentin R. Bruce,The Mystery of the Lord’s Suppeedited by T. F. Torrance, Edinburgh,
Rutherford House, 2005, pp. 70-90.
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The accusation that the doctrine was being sustdogead hoc philosophical principles is
not completely off-target. Consider, for examplea®z writing about the separability of

quantity from matter, therefore about their reatidiction:

Approbatur sententia reipsa  distinguens
guantitatem a substantiaAtque haec sententia est
omnino tenenda; quamguam enim non possit ratione
naturali sufficienter demonstrari, tamen ex prifnsip
Theologiae convincitur esse vera, maxime propter
mysterium EucharistiaeDM, 40, Il, 8]

Suarez’s opinion is that the separability of quarftiom substance cannot be grounded on
pure natural reason but is in need of a theologisdification, which nonetheless opens up
the way for philosophy in its attempt to justify 8uarez cannot offer any other example of
quantity deprived of its own substance, nor of s deprived of its own quantity: all
examples refer to Transubstantiation and relatédsaphical corollaries (for example, the

presence in the host of the body of Christ withtsuactual dimensions).

2.1 Definition of accident in a standard Catholict  heory

As mentioned earlier, quantity is an accident: whensidered qua accident it must fall
under the definition of accident, traditionally aslished by Porphyry itsagogesl2, 23-
25: “Accident is what can be present or absent in ajecit), without implying the
destruction of the subjettThis definition is found in an introduction to Atotle’s
Categoriesand it inevitably reflects the vast debate over thal nature of this treatise.
Whether theCategoriesare originally a logical or a metaphysical work poth, Scholastics
used to interpret it as an ontological work thaives how we classify things and how things
really are, and establishes a harmony between kgpamnd being. Porphyry’s definition is
generally accepted by Catholic Scholastics. Eugtach Sancto Paulo is clear about this
point. In the logical part of hiSumma philosophica quadripartitd, 1l, V) Eustachius
makes this definition his own from a logical poaitview, without moving any further. In
the metaphysical part instead, he takes on thelgmobf the separability of accidents in

metaphysical terms, arguing that:

8 [ZlupBnBekdc EoTv B EvdéxeTar Ty adTe Lmdpxewr f) uh tmdpyxew.” My translation.
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inhaerentiam quidem aptitudinalem in formali
ratione accidentis contineri; verum inhaerentiam
actualem saltem ex natura rei ab accidentis nateuma
essentia esse diversam. [...] Quod autem inhaarenti
proprie dicta, quae est actualis, diversa sit ab
accidentis essentia, ex eo liquet, quod ratio actid
posita sit in eo quod sit forma subjecti completii s
totius compositi actu existentis. [...] Ex quo Ihggs
inhaerentiam non esse rationem formalem accidentis,
sed modum existendi ipsius naturalel 8PhQ pars
IV, Tractatus de principiis entis, Il, VIII]

In logic, the difficulty concerning separability mvercome by distinguishing between
proprium andaccidensand ultimately, when it comes to inseparable aousl (such as the
whiteness in a swan, following Eustachius’'s exampiistachius claims that they are
separable when we consider the subject as specieas an individualln metaphysics the
appeal to species is not available, because treraafity of accidents concerns one single
individual in its own structure. The philosophi¢abl by which this solution is acquired is
the Scholastic notion ofnhaerentia divided into actualis (actual) andaptitudinalis
(aptitudinal). An accident inheres in its substamtethe vast majority of cases: more
precisely, in allphysicalcases. Yet, actual inherence cannot be mistakeimtierence per
se, neither for the formal reason of the accidbatause in no way can the accident be
defined by its inherence in a particular substaBeestachius holds that “the reason of the
accident is that it is the form of the completejsabor of the whole compound existing in
act.” The actual inherence is only a mode of erstenatural to the accident, not its
definition. It is a mistake to take a mode for ttedinition, since it goes against the logical
principle e dicto secundum quid ad dictum simpliciter norevdlatio. The more correct
notion (more correct because coherent with allgbssible instances of the existence of
accidents) is that of ‘aptitudinal’ inherence, whiefers to actual inherence as not included
in the essence of the accident. While actual infe=res different from the essence of the
accident as thing from thing, aptitudinal inherenaanot be separated from the accident; it

is included in the essence of the accident:

sicut enim fieri nequit ut accidens non sit aptum
inhaerere, sic etiam evenire potest ut interdunu act
non inhaereat, licet nihil, quoad ad ejus essentiam
attinet, immutetur.ipiden

’ Scotus raises the question of the identity betweseparable accident and proprium in the qua&iof
his Quaestiones in librum Porphyrii Isagag®&Jtrum proprium sit distinctum universale ab afmmte.’
Scotus’s answer is that proprium and accident weedistinct universals because they do not have the
same definition: the proprium canraddesseandabesse
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So, accidents are separable from their substarcaibe it is not actual inherence but only
aptitudinal inherence that is part of their esseiterefore, Scholastics developed a theory
of accidents compatible with the non-natural ocence of an accident not inhering in its
substance, as in the case of Transubstantiation.

Eustachius is not directly mentioned in the thesdsle Suarez is. Suarez will play a
major role later on, while Eustachius’s exhaussityde proves very useful for clarifying the
starting point, and made the fortune of his mairkmehich 1 am quoting, thé&umma
philosophica quadripartitaDue to the nature of thEheses philosophicae this case as in
many others the regents do not dedicate much rodimetexposition of theories other than
theirs, and this work is left for the reader. | soier Eustachius a useful source for an
exposition of what can be taken as the general dvaork of a Catholic account of
Transubstantiation.

2.2 Definition of accident inthe Theses philosophicae

Regents usually treat the notion and definitionao€ident in theTheses logicaethe
section dedicated to logic, in accordance with trggin of the debate, Porphyry’'s
introduction to theCategories They never treat it in metaphysics, and wheromes to
physical theses all the work is done on the bakishat has been previously said in the
logical theses; in the theses we do not see tlieistanalysis from logic to metaphysics as
in Eustachius.

The definition of accident is usually expressedraditional terms and the definition by
Porphyry is never rejected. In principle, regergeea that the characteristic of accidents is
that it can be or not be in a substance, withoaingmg the definition of the substance
itself. Where they stand apart from Catholic Scsida is not with respect to the general
notion of separability of accidents, but the sefgmexistence of accidents. By ‘separate’
regents do not mean ‘an accident existing in atanbs other than its original substance’,
or more generally, ‘an accident without its ownstabce’. They seem to shape the problem
around the very idea of a separate accident widpdsate’ meaning ‘withoutny

substance’.
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The words of Leech 1688are very clear:*Accidens existere posse se solo extra
subjectum, manifeste implicdtontradictionem]/ Ad accidentis solidiorem realitatem
stabiliendam actualem in subjecto inhaerentiam alisous” [TL 26-27]. In this passage
the regent is expounding two key features of hisonoof accident that many other regents
agree on: 1) an accident cannot exsistsolg by its own powers, outside a subject; 2) an
accident has actual inherence in a subject, thee sattual inherence denied to it by
Eustachius. We find in Seton 1630similar theory, appealing to the authority ofefoes:
“Inhaerentiam actualem, quam ab aptitudinalis nihilifferre putant, de accidentis
(quantitatis nimirum aut qualitatis) esse essenfigerroes ejusque sequaces affirmare non
verentur” [TL 17].

In particular, | wish to focus on two longer passgghe first one by Stevenson 1629:

Ad realem omnis accidentis existentiam, requiritur
actualis inhaerentia in subjecto, nec sufficit
aptitudinalis [...] / Licet multa dentur accidentia
separabilia, sine quibus subiectum potest existere,
nullum tamen datur separabile, quod sine subiecto
existit, aut existere potest. / Adeo, ut illud, ideatis
esse est inesse, de actuali inhaerentia, et real
existentia praecipue intelligatur. [TL XVI]

and the second one by Baron 1627:

Essentia rei non recipit magis et minus, sed omnino
in indivisibili consistit. Ergo inhaerentia actualhon
est de essentia accidentis: haec enim admittit
intensionem et remissionem. / Cum igitur accidentis
esse sit inesse, inhaerentia aptitudinalis eripao
ratio et essentia accidentis. / Ut subsistentihadeet
ad Substantiam, ita inhaerentia actualis ad Acsiden
h. e. non est ipsa ejus existentia, et longe minus

® David Leech (ca. 1600- ca. 1657/64), ministethef €hurch of Scotland and regent. MA at King’s €gé
in 1624, under John Forbes. Leech’'s name is ligtethe Latin form ‘David Leochaeus’ in Forbes’s
Theses philosophicaé\ccording to theDNB he was appointed regent in 1628, while E#eM reports
1627. We have Leech’s graduation theses for thesy®@33, 1634, 1635, 1636, 1637, the same year
when he published the academic oratiiilosophia lllachrymansand 1638 (th&®NB does not list the
1638 theses, and reports the wrong title for tH&7ltBeses). He initially refused to sign the covdrzand
his later conversion to it was not fully convincimfter leaving university due to his initial rejean of
the National Covenant, Leech lived between the aang the church. Created DD by Aberdeen
University in 1653, he never returned to Scotlaadd died after 1657, when he is last recorded in
London.DNB.

® John Seton, MA in 1616, probably at Marischal €gél, Aberdeen, as a ‘lohannes Setonus’ is mentioned
the list of graduants in Aedie 1616. Seton took phsition of James Sibbald as Professor of Natural
Philosophy in 1626, at Marischal College. As fos bredecessor, we have a list of graduation theses
written by Seton which do not follow the four-yeamriculum: 1627, 1630, 1631, 1634, 1637 and 1638.
Seton graduated classes which studied under diffeegents as welFAM, p. 34: the graduation theses
of 1638 are not included in the listfAM.
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essentia, sed tantum existendi modus. / Non minus
impossibile est accidens existere extra omne
subjectum inhaesionis, quam substantiam non
subsistere, sed alteri inhaerere. / Aptitudinalis
inhaerentia accidentis, non vel per ipsum Dei
potentiam absolutam, separari potest ab ejus
inhaerentia actuali; quoniam hujusmodi separatio
implicat contradictionem. / Nullum igitur praebet
patrocinium absurdo Pontificiorum commento
Transubstantiationis, et accidentis existentiaeraext
omnem substantiam. [TL X-XI]

Read alongside the two points mentioned before eroimoy accidents always being in a
subject and concerning the ascription of actuatéliehce to accidents, these two passages
yield important insights in the regents’ positi@&tevenson is intentionally using the word
‘separabilis in two different senses, one logical, the otheztaphysical. He claims that
even if there are separable accidents accorditigetalefinition of accident, yet there is no
separate accident in the metaphysical sense, shatni accident which exists without a
subject, and more generally an accident which ceuidt without a subject. Stevenson is
even clearer when saying thatccidentis esse est inessée facto eliminating from the
definition of accident the reference to ‘adessabetssé In a metaphysical sense, accidents
cannot exist without a subject because their be&ndefined as ‘being-in-something’ to
which they are related by actual inherence. Thaticel between an accident and its
inherence in its own subject is one of identity.

Baron shows his knowledge of contemporary Schaldstits by hinting at Eustachius’s
passage at length, until just before the definitigierence to Transubstantiation. Baron
bases his idea that actual inherence does notdabotine essence of accidents on the fact
that essences are immune from intension and remmissihile actual inherence is nét:
what Baron is saying is that the actual inherenfcanoaccident can undergo degrees of
change which cannot be included in an essencedebgition immutable. We find again
the expressionaccidentis esse sit inesshich is typical in theTheses philosophicae
Despite the similarity in words and the agreemenaptitudinal inherence as the reason of
accidents, Baron'’s stress on thesseof accidents distances him from Eustachius.

The relation between inherence and accident isagxgd by an analogy of proportion
presented as follows:

1% |ntension and remissiofinfensioandremissid are the addition and subtraction degree by de@peelus
ad gradun), which imply a more and a lessdgis and minug. They only occur in the category of
quality, therefore they are qualitative ‘more’ afidss’. In the category of quantity addition and
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Subsistentia : Substantia = Inhaerentia actuélccidens

whose meaning is that actual inherence belongs tceident just as subsistence does to a
substance, that is, as a mode of existing, notaasqgb the essence. A substance does not
entail existence in its essence, because it iseatesl and finite being. Existence is
ultimately something which happens to a substamo¢, something a substance does
essentially. What the substance does is be botbgisal non-contradiction within itself
(since a contradictory being cannot exist) and @&ismetaphysical subjective potency to
being (the openness to existence of a substanoeebié$ coming into being). In the same
way, actual inherence happens to an accident,tbhsitnot something which the accident
either is or does.

In the second part of the passage, the differemets Eustachius become even more
remarkable, and unbridgeable. Baron holds two teedfustachius cannot agree with: 1)
the separate existence of an accident is paralleldd the attribution to a substance of
modes of existing which are per se a negation @fvidry definition of substance: both not
subsisting and also subsisting in something el¢gs Would turn a substance into an
accident: it is a categorial mistake, as is a s#paaccident, which would become a
substance. 2) The inseparability of aptitudinaleir@mce from actual inherence. These two
inherences are not equivalent, because actualenberis not part of the essence, while
aptitudinal inherence is. Yet, they cannot be sspdr the former being a mode of the
second, as their separation implies a contradicBamon refers to God’s absolute power,
which is unable to perform the separation, whileals enough in Eustachius to ground the
separate existence of accidents from their substannao not think that here the notion of
absolute power is being questioned by Baron; tiferdince lies in the sort of task do-able
by the exercise of God’s absolute power: separaimgode from its substance is beyond
God’s powers, as also Suarez claims. The main poiate here by Baron is the
inseparability of actual inherence from aptitudimdderence, which sets him apart from the
philosophy structured with a view to justifying Tisubstantiation.

| also believe that the analogy proposed by Basoheist explained by reference to the
metaphysics of essence. In fact, just as subsistbows from the essence of a substance,
actual inherence flows from the essence or rea$@m @ccident. Subtracting subsistence

from a substance is as contradictory as subtraattigal inherence from an accident.

subtraction are called augmentation and diminutionthis context, intension and remission are not
predicable of essences because they are unchaagéatlsolutely considered.

Young 1613, TL 7.1I*nullum accidens inseparabile subjecto suo necessarest.” The actual inherence
understood as part of the definition of the accidkres not imply that an accident inheres in atsuloe
necessarily: an accident is, by definition, accideto whatever substance it inheres in.
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All the four texts mentioned make use of a spedrfterpretation of the word ‘separate’
which is taken to mean, as | said, ‘with@uty substance’. It is clear that this meaning is
what regents see in the words of Catholic Schalgséind this is the point that they reject.
The regents’ rejection both of Transubstantiatio @f this notion of separability of
accidents are not exclusively based on this stiotgypretation of ‘separate’, which is
likely to be rejected by Catholics too, since ierss to imply the idea of accidents really
existing per se as substances. What regents isjetiore precisely, the process by which
accidents are separated from their own substartawstained without it by God’s power:
for the Catholics, this is the only way to accotartTransubstantiation (in a sense, a breach
in the normal course of nature). For the regehis, it an illicit move that contradicts the
definition of accident. As Stevenson writéa¢cidensex Porph.semper existit in subjecto,
etex Arist.non potest seursum existere ab eo in quo [@sitlent.

In conclusion, regents seem to include in the dedim of accident the notion of the
existence of accidents in th&wn natural substance, a notion which per se is ratded
in a traditional Scholastic definition. In fact,esvif the reason of accidents prescinds from
existence, their nature absolutely considered msplthat they can only exist in a
substancé&. What regents do is to stress this characteristicextend it to the reason of any
individual accident. As we have seen, this has amdtic effect on the concept of

Transubstantiation, an effect which the analysiguaintity clarifies even more.

3. Quantity: its role in Transubstantiation and its relation to extension

Quantity in relation to prime matter has been wéatlready in part I, chapter 3. The
conclusions reached there can be summarised irkéy@oints: 1) quantity is a primary
attribute of matter, which matter has independeotliorm; and 2) prime matter can be the
subject of accidents in virtue of quantity.

These conclusions can be expanded by saying tlaattiguis essentially extended, that
means that it has ‘parts beyond parfsrfes extra partgs anyquantummust be divisible
into different parts. On this very general basiaretl by all Scholastics differences are then
developed by individual philosophers. The regedebate over Transubstantiation starts

from and expands the theory of the relation betweatter and quantity.

2 Thomas AquinasScriptum super sententiis d. 26, . 2, a. 1, corp., quoted by M. Henein&elations:
medieval theories 1250-132®xford, Clarendon, 1989, p. 16. Thomas is refgrrio the ‘absolute’
accidents, quality and quantity.
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As already remarked, what makes Transubstantiadjmecial in Scholasticism is its
having the nature of a breach in the natural coofsevents, a breach which has to be
accounted for within the theory of natural subsémncin Catholic Scholastic natural
philosophy, the miracle of Transubstantiation carbeleft unaccounted for: the theory of
natural substances seeks to explain the theologicalence of the separability of the
accidents of bread and wine, even if Catholic Sa$tads agree that Transubstantiation is
not a natural event.

When it comes to quantity, one more question besoreatral: quantity is what matter-
related accidents inhere in, such as extensiors, thhhat does it mean that quantity is by
essence spatially extended? The solutions thainteggive to this question set them

definitively apart from their contemporary Cathatalleagues.

3.1 Traditional views on quantity and extension

While the ten categories are usually divided intdossance and nine remaining
‘accidents’, modern Scholastics further distingasithe nine accidents into quality and
quantity as primary accidents and the remainings@ategories. The distinguished role of
quality and quantity has been acknowledged sineettiiteenth century, as we find it in
Thomas and Scotus. Scotus calls them ‘absolutedems’, introducing a terminology
accepted up to the time of the regents, for exarbgl&ustachius. Specifically, Scotus,
while defending the notion of Transubstantiatiolajras that absolute accidents can exist
without a substance because they are not identitaltheir relation with their substance. It
is then a case of real relation in which it is nonhtradictory that the foundations of the
relation (viz. substance and absolute accidents) epast without the existence of the
relation?® Scotus’s contributions in defence of Transubsaioth will be useful to us later
on while we seek to clarify the theory of the retgen

Let us accept that quantity, as an absolute acgiggoys the condition of being the
subject of inherence of other accidents, namelgdhdepending on matter. In the words of
the apocryphal Thomistic texdumma logicae“quantitas autem licet sit fundamentum
aliorum accidentium, tamen sequitur materia®, 5]. These accidents following from
matter include the category of place, importantfimther aspects of Transubstantiation.

With regard to quantity, the Coimbrans affirmedttha

3 This is an application of the principle of sepaligb(two things are really distinct if it is natontradictory
that one exists without the other) which Scotusnitéfely linked to the real distinction. M. Henrger,
Relations pp. 71-74.
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essentialem ac propriam quantitatis rationem
consistere in extensionem partium, hoc est, ut
guantitas ipsa in ordine ad se habet partem undra ex
aliam [...] ita effectus formalis quantitatis est
extendere partes materiae easque in toto ipso seter
ordinare ac distinguer@in Phys, 4, 5, 4, 2]

This general point is not questioned by the regemit® however raise many doubts with
respect to further qualifications of quantity andeasion, particularly by Eustachius and

Suarez:

Verum cum duplex esse possit extensio rei quantae:
altera velut externa et sensibus perspecta, nempe
extensio partium in ordine ad locum, altera vero
interna, a sensibus plane remota, nempe extensio
earumdem partium in ordine ad se, gravis hic
difficultas oritur, quaenam extensio sit esserdiat
intima ratio quantitatis. [...] Repugnet enim aldju
esse sine eo quod ad ejus essentiam petfimptare
necesse est rationem quantitatis in alio positase,es
nempe in extensione partium in ordine ad se. Becer
natura prius est partes rei quantae extensas esse
simpliciter, seu in ordine ad se, quam in ordine ad
locum, cum locus sit quid extrinsecum rei quantae.
[SPhQ I, I, 11, 1]

Secunda ratio principalis ex mysterio sumpta est,
guia sub speciebus consecratis est corpus Christi
Domini cum sua naturali quantitate, et tamen non
habet extensionem partium suarum in ordine ad
locum, ut ex fide constat; ergo actualis extensio
partium substantiae in ordine ad locum non est ipsa
quantitas substantiaddl(, 40, 11, 14]

To avoid the evident problem of the body of Chashverted into a host with a much
smaller extension in space, Eustachius and Suareang others, of course) develop the
distinction between ‘internal’ and ‘external’ exsgon. The former is the type of extension
that a thing has ordine ad sewithin itself; the latter is the type of extensioe usually
experiencejn ordine ad locumextension extended in place. Eustachius and 3@gee
that, in order to save the miracle of Transubsstiotn, we must include in the essence of
guantity only the internal extension, despite taet fthat Transubstantiation could be the

only occurrence where this distinction betweenrirde and external extension actually

4 The implicit reference is to Christ’s body in tRacharist without extension in ordine ad locum.
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carries weight. Eustachius also reminds us thatamenot include in an essence something
extrinsic: in this case, place with respect to dityf® The relation between place and
quantity is between really distinct things. It ietrcontradictory that quantity is without
place, nor therefore that the extended body of<€isideprived of a fixed relationship with

its extension in place, while retaining extendioordine ad se

3.2 Regents on quantity and extension

Essentia et formalis ratio quantitatis in extension
partium consistit, seu in eo quod est habere partem
extra partem secundum extensionem et molem. / Quod
guantitas sit loco extensa [..] quodque sit
impenetrabilis et hujusmodi, ei tantum conveniunt i
ordine ad extrinsecum nempe locum. / Distinguenda
igitur erit essentialis extensio partium quantgatiter
se, qua distinctam obtinent magnitudinem et molem,
ab hac extensione in ordine ad locum, cum sine hac
prior servari possit. / Et nihilominus substantia a
guantitate separata esto a se, et ex se partéstieat
habeat, partes tamen extensionis et molis non éaber
/ Quare cecutiunt ad lucem veritatis, qui asserunt
separata quantitate a substantia corporea eandémea
dispositionem permansuram [...] cum substantia
corporea quantitate spoliata ad modum indivisibilem
ratione loci reducatur, ita ut nullum prorsus locum
occupet. [King 1612, TL 11]

Quod itaque quantitas primo substantiae tribuit,
non est extensio partium entitatis, sed molis, crrae
propria natura loci sunt occupativae. / Ideo esaknt
ratio quantitatis ponitur in hac extensione partium
molis. [Reid 1622, TL XIV.3-4]

Quantitatem materiae inseparabili nexu cohaerere.
[Baron 1627, TP 1l1]

Nec aptitudinalis extensio in loco, ut somniant
Metusiastae, nec actualis, est essentia quantits
ponitur in extensione suarum partium, et partium
substantiae, inter se et in toto. / Inconsiderate
distinguunt quantitatem in internam et externaroupr
partes in entitativas et quantitativas, qui quantum
illocaliter esse volunt. [Mercer 1632, TL IX.4-5]

13| believe that this remark is similar to the exitin of actual inherence from the essence of antsdét
will be important later on in the chapter, whenlohgpwith the role of Julius Caesar Scaliger in theses
(section 5.1).
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The relations between accident/actual inherence quahtity/extension in place are
treated by the regents in the same way. They Hwt dctual extension must always be
predicated of quantity: when it comes to physiaadibs, it is always possible to pair off
actual extension with extension in place and coselgrpotential extension with extension
within itself. King 1612 is more sympathetic to atlolic Scholastic phraseology when he
writes that we must distinguish between extensiguads among themselves and extension
in place: yet, his conclusion is that extensionhaitt being extended in place is not real
extension, with a reasoning similar to Baron 1627actual inherence and accident. The
shared view seems to be that extension in plageait of the essence of quantity; in
particular, quantity provides matter with extensinrplace, not simply with extension. To
obtain a body actually extended in place, quamigll that is required. There is no need for
a further actualisation of the internal extensidin. underline the similarity with the
guestion about accidents, Mercer 1632 uses theessipn ‘aptitudinal extension’ instead of
‘potential extension'®

The link between quantity and extension in placsistrong that every quantified body is
per se extended in place. The relation betweentiyand extension in place is one of
identity: it does not occur that quantity is withdhe qualification ‘extended in place’
because ‘extended in place’ is part of the debniiitherefore of the essence) of quantity.

Mercer 1632 is the only regent to name the thedrjransubstantiation by reference to
‘Metusiastae, the ‘proponents ofietovsia’, the Greek name for Transubstantiation. The
problem addressed in these passages by the ragetiits impossibility for an extended
body to exist without its actual extension, asitequired by the presence of Christ in the
host. This remark inevitably leads to the questiérihe relation between extension and
place.

As a conclusion of sections 2 and 3 of this chaptercan argue that: 1) accidents cannot
exist without a substance, because their essertoebis in a substancaéssé. According
to the regents, Catholics want us to believe thathie miracle of Transubstantiation
accidents are preserved without their substanceuahtity is an accident, thus it cannot
exist without its substance. Furthermore, quansitinterpreted by Catholics as a ‘quasi-
substance’, in which other accidents inhere. Ev¥ehis is the case, accidents inhering in
quantity cannot be without quantity. But regentguar that quantity without its actual
extension in place breaks this principle; 3) qugnthust always be actually extended,

because extension in place is part of its essefee.this is rejected by Catholics, who

16 See also, for example: Forbes 1624, TP XVII; Stewven1625, TL XI; Armour 1635, TL VII; Wemys
1635, TP VIL.



Part |, chapter 4. De Transubstantiatione 111

claim that Christ’'s body can fit in the host be@lilrss body does not have extension in

place, though it retains its internal extension praportions.

4. Quantity and place

The final concern regents have about the traditiaoeount of Transubstantiation regards
the theory of place implied by the real presenc€luiist in the host. In order to make sense
of the words of the Gospehoc est corpus meyntCatholics interpreted the corporeal
presence of Christ as referring to the whole sulosta which thus retains all its
qualifications but one, inevitably, the extensidnite parts in placeExtensio partium in
ordine ad locumis thus considered as not identical with the esitam of Christ’s body,
therefore it is separable from it without any chesgccurring in what it is. The philosophy
behind Transubstantiation is made coherent witim#tare of the miracle.

Regents deploy against the core doctrines of thilegpphy precise arguments aimed at
showing its philosophical inconsistenCythe theory of place is simply derived from

quantity as intrinsically extended in place.

4.1 Quantity and place as independent

To understand better the positions of the regemtfew remarks about the Catholic
version of the problem are in order. | shall aglifow Eustachius and Suéarez, both of
them for their clarity, and the latter on accouhth® direct references to him made in the
theses.

The first concern is abournpenetrabilitas the power of quantity to resist the presence of
another substance in the same place. The presétiee enduring accidents of the matter of
bread and wine raises the question about theirnetpability with respect to the incoming
substance of the body and blood of Christ. Eustecimakes a clear distinction between

active and passive impenetrability. He affirms that

| am clearly not concerned with the theologicgection of Transubstantiation, which follows paitter
different from what we read in thEheses philosophicagnd with which it is arguable that all regents
agreed.
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duplex esse munus quantitatis respectu loci; nempe
locum replere, et ab eodem loco quodvis aliud cerpu
removere: Quod posterius praestat quantitatis
penetrationi obsistendo, non quidem active, sed
negative [...] Hoc autem posteriori officio privatu
guantitas, cum duo corpora in eodem situ et loco
ponuntur. SPhQ I, 1, 1, 1]

In a now familiar way, Eustachius picks out whatlisebelongs to the essence of quantity
and what does not, to establish what must remaimglihe conversion. The distinction
utilises the notions of activity and passivitigcum replere’ (filling a place) andaliud
corpus removere{removing another body [from the same place]). Tdteer is said to
belong to quantity onlyegative it is not something that quantity does per sd, dnly
something that follows from what quantity does gerwhich is filling a place. Eustachius
then concludes that it is this negative power whickubtracted from quantity during the
conversion, when two bodies are placed in the qaace.

Suarez openly states the connection between plat&ransubstantiation:

Quamvis autem Deus penetret duo corpora in
eodem loco, non reddit illa non quanta, nec ex daob
guantis facit unum quantum, sed servata distinetion
guantitatum constituit ea in eodem spatio. Sic gergo
licet Deus corpus bipedale constitueret in spatio
pedali, non per condensationem, sed per partium
penetrationem, non redderet illud minus quantum,
neque duas partes in unam redigeret, sed in eodem
spatio eas collocaret, quod longe diversum es{. [..
Nego tamen substantiam sic constitutam in spatio
indivisibili non fore quantam, nam corpus Christi
guantum est etiam in sacramento, licet sit etiam in
punto indivisibili. Et ratio est quia, ut dixi, guitas
non est actualis extensio in spatio, sed aptitlidinet
hanc retinere potest corpus, etiamsi actu nonnsit i
spatio extensgDM, 40, Il, 22]

It is clear that both Eustachius and Suéarez are tiealing with a non-natural occurrence
from the expressiotDeus penetret duo corpora in eodem lacli the normal course of
nature impenetrability is a constant attribute wéwgity, only a direct act by God can make
two different things occupy the same place. Thiug,dolution is that the quantities of two
things occupy the same place; alternatively p@#,ghantity of two things, one of which is
penetrated by the other one, is not eliminated,do@s one single quantified thing emerge
from two distinct quantified things. What happessthat God can constitute these two

things in the same place, while preserving tharaison of their respective quantities. The
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agreement with the dogma is complete because tuaatn preserve the body, the whole
body. The particular existence of this quantifiediyp without its natural extension in place
is that of an indivisible point, what has been exlby some scholars ‘ghostly matter’
because it is all there yet it is deprived of kteasion in place.

Two corollaries of this position are: 1) extensismot essentially measurable; and 2) the

simultaneous presence of two bodies in the sanue jdanot contradictory.

4.2 Regents’ rejection of ‘ghostly matter’

On this matter more than on others, regents refecttly to their chief opponent, Suarez.
His theory of matter as shrinkable to a single puihile retaining all of its qualification’s,
thus its essence, was perceived as a very weledrgune, and unanimously criticised by
regents. The fact that they mention Suarez direstiyws that this theory was regarded as
the best argued and clearest account offered hyot@Scholastics.

Forbes 1624, one of the Aberdeen doctors, shatptgsshis two main concerns in one
brief sentenceDocentes[pontificij] accidentia esse posse quamvis subjecto non irgint,
corpus extensum, loco non mensurari. Quorum alteaguidentium naturae, alterum
corporis quanti conditioni ita adversatur[TL XVII]. His objection is that the three
fundamental philosophical premises of Transubsifioti (accidents not inhering in a
subject, extended bodies not extended in placeiangdicitly, quantity without its subject)
are against both the nature of accident and extehddy, thus are contradictory theories,
not grounded in any essences of really existinggthi

His colleague at Aberdeen, Seton, comments in 1637Suérez’s theory osimul
praesentiawith the same word$Alii [Suarez]quantitativam individui corporis in pluribus
locis simul praesentiam, corporis naturam planer@re contendunt{TP 1V].

Suarez’s theory is seen as contradictory with reisjpethe natures of things involved. By
extension, we can say that regents would consid#re same way a notion of place which
Is not the only extended portion of space wheredyltan extend itself.

Wemys 1635 has Suarez in mind when he writes that:

Nullum corpus potest esse in loco definitive, msi
eodem sit etiam localiter et circumscriptive. / Si
corpus Domini non sit praesens in altari localiger

18 Apart from extension in place, as we have seen.
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circumscriptive, neque in eodem erit illocaliter,(et
aiunt) sine modo quantitativo. [TP VII.1]

This is a direct reference @M 51, VI, 2, where Suarez engages with the notiobedrig
in place definitive and circumscriptive Something is in placeefinitive when “ita est
alicubi, ut intra definitum spatium contineatur, msimul possit extra illud naturaliter
esse’, while it is circumscriptive“*quando ita ibi est, ut sit tota in toto, pars irage spatii

quod occupat’(ibidem). Suéarez then affirms that:

est autem subintelligenda negatio extensionis, nam
alias etiam id quod est circumscriptive in locoit er
etiam definitive, quia non potest naturaliter siragse
in alio ubi; quo sensu illud esse definitive potest
generice sumi prout distinguitur ab esse ubiquedqu
est proprium Dei. Ut ergo illa sit ratio specifica,
subintelligenda est negatio, videlicet, ut resdiieatur
esse definitive in loco, quae licet non habeatorol
extensionem partium, intra certos tamen limites ita
continetur, ut extra illudubi naturaliter esse non
possit. [bidem

Regents reject the possibility ofegatio extensionisivhen it comes to bodies: a body
cannot be in a placgefinitive (that is, a body cannot have tbi) unless it is also in place
circumscriptive which means, when a body is somewhere in spacannot obviously be
in two places at the same time, it must also kensame ‘somewhere in space’ in respect
of all its proportions and parts, the whole as alhthe parts as parts. The qualification
circumscriptivecannot be subtracted frodefinitive According to the regents, Suéarez’s
qualification of how something is in place is imt@diction with the notion of extension,

because he does not include the extension of ipaptace.

4.3 Scotus’s rejection of the negation of Transubst  antiation as applicable to

the Theses philosophicae

M. Henninger, in his workRelations investigates the criticism made by Scotus of
Thomas’s theory of relations: according to Scotukads to the absurd conclusion of the

negation of Transubstantiation. The argument isged by Henninger as follows:
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i) before Transubstantiation, the accident of
quantity inheres in its subject (bread), while
afterwards this accident does not inhere in thisgesa;

i) but the same accident of quantity remains both
before and afterwards;

iii) suppose (i) [Thomistic view], i.e. that a real
relation is really identical with its foundation;

iv) then that the accident of quantity is identical
with its relation of inherence in the bread [sitoat
before conversion];

V) THEREFORE the quantity is really united to or
informs the bread throughout Transubstantiation
[consistent with ii and iv, inconsistent with'H.

Henninger reminds us that Ockham, despite oppdSangus’s theory of relations, found
this argument so compelling that he admitted thdeast in Transubstantiation accidents
are not identical with their relation of inherenneheir substances. It appears that Ockham
finally rejected a position very similar to thattbe regents.

It is noteworthy that the majority of the regentdds, as does Thomas, that a relation
does not have a formal real entity, that a relatioeas not change thelata between which
it occurs, and finally that a relation is identigdth its subject$? It seems that in the theses
the few references to relations are often coheweith a Thomistic position, which
according to Scotus fails to justify the dogma e&Asubstantiation, as it appears from
Henninger's account of Scotus. | argue that in gdrtbe regents are closer to Scotus than
to Thomas, and indeed this is not a novelty in $beenteenth century, given the wide
diffusion of the Scotistic school, which might evesive outnumbered all the othér#f. we
may fail to identify a precise relationship betwesotus and th&hesesn terms of being
part of the ‘Scotistic school’, at least we aretifiesl in saying that theTheses

¥1vi, pp. 75-76. At point (iii) the bracketed words arme.

% For example“Potest Relatio ad subiectum accedere, vel ab eogmmdere, sine omni mutatione subiecti.
/ ldeoque cum nobilibus Philosophis Relationem ad&mento non realiter differre statuentes, nisi
adversa ratione, in quorundam verba iuremus, foitealacceptam realem entitatem nullam habere
asseremus.”Adamson 1600, TL VIII.1-2;Relatio quum minimae sit entitatis, ut nihil reaponit in
subjecto, ita formaliter acceptam entitatem realean habet. [...] Adeo ut haec sit distinctio rati®n
inter relationem et fundamentum, quod in conceptationis includitur terminus, qui non includitun i
conceptu fundamenti.King 1612, TL 14.1 and 5Relatio non distinguitur realiter aut modaliter;esl
sola ratione ratiocinata a suo fundamento proxirabhinc est quod relationem subjecto advenire sine
ejus mutatione, doceat Arist. 5. Phys. contex. ,1Bdrclay 1631, TL VII.4. Sibbald 1625 [TL IX-XII]
and Seton favour the Scotistic theory: for examBleton 1634, TL XL Celebris, Thomae cum Scoto
controversia est, eadem ne numero relatio, ad dev@mumero terminos terminetur. Divi (hominis hic
infirmi) Thomae affirmantis castra, succumbentispge, (Athletae alias insignis) deferentes, Scoti
victoris vexillum sequimur.”

2L ‘The school of Scotus is more numerous than allother schools taken togethedohannes Caramuel y
Lobkowitz, quoted in A. Broadiei History of Scottish Philosoph¥dinburgh, Edinburgh University
Press, 2010, p. 1.
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philosophicaeeflect the eclectism of Scholastic philosophyhe early modern era, which
is heavily influenced by Scotistic themes.

Thus, a Thomistic doctrine in a generally non-Th&tmicontext requires an explanation.
| conjecture that the regents were motivated by ttegection of Transubstantiation. | am
not arguing for an intentional allegiance to Thamisn this matter because of the rejection
of Transubstantiation; but more simply, that beeanfsthe rejection of Transubstantiation,
the regents found Thomas's theory of relations maeppealing than others’, and
appropriated it without regard to other characterfeatures of Thomisrt.

On a theoretical level, regents seem to see thet pbiScotus’s attack on Thomas on
relations, because 1) they do reject Transubstamtjaand 2) they share Thomas’s theory

of relations, which Scotus argues to be incompatiith Transubstantiation.

5. Protestant Scholasticism and Catholic Scholastic ism

In the passages regarding Transubstantiation, tegesually do not mention any
Scholastic source on their side, with the exceptdnJulius Caesar Scaliger and his
Exoticarum Exercitationum Liber XV de Subtilitated Hieronimum Cardanumfirst
published in 1551. All other philosophers are qdoteith a view to criticising their
position?

The continuous presence of Scaliger throughouttlibees, although not regarded as a
fundamental source of inspiration, nonetheless skigtit on the historical question of the
sources of Scottish Scholasticism. This questiostrbe answered mainly on the basis of
textual evidence of th&heses philosophicaébut also by doing a survey of library
catalogues of the period: the sum of this infororatcan give us the spectrum of the
readings and of the philosophical knowledge avilaio the regents. In the case of
Transubstantiation, no Scholastic authority seemenjoy the favour of the regents, for the
obvious reason that no traditional Scholastic @ofther ever attacked the dogma of

22| wish to point out that the regents distance thelwes from Scotus on another important matter: the
reference to inherence in the definition of accidelVe read irbDM, 37, 1l, 5 that'secunda sententia,
praecedenti extreme opposita, est inhaerentianormabbde esse de essentia accidentis, neque acte nequ
aptitudine. Ita tenet Scotus, In IV, dist. 2. d. The regents include actual inherence in the defmiof
accidents: as Suarez reminds us, this is AristotddM, 37, 11, 2].

23 With one remarkable exception: Durandus de Saduirgain. Murray 1628, TP 1.5Rectius Durandus,
qui dicit materiam panis eandem manere in corponeisti.” Regents look favourably at his claim that in
Transubstantiation the matter of bread and winpréserved through conversion. Suarez also quotes
Durandus on this point, with the opposite intentiDespite this favour, regents cannot agree with th
defence of Transubstantiation they find in Durarslusrks.
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Transubstantiation. On the side of the still muctdarexplored Protestant Scholastic
philosophy, regents seem to focus mainly on Scaligeen if not exclusively s8.From
this individual case, it may be possible to drawneogeneral conclusions about Scottish
Scholasticism: philosophers in Scotland were vegjl wersed in Scholasticism, and made
extensive use of Scholastic terminology and thephet this philosophy was of little help
to a Protestant scholar who wanted to find a pbpbscal analysis of their belief in the
rejection of Transubstantiation. It is plausiblestgppose that regents had to develop their
criticism much on their own.

Theological criticisms were abundant in the earlydern era, but one of the key aspects
of Protestant theology is precisely the attempddavithout the vast Scholastic philosophy
added to it during the Middle Agés.This does not mean that this enterprise was
straightforward and accomplished from the very bemig; yet, at least in Scotland, a form
of Scholastic theology is virtually absent in tleesnteenth century.

Thus, theTheses philosophicaare an interesting example of Scholastic philogpph
intimately influenced by the faith of the Reform&thurch of Scotland, but not on that
account less Scholastic than equivalent Catholiofastic texts. More precisely, the theses
develop the criticism of Transubstantiation as tkeyprecisely because they are still a

product of Scholastic philosophy.

5.1 Scaliger's Exercitationes: a possible source for the philosophy of the

regents

Scaliger and a few other philosoptersffered to the regents extensive works in
philosophy on the Protestant side of the debate tlais inevitably attracted their attention

and favour. Scaliger above all others is alwaystegiavith approval. Narrowing down his

4 The second most quoted Protestant Scholasticrii@ameus Keckermann, Dutch philosopher renowned
in the period for his textbooks on logic and naltptalosophy.

% |In Scotland for example, the theological thesed\bgirew Melville of 1599, despite the titRcholastica
Diatriba de rebus divinisdo not qualify as ‘Scholastic’ in the Catholimse of a deep relation between
theology and philosophy, and do not offer philodoghtheories similar to those of the graduatioests.

On Melville’s theses, S. ReitHumanism and Calvinisnpp. 191-193. See also Mullétpst-Reformation
Reformed Dogmati¢cspassim on the relation between Protestant theology amhol&sticism.
Interestingly, R. Baron, in hiBhilosophia theologiae ancillanst Andrews 1621), does not mention the
philosophical criticism of the Catholic accountloBinsusbtantiation. Even if both Melville and Baare
influenced in form and contents by Scholastic thgg| it seems that they clearly perceive the diffiee

in themes and arguments between theology and pbpilgs Particularly remarkable is a regent such as
Baron, who does not fail to stress his agreemettt Whomas, Scotus, Suarez, Ruvius and the whole
Society of Jesus (1617, TP XXV).

% | am referring to Keckermann and, secondly, to Ban®n Keckermann and Ramus in Scotland, S. Reid,
Humanism and Calvinisppassim.In particular, pp. 259-264 for Keckermann.
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contribution to the debate over Transubstantiatiao, references are important. The first

one is in Murray 1628:

Ideo quia locus est spatium in quo necessario
extenditur quicquid habet partes extra partes, iggqu
guantitatem extendi non posse nisi extendatur in
ordine ad locum: ut merito subtilis Scaliger suéstil
Doctorem damnaverit, inquiens modum quantitativum
non esse accidens per accidens, sed proprium @ropri
modo dictum. [TP VI.5]

The regent approves of Scaliger's remark, directggdinst Scotus, that the quantitative
mode of a thing is not predicated as an accidehicfwcan then be subtracted from its
subject), but as proprium which, by definition, cannot be subtracted frasisubstance.
We find this passage ifExercitatio V, 7, where Scaliger writes about thmeodus
quantitativus indeed not without irony, thdBarbari nostri vocarunt id, quod rationem
quantitatis dicere possumus. Non tamen ratio, quenttas est quantitas: sed est
praescriptio corporeitatis in praedicamento quaatis.” ‘Proprium’ is defined by
Porphyry aswhat belongs always and exclusively to the toyatif one species [...] always
present in it by nature.[lsagoges12, 17-19F" The proprium is something following from
the essence of something, directly depending dariits existence, yet not part of it. A
traditional example isisibilitas predicated of man: it does not signify man’s esegbut it
follows from it and man cannot be without it. Sgali's response to Scotus is precisely that
quantity must be predicated as a proprium of itss&nce, not as an accident which is able
to inhere in it and also able not to. In the contjoet for subtilitas on this matter regents
favour Scaliger over the Subtle Doctor.

The second reference is an implicit one, in Kind@,6vho paraphrases a similar passage

in Scaliger’sExercitationesV.6:

Licet habitus, actio transiens et locus sint extra
subiectum denominationis, extra tamen subiectum
suae existentiae subsistere nequejiing 1616, TL
1X.4]

Tametsi quod non includitur in definitione, abesse
potest a definito, in definitione: non omne tamen
abesse potest ab ipsa re definita. [Scaliger]

2TUE] ¢ ob owdeSpdunker TO pévw kal mavti kat del.’ My translation.
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The Exercitatio V quoted here deals with matter and void and rélagpics, such as
extension and place. Scaliger is referring to phaben writing that‘neque locum esse
corporis necessarium, quatenus corpus ggtidem). Indeed, the definition of body does
not include that of place, indeed each one of wwedan be defined without the other one.
Nonetheless, Scaliger claims that if we go beydmdi¢vel of definition, it is impossible to
find a body existing without a place, and (lesglewmily though) a place existing without a
body. Concentrating on the latter (which is theeobpf King’'s passage), Scaliger and King
agree on the fact that a place cannot be with@ustibject of its existence.

| take these passages to be coherent with thespipily of the regents. In this debate, the
most evident philosophical tool employed by propuaef the reality of Transubstantiation
is the principle of separability, based on the dislinction betweemes (to be taken in the
Scotistic sense, not necessarily as independemriltireg creatures). On the other side,
regents exploited more (without naming it thoudt® possibilities of thdistinctio modalis
the kind of distinction that exists between a thamgl its mode, two things that cannot exist
separately even if they have distinct essencess,Tinatter is not quantity, quantity is not
extension, extension is not place, but none of thbeamexist without the other, even if each
one of them can be conceived without the othewdfrecall one of the conclusions of
chapter 3, namely that matter is per se quantifleat, conclusion is now better qualified by
the analysis of Transubstantiation: regents seemmpdy that matter igper seextendedn
place In no passage do they explicitly refer to matsr body (which is for instance
Zabarella’s position), which is a theoretical stefither in the direction of the attribution of
positive powers to matter, and, ultimately, a diralibetween soul and body. | think that
regents did not go as far as that. Be that as yt thay claim that 1) matter is a substance,
guantaper se; 2) that quantity is not conceivable if ediended in place; 3) and finally that
this extended matter is per@ecupativa loci

| believe that the debate on Transubstantiationshasvn some features which might be
regarded as the most important contributions ofgtlagluation theses in natural philosophy:
1) the definition of accident, revised to includesse and 2) the consequent move in the

direction of the identity between proprium and deait.

6. Conclusion

| shall end with a brief statement regarding theugd for the theory of substance in the

Theses philosophicaghich anticipates the analysis of the receptibArestotle, in section
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2 of the Conclusions. The analysis of Transubstifioti enables the regents to expound
their theory on central themes of natural philogoplogic and metaphysics, with
repercussions in all their philosophy. The prineipthich unifies their approach originates
in the definition of accident combined with theatgbn that an accident has with its subject.
The context seems to be an overlapping of logic @etiaphysics: this is not illicit in
Scholasticism, because of the original identitywleein a definition and the essence of
something. The case of prime matter is instructjyéme matter is actual (not formally
actual) since it has an essence. The presenceassance is enough to make prime matter a
‘something’, thus it is enough to make it actualtHis context, and indeed the regents show
this little terminological ambiguity, talking of ubstance’ is equivalent to talking of
‘subject’.

The general approach in the regents’ rejectionrah3ubstantiation is set when they hold
that an accident cannot have an existence sepapateits substance. Their view almost
inevitably leads to the negation of the separabdit quantity from matter, extension from
quantity, place from quantity (this last point lpimore controversial, since place is not an
accident of extension). In order to claim the tgalof Transubstantiation, Catholic
Scholastics are drawn in the opposite directiolowaihg for the separability of accidents
from the subject.

A corollary of this theory is the identity of ancaent with its relation of inherence in its
subject: if an accident is the same as its inh@enats subject (say, if extension is the
same as its inherence in quantity), then this acdidannot be separated from itself, and
consequently cannot be separated from its subjgoeserving the distinction between
accident and subject, because it is not identigtd its subject, only with its inherence in
the subject.

How far did the regents go in following this tramh thinking? If the standpoint from
which we look at ther'heses philosophicae the so-called modern philosophy, then the
resemblance of their theory of matter with the ortof res extensddespite unbridgeable

differences) seems convincifigMy aim is not to impose a comparison which wasitie

8 R. Ariew, in hisDescartes and the Last Scholastitteaca - London, Cornell University Press, 1988rt
I, chapter 2, remarks the importance of Scotisnthin Scholasticism of the sixteenth and seventeenth
century, and raises the question of the absencecofism in scholarly works on the period, notably
Gilson’sindex Ariew lists seven points on which Thomas and &disagree: 1) the proper object of the
human intellect, 2) the concept of being, 3) thenao compound, 4) prime matter, 5) the principle of
individuation, 6) space and 7) time and motion 46). Ariew claims thatDescartes leans toward
Scotism for every one of the Scotist theses, @sderihey are at all relevant to his philosoghgp. 55): |
believe that the same can be said about the giaduaeses. The difference between Thomas and Scotu
on prime matter is particularly important in retetito the graduation theses and, as | suggest ihése,
probable that the acceptance of Scotism paved the tov the reception of Descartes in Scotland.
Regarding prime matter, D. Des Chemhysiologia p. 86) believes that between Descartes and the
Scholasticsthe difference is this: the Aristotelians believétht God, according to his absolute power,
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unknown to the regents: the majority of fhieesesvere written before Descartes published
his theory. The analysis must then be conductelirwthe limits of Scholasticism in order
to get a fair impression of how “new” the philosgpif the regents was. Regents performed
a substantial reinterpretation of key Scholastictaioes: for instance, it is not completely
accurate to say thathat unintelligibility [of the notion of an accident existing apart from
its substanceg [...] a by-product of the struggles of the new scieagginst the Schools”
because the regents claimed this unintelligibgibd developed an answer to this problem
still within a Scholastic framework. This opinionakes sense only if we take Scholastic
philosophy to mean Catholic Scholastic philosophiie regents could not accept the
philosophical consequences of the belief in thentlogf Transubstantiation. Thus, they
formulated a Scholastic philosophy whose specifgfoRmed character is, | argue, well
exemplified by the theory of the actual inherentaroaccident in its natural substance. The
Theses philosophicaee an example of Reformed Scotistic Scholasticism

could allow matter to subsist without quantity, l@hDescartes did not."Now, the choice of only
Catholic Scholastic sources leads Des Chene tocthislusion: we have seen how the regents do not
believe that God can allow matter to exist withquantity; and, in general, that there is no matiénout
quantity, and no quantity without actual extensionplace. | argue that a deeper understanding of
Protestant Scholasticism can shed light on our nstaleding of the Scholastic influence on and
relationship with Descartes.

2 D. Des ChenePhysiologia p. 132.
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Motus: general features of movement

Natural substances are composed of form and mébten: is the principle of actuality,
prime matter is the principle of potency. All naturchanges occur in virtue of the
openness of prime matter towards form, form whigh never fully actualise the appetite
of prime matter. Even when informed, prime matterags retains the possibility of being
informed by a form different from the present omée relation between a form and its
respective portion of matter is never necessamretore that portion of matter can be
related to other forms (that is, informed) and wpitbbably come to be so. This is why
prime matter is said to be the root of becoming @eaking-to-be.

The realm of ‘nature’ is limited by Scholastics @sely in terms of the notion ofotus
everything which is ‘natural’ isn moty and conversely everything which iis motuis
‘natural’. The termmotusis commonly translated with ‘movement’: | do notstv to
engage with this commonly accepted translation,| boink that the semantic field of the
word ‘movement’ as we intend it today may lead ssay from the original Scholastic
context. In Scholastic natural philosoptmptusrefers to any change taking place within a
substance or to a substance: a man’s hair chamgilogr is a change in the category of
quality, taking place within a substance, while @amvalking is a change in the category of
place, occurring to the substance ‘man’. In todagteninology we rarely, if ever, describe
the former change as a ‘movement’ and we tencetd tmovement’ and ‘local movement’
(locomotion) as equivalent. We no longer share $uoholastic worldview in natural
philosophy, and hence, I think, this shift in meanof the term ‘movement’.

To Scholastic eyes, our contemporary meaning ofamant is then restricted to one
aspect only, namely, the changes occurring in #tegory of placeubi). Traditionally,
change is also in the category of quality (a change property of a compound depending
on form), in the category of quantity (a changeaiproperty depending on matter) and in
the category of substance (the change of the wholestance). All these changes are
movements. It appears that movement relates tqgaaés, but is not in a category:

movement is the process in virtue of which substambhange; ultimately, movement is the
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very substance while changing. It is not a peri@ttysical) act, so it has no proper
category.

The Theses philosophicaexpound a Scholastic doctrine of natural movemi@egents
seem to agree with what we may call a standardustadf movement which is proper to
Scholastic natural philosophy, and which | sumnezthree points: 1) movement is the
process of change undergone by a substance; 2}ituctured and explained by act and
potency; 3) it is a directed process, in whictsitilways possible to identifytarminus a
quoand aerminus ad quem

Other features are corollaries of these three poifar instance, the talk of ‘natural
places’ and the role played by the ‘agent’ in cagsnatural movement. In principle,
Scholastic natural philosophy accepts natural glacesxplain the perceived directedness
of the movements of the four elements (earth, weaér fire): earth and water are
perceived to go downwards and air and fire to gowards because their ‘natural places’
are respectively down at the centre of earth/usvend up at the first sphere, that of the
moon. The first couple of elements is then ‘*heatlyg second ‘light’. This theory will be
deployed in chapter 2, during the analysis of tlhw@ment of heavy and light bodies.

When it comes to the role of the agent in caushmy movement, it is a Scholastic
principle thatomne quod movetur ab alio movetleverything which is moved, is moved
by something else’. In principle, there is no stiting as an essential state of movement
proper to bodies: all movements are directed, whielans essentially limited to and ended
by the acquisition of their end. The end of movemequies(rest). Thus, every movement
requires a cause, an agent. These general featilkggay a major role in the analysis of
celestial movement, in chapter 3. A strong traditias it that the sublunar world (the
world of material substances, of the four elemamis of natural corruption) is essentially
different from the celestial world; that the compats of celestial compounds are not the
same as those of sublunar compounds. | shall aftateregents do not go beyond this
traditional distinction, and propose an interestieqterpretation of the principlemne
guod movetur, ab alio movetur

This chapter will focus first on the definition ofiovement and give a preliminary
account of the relation of movement to its termjrausd secondly on the question of the

relation between movement and the Aristoteliangmaies.
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1. Definition of movement

Movement is so important in Scholastic natural ggolphy because the very realm of
what is ‘natural’, and therefore the object of matyphilosophy, has to be accounted for in
terms of the notion of movement. All substancesstamtly change, which is equal to
saying that all substances are in constant movemklvement is a necessary
consequence of the materiality of substances,antfe world of materiality appears to be
the world of substances in constant movement. &shios go one step further than this
claim when they attach a normative interpretation ‘nature’: only substances in
movement are properly called ‘natural’, and natptalosophy only deals with substances
included in this notion of ‘nature’.

The notion of movement is present in the very dédn of nature, as it is traditionally
taken from the works of Aristotlé&aturais famously the inner principle of movement of
bodies: ‘inner because it must be proper to thdyband not external to it; ‘principle’
because it must be the physical origin and explamaif the movement. This notion of
nature appears to be normative: it is true thasubistances move in virtue of their nature
as principle, but it is also true that they moveaading to their nature as normative for
their movement. A substance cannot naturally dahamg which does not follow from its
nature: otherwise stated, every substance behagesding to its naturé.

While introducing this theory of movement, it mb& remembered that nature intended
as normative of movement does not imply that Sctas grasped the modern idea of
physical law. In a metaphysics of substance, phaysegularities are understood in terms
of natural genera, not in terms of natural lawsadural substance behaves according to its
nature, which is what a substance is: substancEmdrg to the same species will
consequently behave in a similar way, while sulzgtarbelonging to the same genus will
behave in proportion to the degree of similaritjween the same substances in the genus.
The Aristotelian theory of the immutability of naaili genera is the final warranty of the
universality of the notion of nature.

This is the only sort of normativity that we fing the natural world considered per se. In
fact, a law in Scholasticism is always a law thdughby a mind, or a law present in
somebody’s mind: th&heses philosophicaér example, accept the notionlek naturae

in moral philosophy, taken to be the law given teatures (in particular to rational ones)

! This is another instance of the princimiperari sequitur essewhich is ultimately the warranty for the
regularity and the intelligibility of the naturalomid. The principle claims that the behaviour of a
substance indicates the being of the substancet avisabstance is. Therefore, our knowledge of the
behaviour of a substance leads us to the knowlefitfee nature and essence of a substance.
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by God. Being God-given, this law is not a positlae: it is a natural law, because it
mirrors how things are, and respecting this lavedsivalent to respecting the nature of
things. Thus, natural law is not a mind-independssit of norms which affects natural
bodies, enables predictions of their behaviourisoin any way mathematisable. It is a
matter of dispute whether Scholastic philosophgatentially open to the modern idea of
laws in nature. It is however commonly acknowledgbdt a standard version of
Scholasticism does not show any sign of such a dm®p revolutionary shift of
perspectiveé.

The normativity of nature implies the directednetsatural movements. When dealing
with the relationship between form and matter, fétvais been qualified also as the ‘end’ of
matter: matter has an appetite which is satisfigdlobm. The process of information is a
movement, whose end is form. As we will see, debated whether form is equivalent to
nature, or whether matter must be included in eagisrwelf.

The importance of movement is also highlighted bg tifferent ways in which the
subject of natural philosophy is usually express@dholastics may offer a variety of
answers, such ans mobilecorpus mobilecorpus naturalemobile qua mobileens in
guantum mobile In Scholastic philosophy, the accurate definitminthe subject of a
branch of philosophy is not a secondary task. étistdeclared that each discipline has its
proper subject of enquiry and that each specifcigline must follow its own rules, which
are in a way dictated by the object itself. Thumse subject of natural philosophy is, in
general, the natural substance as it undergoesmentéchange.

1.1 Movement as way, tendency and flux

John Case in higpitome in Octo Libros Physicoruf@xford 1599) chooses the formula

ens mobileHe follows Thomas Aquinas’s words in the commgnta thePhysics

Et quia omne quod habet materiam mobile est,
consequens est quod ens mobile sit subiectum

2 See W. OttCausation and Laws of Nature in Early Modern Philjoisy, Oxford, Oxford University Press,
2009. The author claims th&he notion of law in this contemporary sense ialto the Aristotelian
family of positions. Where the notion does appéais in the context of a divine command theory of
ethics” (p. 21). Ott also investigates the position of 8aawho claims that God concurs in secondary
causation ‘by an infallible law'@M, 22, IV). Yet, Suarez only claims that God actsaifawlike way;
therefore, Descartes appeal to laws as secondasegsdreaks with Scholasticism andista decisive
point in the history of mechanicisnfpp. 52-53).

% See below, chapter 2. If nature is what a substinand does, the question whether form aloneran ind
matter together determine the nature of a subsiartbe same as the question of what a substance is
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naturalis philosophiae. Naturalis enim philosoptiéa
naturalibus est; naturalia autem sunt quorum
principium est natura; natura autem est principium
motus et quietis in eo in quo est; de his igituaeu
habent in se principium motus, est scientia natural
[In octo Physic.I, I. 1, n. 3]

Thomas can be considered as representative ofasthi@tholasticism regarding this
theory, despite all the terminological differene@th other Scholastics. The starting point
Is that everything which is material is mobile; iéfere, the mobile being is the subject of
natural philosophy (conclusion 1). Natural thingst(rralia) are those things whose
principle is nature, which is the principle of battovement and restjgie9; therefore,
natural science deals with those beings which htnee principle of movement in
themselves (conclusion 2, qualification of conabasil). Even if the stress here is on
movement, because movement is a natural state biflersubstances, it must be recalled
that all natural things also have in themselves thrénciple of rest, which is of the exact
same nature as the principle of movement. What makenething move, for the same
reason eventually makes it rest.

The work by John Case is particularly interestiregduse it is geographically and
chronologically close to the graduation theseseGeas an eclectic Aristotelian who lived
and wrote in England in the sixteenth centufhe accessibility of hiEpitomemakes it a
perfect work for the representation of a commontgepted theory of movement in
Scholasticism later than Thomas’s. Case’s definiig “actus entis mobilis in potentia
quatenus fiat tale”(chapter 10De motu in genede a slight rephrasing of the famous
Scholastic definitiorfactus entis in potentia quantenus in potentia estiovement is the
act of a mobile being in potency insofar as inipotency. What Scholastics mean by it is
that a being moves when it is in potency towardaes@end which it eventually reaches,
and its ‘being in movement’ is precisely this ‘bgian act of a potency in quantum in
potency’. Movement is the name of the passage foitency to act while still being in
potency. When potency is actualised, movement & @nd the end is reached. The
difficulty inherent in defining something as ‘adt @ potency’ is evident, but Scholastics

4 John Case (1540-1600), philosopher. BA and thdoviebf St John’s College, Oxford, in 1568. MA in
1572 and MD in 1590. He published a number of @oifhical works, mainly commentaries on Aristotle,
including: theSpeculum moralium quaestionum in universam ethiagstotelis (1585), the first major
publication by the Oxford University Press. Hisurat philosophical worksl.apis philosophicusand
Ancilla philosophiae, seu Epitome in Octo LibrosyBlhorum(1600), are his latest works. Case was an
influencial lecturer in Oxford with sympathies Gatholicism, and contributed to the Aristoteliamivel
of the late Renaissance timeNB. The main text on John Case is C. B. Schniinhn Case and the
Aristotelianism in Renaissance Englamdngston, McGill-Queen’s University Press, 1983.

® For a survey of the different versions of thisiciéibn, D. Des CheneRhysiologia p. 26, footnote 11.
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are the first ones to consider the notion of movenodscure and difficult to define. Case
adds some qualifications which make the definitmearer: 1) movement is an act,
inchoatus(begun with, sketched, outlined), not a perfe¢t since only form is a perfect
physical act: in movement, a complete form is redtattained; 2) the act is of a real being;
3) the act is of a mobile being, a being apt to ep@and finally 4) the act is of a mobile
being which is in potency towards something (ch). 10

Among other definitions, Case favours this one l&s ¢learest and most inclusive.
Regents do agree with this traditional definiti@ven if their debate is mainly over a

different definition of movement:

[motus] est acquisitio ipsa, et tendentia ad formam
cujus natura adeo mobilis est. [Forbes 1623, TH VI

[motus] est tendentia mobilis ad formam, et via
inter duos terminos. [Baron 1627, TP IV.5]

The notions ofvia, tendentia and acquisitio are recurrent in the graduation theses.
Regents seem to agree on the general idea thatenmeat is a process from the terminus-
from-which to the terminus-to-which. It seems thhe three termsvia, tendentia
acquisitioare regarded as synonymous.

The broad debate is about the opposed notiorffuxidis formaeand forma fluens is
movement the flux of form, or is it the form itselhile ‘flowing’? Reid 1622 listluxus

(flux) along withvia andtendentia

[motus] nihil aliud est, quam via, fluxus, seu (ut
loquuntur) tendentia de termino in termino. [TP]X.1

while Forbes 1623 and Barclay 1631 hold that:

[motus] non est forma per se, nec forma pariter
cum fluxu, seu acquisitione, sed est acquisitia,ipgs
tendentia ad formam. [Forbes 1623, TP IX]

Motus non nisi imperite statuitur forma fluens: et
inadaequate fluxus, seu successio formae. [Barclay
1631, TP 3.11]

® See also, for example: King 1620, TP VIII; King #6IP VII; Rankine 1627, TP VIII; Armour 1635, TP
IV.4; Leech 1636, TP V.V.
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The concept oforma fluensis of Scotistic origid. Regents are almost unanimous in
rejecting Scotus on this mattesnd they side with the majority of late Scholastin
considering the movement as the flux of form. Baydk an exception, for he says that the
term ‘flux’ is inadequate to the explanation of maowent. Scotus’'s theory is that
movement is a succession of forms from the termtaken to be the beginning of the
movement until the final terminus. In the case,if@tance, of a man getting from youth to
old age, all intermediate steps are taken too:irdbrmediate forms are present in
succession. Considered as a unitary movement (bedhg ageing man is the same man)
we can say that the form of this man is flowingnirgouth to old age. We then have an
enduring substance man whose ‘parts’ (differenn&rare successive in time.

Forbes’s passage seems to be a quite close qootetlie Coimbrans’ commentary on
Aristotle’s Physics in Ill, c. 2, g. 1, a. 1: with the important egitte of the regent
agreeing with the Coimbrans’ solution of movemestaaquisition and tendency. This

passage is as follows:

Motus secundum suam propriam rationem non est
forma per se, nec forma pariter cum fluxu seu
acquisitione, sed est acquisitio ipsa tendentiage a
formam.

Regents are disappointingly silent regarding theutual differences in terminology. |
believe that regents did consider little changeséndefinition secondary, as they all imply
a more fundamental agreement on movement as ae'gsbfrom terminus to terminus. The
late Scholastic debate over tfiexus forma&witnesses a substantial agreement between
the regents and their continental colleagues. Eme@l idea is that form cannot change,
SO0 movement is not a form, rather, it is the wayatas form, the tendency towards form

and the acquisition of a new form. Movement is fmim, movement is something

" Ordinatio, 1, 2, 1, 4.

8 Stevenson 1629, TP XIII.1, claims tHatotus materialiter est forma fluens, formaliteufus formae.”
This is a partial acceptance of Scotus, and perhapattempt to bring two different theories togethe
Unfortunately the passage is unique in Tiesesand Stevenson does not explain his claim anyduart
The idea that movement formally is flux of form usually accepted; the claim that the matter of
movement is a form ‘flowing’ towards the terminsmore debated. What Stevenson has in mind is,
perhaps, a twofold account of movement: the fotmat(tneans, the reason) of movement is the flux of
form, the matter (that means, the subject undeggdirange) of movement is a flowing form.

° D. Des ChenePhysiologia pp. 30-31. The author claims that the Scholagtiefer the definition of
movement as ‘flux of form’ rather than ‘flowing for, for the reason that movement is ritfite form
itself acquired in passing”but rathef'the “way” or “tending” of that form toward anothet (p. 30): the
regents are no exception. Regarding the translatidlmenswith ‘flowing’, the author explains that form
does not flow in the sense in which, for examplégaid flows. ‘Flowing’ is rather a mode of existee
of the form on the way, or towards the end of isveament. The difficulty and the regents’ criticish
Scotus consist in the fact that a form is by dé&tniunchangeable.
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occurring to form; in order to avoid the perceiveontradiction of a form changing,
regents choose way, tendency and acquisition.

The Coimbra commentary on tiysicsseems to be influencing the regents regarding
the definition of movement. It is not surprisingfied references to the school of Coimbra
in the Catholic world, especially in those studiaooders which closely followed the
philosophy of Thomas Aquinas; yet, it should not beexpected in a Reformed
environment like the Aberdeen colleges, in a Re@atroountry like Scotland in the 1620s.
| believe that the general picture is one of ongoand careful study of continental
philosophers by the regents. As already mentioneenwdealing with Transubstantiation,
library evidence shows great attention devoted &h@lic Scholastic sources, attention
which is not simply the collector’'s attention paarelevant works: it is the attention of
readers who actually made use of those w8rka. matters of purely philosophical
concern, the evident confessional gap seems taripgg no weight.

This is an important point. While it might be suppd that regents limited their
investigation of Catholic Scholastic philosophy ha@hly polemical and controversial
doctrines for the purposes of the inevitable stleidgetween the opposed parties which
followed the outbreak of the Reformation, the cakéhe definition of movement, which
concerns on the contrary a rather neutral and &essional physical doctrine, shows how
deep was the Protestant engagement with Cathaliespphy in Scotland. It must be said
that the Coimbrans seem to enjoy a good reputatiaratural philosophy, since regents
from King’s and Marischal in Aberdeen in particummmented with favour on another
theory present in the Coimbra commentary: the ekatuof generation from the number
of kinds of movements.

Prior to the analysis of how many different movetsethere are, and how many
categories are directly involved, there is a qoestregarding the relation between

movement and the termini, to which | now turn.

1 MS M 70 in Aberdeen University Library is the oltléist of books in the library of Marischal College
contains the list of books bequeathed by Thomasd Rell624 to the college, books which formed the
core of the seventeenth-century library. Reid desdab the college an excellent philosophical lijprar
Library catalogues are important because they gshewange of sources at disposal of the regents, wh
are often quoting the relevant Aristotelian passagethe theses, but are rarely quoting their séaon
sources. Thus, even if we should not exclude tbakd were available also via private acquisitighs,
university library catalogue provides solid evidenin Reid’s list the following entries for Coimbaae
listed: 1)In Dialecticam Arist.1607; 2)Iin 8 libros Physicoruni609; 3)in libros de gen. et corl606; 4)

In libros de animal609; 5)In libros de coelol606. All the texts were published In Cologagud
Bernardum Gualtherium
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1.2 The distinction between movement and its termin i

We have seen that movement is a process fromtagtpoint ¢erminus a qupto a final
point ¢erminus ad quejnat which the movement ceases and the acquistidche new
form is complete. Regents reject Scotus’sna fluenson the basis that movement is not
identical with form}* movement is not formally a form undergoing changes rather the
change undergone by form (flux). This way, regeseek to make sense of the key
reference to ‘act of being in potency’ that we fiind the traditional definition of
movement.

What about the difference (if there is any) betwemvement and its termini? King 1620
in theses VIII and IX makes the explicit link beememovement as flux of form and the

termini:

Omnis motus successivus est, cum forma non simul
acquiratur sed per partes: Et etiam continuus, gsiia
via et tendentia ad formam quae continuitatem
importat.

Cum motus nil aliud sit quam via ad formam quae
absque successione concipi nequit, successio erit
essentialis motui. [...]

Motus non habet diversam existentiam ab existentia
termini. Ergo nec diversam realitatem, cum nil @liu
sit, guam termini acquisitio.

Nihilominus motus cum sit formaliter fluxus
formae et sua natura quid successivum, formaliter e
essentia a termino distinguetur. Haec distinctio
formalis sufficit, ut multa enuncientur de uno quae
non de altero, imo attributa contradicentia. Nihil
prohibet quo minus ea quae sunt eadem re, formalite
vero differunt; a se invicem separari et separatim
subsistere possint.

King holds the theory that movement is the waydionf, a way essentially continuous in
space and time. The existence of movement is rftareit from the existence of the
terminus, since movement is the acquisition of t&eninus. The regent justifies this
conclusion on the basis of the princigleuti res se habet quoad productionem, ita quoad
existentiamwhich figures as the heading of thesis IX. Soyemeent and terminus are not

really different. Now, King is not explicit abouthieh one of the two termini movement is

' As we have seen in section 1.1, the most openti@jiscare in Forbes 1623, TP IX and Barclay 163, T
3.11, as well as in Baron 1621, TP 16. In geneha, regents do not mentidorma fluens and the
rejection of this theory is apparent from the esdarent of the opposite view (that of flux of forr},
from the choice of a different terminology: wayndency and acquisition. Stevenson 1629, TP XIII.1,
speaks favourably dbrma fluenseven if he accepts it only in a material sense.
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not different from: clearly, the more importantr@nus is the end of the movemet(
quem), because it is this terminus which is going toalquired by the movement, while
the terminus a qugwhich is itself identified only when movementsgbes) is identical
with the substance which is in movement.

We can then argue that silence on this matter eaghat the regent is talking about the
final terminus of movement. Yet, real identity arehl difference are not the only two
possibilities: it is true that movement is the asdgion of the terminus (so it is not really
different from it) but it is also true that movenés formally the flux of form: the formal
reason of movement is not the same as that ofahmirius, therefore some degree of
distinction between the two is required. Accordiading, the Scotistic formal distinction
suffices in this case: the explanation rests onidlea that nothing prevents two things
which are really the same thing (movement and taus)i existing one without the other, if
they are formally distinct.

This passage addresses some of the key aspedie ddite Scholastic debate on the
difference between movement and terminus. Kingrgre¢idea is that a movement cannot
be really distinct from its terminus, given thateal distinction only occurs between two
things which can really exist one without the others not the case that a movement,
which is the acquisition of a terminus, can exigthaut its terminus. Thus, the answer
must be found in a difference within real identitgal identity can happen (for instance,
Coimbrans,In Phys.llIl, c. 2, q. 3, a. 2) also when the propertiestwbd things are not
entirely identical. It is in fact true: a differeman property does not entail that two things
are entirely different This seems to be the case for movement and tesmire majority
of regents either deny that movement and terminegeally different or claim that they
are formally different! While the latter formula is to be preferred as enprecise, the
former is compatible with the latter.

| am not sure what sense to make of King’s finahaek that‘ea quae sunt eadem re,
formaliter vero differunt; a se invicem separarisgfparatim subsistere possirf"we take

‘separatim’ to mean ‘real separation’. In this ¢abés remark would be in contradiction

2| find this remark a little troublesome: reallypseate existence is usually brought up by suppoér
real distinction between movement and terminushsag Buridan. A possible interpretation of this
remark is that, as Scotus would say, two formaisfiidct things enjoy separate existence in thdlate
which think them separately; yet, King seems tdwge this when writing that two things which are th
same“separatim subsistere possintin his theses of 1612, TP 6.1ll, King writes thaton est firmum
illud Scotistarum: quorumcunque unum potest esse aitero illa re distinguuntur."The regents has a
mode and its substance in mind: he seems to admiideependent existence which does not imply real
distinction.

'3 Des ChenePhysiologia p. 39. Quoting Coimbrans, Des Chene gives thenpia of a mode and the
substance of this mode.

“ For example: Reid 1622, TP X.2; Baron 1627, TP $tevenson 1629, TP XIII.2; Leech 1636, TP V.V.
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with what has been said before, namely that thstexce of a movement is not different
from the existence of terminus. In fact, a formatidction does not occur between really
separable things. | also do not see what rolerémsark should be playing in the economy
of the argument: the regent seems to prove thedlodistinction by showing that the
definition of movement as ‘flux of form’ is not tl@me as that of terminus.

Although dominant, the deployment of the formaltidigion between a movement and
its terminus is not the only route to a solutioattve find in graduation thesE&sThis

passage is taken from Wemys 1631

Motus est actus imperfectus ordinans et promovens
subjectum ad actum perfectum, qui in ordine ad
diversa aliam atque aliam induit rationem formalem.

Realiter distinguitur a termino ad quem a quo sumit
suam distinctionem specificam. [TP VI-VI.1]

The passage is regrettably too short to grasp Werogsnplete theory on the subject. It
is perhaps significant that Wemys defines movemeitihout the usual talk of way,
tendency and flux. He stresses the act of movemeagposition to the act of the terminus:
the act of movement being ‘act of being in potemsyit is in potency’ is essentially
different from the act of the terminus, which isypically perfect. The two formal reasons
of the acts are different as much as ‘imperfectiadifferent from ‘perfect act’. One more
relevant absence in Wemys’s words is the traditiphdosophical argument by which real
difference is usually established: God’s powersoThings are said to be really different
even if they are not perceived as existing as ®pasate things so long as God could bring
it about that they exist separately: in this cA8emys could have told us that there is no
contradiction in God sustaining the terminus withdlle movement, or vice versa. |
believe that the reason for this absence lies énaflore-mentioned aversion that regents
show for the appeal to God’s powers in naturalgguphy. This argument is considered an
illicit appeal to something external to the realfmatural bodies, and therefore an appeal
which ultimately endangers the autonomy both ofirstphilosophy as a discipline and
also of the natural world as based on regularibdse found within the natural world itself.
As | pointed out when dealing with Transubstandiati Catholic philosophers in the
seventeenth century on the contrary would acce #éngument as philosophically

relevant.

!> For example: Sibbald 1623, TP 11; Lundie 1626, TP V
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2. Movement and categories

Movement is not a substance: this means that mavense not a thing existing
independent of a substance. It is then somethipgédrang to substances, and as with all
such things the logical and metaphysical framehé&t bf the ten categories. Six of the
categories are involved in the analysis of moveménir in a direct way, two only
indirectly.

The four categories directly involved are: substamguality, quantity and place. Any
movement is traditionally thought to belong to afi¢hese categories. As Wemys pointed
out, movement is towards a terminl@as quo sumit suam distinctionem specificarfirP
VI.1): movement, being an imperfect act, is underdtand categorised on the basis of the
category of the terminus. This is ultimately whye tierminus ad quenis prior to the
terminus a qupnot in terms of existence, because no end of meweis possible without
a beginning of movement, but in terms of reasoméafknow the end of a movement, we
know the category of movement and thus the kinch@fement.

The two categories indirectly involved aaetio and passio(action and passion). These
two categories tell us whether a substance is bektye or passive: for instance,
‘walking’ is an action, ‘being touched’ is a passidhe question concerns the relation of
movement to action and passion: is movement prgppdsited in either of these
categories? The regents address the debate mainkeply to Suérez’s claim that
movement is identical with passion, except in reaso

Within the category of substance, two qualificatioof movement are possible, one
positive, generation (going towards a greater jgde), one negative, corruption (going
towards a lesser perfectior@eneratiois the formation of a new substanceyruptio is
the dissolution of a previously existing substarit@ppears that these two processes are
the two sides of the same coin, according to thecimle generatio unius, est alterius
corruptio: from the corruption of a substance a new substaaa be generated, and this is
what happens in nature. Nonetheless, generatiqirias to corruption by reason and
existence, because in order to have corruption ws& frave something generated fifst.

In the remaining three categories, 1) in quantigyvave augmentation and diminution;
2) in quality, alteration; 3) in place, local matjoor locomotion l@tio). Only quantity
knows of a ‘more’ and ‘less’, while alteration alodtomotion are presented as movement

neutral to ‘more’ and ‘less’. We will see how tligsnot entirely true of locomotion, as the

'8 Or rather, something created first. | addresspihist below, chapter 3, section 4.
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gualificationssursumand deorsum(upwards and downwards) are not just accidents of

locomotion but essential properties of movemenabér 2).

2.1 Generation and movement

Regents debate over the inclusion of generatidhamumber of movements. Aristotle in
book Xl of Met, 11, 1067 b 15-35 denies that generation is a mewé In fact,
generation is the passage from a non-subject (eersting subject) to a subject: a non-
subject cannot be in movement because it doesxigif thus the generation of a subject is
prior to movement and is somehow the conditiomfiovement to occur. This Aristotelian
theory is the ground of the regents’ discussiosswa are reminded by Lesley 1625, TP
X, who also, interestingly, quotes ScaligeEsercitatio 290 as supporting the same
theory. The authority of Aristotle who does not sioler generation a movement does not
convince the regents to endorse his view: inddeid, a majority view but not at all the

only one!® Here is how Forbes 1624 expresses the point:

Forma omnis substantialis (cujus esse in
indivisibili) per instans, ejus durationi intringen,
seu primum sui esse incipit, et ultimum sui esse
desinit, quod est oriri, et corrumpi in instanti..]
Unde errare eos patet, qui generationem
substantialem, motui proprie dicto annumerant. otu
quidem est, in quantum motus a mutatione successiva
et instantanea separat: at qua actum successivum
ponit, ubi aliud post aliud, quod motui intrinsegum
vere motus non est, licet sumatur cum connexis
alterationibus. Ita enim vel manet generatio, quia
tempore non mensuratur, motus non est, vel ad
duorum motuum confusionem in alterationem
transibit: quo, quid absurdius? [TP VII]

The core of the difference between movement andrgéion is that the latter takes place
in an instant, while movement takes place in titheeems then that generation, which is

only of a substantial form and so, of a whole sams¢, is rather calledutatio (mutation).

" william Lesley (d. 1654), university principal. $iied at King’s College, and became regent there in
1617, sub-principal in 1623 and principal in 1682e have one set of graduation theses by Lesley, the
Propositiones et problemata philosophiggberdeen 1625. In 1638 Lesley signed the opposiid the
National Covenant written by the Aberdeen Doctars] was forced to resign from principal in 1640.
OG, p. 54 andNB.

'8 For the exclusion of generation from the numbemuivements, see also, for example: Carr 1617, TP
VIII.2; Reid 1618, TP I-1l; Forbes 1623, TP Xlll;arsay 1629, TP Il1.12; Stevenson 1629, TP XIlll.4;
Wedderburn 1629, TP I11.12.



Part Il, chapter 1. Motus: general features of movement 135

Inevitably, generation brings about connected aii@ns (movements in the category of
quality), but the regent warns us against takireg¢halterations to be the whole ongoing
process. Forbes 1623, TP XIlI, recalls the thedrip@mocritus as the traditional example
of misunderstanding of alterations for generatiovisich Aristotle distinguished in a more
careful way.

A similar view is held by Young 1617, in TP V:

Motus est actus mobilis quatenus est mobile. Ergo
generationi proprie dictae non competit definitio
motus.

According to Young, the definition of movement isfficient reason to discard the
theory that generation is a movement: the conatusdinked with the definition directly
by ‘ergo’. Generation cannot be a movement becausegement is an act of a mobile as
mobile: in generation instead, we have the cominbe of the mobile, not any sort of
passage from potency to act of the mobile itselis remarkable that no regents mention
the absence of contraries in generation as a fuedtaindifference between generation and
movement. Aristotle himself first set out that a wvament always occurs between
contraries of the same species: according to thents, a non-subject and a subject are
contradictories, not contrariés.

The Theses philosophica#fer other examples of endorsement of this vietich is the
most common one in late Scholasticism and whichlss grounded in Aristotle’s work.
Yet, a small number of regents hold the oppd&sitew that what is going on in generation

can be included in the definition of movement,rabairley 1619, TP V:

Generatio sic actuat materiam ut non solum
relinquat eam in potentiam ad formam, sed ut eam
ordinet ad illam tanquam via ac tendentia ad eandem
formam, et tanquam fieri ejusdem formae. [...] Ergo
generatio stricte sumpta est actus entis in paenti
guatenus est in potentia ad ulteriorem actum, qti e
forma. |[..] Definitio motus convenit etiam
mutationibus instantaneis.

Now, generation is described by Fairley with thensavords employed in the definition

of movement: generation is an act of being in pofes it is in potency; it is a way and a

19 “«Generatio essentialiter, est mutatio inter duosméos, contradictorie distinctos.Rankine 1627, TP
111.6. For Aristotle’s view,Phys, I, 7.

2 For example: Lundie 1626, TP VI; Barclay 1631, TI®j Mercer 1632, TP IX.2; Armour 1635, TP IV.6.
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tendency towards form. If this were not enoughthat end of the thesis it is stated that
mutations in an instant are movements. This pasisageposed to the standard theory of
which Forbes and Young are representative. Evere imberestingly it is also opposed to
the set of theses written by the same Fairley ib51f6r the end of the curriculum of his
previous class. In TP VII he write'uod generatur non movetur. Generatio proprie dict
non est motus.The textual evidence goes in the direction of angle of mind by Fairley,
which happened some time during the four yearsr df6d5, years spent in teaching
undergraduates and studying. Such evidence isimatke whole corpus of graduation
theses probably because regents rarely took upitepas a long-term job and they usually
produced not more than two or three sets of theaeh. It is then less likely to witness
significant changes in the span of time of few gedihe Arts Faculty of Edinburgh from
around 1610 to 1625 is a good candidate for evigl@icsuch changes, since philosophy
teaching was conducted by the same regents, Ydeg, King and Fairley, for quite a
number of years. They produced some of the mosplaimsets of theses; of which, five
sets of these are by Reid, five by King and thne&ddrley, with no missing theses.

Fairley quotes Aristotle’®hysicslll, 1 at the opening of his 1615 TP VII, in Greék
KLfole éowv évTelexela Tou Swvapel ovtoc, T TolouTtov.* These exact words do not
appear in thé>hysics” Fairley probably intended to express in his owndsdAristotle’s
thinking, which is not uncommon in thEheses This definition of movement as ‘act of
being in potency qua potency’ is the ground for demial in 1615 that generation is a
movement (as in Young 1617); while in 1619:

Ad motum definitum libro tertio non est necessaria
successio vel latitudo gradualis formae per eum
acquirendae, ut mutatio dicatur convenire subjecto,
guatenus est in potentia: sed satis est quod rowgati
forma sint duo actus, forma quidem perfectus, nutat
vero imperfectus et ad eam ordinatus, et eadem
mutatio sit natura saltem prior forma. [TP, V.4]

Fairley is rewriting his own interpretation of teame passage of Aristotle. We are now
told that the succession or gradual latitude oimf@to be understood as the flux of form
which is the movement) is not necessary for movemaiso according to Aristotle’s

definition. Thus, what we call ‘mutation’ can belunded in the definition too. Yet, Fairley

21| always transcribe the quotations respectingréfgents’ choice of accents, spirits and spellingvofds.
In the original, characters follow the style oftsinth-seventeenth century printing.

22 Fairley is slightly misquotinghys.Ill, 1, 201 a 9-10f} Tov Suvdpel dvToc EVTENéXELA, T TOLOUTOV,
klvnmolc éoTw. W. D. RossAristotle’s PhysicsOxford, Clarendon, 1936.
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feels compelled to identify a passage from an irglete to a complete act, which is
precisely what Aristotle denies Met. XI, 11 in the case of generation. Fairley belietres
solution to be that mutation is an incomplete aadered towards form which is a complete
act, and that mutation is prior to form. In thisywgranted the definition of movement, we
also have the passage from incomplete to completeaad not a passage from a non-
subject to a subject.

The issue is not whether Fairley’s solution in 16d8ws the letter of Aristotle or not.
Two elements are evident though: Fairley deployéiastotelian theory, and Lundie 1626,
who supports the idea that generation is a movenexploits the same strategy as

Fairley’s? The regent reads generation as falling under ¢ffieilon of movement:

mutatio enim materiae, a forma in formam actus
guidam eius necessario est (per illam enim de paten
in actum educitur) non tamen perfectus (quippe non
forma, sed ad formam via) ergov Swdpic Svtoc
&uTelexela 1) TolouTov, Natura saltem actu perfecto
prior. [TP VI]

In mutations too, a passage from act to act taleeepthere is a ‘non-perfect’ act, which

is the way towards form; therefore, there is ah ¢d@ potency as potency.’

23| treat the central topic of the reception of At in the graduation theses in the Conclusioestien 2.
It appears that the regents substantially agreth@interpretation of Aristotle, in particular ialation to
the adaptability of Aristotle to the Christian faifThis is not surprising, because this approadeigral
to Scholasticism as a whole, and the regents ddafiotv the path of some Renaissance Aristotelians,
such as Zabarella or Cremonini, who, following titaelition of the medieval Faculty of Arts (in partlar
in Paris) read Aristotle as an alternative to Glasty. Nonetheless, differences among regentiaser
when it comes to the literal interpretation of sorhestotelian passages. Leaving the Christian
interpretation of Aristotle aside for the momentng{ 1616, TP Il.1, writes thdmateria prima non est
Aristotelis commentum(also quoted in Conclusions, section 2.2), whtkevBnson 1625, TP VII, reading
Physicsll, 1, 193 b 9-12, claims thdut in artificialibus lignum se habet ad lectumaitn naturalibus
materia prima ad substantiam compositanit’seems that Stevenson identifies in Aristotlth@ory of
prime matter, while Reid does not. Another exanipleaken from passages of the graduation theses in
chapter 2, sections 3.1-2. Adamson 1600, TP VI lagsley 1625, Problemata physica 9 rédu/sics
VIII, 4, as claiming that, according to Aristotleeavy and light bodies are moved by an externalemov
Again, King 1616, TP XIIl.4, corrects Adamson angsley by saying that Aristotle denies that inanamat
bodies move themselves only in order to stressdifierence between inanimate bodies and animate
bodies. Another controversy arises on the matteéh@finterpretation oPhysicsVIll: | deal the regents’
positions in chapter 3, section 4. The regenteceftwo opposite approaches to Aristotle’s passage:
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2.2 Augmentation, alteration and movement

With regard to the relation between categoriesrandement, the debate over generation
is the most relevant one but by no means the omey ®ne regent brings up the question
whether augmentation can be properly called movéemenvell. This reference is unique
in the Thesesyet it is remarkable for the philosophical argmtsedeployed in support of
the claim that augmentation is not a movement. gdssage is taken from a late Aberdeen

set of graduation theses, Seton 1637:

Accretio, motum localem non includit, cum illa
momentanea, hic sit successivus. [TP XIV]

The regent finds support in another Catholic SataaRuvius, without referring to a
specific passage. Seton’s argument is the sama Hsicase of generation: movement
always occurs in time, it is a successive and noptis process (successive by essence,
continuous by accident) and this is the key qualifon of movement, not a more general
notion of passage from imperfect act to perfectlhete compare this passage with Fairley
1619 for instance, these two regents hardly haeesdime theory of what is specific to
movement, even if they agree on the terms of tladyars: act and potency, change in an
instant, and termini.

The result is that local movement is not included augmentation, because local
movement and augmentation are different changes.

Now: the exclusion of local movement from augmeatatdoes not itself mean that
augmentation is not a movement. Local movemenbistire only kind of movement, so
Seton 1637 could be saying that augmentation aral fnovements are both movements,
and simply different kinds of movement. | believenever that this is not what the regent
had in mind. First of all, the opposition betweehéange in an instant’ and ‘change in time’
is usually deployed as a mark of the distinctiotwleen generation and movement. So, if
we are to use the same opposition here, Setoryisgsthat augmentation is not a local
movement because local movement is the only movembich really falls under the
definition of movement. Augmentation is then anothénd of change, similar to
movement yet different from it.

Secondly, Seton seems to go against the traditideal of local movement as the ‘first’

movement, which is prior to the other kinds of mmeat and, in some sense, their

according to some, like Sibbald 1623, TP 14-16, ¢batents of book VIII fall within the scope of
metaphysics; according to others, like Wemys 16F213.1, they are part of natural philosophy.
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foundation. It is true that Scholastics usuallyetddical movement to be the archetype of
movement; but it is by no means the ‘only’ movement. Andoalse seems to object to a
less well-established but equally interesting ithed alteration is the ‘first’ movement. On

these two points:

Terminus (ad quem) sicuti speciem et
distinctionem, ita nobilitatem motui absolute catfe
Alteratio omnium motuum est praestantissimus, sicut
gualitas quantitate praestat. [King 1624, TP XIII]

Principia lationis elementorum, posteriora sunt
principijs generationis. Et consequenter ipsa Latio
posterior est generatione in eodem, quamvis alesolut
in Universo, omnium mutationum prima sit. [Reid
1618, TP VIII 1-2]

Both positions exploit traditional arguments. Kibg24 is basing his idea on the priority
of quality over quantity, which implies the prigriof form over matter; and on the
qualification of movement given by the end of moesrty qualification which includes
some sort of ‘nobility’ of movement itself.

Reid 1618 on the contrary emphasises that localemewt is not possible without
generation, yet, generation is prior in respecthaf temporal order but not by reason,
because on a universal scale local movement idirstemovement. Indeed, this is what

Thomas writes in his commentary on AristotlBsysics

Circa primum ponit duas rationes: circa quarum
primam sic procedit. Primo enim proponit quod
intendit: et dicit quod cum sint tres species mpotus
unus quidem qui est secundum quantitatem, qui
vocatur augmentum et diminutio; alius autem qui est
secundum passibilem qualitatem, et vocatur alterati
tertius autem qui est secundum locum, et vocattir lo
mutatio: necesse est quod iste sit primus interesmn
Et hoc secundo probat sic: quia impossibile esdquo
augmentum sit primus motus. Augmentum enim esse
non potest nisi alteratio praeexistat; quia illudoq
aliquid augmentatur, est quodammodo dissimile et
guodammodo simile. Quod enim sit dissimile, patet;
quia illud quo aliquid augmentatur est alimentum,
quod est in principio contrarium ei quod nutritur,
propter diversitatem dispositionis. Sed quando iam
additur ut augmentum faciat, necesse est quod sit

24 “|lle motus localis inter alios primus erit qui sa$ potest perpetuus esse et continuus. [...] preptéle
solus omnium erit primus et hoc motu movebit primmegor.” Toletus, Commentaria in octo libros
Aristotelis de Physica auscultationéenice 1573, lib. 8, cap. 7.
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simile. De dissimilitudine autem non transitur ad
similitudinem, nisi per alterationem. Necesse egbe
guod ante augmentum praecedat alteratio, per quam
alimentum de una contraria dispositione mutetur in
aliam. Tertio vero ostendit quod ante omnem
alterationem praecedat motus localis: quia si aliqu
alteratur, necesse est quod sit aliquid alteranedq
potentia calidum faciat esse actu calidum. Si autem
hoc alterans semper esset eodem modo propinquum in
eadem distantia ad alteratum, non magis faceret
calidum nunc quam prius: manifestum est ergo quod
movens in alteratione non similiter distat ab eodju
alteratur, sed aliquando est propinquius, aliquando
remotius; quod non potest contingere sine loci
mutatione. Si ergo necesse est motum semper esse,
necesse est loci mutationem semper esse, cum sit
prima motuum. Et si inter loci mutationes una egirp

alia, necesse est, si praemissa sunt vera, quo it
sempiterna.lp octo Physic.VIII, I. 14, n. 3]

In this passage Thomas is outlining a scale of me&res, which justifies the pride of
place given to local movement, and places alterapioor to augmentation. Thomas’s
arguments are strictly physical in this text, busuppose he would not reject King’s

parallel solution of the problem.

2.3 Movement and the categories of action and passi  on

The principleomne quod movetur ab alio movetis central to Scholastic natural
philosophy. It is the premise for two of the maostiuential passages in the history of
philosophy: book VIII of thePhysicsof Aristotle which proves the existence of a first
motor andSumma theologiak g. 2, a. 3, where Thomas introduces the fivgsma the
affirmation of the existence of a first cause, whis usually called ‘god’. Regents do
endorse this principle, even if | think that theyt porward an interpretation of it which
strays from traditional Scholasticism. | will examaithis interpretation later on, in chapter
3, section 4.

What is relevant now is that this principle dirgatintails the existence of an agent as
cause of movement, and this relates to the Arisaotecategories. The agent acts on a
patient (category of action) and the patient ie@dctpon by the agent (category of passion).
Thus, despite the absence of the agent/patienhctish in the definition of movement, it
is generally accepted that there is no movemertowitan agent and a patient. Movement

is in the moved thing as in its proper subject (smes movement is called affectio
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[affection] of the moved thing) and it is in the weo as in its principle. The movement has

its beginning in its principle, the mover, andrigalisation in its subject, the moved thing.
How does this activity of the agent (action) and thception by the patient (passion)

relate to movement? Regents are divided on thendigin between passion and

movement:

Actio et passio distinguuntur formaliter a motu per
ordinem et habitudinem, haec quidem ad subjectum,
illa ad principium. Motus in actione et passione
includitur, vel tanquam quid superius et transcesde
[...] Aegre nobis persuadebit Suarez motum ut est
actus mobilis non differre a passione, ne quidem pe
actum rationis; sed passionis et actionis nomirse es
synonima. Creatio formalem rationem actionis
transeuntis et motus, non autem passionis participa
[Barclay 1631, TP 3, 5-8]

Non recedendum est a recepta Peripateticorum
doctrina asserentium haes tria, motum, actionem, et
passionem, inter se non distingui realiter, sedutan
distinctione rationis (ut vocent) ratiocinatae.ikEtstio
et passio possint esse sine motu, ubicunque tasten e
motus, ibi necessario adsunt et actio et passirofB
1627, TP V. 1-2]

Baron and Barclay taught in the same years in a&a’'s College, St Andrews, so their
disagreement is particularly revealing. As is oftee case, Suéarez is the target of the
regents’ attacks: the theory that passion is onfjergnt from movementratione
ratiocinata is peculiar to him and did not have great sucaes$ate Scholasticism. Suarez
goes even as far as saying that movement belonie tcategory of passio®M, 49, I,

4].

A distinction of reason occurs between two thindgscl are not formally and actually
different which are nonetheless different in ouneeption of them. The qualification
ratiocinatae entails that such distinctions in our conceptsraeentirely ours, but have
some ground in reality; if they have no ground, th&inction isrationis ratiocinantis
Baron does not refer to Suarez on the alleged @assovement identity; yet, the regent
holds Suérez’s theory that movement and passiamtdiffer really or formally, but only
by reason, and he even ascribes this theory tovhizde of a vaguely defined ‘peripatetic
school'. The identity is not complete because actiad passion are without movement,
even if the contrary is not true.

Barclay opposes this view with an argument for éxéstence of movement without

passion. According to the regent, movement, actiod passion always go together in



Part Il, chapter 1. Motus: general features of movement 142

natural philosophy, but we cannot infer from thisliference less than the formal one
because there is at least one case, creation, vithere is movement without passion.
Creation’s formal reason is said to be of the sapré of a transeunt action (a transeunt
action is an action whose effect is different frdm action itself or from the cause of the
action: in this case, creation is different fromdGand his creative act) but also of
movement. This objection rests on the idea thatem@nt in general is the passage from
potency to act: otherwise, | do not see how itaove what Barclay intends to prove. It is
accepted that in creation there is no passion,usecthere is no passive subject (since the
subject, a created being, is brought about in imeait does not exist before the creative
act) and nothing passive can be referred to Godelffollow Barclay’s example, Baron
should be committed to hold that creation also ive® passion, because there is
movement in creation and movement is always widsjoa.

Yet, if generation is not a movement, because @ gassage from a non-subject to a
subject, creation is even “less” of a movementfalet, creation is prior to generation in
existence and by reason, since its antecedentres rpathing, not simply a non-subject.

These considerations seem to carry no weight icl&gs example.

3. Conclusion

In this chapter | have investigated the generalufea of the theory of movement of the
graduation theses. ‘Movement’ is a ‘process’ (a vaatendency) from therminus a quo
to theterminus ad quenthat is, from one form to another form. This iBywthe regents
call it ‘acquisition of a new form’, which takesetlplace of the present form.

The notion of movement is very general, sincedtudes all natural bodies. In Scholastic
natural philosophy, a body is properly called ‘matuwhen endowed with a nature, which
is the inner principle of the movements of bodiEach body moves according to its
nature, thus, different bodies move in differenysviaVe will see in the next two chapters
two particular occurrences of this notion: the nmoeat of heavy and light bodies and the
movement of the heavens. In particular, celestalids are of a different nature from
sublunar bodies, therefore some features of sublumavement are absent, such as
corruptibility.

Despite these differences, the features of moveingastigated in this chapter have set

the theoretical framework for an understandingheftheory of movement of the theses.
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The main points are: 1) movement takes place im.tifine regents exploit this feature to
mark the difference between changes in time, ptpmailled movements, and changes in
an instant, properly called mutationsytationes Generation and creation are not
movements because they occur in an instant. 2) Mewneis predicated of substances, it is
not a substance itself. The majority of the regeleisy that the change in the category of
substance is a movement, ergo movement can happniro the remaining nine
categories: in particular, in the categories ofliggyaquantity and place.

My enquiry into the general features of movemerit @ completed in some central
aspects by the investigation of heavy and lightié®and celestial bodies: in particular

regarding the finality of movement and the rolera agent.
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Part Il, chapter 2

Movement of gravia and levia

The movement of heavy and light bodigsa{siaandlevia) is a case of the fourth type of
movement, local movemeriatio, motus locali}. Local movement is the acquisition of the
terminus in the category of placabf). Since movements are specified by their respectiv
termini, movements are also categorised by thegoayeof their termini. Local movement
is the only type of movement which has an extetamahinus, namely the place where the
body is; contrary to the other types, whose ternaire@ something of the body itself:
quality, quantity and of course substance are nialeto the body in movement. This
characteristic will be important when highlightitige differences between local movement
and other movements. Nonetheless,ubieof a body is truly predicated of the body: place
is also a relational notion, but first of all aegdrial notion.

A heavy or light body is a body which is drawn lature respectively towards the centre
of the world, downwards, or towards the lower liroit the sublunar sphere, upwards.
Inherent in this cosmology are the two doctrinesatural finality and natural place. The
upwards and downwards movement is also explaingdidgausal power of the erfth(s)
of such bodies, naturally (thus necessarily) drit@mards their end. The natural place is
the end: a respective place in space where allebagould cease any further downwards
or upwards movements.

The structure of this chapter is then divided int):the analysis of the notion of
heaviness and lightness; 2) the analysis of naplagks; 3) and the explanation of finality

and movement of heavy and light bodies in termsatdire.

1. Heaviness and lightness

The Scholastic notions of heavinegsafitag and lightnessl¢vitag are foreign to our

contemporary worldview. In our scientific languagely the word ‘gravity’ has been
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retained, while taking on a meaning different framoriginal one. The other side of the
Scholastic coin, ‘levity’ today only has a relattnmeaning: something is light only
relative to something else which is heavier. Takea non-relational way, ‘being light’
does not mean anything. On the contrary, in Schiolastural philosophy heaviness and
lightness are positive properties of bodies: a bodyp be heavy or light absolutely
speakind. This means that these terms tell us something tabow things are in
themselves, not in relation to something else,norelation to a scale of measurement.
Relations and degrees are admitted, but only asiort and degrees among substances
with different properties.

The background of this theory is the doctrine @f fibur elements:, which are, in order of
heaviness: earth, water, air and fire. These elesnam®e the fundamental components of
every body within the sphere of the moon, and herfcevery body which is subject to
generation and corruption. Traditionally, Scholastiatural philosophy accepts the
difference in nature between the so-called sublwaid and the heavens, incorruptible
and eternal. Even when the distinction does noaileat difference in nature between
sublunar matter and celestial matter, the sphetieeoioon is always intended as the limit
of the world composed of the four elements, withted consequent properties.

In this chapter the relevance of the theory offthe elements is due to the grounding of
heaviness and lightness of bodies in the propatioetween elements in each body.
Aristotle dealt with this cosmology in hide generatione et corruptionesually referred
to by regents in the Renaissance ver&enortu et interitl The influence of this work in
the Thesesexceeds the scope of the analysis of movementugt be noted that regents
dedicate much attention to elements and tmétidmixtio (mixture) in natural bodies, and
also that much of the special physics (for instancgrition and theory of heat) is centred
on the theory of elements.

Elements are the origin of heaviness and lightnEisis. means that a heavy body, say, a

stone, is predominantly composed of heavy elem@ntthis case, earth); conversely, a

! ‘Being cold’ and ‘being hot', ‘being wet’ and ‘bej dry’ are similar cases: as in King 1624, TP XXI.
contemporary notion similar to ‘absolute cold’ abdie the point of absolute zero: yet, the othee sifi
the scale, heat, does not have a limit.

2 In Aristotle and the Renaissanqep. 86-87, C. B. Schmitt explains the origin listalternative translation.
De generatione et corruptions the usual form in the Middle AgeBe ortu et interitubegan to be
preferred from the time of the Vatable translatioh Aristotle, in 1519. Among others, Coimbra
commentators choose this version. Cicero was ttst fne to introduceortus and interitus into
philosophical Latin, later to be changed by med®\vato generatio and corruptio. In the sixteenth
century, the Ciceronian translation is preferresiyreore coherent with the idea of going back to repu
Latin than the one inherited from the Middle AgRegents too prefer this version, but | do not thimkt
this alone can be taken as evidence of a ‘Humaaggthda in the Scottish universities in the seesrite
century: in fact, by this century this translativas somehow parallel to the medieval one. A sinitzint
can be made about the use of Greek quotes frontofleisn theThesesthese elements are a heritage of
Humanism more than a sign of an enduring Humapistcach.
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light body, fire, has a predominance of light elatse A sort of half-way case is a feather:
it is a heavy body, because its natural movemedbvenwards, yet its behaviour testifies
for a different elemental composition from a stendRegents usually see heavy and light
bodies as opposed cases of the same movementpesvesd by the formulagyfavia et
levia’ or ‘gravium et leviurh In a way, explaining the behaviour of heavy lesdis also
explaining the behaviour of light bodies. Despikgstparallel, heavy bodies enjoy a
privileged position in the theory, because in oxpexience the downwards movement is
predominant.

A general picture of graduation theses shows thgénts did not reject the Scholastic
cosmology based on the distinction between sublwatd and heavens and between
upwards and downwards as natural directions oéwdfft elements. In this chapter and in
the next one on the movement of the heavens itheiltlear that regents put this general
framework to a test: a significant case is the dfetheses of 1626 by Reid, who puts

forwards a substantially revised version of thedbastic theory of movement.

1.1 Definition of heaviness and lightness

A proper definition of heaviness and lightness issimg from theTheses This is
explained by the fact that these notions are tdkereflect a basic, non-theoretical fact
from our experience, thus a starting point for exption rather than a conclusion of an
argument. Definition must provide an account oféssence of the defined thing: in terms
of heavy and light bodies, regents do not see hiswcein be any different from saying that
heavy bodies are heavy and light bodies are ligteaking in terms of elemental
composition does not convey a definition eithet, mply a description. As late as 1629,

Stevenson makes this point clear:

esse gravius nihil aliud est, quam per naturam
alteri substare, et esse levius est alteri supemain
[TP XXII.1]

The regent gives us a description of the behawbheavy and light bodies in relation to
one another: heavy bodies are below, light bodiesabove, by nature. As | said earlier,
relation is included in the notion of heaviness dightness, yet byper naturam’
Stevenson indicates that this behaviour tells nsesoing about the nature of these bodies,
about what they really are. So, by nature heavylightibodies have their own place in the

structure of the universe, and reference heretisnaale to natural place. This is due to the



Part Il, chapter 2. The movement of gravia and levia 147

difference between, on one side, the actual strecitithe universe and, on the other, how
the universe would look if 1) the elements were dhly existing thing, and 2) they were
left free to attain their ends. This is a passagenfReid 1618 which follows the already

guoted passage that local movement if the firstllathanges:

Elementa per gravitatem et levitatem primo
Mundum suo ordine constituunt: deinde per primas
gualitates in se invicem permutantur. lure igitursf
ordinem servans naturae, prius in libris de Coéé,
gravitate et levitate disseruit: posterius in kbde
Ortu, de quatuor primis qualitatibus. Elementa riu
sunt mobilia ad locum, quam generabilia. Non solum
simpliciter, et in universo, latio omnium mutationu
prima est, sed etiam prior est generatione in eodem
sicut in elementis apparet. [TP IX]

Reid holds that elements are essentially heavyight land that they immediately
structure the universe in an orderly way by findihgir place according to nature. This is
one of the rare passages in whighvitasandlevitasare used as nouns: the usual phrasing
favoursgravia andlevia because the adjective respects more the notidre@finess and
lightness as properties of substances.

One more aspect is important: downwards and upwa@gements are types of local
movement, and this is why local movement is saidR®id to be the first type of
movement in general. This conclusion can then taénatd in two ways: either by showing
how local movement is implied by any other typenwdvement, or, as in this case, by
means of a basic cosmology, in which elements bgllmovements immediately compose
the universe in an ordered structure. This locaventent is also prior to generation,
because elements concur in originating the fund@ahstuff (prime matter) which is itself
prior to generation and corruption. An interestingw, which completes the account of
prime matter in a way that seems similar to modghnilosophy? If it completes the
account of prime matter, it surely does not sulbiit, since Reid seems to be the only
regent who holds this view. In the history of Aoilianism, this passage hints at the long
debate over which book between ®itgysicsand theDe generatione et corruptions prior

by order of knowledge and/or order of befng.

% Reid is putting forward a brief account of theamigation of the universe by heaviness and ligistmésch
might remind us of Descartes’ famous mental expeninmLe Monde where the passage of the universe
from chaos to order is explained by natural lawky.ohbelieve that both Reid and Descartes consider
these accounts as logical and not chronologiaatesihe world was created by God instantly.

4 On this aspect, E. Kesslevetaphysics or Empirical Science? The two Facednistotelian Natural
Philosophy in the Sixteenth Centuig M. Pade,Renaissance Readings of the Corpus Aristotelicum
Copenhagen, Museum Tusculanum, 2001, pp. 79-10&.0DKessler’'s conclusions is that the different
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2. Natural places

Elements get into union in a mixture, whose regjltwith different proportions, the
totality of natural bodies. These bodies are heavylight in consequence of the
proportions; and also behave according to theiureabf being heavy or light. Heavy
bodies move downwards towards the centre of thih éashich is also the centre of the
universe, in a geocentric cosmology), light bodjesupwards, towards the sphere of the
moon which is the first sphere of the heavens, iarttie limit and first container of the
sublunar world. The natural place of heavy bodsethe centre of earth, the natural place
of light bodies is the upper limit of the sublunaorid.

The notion of natural places is of Aristoteliangimi and up to the regents’ time it
seemed to account successfully for the apparemictduness of natural bodies. The
movement of heavy and light bodies qua movemetdvisl the patterns outlined for any
type of movement: 1) it is from one terminus to theo; 2) it eventually comes to a rest
(quiey; 3) it is the acquisition of a new terminus (avngbi) by a mobile put into motion
by a mover.

Point 2 concerns natural places; point 3 is thgestitof the last part of this chapter,
where | deal with the principle of movement of hgand light bodies.

When a body in motion reaches its end, the moveiseover: a new form is acquired,
the particular potency triggered by the mover isvraxrtualised and the body undergoes
another movement. Rest is not an absolute achieveimesublunar bodies, it is always a
relative notion: rest is relative to this or thattcular movement. We appreciate again the
importance of the idea of materiality as perenmiahciple of movement: in cases of
generation, corruption and local movement, maigyidé a potency never ‘extensively’
(extensivg satisfied by formal acts: that means, no form wan material potency into a
pure act. A body can be in complete rest onlysmadtural place, a state which is subject of
speculation, not experience, since the actual tstreiof the universe does not allow for

approaches based respectively onRhgsicsand on théDe generatione et corruptioreventually led to
“the modern distinction between natural science ghdosophy of nature{p. 100), in the sense that the
reading of theDe generatione et corruptiongovided the ground for a ‘naturalistic’ approaomatural
bodies, as opposed to the ‘philosophy of natureghefhysics | believe that the graduation theses do not
fall in the categorisation deployed by Kessler R@naissance philosophy. In fact, there seems twobe
apparent shift between two different accounts dfirgain the interpretations of the two texts. Tla¢unal
body is explained in terms of substantial form, athiletermines the essence but which is also ret&ive
matter in virtue of a certain mixture of the elenserKessler considers this approach as proper to
medieval Scholasticév, pp. 80-81).
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such a polarization of elements, which would testural compounds apart. In Scholastic
natural philosophy, the universe is constantly tetgether by the intrinsic rationality of its
components and their arrangement: each body is fioadepurpose, its particular nature
(natura particularig is to be understood within its general natunat@ra universalij
which aims at the harmony and coherence of theavlinlthe next chapter, the analysis of
the movement of the heavens will inevitably draanirthis cosmology: for the moment,
this briefly sketched theory works as the backgdoiam the theory of natural places.

So, even if the particular nature of a heavy boayates that it goes downwards, its
universal nature is also affected by other prires@t work: 1) the principle that everything
which moves is moved by a mover; and 2) the fam®cisolastic fear of the vacuum
(horror vacuj which entails that all bodies always move in ortdeprevent the occurrence
of a vacuum. These principles, the elements, theemand fear of the vacuum determine
the movement of natural bodies, which are usuadljed ‘mixed’ (mixtunj. ‘Mixed’
because every movement is the result of: 1) theractf the mover, which triggers and
gives direction to the movement; 2) the nature edvy and light bodies, which drives
them respectively downwards and upwards; and 3)pthysical need for continuity and
proximity of matter: all these together explain whgdies behave as they do. Rankine

1631 offers an insight into this complex doctrine:

Sicut corpus grave, remotis impedimentis sponte
descendit, ita ob metu vacui, aut turbatum ordinem
universi ascendit, absque ullo extrinsecus imptdlen

Non magis naturaliter corpus grave ordinarie
descendit, quam in hisce casibus extraordinariis
ascenderet.

Non dicitur corpus grave in his casibus contra
naturam particularem, et secundum naturam
universalem ascendere, quasi natura universalgt ess
quid distinctum et superadditum naturae particulari
sed potius secundum particularem, sed appetentem
bonum universi. [TP XVI]

Provided that Rankine rejects the notion of uni@ersature as anything ‘added to’ the
individual nature,we can interpret universal nature as part of tldévidual nature in what
pertains to the good of the univerd®iium univergi every body then reflects in itself the

grander structure of the universe, and concurstdopieservation. Thus, an upwards

® | believe that Rankine’s remark is another castheftheory that only individuals exist, cohererithvine
regents’ theory of substance: thus, the so-calleddndary substances’ (the universals) and thesrgail/
nature of bodies are not something existing outsidendividuals.
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movement which appears to be in contradiction with heaviness of a body is as natural

as the downwards movement.

2.1 Natural places and quies

In Reid 1614, TP 3, we read that:

Motus est perfectio non perfecti, sed perfectibilis
quies autem perfecti perfectio est, et cujus gratia
moventur mortalia.

Generally taken, rest is more perfect than moverbentiuse actuality is more perfect
than potentiality. Being the actualisation of agmaly, rest is also the end of movement,
and all ‘mortal’ beings (or, in other words, alltaal beings) move towards rest. Rest, as
actualisation of a potency, is the state in whiekural bodies would be if they were not
natural, that means, if they were not act and mytett is then clear that rest is only
provisional, relative to a particular movementhdilds true that if a relative rest is ‘the
perfection of something perfect’, the rest follogiiftom the acquisition of a natural place
is even more perfect than relative rest.

It is also accepted that:

duo motus contrarii magis pugnant, quam motus et
quies. Ergo motus motui magis opponitur, quam
quieti. [...] Corpora subcoelestia moventur ut
requiescant. In iis quies est finis, ideoque motu
praestantior. Et cessare a motu praestantius, quam
moveri. [Young 1613, TP 16]

Young states the connection between rest and eadlyl all sublunar movements are
essentially directed towards rest, and this is wdst is more perfect than movement. In
consequence of rest being the perfection of moveéme&a contrary movements are said to
oppose one another more than movement and rest.

Natural places have the power of attracting andsegeng vis attrahendi et
conservandi their respective elements and bodies composégost elements, and this is
precisely what distinguishes them from place inegah Regents usually accept a
traditional definition of place, taken from Arisk®t Physics Among slightly changing
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definitions in otheMheseg$ Stevenson 1629 includes the powers of the naplaak in the

definition of place:

Locus est corporis continentis terminus primus et
immobilis, eiusque proprietates sunt attrahere ed s
locatum, illud conservare, et continere. Rhys. 4.
[TP XV]

This definition is almost word for word taken froRhys.IV, 4, 211 b - 212 a 20 ff.,
where Aristotle writes that place is the first imile limit of the containing body and
immediately after states the natural relation betweontained bodies and place, divided
into downwards and upwards, because the limitexgtlalways goes together with the
limiting thing. | believe that regents accept tAisstotelian account linking the definition
of place with the doctrine of natural places: th® tsides of the coin cannot be taken
separately.

Natural places have powers that places in generalotl have: elements (and the bodies
they compose) tend towards their natural placesdiyre while they do not have any
natural preference with respect to any one of twedantal places they move to. It might
be said that a heavy body prefers to be somewheaesiraight line between where it is and
the centre of the universe, rather than be anywdleoge where it is. When a moving body
reaches its new place, the terminus of this movénsem new ‘wherenessubi). Regents
have it that this ‘whereness’ is the intrinsic teras of local movement, not the surface of
the containing bodythis remark will appear in all its importance iretnext chapter, when
dealing with the negation aésistentia mediin the heavens. For the moment, whereness
and natural place can be taken as synonyms.

Once a body has reached its natural place all atsral movements (downwards or
upwards) are actualised, and reach a stop. Thatsegeldom talk about the state of a body
in its natural state, because it is not a possibject of our experience: what we can say is
a matter of deduction, not experience. Reid, in s@ts of theses, 1614 and 1626 offers
more insights than the other regents, who limitrtkelves to listing the attractive and

preservative powers of natural places. In 1614317/Rhe writes that:

si manere in suo loco sit quiescere, omne corpus
naturale sine exceptione quiescere potest.

® For example: Robertson 1610, TP 7; Bruce 1614, X:/KIng 1616, TP V; Baron 1617, TP XIX; Martin
1618, TP XXI-XXII; Reid 1626, TP VI; King 1628, TRIII.

" Eustachius holds the same the@®hQ pars IlI, tractatus 11, disputatio Il, quaestanl-II.
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The identity between ‘remaining in place’ and ‘negt is accepted, yet it is introduced
by a conditional:'si manere...sit quiescereln 1626, Reid will revise this theory by
making a distinction between the two terms of thentity? One question is prompted by
the concept of rest. Attaining a natural placeatural to bodies, rest in a natural place is
the most perfect actualisation of the potency ofvemeent: is this rest completely
actualising all potency to move? Regents do notemidthis problem, even if we can
formulate an answer on the basis of their philogoptsuppose that the idea that no act
whatsoever can completely satisfy the potency tfrahbodies is a stronger principle, and
that natural rest must be interpreted within thidogbphical framework of act and potency.
It is thus conceivable that bodies in their natynlace retain potency towards movement,
because a complete actualisation of their potenayldvbring about that bodies are not

what they are: they would be a different type ahpound.

3. The movement of gravia and levia

Regents dedicate most attention to the analystheothird point concerning heavy and
light bodies: how they move, and what the moveiTtse regents’ century was closed by
the grand Newtonian picture of a universe structumed held together by the law of
gravity, an epoch-making revolution, which heavilyffluenced teaching in Scottish
universities. Until 1650 we still find a predomite®cholastic view, which surfaces from
time to time up to the 1720s. In a graduation thésgi Anderson 1720, XIX, we read the

following words:

Scholasticorum Commenta deFuga Vacui et
Levitate Corporum  absoluta certissimis
experimentis, eliminata sunt; quippe demonstratum
est ipsum Aerem, aliaque omnia Corpora Terram
ambientem versus ejus centrum gravitare; ea vero,
guae Levia dici solent, sursum pelli, proptereadquo
fluido Aeris, cui innatant, minus sunt gravia. Eade
gravitate, tanquam universali Naturae Lege, omnia
Systematis mondani Corpora, versus se mutuo urgeri,
demonstravit praedictus Eximius Aucfor.

8 | deal with the interesting set of 16ZBesesn the concluding part of this chapter.

® John AndersorTheses philosophicadberdeen 1720. THeximius Auctoiis Isaac Newton.
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What | find interesting is the threefold grammaiiicam that the wordyravitastakes on,
to which three aspects correspond: 1) ‘gravitdieg five, in verbal form, denoting an
action of bodies; 2) ‘minus gravia’, line seven, adjective referring to bodies; 3)
‘gravitas’, line eight, noun: the Newtonian congapferring to a physical law. Until 1720
we find evidence of an enduring Scholastic heritalpspite the enthusiastic reception of
Newton in Aberdeen, where Anderson was a refjent.

In the seventeenth century, the theoretical dewvedop regarding the movement of
heavy and light bodies saw a shift from movemerdiescted and caused by an agent, to
movement as a natural and inseparable state oé&iédihe nature of the mover of heavy
and light bodies was widely debated in late Schigiasn and it is one of the doctrines
destined to undergo the deepest changes in tlwavial) decades. What matters now is the
Scholastic antecedent of the Scottish receptiddestton.

Regents usually divide themselves on the natur¢hefmover, which can be either
internal or external. An internal mover is the vésym of a substance, say, the form of a
man is the mover of the substance man; an exteraaér is instead something external to
the moved substance causing it to move, say a as&myg a stone. On a general level, the
former movement is called natural and belongs tagghwhich are self-moved, the latter
belongs to inanimate things, and it is called vibl@iolentug. The spectrum of possible
movements is not restricted to these two typesemsgbelieve that while we have an
absolutely natural movement, we never experiencalsmolutely violent movement. In
fact, whatever a thing can do is somehow permlitteds nature: this way, violent is not to
be understood as in contradiction with a body'sirgtor negating a body’s nature while
occurring. In the example of a stone tossed upwadhils movement is violent because a
stone never jumps upwards alone, yet it is natbeghuse it is not contradictory that a
stone goes upwards when pushed with sufficienhgthe Some regents conclude that

every natural movement is in the end a mixed moveffie

% David B. Wilson,Seeking Nature’s LogicdUniversity Park #A), Pennsylvania State University Press,
2009, ch. 1.

' As in Galileo, or in Descarte$p Debeaun®0 April 1639AT I, pp. 543-544.

12 «Esse naturalem aut violentum sunt tantum accidiestalifferentiae motus ex parte principij, a quano
sumitur unitas vel distinctio specificaStevenson 1625, TP XVI1.4.
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3.1 Generans as external principle of movement

The doctrine that the principle of movement of heawd light bodies is external is
Aristotelian, and, among others, was held by Thomdapinas and the Coimbra
commentators. Adamson 1600 and Lesley 1625 bodr tefbook VI, 4 of Aristotle’s

Physicsas a key passage:

Et sibi, et veritati consentaneus est Philosophus,
dum cap. 4 lib. 8. Phys. contendit Gravia et Levia
moveri ab externo generante, et impedimentum
removente, nec ullum habere internum sui motus
principium activum: Cap. autem ultimo, ab intereis
propriis formis ea asserit agitari. [Adamson 1608,

VI]

An gravia et levia ab externo tantum principio
moveantur? Aff.Arist. 8. Phys.c. 4. [Lesley 1625,
Problemata physica 9]

Setting aside the contradiction that Adamson seesden the two Aristotelian accounts,
the strength of this theory lies in the distinctimgtween animate and inanimate beings, as
Coimbrans claim in their commentary on book VI1],143:

Haec controversia tribus conclusionibus dirimenda
est. Prima sit: gravia et levia, cum in naturabaa
tendunt, non moventur ab se, ut a principe causa su
motus. Haec ita probatur: movere se simpliciteutet
principalem sui motus causam, est proprium munus
vitae; atqui elementa non vivunt; nequeunt igitar e
pacto sese movere. [...]

Sit secunda conclusio: gravia et levia, quoties
naturalia loca petunt, moventur a generante ut a
principe causa effectrice sui motus. [...] Hoc medi
praeter alia est ipse corporum gravium et levium
motus; ergo a generante efficiendus erit eidemque
attribuandus. [...]

Sit tertia conclusio: gravia et levia non habent in
se principium passivum duntaxat suorum motuum,
sed moventur effective a propria forma, ut a
principali instrumento generantis, itemque ab @sit
gravitate et levitate, ut a minus praecipuo
instrumento.

We will see what replies regents have for the Coang' conclusions. The strongest
argument in favour of an external principle of mment is conclusion 1: if we accept that

the form of heavy and light bodies is the principteheir movement, there seems to be no
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strong distinction between animate bodies and mate bodies. Consequently, the
definition of ‘nature’ would equally apply to anitgaand inanimate. In conclusion 3 the
Coimbrans grant some sort of causal power to tha,fbut only the causal power typical
of instruments: in this case, these are instrumwsse power comes from the mover
(generany Fairley 1623, TP XIllll, defines instrumental sauas follows:

Causa principalis, et instrumentalis, quod ad
modum operandi, in hoc distinguuntur; quod causa
principalis operetur per virtutem propriam, et ngn
virtus alterius, instrumentum vero praecise in
guantum virtus alterius.

What the Coimbrans have in mind is that the mogenéran} sets heavy and light
bodies into motion not directly, but by giving theheir actual form:ideo causa motus
ipsorum dicitur esse generans, qui dedit formam& cause has in itself all the causal
power that is transferred to the effect: thus, thever is the principal cause of the
movement of the effect, even if the effect’s fortime(form of heavy and light bodies) acts

as instrument. An instrumental cause is a trueesaus simply not the primary cau§e.

3.2 Form as internal principle of movement

A more successful theory among the regents isttigatorm of heavy and light bodies is
properly called the principle of their movemelitRegents offer replies to the position of
the Coimbrans concerning the distinction betweemate and inanimate and the role of
the mover.

Adamson, directly after quoting Aristotle’s theopyts forwards his own:

Ordine naturae primum movetur Grave (de Levi
iudicium idem) a sua forma agente per emanationem:
secundo totum Grave suo motu movet medium, ut
agens per transmutationem. [1600, TP VII]

The talk of causality is not available anymorecsithe form of heavy and light bodies

cannot be in the relation of cause and effect tdwais own substance: rather, heavy and

3 Thomas AquinasCG, I. 3, c. 67, n. 2.
4 Schewer 1614, TP XXIV agrees with the Coimbrang, lais thesis closely resemblesPhys.VIll, 4, 1-3.
15 On this view, see also: King 1620, TP XII1.3; Wesry631, TP XV; Leech 1638, TP 30.
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light bodies are moved ‘by emanation’, a relatiamal can occur between a form and its
accident (or, in another context, between the alf@own and the intelligible species
emanating from it, not caused by it). With resgecthe sort of relation that is in place in
the movement of heavy and light bodies, Adamsomd the Coimbrans’ theories are
deeply different.

King 1616 broadens the spectrum of the analysia &wher:

Elementa non moventur ab aliquo externo, sed
proxime et per se a suis formis, ac motorem internu
habent.

Non est necesse, ut quicquid per se movetur
constet ex parte movente, et parte mota: sed solum
gquae perfecte, et per se a se ipsis moventur,
cujusmodi sunt animata.

Elementa ab animantibus in hoc distinguuntur,
guod haec non solum motus sui principium activum,
verum etiam (ut loquuntur) initiativum in se hahent
cum a se moveantur, et a se incipiunt moveri: illa
vero etsi moveantur a se, nempe a propriis formis,
non tamen a se incipiunt moveri, sed ab externo,
generante nempe, aut removente impedimentum.

Cum Aristoteles negat elementa a se ipsis moveri,
nil aliud vult, quam ea non eo modo moveri quo
animantia, quae undecunque, quocunque, et
guandocungue volunt seipsa movere possunt. [TP
X1

We can take this passage by King as the standplylirethe Scottish universities to the
Coimbrans. There are a number of aspects to underli) elements (and consequently
bodies) do move themselves in virtue of their farrilse an ‘inner motor’. 2) The
objection can be raised that self-movement conttadine principleomne quod movetur ab
alio movetur and that if forms move heavy and light bodiefrther mover is required for
forms: King replies that it is enough to assumesiime scheme for animate and inanimate
beings. Animate beings are in movement as a whwolgirtue of their form as essential
part of the moving whole. 3) The analogy betweeimate and inanimate does not hold
any more when it comes to what King calls the iative’ of movement: animate beings
can decide when and how to move, while inanimase/yr@nd light bodies are forced in
their rectilinear downwards or upwards movement @anthot decide when to mo¥dt is
their nature which enables them to move, yet thegdnsomething external to them to

move: a mover acting, or the removal of an impedingemotio impedimenii If a cup is

'8 Reid 1622, TP XX.4*Facultas loco motiva non constituit gradum vitaesensitivo distinctum, in ordine
ad principium, sed duntaxat ad subjectum, in quangiam perfectionem (sed accidentalem) importat.”
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on a table, the table is the impediment to thefalling: this impediment is preventing the
cup from following its nature as a heavy body. Wibiee table removed, the cup would by
its nature move downwards. Yet, the removal ofitlygediment is the cause of movement
only by accident. In contrast, a cat sitting on thiele always has it within its powers to
move down from the tabféin normal conditions, a cat does not require thervention of
an external factor.

Regents and Coimbrans do agree on one aspedtitasandlevitasare natural powers
following from the essence of bodies. What theygise about is how determinant these
powers are in causing movement.

Sibbald, regent at Marischal College, wrote in 1&2€et of theses almost ad hominem
against Thomas Aquinas. There he rejects Thomisrhemistinction between existence
and essence, on resolution into prime matter, ermptincipleunius generatio est alterius
corruptio, and on the role ojeneransin the movement of heavy and light bodies. The
passage on forms is interesting in the rejectioa ®homistic doctrine that we have seen

accepted by the Coimbrans:

Neque gravitas et levitas proprie dici possunt
generantis instrumenta, sed geniti, cum ab ejuador
emanent, ab eadem conserventur, et ab illa tanquam
principali causa immediate agendum applicentur quae
tamen in generantem minime quadrant, quae tantum
dedit necessaria ad finem (formam producendo)
virtualiter et in radice, non formaliter et in sat
loquuntur. [1626A quo moveantur gravia et leyid]

The key remark is thajravitas andlevitas cannot be called instruments of something
external to their form (thgeneran} because they inhere as powers in their form, on
which they depend. The only dependence Sibbaldadealges is the dependence of the
substance on thgeneranswhich causes a substance to exert all its movenwmits own.
Being heavy and being light are thus instrumentthefform of their substance: in other

words, a heavy or light substance does move itself.

7In this case the movement of the cat would natelatilinear. The example holds because the strerssif
on where the ‘initiative’ of the movement is: withdr outside the moving body.
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3.3 Form as nature, nature as finis

The analysis of the regents’ theories of movemangeneral and local movement in
particular allows us to understand the contexhefdoctrine of the identity between form
and nature. Aristotle ifPhys.ll, 1, 193 a 27 ff. reaches two conclusions: nataa be
intended both as matter and as form. Matter isstiitgect of all substances, and hence
something all substances are from: and this isrmeaning of nature. Yet, the prevailing
meaning is nature as form, because the thing algbeaim at is more important than the
thing all beings come from. Thus, form is naturej aature is the end of beings.

Regents often comment on this theory, endorsing ig.a famous and non-controversial
Aristotelian passage, which in turn does not raiskebate in th&@heses® Yet, the theory
of form as nature is required to complete the actofi movement. We have seen that a
significant majority of regents holds that heavy dight bodies are moved by their own
forms, which are the nature of the substances itifeym, and which are also the end of
their substances. The identity form-nature-endkgessed throughout tilehesesWhen a
body is in movement, its aim is the acquisition @fnew form {erminus ad quejn
alongside the formal distinction between movem#éux (©f form) and its terminus, we can
affirm the identity between form and terminus otiee movement is complete. Rest is the
acquired acquisition of a new form, so it is ulttelg more perfect than movemeht.

One important aspect is that the definition of natas ‘internal principle of movement’
must make room for the inclusion of passivity. Tlesult is that nature is not only an
‘active principle of movement’ but both amctive and passiveprinciple of movement'.
The case of the movement of heavy and light bodiekes this point clear. A further

application of this theory is evident in the an@ysf the movement of the heavens: their

'8 For the most explicit passages on form as natusbeRson 1596, TP 10; Carr 1617, TP V.5; Forbe$8162
TP VI; Rankine 1627, TP VI.2. The theory of formragure inscribes itself in the general picturehef
natural philosophy of the theses: in fact, forrthis end of matter, nature is the end of the comgpand
form is what gives the essence to the compoundefibie, form is nature. Also, form can be interpdet
as the mover of inanimate bodies, and nature iptimeiple of movement: therefore form is naturbeT
theory of form as nature thus surfaces in all g#gents who hold any one of these theories.

9 The question can be asked whether local movemamtbe included in this picture. In fact, as we are
reminded by Reid 1614, TP Bnotus localis a caeteris distinguitur, quod termaipsius quod externum
sit, aut saltem respectum ad extrinsecum includehé theory that local movement enjoys charactesist
on its own is present in a minority of graduatibedes, but the objection to the general view thell
movement is not of a different type from the othstilt holds. The end of local movement is a whes=
which is not something ‘of’ a substance (like, sgyality) rather something external to a substaifce.
this objection is to be brought to its extremeshéneness’ would not be a category any more, but a
relational position in space. On the contrary, & still consider ‘whereness’ as a categorial pieibo,
we can still say that anbi is predicated ‘of’ a substance.
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movement is said to be natural even if it is odgad by the external intelligence
(intelligentia).*

Regents argue that the movement of heavy and ligllies is natural independently of
whether they consider the nature of heavy and hghklies as an active or passive principle
of movement: thus, the stress is on ‘natural’, nthea on ‘active or passiv& Now, some
regents hold that the principle of such movement ise found in an external agent, with
the forms playing the role of instrumental causaso in this case, this movement is

natural. Thus, we must expand the definition otirts Craig 1599 does in TP 6.1:

Motus etiam ille, qui ab externo est agente, cuius
passivum principium est internum, naturalis est
dicendus.

The reason for the need for expansion is that e ghesence of an internal passive
principle, the conditions for a violent movement pe are not met. The body in movement
in this case is naturally open to receiving theedwutnation towards this particular
movement, so that the agent causing the movemesg dot coerce the nature of the
moved. It is simply the case that the moved bodyealdoes not have the power to bring
about such movement. In conclusion, nature carudclboth an active and a passive
principle of movement:

Scholastic natural philosophy exploits the notidnfinality at many levels: from the
individual directedness of the movement towardgdtminus, to the general directedness
of matter towards form, up to the universal dirdotess of the universe towards perfection,
and ultimately towards God. The regents perceiw itftrinsic finality of creation as
something more than just a successful explanatoepry. In King 1612 we find a
reference to the behaviour of the wise man whokeecextend as far as the eighteenth
century, in the words of George Turnbull, regentVarischal College and teacher of

Thomas Reid:

Non sunt multiplicanda entia sine necessitate:
debet enim sapiens naturam imitari quae nihil feust
facit. [TP 6]

%0 See below, part II, chapter 3.
L For example: Young 1613, TP 1.VI; Forbes 1623, TPRankine 1627, TP VI; King 1628, TP V.1.

2 Reid 1622, TP XI.7, mentions the case of bloodysehmovement is by an external principle (vitatisg)i
and also natural.
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Omnino fatendum est mundi corporei ordinem
elegantissimum maximeque concinnum esse. llloque
certe nobis optimum vitae et morum exhibetur
exemplar®

With respect to generation, the directedness afrabprocesses includes any individual
being, animate or inanimate, which is brought abaubrder to exert some operation
(Stevenson 1625, TP VI): in nature, no being isdpoed without an end, and the totality
of beings is one per se, not merely by accideng fBkality is unified, for instance, by the
universal end of sustaining life (human life abmtkers), which, we will see in the next
chapter, is the end of the heavens. Graduatioesh@® one example, among many others,
of the interpretation of the Aristotelian doctrimePhys.Il, 8 of the finality of nature in a
Christian philosophy.

One theoretical aspect of Scholastic natural pbpby is the endorsement of final
causality. We find some detailed passages in mheges in which the regents express
their view on a subject which, by the time the ieatltheses were written, was under attack
by the so-calledModerni In fact, final causality has been generally regdcoutside of
Scholasticism as a consequence of its being takeanaanthropocentric approach, in
conflict with the new scienc@.It is thus interesting to see what regents belitivel

causality to be. Once again King is one of our nsaiarces:

Téloc éowv TO ob &veka. [sic] 2. Post.11.

Finis igitur non est causa, nec habet rationens fini
prout actu jam agenti adest ab eo acquisitus.

Quumque finis sit qui explet appetitum agentis,
guo praesente cessat actio, et in cujus possessione

23 G. Turnbull, Theses philosophicae de scientiae naturalis curogphia morali coniunctioneAberdeen
1723. It is arguable that similarities do not shape: despite the stress we find in King on thiibiity of
human will and intellect due to the original sirthb regents share the confidence in philosophy as
“medicina morborum animi[King 1612, TP 1]. | believe that these words aoé a novelty per se; still,
the continuity in Scottish universities of theserties over more than a century and amidst greagekan
in philosophy is remarkable.

%4 Final causality shapes Scholastic natural philogops a whole: from the form-matter structure o th
compound, to the nature of the celestial movemdhtseems that the modern philosophical reaction
(especially Descartes’) to final causality in natuphilosophy focused primarily on the movement of
inanimate bodies and of the non-rational animatidsy and secondarily on all the other occurrendes
finality in Scholastic philosophy - with, of courdbe exception of rational beings and intentidivallity.

The graduation theses underline the difference detvefficient and final causality in the light ading

out the theory that final causes act as physicasesa Wemys 1631, TP V pursues a different strategy
similar to Buridan’s (Des Chen@hysiologia p. 187): granted that the final cause is actinl eavhen
apprehended by a mind, Wemys claims ttfainis non influit in effectum, nisi mediante eféate.” This

is an attempt to understand finality in terms dfcé#nt causes, without holding that they are thens
kind of causality. Yet, this is the only case iniethfinal causality can be “downplayed” without
endangering the general structure of Scholastitogdphy: in fact, as an example, the concepts of
appetite, good and form as the end of matter &réatimdation of the very notion of substance.



Part Il, chapter 2. The movement of gravia and levia 161

agens conquiescit, non erit causa secundum esse
intentionale quod habet in mente agentis.

Quare finis proprie et per se causat, secundum esse
reale extra animam futurum et possibile acquiri ab
agente.

Nihil igitur impedit quo minus non ens actu, quod
tamen esse et a nobis parari potest, etsi effective
causare non potest, nec Physice movere, causat tame
finaliter movendo agens motione quadam
metaphorica. [1612, TP 8]

Finis vere impossibilis, apprehensus tanquam
possibilis; movet voluntatem ad veros actus reates
physicos.

Ad essentiam causalitatis finis, sufficit bonitas
realis apprehensa, licet ad terminationem requiritu
vera. [...] Motio finis ejusque causalitas, non est
intelligenda ad modum causarum modo materiali
causantium. [1628, TP VI]

In these dense passages King accepts the validiiyab causality in natural philosophy
by offering an account of its essence. In factalficausality is different from material,
formal and efficient causality, since it does not & the way these natural causes act:
ergo, it is not a natural cause. Yet, there i¢ atitole for it: final causality requires the
mediation of a mind which apprehends the good adiemand consequently brings about
physical actions in order to acquire this good. ek is always (whether it is per se or
because it is thought to be such) a perceived ¢gblod. ‘being apprehended’ by the agent
suffices to have a final causality, since the agaats in order to acquire this good. To
complete the acquisition though, an apprehensiothefgood is not enough because the
acquisition of the good must be real and physical.

This is the account we find in King, mainly basedtbe example of a mind perceiving a
good, and prompting the agent to move accordingedless to say, final causality is
more problematic if there is no mind. Descarteshdas objection was exactly that
Scholastic inanimate bodies would resemble rationals by actively aiming at an efid.
The only acceptable notion of end should be anpamdeived as such by a mind within a
natural process which per se does not entail finalinality would then be reduced to
causal efficiency.

And indeed late Scholasticism was not far from #usount of natural finality. If we also
consider the position of Suarez, the Coimbransséoa and Goclenius we realize that the

‘intentional being’ of an end is considered a ctiodsine qua non of the causality of an

% In a letter to Mersenne in 1648T Ill, p. 648) Descartes expounds his reading ofofic real qualities
as“petites ames a leur corps'which entails the notion of anthropomorphism.
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end: an end does not cause by its intentional bikioggh, rather the good of the end sets
will in motion in order to acquire . Between a perceived end and will there is not a
relation of cause and effect, unless we intenanitaphorically’. The shift from final to
efficient causality is realized when the agent &xigcquire the end.

When regents speak of final causality they acchig ¢ieneral framework of mind-
perceived goodesse intentionaje and in no cases has final causality a placeoin- n
rational beings. On a universal scale, thus indgdhanimate bodies, the same structure
holds: we have seen that heavy and light bodiesagttue of their forms, which are their
natures. These natures are given by God in thefaceation. We can appreciate now one
of the strongest reasons in favour of the theorygeheransas principle cause of
movement: heavy and light bodies do act in suchsath a way because they are given
such and such a nature by God: this also explh@adtions of inanimate beings according
to final causes.

Despite being mutually opposed in respect of what grinciple of movement is, the
generanstheory and the form theory entail a deeper agreerma the nature of final

causality and movement in general.

3.3.1 An exception? Strachan 1631 on medium demonstrationis and intentio

metaphorica

Andrew Strachan, regent at King's College betwden late 1620s and early 1630s,
deals with natural finality in a complex passagathbon a theoretical and a grammatical
level. According to Strachan, Aristotle’s originddctrine has it that the heavy and light
bodies are the intrinsic causes of their movemeatsd Thomas and Scotus corrupted

Aristotle on this matter [TP IV]. | now quote thiest part of his own theory:

Nihil proficiunt, qui demonstrare laborant gravium
et levium naturam, esse causam principalem motus
ipsorum: argumento petito a natura demonstrationis:
quia viz. per naturam eorum demonstrari potest

%5 D. Des ChenePhysiologia pp. 186-200.

27 We have little information regarding Andrew Strachaegent for the graduates of 1628-29, 1629-30,
1630-31, 1631-32 at King's College, Aberdeen. Hidycextant theses are 1629 and 1631. Later on
Professor of DivinityOG, p. 55.

%8 Strachan quoteBe Coelol, 4, and offers a reading of Aristotle incompikvith that of Lesley 1625 and
Adamson 1600 [above, section 3.1], who quRlgsicsVIIl, 4. In TP 1V.4, Strachan claims that Aristetl
interpreted thegeneransas principal cause of movement only with regamlscauses operating by
emanation, thus not absolutely speaking.
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ipsorum motus: in omni autem demonstratione
potissima medium debet esse causa principalis:
absque qua foret ut non ingeneraret perfectam
scientiam. Non enim motus sed mobilitas
demonstratione potissima concludi potest de gravibu
et levibus per ipsorum naturam. [1631, TP IV.1]

The key passage is that the theory that natureeiptincipal cause of the movement of
heavy and light bodies is proved false by the veagure of demonstration: there is no
demonstration starting from the nature of heavy &ght bodies which proves their
movement. Why is this so? In a scientific demonisma(potissima demonstratiohethe
middle term must be the principal cause. The camgiuabout heavy and light bodies on
the ground of their nature thus can be ‘mobilityiabilitag, not movement.

More elements are required to understand whatl&trabas in mind. In a demonstration
delivering perfect science, that is a universal aedessary conclusion, the role of the
middle term of the demonstratiomédium demonstrationiss unique and universal; it
must convey a proper knowledge of the thing to ken@hstrated, and somehow the
conclusion is posited as soon as the middle terpossted. If these conditions are not
respected, then no conclusion can be reached.h@trdwlds that the nature of heavy and
light bodies cannot play the role of middle terracé&use, and this is his claim, the nature
of heavy and light bodies only lets us concludeualtioe mobility of these bodies, and not
about the type of movement they undergo. In additsome sort of finality is required,
which specifies the mobility as ‘movement downwaatsupwards towards a natural
place’.

In the same year 1631 a set of graduation thes¥¢dmys addresses the same subject as

follows:

Medium in demonstrationediott [sic] est
principalis causa affectionis demonstratae.

Forma ergo gravium et levium sunt principales
causae eorum motus. ldem est movens et mobile
potestate et actu. [TP XV]

According to Wemys, forms are the principal causasiovement and can be the middle
of a scientific demonstration of movement. The tegents do agree on the structure of the
perfect demonstration: they differ on what can lseepted as the middle of such a
demonstration. Wemys speaks of ‘form’, Strachan ‘wature’ and perhaps the
disagreement lies in this terminology. In facta8tran seems to hold that form alone is not
the nature of bodies and that matter must be iecuds well. Given that matter is
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essentially open to any movement because mattéreisunique subject of all natural
bodies, it is then coherent to say that the ngforen and matter) of heavy and light bodies
just allows us to infer their mobility, and not tkied of their movement.

The second part of Strachan’s passage is the magblex, and touches the notion of

metaphorical intention:

Intentio metaphorica (Quam generantia inanimata
alunt, ad perficiendum omnibus numeris ea quae ab
ipsis generantur, quod tum demum praestant quando
illis in loco naturali contingit esse, quem per omat
consequuntur) non magis abjudicat naturis gravitm e
levium rationem causae principalis: quam intentio
animatorum quae formalis est (qua in generatione
proponunt sibimet conferre genitis a se ea omnaequ
ipsorum naturae debentur) aut intentio causae
universalis et primae (qua omnium entium
perfectionem intendit per media ipsorum naturis
consentanea) ponit, aut probat generans animatum au
primam causam esse causas principales, et proximas
earum actionum quae a genitis animatis, aut causis
secundis producuntunyvf, TP 1V.2]

It might be useful to quote the passage without plhaes in parenthesestntentio
metaphorica [...] non magis abjudicat naturis grawi et levium rationem causae
principalis: quam intentio animatorum quae formalest [...] aut intentio causae
universalis et primae [...] ponit, aut probat geaas animatum aut primam causam esse
causas principales, et proximas earum actionum qaagenitis animatis, aut causis
secundis producuntur.”

Strachan’s point is that just as the apprehensi@ngmod as an end does not necessitate
our will to pursue the end, so the ‘metaphoricé&timion’ does not deprive the natures of
heavy and light bodies of their being principal ®2a&1 Thegeneransof animate bodies is
the first cause (God), yet we do not say that thescause of animate bodies’ actions: the
same holds for heavy and light bodies.

Metaphorical intention is a hapax legomenon inTthesegust as Strachan’s theory is. In
a bracketed line, the regent tells us that metapdddntention is given to inanimate bodies
by generatorsquam generantia inanimata alynthis would mean that finality is within
the inanimate body, not because the first causeekternally intended it to act in a
finalised way; rather, inanimate bodies are intcalty finalised. And also, the notion of
‘metaphor’, usually employed in a mind-object comtds accepted by Strachan with

regards to inanimate (ergo mindless) bodies.



Part Il, chapter 2. The movement of gravia and levia 165

4. Reid 1626*

Reid 1626 is the last set of graduation theseshlsyregent, who taught in Edinburgh
university from 1606 (the beginning of his firsufeyear curriculum) to 1626. It is a very
important work to understand some of the changashalaere occurring in the philosophy
of the regents. The most interesting field is mogetnbut other features are remarkable as
well. For example, a change in the format of gréduaheses is clear if we compare 1614
with 1626: The 1614Thesesare written in the form of a commentary on teysicsof
Aristotle, each thesis usually consisting of a quaf Aristotle that the regent is
commenting on with a number of corollaries and 801626 instead is structured more as
a little treatise, still very much focused on thkysics yet with a unity more thematical
than expository. Interestingly as well, the onlyotwuthorities mentioned in 1626 are
Aristotle and Scaliger, which gives us an idea batphilosophers Reid draws inspiration
from* The combination of ‘the Philosopher and one of tmost recent Renaissance
philosophers is not rare in tidhesesseen when discussing Transubstantiation.

| think that Reid 1626 is still fully within the Solastic tradition. The regent does not
reject Scholastic natural philosophy in its keyeasp, as he accepts the analysis of prime
matter, of heavy and light bodies, of natural ptaaed the subordination of philosophy to
theology in those subjects in which a conflict @sgible. Nonetheless, Reid’s theory of
movement shows some unique features which are @d¢ wdith the work of the other
regents. The central feature seems to be a ditferecount of the relationship between
movement and rest, and consequently nature and rest

Here are his words on the subject:

% The translation of th&heses physicasf Reid 1626 is in the Appendix.

%0 As we can also understand from the translatioiReifi’s physical these in the Appendix, the strategy
adopted is to make use of Scaliger in the inteapicat of Aristotle: it does not seem to be the dhse
Reid sees Scaliger as in opposition to Aristotldelieve that the same attitude is present infal t
references to Scaliger in tfidhesesIn general, Scaliger is the most quoted non-Sicl Renaissance
philosopher. The regents usually quote Renaiss&utwlastics: Suarez, Zabarella, Gabriel Biel, the
Coimbrans, Ruvius, and Cajetanus are the most dudibe favourite non-Scholastic Renaissance
sources are Scaliger and Ramus, even if the laisra very minor impact on the regents’ natural
philosophy. In general, the regents’ sources aite itich in the style of medieval Scholasticism:
Thomas, Scotus, Durandus, Albertus Magnus, Avesréegenna, Plato, Augustinus, the Nominales,
Porphyry, the Greek physicists. Yet, the post-Hustacharacter of th&hesess clear in the constant
references to the Greek commentaries of Aristaileta Classical Latin authors: in particular Alegan
of Aphrodisia, Simplicius, Plyny, Seneca, and Gicérhe overall picture seems to be one of contynuit
with medieval Scholasticism in terms of referenee®l debates; nonetheless, Scaliger is the most
apparent example of the assimilation in the Schiclghilosophy of the regents of some innovatiohs o
Humanism.
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Terra non majorem habet propensionem ad
quietem, in infimo loco, quam ignis ad motum, in
supremo. Natura terrae tantum motus, non quietis
ipsius, principium et causa est. Et terra tantum
mobilis, non immobilis est sua natura, ac condgion
naturali.

Cum itaque omnis quies, etiam qui motum
naturalem sequitur, ejusdem motus privatio situraat
ut quietem proprie non expetit, ita nec eandem
intendit.

Unde inferimus primo, longe differre,
unumguodque in suo loco naturali manere, et in
eodem quiescere: nam illud omni corpori naturali
naturale est, hoc nulli corpori naturali naturade e

Inferimus secundo, naturam nihilominus, etiam
principium et motus et quietis dici copulative, si
quies fundamentaliter non formaliter, hoc est =i
possessione ac fruitione formae ac termini, non
simpliciter pro motus privatione accipiatur. Atque
hoc sensu, idem estveiobar kal ToacBal, et idem
estkwetofar kat Mpepilecbal ex Arist. 6. Phys. 8.
text. 67. [TP 1]

These extracts are Reid’s commentenCoelol, 3, quoted as the heading of the thesis,
where Aristotle writes that heavy bodies are thedeich are underneath and go
downwards, while light bodies are above and go ugsvaA traditional Aristotelian
doctrine, whose comments lead us away from it.

In the first lines, Reid claims that rest for eagtequivalent to movement for fire. This
theory is not new to th&@heses Lesley 1625, TP XIV, has it that firfmovetur ut
moveatur, non ut quiescatand quotes Zabarella in support of this vieww&swill see in
the next chapter, the movement of heavens is htagght to be an essential condition, not
a movement towards a greater perfection. In sugents speak of movement as an end in
itself in specific contexts. What Reid does diffahg, is predicating movement as proper
to fire in parallel with rest proper to earth, &sam analogy of proportion ‘rest : earth =
movement : fire’ were available here.

The following lines clarify the point: the natureearth is the principle and cause only of
movement, not of rest: earth is, by its nature iand natural condition, mobile. To make
things more explicit, Reid openly claims that ‘naty itself does not strive for rest.’ |
believe we are allowed to see in these words atrefeof the traditional doctrine of the
directedness of natural movements: if rest is hetdnd of movement but just a privation
of movement, then what is natural to bodies is thet movement towards an end but

precisely movement as movement. A Scholastic caglge that the natural condition of
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bodies is movement, but would not give up on treaidf rest as the end of movement,
rather than simply a temporary ‘suspension’ of nmoget.

The first inference from this theory reminds usanfearlier point made by Reid, in 1614,
TP 3.7 (section 2.1), where he assumes that ‘rangpin place’ is the same as ‘resting’.
Now it is made clear that this is not the case:aiemg in place rhanere is natural to
bodies, while restinggliescere which implies a full realisation of the nature lwddies,
not simply an actualisation of potency) is nevenaural state of bodies. The second
inference is that nature can be called a prin@plé cause of both movement and rest only
if rest is understood fundamentally as possesdidimecform, and not formally as privation
of movement. In this sense, Reid explains, it stshme ‘to move and stop’ and ‘to move
and to rest’. If we look at the form of movemengpping is no different from resting; if
we look at the matter of movement, in this caseneaits also the principle and cause of a
movement-towards-form (and natural places retasir importance).

Despite a general adherence to Scholastic natbralspphy, Reid brings forward some
considerations innovative in the context of graduatheses. | believe that his case is not
dissimilar to Dalrymple 1646. It is a matter of spkation what Reid’s possible sources of
inspiration are. His reference to Aristotle’s tewies not help muchhysicsVl, 8 is in fact
about the analysis of moving and stopping in refato the instant, not in relation to the
natural places: Reid’s theory does not seem to fito®elian. | will address the question
of the role of Aristotle later in chapter 3 andl® Conclusions. What so far appears to be
the case is that regents looked back at the Geee& 0f Aristotle as still the most relevant

and inspiring works in philosophy.

5. Conclusion

The notions of the heaviness and the lightnes®diels are central to Scholastic natural
philosophy. A body moves according to its natuesavy and light bodies move according
to, respectively, their natures as heavy and ligities. A heavy body moves towards the
centre of the universe, while a light body movesauls the upper limit of the sublunar
sphere, limited by the sphere of the moon, the ¢eestial sphere.

The regents are not committed to an isomorphic epinof space: in fact, bodies tend
towards their natural places, where their movemantirally reaches its end, and where the

substance reaches a state of rest. This is theganstal notion of an ‘end’ of movement.
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Since movement is also the acquisition of formhetaoe that a new form is acquired, a
determined movement ends and rest is reachedidrmpdnticular sense, the new acquired
form is the end of a determined movement. Natutgchy according to the regents, is the
same as form, acts as the final cause of movenk@nin/nature is fully realised in its
natural place.

The regents answer the question of what is theguyirnause of the movement of heavy
and light bodies: in response to the Scholastiditian according to which the generans
moves heavy and light bodies, the regents reply Hemvy and light bodies move
themselves, even if not in the same way as anib@tes move.

We have seen that the regents do not understanithttiecause as acting as a physical
cause: yet, they still find place for the naturmedtedness of movements in their natural
philosophy.

Reid 1626 seems to put forward a theory of thelifinaf the movement of fire which
breaks with the Scholastic tradition: in fact, ttegent claims that fire does not move
towards rest, but rather moves in order to move. dind of fire is movement, ergo the rest
of fire is movement as well. Reid seems to hold that is not a natural state of bodies,
and that it is nothing different from privation movement.



169

Part Il, chapter 3

The movement of the heavens

In the seventeenth century the understanding ofntogement of the heavens saw
dramatic developments in both epistemology and phgtics. In the former field, the
increasing use of mathematics progressively drbeeenquiry on celestial bodies away
from a purely philosophical reading; in the lattéine traditional framework of the
distinction in nature between sublunar and celesiald gave way to a unitary analysis
based on common laws and properties. In a broadnsghthe shift took place from
traditional Scholastic accounts to the first forofsmodern science. The analysis of the
movement of the heavens is one of the most appatements of the so-called ‘scientific
revolution’, the great scientific paradigm-shift i paved the way to what modern
science is.

This phenomenon falls within our scope since weehtavinvestigate what graduation
theses say with regards to cosmology. Such antige¢isn will enable us to establish the
extent of the Scholastic influence and the extdrthe possible early penetration of the
new science in Scottish universities up to 165@tt&h Scholastic natural philosophy on
this matter is heavily indebted to Scholasticissiwas much of the European philosophy
as a whole. Indeed, even before the scientificltgim, the Scholastic approach was not
the only available approach to cosmology, as Reaate philosophies developed
alternative ways to give answers and raise probkgmsit the nature and movement of the
heavens. But if Scholasticism was not the onlyesysavailable, it was certainly the most
widespread, inclusive and influential.

In Scottish universities in particular there is mweidence of the acceptance of
philosophies other than Scholasticism, even ifqduphers such as Pico della Mirandola
or Giordano Bruno were read and studied: the backgt is then Scholastic. What of the
outcome? | shall argue that graduation theses sixamwples of proximity to some theories
of theModerniwhile still being deeply rooted in the Scholastadition. | do not intend to
read graduation theses in parallel with contempaosaientific works: this approach would
find little textual evidence in the graduation thesand the very choice of contemporary
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authorities would inevitably be arbitrarywhat | set out to do is to offer an account of
cosmology in Scottish universities against its $a$tac background. The voice of modern
science, though not absent, is barely audible. Tikis | believe, an interesting
historiographical point: Scholasticism, in all @gsnfessional, national, school-based forms
offered so many solutions and alternatives that,iristance, the Scottish regents could
accept the notion of a void and still be Scholadfiove want to draw a parallel with
Descartes, can we say that regents were more tgiear more ‘modern’ than Descartes
on this matter? Clearly not; yet, the rejectioriteé theory of void is arguably one of the
most evident ‘Aristotelian’ elements in Descartelsilosophy.

In my opinion, the historiographical category oé tbld’ Scholasticism facing the ‘new’
philosophy must be dropped if by ‘old’ and ‘new’ wweean anything more than
chronological succession. In the beginning of #nesateenth century, various philosophies
were confronting each other from different if notally opposed standpoints, nonetheless
some theories were in fact shared, and same comatuseached from different premises.
Going back to the example of void: does the repectdf a void make a philosopher
Aristotelian, and vice versa? The answer is agdauarly not'. If we limit Scholasticism to
either a narrow or broad set of doctrines that ilopbpher must commit to in order to be
‘Scholastic’ (and the same can be stated aboutdieisanism), we risk losing sight of the
historical variety of Scholasticism in favour of aerely philosophical and
historiographical unity.

The movement of the heavens is a form of local mwrd. In the Scholastic theory of
movement, local movement is the type of naturalngkeaoccurring when a substance
acquires a newbi, a new presence in space. The heavens were araliti intended to be
immutable, which means not subject to generatiahamruption, thus not subject to any
movement which implies the corruption of an oldnfioand the acquisition of a new one.
Ergo, the heavens are not directed towards ansamek the end of natural movement is the
new form. Local movement of the heavens is of atgp movement which does not
include directedness. This chapter is then abouihé&)nature of the heavens; 2) their
movement, with particular attention to the theofyvoid; and finally 3) the extrinsic
finality of their movement. One last point is abdlu reception of Aristotle’s proof of the

! What | mean is that the new or modern scienceitsalf a vast spectrum of sometimes mutually dieetg
and incoherent theories, not a unitary body. Whantprefer, for example, Galileo to Descartes, oe vi
versa, in absence of historical evidence in theggtion theses?

% This seems to be the approach of the otherwiseak## introduction to a standard version of Schiimlissn
in W. Ott, Causation and Laws of Natyreh. 3. The author seeks to sketch the most witielg
positions by an almost exclusive reference to Thomguinas and Suarez. If this approach can be
theoretically fruitful, it is nonetheless histotigareductive.
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existence of the prime motor, which is the archetgpthe Christian demonstration of the
existence of God by its effectgdr effectuy otherwise called ‘a posteriori’. Some regents
reject this demonstration and | will argue thatyttdo so also on the basis of their

confession. The analysis of the reception of Atistwill continue in the Conclusions.

1. Nature of the heavens

The doctrine according to which the heavens ara different nature than the sublunar
world is the product of a number of theories, agsiions, and arguments all concurring in
the same conclusion. It is an example of what wghimcall a paradigm (scientific,
philosophical, cultural) proper to Scholasticismd afrristotelianism, or better, deeply
coherent with the historical forms of Scholasticismd Aristotelianism. It is a theory
which shaped the cultural world for many centuiire€urope, to be fully rejected only
during the seventeenth century. Indeed, regeritsiiscribe to it in large numbers.

Perhaps more than other theories, this doctrinestithtes the idea of a “paradigm”
applied to the history of philosophy, and consegjyerto philosophy. Scholastics
employed a variety of arguments to prove this deetrarguments whose form is based on
a number of assumptions and other theories prop8cholasticism itself and derived from
Aristotelianism. Outside this context such argursesmte ineffective, if contrasted with
many other Scholastic arguments, which may retagir validity. On a deeper level, it is
also arguable that such a doctrine is never pravedsatisfactory way: for the reason that,
in Scholastic natural philosophy, this doctrine stimes works as a conclusion, and some
times as a premise, and, more importantly, forrdeson that every argument within the

same paradigm always confirms the paradigm, edhiectly or indirectly!

® For the reception of T. Kuhn’s paradigm theorytia humanitiesParadigms and Revolutionsdited by G.
Gutting, Notre Dameli{), Notre Dame University Press, 1980.

“* In The Structure of Scientific Revolutipr@hicago - London, University of Chicago Press96,9Kuhn
claims that the achievement of classics of sciemteh as Aristotle’sPhysics “was sufficiently
unprecedented to attract an enduring group of adh&s away from competing modes of scientific
activity. Simultaneously, it was sufficiently oparded to leave all sorts of problems for the radefi
group of practitioners to resolve. Achievementd #ieare these two charcteristics | shall hencefoetier
to as ‘paradigms’, a term that relates closely tmrmal science™(p. 10). In the practice of ‘normal
science’, the paradigm sets the nature and directiaesearch, antivhen the individual scientist can
take a paradigm for granted, he need no longerhig major works, attempt to build his field anew,
starting from first principles and justifying theses of each concept introducedpp. 19-20). In some
sense, this picture applies to philosophy as \ietlexample, the difference in nature between qwniu
and celestial world shares the characteristicspafradigm, including the resistance against thagigm-
shift in the direction of modern science.
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This doctrine shaped philosophy so profoundly ti@iScholastic until the Renaissance
really doubted it. It was a paradigmatic doctrinad only a ‘revolution’ in philosophy
could bring about a true contender to it. Givers fhicture, natural philosophy was not the
only discipline involved: in different ways, monahilosophy and theology benefited from
the idea of the universe and man’s place in it tatld be derived from this paradigmatic
doctrine. For instance, in astronomy the geocetttieory was hardly doubted: theologians
and philosophers interpreted this scientific evaterof the earth as the centre of the
universe to strengthen the Christian idea of theatoon made for the advantage of
mankind, in a universe ordered by a benevolent make

This doctrine and the following scientific revolui have been used by many as a case-
study for the shift which occurred in the westermrid. My intent is much more limited: |
intend to show what th&heses philosophicasay about the heavens, the form of the
arguments employed and how deeply this doctrimeated within Scholasticism. But also,
how within Scholasticism itself arguments were klde for the theory of the identity of
celestial and sublunar matter, movement and coesglgunature.

The structure of this chapter could have followke teverse order, with the movement
of the heavens dealt with before the analysis efrtature of heavens: this is, indeed, a
logical order of exposition, if we accept that imevement of a body tells us about the

nature of the body. Or, in a regent’s words:

motus adeo cum natura est complicatus, ut
quicquid facit per illum faciat, per illum etiam se
nobis patefaciat. [Knox 1605, TP 3]

If when the heavens move they manifest charadtsispecific to them, then also the
nature of the heavens must be only specific to them

| shall follow a different order, one which is maecundum naturanfor two reasons: 1)
the nature of the heavens is logically and metaphlyg prior to our knowledge of their
movement. Once the nature of such movement is gdasphat is prior according to us
(that is, in the order of knowing) must give waybat is prior according to nature (in the
order of being); 2) this way of reasoning is Schtita | believe this point to be central.
Graduation theses are a product of a long traditndmich stretches back to the Middle
Ages. The complexity, and wide range of influengésistotelianism and Christian
revelation above all) in Scholastic philosophy dat allow for a systematic method of
discovery in philosophy, much praised and sougiatr dfy theModerni Scholasticism has
always been an inclusive way of philosophizingeaposition of truths either obtained in

other disciplines such as theology or possessesoftwng that no new proof for them was



Part Il, chapter 3. The movement of the heavens 173

required. This does not entail that no philosoghjmagress was ever made: on the
contrary, Scholasticism is rich in debate. Yet,Iggophy was not about discovering, but
about expounding in a more and more inclusive amgiEnt way.

Putting the nature of heavens first in the ordeexjfosition enables us to make a point
about the Scholastic way of philosophizing, andinnderline the paradigmatic role of this

doctrine®

1.1 Heavens different in nature from the sublunar w orld

Regents disagree on whether the nature of the hsalifers from that of the sublunar
world. The majority says that the two natures affer@nt. The doctrine of the difference
in nature is more traditional and more stronglytedoin the works of Aristotle, who
dedicated two distinct and complementary work$ieodublunar worldRhysic$ and to the
heavens@n the heavens

We have seen that sublunar bodies are compounfdsnofand matter and the subject of
all such bodies is the same prime matter. Prim¢éemtius confers some sort of identity on
all sublunar bodies, due to the identity of onehaf two principles: prime matter is in fact
of the same species in all bodtesow, ‘difference in nature’ between sublunar bedied
celestial bodies can mean either one of these tptmress: 1) celestial bodies are not
composed of matter and form, and are not compoandsdl; 2) the matter of celestial
bodies is a different matter from sublunar bodiéhe first option was Averroes’s
solution, unanimously rejected by the regents: @ting to Averroes, celestial bodies are
pure forms devoid of any matter, hence the diffeeeinom sublunar bodies. When regents
state this difference, they always conclude thatdifference is due to matter; namely that
celestial matter is not made of the four elemeams, consequently that it is not subject to
upwards and downwards movements, which means rp¢ctuto finality. In brief, the

compounds of form and matter are also to be foaride heavens.

® The Scholastic way of philosophizing is heavilfilienced by the reception of AristotleRosterior
analytics Yet, in the light of the paradigm theory, it mighe asked whether the Scholastics failed to
respect the Aristotelian principle that the premis:d the conclusions of an argument cannot be
interchangeable.

® “Omnis materia sublunarium est ejusdem speciei @xina sua, utut formae toto genere distinguantur.”
Reid 1622, TP IV.2.

" It is important to underline the difference betwewture as form (inner active and passive priecigl
movement) and nature in this context, where nagitaken to signify the structure and essence. The
guestion here is not about the principle of movenoércelestial bodies; rather, about what sortadibs
they are.
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A body which is not subject to finality is a bodyeh never acquires a form other than
its current form. A new form is always the end obvement, it is also said to be its
perfection, granted that it is a perfection of stnmg perfectible, not a perfection of
something already perfect [which is rest, Reid 161R 3]: this latter case is not available
to sublunar bodies, since they are always in mowraad unable to fully satisfy their
potency. On the contrary, celestial bodies alwagtim their same forms: celestial
compounds are thus necessary, because they arghelgatan be, and they cannot be any
different from what they are. Of course, they canshid to be necessasgcundum quid
that is, if they are considered from the standpahtnatural philosophy: absolutely
speaking only God is necessary.

So, being devoid of potency towards any form d#ferfrom the current form (no
finality) implies that celestial bodies are not retible, since the present compound is
never going to be dissolved and replaced. Not baaguptible implies not being
generable. Celestial bodies are above the natigigbitudes of generation and corruption,
and this is explained by the application of thengiple omnis generatio est alterius
corruptio: if there is no corruption in the heavens, thethimy can ever be generated in
the heavens either. Heavens were created by Gedtlgiras they are, and were not
generated by any created secondary cause.

Fairley 1623 makes an explicit connection betweatten and corruption with regards to

the heavens:

Materiae eiusdem speciei habent potentiam
passivam essentialem eiusdem rationis, ad easdem
formas recipiendas essentialiter ordinatam.

Ergo si materia coeli et sublunarium esset eiusdem
speciei eaedem formae continerentur in potentia
utriusque, ut forma Solis contineretur in potentia
materiae ignis, et viceversa. [...]

Ergo ex eodem posito sequeretur coelestia esse sua
natura generabilia, et corruptibilia, quod Arist.
repugnatib. I. de Coelo Cap. 3TP VI, 1-4]

Regents seldom speak of fifth essence or quintessguointessentip the famous fifth
element the heavens were thought to be composédbaktheless, despite this rare use of
the word, when they hold the theory of the diffeeenn nature, they implicitly refer to
quintessence. We have seen that the four elementsaentially either heavy or light, the
property from which movements proper to each onethef elements follow: heavy
elements go downwards, light elements upwards. @ssence is of a different nature, it

cannot be said to be either heavy or light: asreseguence, it does not move downwards
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or upwards. The movement proper to the heavensciglar: celestial bodies rotate around
the centre of the universe (which is the centrearth), and never acquire a new place,
contrary to sublunar bodies. In fact, every segnoérat circular movement is recurrent in

time and equal to itself, there is no natural pléme celestial bodies for they are not

directed anywhere, and simply repeat the same meneriirom a different perspective,

finality is again not applicable to celestial badién this paradigm, circular movement is
thus the most perfect of movements, since it islemsdand not directed. It is then a
movement of a different nature from rectilinear mment (downwards and upwards),
which is proper of sublunar bodies. With regardsitoular movement, King 1624 writes

that:

Motus circularis non fit ad terminum in quem
exeat, sed recurrit in sese, et partium tantuntodisis
quiescentis, quieti simillimus.

Nec incipit nec desinit, sed in se reflexus
recolligitur, continuitate sua uniformis; etsi diioais,
et spatij terminis nullis definitur. [TP XII]

In the Theses philosophicase never find a single argument taken as the ipahc
argument for the demonstration of such differemceature, contrary to what happens in
the case of prime matter. In fact, from the thegegen in 1629 in St Andrews, we know
that regents favour the argument for the existesfcprime matter which is based on
natural philosophy alone, which is considered gfesrthan others precisely in virtue of its
purely natural philosophical natuté&rather, the demonstration of the difference inureat
can be obtained from different perspectives, athein equally valid as starting points, all
of them equally valid as background theories, ddpenon the case. The empirical
evidence for the difference in the nature of thavieas is circular movement, which is
absent from our experience of sublunar bodies imemznt. Yet, circular movement alone
cannot prove any of the properties of celestialiémdust as, in the view of some regents,
the nature of heavy and light bodies cannot praivat (s, it cannot be a middle term in a
demonstration) the downwards or upwards movemerat,omly leads to prove mobility.
Circular movement becomes the empirical supporafoumber of theories supposed only
proximately by this evidence. This does not eraay illicit passage; it simply shows how

some Scholastic theories are the result of a nuwfb@utually sustaining premises.

8 | analysed this argument in part |, chapter 1tieec2.1. The argument is labelléeix naturali rerum
generatione’

® Strachan 1631, TP IV.1. Part II, chapter 2, sec8®.1.



Part Il, chapter 3. The movement of the heavens 176

Recent philosophy of science has shown, thankshéoworks of T. Kuhn, P. K.
Feyerabend and |. Lakatos among othethe strength of paradigms in shaping the
philosophical world and in somehow validating orfuteng evidences and theories.
Moreover, the very notion of ‘empirical evidenceida‘proof’ seems to be weaker than
commonly believed. Sibbald 1623 makes the onlyresfee in graduation theses to a very

recent innovation in astronomy, destined to drara#l{i change natural philosophy:

Coelum recte statuitur quinta essentia, ab elesenti
distincta iisdem nobilior.

Nec contrarium ex optica demonstrari potest. [TP
19-20]

It is clear that the regent is referring to the@sebpe. It is possible that Sibbald read of it
directly from Galileo’sSydereus Nunciyugpublished in 1610. As a matter of fact, the
regent refers télohannes Pena et alii"as supporters of this view. It seems that Gakleo’
reasons did not convince Sibbald, who rejects tea ithat optics can play a role in
discovering the nature of the heavens, or betteshanging what we know of the nature of
the heavens. We have thus evidence of an endors@hgaditional cosmology after the
beginning of the so-called scientific revolutionbl&ald does not expand his point any
further, but we can argue that he would favour ¥hst body of Scholastic literature
supporting the quintessence doctrine over the ghtens of Galileo.

What Sibbald may not have favoured is a theologit@rpretation of the quintessence
doctrine. Another unique passage is found in Ki6g4l who, in a way uncommon in the
seventeenth century debate, exploits the biblielrence to Joshua fighting against the

Amorites:

And the sun stood still, and the moon stayed, until
the people had avenged themselves upon their
enemiesls not this written in the book of Jasher? So
the sun stood still in the midst of heaven, anddths
not to go down about a whole d&ly.

Non solum Sacrae literae, quae testantur [symbol
of sun] pugnante losua 3. horis constitisse, ad
orationem Hezekiae 15. grad. regressum esse, r8tella
novam Magis apparisse: sed etiam novorum syderum

19 For example, I. Lakatohilosophical Papers of Imre Lakato® vols., J. Worrall - G. Currie (eds.),
Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1978; Frdé¢erabendAgainst MethodLondon, Verso, 1993
39 edition; T. S. Kuhn,The Structure of Scientific RevolutioBhicago and London, University of
Chicago Press, 1996°2dition.

1 King James BibleBook of Joshua, 10:13.
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procreatio, unius, Anno 1600, in Cygno juxta eam
stellam quae in ejus pectore lucet, alterius, qoado
1604, in [symbol of Sagittarius] visum est:
Cometarum etiam in Aetherea regione supra [symbol
of moon] situs, coeli mutabilitatem arguunt. [TPVXI

King is quoting the passage in Joshua to provetlleaheavens are mutable: not simply
‘in movement’, but mutable, which means that God ceeate new stars, or change the
position of stars by means of his absolute powbke Use of this passage is interesting for
three reasons: 1) in the struggle between the Rddiamch and some philosophers and
scientists, such as Galileo, the sun stopping lmvathe Jews to win their battle was
usually mentioned on the side of geocentrism, pioaf that the sun is orbiting around the
earth. King instead employs it as biblical prooftbé mutability of the heavens. 2) The
biblical passage is quoted alongside recent astna@ab observations: both the Bible and
experience, according to King, convince us thatveies are not immutable. Yet, King is
the same regent | quoted regarding circular movénnehis philosophy a quite innovative
acceptance of the mutability of the heavens doé®miail identity of nature between the
heavens and the sublunar world. 3) The Bible isnded as a source of information about
the universe: this is, again, unique to this pasgagits explicitness. Regents hold that the
Bible provides support for philosophical doctringsen philosophy might be in conflict
with revelation. A question arises as to what giees this conflict extends to, and natural
philosophy is usually respected in its autonomynétbeless, it is a fact that the heavens
(as much as the relation between accident and auest cause debates which call
theology into question.

2. Movement of the heavens

Celestial bodies are of a different nature fromlsuodr bodies, with all that is thereby
implied: no finality, no generation and corruptiom natural places, no four elements. Yet,
celestial bodies do move, and regents dedicate natteimtion to the analysis of this
movement. Celestial movement seems to be local mene this is proved by the fact that

local movement is the only movement which does email a change in the moving

12 King refers to event of 1600 and 1604, two supemecexplosionsstellam novary the latter also recorded
by Kepler. For a survey of the cosmology of thesdse J. L. RussellCosmological Teaching in the
Seventeenth-century Scottish Universities, pam Journal for the History of Astronomy, V (1974)p.
122-132.
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substance, a change that is impossible for celestizsstances. Change in local movement
is still a categorial change (in the categoryubif) but it is somehow extrinsic to the
moving substance, which can change presence ire ggavhereness without a change in
its (other) accidents. Scholastics hold that by emeent alone no new relation to things is
acquired, as we are reminded by Fairley 1623, TLcbmmenting orPhys.V, 2. A new
relation is established when there is a changesubatance, since a relation is an accident
in a substance: local movement does not bring admaychange in a substance, so no new
relation either.

Local movement is predicated of celestial bodies] & is the only type of movement
which they share with sublunar bodies. The naturé¢his movement raises questions
about: 1) the applicability of the principtenne quod movetur ab alio movetand 2) the

possibility of movement in a void.

2.1 The principle of movement of the heavens

The principleomne quod movetur ab alio moveplays a central role in the analysis of
the movement of heavens, as much as it did formtbeement of heavy and light bodies.
Everything which moves is moved by something etbés ‘something else’ does not
necessarily have to be an external cause, as wede@n that animate bodies and (at least
according to some regents) heavy and light bodeesndve themselves. In those cases,
form as nature is what moves the substance. Fointede bodies, such as a stone, the
mover is easily identified with the external subst setting the stone in motion. The
question is about what model applies to celestdids.

Regents almost unanimously hold that celestiald®do not move themselves: there is
no inner active principle of movement, and in gar@r the form of celestial bodies is not
the principle of such movemefitThey are instead moved by an external cause, the
‘intelligence’ (ntelligentia, identified with angels), which acts on the inrgassive
principle of celestial bodies, so that their movatrfellows their nature and is not violent.
The role of this intelligence will be fully appreted later on, when dealing with the
finality of celestial movement: in fact, the regemespect the Scholastic principle that
finality is always connected with an intellect wihiapprehends the end as good. King

writes about the intelligence in a passage oflfesés in 1616:
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Unanim<i> Philosophorum consensu, Coeli motus
fit ab intelligentia, quae est substantia immateria
Coelo assistens, libera et voluntaria intellectione
movens.

Motus Coeli non est pure naturalis, sed potius
voluntarius: nec data est Coelo forma naturalis ad
movendum ut perficiatur, sed forma voluntariae
intellectionis ad movendum [...] [TP VII]

The heavens only have a sort of inclination towandsement, so that an external mover
is required for them to be in movement. Other régeall this movement ‘above nature’
(praeternaturali3, not in the sense that it is unnatural (thavislent) but simply that it is
of a different type from sublunar movement. Kingaaklaims that the heavens do not
move in order to acquire a greater perfection kenkublunar bodies), rather, Rankine
1631 states th&toelum moveri ut moveatur{TP XIV.4], an expression identical to one
used by Lesley 1625 that fifenovetur ut moveatur, non ut quiescaffP XIV]. In both
cases, movement is conceived as a natural statbddneavens and the element fire, for
both the heavens and fire do not move towards rest.

Intelligence is the principle of the movement ofeséial bodies both as cause of their

movement and explanation of their movement, as Redre 1596 claims:

Coelum materia est in se actuata. Non differt kaqu
coelum a natura coeli. Natura coeli, medium
demonstrationis motus coelestis de coelo esse thequi
sic enim non differet medium et subjectum. [TP 11]

Medium demonstrationis motus coelestis est
intelligentia. Medium demonstrationis motus coetest
est causa externa, quoad informationem: nisi quis
putle4t assistentiam causam internam constituere. [TP
12]

A consequence of the different nature of the hemventhat matter is completely
actualised: the heavens do not differ from the neatd the heavens, while sublunar bodies
do differ from their nature, and this differencéggeers movement towards a greater
perfection. Heavens’ matter is not in potencyais Ino appetite towards form other than its
current form. Robertson claims that this is thesosawhy the nature of the heavens cannot
be the middle term of the demonstration of the muaet of the heavens: if it were, the

middle term and the subject would be one and tineesan other words, we would be

13 See also, for example: Craig 1599, TP 6; Wemy<216P 16.1I; Forbes 1624, TP XI; Seton 1627, TP
XXXIL.

14 A translation of th&heses physicasf Robertson 1596 is in the Appendix.
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explaining the movement of the subject (heavensinbgns of a middle term identical to
the subject itself: this would hardly give any exmtion. Thus, the middle is the

intelligence, an external assisting cause. In simelligence has a threefold role with

regards to the heavens: 1) as a metaphysical cAuas;an epistemological principle; 3) as
providing finality [section 3].

2.2 Resistentia medii and void

Vacuum vero, quia rerum unionem, et naturas
destruit, ipsa Natura maxime abhorret: nec si daret
ullus esset in eo motus. [Forbes 1624, TP IX]

Natura vacuum abhorras a famous principle of Aristotelian and Schataghilosophy
in general: it is not exclusive to these philoseghiCartesianism for example) and it is not
a necessary principle, since some AristoteliansSuiwlastics (including some regents) did
not exclude the possibility of a void. Yet, the tvamjority of Aristotelians and Scholastics
considered that a void would be a dangerous braathe fabric of reality, for it breaks
down physical continuity and contact between sulzgis. Forbes’s passage can be taken as
representative of this position. Scholastics holat there cannot be action at a distance,
which means, an agent always acts either througiedium which somehow conveys the
causal power of the agent, or through direct camétt the patient. The presence of a void
(which is the absence of substance) would inewtabterrupt this chain of causality,
making natural causality ineffective. Later on imetseventeenth century, one of the
innovations of Newtonianism will be a picture oéligy in which void as a place and action
at a distance (i.e. gravity) are intelligible.

Many Scottish regents seem to accept the notioa wbid and integrate it into their
philosophy. Their talk about a void usually haséoptions: 1) a void is not natural and
cannot exist; 2) a void is not natural, yet we speculate on what would happen if it
existed; 3) void is natural and it exists. Opti@wand 3 are most common in the theses, and
Forbes 1624 can be said to have submitted a mymeyort*®

!> For example, the theory that a void is unnatural tat it does not exist is held by Forbes 1624 |XP
and, perhaps, Rankine 1631, TP VIII. A variatiortiu$ theory, that a void is unnatural and thatoes
not exist, yet that we can speculate about a momeoerurring in it, is held by Adamson 1604, TP 2;
King 1612, TP 10; Fairley 1619, TP VI; Sibbald 16X® 12-13; Lundie 1627, De vacuo seu inani TP II;
The third theory, that a void is natural and thaists, is held by Reid 1614, TP 12; Lesley 16D5,
Il; Stevenson 1625, TP XVI; Wemys 1631, TP IX.
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Aristotle makes a direct connection between moveéraed void. InPhys.1V, 8 he claims
that in a void the local movement of a substancelavbe infinitely fast, since no substance
would resist the moving substance. With no oppasjtithe substance would move at
infinite speed, since according to Aristotle theveirment of a substance is the result of the
impetus contrasted by the resistance of anothestante. It appears that every movement is
brought about at a finite speed, and we have nceparal experience of a void: then, this
infinite speed is impossible. It appears that theeace of a void is the condition for
movement to occur as experience shows that it daés finite speed in a finite period of
time. This consideration includes both sublunar eal@stial bodies, all identical when it
comes to local movement in a medium. Thus, voréjescted on two grounds: 1) movement
would occur at an infinite speed due to no rescary the medium; 2) a void would bring
about gaps in the natural world.

| think that these considerations are most intéllegwhen referred to celestial bodies.
Contrary to sublunar bodies, celestial bodies damsé move at a regular and constant
speed in an empty environment (the heavens), esgdehich pushes regents to open up to
the idea of void and to rewrite the Aristoteliamahy of resistance of the medium. These

are Fairley 1619’s words on the matter:

Circularis Coeli motus est continuus et successivus
cum tamen fiat absque ulla resistentia ex partdimed

Resistentia ex parte medii, quae est extrinseaa, no
requiritur necessario ad motum localem. Alia igitur
ratio est successionis in motu locali, eaque dyplex
scilicet latitudo distantiae in medio repertae seu
intercapedo et distantia extremorum, ac latitudo
extensionis ipsorum corporum ob quam repugnat
partes priores et posteriores simul praesentes esse
eidem puncto aut parti spatii.

In vacuo, si daretur, non modo fieret motus localis
sed et in tempore. [TP VI]

Fairley starts from the evidence of the regular ement of the heavens despite the
absence of a medium. In the sublunar world, wheeehave no evidence of void, the
regularity of movement can be referred to the ragusistance of bodies, so that a body
can move in a medium according to its impulse (lstnengly it is in movement) and to the
resistance of the medium (how strongly it is costied). In the heavens there is no medium:
thus the perceived regularity of celestial movem@ntleed the most regular of all
movements) must be accounted for according to siher principle.

This is Fairley’s argument: resistance is not aeseary principle. Movements do occur in

the absence of a medium. A body in movement (whetublunar or celestial) is
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necessarily extended in space and the distancevérg while moving is necessarily an
extension in space as well. It is impossible tratgof the moving body occupy the same
portion of space; that means, a moving body nedbssatains its internal division and
proportion between parts. Therefore, the sufficiemiciples of movement are the spatial
extension of moving bodies and the spatial extensiothe space in which the movement
occurs: every time there is extension in space, thevement is successive and regular, and
also in time, not instantaneous. Fairley calls #gension in space ‘latitudelatitudo).
Resistance of the medium is an external princigleelwvconcurs with movement, but is not
the condition for movement.

In other words, we can imagine a body in a spaasjimy from point A to point B. The
moving body is itself extended in space, becauseataral bodies can be without extension
in space. The distance between A and B is a fuligéance, just as the extension of the
moving body is finite: no infinite bodies or distas can exist in nature, according to
Aristotle. The body will move from A to B in timeyith a regular and successive
movement: in this picture, movement is about extensind dimensions of the moving
body and of the distance covered, it is not aboptogortion of resistance of the medium
and impulse of the moving body. Even in an empgcsp distances retain their value, and
distances cannot be overcome except over a periue.

| believe that Duns Scotus influenced those regehts accept this theory of movement.
Scotus in fact surpassed the Aristotelian accotintavement in a void by claiming that the
sufficient condition for regular movement is distannot plenun Lesley 1625 compares

the Aristotelian and Scotistic versions, and thgpoeinds his own theory:

In natura vacuum non est, Bhys.in quo et, si
esset, non esset motus; qui cum omnis fiat in teeapo
ibid. t. 129 adeoque tempore sit continuuig, t. 99.
absque pleni resistentia nullus eslyerr. 4. Phys.
com. 71. et seqdResistentia, in qua, medii externa:
quippe interna, quam porficot. 2 Sent. dist. 2. g. 9.
nulla, nisikata ovuBeBnkoc, Zab. I. de Mot. Grav.
12. Atqui in natura vacuum est; et si non esset, non
esset motus: cujus quasi principium est vacuumeg quo
cum semper sit plenum, fit vacuum, ut impleagaoal.
ex. 5. n. 2[TP 1]

A very interesting passage. In Aristotelian philgsp, a void breaks down the

relationship between time and movement, becauskouititresistance of the medium

'8 On the Scotus’s theory of void: A. BroadBuns Scotus on Ubiety and the Fiery Furnaire British
Journal for the History of Philosophy, 13 (20059.N, pp. 3-20, in particular pp. 12-13.



Part Il, chapter 3. The movement of the heavens 183

movement takes place in an instant: and this isantradiction with the principle that
‘everything takes place in time’. Lesley mentiortsis’s theory of the internal resistance
of the moving body, the very theory which Fairlescepts: this internal resistance is a
principle only by accident, as Zabarella claims;duse an external principle is required as
well. Once again Scaliger is quoted with approaad Lesley takes his own theory of
movement from Scaliger'&xercitationes The void is said to be a ‘quasi-principle’ of
movement, because it makes movement possible g idled by a body moving into an
empty space. Were all space filled (that is, ocetipy substances) no movement would
occur. Lesley claims that void does not exist itureas an empty dimensional space, but
that it is immediately occupied by a substanceréfains the finalistic principle that nature
rejects void, and that somehow void exists in otddre filled by substances. What can be
said with regards to both theories is that a né&nis a mode intrinsic to the moving body,
independent of void and plenum.

Lesley’s theory is different from Fairley’s. Botle@ept the notion of void: Fairley seems
more familiar with the Scotistic idea of an empiyndnsional space, while Lesley still
holds that all reality is a plenum. This is why tegects the Scotistic notion of internal
resistance. These are, therefore, two differerdrtés, which have in common the idea that

void has a role to play in nature.

3. Finality of the heavens

The heavens are all the celestial spheres whialowsul and contain the sublunar world,
and all the substances within: inevitably, talkiofg‘finality’ of the heavens is talking of
finality of the universe as a whole. We have sdw@t telestial bodies do not undergo
movement in the way sublunar bodies do: there isuah directed change towards a new
form intended as the end of change. Celestial sodie what they have to be, the only
change which affects them is the change in whesefds). King 1620 even downplays
this change in the celestial movement by saying tth& proper terminus is not a newui
but simply a new mode of wherenessoflus ubicationjsof celestial matter: this way, the

difference from sublunar bodies is even strongacesno categorial talk is accepted.

7 “Terminus quem latio per se requirit non est locsgd ubi, qui modus est quidam intrinsecus, et
independens a pleno et vacu&ihg 1612, TP 10.1.
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The question about finality of the heavens is samib that about heavy and light bodies:
how it is possible to account for the evidenceioélfty in respect of inanimate bodi€s.
Some regents endorse the Thomistic view that headylight bodies are directed by the
mover generanywho gives them such and such forms which detexchimhether they are
heavy or light, as we are reminded by Stevenso,li62jood Aristotelian fashion:

Movens semper secum fert aliguam formam quae
sit principium et causa motus. 3. Phys. 2. [TP XIV]

Other regents hold that finality is found withinrfes themselves of heavy and light
bodies, asking why we cannot conceive of a modehé&avy and light bodies’” movement
similar to that of animate bodies.

There is no such debate with regards to the heavegsnts unanimously claim that
intelligence moves the heavens, so whatever finetié heavens show or act towards, is
from the intelligence which moves them. The preseoicintelligence as principle allows
the regents to avoid the problem of finality be@atlee model ‘intelligence-finality of the
universe’ is structured on the basis of the modektllect-perceived good’, proper to the
analysis of human being. In fact, a perceived gatwdays requires an intellect which
perceived the good as such, and consequently miowesds it. For heavy and light bodies
Strachan 1631 tried to introduce the notion of pledaical intention, which is commonly
used by Scholastics to express the sort of cayshét a final cause has.

The heavens have no ‘internal’ finality, regenty:Sahey do not move towards any
greater perfection than the one they already pes#ethey did, they would not be different
from perishable bodies. Yet, they move to the athga of sublunar bodies: the endless

vicissitude of generation and corruption is theeéemal’ end of the heavens’ movement.

Non movetur coelum totum, nec ulla ipsius pars
propter sui conservationem; nihil sane acquiritinov
propter se.

Quare moveri propter nostram generationem
putandum est. [...] [Reid 1610, TP 11]

Sibbald, regent at Marischal College in the 16204wo sets of theses, 1623 and 1625,
puts forward his own interpretation of celestialvament, which involves the finality of

'8 Evidence of finality: none of the regents doulhsat finality is apparent and omnipresent, aneeines
what the universe is like.

% For example, Sibbald 1625, TP IX, A quo coeli mavea “Quod nimirum motu illo circulari nullam
perfectionem intrinsecam, et debitam sibi adipisagncum nulla tamen forma active inclinet ad motum
nisi per illum acquirenda fit aliqua mobili debitserfectio.”
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movement. The regent argues against the possibiliproving that intelligence moves the

heavens:

In coelis nullum est vitae indicium, praeter motum
localem qui seclusa cognitione et amore per senvita
non arguit.

Coelum non est animatum.

Coelum non ab intrinseca forma, sed ab extrinseco
moveri demonstrare nulla ratio potest. Probabiliter
tamen ostenditur ab extrinsecis motoribus cieri. Hi
intelligentiae sunt. [1623, TP 24-28]

At cum generans se moveat dum generat, non ob
perfectionem suam, sed speciei debitam, omniaque ad
omnes positionum differentias motu vacui moveantur,
cur non coelum a seipso propter conservationem
universi potest moveri? [1625, TP X]

In both sets of theses, Sibbald raises the dowdardeng the role of intelligences: he
claims that it is simply ‘more probable’ that it iis fact an intelligence which moves the
heavens. Sibbald is the same regent who rejecissogs a useful discipline in enquiring
into the nature of the heavens: his overall themfrhe heavens is not against Scholastic
tradition. It is perhaps more interesting that gerd¢ like Sibbald conceives of the
hypothesis that the heavens move themselves, attampt to bridge the metaphysical gap

between celestial and sublunar bodies.

4. Aristotle on the eternity of the world and the d  emonstration of the prime

motor

Aristotle is without any doubt the main inspiratidor the regents. TheTheses
philosophicae are often structured as commentaries on Ariswtldbctrines, he is
ostentatiously quoted in Greek and his authorityeiguired in almost all philosophical
contexts. This is not surprising evidence: regemtye teaching during a period of
Scholastic renaissance and Aristotelian vigour (i@ aspects do not always go together)
following the Humanist reformation of philosophyt i hard to say if Scholasticism
prevails over Aristotelianism or vice versa in ttheses: | believe that in this case the
question is rather what interpretation of Aristotte regents bring forward. | intend to

address this point in this last section and theheabeginning of the Conclusions. | identify
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two approaches: in the Conclusions, | deal with teeeption of Aristotle in general,
seeking to show, in particular, in what cases #gents expound a Christianised version of
Aristotle and whether we can conclude that theynaitely endorse an Aristotelian theory
of substance. | will argue that Aristotle does appear to be a cause of traditionalism in the
Scottish universities: rather, as the case of ¢fection of Transubstantiation shows, in the
name of Aristotle regents went beyond contemposatyolasticisni?

In this section | deal with a particularly interiegt aspect of Aristotelian philosophy,
which, | believe, is revealing of deep motives behthe philosophy of the regents: the
interpretation of the principlemne quod movetur ab alio moveand its role in the proof
of the existence of the prime motor.

Most famously, Thomas Aquinas introduces his fivaysvfor the demonstration of the
existence of God by the principle that ‘everyththgt moves is moved by something else’
[ST, I, g. 2, aa. 1-3]. This also seems to be on éilss mind in book VIII of thePhysics
which leads to the proof of the necessity of a primotor. Despite the fundamental
difference between the two deities (Thomas’s Gothésgiver of essence and existence,
Aristotle’s prime motor is the final and efficieaduse of the movement of the world), the
principle by which these two conclusions are reddsethe same. Scholastics hold in fact
that in respect of each of the four kinds of cansaterial, formal, final and efficient, there
is a first cause. Regents do not disagree withftimndamental point: we have seen that the
existence of prime matter is also proved, a prioyi,appealing to the existence of a first
cause in the genus of material causality.

The validity of this principle rests on the assuimpthat an infinite regress is not a valid

option:

Ad primum ergo dicendum quod, cum omne quod
movetur ab alio moveatur, quod non potest in
infinitum procedere, necesse est dicere quod non
omne movens movetuiST; I, g. 75, a. 1, ad 1]

In a series of efficient causes, the latest effecused by its immediate cause, which is
itself the effect of its immediate cause, and sptonnfinity. The logical problem is that in
order to have the latest effect we also must haveanénite series of causes, which

ultimately make it possible for the latest effexbe actual. Yet, an infinite series cannot be

20 A similar consideration is made by I. Dirirnfhe Impact of Aristotle’s Scientific Ideas in thaltMe Ages
and at the Beginning of the Scientific Revolutiamrchiv fur Geschichte der Philosophie, 50 [1968).
115-133) regarding the appreciation for the “reaiistotle, rediscovered by modern philosophers and
scientists (p. 129). Regarding the Scottish contird opposite theory is found in R. S. Raéihdrew
Melville and the Revolt against Aristotle in Scatareprinted from The English Historical Review,
London, April 1899.
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actual in time, because it is always possible teitpgn ulterior cause further back in time.
This is why Thomas tackles the problem withouttfraporal successighHis proof deals
with a series of contemporary causes all concurtinghe existence of the latest effect
(which is not ‘latest’ in time): if we imagine a mahrowing a stone, the series of present
causes leads us up until God, first efficient cali$es is also why Scholastics hold that the
difference between creation and conservation ofubid is only a distinction of reason: in
Descartes’ narrative, God’s activity is constaméguired.

Now, in Aristotle’s philosophy, the world is belied to be eternal: there is no concept of
‘creation from nothing’, the divine is the prinagpbf “organisation” of an eternal world.
The concept of creation made its entrance in pbybyg during the first centuries of the
Christian era, thanks to the thinking of Philo déxandria, Philoponus, the fathers of the
church and the late Platonists. A profoundly infii@d change in the philosophical
interpretation of the world. Thomas believed tlat,purely philosophical ground, we must
commit to Aristotle’s conclusion that the worldaternaFk? Our natural reason alone cannot
decide against it, nor can it decide for it. Yekation in time is philosophically possible,
and revelation tells us beyond any doubt that tleeldvwas created in time. After the
acquisition of this truth by means of revelatioatural reason can find arguments in its
favour and can show that revelation is not in cfittion with reason.

Where do regents stand in this grand debate, justlypbsketched here? Regents are
Christian Reformed philosophers, they believe @ @hristian revelation and this faith is
reflected in their philosophy. As | had occasiorptont out earlier, the natural philosophy
of theTheses philosophicase consistently regarded as an autonomous digeiplivhere the
appeal to God'’s intervention is very limited. To in@re precise: God is the ultimate and
first warrant of the order and existence of thevarse by itgotentia ordinatano regents
would deny this; where they stand away from Cath8tholastics and a number of modern
philosophers is in their search for an explanabbrthe created world without involving
God'’s potentia absolutar a reiterated divine intervention in the natwalrse of events:
the only example is the creation of the human sbwhe moment of conception. We have
seen that regents reject the miracle of Transubiateom in the graduation theses not on the
basis of biblical authority but on the basis oftlasy say, ‘good philosophy'. It is arguable,
and | believe it is correct, that both a Protesteating of the Bible and an understanding

of Aristotle on the relation between a substanakitnaccidents make them inclined to find

2L The example is that of a hand that moves a stizkrnoves a stone: three movements in a causatisegu
and perceptibly simultaneous.

22 As in Seton 1627, TP XXX‘Creatura secundum naturam suam potuit esse abrae”. The eternity of
natural species is an Aristotelian theory, whicto8eaccepts as a conclusion of a purely philos@bhic
enquiry.
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philosophical arguments to deny the miracle of Sudnstantiation: it is remarkable that
they achieve such a rejection by ostensibly appgati philosophical arguments.
Similarly, a significant number of regents expliciteject both the truth of the principle
omne quod movetur ab alio movetand also the conclusions based on this principle.
Regarding the eternity of the world, Reid 1622 agithat:

Si nulla forma introducatur nisi ex materia privata
ex Arist. qui mundum falso aeternum esse putavit,
utrum forma privationem, an privatio formam
antecedat, nequit determinari.

At ex veritate, qua nos Christiani mundum aoD
ex nihilo conditum fuisse credimus, absolute
loquendo, forma tempore etiam praecessit omnem
privationem Physicam et particularem. [TP VI]

Reid’s idea, also stated in 1610, is that natwason alone cannot prove whether form or
privation came first in time; which means that Agtee was wrong by his own logic in
believing the world eternal. Christian revelati@fis us that the world is created in time,
which means that form precedes privation in théesesf generation and corruption: first
there are substances, then the beginning of thessef corruption and subsequent
generation nius generatio est alterius corrupfica series which is posterior by nature to
the creation of substances. When natural reasqs,stevelation provides ground for
finding truth.

Two regents are particularly clear in rejecting ba&dll of the Physics King 1612 and,
again, Sibbald, in his theses of 1623.

Omne agens ex naturae necessitate secundum
ultimum suae potentiae gradum, ac tantum quantum
potest, agit.

Deus igitur, cum sit infinitae virtutis, nec effaot
produxerit infinitum, non agit necessario.

Quum itaque illa Aristotelis opinio de mundi
aeternitate his duobus principijs innitatur tanquam
fundamentis, necesse est ipsa etiam corruat, adeo u
mundus etiam a Deo in tempore creari potueritexel
principijs Philosophiae. [King 1612, TP 16]

Propositio haec, Omne quod movetur, ab alio
movetur, aut falsa est, aut licet vera infirmum isim
fundamentum demonstrationis primi motoris.

Verius et evidentius principium illud
MetaphysicumQuicquid fit, ab alio fit.
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Recte Avicenna non Physici, sed Metaphysici esse
demonstrare ens dari aliquod primum et increatum.
[Sibbald 1623, TP 14-18]

King and Sibbald attack Aristotle from two diffetemiewpoints, and reach the same
conclusion: the Aristotelian theory of the primetoras ill-based.

King focuses on the powers of an agent. Even ifatent is of infinite powen/(rtus) like
God, it does not act by necessity and does notysedn infinite effect. This is explained
by the notion of the free act of creation and by tmpossibility of an infinite (created)
being, as Aristotle himself would confirm (King gesMet. VIII on this matter, few lines
above, TP XV.1). According to King, Aristotle’s demstration of the eternity of the world
is precisely based on these two wrong assumptiwhigh inevitably make the conclusion
wrong as well. Even according to Aristotle’s priplels then, creation in time is possible
[TP 15].

Sibbald includes in his criticism of Aristotle tlvery principleomne quod movetur ab
alio movetur regarded as evident and solid by traditional &dtiws. He presents two
possibilities: either 1) the principle is false; &y even if it is true, it does not provide
ground solid enough for Aristotle’s demonstratidntlte prime motor. Both possibilities
imply a rejection of the relevant passage in bodk Wf Physics | believe that an
antecedent of this position can be found long leefcholastic philosophy, during the very
initial moments of the appropriation of the Chastirevelation by philosophers: in tBe
Aeternitate Mundi Contra Aristotelehy John PhiloponuX.

Philoponus’s original books have long since vardsheis ideas on the eternity of the
world are now known to us because of the polemicstagted with Simplicius, who
transcribed long passages by Philoponus in hiy teghim® Philoponus opposes Aristotle
on many physical doctrines. What matters here akbd of his Contra Aristotelemwhere

he sets out to criticise the arguments for thenéterof movement and where he puts

% To be contrasted with Wemys 1612, TP 1Biimi ergo motoris in 8. Phys. ex motu primo den@i®
Physica est, non Metaphysica.”

24 philoponusAgainst Aristotle, on the Eternity of the wartalited by R. Sorabiji, translated by C. Wildberg,
London, Duckworth, 1987; R. Sorabphiloponus and the rejection of Aristotelian scigntondon,
University of London, 2010. On the Renaissance pge of Philoponus: C. B. SchmitRhiloponus’
Commentary on Aristotle’®Physics in the Sixteenth centuryin C. B. Schmitt, Reappraisals in
Renaissance Thoughthapter VIII. The author underlines the fact ttiet commentaries by Simplicius
and Philoponus provide a criticism of Aristotle whiis not far from that offered by the ‘new scierafe
the seventeenth century. Schmitt believes thaR#eissance re-discovery of Simplicius and Philogon
provided more arguments to the anti-Aristoteliaflqgophy and science. | believe that, at leastart,p
this is the case for the graduation theses as whtise natural theology does not seem to be acuptdi
the Aristotelian principles.

5 Against Aristotle p. 24 ff. The two main works from which we cameatpt to reconstruct Philoponus’s
theory are Simplicius’s commentary da Caeloand on thé>hysics
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forward the idea of creation from nothing. Whapasticularly interesting in Philoponus is
that he criticised Aristotle from an early Christisiewpoint; this allows us to appreciate a
reading of Aristotle before his “Christianisatiooperated in the Middle Ages. Furthermore,
Philoponus was never completely forgotten in theterm Christian world, even if we must
wait until the late sixteenth and early seventeestttury to see signs of growing interest in
his philosophy? Library records in Aberdeen university dating b&ezki 624, catalogued as
MS M 70, show that at least one copy of two commeas by Simplicius were available:
preciselySimplicius in quatuor Libros Aristotelis de Cogjaublished in 1527 by Aldus
Manutius in Venice an&implicius in tres Libros Aristotelis de Anintb27, for which no
publishing place is noted. It is then probable thame of the Aberdeen doctors, for
example Sibbald, would be acquainted with Simp$@ureports on and criticism of
Philoponus.

Leaving the important archival evidence aside liebe that Sibbald’s short argument can
be explained by Philoponus’ criticism of Aristotlke. book VI of hisContra Aristotelem
Philoponus argues agairigtysicsVlll, 1 where Aristotle claims that if two bodiésve not
always been in movement, then there must be a mavepmior to them, in virtue of which
later movements occur. This is also true of throipmovement’, so that it is impossible to
posit a ‘first’ movement in time. Philoponus setg t resolve this difficulty by the means
of creation from nothing, which breaks the seriésnover-moved bodies to reach a first
absolute unmoved movér.Philoponus’s critical argument rests on the segeeof
movements being in time: a qualification he asaite Aristotle and which Thomas, for
instance, refutes in his own interpretation of Auie.

This might be what Sibbald has in mind when clagnthat the principleomne quod
movetur ab alio movetus either false or insufficient to prove the egiste of the prime
motor. The principle appears to be valid only ituna philosophy, and Sibbald holds that
proving the existence of the prime motor is a @fsketaphysics, not of natural philosophy.
Sibbald seems more sympathetic towards book XMef, 6, 1071 b 2 - 1072 a 18, where
Aristotle reaches the conclusion of book VIII Bhysicsin terms of act and potency
(“Verius et evidentius principium illud Metaphysicu@uicquid fit, ab alio fit: TP 15). In
natural philosophy it might be true that everyththgt is moved is moved by something

% As Sorabiji interestingly points out, Philoponusjisted by Galileo more often than Pldia, p. 2.

2" |vi, p. 131, fragments 117-120. The innovation of dhguments of Philoponus lies in pointing out an
apparent flaw in traditional Aristotelianism and, general, in the worldview of antiquity. Simplisiu
among many others, argues for the eternity of tbeldythat means, an infinite number of years has
passed until now. Philoponus points out the deeisientradictions: a world infinite in time contretsi
the Aristotelian principle that nothing infinitercde actual, and an infinite number of years pass#itl
now has to be increased, as more years follow fromon. R. SorabjPhiloponus pp. 213-214.
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else, but it is also true that by force of thisnpiple alone the natural philosopher cannot
demonstrate the existence of a prime motor, and mgtead limit their enquiry to the
physical world.

How to interpret the open rejection of this prideipin the light of theTheses
philosophicaeas a whole? No other regent is as clear as Sibimalthis subject; yet,
contextual evidence can be given for what | believ¢he very limited role for natural
theology in the philosophy of the regefitdlo proof for the existence of God is present in
the theses until the 1650s: this includes proamfour knowledge of the physical world. If
we look further in the seventeenth century, we famdincreasing interest in the Cartesian
arguments of thé&leditationes de Prima Philosophi&Vith the arrival of Cartesianism in
the Scottish universities, the demonstration of &stence of God is, in ‘Scottish
Cartesian’ fashion, a preliminary step to philosophenquiry, alongside the argument of
the ‘cogito ergo sum’. This profound shift in expms is striking. It is clear that Cartesian
philosophy stimulated an interest for this argumeshich is missing in earlier theses:
regents in the 1660s-1670s fully endorsed CartesranThe demonstration of the existence
of God cannot be said to be the centre of heatbdtden late Scholasticism, nonetheless it
is a central part of most Scholastic works. Tiheses philosophicagelong to the textbook
Scholastic tradition, works written with the speciidea of providing an accurate yet not
fully exhaustive account of philosophy, for the pase of educating young students. The
absence of this argument alone cannot lead usfioitde conclusions about the role of
natural theology in the regents’ natural philosapNgnetheless, this absence becomes
more meaningful if interpreted in the light of dmast total absence of the discourse about
God in natural philosophy. God’s intervention iscatlenied (with the interesting exception
of Dalrymple 1646) in the causality of secondanyses.

It might be the case that Sibbald makes expliciatwwh implicit in all other regents: the
existence of God is not a subject of philosophys i& subject of theology and faith. John
Calvin famously expressed his theory of the ‘sesfsgod’ (sensus divinitatjsaccording to

which awareness of divinity and belief in God arellwmigh universaf’ In Calvin a

8 For the analysis of natural theology in Reformetidasticism: R. A. MullerPost-Reformation Reformed
Dogmatics ch. 5. Muller indentifies natural theology as tpaff revealed theology, and claims that the
idea that there is no role for it in Reformed Selstitism is the product of later theology (suctKasl
Barth'’s), and is thus foreign to the Reformerstdiation to the graduation theses, | think that asgect
is important: the distinction between philosophy @imeology. If it is true that natural theologypiart of
revealed theology, it is also true that the develept of natural theology was perceived as an exoess
the direction of rationalisniyi, p. 170). The graduation theses seem to belottggdaction of Reformed
Scholasticism: the distinction between philosophg ¢heology is strong, and natural theology dods no
belong to the area of enquiry of the philosopheparticular, of the natural philosopher.

2T, F. TorranceThe Hermeneutics of John Calyiedinburgh, Scottish Academic Press, 1988, inipaar
pp. 84 ff.
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‘Scholastic’ demonstration of the existence of G®adnissing, and he prefers the Pauline

doctrine that God is revealed in nature:

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven
against all ungodliness and unrighteousness of men,
who hold the truth in unrighteousness;

Because that which may be known of God is
manifest in them; for God hath shewednto them.

For the invisible things of him from the creatioh o
the world are clearly seen, being understood by the
things that are madegven his eternal power and
Godhead; so that they are without excuseing
James BibleRomans 1: 18-21]

It is then possible that regents reflect an appgrotc philosophy influenced by the
Calvinist origin of their confession, in which tegistence of God cannot be the conclusion
of a philosophical argument. Mutatis mutandis, lldve that this position is consistent with
the rejection of Transubstantiation: regents déay philosophy can account for theological
matters, either the miracle of the conversion afadrand wine into body and blood of
Christ, or the existence of God. A matter of fagmot a matter of philosophy, even if faith
always leads our philosophical interpretation &f world.

The Theses philosophicaatil the 1650s do not commit to any discourseGaa which
Is not either moral or metaphysical: God is presemhilosophy, but natural philosophy is
treated as a discipline independent of our knowdedf) God, other than the faith in a
benevolent, rational and free act of creation. itlaély, the faith of the regents shapes their
natural philosophy: they diverge from Catholic Selstics with regard to the accounts of
substance, extended matter, inherence of accidedtslso the limits of natural philosophy:
within a Scholastic philosophy, regents show arcteapect for the autonomy of natural
philosophy. | believe that this is a clear exampiie¢he way in which the religion of the
regents both influenced their philosophy, and gsegpared the ground for the success of
the scientific revolution in the Scottish univelest in the later seventeenth and early

eighteenth centuries.

5. Conclusion

The regents are still committed to the distinctiomature between the sublunar and the

celestial world. Thereby, they reveal how deeplgyttare influenced by the tradition of

Scholastic natural philosophy.



Part Il, chapter 3. The movement of the heavens 193

The celestial world is different in nature from thablunar world because it is not subject
to corruption. Sublunar bodies come to be and cealse, while celestial bodies are eternal.
Ergo, they are in movement, but in a different tyygfjemovement. Celestial bodies, for
example, do not move towards an end in the wayusabl bodies do; more precisely,
celestial bodies only have an ‘external’ end, whecthe preservation of the sublunar world.
If we abstract from this external end, the celéstadies have no finality, that means, they
are fully actual, and perfectly realize their natur

| have called this theory of the difference in mata ‘paradigm’, since the regents do not
seek to prove it, but rather consider it as aisgpoint of their cosmology.

The heavens are moved by the intelligence; unlii® hheavy and light bodies, the
principle of movement of the celestial bodies ideexal. Yet, it is natural, because an
internal propension towards a movement triggere@rbexternal agent suffices to qualify
such movement as natural. Unlike heavy and ligldid®) celestial bodies are not the
primary cause of their movement.

The regents make an interesting case for the mavieaighe celestial bodies in a void:
probably influenced by Duns Scotus and againsttéttes they claim that a movement in a
void is possible, and takes place in time, becaus®ving body is extended in place, even
in a void. They seem to accept the Scotistic nodiom void as a geometrical space potential
occupied by bodies.

The investigation of movement has raised the comestif the interpretation of the
principle omne quod movetur ab alio movettnaditionally exploited in natural theology.
The regents seem to reject the validity of thismgple beyond the physical world, and to
rule out natural theology from their natural phdphy. | have argued that they might be
influenced by a Calvinist form of Protestant phipky®* In turn, this analysis has
prompted the question of the reception of Aristatbewhich | turn now.

% As | have sought to prove, the philosophy of thgergs is shaped by a form of Calvinism: in the sasfe
the definition of the accident and of natural tleggyl, philosophical doctrines are rejected or appdoan
the basis of the Scottish Calvinism of the regesitmther interesting example of how Calvinism dilec
influenced philosophy is presented by C. H. Lohiive Calvinist Theory of Science in the Renaissance
in G. Piaia (ed.)l.a presenza dell’'aristotelismo padovano nella fiie della prima modernitapp. 123-
132. According to Lohr, Calvinist philosophers thigtished themselves from both Catholics and
Lutherans in terms of the conception of scientfiowledge, of the distinction of the philosophical
disciplines and of the role of natural theologyht@scribes to these differences the very origithef
idea of a “system” in Christian teaching, of andanic” conception of knowledge and, ultimately tloé
end of metaphysics as the “queen” of the scienge431). See also: C. H. LoHratin Aristotelianism
and the seventeenth-century Calvinist theory afrgific methodin D. A. Di Liscia - E. Kessler - C.
Methuen (eds.)Method and order in Renaissance philosophy of matéldershot, Ashgate, 1997, pp.
369-380.
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Conclusions

1. Outline of the conclusions

The analysis of the cosmology of the regents hasl Some light on the distinction
between natural philosophy and natural theologthentheses. The regents seem to reject
natural theology and the application of its priheimmne quod movetur ab alio movetur’
beyond the limits of the natural world. Most famigusAristotle concluded thé&hysics
with the application of this principle to the disewoy of a first mover, regarded as the final
and efficient cause of the universe. We have seew hegents put forward an
interpretation of the principle which seems to agel its use in natural theology, and,
without the support of the Christian revelatiorade to the Aristotelian doctrine of the
eternity of the world. Thus, it is in virtue of tihevelation that regents go beyond Aristotle
and hold that the world has a beginning in time.

The question of the reception of Aristotle in theedes is historically central: the
importance of Aristotle is obviously not limited tatural theology. | shall here highlight
two main aspects of the question:

1) Aristotle is the fundamental philosophical saumf the theses. The result is the
appropriation of Aristotle in a Christian philosgphirhe two most debated doctrines are
the eternity of the world and the immortality oétkoul. | shall seek to enrich the previous
discussion of these doctrines by reference to lh@wégents read the relevant Aristotelian
texts.

2) We have seen in part |, chapter 4, section Ra?, taccording to Stevenson 1629,
Aristotle and Porphyry do not accept the notioranfaccident existing without a subject.
In the first half of the seventeenth century, tlesgage in Stevenson 1629 is the only
explicit connection between this theory and Arigtthat we find in the theses. We will see
two more references later on in the century, bybEsrl684 and Skene 1688, which will
help to clarify how later regents looked back &t pfilosophy of their colleagues. It seems
that, at least until the 1680s, the interpretabbriristotle on this matter did not change,

and that regents invoked the authority of Aristatléhe debate on the separate existence
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of the accidents, prompted by the Catholic readih¢he Eucharist. It follows then that
also this later interpretation of Aristotle is igraement with the Reformed Scholasticism
of the theses.

In the final part of the Conclusions | shall expduhe main aspects of each chapter,
offering a general account of which can be considlehe key features of the Scottish
Scholasticism of the graduation theses. | shadllifrseek to contribute to the answer to the

question of the relevance of Scottish Scholasticgisoontemporary research.

2. The reception of Aristotle inthe  Theses philosophicae

The philosophy of Aristotle is a major source d$piration for the regents. The analysis
of the reception of Aristotle is a preliminary gties before drawing conclusions
regarding the Reformed Scholastic character offtieses philosophicaéds noted in part
II, chapter 3, section 4, some regents are crib€#he Scholastic principle that everything
that moves is moved by something else, a princigieh is traditionally used as a basis
for the demonstration of the existence of God. Tgnsciple is also fundamental with
respect to the Scholastic theory of movement, whittails that the natural state of bodies
Is rest. Bodies in movement naturally seek resttend towards it: in Scholastic natural
philosophy, movement, not rest, requires an explamaTherefore for every movement
there must be a cause. As we have seen, regents deject this principle tout court: they
reject a certain use of it. They believe that ey powers of this principle alone we cannot
offer a demonstration of a non-empirical propositsaich as ‘God (or what we usually call
‘god’, to accept Thomas Aquinas’s formulation) &xisl argue that in rejecting that use
regents commit themselves to a theory which isectosthe doctrine brought forward by
Philoponus against the Aristotelian Simplicius; méyn that the principle is to be
understood in a temporal series of causes andtgff@bich can extend in infinitum, thus
failing to provide the first cause in the naturalies (which Thomas Aquinas, for example,
believed himself to have provided).

A consequence of this theory appears to be theti@feof natural theology, understood
as the attempt to prove the existence of God bynmeh our experience of the natural
world: the regents’ position fits well with the forof Calvinist confession they adhered to.
In the Reformed Scholasticism of the theses, thefpaf the existence of God based on the

‘omne quod movetur ab alio movetur’ principle ig sabject to philosophical scrutiny.
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This prompts the more general question of the temeand interpretation of Aristotle in
the theses. The example of natural theology isgmertthe most evident sign of the fact that
the reception of Aristotle is always followed by amerpretation of Aristotle, and
consequently that the philosophy of the regentsabe labelled “Aristotelian” without
qualification? In fact, even if we set aside the question whe#estotle himself applied
the ‘omne quod movetur ab alio movetur principle mot, it is a fact that within
Scholasticism (just as within the Aristotelianisiintioe early Christian era) philosophers
employed this principle in different ways, yet alwaelieving their reading to be faithful
to Aristotle.

The philosophy of the theses, if we accept thigtinootion of Aristotelianism, is indeed
Aristotelian. Aristotle is by far the most quotedttzority; some theses are structured as
commentaries on Aristotle’s works; and he is alwagferred to with the utmost respect as
‘the Philosopher’. One might object that these @ets were features of philosophical
writing and academic teaching widely standardise&urope in the seventeenth century.
Two considerations help to clarify the point: firshe acceptance of Aristotelian
philosophy did not end with the arrival of the Refation and the Renaissance
reformation of philosophy. There is evidence okaduring and successful Aristotelianism
in post-Reformation Scotland, at least in the pcaadf university teaching. Along with the
intrinsic philosophical merits of Aristotelianismn the regents’ eyes a Scholastic
Aristotelianism was still the best pedagogical optito such an extent that some scholars
have suggested calling Scholastic philosophy inlate sixteenth and early seventeenth
centuries ‘academic Scholasticism’. Despite ackedging the advantages of this
formula, | believe that it overlooks the importanmfeScholastic philosophy outside the
academies: if it is undeniable that the backbon®abiolastic philosophy in the seventeenth
century was an established academic practice,nihatabe forgotten that some of the
greatest Scholastic works of the period were nagctitd towards academic teaching and
exerted much influence in the public philosophiieibate.

Secondly, | argue in section 2.1 that the regeadtegiance to Aristotle is also qualified,
and regents were not afraid to interpret Aristatlehe light of what they believed was

! What | seek to provide here is qualification. Frme 1970s on, thanks to the work of Charles Sahmit
Brian Copenhaver and others, scholars became famiith the idea that each historical period had it
own form of Aristotelianism. Schmitt thus suggestied expression ‘Aristotelianissn(Aristotle and the
Renaissancech. 1) in order to account for the variety witiiristotelianism. | believe that E. Gilson held
a different view on this matter: according to hiflhomas Aquinas, and more generally Thomism as a
faithful interpretation of Thomas, is the true Gdit philosophy, and the best expression of Scliclas
philosophy. This entails that the Thomistic Ariois the best possible interpretation of Aristdte a
Catholic scholar. | believe that Gilson knew theiety of the interpretations of Aristotle, alongtkvithe
variety within Scholasticism, but only took oneisasly: E. Gilson,Descartes et la Métaphysique
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‘good philosophy’. In section 2.2 | seek to outlite position of the regents in terms of
their interpretation of Aristotle’s theory of subste, which follows the debate on
Transubstantiation: regents thought themselves gaedpreters of Aristotle in claiming
that it is impossible for an accident to exist with its natural substance. In sum,
references to Aristotle are never just motivated tiagdition, since Aristotle was still
regarded as a powerful source of philosophical tedad progress.

A related question is about the relationship in tineses between Aristotelianism and
Scholasticism. This question can perhaps be rdmedny form of Scholasticism. In the
theses, it appears that Aristotelianism and Schoilsis are much intertwined, to such an
extent that it is impossible to detach one aspech fthe other. Regents were Scholastic in
the same terms as they were Aristotelian, and vEwsa. Whatever interpretation of
Aristotle the regents have, it is a Scholasticrprietation: whatever Scholasticism they
have, it is an Aristotelian form of Scholasticism/e should not be misled by the
Renaissance claims for the return to the ‘autheAtistotle (which is part of the overall
Renaissance attempt to return to the ‘authentiess§its), because in the seventeenth
century in Scotland this claim was present in ursig teaching, but did not bring about a
rejection of the Scholastic way in philosophy.

2.1 Aristoteles Christianus: Christian interpretation of Aristotle in the Theses
philosophicae

As one might expect, thEheses philosophicaee not a case of an Aristotelianism which
opposes Christian faith. All interpretations of #tatle are kept within the boundaries of
the Reformed religion of the regents: regents leelihat the highest ‘tribunal’ for their
philosophy is true religion, and they show no sifithe so-called ‘doctrine of the double
truth’, as it is traditionally ascribed to Siger Bfabant. Yet, natural philosophy is indeed
regarded as an autonomous discipline, but in no g&y natural philosophy propose a
truth which is incompatible with the Christian faitWhen such conflict is evident, the
regents resolve it in favour of the contents ofefatron, either in terms of natural
philosophical theories (as in the case of the tigleof Transubstantiation), or in terms of
a ‘suspension of judgement’: a proposition whiclefs undecided in philosophy finds its
answer in revelation (as in the case of the thebrthe creation of the world in time). |
believe that regents are truly Scholastic in tegard. The autonomy of natural philosophy

scolastique Revue de I'Université de Bruxelles, No. 2, 1924 introduzione alla filosofia cristiana
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is also coherent with this approach, insofar asimatphilosophy is not understood as a
‘mathesis universalis’ which extends to the whofepbilosophy: regents follow the
Aristotelian principle that each philosophical didine ought to follow the rules dictated
by its subject-matter, and be defined by the linoftgs subject-matter.

| also believe that the regents did not understdiremselves as belonging to any
philosophical school, for example, the Thomistictloe Scotistic school. What is true of
most other countries in Europe in the sixteenth sexenteenth centuries, namely that
philosophicaktudiaand universities were structured eitirevia Thomaeor in via Scotj is
not true of Scotland. | believe that the regentssatered themselves as working within the
Scholastic tradition, yet not bound to a specifienf of Scholasticism. This said, the
influence exerted by Duns Scotus cannot pass wetbtsome major natural philosophical
themes, such as prime matter as metaphysical achaf/modal distinction, void as
quantifiable extension, bear the mark of Scotukifopophy. ‘Eclectic Scotistic Reformed
Scholasticism’ seems an adequate description gflthesophy of the thesés.

In my analysis of the ‘Christian Aristotle’ in tmatural philosophy of the theses | am not
concerned with every theory in which the influenae Aristotle is felt. Most of the
philosophy originates from the texts of Aristoted benefits from the long activity of
interpretation and comment carried out from Simps#cand Philoponus onwards. What |
have done is to offer an account of the most releymssages in which the regents
explicitly expressed reservations about the coloere Aristotle with Christian revelation,
and where the regents followed the practice ofrpneting Aristotle as an ante litteram
Christian philosopher.This analysis can shed light on the question otkiAristotelian
theories were understood as most in conflict wetletation, and which Christian doctrines
Aristotle could hold on the basis of natural reastone, Aristotle being the highest
example of a philosopher unassisted by revelation.

From the viewpoint of a Christian natural philosgpthe two most debated Aristotelian
texts are those regarding the eternity of the warld the immortality of the soul. With
regard to the former, Aristotle held that the waddeternal, and that the first motor is the

first final cause, not the Christian first effictezause on which the whole existence of the

Milano, Massimo, 1986, forword.

2 | believe that the qualification ‘Scotistic’ is ressary, and not included in a general account oftiSh
Scholasticism as ‘eclectic’. The graduation thesmesa form of ‘eclectic Scotism’, rather than just,
general, a form of ‘eclectic Scholasticism’. In tfaBcotism appears to be the thread linking all the
graduation theses together, even if the regenfg’asjal of Scotism is never uncritical.

% John Mair, in the liminary letter of his commentaio the Nicomachean Ethic&thica Aristotelis
peripateticorum principisParis 1530, holds this opinion of Aristott®enique in tanto et tam multiilugo
opere vix placitum unum Christiano homine indigngimyt a nobis explanatum est legatum, offendas.”
owe this reference to Alexander Broadie.
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world depends. Christian commentators of Aristpieceived the problem of the absence
of a theory of creation in Aristotle; this absemneas usually explained by the claim that
Aristotle’s philosophy, as a purely human entergrisad to stop where revelation was
needed to provide further truth and advancemenormkyphilosophy. Thomas Aquinas,
following Avicenna, developed a whole new metaptysf the act of being which paved
the way for a more mature interpretation of Ariktowithin a Christian framework. An
alternative solution is that the theory of creatiwas implicit in Aristotle’s philosophy,
even if Aristotle did not openly state it. Thisudat Forbes 1624 seeks to prove. After
dealing with Aristotle’s theory of the elementse ttegent writes, regarding the universe,
that:

Quod Aeternum statuat, id licet homine Christiano
indignum,  Philosopho tamen Natura duce
concedendum: quamvis verisimile sit, Creationem,
gua ex Aeternitate, ut ipse putabat, universum ictind
DEUS Aristotelem non latuisse: cum 12. Metaph.
agnoscat Coelum et Naturam, a DEO pendere. [TP X]

The regent refers to book Xl of thdetaphysics perhaps to 6, 1071 b - 1072 a 20,
where Aristotle proves the existence of an immateeternal and immobile substance,
mover of the universe. Forbes uses the Latin tgremdere; which is philosophically
ambiguous, since it may signify various forms aépeéndence’, not simply the relation that
a created universe has with respect to the crelatsrinteresting that Forbes would read
this passage, and arguably misread it, as implgirageative act by the first mover. His
main argument is to be found in the preceding lik@sbes holds that the eternity of the
world is not an acceptable doctrine for a Christizan, and that some credit must be given
to Aristotle, since he was solely guided by humeason. Yet, it is likely that Aristotle
himself was not unaware of the possibility of cr@atwhich is implicit in the description
of the first motor provided in book XlI of thdetaphysics

A similar point is made by King 1612:

Quumque inter solum nihil et aliquid, seu ens et
non ens, sit infinita distantia: sequetur, vel ex
principijs Aristotelis Deum ex nihilo aliquid crear
potuisse. [TP 15.11]

This passage is part of a longer thesis which deiitsthe relation of an agent of infinite
power irtus) to its finite effect. An infinitely powerful agéman create either an infinite

effect, or a finite effect in an infinite wayn{inito modq. King claims that there is



The reception of Aristotle in the Theses philosophicae and Conclusions 200

universal philosophical consensus that no creatare be infinite in act, as Aristotle
himself claimed. The only option is therefore tmeation of a finite creature in an infinite
way. This is the introduction to the passage quatam/e. In this passage King exploits the
Aristotelian doctrine that being and non-being @pposed as contradictories, and between
them there is an ‘infinite distance’. This distancamely, the possibility of a passage from
non-being to being, is infinite because the oppwsitof contradiction between two
elements is the strongest possible opposition,itacdn be overcome only by an infinite
power. In this context, ‘non-being’ and ‘being’ nie understood in an absolute sense: in
the natural world, we only experience relative m@mg and relative being. Natural
generation and corruption occur between forms ingan and informing prime matter, so
that all forms can be said to be ‘contraries’ te@ @nother in relation to prime matter,
understood as the underlying principle of inhererinethe same way as colours are
‘contraries’ to one another in relation to the dabse they are accidents of. In other
words, prime matter is potentially open to forméjahk are taken on successively by prime
matter. This does not mean that two substantiahgocan inform the same portion of
prime matter: this is contradictory. It is not a@dictory that two substantial forms inform
the same portion of matter in temporal succession.

An infinite distance can only be covered by annité agent. There is an infinite distance
between non-being (absolute nothing) and createtybthe regent concludes that by the
logic of Aristotle creation is possible. The follmg passage in King 1612 deals with the
traditional principleex nihilo nihil fit

Commune igitur illud Philosophorum classicum,
Ex nihilo nihil fit, nedum ex principijs veritatis
christianae, verum et ipsius Philosophiae, evergtu
corruit. [TP 15.11F

The regent does not ascribe this theory to Aristotlet, it appears that the conclusion
reached in TP 15.11 by the logic of Aristotle img®8i the interpretation of the principde
nihilo nihil fit only within the limits of natural philosophy, thexcluding the creation,
which is a passage from absolute non-being to being

The passages in Forbes 1624 and King 1612 are iffeoetht forms of the same attempt
to credit Aristotle with, at least, the intuitiof the philosophical theory of creation before

* Thomas AquinasST, |, g. 45, a. 2, arg. 1Videtur quod Deus non possit aliquid creare. Qsiacundum
philosophum, | Physic. antiqui philosophi accep@runcommunem conceptionem animi, ex nihilo nihil
fieri.” Thomas Aquinas is expounding here the theory@®f3heek natural philosophers.
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its historical formulation within the developmerit @ Christian reading of Aristotle and
Plato.

The theory of the immortality of the soul, whiclyeats discuss with a direct reference to
Aristotle, originates from their reading Bfe Animalll. Aristotle investigates the nature
and the faculties of the soul, and concludes thaaréicular activity of the soul, namely,
that of the agent intellect, which works out theversal on the basis of the impression on
the possible intellect, is evidence for the immatiy of the soul. The external objects of
our knowledge are individuals, and are perceivedsash: Aristotle argues that the
universal is the product of the agent intellectéhse the universal is not to be found in
sensation. The work of the agent intellect is regfiin order to ‘ascend’ to the universal.
Thus if the universal is not to be found in natdhen it does not come to our knowledge
from nature. If our agent intellect can ascenchuniversal, the agent intellect cannot be
material; therefore, it is immaterial. The scholatlebate over the interpretation of this
theory is vast: Scholastics favoured the interpigtahat Aristotle either laid out the basis
for the proof of the immateriality of the soul, thiat he effectively proved that the soul is
immaterial.

As noted in part I, chapter 2, section 1.1, theenég unanimously claim that the soul is
immaterial, ergo immortal, since generation andugation only affect material substances.
The immortality of the soul is part of the Christiradition, and it is no surprise that
regents believe in it. What is more interestinghis argument deployed by, for example,

Aedie 1616 in order to prove that Aristotle himdmdfieved in the immortality of the soul.

Philosophus. I. de Anima, cap. I. et 4. Tum etiam
cap. 5. lib. 3. Animam dicit essgoploTnv eml TOU
owpatoc, et I. cap. lib. 2. de Anima vocabppnv, et
gua talem eam ibi definit.

Immortalitatem igitur animae cognovisse et
approbasse Philosophum constat.

[...] Resurrectionem igitur mortuorum
Philosophicis, quodammodo rationibus probabilem
esse dicimus. [TP VI

Aedie’s reading of Aristotle is that the soul igparable’ fwpiom) from the body and
form (uop¢ny) of the body: therefore, soul is a separable suitisi form. This means that
soul is a form of the body but not a material fasfrthe body; therefore the existence of
the soul is not dependent on the existence of dladybcompound. The conclusion is that

® A translation of th@heses physicasf Aedie 1616 is in the Appendix.
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Aristotle acknowledged the immortality of the samd approved of it. The following step
is the entirely non-Aristotelian notion of the resgction of the bodies, a step dependent on
the argument for the immortality of the soul. Wedaere a Christian reading of Aristotle.
Setting aside the question of the faithful intetatien of Aristotle just as in the case of the
eternity of the world, there is evidence that reégesonsidered the Aristotelian passages
quoted above by Aedie 1616 as convincing proof #radtotle endorsed the theory of the
immortality of the soul, and that he laid out tb@damental philosophical groundwork for
such demonstration.
Another interesting example of a Christian intetgtien of Aristotle concerns the

doctrine of the unicity of the human soul. We re@a#airley 1615 that:

Pluralitas animarum (ut de Theologia taceamus) in
eodem composito, vel ex Philosophia Aristotelis
absurda judicamus. [TP XXIV.1]

The heading of this thesis is the claim by Arigpth De Animall, 3, 414 b 29-30, that
the antecedent term is always included in the posigust as the vegetative soul is
included in the sensitive soul, so that we musegtigate case by case which is the soul
proper to each species: a plant, a beast and a(Amestotle’s own examples). What the
regent seeks to prove with this quote is that vidabsterior (and arguably more eminent)
includes what is anterior (and arguably less ent)n@arst as the rational soul includes both
the vegetative and the sensitive souls.

All regents agree on the doctrine of the unicityref human soul. We have seen in part |,
chapter 3, section 1 that some regents hold thayhaf the plurality of forms within the
same compound. For example, regents take up Ssataisiark that the corruption of a
human compound does imply two corruptions that oattime: first, the corruption of the
soul-body substantial union (what we properly ¢h# ‘death’ of a man); secondly, the
corruption of the bodily form-matter compound, ti@tthe dissolution of the body. The
latter corruption is a process distinct from therfer: the identity of the body with itself
(the body of a dead man is still recognisable edbthdy ofthat dead man) does not depend
on the union of the soul with the body, rathertlo& union of the bodily form with matter.
Therefore, two distinct substantial forms are pnése the same compound. | argued that
this theory is deeply influenced by Scotus, whadedhat the soul is the substantial form
of man, but also that the body has a form on ita.ow

Now, Fairley 1615 ascribes the theory of the uyioitthe soul to Aristotle. The unicity
of the soul is a necessary corollary of the immiibytaof the soul and of the Christian

doctrine of the resurrection of the dead. In facprder to achieve the resurrection of the
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individual person, which is what the Christian gan claims, what makes a person an
individual person must be regarded as immateridl ianorruptible in its entirety. Early
Christians, in their attempt to establish an orthodersion of the notion of human soul,
struggled against the ‘Platonic’ idea of a supaviddal soul (for example, the notion of
an agent intellect equally shared by all men, whiobhnd its way into Scholastic
philosophy), which would not provide sufficient gral for the claim of the resurrection of
individuals. Thus, Fairley seeks to ascribe theatspn of the plurality of souls to Aristotle

himself, in order to gain his authority on the sad¢he Christian faith.

The eternity of the world and the analysis of tepasability of the agent intellect are two
Aristotelian doctrines that regents arguably oweedipreted in order to minimise
disagreement with the Christian faith. The two sapeesent some differences: 1) with
regard to the eternity of the world, Aristotle’satline is clear. The regents seem to offer
an implausible interpretation in claiming that ¢rea is not ruled out by the words of
Aristotle. 2) With regard to the immortality of tlreiman soulPe Animalll is not entirely
convincing in proving it, and regents arguably gaaut an interpretatiorex mente
Aristotelis when they claim that passagese Animalll offer solid ground for the
Christian doctrine.

Regents are still entirely within the Scholastiadition in their attempts to find an
interpretation of Aristotle which is coherent withe revelation. There is evidence to
support the claim that the Humanist reformation pimlosophy did not exert much
influence in shaping the teaching in the Scottistiversities in the first half of the
seventeenth century for the following reasons: fistAtle was still central in teaching,
representing a uniform and coherent body of doessinvhose pedagogical value was
widely recognised; 2) until the 1650s the regeat®fired the reading of Aristotle (among
others) in the original language, as is proved ey number of Greek quotations in the
theses; yet 3) Aristotle was still regarded aschastic philosopher’; there is no evidence
that regents abandoned the practice of commentirgjofle in a Scholastic way; 4) when
compared to the Scholasticism of the previous caguregents gave Aristotle an even
greater role. | believe that this is a consequefcdne Humanist reformation and of the
separation of Scholastic philosophy from Scholattanlogy; and also, a characteristic of
Scottish Scholasticism in the seventeenth centushall qualify this claim in the next

section.



The reception of Aristotle in the Theses philosophicae and Conclusions 204

2.2 Aristoteles Reformatus: a Reformed Scholastic aspect of the

interpretation of Aristotle

In the seventeenth century, the fate of Aristotlgasural philosophy is linked to that of
Scholastic natural philosophy. | argue that inTheses philosophica&ristotelianism and
Scholasticism are two sides of the same coin. Qtemat to assess the philosophical
merits of Aristotelianism without reference to theditional Scholastic reading of Aristotle
was made later on in the century by an Aberdeeante@seorge Skene, in his graduation
theses entitledPositiones aliquot philosophicaevritten for the class of 1688 at King’s
College. To my present knowledge, this set of theéseinique in contents. It is structured
around an exposition of the main philosophical stfio Platonism, Stoicism,
Epicureanism, Scepticism, peripatetic philosophg &artesian philosophy. What strikes
the reader of these theses is the attention paidhéyregent to the analysis of each
philosophical school in its own right, thus offegiwhat | believe to be the first work in the
Scottish universities in the history of philosophy.

The section on peripatetic philosophy is of the agtmnterest for the investigation of the
interpretation of Aristotle. The section opens wtie remark that:

Philosophia peripatetica, magni quidem nominis
olim, dum in scholis viguitStagyritaeauthoritas, nil
nunc nisiMagni nominis umbraest, quae subobscuris
distinctionum involucris perplexa, anfractuosasiner
essentias intricatiores reddit. [V.1]

Skene is clearly under the influence of the entsigi endorsement of the ‘new
philosophy’ which stemmed from Descartes’ works aedame increasingly important in
Scotland after Descartes’ first mention in Andrean€s Theses philosophicadarischal
College, Aberdeen, 1654. The regent understandspltfi@sophy of Aristotle to be
essentially linked to the ‘schools’, and by hisdim completely disregarded because of the
excessive number of obscure distinctions in whidmecame involved. There is no doubt
about the preference of the regent for the Carteghalosophy, which alone is credited
with the merit of providing a method for the acagios of true knowledgeiyi, VI.1).

Despite the claimed identity between the philosophristotle and that of the schools,
it is not entirely clear to what ‘schools’ Skeneréderring. | believe that he has in mind
Scholasticism in the form it took in the Scottishiversities in the first half of the
seventeenth century, since his idea of peripapdtilosophy coincides with the philosophy
of the theses. In natural philosophy, two passagesevealing:



The reception of Aristotle in the Theses philosophicae and Conclusions 205

1) [prime matter] Non edPura potentia objectiva
quicquid deblaterinThomistae realiter existit; ex re
etenim non existente, nequit corpus componi. Nan es
Forma nec in suo conceptu essentiali formam
includit, licet naturaliter, absque omni forma e¢gie
nequeat. [V.11]

2) Accidens substantiae inhaeret, estque de ipsius
essentia inhaerentia actualis. [V.6]

We have seen in part | that the regents hold tle®rth that prime matter is a
metaphysical act, and that their reading of theh&ust prompts the definition of accidents
as essentially inhering in their natural substaki¢ken ascribing these two theories to the
‘schools’ in generdl,Skene cannot be referring to the Thomistic sckwblch rejects both
claims), nor to the Scotistic school (which rejeitts latter claim). | believe then that the
peripatetic school as outlined by the regent canauth the teaching of the theses in the
form of a Scotistic Reformed Scholasticism. It mteworthy that Skene ascribes to the
‘Thomists’ in general the doctrine of prime mathsr‘pure objective potency’, which is in
fact a Scotistic notion.

Skene 1688 is not the only later set of theses lwkigpports the direct implication
between Aristotle and the claim that actual inheeers essential to the definition of
accident. Robert Forbes, in hi$ieses philosophica&ing’s College, Aberdeen, 1684,
deals with the notion of accident in relation wltansubstantiation:

Accidentia realia quae divinitus existere possunt
sine omni subjecto, comminiscuntur Doctores
Pontificii, ad defendendam doctrinam suam de
Transubstantiatione in Eucharistia: At nullum tale
accidens reale admittAristoteles cum ullus ex ejus
germanis discipulis: illis enim (sicut et nobis) s
forma materialis, sivessentialissive accidentalisest
Modus subjecti, cui ita unitur et inest, ut impbsdss
sit esse sine illgXIX]

In 1684, the analysis of the Catholic doctrine cdrisubstantiation does not differ from
that of the first half of the century. Regents weeey consistent with their criticism, which

is based on the understanding of the definitioraafident as mode of a subject which

® Regarding prime matter, Skene claims that primgenaeally exists’. The regent seems to intergatier
Scholasticism in the light of Cartesianism; yes t@mark that no composition is possible with sdingt
which does not exist echoes the Scotistic criticisirthe Thomistic notion of prime matter as pure
potency, which, as we have seen, plays a roledmttnibution of a metaphysical act to prime matter
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cannot exist without its subject. | find three edsts in Forbes’s passage particularly
relevant:

1) Forbes read the Catholic philosophers as holtlag by divine powerdjvinitus)
accidents can exist ‘without any subject’. | arguegart |, chapter 4 that this theory seems
not to have been held by any major Catholic Schioks| believe that regents
misinterpreted, perhaps for polemical reasons, Ga¢holic notion of the aptitudinal
inherence of accidents, which does not imply thetidents can exist ‘without any
substance’, but only that accidents can, on aquéati occasion, exist without ‘their natural
substance’. Catholic Scholastics and regents agnedlde traditional definition of accident
as ‘inhering in a subject’, but disagreed on theiomoof inherence: for the Catholic
Scholastics it has to be aptitudinal, for the regeactual.

2) Forbes talks of ‘accidentia realia’, those aenid which can, according to the
Catholic Scholastics, ‘exist without their subjeatid inhere in the substance of Christ. In
the analysis of Transubstantiation, the formulaidentia realia’ is not used in the theses
of the first half of the seventeenth century. Neiths it common in late Scholastic
philosophy’ Suarez does speak of what are now commonly cadetlaccidents’ irDM,

16, 1, 3-4. While listing the types of accidentsiaBz claims that, among the accidents
which affect their substance intrinsically, someidents have their own entity and reality
distinct from that of the substance and from tHabtber accidents; some other accidents
are called ‘modes’: they are attached to othertiegfiand are really identical with their
substance. Suarez gives the example of local mesas the same with substance, and
figure as the same with quantity. The so-calledl‘excidents’ exert real formal causality,
they are being by analogy, yet they are truly being

Now, if an accident can be ‘real’ in the sense anbés’s mind, it is not an accident as it
is defined by Suéarez. Suarez would not define actids Forbes does, as ‘a mode of the
subject’: all modes are accidents, but not all @&egis are modes. Two developments seem
to have occurred between the regents of the falitdi the century and Forbes. First, the
expression ‘real accident’ was used by Descartes$ Farbes is influenced by Descartes’s
use of this new expression. Secondly, again uniderinfluence of Descartes, Forbes
claims that all that affects a substance, and mhd@#ematerial forms, are modes: another
use of the term ‘mode’ which is not the Scholasiiee. | believe that both Scottish

Scholastics and Scottish Cartesians arguably rergprdted the Catholic Scholastic

"D. Des ChenePhysiologia p. 113, claims that the notion of ‘real accidésthased on the misinterpretation
by Descartes and Boyle of reality for substantiastence. It seems that the ‘reality’ of real aecits is
solely due to the real distinction between them theit substance, for example, in Suaf@k 16, I, 2],
who accepts the Catholic account of Transubstamtiat
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definition of accident: in fact, the later ‘realcadent’ corresponds to the earlier ‘accident
which can exist withouny substance’.

Despite these differences, Forbes’s criticism @f tiotion of Transubstantiation is still
the same as that of the first half of the centuhge Scholastic notion of accident is
contradictory.

3) Forbes writes that Aristotle does not acceptribBon of an accident which exists
without its substance, that is, a ‘real accideRtrbes is explicit in deriving the regents’
criticism of Transubstantiation from the philosoptfyAristotle. | believe that the regents
perceived their doctrine of the relation betweelnssance and accident to be more faithful
to the teaching of Aristotle than was the Cathweécsion.

| shall note that some regents do not invoke Atlist®authority on every doctrine. There
seems to be a profound difference between, for pignforbes 1624 who ascribes the
doctrine of the creation in time of the world toigtotle, and King 1616, who writes that
Aristotle is not concerned with the notion of primatter (TP 11.1) because he only admits
matter as potential principle of compounds and met a metaphysical act. As a
consequence, Aristotle is not present in the amsabfsprime matter, which is regarded by
King as entirely Scholastic. This remark somehovamees those regents who ascribed
Christian doctrines to Aristotle, respectively aeation and on the immortality of the soul.

Forbes 1684 and Skene 1688 shed light on the foleistotle in the graduation theses
of the first half of the century. They tell us abtwow later regents understood the theory
of their colleagues a few decades earlier: stilh@ 1680s Aristotle is perceived to hold a
theory of substance which does not admit the notiban accident existing without its
substance, which is precisely the theory the regernticised in the Catholic account of
Transubstantiation. Thus, on this point, Aristei@lso perceived to be in agreement with
a Reformed reading of the Eucharist. We can détedraditional attempt to trace theories
back to Aristotle, but the regents put forward #oReed interpretation of Aristotle.

Can we say that regents were Aristotelian in ttheory of substance? With regard to the
notion of accident, they seem to be closer to Atistthan their contemporary Catholic
Scholastics were. Needless to say, the relatiowdsst substance and accident is not the
only aspect which should be investigated beforevanag the question. The regents
belong to the Scholastic tradition and there igwidence for the claim that they sought to
return to a historically accurate interpretation Afistotle. Neither did they regard
themselves as ‘Aristotelians’ tout court. In theo®ish universities in the seventeenth
century the Humanist reformation of philosophy Haft an identifiable mark on the
attention paid to the Greek text of Aristotle rattiean to the tradition of the commentaries

on Aristotle. Yet, Scholasticism was still the maource for the interpretation of Aristotle,
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a Scholasticism which is influenced by Scotism #mel Reformed reading of the Bible.
Amidst many elements present in their interpretatibAristotle (as we have seen in part |,
chapter 3, section 2.3, regarding the unity ofdbmpound) which qualify the regents as
‘Scholastics’, the regents directly ascribe theotlieof accidents to Aristotle. We cannot
say whether the regents in the first half of thateey criticised the Catholic dogma of
Transubstantiation explicitly on the basis of whats understood as a correct reading of
Aristotle: they certainly did so in the 1680s, aa&tribed this approach to their earlier
colleagues as well.

In conclusion: 1) the regents tend to overlookdivergences between Aristotle and their
philosophy, in the light of a Christian philosoph®) they also put forward an
interpretation of the relationship between substaaed accident which | also ascribe to
their Reformed religion; 3) Aristotle was still @gled as a valuable source for
philosophical enquiry, and it appears that theessiua correct interpretation of Aristotle
played an important part later on in the centuwgneif only in the afore-mentioned theory
of accidents, a theory which has direct implicagidéor the philosophical understanding of
the regents’ faith.

One final remark on the interpretation of Aristottencerns John Seton, regent at
Marischal College, and David Leech, regent at KinQollege, and the broader debate on
the relationship between theology and philosophycwhiook place in Aberdeen in the
1630s and was finally halted by the depositionsregents following the National
Covenant. Seton dedicates his 16Bheses philosophicaéo Aristotle, addressed in

Noncupatig page 1, as the ‘Prince of philosophers’ and aliie@s after as ‘our teacher’:

[...] Praeceptoris nostri ASTOTELIS laurea et
palma, memoriague sempiterna digni honori, rudem
hanc tenuioris ingenii nostri opellam dicamus.

Despite the highest consideration for Aristotle,1827 Seton had made it clear that

Aristotle’s philosophy could not be regarded astlaimg more than a human enterprise:

Aristotelem) quantumlibet acuto ac perspicaci
valuerit ingenio, hominem tamen fuisse dicimus, a
quo proinde nihil humanum alienum existimus
oportet, humanum vero est interdum labi, ac errare,
quicquid tamen ex propria sententia dixit, aliquaimo
verum fuisse facile defendi potest. [TM 17]
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How can we read this unique dedication to Aristatléhe context of the Aberdeen of the
1630s? At the graduation ceremony of 1637 David Leechdrbafore the audience an
introductory oration titledPhilosophia lllachrymans(Aberdeen 1637), an interesting
source for the investigation of the cultural milieuthe Aberdeen colleges. Leech, among
other things, claims that nowadays philosophy iat&ad is ‘in tears’, besieged by lack of
material means, lack of cutting-edge research amd, secondarily, by attempts by
theologians to impose their word in the philosophidomain. Seton’s dedication to
Aristotle and his awareness of Aristotle’s fallitilmay be regarded as, on the one side, a
praise for philosophy in the person of the ‘Prirafephilosophers’, but also as a hand
outstretched towards theologians, in a period atddtheological debates. What | think is
historically and philosophically central is thaethegents go beyond a nominal praise for
Aristotle and base their theory of substance oraaling of Aristotle which breaks with
coeval Catholic Scholasticism and anticipates agpraknts in early modern philosophy.
The Aristotle of the regents was not the Aristatl¢he Middle Ages.

3. Conclusions

In the first part of my work | have analysed then@ept of prime matter. | decided to
structure the exposition in the same way as Eustaatid in theSumma philosophica
quadripartita the reason being that Eustachius’s approachheaadvantage of clarity and
completeness. The first three chapters focusedecésply on the existence of prime
matter, on its powers and on its properties. Thatlfochapter dealt with the regents’
reading of the Eucharist. The first three chapterm a unity in virtue of the harmony
between the order of being and the order of exjpositin fact, the unfolding of the
analysis from the definition of prime matter to gsoperties mirrors the metaphysical
structure of prime matter, from the metaphysicdl tacthe relation with form in the
compound.

The first step is the evidence of the existencerohe matter and the definition of its
concept (quod sit and quid sit): according to Auislian philosophy, a science cannot
provide its own object, rather, a science expowamdsbject which is previously given to it.
This way, answering the quod sit question is prelary work to the analysis of prime
matter. The second step is the investigation ofddfenition of prime matter as ‘entitative

8| owe this contextualisation to Steven Reid.
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act whose essence is being pure potency’. The shiql is the analysis of prime matter as
principle of natural compounds, that is, prime mait its relation with form.

The unity between the first three chapters anddbgh one is justified by the following
reasons: 1) the reading of the Eucharist is ammtst of the logical-metaphysical problem
of the definition of the accident and of its rabatiwith substance; 2) the analysis of prime
matter, quantity and extension that regents expautitkir criticism of the Catholic theory
of Transubstantiation sheds fundamental light @ir theneral theory of substance.

The second part is about movement. | have chosee ttopics which exemplify the
debate in the theses: in the first chapter | haadtdvith the general theory of movement,
namely the meaning of nature, the act/potency theord the relation between movement
and the categories. In the second and third creptbave expounded respectively the
theory of heavy and light bodies and the cosmolofjyhe regents. The movements of
heavy and light bodies and of the celestial bodasonly be understood in the light of the
general Scholastic theory of movement, expoundékarfirst chapter.

The analysis of prime matter and movement are tartspf a unitary narrative. Prime
matter is in fact the material principle of all natl bodies, bodies which are defined by
‘being in movement’. The Scholastic notion of natimplies movement, and there is no
movement without an inner principle of movement tok bodies, that is, nature.
Furthermore, the theory of movement is only inggdlie in the light of the theory of
substance. Prime matter and movement togetheharevb central theories of the natural
philosophy of the theses, even if they by no meamsthe whole of natural philosophy.
They are historically important theories, sinceythae the background of the later
reception of Cartesianism and Newtonianism.

| shall now present the conclusions of each chapter

3.1 Part I: De materia prima

1) Prime matter is unanimously defined by the régéreceptive entitative act’. The
essence of this metaphysical act is ‘being puremmt. The notion of pure potency is
traditionally employed by all Scholastics to defimeéme matter. Scholastics ground this
definition in the Aristotelian theory of act andteocy. A natural compound is the result of
two principles which yield a unity per se: formgaeded as the actual principle, and
matter, regarded as the potential principle. Regemdim that an unqualified ‘pure
potency’ cannot be the component of a substanoeg stverything, in order to get in

composition with something else, requires some gbictuality. Therefore, they agree
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with the notion of a metaphysical act proper tan@imatter, aligning themselves with
Duns Scotus against Thomas Aquinas. The naturkdguphy of the regents thus bears the
mark of Scotistic philosophy, which was indeed varfjuential in Scholasticism in the
seventeenth century. Another aspect of the endasieaf Scotism is the metaphysics of
essence. The regents claim that a substance exigttue of its essence, and therefore that
there is no real distinction between existence esgknce. The exposition of the quid sit
question about prime matter has thus shown therge8eotistic approach of the theses.

2) The definition of prime matter as ‘receptiveitative act’ prompts the question of the
powers of prime matter: that is, what prime matieand does in virtue of its essence. The
focus thus moved from the existence of prime mati¢ne analysis of its essence. The two
powers of prime matter are ‘being eductive’ andrigeeceptive’. This implies the relation
with form: in fact, prime matter is essentially op® form and it cannot be understood
independently of form. ‘Being receptive’ means tpatne matter is a metaphysical act
whose essence is receiving formal actuality. Tlgemés once again engage with Thomistic
philosophy, rejecting the principle according toievhtwo acts cannot yield a unity per se.
The problem is solved in Scotistic terms, by thstidction between metaphysical and
formal act. Prime matter is ‘metaphysically’ actugt ‘physically’ pure potency. ‘Being
eductive’ means that prime matter is the materraicple of all forms (including the
human soul), but more precisely, that material ®ime educed from it. Material forms
(forms without an independent existence from mptigginate from matter in virtue of an
efficient cause, that is an agent triggering thecéidn, and of the formal cause, the form
which is triggered by the agent. Thus, the eductibmaterial forms and the information
of matter by material forms are the same proceass tlae distinction is one of reason. In
the conclusion of chapter 2 | have dealt with teedf theses by Dalrymple 1646, which
breaks with traditional Scholasticism on the the®wof the powers of prime matter and the
real causality of secondary causes and seems te been influenced by Descartes’
theories.

3) According to the regents, the main propertyrahp matter is extension. In Scholastic
philosophy, a ‘property’ is something that alwaysl @xclusively belongs to a substance
(in Porphyry’s words), without being included i3 #ssence and in virtue of its essence.
Prime matter is not defined as ‘something extendgel, according to the regents, it is
necessarily extended. The regents always attributenatter ‘extension in place’, thus
breaking with their Catholic colleagues, who claimat only ‘extension in ordine ad se’
can be considered a proprium of matter. The distinds important: in fact, the regents
hold that prime matter is spatially extended befive information by form, and spatial

extension must be predicated of matter regardlegs being part of a compound or not.
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Prime matter is also the subject of accidentshab riot all the accidents of a compound
depend on form. Even if the regents stress the@nati the unity per se of the compounds,
their theory of extended matter and the Scotistibom of bodily form may lead to a form
of dualism within the compound. It is then arguatblat the Scotistic Scholasticism of the
regents proves itself to be close to later devetgm of early modern philosophy,
especially Descartes’. The theory of extended madiads us to the discussion of the
Eucharist.

4) The rejection of the Catholic account of Trarstahtiation helps us to clarify the
theory of substance of the regents and to idenRfgformed elements in their
Scholasticism. The Eucharist is a theological mgtiovhich nonetheless bears
consequences in philosophy, since the Catholicsldped philosophical doctrines in order
to account for the supposed transubstantiationhef substance of bread and wine
respectively into the body and blood of Christ, afdhe preservation of the accidents of
bread and wine throughout the process. As Reforpieldsophers, the regents did not
accept the interpretation of the Last Supper asracia, but saw it as a symbol. What is
central to my scope is that the regents refusegage with theology and that they respond
to Catholic Scholastics by deploying arguments Wwipomofoundly shape their philosophy.
The regents claim that the traditional definitidraocident, already expressed in the works
of Aristotle and Porphyry, excludes the possibildly an accident existing without its
substance. Just as prime matter is always extendgldce, an accident always inheres in
its substance. The form of the argument is the samleoth cases, since quantity is
regarded as an accident of matter: there is nodisahction between an accident and its
actual inherence, therefore, an accident canneeparate from its substance. | believe that
this theory is a characteristic of the theses,thatlit is the product of both the reading of
Aristotle and the Reformed religion of the regenftkey seem to exploit the Scotistic
notion of formal/modal distinction in order to aced for the necessary unity within the
same compound of matter, quantity and place: tleésments are defined in different
ways, yet they are always conjoined. It is argudiée regents downplayed the importance
of the real distinction in favour of the modal ¢stion.

3.2 Part Il: Movement

1) The first chapter of part Il is about the geh&satures of movement and lays out the

framework for the analysis of the movement of heang light bodies and celestial bodies.

The regents held a Scholastic theory of movementement is described as the process
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from a terminus a quo to a terminus ad quem, wiens, from an old form to a new
one. Movement is always referred to as regardimgy feather than the whole compound.
The commonly accepted formula in the theses isrtitatement is a tendency, a way and a
flux of form from one terminus to another. In thisgard, the regents do not adopt the
Scotistic theory of théorma fluensIn general, the regents’ theory of movement selems
have been less influenced by Scotism than theiapmgsics. An important question is that
of the relation between movement and the categortes regents held that generation (that
is, the process from the absence of a substanaestidstance) cannot be properly called
‘movement’ because it takes place in an instantlewhovement necessarily takes place in
time. Furthermore, a movement is between two cdafavithin the same species, and a
non-substance and a substance are contradictaiesefore, generation is not a
movement. The standard theory of the theses isntioaement falls in the categories of
qguality, quantity and place: respectively, altemati augmentation/diminution and local
movement. Some regents raise the question of whéekiee categories of quality and
quantity should be excluded from the number of muosets. When the answer is
affirmative, the reason is the same as for gerarathovement only occurs in a succession
of time.

2) A fundamental part of the Scholastic theory ajvement is the theory of natural
places. Bodies tend towards their respective niaplaaes, in virtue of the proportion of
the elements they are composed of. Thus, bodids avifredominance of earth or water
will be ‘*heavy bodies’ and will fall towards therdee of the universe; similarly, bodies
with a predominance of air or fire will be ‘lighteenents’, and will move upwards towards
the sphere of the moon, the upper limit of the sndty world. The analysis of this theory
calls into question the historical debate on thieecence between thehysicsand theDe
generatione et corruptionef Aristotle. In fact, the regents seem to favthe terminology
of the Physics since they account for the movement of heavylayd bodies in terms of
their form. Heavy and light elements are includethie behaviour of a body dictated by its
form (which, according to the regents, is the sasi¢he nature). Heaviness and lightness
are absolute (that is, non-relative) concepts: soimg is heavy or light in virtue of its
nature, not in relation to something else. The nahtend of a movement is rest: and this is
true for heavy and light bodies as well. Reid 1&28@ms to accept exceptions to this
principle, when he claims that, for example, firewes in order to move, not in order to
rest. It is arguable that this theory hints at eakrwith the Scholastic tradition. Another
key element is the notion of the ‘mover of heawnddight bodies: regents claim that
heavy and light bodies move downwards and upwardsriue of their forms. One final

aspect concerns final causality: in Scholastic r@gohilosophy, final causality is the type
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of causality exerted by the end of a movement.rEgents accept this notion, and | argued
that they offer compelling arguments in favour bé tdistinction between efficient and
final causality.

3) The cosmology of the theses is still based @ absumption of the difference in
nature between sublunar and celestial bodies. Tifexahce lies in the fact that sublunar
bodies are subject to corruption, while celest@dibs are not. | argued that the paradigm
of the difference in nature between sublunar amestial bodies is a good example of the
general style of Scholastic philosophy. | emplotfesiterm ‘paradigm’ because it seems to
account well for the complexity of a worldview whies not based on empirical evidence,
but rather justifies the empirical evidence brouighits support. Under this point of view,
the Scholasticism of the theses appears to beratiitional, despite an increasing interest
in the mathematical analysis of the heavens, asTheses astronomicashow. One
Scotistic element is the acceptance (at leastlagieal possibility) of a natural void: the
regents claim that a movement in a void, if suchl exists, is possible, and it would take
place in a succession of time. As a consequengente hold that the Aristotelian position
of the infinite speed of a body moving in a voidnigong, since it exclusively relies on the
notion of the resistance of the medium, withoutresidedging the internal resistance of
bodies. The conclusion of chapter 3 raises thetmunesf the interpretation of book VIl of
the Physics and of the role of natural theology in the theddselieve that the regents,
influenced once again by their faith, exclude ralttineology from the theses, by limiting
the traditional principle ‘omne quod movetur almahovetur’ to natural philosophy.

3.3 Final remarks

| have defined the natural philosophy of fheeses philosophicaas ‘Eclectic Scotistic
Reformed Scholasticism’ for the following reasons:

1) It is a form of Scholasticism. The regents i much indebted to the traditional
philosophy of the schools, in terms of contentsmforeferences and structure of the
exposition. If it is true that they abandoned thedi¢val practice of the quaestiones, they
nonetheless wrote in the style of the Scholastktbtks of the early modern period.
Neither can their philosophy be called ‘Aristotalidout court. Even if Aristotle is the
main source of inspiration, the regents do not gelyeseem to agree with the Humanist
agenda of interpreting Aristotle outside the Scsitaframework. Yet, it seems that the
regents benefited to some extent from reading étiestin the original text: for example,

their theory of substance has some decisive Aakaot features.
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2) It is a Scotistic natural philosophy: the metggbts of essence, the theory of prime
matter, the use of the formal/modal distinctiorg ttotion of bodily form, the theory of the
movement in a void and the theory of the void gea@metrical space potentially occupied
by bodies drew inspiration from the philosophy afri3 Scotus. The regents can be said to
be part of the long tradition of Scotistic philokgp

3) It is, nonetheless, an eclectic natural philbgo@he regents never openly claim to
philosophize in accordance with the principlest@ philosophy of Scotus, in a period in
which, in the Catholic world, the division in phslophical schools was very strong.
Alongside this aspect, there is evidence that #gemts were keen on learning from
Catholic Scholastics, and make use of their phpbgan a creative and original way. Even
if regents rarely stand out amidst their colleagieesparticularly personal theories, every
set of graduation theses shows a peculiar chardgtaduation theses can be successfully
treated as a ‘school’ within Scholasticism, everthéy do not show an unequivocal
uniformity.

4) It is a Reformed natural philosophy. One fundataleprinciple of unity among the
theses is the Reformed religion of the regentsloBtyphical debates are posterior to the
acceptance of the Christian faith in its Scottisefd®ned form. Together with the
traditional principles of Scholasticism in its atjet to harmonise revelation and human
reason, thélheses philosophicaaut forward two theories which | openly ascribetlie
Reformed faith of the regents: 1) the actual inheeeof an accident in its natural
substance as part of the definition of the accidand 2) the rejection of natural theology

as an object of philosophical investigation.

In the first half of the seventeenth century Schidesm was still the traditional
philosophy of the Scottish universities. It was ieely and much-debated common
philosophy, which appears to have shared rootati$S$n and Reformed religion, even if
it was not as internally coherent as a school @anThe regents were highly acquainted
with contemporary Catholic Scholasticism, to such extent that it is proven that
Scholasticism in Scotland did not end with the Refation. Scottish Scholasticism greatly
benefited from the Reformation and to a certaireeixfrom Humanism: | believe that
some theories in metaphysics and natural philosagigh as the theories of substance and
prime matter, prove the constitutive openness tdsvéater developments of early modern
philosophy and the degree of originality of Scdttischolasticism. It is then arguable that
the influence of Scholasticism in Scotland extendet beyond the reception of Descartes

in the early second half of the century.
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| also believe that the investigation of Scottisth@asticism can shed light on the still
underexplored field of Protestant Scholasticisng, @ecisively influence our reading of the
philosophical revolution of the seventeenth centifrwe accept my arguments, it appears
that Scholastic philosophy in Scotland was not §m@ reaction against Catholic
Scholasticism, or a heritage of the pre-Reformatiomiculum of the universities. These
aspects are certainly part of the narrative, butowation and reinterpretation of
Scholasticism are as well. Scottish Scholasticisens to anticipate early modern
philosophy, arguably in virtue of its Reformed dwer. | am convinced that three distinct
directions of research shall complete the analykiScottish Scholasticism: 1) its relation
with the general cultural life of Scotland in theventeenth century; 2) its relation with
Scholasticism in other branches of philosophy; dmally, 3) its relation with modern

philosophy and the Scottish Enlightenment.
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Appendices

1. Theses physicae, G. Robertson, 1596

Complete title: Theses philosophicaePublicly discussed on August 2nd at King's
College of Edinburgh University, at 8am, as we iafermed on the title page. Printed by
Henry Charter in 1596, in Edinburgh.

The theses are divided into four sections: lognysics, Theses sphaerica@ astronomy
and ethics, for a total of 16 pages.

This is the first extant set of graduation thesmsthie Faculty of Arts of the Scottish
universities. The practice of printing graduatidredes had been recently introduced in
Edinburgh. The first graduation theses of the Rscaf Arts followed two theological
theses, in 1594 and 1595, which are the earliestethin Scotland. Andrew Melville and
the printer Robert Rollock are the founders ofgghated theses in Scotland.

Despite the novelty of the format, the early datd the brevity of the work, Robertson’s
theses are very similar in content and structuttatar theses. It seems that the establishing
of the practice of publishing graduation thesesigatly led to more complex and longer
theses (in Edinburgh especially in the 1610s arD4pbut did not bear consequences in
the curriculum being taught.

Thesis |. Because of the lamentable original fadit only by the paralysis of a dissolute
affect, throughout all its acts, is will darkendait mind as well, by Theban sphinxes and
Cymmerian obscurities.

The grievous human condition is in need not onlthefcure of practical philosophy, but

also of the collyrium and sun of contemplative rscée

2. In this worldly machine, the highest maker refinthe whole so ingeniously, and
connected the superior beings to the inferior wittestructible ties.

Physical science is extremely necessary and useful.
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3. The subject of Physics is the natural body a®wed with a nature. We establish a way
of considering it as natural, just as common opirdoes.

Although the arts consider the natural body as ectbpf their operation, they do not admit
the way of considering it as flowing from the natarf the (same) subject: the arts obtain
the (proper) mode of the subject, from the pointi@v of an end which is only ours.

4. Prime matter is a substantial, bodily and peaii being.
We are not afraid to ascribe existence to primetemaalone considered without form,
although an imperfect one, which the incoming d¢ébom makes perfect

5. Potency and quantity follow from the nature oime matter.
We do not oppose the opinion of those who assatrtiie successidfiux] of all accidents

is from a form or an agent.

6. The mass [moles] of prime matter is unpolished disordered, and the incoming form
polishes and orders it.
1. Before the arrival of form accidents which degphen matter are interminate.

2. Thus, the quantity of prime matter is intermaat

7. Matter is the subject of inhesion [inhaesionigffm is the condition of inhesion
[inhaesionis] of the accidents (excluding the $pali accidents), and inherence completes
[terminat] the accidents.

It is not impossible that some accidents remainstime in begotten and corrupted being,

because of the change of the condition of inhesnahof the termini.

8. The potency of prime matter (just like prime tegtwhich remains the same in itself), is
made fit and arranged towards several more noblesfoby the change [accessione] of
certain conditions.

Therefore, we believe that prime matter does n@ierdirom second matter, that first

potency does not differ from second potency, aattkey truly differ as more perfect from

less perfect, and as absolute from modified.

9. In order for form to come from the potency ofttesg it is required not only that matter
is capable of receiving form, but also that fornpeleds on matter in three regards: in

production, in being and in operation.
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1. Therefore, the forms of inanimate beings in ipatar, namely mixed beings and
elements, must be considered as coming from tlea@pof matter.

2. In some sense, the sensitive and the vegetaiide come from the potency of matter
(although they are in some measure raised by matt@ndition, as it is proven in the
incrementaccretio), and truly the rational soul does not come frdra potency of matter
at all, if not perhaps from the point of view [if being received by}lhe capability of

matter.

10. Matter remains the same in begotten and cadupeings.
Thus, form is the whole quiddity and essence dfiagf matter instead is its vehicle

[vehiculum]

11. The matter of the heavens is actuated in itself
1. And so, there is no difference between the Imsaaed their nature.
2. The nature of the heavens cannot be the middla in the demonstration of the

movement of the heavens: in fact, middle term abgest would not be different.

12. The intelligence is the middle term in the desimtion of the movement of the
heavens.
The middle term in the demonstration of the moveéwifethe heavens is an external cause,

in respect of information: unless we believe trsgtistance is an internal cause.

13. Generation and corruption refer to [determihané single mutation.

These two terms only reflect two termini.

14. The matter of the heavens is different fromrtiadter of perishable bodies: in fact, the
former is not in potency towards form, while th#édais never devoid of potency.
Although action and passion occur between celestia perishable bodies, no reaction

and repassioffirepassio] occur at all.

15. The species of the elements is different frbat bf the mixed bodies.

The forms of the elements, with regard to excedigihe not remain in mixed bodies.

! “Dicitur repassio, qua agens vicissim patitur ab ®oquod agit; seu, receptio effectus ab agente
imbecilliori: v. g. reception frigoris in ferro catente, ab aqua, cui immergittrE. Chauvin,Lexicon
rationale, sive thesaurus philosophic&tterdam 1692, art. Repassio.



Appendix. Translation 1: Robertson 1596 220

16. It became common among everybody to believedb@irary beings cannot inhere in
the same body, in their normal conditions.
The qualities of the elements in mixed bodies &@Etared and restrainedifractae et

castigatae]

17. According to Aristotle, an increment requiregee conditions in order to occur, 1. that
the increase [accessio] of a quantified body tgdase, 2. that the body whose increase
takes place is augmented in respect of its minipaats, 3. that the body remains

numerically the same.

To preserve the true sense of an increment, weasaribe it only to animate beings, and

to beings becoming ripe and growing up: in factewlthey are ripe and adults, a pause in
the increment occurs, because of both the satigfightion of nature and the disposition

of matter.

18. Every Physical form enjoys this great privilegeinform and actuate matter and any
of its individual parts.

The soul is in the whole body and in all of itsiuntlal parts.

19. Despite being devoid of quantity, form takesjoantity from matter by accident, since
it extends to match the extension of matter.

Therefore, although the soul with regards to italrBeing is in the singular parts of the
body, with regards to quantitative extension, takenfrom matter, it is not in the parts

considered alone, but it truly expands itself tigbout the whole organic body.

20. The effects which emanate from their causesatame separated from the site of their
causes.
When the souls, which are in the individual partshe body, emanate their effects, the

faculties originally spring up in every part of thedy.

21. The organic faculties of the soul have desgphand determined organs which serve
them in their operations.
Therefore, whichever faculty of the soul is notjsctvely in any part of the body;

however it is in it originally.

22. It is familiar to all who just moved the firsteps in philosophy that the nature of the

genus is included in the nature of the species.
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We do not agree with those who believe that theta¢éige soul is the specific form of a
plant, and that the sensitive soul is that of ameat: in fact we argue for silent and hidden

forms in plants and animals.
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2. Theses physicae, A. Aedie, 1616

Complete title;Theses generales, logicae, ethicae, physicae, sphaePrinted in 1616
in Edinburgh by Andrew Hart. The copy in Aberdeemvarsity library | read lacks the
title page, which usually informs on the place datk of the public graduation ceremony.

This set of theses of Marischal College is thet finse available for Aberdeen. It was
printed in Edinburgh since no printer was workimgAberdeen at that time. All later
Aberdeen graduation theses were printed in Abertgdfdward Raban.

It is divided in five sections, the first being action on ‘general theses’ on the
relationship between philosophy and theology and tbe order of philosophical
disciplines. What is remarkable about these thes#se focus on special physics, which
gives us an idea of contents of the curriculum Wwiate usually missing from other theses.
Alongside matter, increment and the nature of thd, $he regent expounds his theories on
natural monsters, rainbows, colours, and odourss @lves a distinctive encyclopaedic
flavour to the theses, enriched by quotations asital authors, the reference to rare and
imaginary animals and plants, and the use of Greek.

Another uncommon yet revealing feature is thergtof Problematawhich ends every
thesis. In these parts, the regent raises sometiguges whose answers are either
‘affirmatur or ‘negatut (or ‘affirmo and ‘negd) or ‘distinguitur (or ‘distingud). Theses
questions might be examples of the kind of toptoslents had to discuss in order to give

proof of their preparation and rhetorical skills.

Thesis |

The appetite of matter is defined by the Philosophe Acroa. text. 81 as the natural
propension of matter towards forms indistinctly.

Appendix I. It is necessary that when one form ésamatter another one arrives.

2. As long as matter is determined towards a ceffimim, it has potency and appetite
towards it closely and intensively.

3. No form can satisfy the appetite of matter esiegly.
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4. While matter has one form so perfect in act thatannot receive a nobler one,

nonetheless it desires another one.

5. Hence matter is called the cause of preservafiode Ort. ch. 9 since the totality of

sublunary forms subsists in a continuous serigh®@yntroduction of recent forms.

6. The same matter is also considered the cautes @orruption of things. 9. Metaph. ch.

9. since, while matter admits the qualities whicivelout the previous forms, it also plots

for the corruption of the compound.

7. In fact, matter is the principle of being as mas of non-being of perishable things. 7.
Metaph. ch. 7.

8. It is not only the cause why generation is gassat all; but also the cause why the
vicissitude of generation and corruption can bgeteral.

9. The ancient philosophers who made up the stoay prime matter is God made a
miserable mistake, because God’s nature, beinguhest act, is as far as possible from
matter.

Problem I. Whether matter is common to all bodiess proper to each body in its species.
Both true.

2. Whether the matter of the heavens and of theriorf bodies is the same and not the
same. True.

3. Whether the matter of contraries is the samenanthe same. True.

4. Whether the matter of all the elements is omspie being the fourfold matter of the

elements. Both true.

5. Whether form (since it is coeval to matter)hestthan matter, is the cause of corruption.

Distinction.

Thes. Il. A monster is a living natural body proatdwith a certain defect of nature.
Appendix I. Hence 2. Phys. Acroas. ch. 8. A monssemot inappropriately called
auaptTipa Te dloewc! [mistake of nature].

2. And it is not wrong to distinguish between a igsor intense degree of nature and a
wandering off of nature.

3. They are insane those who exclude the femabes fhe number of humans (forgetting
that their mother was a female), and put them antie@gnonsters.

4. Neither do we agree with those who consideretistii consider the pygmies and the

giants, the dwarves or the little boys to be mamsste

| reproduce the Greek text as it appears in tke Tehe only change is the adoption of our conterapo
style for the characters. All translations from &t@re mine.
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5. Neither do we agree with Martin Veynrich, whaludes those with six fingers and the
cyclops or monocules among the monsters.

Problem I. Whether all monstrous births from humamst be counted as human. False.
2. Whether all monsters among humans must be ledpfalse.

3. Whether all monsters must be killed immediasdtgr birth. Distinction.

4. Whether mermaids and centaurs are only figmentt)ey also exist in reality. Former
false, latter true.

5. Whether there are monsters among plants (sutheagegetable lamb of Tartary), as
there are among animals. True.

6. Whether any monsters existed before the falke-a

7. Whether the judgment by Augustine in the Endion, ch. 87. is true: that human
monstrous bodies in this life will be given themtagrity and perfection back in the last

resurrection. True.

Thes. L0 ©¢oc kal ) dlolc ovdev patny ovde aldywe Tolovot. [God and nature
do nothing in vain or without reason] | de Coel, & and 2 de Coelo, ch. 11.

Appendix I. It seems that [God and nature] arrartpedines of hands, forehead and of the
whole bodily mass, provided that it is externaliffedent, according to an end.

2. So that we do claim that Physiognomy, Metapogcapd Chiromancy are in things
produced by Gp and nature.

3. And that these arts are called conjectural; glattmat is added to them with respect to
the practitioners rather than with respect to kivegs they deal with.

4. They are wrongly considered as magical and doldm arts.

5. Ignorant people wrongly condemn the supportéthese practices as unworthy of the
Christian community.

Problem I. Whether Chiromancy can be proved froeneWidence of the Scripture. True.

2. Whether Aristotle said correctly in | De Hishimal. ch. 15 that it is possible to judge
on the length of a life from the length of the Bnaf the hand. True.

3. Whether signs of a violent death can be gathteoed those marks which are commonly
called divine characters. True.

4. Whether different conclusions about the deathlmaconjectured from different marks.

True.

2 A standard text of thBe coeloreadst) 8¢ ¢voic ovder dAdywe obde pdtny motet, book 2, chapter 11,
291 b 13-14 (Karl Prantl, Lipsia 1881) It appedrattthe regent has added the term ‘god’, missiom fr
Aristotle’s passage. The reference to book 1, @rdpts probably wrong.
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5. Whether it is possible to determine somethingage from lines inspected properly or
casually without the observation of circumstanedsat Egyptian vagabonds do). False.

6. Whether it is possible to infer from externars the very virtues of the souls or rather
the propensities towards some virtues or others.|atter is true.

7. Whether the same signs in different (as are comiyncalled) heaps [montibus] can

mean different things. True.

Thes. IV. Increment is defined as a movement tepthom imperfect quantity to perfect
guantity, by the conversion of nourishment into ssabce with the loss of a greater
imperfection; therefore, all the parts of the botlygether with the form, are made
proportionally bigger in order for the living body carry on the functions proper to life,
once it has gained the right magnitude. I. de @xt. 25. and 31. and 35. 2 De Anima.
text. 14.

Appendix |. The body is augmented not as a whoteabla potency, because of the matter
from which the accretion of the body results.

2. An element cannot be the proper nourishmenkghtmwhich a living body can grow.

3. Indeed neither gold, which the Chemists calhldable, since in the end it cannot be
made similar [to the substance]. Scal. exerciat. 2

4. Neither can tobacco [Nicosiana illa ludica], wewver the Tobacconists babble to the
contrary.

5. In an increment, the parts of a living body @b grow according to the form of the part.
6. Therefore, Aristotle refers to the form of thhoke. I. de Ort. ch. 5. when he writes that
the parts are increased in respect of their form.

7. Therefore flesh grows by an inch as flesh, sahe signate flesh.

Problem I. Whether by accretion the subject rem#iessame according to the material
aspect, or instead according to the formal one.latber is true.

2. Whether a living body can live up to and longfgan one year without nourishment.
True.

3. Whether the soapwort plant, granted that it devaron, also digests it and converts it
into the substance of the body, in order to grosisé-

4. Whether the Chameleon only feeds on air andrsgdas Pliny and others claim. False.

5. Whether the herrings grow and feed on water.dbilstinction.
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6. Whether serpents eat only earth. ExperiencesdeniNeither is this opposed to Genesis
ch. 3, v. 14
7. Whether God three hundred or four hundred yafies his birth can be accounted for a

true and properly called increment. False.

Thes. V. The rainbow as in chapters 4-5. of 3. Metean be defined as an arch in a
bedewed and hollowed cloud, which shows the vargpnecies of colour of the different
parts because of the opposite sunrays, or of frecten of the moon.

App. I. The solar rainbow does not meet our vigioitess we are between the sun and the
cloud thanks to which the rainbow glitters. 3. Metech. 4.

2. In our climate, a rainbow cannot be seen tow8nlgh, since it never occurs that we are
between a cloud and the sun in that direction.

3. A rainbow is usually smaller than a semicireled it is never bigger. 3. Meteor. ch. 5.

4. We do not agree with Mirandula, who (in boolc. De Humanae studio Philosophiae)
claims to have seen a rainbow in a complete or stiw@mplete circle.

5. Were a rainbow in a complete circle, it woulldw that a straight line would pass right
through the centre of the rainbow, of the sun anthe horizon or through the eye of the
observer on ground.

6. Since the sun stretches more at sunrise omaeguhe arch of the rainbow is bigger; on
the contrary, the rainbow is smaller when the suat its highest on the horizon.

7. The biggest rainbow of an entire day takes plaeen the sun is either rising or setting,
and the smallest takes place in the remaining mtsnesmen the sun is at noon or does not
appear at distance.

8. The rainbow can some times appear with a feh @and some other times with a broken
arch, if the cloud which enables the impressiothefrainbow is divided, like one part in
the east and the other in the west.

9. Two solar rainbows are frequent, three are rahnerfirst is due to the reflection of the
solar rays, the second is due to the first, thedtto the second, with a clear inversion of
the colours.

10. Lunar and solar rainbows appear constantly theitformer is rarer and, if we are to

believe the Philosopher, the latter is most ramnduautumn.

$«And the LORD God said unto the serpent, Because tiast done this, thou art cursed above all cattle
and above every beast of the field; upon thy tsBlt thou go, and dust shalt thou eat all the dafythy
life.” King James BibleBook of Genesis, 3:14.
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11. In a lunar rainbow only white colour with sontew blackish lines is discerned,
because the weakness of the lunar rays can haedigtiate the darkness of the night and
the thickness of the clouds.

Probl. I. Whether rainbow existed before the floaoahot. True.

2. Whether a solar rainbow sometimes appears aitewhs Melichius refers while
commenting on the second book of Plyny. False.

3. Whether Scaliger in exercitat. 80. sect. |. ecily claims that three colours usually
appear in the rainbow, due to the variety of thétenaf earth, water and air existing in the
cloud. True.

4. Whether a fourth colour can be added to theetlt@ours of the rainbowgdrfoc
[yellow] or golden, which is due to the mixture sfarlet and green, according to the
Philosopher 3. Meteor. 5 and Scal. in the passaggiomed above. True.

5. Whether Cardan correctly calls the rainbowsra figment of the eye. False.

6. Whether a rainbow can be visible on the surtddbe sea (as some claim), where there
is no dewy cloud. False.

7. Whether a rainbow always anticipates a futuire fealse.

8. Whether Seneca, book I natural. quaest. cloréectly claims that a rainbow in the east
is sign of rain, in the west of nice weather. Wieettmore correctly, in book 2. natural. hist.
ch. 6. Plyny claims that neither rain nor nice Weatcan be predicted with confidence
from a rainbow. Former is false, latter is true.

9. Whether a rainbow naturally or rather aboveeydnd [supra/praeter] nature indicates a
non-future inundation of earth. Only the lattetrige.

10. Whether rainbows are more common in the East ith the West. It is probably so by
natural causes.

11. Whether in a solar rainbow an entire imagehef gun can be represented, as in the
parhelions.

12. Whether a lunar rainbow never occurs unlegkegima quarta or decima quinta moon,
or around this time, as the Philosopher claims iM&eor. ch. 5. Trué.

13. Whether the theologians correctly claim thatisolar rainbow there are two colours
which are especially visible: internal blue andeemail scarlet. The former stands for the
destruction of the world in the flood, the latter its eventual destruction by fiteThis

does not seem either inconsistent or impious.

* Traditionally, this is the time for the celebratiohEaster, in the third week of the first lunarntig around
the spring equinox.

® “Secundum fidem Christianaifn..] cum Apostolo credimus coelum et elementa omnia jgpnganda’,
Reid 1614, TP 22.6.
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Thes. VI. Experience shows, and the Philosophefiroas that 2 de part. animal. ch. 7,
that the brain of man is by nature colder and reoigtan that of other animals.

App. |. Hence it is evident why man is surpassednlayy animals in the sense of odour or
olfaction. 2. de Anima, ch. 9. text. 92.

2. And also why the odours which are well perceiaszlthose which are more excellent in
the extremes and not those which are more remiiitdee middle.

3. And why little or nothing is smelled in winteather than in summer, or in great heat or
cold.

4. And why the latter [odours] are more stronglfgetied than the former.

5. Thus, the upbringing and habits can change théomixture of the brain, as it appears in
those subjects who live in prisons or in squalatpk.

6. Although men are surpassed by beasts regardm@xcellence of perception, on the
contrary men surpass beasts by far in the emineinjcelgment.

7. Only man has this sense with regards to itepadn. Scal. exercit. 247.

8. The theory of Bodin, in book 4. Theatri Natureepraiseworthy. He claims that the
wisdom of the Maker is great, since if he had gigesharp and accurate olfaction to men,
they would have not been able to bear not onlyrople®ple’s smell, but not even their
own.

Probl. I. Whether odours feed, granted that thetore. False.

2. Whether materially, or only formally, as the @tis of the remaining senses are
perceived. Only the latter is true.

3. Whether man alone among all the animals recgiksure from odours. Distinction.

4. Whether odours can sustain life for some tirseRlgny writes about Democritus. True.
5. Whether the dogs which the Scots use to follbes tracks of men have a different
mixture of the brain from the others, and hencédfardnt way of smelling, both are true.

6. Whether the Astomi people that Plyny speaksadfdok 7 of naturalis historiae, ch. 2
can live off odours alone. False.

7. Whether tomatoes [mala aurea] and the very ggauses’ are diminished by the mere
emission of odours or of steams and vapours as @ely the latter is true.

Thes. VII. The Philosopher. | de Anima, ch. I. ahdThen also in ch. 5, book 3. claims
that the soul igwplo™v amo Touv cwpatoc [separate from the body], and in ch. I, book
2. de Anima calls itiopdnr, and defines it as such.

App. |. It appears that the Philosopher was awéend approved of the immortality of the

soul.
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2. As a soul separate from body requires, it is alscessary a body just as matter which
form informs, since form without matter cannot heale.

3. Therefore we claim that the resurrection ofdead is probable by reasons in a certain
way Philosophical.

4. Indeed, it does not follow from what has beenl ¢hat the soul does not die once
separate from the body, since it seems that, fréthyaical point of view, anything which
is generated dies, like the day. | de Coelo, lhapter.

5. And since the soul goes back to its matter asfat is not possible to accept the
peTepdxwoa [metempychosis] of the souls in the fashion of Bhghagoreans. 2. De
anima. end of ch. 3.

6. Those belonging to the herd of pigs of Epictima®ngly claimed that souls die with the
body.

7. Neither Origen’s mistake seems acceptable toi@$ts and philosophers, since it
postulates infinite souls created in the beginningich by whatever case or chance are
placed in a body.

Probl. I. Whether the Physical form is the soubtirerwise. False.

2. Whether the soul is whole in the whole body, arwle in singular parts, it can be
discussed pro and against.

3. Whether the sensitive soul of beasts and mahttenvegetative soul of plants are of a
common and same substance. False.

4. Whether in what Arist. said in 2. de hist. anlinth. 3.{s0xev Ovpabév emelol ewal
[some claim that the soul is external], he recogghithat the soul is by inspiration; it seems
probable.

5. Whether the rational soul acts in the body withwodily organs, as when it is separate.
True.

® Horace Epistulae |, 4, 10.
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3. Theses physicae, J. Reid, 1626

Complete title:Theses philosophicadiscussed on July 31st 1626d" diemPridie
Calend. AsgusTr) in Edinburgh. Printed by John Weittoun in 16265dinburgh.

The set of theses is divided into five sections,ganeral theses on disciplines’, logic,
ethics, physics antiheses sphaericamn astronomy.

James Reid is one of the most important regenEdofburgh University in the first half
of the seventeenth century. He is the author & $ets of theses (1610, 1614, 1618, 1622,
1626), among the longest and most detailed in@ittiSh universities. The 1626 set is his
last academic work and stands away from both hasipus sets and the rest of the theses
for his unique theory of movement, which seemsréak away from the Scholastic theory
that every movement is always directed towardsrah[@hich | analyse in part Il, chapter
2, section 4].

Reid’s theses enable us to investigate the devedapof the philosophy curriculum as it
was taught by the same regent over twenty yearss iBhpossible in particular for
Edinburgh University, where from 1610 to 1628 thregents, Reid, King and Fairley held

the position for almost two decades.

Thesis |.By unanimous consensus of philosophers, matteregotten and corrupted
bodies is numerically one and the same.

1. In the succession of generable and corruptlolegs, also matter which is numerically
one can be under forms distinct by genus.

2. In fact, no form actually gives number [numerrickentity] to matter, either considered
according to its own entity, or related to the matof things.

3. Since numerical and real unity cannot be withexistence, the prime matter of all
things will also have its own existence not depegain form.

4. Although one and the same portion of matterrearive several forms in succession, it
will not change several existences because of timshe contrary, its existence must be

said to be one and the same under any forms.
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5. Since in fact existence is only a mode of aghimot really distinct from it, and since
some things are complete, some others are incoepgiet also one existence can be said to
be incomplete, and another one to be complete.

6. Accordingly, the existence of matter and formpatial and incomplete: that of the
compound is complete and total.

7. There is an existence in things, distinct frénva tormal existence, which is only proper
to the compound.

8. Thus, the existence of form and the formal exis¢ are different.

9. And it is very different to exist in nature sitmand completely, and to exist formally.

II. BapUtaTtor 70 mwdow UdLodpevor Tol¢ KATw, KoupoTATOV O TO TAOLY
¢mmoldEov Tolc dvw depopévoic. |. de Coel. 3.

1. AMA\wc Kovdor Myoper TO dvw depdpevor kal mpoc TO EoxaTov, Bapy & TO
KATw kal mpoc TO péoov. 4. de Coel. 1.

2. Thus, it is only natural to earth to move toveatde lowest place: and to fire to move
towards the highest one, and natural to both toanenm them.dépetar ¢loel kal
névew év Tolc olketoole Témole €xacov Tav copdTtwy. 4. Phys. 4. text. 30.

3. Earth does not have a bigger propension to ireshe lowest place, than fire to
movement, in the highest.

4. As much as movement towards the sphere is dvdine beyond its own nature, why
can’'t we similarly believe that rest is assigneeaoth, beyond its own nature?

5. Nature is the principle and cause only of theemaeent of earth, not of its rest.

6. And by its nature and natural condition, eastmbbile and not immobile.

7. Therefore, since every rest, also the one faligWirom natural movement, is privation
of the same movement: so, nature does not spdlyifisaek rest, neither it strives for
[intendit] it.

8. From this we conclude, first: that it is veryfeient for a thing to remain in its own
natural place, and to rest in it: in fact the fornsenatural for any natural body, the latter is
natural for no natural body.

9. Secondly: that nature likewise is said to be@ple of movement and rest connectedly

[copulative], if rest is intended fundamentally amot formally; and this is so if rest is

! “The heaviest is what is underneath all bodiesctvigio downwards, the lightest is what is abovéatlies
which go upwards.’ All translations from Greek ame. | reproduce the Greek text as it appearhen t
text. The only change is the adoption of our copterary style for the characters.

2 ‘We call light absolutely what is drawn upwardsianwards to extreme, heavy absolutely what is draw
downwards and towards the centre.’

% ‘By nature every body is drawn to and remaingsroivn place.’
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understood as the very possession and fruitiohefdrm and of the terminus, not simply
as privation of movement.

10. And in this sensesiveiofar kal {oacfBat [to move and to stop] is the same as
Kletobal kal mMpepllecbar [to move and to rest], according to Aristotle, idy®. 8 text.
67.

11. And also in this sense, very acutely Aristgt@ thakic Tov alTov TOmOV Pépebat
€kaoov, €lc TO abtol €1d6c éot dépeabdatr. 4. Coel. 3.

12. Finally, in the same sense, nature is not dmdyefficient cause, but also the end of
every natural movementy ¢lolc N Aeyopévn o yéveols, 080¢ €owv elc ¢plow 2
Phys. 1. text. 14.

. A™ynpaTov dvalolwvTor kal dmabéc €éol TO mp@Tov TEY copdTwy. | de Coel. 3.
Text. 22

1. According to Aristotle, the nature of the heaweas only the principle of natural
movement in itself.

2. Only the local movement is reciprocal with natuand with the natural body in general.
3. Then, movement generally taken is not an affeadf the natural body.

4. In the definition of nature, we must intend esaky local movement, not movement in
general.

5. The act of the mobile as mobile is the defimitad movement in general; anyways, it is
not the definition of the affection, unless we limito local movement.

6. Movement in general is reciprocal with the naldrody not differently as sensitive is

with animal, because of the unique tactile [progert

IV. Infinite isob del T €Ew &ot [something beyond which there is always something
elsqg. 3. Phys. 6. text. 62.

1. So, infinite is properly without an intrinsic tnadary.

2. Consequently, because of the law of the opms#teery finite will include an intrinsic
boundary at both ends.

3. By which means, every motus with respect tadimnagnitude, is finite and continuous;
every motus (as much as all the other continuangsh has intrinsical boundaries not only

in its end, but also in its beginning.

*To be drawn towards its own place is like to bawh towards its own form.’
® ‘Nature is said to be, as generation, a path tdsvaature.’

® ‘The first body is ungenerated, incorruptible anud passive.’
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4. Therefore, ‘being changed’ is not simply therterus of movement.

5. Neither to ¢epopevor [the moved body] noliaipeoic kwnoeoc [division of
movement], truly are proper and simple termini advement: in fact the former is only
assigned to local movement, the latter to any margnmdeed, but only by metonymy.

6. Therefore, as we are instructed by Aristotle dalhin 6. Phys. 10. text 88., we are
perhaps among the first (said without malice), &l c.vnuata (in plainer and clearer
way) the boundaries of movement simply indivisibldiich respond to the name of point

in a line and moment in time.

V. It is well known by nature that heavier bodies axerywhere in the universe below
lighter bodies, as it is well know by experience.

1. It follows that the elements in the middle, artpcular those which are [a mixture of]
heavy and light, can gravitate and levitate in gy#ace, in their place as much as in that
of the other elements; when the other elementsesneved, or when they are driven by a
stronger force out of their natural place.

2. Not only water but also air can be drawn spauasly both to the centre [of the
universe] and to the heavens, also without fedahefvoid; and not only in order for them
to be mixed together, but also while they exis jpure form.

3. The elements can be driven (beyond their ndiuteet by natural inclination) not only
to fill the void, but also to drive out the plenum.

4. Hence, the potency incorporated in the eleméntdouble: one special for their
preservation, another universal and obedient [oleoddlis] for the preservation of the
universe: through the first one they seek a defiaitd special place: through the second
one they seek no definite place in the universg;tley observe this inviolable rule that, in
order to preserve the order of the universe, tla&ibe bodies are below the lighter ones.

5. Accordingly, air is not moved upwards towardsptace by one form, nor downwards
towards the place of earth by another form, if ¢hisreither void or fire; on the contrary, it
is moved by the same one according to a differadt ene for its own preservation, the
other for the preservation of the harmony, order @mon of the universe.

VI. E‘av Tic peTaby v yiv ol viv 1) cedjvmy, olk olo®ioeTal T@v poplov
€kaoTor mpoo almy, dMN'Omou mep kat viv. 4. de Coel. 3.

1. Parts do not move towards the whole, but towtHresatural place.

" “If we put the earth in the place of the moon, rgveart of the earth would not go towards the mdmut,
towards where it already goes now.’
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2. Thus, the natural place has got a force [vingttoact and preserve the thing which is in
place.

3. Since the place of the heavy bodies is the eafitthe universe (which is that dot in the
middle of the universe which can be understood d¢mfgugh imagination, or otherwise
nothing is really distinct from magnitude); thisnte is said to attract towards itself and to
preserve the heavy bodies.

4. Undoubtedly after a more subtle scrutiny, thesaknt of earth to that point must seem
more remarkable than the approach of a sword tstthree of Heracles: and yet we ask (as
the very subtle Scaliger says) by which causeraythttracts another to itself, like iron to a
magnet: instead, by which means earth is driveratdsvsomething which is nothing, we
do not ask.

5. Therefore, in many things, not the subtletyha thing itself in nature is the cause for

admiration, but our own stupidity.

VII. Especially among oviparous animals we know by e&pee that the eggs of females
which are carried by males generate baby birds, metause of the incubation of males,
but because of that of females, within the sameispas much as among different species:
like among hens, geese, ducks and so on. |. deagemal. 21.

1. Hence, with regards to natural generation, oag mfer various things: first, if the
generation is supposed to be only in the produabiobaby birds, the seminal virtue (as
they say) of the parents, especially of the malemga is efficient to the extent that it
regards the very production of form.

2. Secondly, that the females provide some somatter, for example they give aliment,
and they keep the seed warm with their natural, heatavour of the formation of the
foetus.

3. Thirdly, generation is said to be univocal nathwegards to the animal which broods or
gives birth, but with regards to the animal whidveg the seed, specifically the male.

4. The animal which incubates and extrinsicallydol® can be said to be an equivocal
cause.

5. Not every equivocal cause is necessarily motdenthan the effect by dignity and
perfection.

6. Neither every equivocal cause includes the ptdies of other species by virtue and

eminence, but only the common and celestial eqaiveause does.
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VIIl. In the generation of living creatures, seed is th&terial and the efficient cause as
much as a craftsman is, according to AristotlePhys. 7. text. 2. 2 Phys. 3. text. 31.
Metaph.Z. 6. text 31. | de gen. anim. 21.

1. Thus, the seed is not a uniform body, but ih&le of different parts, some more subtle,
some others rougher; with respect to the more sulntes it acts as a craftsman: with
respect to the rougher ones, is passive [patigrst]like matter.

2. Since the natural generation of living creatuneglants and lower animals, is without
any doubt univocal, it is, in generation, the pipat cause, not an instrument.

3. Thus, the seeds of plants and lower animala@ireate in act.

4. Hence, with Scaliger, very trained [exercitatigs in the subtleties of natufehe spirit
[animus] is willing to confirm many almost paradeai points. First, the seed of oil, is oil:
and the seed of a dog, is a dog; although impeiidking only a jointed structure.

5. Secondly, the form of a dog can be said to berpotency of the seed itself, since the
seed is able to convey [potens] the form of dawittains in itself.

6. Thirdly, the form of a dog is educed out of gwency of the seed, not with respect to
the first act but precisely with respect to theosecone. In fact the very form pre-exists,
therefore the outcome is not the form itself, Watdct, thanks to which it can thereafter
exert itself.

7. Fourthly, the first actions of the soul in tleed, which follow closely from its potency,
are the disposition and conformation of its limls,order to receive in conformed and
well-disposed limbs later and more perfect actiassthe operations and the senses.

8. The soul of the seed, without the instrumenitofocation [domicilij], is architectonic
[architecta]. In fact, no quality known to man che the instrument of the ordination,
location [situs], number and shape of the partheforganic body: although qualities can
be the first instruments of secretion or condenswfgcondensation or rarefaction, of
extension or contraction, of roughness or smootr@shardness or softness.

9. Purely natural generation is not the producsnnovo of some form, but only the
reduction of form to act, or better, its promottorthe production of effects.

10. So, the tree generates as soon as the seat@sod is not instead generated when it
sprouts from the seed. Thus, the dog is not geseerahen a puppy is born, but when the
seed sprouts.

11. Neither it follows from this that the dog idljusubject to several souls, since it has
only one, which is enough to the generation of msmyls: like in the branches of oil in
which there are many parts, a single soul is tleefoam which many come forth.
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12. And as one single soul, in the increments, patén the aliment a new and multiple
matter, it informs the same matter and it is unitgtth the pre-existing matter; that is why
the same soul, which is just material, cannot nitsedf forward in the generation towards
many matters.

13. In whatever way all the things said above arssible, anyways we conclude that the
rational soul, according to Aristotle more divirf@anh the others, does not propagate itself
in the seed this way, but the deficiency of theegating soul in the seed is compensated
by the immediate action of God, in the formatiortte# body as much as in the creation of
a new form.

14. And according to these premises, we rejectlis the truth of this propositiom, man
can generate another maalthough almost everybody cry out in protest; amggbod many,

who rant on about it in its defence, miserably teninthemselves.

8 Reid is playing with the title of ScaligerExoticarum Exercitationum Liber XV de Subtilitatsg
Hieronimum Cardanum
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4. Theses physicae, J. Dalrymple, 1646

Complete title: Theses logicae, metaphysicae, physicae, matheraatet ethicag
Glasgow 1646, printed by George Anderson. Thiot#ieses was discussed on July 27th
1646, buv Bew, publicg in communi Gymnasij Auditorio hora solfita

James Dalrymple, first Viscount Stair (1619-169%sva lawyer, a philosopher and a
politician. He joined Glasgow University in 1633dagraduated in 1637. We unfortunately
have no graduation theses for the student yearBahfymple in Glasgow. From his
departure from university to his appointment aenégn 1641 Dalrymple spent some time
in the army fighting against the king in the fiRishops’ War (1639). Dalrymple’s first
appointment was for a fourth class teaching (Greeek dialectic), renewed in 1642 when
the regenting system was revived. The 1646 grasludaktieses were written for the 1643
class. After leaving university in 1647, Dalrympleoved on to a legal career. We are
informed by the Oxford Dictionary of National Bi@gphy that Dalrymple did not study
law abroad: this information is helpful in the ass®ent of his philosophy as well. If he
did not study abroad, we can assume that his mglisal formation was acquired in
Glasgow.

His legal and political career (culminated in a f@mof key roles played in Scottish
political life and in the composition of thestitutions of the Law of Scotland661)
Dalrymple left the country in 1682 for the Low Caues, due to political reasons and
threats to his life. There he published thstitutions (1681) and thé”hysiologia Nova
ExperimentalisLeiden 1686. Dalrymple eventually returned tottewl, as a supporter of
the 1688 revolution, and engaged in politics adain.

His set of theses is particularly important foretireasons: 1) it is the only one extant for
the University of Glasgow in the first half of tkeventeenth century; 2) the regent brings
forward some innovative theories in the contex8oholastic philosophy [which | analyse
in part I, chapter 2, section 2.2], and his thesesin general among the most detailed in
Scotland; 3) J. Dalrymple, later Viscount Stair,nnfber of a distinguished Glaswegian
family, was later in life raised to a public role iScotland, and made important

contributions to Scottish law and philosophy.

1| take this information from thBNB entry.
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Dalrymple’s graduation theses are an insightfuleca$ late Scottish Scholasticism

arguably influenced by some themes of early mogaiiosophy.

Thesis l.dvolc éow dpxn kat alTia Tou KlweloBal, kat TpePeLy, €V @ UTapXEL
TpwTwE, Kab avTo, kat pn kata oupBePnkoc,? Arist. ch. I. bk. 2. Nature thus defined
does not include the essences of other beings liwdnie the principles of the changes
[mutationum] and of the properties which belonge beings in a state of rest) any less
than it includes the essence of the body, unles®es®ason to say the contrary can be
given; nature is therefore restricted to the essleparts which constitute the body, those
which, in particular, deserve the name of naturet #he very body is called natural, and
the whole science is called Physics or naturalnseiescience which carefully considers
the body, in itself and in its species absolutaypsidered, by investigating its Nature and

demonstrating its affections by Universal principle

Il. There are three principles of the natural badyecoming [in fieri]: matter, form and
privation; in fact there are two which take on theme of nature, matter and form, of
which the latter is the active principle, the fomtiee passive principle; it is possible to
freely assign the name of nature either synonyiyicat analogically, or jointly and

collectively, or separately and distinctively.

[ll. Prime matter is the subject out of which anthibecomes [fit], and which endures in
every mutation; it is ungenerable and incorruptiloleither is it now something different

from matter when it was first created.

[lll. Matter as such is bare of all form, thusatks every Physical act; yet, since a being is
similar to other beings in some degrees of en#ihy is different in some others, matter
does have a distinctive [differentialem] entitataa, in virtue of which it is different from
the other beings; which act can be very well untders as pure passive potency open to
the reception of form, neither can anyone deny thate physical potency is a

Metaphysical act.

2 ‘Nature is the principle and the cause of movenaeut rest, in everything that exists first per sé aot by
accident.” All translations from Greek are minegeproduce the Greek text as it appears in the Té.
only change is the adoption of our contemporarledty the characters.
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V. By an innate appetite, prime matter strivesaibforms without distinction: not with the
particular regard to what is more perfect or lesgfqet, or to this or that, but with the
simple regard to form; thus neither form is unwijiy retained by matter, nor matter
attempts to reject a form in order to receive aaotine; therefore, prime matter is falsely
accused of being the origin of corruption, becatisencurs just in a passive way.

VI. Matter lacks any activity and efficacy, unlasss raised as instrument of something

else.

VII. Physical form is a substance really differérdm matter, and just as matter is pure
potency, form is pure Physical act, which doesinoiude anything material; yet, which

naturally requires it as partner for its own goodyhich necessarily demands it in order to
be preserved and operate; hence this form is calkgdrial, the other is called spiritual and

immaterial.

VIIl. When Aristotle defines form asoyor Tne¢ oloiac,® he is not talking about the
Physical form (in fact he is dealing with causegyeneral), but about the Metaphysical
form, which is very appropriately called a ‘forntglj from which the specifications of all

things arise; specifications which are neverthefaksn on remotely by the physical form.

IX. The natural bodies are not specified by fornthwiespect to their particular entity, but
by reason of their nature; namely, as it is thegple and root of the different affections
impressed on itself by the agent, and of the ofmrathence emanating: so, there are not
as many different forms as species of bodies, ardspecies can vary while the form
remains the same; neither is it necessary to ineaigithe perpetual course of generations

that new forms arise from non-existing things.

X. To ascribe the origin and the production of ferta the eduction from matter leads to a
hopeless entanglement; because the potency of rnsti¢holly ineffective, just passive
and receptive, and the eduction often takes plgcénstrumental cause, or by a cause

inferior to the effect that is to be produced.

% [formal] reason, essence of the substance’.
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XI. We ascribe the production of forms taG and we ascribe the propagation to the
union or to the disjunction of the same producednfoor to the specification of the

different impressed affections.

XIl. Gob in the beginning impressed one intimate bodilyrfan the whole mass [massae]
of matter, form from which matter is establishedaasody; which form remains the same
in all bodies, has no contrary form through whitks iexpelled, and is coeval with matter,
and of equal antiquity; it is however the causelbtthe various affections, by virtue of
several concurring agents; therefore, sometimakés on one species, sometimes another.

XIll. Besides, there are other forms, which Bodiés admits as further degrees of
essential perfection; in the creation of each g=eof individuals, these forms are first
divinely bestowed and are carried forward up tcs thme by continuous offspring,

therefore the Generans does not bestow on theajedesnly a portion of matter but also a
portion of form; from which the agent, by favouriagd exciting them, can rouse a new

individual of the same species.

XIV. In rougher bodies, any part can become a ned @mplete individual of the same
species, either by mere discontinuity (as for walieided in several portions), or by the
fertile assistance of a different agent, which eomfthe dispositions required to the
exercise of the faculties (as for a cut-off branghich becomes a whole tree if put into the
ground). On the other hand, in more perfect bothese is a certain part, intended by
nature, which alone can be roused to the perfedfi@new individual, if it is commanded

and assisted by a suitable cause (as for the $dmthg creatures, of plants in the ground,
of animals in the womb, labouring as in a recegdacl

XV. After the destruction of an individual, the whdorm does not cease at once, but,
while still adhering to matter, it takes on new@ps, similar but less perfect, from which
worms appear out of the corpses, and various lktienals appear out of the flesh of

different sorts of animals.

XVI. The affections of a natural body belong tgitncipally in reason of its matter or of
its form; Quantity, Continuity, Infinity and Wheress [Ubicatio] in place are affections of
the first kind: movement and duration are of theosel.
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XVIl. We are doubtful whether Quantity first bela¢go prime matter, or to the body,
neither do we determine whether quantity reallyedsf from matter, or not; nonetheless,
we positively hold that quantity (whatever quantig) is adequate to matter and

immutable, neither can it increase or decreasessnmhatter is added or subtracted.

XVIII. Any quantified and continuous being is infiely divisible, but it does not include

within itself actually infinite divisibles, whetheén number or size [mole]; neither is there
any potency out of which they can be drawn, anHboalgh it includes indivisibles as

termini, it cannot be composed of either finiteiwrsible termini, or infinite indivisibles.

XIX. Whereness is the extension of the body amjténetrably occupies a certain space,
which is equal to it in all dimensions, and it edgsly has place as a boundary, which
therefore is not the surrounding surface, preseit by accident, but the very space or

gap, which cannot be missing at all.

XX. A surface can be called an extrinsic place bglagical attribution of an extrinsic term

to the thing named; for that reason, place is e@effiny Aristotle as the immobile and first
surface of the containing body; without excludihg space itself, but excluding the former
gap, explained by it: more correctly, by claimirgstsurface immobile, Aristotle shows

that space is the very internal place, surfacesiboundary, for surface is called immobile
only as boundary of an immobile space.

XXI. By its reason, a change of surface is not angje of place or local movement [latio],

but a change of surface (as it is the extrinsicbany) of an immobile space.

XXII. Quantity and Body, or impenetrability and aquiy, cannot be one without the other:
therefore this implies that several bodies canmoinbthe same equal place at the same

time.

XXIIl. And a single body, as a whole, can be infe@liént places no more and no more truly

than it can be detached from itself.

XXIV. Movement is the act of a being in potencysafar as it is in potency, not towards
another act but towards its same act; and, givendifinition, movement includes every
changes, as well as mutations which occur in atamsit extends not only to Physical

changes but also to any other changes, unlesBritiisd by the intent of the Philosopher.
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XXV. There are only three species of real movemast,distinct from mutation, viz.
increment, alteration and local movement. In fgeneration takes place in an instant, and

corruption and decrease are not real and positivatons.

XXVI. Rarefaction and condensation are not moveséoivards quantity, but alterations

through which the shape [figura] of a body is clethgecause of the entry of a finer body
through the pores and channels of the body, fromsiwthe body appears to extend further,
yet, still with the same quantity.

XXVII. Alteration neither takes place by the chargjaall the pre-existing qualities, nor by
merely a firmer rooting in the subject; it takeaqd by adding a further degree to the pre-
existing quality, a degree which is a partial qyalsimilar to the pre-existing one; and it is
pointless to ask whether it is of the same or different species, whether heterogeneous

or homogeneous, since it concurs in the same noatemd individual identity.

XXVIII. The first specific division of the body isito simple and mixed; these bodies are
not different because of different Physical form#jich belong reciprocally to both, but

because of abstract Metaphysical formalities; ittherefore more of a Metaphysical

division than of a Physical one. There is a sindliarsion of the simple body into Heavens

and Elements.

XXIX. The world has five elements, the mixed ones fur, viz. Earth, Water, Air, Fire;
people can form their own opinion about whetherBlement of fire is in the hollow space
of the moorf, while keeping proportion with the rest of the Etmts; in whatever manner,

Fire truly is a simple Body and one among the Eleisie

XXX. Single Elements require their own proportiavhich is difficult to determine with
precision. In reality this proportion does not dehsn quantity, but in the rarity and
position of the parts, which single Elements reg|lny nature; therefore, when gunpowder
is ignited and it immediately breaks out of a coegsed place, and it seems to occupy a
bigger place; this does not happen because the satter, when set alight, takes on a

bigger quantity, but because, when set alighgquires by nature a dilatation and rarity of

* The idea is that the natural place of the elemieati$ an empty moon. The moon is in the first st
sphere, but the fire can still be in a relationhwtie other sublunar elements.
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the parts, caused by the permeation of a finer Bady it breaks forth to receive it, and,
once it is received, it lights up by its own lightyd even if it is one undivided body, there

are in fact two.

XXXI. The heavy Elements move downwards with a ratumpetus by an internal

principle, towards the centre of the universe, antdtowards their own Element; hence,
the whole Earth, once placed close to the sphetieeofnoon, would go down towards the
centre; or, while the earth is kept there, just padicle of earth falls downwards, it does
not lose its appetite, as it stays still thankggsmwn Element’s intervention; yet, impulse
and compression remain, sideways and downwardssimae it is completely surrounded
by bodies that have equal effectiveness, it doégravitate in its place with respect to the

adjacent body.

XXXII. Anyone can choose according to their owniridx whether it is possible for a light
element to naturally move away from the centre,fandt to naturally tend towards an end
where it rests; or rather whether it is calledtighcause it is just less heavy, and because it
is pushed upwards by the pressure [compressioreehefvier element.

XXXIIl. The mixture is the union of contrary mixas [miscibilium alteratorum], not by
confusion or continuation, but by one common fomfioomality, in which, as in a copula,

all the material parts of the mixture come together

XXXIV. The production of an animate body is a misdu neither is it required for the
concept of a mixture that mixable elements be pureseparate immediately before

generation.

XXXV. In the animate body, the form of the mixtugenot different from the bodiliness
and the soul; on the contrary, mixables are uriiteidl in the unity of one body and one
species.

XXXVI. The soul is the first act of an organic bqgadyhich has life in potency; therefore, it
is distinguished in it from other forms, becauskas different vital faculties and distinct

bodily instruments by which the faculties are eisad.
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XXXVII. It is a stupid figment to say that thereeaseveral souls of one single animate
body, either successive or concurrent; rather,single soul includes in itself and exerts

all the faculties.

XXXVIII. The faculties of the soul neither are sitgghe same with their substance, nor is
there are a large diverse multitude of facultieghsthat so many are the external senses,
so many the internal, so many are the facultiastefligence, agent and patient; rather, in
a moderate way, we distinguish one faculty of kremlgke, appetite and movement from the
very substance of the soul, and we refer all tiealfees to those just mentioned: it is open
to anyone to call them faculties that are distitacia certain extent or to call them one

faculty that is exercised in different ways.

XXXIX. There is no sensation in the external sensarwhich is distinct from perception
in the common sense; instead, there is one appiEmewhich, when the sensorium is
affected, apprehends the object as present, amdfdhe is called external, because an

external organ is affected.

XL. Sensation requires a sensible object, the semapand an impression made by the
object on the sensorium, which represents the glged the impression is therefore called
an impressed species. The natural sympathy bettineesoul and the body during their
union is the reason for the stimulation of the smubirawing out thenotitia,® in such a

manner that whatever the body undergoes, some#imdgar is represented in the soul,

from where also the senses of joy, pain etc. caigin

XLI. The instrument of this sympathy is the braechuse, when it is affected in various
ways, the apprehension is similarly altered: likkew the spirits in the brain are at rest
because of its fullness, and sleep follows, evetheaf objects produce a species in the

sensorium, there is no perception.

XLII. Many useless questions are asked about tbepten of the species in the soul, or
about the movement of the impressed species byahrspirits as vehicles, from the
sensorium to the brain, or about the illuminatiéthe phantasmatdy the Agent Intellect,
and about the production of new intelligible spsctae impression in the passive Intellect,

or their conservation in memory as in a repository.

® ‘Notitia’ is somethingnotus[known] to us, the final result of the proceskonbwledge.
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XLIIl. We claim that the Soul has only one facukly knowledge, through which it
perceives by its natural sympathy the object wilafflects the sensorium, as it affects it,
and draws out its representation; which is an &diraple apprehension, neither do we
recognise any other expressed species. Afterwdh#s acts about the same object follow,
which acts, while they do not transcend the pedacproper to beasts, are called
Phantasmata then, purer ones follow, which are called Inggbie Species, Acts of
Intellect, mental Terms; by which the faculty isigesl at drawing out similar acts: and
from all these different operations, the senses,Rhantasies, Intellect and memory, one

faculty of knowledge comes out.

XLIV. The faculty of appetite, as it tends towatdss noble objects, and moves the spirits
with a stronger impetus, and alters the body, iedé&ensitive Appetite: instead, as it is

about more sublime objects in a purer way, it liedawill.
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