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Opinions about the Consrevation of the Bread in the Body of Christ

[5] As a gloss De conservatione, d. 2  In sacramentorum 
 says, there are three opinions about the conservation of bread in the body of Christ: 

One asserts that that substance that was at first bread is afterwards flesh and blood.  The second opion holds that the substance of the bread and blood there ceases to be and only the accidents reamain, namely taste, color, weight and similar things, and under these accidents begins to be the body of Christ.  The third holds that the substance of the bread and wine remains there and the body of Christ is both in the same place and under the same species.  It is argued against this by means of the distinction, “Self” [Ego].  However, whateveer opinion is said, the body of Christ is there.  The second opinion is truer.  (Extra.  De Summa Trinitate, Firmiter,  § Una.

[18] These are the word of the gloss.  From which it seems that the substance of the bread is converted into the body of Christ, so that the substance of the bread does not remain, but nevertheless the accidents remain which were earlier in the the substance of the bread.  Extra. De Summa Trinitate, Firmiter 
, where it is said to be so,  is also said to be in defense of this truth, in the way the previously mentioned gloss relates:

The universal church is one, made up of all the faithful, apart from which nobody at all can be saved, in which the same priest is himself the sacrifice,  Jesus Christ, whose body and blood is truly contained in the sacrament of the alter under the species of bread and wine, by divine power transubstantiated into the body from the bread and into the blood from the wine.

[25] Towards the truth of this declaration there are two things particularly that should be inquired into, namely [i] about the being [entitatem] and distinctness of these accidents, and [ii] about the separation of these things from the subject.  However, because it is commony conceded by everybody that color, taste, and similar sensible qualities are really distinguished among themselves and also from substance, therefore this is a supposition:: there are things to be inquired into concerning the distinctness of these qualities from quantity, figure, straightness, and such like, about which there is great doubt on how they should be distinguished.  Also, because this consideration is not only for theology but also for philosophy -- since philosophy should exist to consider and understand the natures of things and their distinctions –  it should therefore be inquiered into what the philosophers and above all Aristotle,  the prince of the philosophers,  have decerned about this material, and also what the theologians say.

[39] So that thjis might procede in an orderly fashion, the first thing to be inquired into is about points, lines, and surfaces , both of bodies and afterwards of other things.

[Question 1

Whether a Point is an Absolute Thing,

Really Distinct from Quantity]

[4] Certainly, the first thing to be investigated is whether a point is an absolute thing really distinct from quantity.

It seems that it is so:

It is so because the end of every single thing is distinguished from the thing of which it is the end.  But a point it the end of a line, therefore is really distinct from the line, and consequently it is really disctinguished from quality and quantity [which are belong to the line].

[11] For the opposite:

Every positive thing is either a substance, quality, quantity, relation, or one of the other categories.  But a point is not a substance distinct from quantity, nor a quality distinct from quantity, nor a relation distinct from quantity, nor respectively from any of the other kinds.

[17] In support of this view and all its consequences, I first adopt one policy, namely that whatever I should say, under whatever form of words --  which in some way might be thought contrary to what is said by Holy Scripture or the saints, or to be contrary to the rulings and teachings of the Roman Church, or to be contary the views of the Doctors sanctioned by the Church – I  should not speak by asserting what I believe but rather by repeating the claim,  precisely and in the person of those holding the views in question, that the opinion is true or false – catholic,  heritical, or erroneous. Hence if I should pronounce such words as “I say,” “it is taught,” or similar things, I would like these be understood not as being asserted by me personally but rather as by those who have such opionions.  

The Division of the Question


[29] On the issue of how I should procede to investigate the stated question, first I lay down the following.  First of all, it should be shown that a point is not some positive and absolute thing, really distinct from every sort of quantity and, above all, from a line.  Secondly, I should set out arguments and authorities that [purport to] prove that a point is a thing.  Thirdly, I will reply to these arguments.

[Art. I: That a Point is not an Absolute Thing.  The Philosophical Arguments]


[2] I prove first that a point is not a thing different from a line or from any sort of quantity.  I do so firstly with philosophical arguments, second by appeal to philosophical authorities, and thirdly with theological arguments.


[5] As part of the first way, I argue in an obvious way with a first [major] premise: [1] if a point were something different from a quantity, it is either a substance or an accident.  But [minor premise] [2] a point is neither a substance disctinct from a quantity, nor an accident distinct from a quantity or a quality; therefore [conclusion] [3] a point is nothing other than a quantity.  The major [premise] is obvious, I prove the minor.  First I prove the first part, namely [2a] that a point is not a substance distinct from a quantity. This is so because every sustance is either matter,  form,  a composite [of matter and form], or a substance abstracted from matter.  But it is manifest that a point is neither matter, nor form, nor a composite, nor a form abstracted from matter if a point is indivisible and not in any way a quantity – as is posited by those who argue the opposite view,
 therefore etc.


[16] I prove the second part, namely [2a] that a point is not an indivisible accident distinct from quantity, as follows.  Firstly, [i] [as a major premise] every absolute [i.e. non-relational], positive [i.e. non-negative] accident is in a subject that is appropriate to itself in such a way that either [a] the accident is either a whole thing in the whole subject and also in each of its parts, or [b] the accident is a whole thing in the whole subject but a part in each part, or [c] the accident is indivisible because it is possed by an indivisible subject, e.g. in the way a spiritual accident is possed by the soul as its primary and appropriate subject.  But [ii] [a minor premise] a point cannot be possessed by a primary and appropriate subject in any of these three ways [a-c]. The arguments major premise is evident by induction from any absolute [i.e. non-relational] accident.  The first part of the minor premise, namely [a] that no point is possessed by its subject as a whole in a whole and a whole in each and every part, is evident by the following argument.  I take a point – let it be called b – that falls at the end of a line a, and a point similar to a 
 – let it be called c .  Then, I proceed as follows: either b is in a as in its appropriate subject or b is in a subject of this a.  Since the same argument would apply [to c as to b], it  follows on either of these alternatives that c  will be in the same appropriate subject, and consequently that both b and c will be in the same appropriate subject.  I then argue:  whatever is in the same appropriate subject does not differ from the subject in its situation or place.  But b and c are distinct [from one another] because they stand apart from one another in situation or place.  Therefore, it is not the case that they are in the same appropriate subject.


[38] If it be said that b is not in the whole line a nor in the subject of the line a, but is in part of this line or in part of this subject, I reply to the contary: if b were not in the whole of the line as in an appropriate subject nor in in the whole subject of this line, then it is in the part only to the degree that it is in an appropriate subject.  Let this part be d.  I then argue this way:  To the degree that b is in an appropriate subject, it is in d.  By the same argument, therefore there will be in this d but drawn from another part another point at which d ends.  Now, let this point be called e.  From this if follows that b and e are in the same appropriate subject, and consequently that they do not stand apart in place or situation.  But this is maefestly false.  Therefore [not-a], it is not possible for any point to be in the same indivisible subject [e.g. a spritual substance] nor [if it is in a divisible subject, e.g. something non-spritual] for it to be in its appropriate subject in such a way that it would be a whole in a whole and a whole in every part.  This is true as well because it is manifestly false that two points of a divisible thing would fail to be separated in situation and because if [one point were in the same situation as another] the same point could be in another and in another situation, something which is obviously false.  


[54] If it were said that a point is in some divisible part but that there is no actual point similar to that point, or that could be similar to it, because such a point cannot be a per se existing thing but could only be something in another thing, the contary is argued as follows: no matter what the part, God by his absolute power can separated it from any other part and conserve it as a sparate thing existing per se, and therefore without conserving any other part, God can conserve that part which is the point’s primary and appropriate subject.  Let it be granted, then, that the part exists as a thing.  Then it will possess another actual point, which by the same argument will be in the whole as in its primary subject.  This holds because any argument that there is a single point that ends the line and is in the whole line or in that line’s whole subject is weaker than any argument showing that there is another point ending the same line.  Because the accidents that are in the same appropriate subject do not stand apart in their situation,
 it follows that those two points will not stand apart in their situation.


[68] Further, the point that is similar does not exist only potentially in the way that the future exits potentially.  It is accordingly a thing that exists in nature, and consequently it possesses a primary subject.  Furthermore, this in not possible unless the line or the line’s subject ends at that point, and therefore that those two points [i.e. both the original point b and this point that is similar to it] are not separated in situation, something that is manifestly false.


[74] Moreover, if it were in a divisible subject as in its primary subject, then it would not be separate from any part, nor would it stand any more apart from one part than from another.


[77] The second part of the main minor premise, namely [not-b] that a point is not a whole in a whole and a part in the parts, is obvious because [if it were granted then]the point would be quantity and what was proposed would be proven.
  


[80] The third part of the minor [premise],, namley [c] that the point is not in an indivisible thing as its primary and appropriate subject, is obvious because that indivisible thing would be either a substance or accident.  The thing is not an accident for if it were I ask what genus would it be in? It is obvious that a thing cannot be given existence in any genus other than substance.  But then it must be asked what the accident’s subject is as subject of a point.  This indivisible thing is not a substance because if it were it is either matter, form, a composite, or an abstraction from matter.  But it is not matter because all matter is divisible.  Nor is it form because if it were either it would be extended and hence is not indivisible, or it would be unextended and hence is an intellective soul because only an intellective soul is unextended.  Bit it is clear that it is not an intellective souland therefore that it is not a form that is a part of a composite.  Nor maefestly is it a composite.  Nor obviously is it an abstraction from matter.  Therefore, there is no indivisible substance that can be the primary and appropriate subject of a point. 


[97] Or again, if some indivisible substance that is the primary and appropriate subject of a point were in a stone, I grant that it is a substance and ask: either it constitutes a per se unit with the matter and form of stone or it does not.  If so, some indivisible substance would be in the stone which would be the mater and form with respect to the matter of the stone, because whenever things of different definition in the genus substance consitute a per se unit, one of these is an act and the other a potency, and consequently one is matter and the other is form.  But it is impossible that the indivisible ting be prime matter because prime matter is extended; therefore its is form and consequently it would be an unextended substantial form in a stone, something that is obviously false.  If on the other hand the indivisible substance does not constitute a per se unit with the matter and form of the stone, it is neither the matter nor the form of the stone, even less is it a part of the stone.  Consequently, it cannot be part of the stone, nor thus can it be part of any other substance.  But every substance that cannot be part of any substance is a per se subsistent, and is per se in a genus and a species.  Therefore, a point is per se in a genus and a species, something that is clearly false.  Hence, it is to be granted that no substance is in a stone unless it is matter, form or a composite.  But every such thing is divisible and has parts that are distinct in reality, and hence none of these is an indivisible in this way.  It is therefore clear that nothing divisible or indivisible can be the principle and appropriate subject of a point if the point were some absolute thing disctince in reality from eveything divisible.

� Decretum Gratiani cum Glossis, pars III. De consecratione, dist 2. c. 1 (ed Romae 1582, col. 2504); cf. below, Tractatus De corpore Christi, cap. 6, lin. 15-27 et cap. 22. lin. 112-24; see Ockham, Quaestiones in IV Sent., quaest. 8 (Opera Theologica VII, ed. R. Wood, G. Gál et R. Green, St. Bonaventure, N. Y. 1984, 137-40); Quodlibe Iv, q. 30 (Opera Theologica IX. Ed. J. C. Wey, St. Bonaventure, N. Y. 1980, 449).


� Decretaales Gregorii x. I. Tit. 1, c. 1 (Corpus Iuris Canonici. Ed. Ae. Friedberg, Lipsae 1879; new imprint , Graz 1955, II. Col. 5); cf. Ockham, Quodlibet IV, q. 29 (OTh IX, 447).


� Cf. Thomas Aquninas, Expositio in libor Posteriorum Aristot., I. Lectio 41, n. 5: “For a point is some one indivisible thing in a continuum, abstracting according to the form [rationem] from the senseible matter” (ed. Leonina, I. 305a).


� [It is clear from the context that by line  here Ockham means line segment.   


The next paragraph, which has a parallel argument asserting that a point e is similar to b by being an endpoint of a line segment, suggests that here too the sense here in which c  is supposed to be “similar” to b is that c  is not only in line segment a but also an endpoint  of a.  However, for the argument to go through, both here and in the next paragraph, all that is needed is that the points a and e are similar to b by being somewhere in the line but distinct from b.]


� [Note that at this point in the argument it is being assumed, from [16], that points are accidents.]


� [That is, the opponent must grant [not-b], namely that a point is not a quantity that is a whole in a whole and a part in the parts, because if he does not then he has granted that a point is a whole in a whole and a part in the parts, which is tantamount to the main conclusion of the main syllogism in [5], namely a point is nothing other than a quantity.]
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