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

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

One asserts that the substance, which was at first bread, is later flesh and blood.  The second opinion holds that the substance of the bread and blood ceases to be there and that only the accidents remain, namely taste, color, weight and similar things, and that the existence of Christ’s body begins under these accidents.  The third holds that the substance of the bread and wine remains there, and that Christ’s body exists both in the same place and under the same species.  It is argued against this that they are the same with respect the distinction “I” [Ego].  However, whatever the opinion advanced, the body of Christ is there.  It is the second opinion that is the truer.  (Extra.  De Summa Trinitate, Firmiter,  § Una.

[18] These are the words of the gloss.  From this it seems that the substance of the bread is converted into the body of Christ in such a way that the substance of the bread does not remain, but that nevertheless the accidents, which were earlier in the substance of the bread, remain.  In addition, Extra. De Summa Trinitate, Firmiter 
 is said to support this truth, in the way expressed in the fore mentioned gloss:

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

[25] On the truthfulness of this claim there are two things especially that should be investigated, namely [i] the being [entitatem] and distinctness of these accidents, and [ii] their separateness from the subject.  However, because it is commonly conceded by everybody that color, taste, and similar sensible qualities are really distinct both among themselves and from substance, it is presumed that there should be an investigation into the distinctness of these qualities from quantity, figure, straightness, about which there is a good deal of uncertainty on how they should be distinguished.  Also, because this subject is part of philosophy, not just theology since philosophy should investigate and come to understand both the natures of things and their distinctions.  It should therefore be investigated what the philosophers, above all Aristotle, the prince of the philosophers, have felt on this subject, as well as what theologians say.

[39] However, in an orderly procedure, the topic to be investigated first is points, lines, and surfaces, both of bodies and also of other things.

[Question 1

Whether a Point is an Absolute Thing,Really Distinct from Quantity]

[4] Certainly, the first thing to be asked 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 distinct from that 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 distinct from quality and quantity.

[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 similarly for the other categories.

[17] In support of this view and all its consequences, I begin with a preliminary, namely that since no matter what form of words I speak, they might in some way 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 contrary the views of the Doctors sanctioned by the Church, I should not express these views by asserting them as what I believe but rather by reporting, precisely and in the person of those holding the views in question, that [in their view] the opinion is true or false – catholic,  heretical, or erroneous. Hence if I should express myself using such words as “I say,” “it is taught,” or the like, I wish these be understood not as being asserted by me personally but rather as by those with such opinions.  

The Division of the Question


[29] With the preliminary completed, I may proceed with the proposed question as follows.  First of all, it should be shown that a point is not some positive and absolute thing, really distinct from every sort of quantity, above all, from a line.  Secondly, I should set out the 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 first with philosophical arguments, second by appeal to philosophical authorities, and third with theological arguments.


[5] As part of the first approach, I argue in an obvious way using as 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 distinct 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 substance 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 [2b] that a point is not an indivisible accident distinct from quantity, as follows.  First, [i] [major premise] every absolute [i.e. non-relational], positive [i.e. non-negative] accident is in a subject that is appropriate to it 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 possessed by an indivisible subject, e.g. in the way a spiritual accident is possessed by the soul as its primary and appropriate subject.  But [ii] [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 something further that is the subject of this a.  Since the same argument would apply [to c as it does to b], then, in either case, the same thing follows about the appropriate subject of c, 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 contrary: if b were not in the whole of the line as in an appropriate subject nor 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 as follows:  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 obviously false.  Therefore [not-a], it is not possible for any point to be in the same indivisible subject [e.g. a spiritual substance] nor [if it is in a divisible subject, e.g. something non-spiritual] 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 obviously 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 thing 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 contrary 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 separate 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 separate in situation, something that is obviously 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,] the point would be quantity and what was proposed would be proven.
  


[80] The third part of the minor [premise], namely [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 category would it be in? It is obvious that a thing cannot take on existence in any category other than substance.  But then it must be asked what the accident’s subject is inasmuch as it is the 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.  Now, it is not matter because all matter is divisible.  Nor is it form because if it were, either it would be extended and hence not indivisible, or it would be unextended and hence an intellective soul because only an intellective soul is unextended.  But, it is clear that it is not an intellective soul and therefore that it is not a form, which is a part of the composite.  Nor obviously is it a composite.  Nor, again obviously, is it an abstraction from matter.  Therefore, [the third alternative is impossible, i.e.] no indivisible substance can be the primary and appropriate subject of a point.


[97] Or again, if [it is proposed that] some indivisible substance that is the primary and appropriate subject of a point were in a stone [as its further subject], I grant that it is a substance and inquire: either it constitutes a per se singular thing with the matter and form of stone or it does not.  If so, some indivisible substance would be in the stone, which substance would be the mater and form with respect to the matter of the stone, because whenever things in the category of substance have different definitions and constitute a per se singular, one of them is an act and the other a potency, and consequently one is matter and the other is form.  Now, it is impossible for the indivisible thing to be prime matter because prime matter is extended; therefore it is form, and consequently would be an unextended substantial form in the stone, something that is obviously false.  If, on the other hand, the indivisible substance does not constitute a per se singular thing with the matter and form of the stone, it is neither the matter of the stone nor its form, even less is it a part of the stone.  Thus, it cannot be a part of the stone, nor thus can it be a 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, the point is in a genus and a species per se, 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 thing in this way.  

It is therefore clear that nothing divisible [as in i-a or i-b] or indivisible [as in 

i-c] can be the principle and appropriate subject of a point if the point were some absolute thing [i.e. were either a substance as in 2a or accident as in 2b] distinct in reality from everything divisible.


[122] It might claimed be of the main argument that its major premise [1] is false because there are many accidents that are not a whole in a whole and a whole is every part, nor a whole in a whole and a part in a part, nor are indivisible accidents having indivisible subjects, but rather are indivisible accidents having divisible subjects and moreover are not in any part but are only in the whole.  For example, time is in the entire motion of the whole of the heavens and yet is not in any part of the motion of any part of heaven, and likewise doubleness is a whole in the whole of a twofold thing, yet with respect to its halves neither doubleness nor any part of it is in any part of the twofold thing. And so it seems to be the case with many other accidents that are a whole in a whole yet are not themselves or any of their parts in any part of the whole:


[134] But this counter argument is fails.  First, it grants that it is false that there are any indivisible accidents that exist primarily in a divisible thing yet in none of its parts.  Accordingly, time is not a sort of absolute accident that is distinct in reality from motion and all enduring things, existing in the whole of the motion as its subject but not in any of its parts.  


[139] Secondly, the argument is fails because even if its reasoning is granted, the original argument still goes through.  It does so because a point is not primarily such an accident.
  The reason is that no accident existing in any appropriate subject – whether it be a whole in a whole and a whole in every part, or a whole in a whole and a whole in no part – stands apart in place or situation from any other accident existing in the same subject appropriate to it.  This is clear because heat does not stand apart in its subject from color, either in situation or place.  Likewise time, if were an accident, does not stands apart in situation from any other accident in the same subject for which it is appropriate.  Likewise, doubleness does not stand apart in situation from any accident existing in the same subject to the extent that it is in the subject primarily and appropriately.  And so it is clear universally of every accident: it does not stand apart in situation from any other accident that exists in the same subject appropriate to it.  But a point does stand apart in situation from every other point of that quantity of which it is a point.  Therefore, two points cannot be in the same subject primarily and appropriately, something which would be necessary if a point were an indivisible accident having something divisible as its appropriate subject. 


[156] Furthermore, no accident stands apart in situation from any part of its primary and appropriate subject.  For example, given a whole thing and a part a, the whiteness of the part a does not stand apart in situation from any further part of this a, any more that its stands apart from any of the parts that compound together with a to form the whole.  Likewise, if time and doubleness were accidents distinct in reality from a twofold thing and from motion, it is obvious that time in not separated in situation from any part of this motion, nor does doubleness stand apart from any part of the twofold thing, and so it is with all other accidents.  Now, therefore, since it has been shown to be obvious that if a divisible thing should be take as the primary subject of its point, then [contrary to fact] the point does not stand apart from any part of this divisible thing.  Hence, it follows that that divisible thing is not the primary and adequate subject of the point.


[167] This argument is confirmed by the following.  It is clear by induction that whenever an accident is in a primary and adequate subject, that accident does not stand any more apart in situation from one part of its subject than it does from another.  But it is obvious that no matter what part of this divisible is chosen, there is some other part such that the point is further away in place from the first part than the second.  Therefore, that indivisible thing is not the primary subject of the point.  From which it is clear that a point is not an absolute accident distinct in reality from every divisible thing, nor is it in some divisible thing as its primary and adequate subject – it is neither in the point’s subject itself and per se, nor in some a whole that contains its subject as one of its parts.


[177] Furthermore, a point that is contained as subject in two [segments] of which it is the midpoint
 [medietates] cannot be said to be more in one of these than in the other. Nor, by the same argument, can it be said to be in either.
  Hence, either numerically the same accident will be in subjects that are numerically many, something that is impossible; or it is in neither, and thus is in no subject.


[182] If I should be claimed that a point is in an indivisible thing as its subject, as was touched on earlier,
 the claim is not convincing as was shown earlier and as I show again.  For, if there were something indivisible in the category of substance containing two divisibles, for example in a stone, let this stone be divided according to that division and I inquire: either that indivisible remains or it does not.  If it remains, I ask: where?  Either it remains in both parts, or in one and not the other, or separately from both parts.  


[190] The first cannot be granted because then a substance would be numerically one but in different places that do not form a singular thing, something which is impossible in nature.  The second cannot be granted because there is no more reason for it to be in one part than the other.  Nor can the third be granted because in that case it would exist either per se or would form a singular with some other thing, both of which are clearly impossible. 


[196] Secondly, my main argument is the follows: [1] every positive absolute thing that is distinct in reality from everything else and does not, as a part, come together with other things to make a per se singular is per se in some category.  But [2] a point, if it were such an indivisible thing, is not a part of any other divisible thing, nor does it form a per se singular with anything else.  Therefore, it is per se in some other category.  But this is false because then it would be either a substance, a quality, a quantity, or a relation, and because of the respective potentialities of these categories, the claim that they contain such invisible things is considered false. The major premise [1] of this argument is obvious because whenever things considered by themselves are distinct wholes, none being a part of another, there is no more reason for one of them to be per se in one category than to be in another, as is clear inductively.


[208] But to this it is replied that a point is not per se in a category but only by reduction, because it is only so if it is the end of a quantity.  But this reply fails first because then a line would be per se in the category of quantity since it only can exist as the “end” of a quantity.


[213] If it is claimed that a line is not just the end of a quantity but is also a quantity and is therefore per se in a category, but that a point is not a quantity and is therefore not per se in a category but is so only by reduction, the argument fails because if a point were such an indivisible thing, it is not just the end of a quantity but will be an absolute thing, a whole considered in itself, distinct from everything else and as a result will be per se in a category.


[220] This is confirmed by the fact that every absolute, permanent, per se singular thing that is singular not just by aggregation or by order is per se in some category or is a part of some existing thing that is per se in a category.  The conclusion is also clear from the fact that if it were denied, then there would be no way to prove that something is per se in a category.  For then I could say anything I wanted about something not per se in a category.  For example, I could say of an ass that is not per se in a category that it is the effect of a different substance, in just the say you say that a point is not per se in a category because it is the end of some other thing that exists in a category.


[230] It is clear therefore that a per se singular is per se in some category or is part of some other existent that is in a category.  But it is clear by induction that a point is not a part of any other existent in any category, and then that a point is per se in a category, something that was shown to be false.
  From this it follows that a point is not such an indivisible thing.


[235] Thirdly, I argue as follows: it is impossible that infinitely many things exist that considered as wholes in themselves are distinct in actuality and are such that none is part of anything else or makes up another singular thing.
  But if an indivisible point such as previously discussed did exist, there would be infinitely many in actuality.  For consider a line.  It is obvious, even according to those whom we are arguing against, that there are then an infinite number of lines because there cannot be one line without many, and that each of these ends at some actual point.
  Therefore, an infinite number of actual points exist.  It is also obvious that if these were indivisible, then considered as wholes in themselves, they would be distinct.  Nor do they form a per se singular since they would not be part of anything else.  An infinite number of things would, therefore, exist, something that is impossible and contrary to every philosophical opinion.  It remains, then, is to conclude that there are no such indivisible things distinct in reality from every divisible thing. 


[248] I argue fourthly in the following way:  no absolute positive thing is caused by a single division of a thing that is continuous.  Let a line therefore be divided.  I inquire about its endpoints as follows: either they existed beforehand or they did not.  If so, and it is certain that they were not separate in situation, then one point was right next to another, something that is false according to those in question.
  If the points were not there previously, but are there now, then they are newly brought into being, and consequently, by a single division of a continuous thing, some absolute things are brought into being, something that is false.


[256] Fifthly, I argue as follows: no new absolute thing is brought into being from the single union of the parts of water or of anything the parts of which could at one time be separate but later made to lie continuously with one another.  But if a point were such an indivisible thing, necessarily, whenever some such parts were made to be continuous with one another, some absolute thing would be destroyed, for example the two points that previously ended the two lines
, and a new thing would be brought into being, namely the one point that continues the two parts.
  Indeed, it would follow that an infinite number of things that are distinct considered as wholes in themselves would be destroyed and an infinite number generated, as it was possible to show in the third main argument given earlier,
 all of which infinities are impossible, and consequently no point is such an indivisible thing.

* From Guillelmi de Ockham, Opera Philosophica et Theologica  (Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure University: St. Bonaventure, N. Y., 1986), Carolus A. Grassi, ed. Translated by John. N. Martin, University of Cincinnati, September 2004. Notes and interpolations by the translator are bracketed.


� 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); Quodlibet iv, q. 30 (Opera Theologica IX. Ed. J. C. Wey, St. Bonaventure, N. Y. 1980, 449).


� Decretales 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).


� [The accidents quality and quantity are “in” their subject are not separately exiting things.] 


� 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 sensible 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 other than quality.]


� [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.]


� [That is, a point is not an indivisible accident with a divisible subject.]


� [Here and throughout Ockham argues by showing that a proposition is false because it leads logically to a conclusion that for some reason he knows is false, either because he has previous disproved it, or because it is generally considered to be false, or because it is a patent contradiction.]


� [The two line segments meet at this point, one going in one direction, one the other.]


� [This is so because if it is in one then for the same reason it is in the other.  Since this is a contradiction, it can be in neither.]


� See lines 80-121.	 


� [Namely, as the terminating boundary of a plane.]


� In lines 68-207.


� [That is, there is no actual infinite.]


� Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Expositio in libros Posteriorun Aristot., II lectio 10, n. 7 ed Leonina, I, 366b); Scotus, Ordinatio, II, pars 2, d. 2, q. 5, n. 382 (ed. Vaticana, VII, 323)


� Cf. Thomas Aquinas, Expositio in libros Physicorum Aristot., VI, lectio1, n.4 (ed. Leonina, II, 268b); Scotus, Ordinatio, II, d. 2, p. 2, q.5, n.370 (ed. Vaticana, VII, 318).


� [These are the two line segments formed by the division.]


� [This would be the point that serves as the midpoint joining the two previously separate segments.]


� See above, lines 238-47.
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