THE DEPENDENCE OF PETRUS HELIAS' SUMMA SUPER PRISCIANUM
ON WILLIAM OF CONCHES'GLOSE SUPER PRISCIANUM:l)

Karin Margareta Fredborg.

Petrus Helias'SUMMA super Priscianum has been called "a systema-
tical survey of the discussions carried out in his days rather
than an original exposition of his own". (De Rijk (18) 230)2).
The SUMMA only mentions two masters, Anselm and Manegold, but
quotes and discusses the doctrines of many more, unnamed gramma-
rians, as is the usual practise in the textbooks to the Artes and
to be found in textbooks from the Eleventh century too, e.g. the
GLOSULE (Hunt (l1) 202,204). Yet the omission of one Master's
name is curious. Why did Peter omit the name of William of
Conches? The similarity between the SUMMA and William of Conches'
GLOSE super Priscianum is so close that it deceived Thurot ((19)
53, cf. Jeauneau (14) 242 n.98) into thinking that the later ver-
sion of William's GLOSE (MS Paris, Bibl., Nat, 15130 fol. 1-137 v,
olim Saint Victor 930) was written by a pupil of Peter's: "On y
trouve de nombreux passages transcrits presque littéralement de
Pierre Hélie, que 1l'auteur contredit cependant plusieurs fois".
Thurot did not know the author of the GLOSE of the Parisian MS
and until E. Jeauneau (14) brought to light the MS of the earlier

version, found in MS Firenze, Bibl.Laur. San Marco 3lo fol. 1-82v,

1) I should like to thank prof. Jan Pinborg, whose lectures in
the spring 1973 on classical and mediaeval grammar have pro-
vided the inspiration for this paper and whose kind help and
learning have saved me from many misunderstandings. Any
errors that remain will be mine only.

2) Numbers in the brackets refer to books, listed in the bib-
liography in the end of this paper.



scholars had to rely only on William's "program of grammatical
teaching"”, found in the end of his PHILOSOPHIA, for the knowledge
of his grammatical doctrine. There (Jeauneau (14) 218) William
stated that it was his aim to elucidate the definitions, given by
Priscian, and state the "causa inventionis" for all the parts of
speech and for their accidents, as his predecessors had not been
careful enough in doing so.

When R. Hunt wrote his two imﬁortant articles on grammar in
the Twelfth century (11), (12), he took care to point out that Pe-
trus Helias followed William's program with regard to the careful
setting out of the "causa inventionis" even for the minor subdi-
visions of the parts of speech which led Hunt to the suspicion
that Peter might be exploiting William's GLOSE. Also the sec-
tions about the definition and propertiés of the noun, from Pe-
ter's SUMMA, printed in De Rijk's Logica Modernmorum ((18) 231 f.),
show that Peter knew William's doctrine on this which he careful-
ly quotes, but does not like. Yet it remains to be shown to what
degree the SUMMA is dependant on William's GLOSE and to adduce
some proof that Peter wrote with William's GLOSE at his elbow and
not from a third common source and that the GLOSE is anterior to
the SUMMA.

The Date of the SUMMA,.

The external evidence to the anteriority of the GLOSE is rather
vague. The GLOSE in its two versions, said to be from William's
"youth'" and "old age" (Jeauneau (l4) 215), is not dateable except
in the relative chronology of William's work, where the GLOSE in
the earlier version is reckoned to be the last treatise from Wil-
liam's youth (1120 - 1130) and the later version written after
the Dragmaticon, which William wrote about 1144 - 1149.

Nor has any precise date been assigned to Petrus Helias'
SUMMA and we have to rely on the scanty information concerning
Peter's life and the relative chronology of his works. The ful-

lest account of Peter's life is that by N. M. Hiring,in Zur Ge-



schichte der Schulen von Poitiers im 12. Jahrhundert, Archiv fur
Kulturgeschichte 47, Koln 1965, p.35, to which I have only one
item to add.

The information about Peter's life comes from two different
sources, from his students and from the charters of Poitiers.

I. From his pupils we know that he was a master in the 1li-
beral arts. Peter taught John of Salisbury rhetoric around 1141
(Metalogicon II, lo,Webb 80) and William of Tyre was his student
between 1144 and 1154, probably in Paris. William of Tyre tells
us further that Petrus Helias was from Poitiers, "natione Picta-
venssis", had studied under Thierry of Chartres and that Peter
was not teaching (in Paris?) during all these ten years:

"hos (Peter, Ivo of Chartres and Bernardus Brito) alternatim,

secundum quod eorum negocia presentes eos permittebant vel

absentes, annis audivimus circiter decem", (ed. Huygens (8)

822). ‘

In the Metamorphosis Goliae (ed. Huygens (4) 771 v, 198) Peter is
mentioned too and again grouped with Ivo of Chartres and Bernar-
dus Brito; unfortunately the date of this strange poem is rather
vague, written sometime between 1141 and 1l1l6o0.

Finally in a letter from bishop Arnolf of Lisieux which can
have been written at any time between 1141 and 1181 we find the
bishop asking Petrus Helias to send back his lazy nephew (P.L.
201, 29 A).

II. In the charters from Poitiers on the other hand we only
hear about Petrus Helias' later life.

A Petrus Helias has in an unknown capacity signed a charter
in 1147 in Cartulaire de 1'Abbaye de Nouaillé&, ed. P. de Monsa-
bert, Archiv, histor. du Poitou XLIX, 1936, no.209, p.326.

In 1152 a Petrus Helias fought over some land with the monks
of N6tre-Dame-de-1'Etoile (Histoire Littéraire XIII, p.303).

In 1156 a Petrus Helias signed as "capicerius": "Huius rei
testes magister Arnaudus Pictavensis ecclesiae, Briocensis archi-
diaconus, Petrus Helias eiusdem ecclesiae capicerius, Raginan-

dus... B. Ledain, Cartulaires et Cartes de 1'Abbaye de 1'Absie,

Archiv, hist. du Poitou XXV, Poitiers 1895, p.91.



In 1157 he again signed as "capicerius", in Mémoirs de la
Societé des Antiquaires de 1'Ouest XIV, 1847, p.161.

In 1166 he is mentioned in a letter from John of Salisbury
(P.L. 199, 159 A) where the bishop of Poitiers is asked to send
back some books, which magister Petrus Helias had kept for magi-
ster Galterius, clericus Remensis. Peter's presence in Poitiers
is not implied in the letter. After then nothing more is heard
of Petrus Helias in the charters of Poitiers or in letters to the
bishop there, but in a chronicle, which stops at 1190 a Petrus He-
lias appears as "dean" of Poitiers: "Fuit enim in Pictavensi ec-
clesia decanus magister Petrus Helias, in scientia litterarum se-
cularium magnus philosophus (Thurot (19) 508).

Are we here dealing with the same man? I doubt it and should
prefer to think of at least two different Petri Heliae, the one
being the renowned Parisian master in the liberal Arts, the other
living in Poitiers, having the low assignation of a capicerius
and maybe later becoming dean of Poitiers. Nor is our grammari-
an likely to be the cancellarius (where?) who wrote several trea-
tises on law (Thurot (19) 18).

The SUMMA could have been written at any time while Peter was
teaching in Paris. There is reason to believe that it is later
than his commentary on the De Inventione, identified in 1973 by
John 0. Ward from MS Roma, Vatican,Fondo Ottobon. lat. 2993 with
the otherwise anonymous commentary "sicut ordo...", found in three
other manuscripts:

Cambridge Pembroke Coll. 85, section III;fol. 1-16 in the
particular quire's foliatiom, fol. 83-99a in the section's foli-
ation.

Brescia, Bibl. Civ. Queriniana A.V. 4(no.4) fol. 69-113v.

Napoli Bibl. Naz. Fondo Princ. V.D. 25.

This commentary which has an Accessus very similar to the one
in Thierry of Chartres' commentary on the De Inventione, has a
gloss on "materia", dividing it into "materia unde fit" and "ma-
teria in qua fit" (Ward (20) 286) to which the corresponding en-

try on "materia'" in the Accessus to the SUMMA refers:



MS Paris, Arsenal 711 fol. 1 ra: "Materia cuiuslibet artis
est id in quod artifex agit secundum artem. Non enim arti
auxilianda est materia unde fijdt sed potius in qua fit sicut
alibi aperte est demonstratum",

MS Cambridge Pembroke Coll. 85 sect.III fol.83 rb: . Materia

vero duplex est unde fit ut ex ferro gladius vel in qua fit

ut f{orma) eius in qua formatur gladius...Si enim haberet ma-

teriam ex qua- -fieret oporteret ut forma illi materie adveni-
ret ut inde fieret hec ars...Ars igitur non habet materiam
nisi in qua fit..?
The original distinction between "materia unde fit vel in qua fit"
goes back to Victorinus(ed.Halm,Rhet.Lat Min. 174,4 Leipzig 1863)
but the frase "sicut alibi aperte est demonstratum'" is more rea-
sonably interpreted as Peter refering to a full gloss in an ear-
lier treatise thanm quoting an authority, Victorinus,

The "terminus ante quem" in the series of Petrus Helias'work
is the COMMENTUM SUPER BOETIUM DE TRINITATE from ca.l1148 (Haring
(6)24) as his doctrine on the "modi significandi" of the parts
of speech is stated authoratively in the COMMENTUM.

The authorship of the COMMENTUM is however hotly disputed as
the editor,prof.N.M.Haring,has interpreted the close agreement of
the COMMENTUM on Thierry of Chartres' trinitarian glosses as the
evidence of Thierry's authorship. I should prefer to think that
it rather shows the student's(Peter's) strong dependence on his
master (Thierry). (see appendix II below).

1148 as a "terminus ante quem" fits well with the impression
that Peter only knew the earlier version of William's GLOSE not
the later version from ca. 1150. Any exact knowledge of this
does however presuppose a full critical edition of both William's
GLOSE and Peter's SUMMAa)'

The two authors should be allowed a certain freedom in the
handling of material, especially as Petrus Helias is writing a

"summa", not a commentary proper with the lemmata from Priscian

3) An edition og the SUMMA is promised by L. Reilly in Bulletin
de Philos, Méd. 13, p.51, Louvain 1971,



introduced before each gloss, as in the GLOSE.

Also the difference between the two versions of the GLOSE is
mostly in the nature of additions, made in the later version,
which could have been omitted on purpose by Petrus Helias, though
hardly as consistently as in the passage, printed below. Minor
textual discrepancies between the two versions of the GLOSE are
as liable to be scribe's errors as deliberate alterations made by
William in the later version.

ad Prisc. II 25, Keil 1II 58, 19

William of Conches GLOSEA) Petrus Helias SUMMAa)
Later version Earlier version
Paris, Bibl. Nat. Firenze, Bibl. Laur. Paris, Bibl. Arsenal

lat. 15130 fol. 29 ra Marc. 3lo fol. 29 va 711 fol. 22 ra

HEC ENIM: Inter nomina HEC ENIM. Inter no- Il1lud quoque vi-
que naturaliter sunt mina que naturaliter dendum est quod
communia posuerat que-~ sunt communia posue- de adiectivis in-
dam indiccerta (!) sed rat quedam adiecti- terponit quod sunt
quibusdam videbatur va sed quibus(dam} appellativa, quod
quod non essent appel- videbitur (!) quod quibusdam non vi-
lativa quia unumquod- non esseln)t apel- debatur eo quod
que dicitur album a lativa quia unus- unusquisque di-
sua albedine propria quisques) dicitur citur albus a

et magnum et nigrum a albus a sua albedi- sua albedine.

sua nigredine et sic ne propria, niger a Unde putabant

de ceteris adiectivis, sua nigredine et quod hoc adiec-
sed Priscianus dicit sic de aliis adiec- tivum et cetera
/fol. 29 rb/ ea esse tivis dicunt ea essent propria
apellativaé.Q esse propriae). nomina.

4) Henceforth M = MS Firenze, Bibl. Laur. Marc 3lo, fol. 1-82 v
P = MS Paris, Bibl. Nat. Lat. 15130, fol. 1-137 v
A = MS Paris, Bibl. Arsenal 711, fol. 1-178 v.

5) unumquodque MS.

6) appellativa MS.



(ibid.) GLOSE P.

Later version.

Sed de ad-
iectivis diver-
sa est senten-
tia inde nostram
ponamus.
Adiectivum est

illud nomen quod

significat idem quod

inest substantie et

determinat illud in-

esse et potest addi-

ci nomini quod sig-
nificat substantiam

in eadem,i.e. in

predicamento (!) vel

in subiecto, par-
te(m) propositionis
vel in predicamen-
to (!) vel in sub-
iecto. Modo hanc
diffinitionem expo-
namus .

"Adiectivum est
nomen” in hoc re-
moventur cetere
partes orationis
sed quia hoc ha-
bent hec nomina
"homo" "animal"

etc. que signi-

7) hoc habent]

(ibid.) GLOSE M.

Earlier version.

Sed quia de
adiectivis diver-
sa est sententia
nostram inde po-
namus.

Adiectivum est
illud nomen quod
significat id quod
inest substantie
et potest addici
nomini ipsi sig-
nificant(i) sub-
stantiam in eadem
parte propositio-
nis i.e. vel in
predicato vel in
subiecto. Modo
hane diffinitio-

nem exponamus.

"Adiectivum est
",

nomen in hoc re-

moventur cetere

partes orationis

sed quia hoc ha-

7 .
bent ) hec nomi-
na "homo" "ani-
mal" etc. que sig-

hic homine MS.

(ibid.) SUMMA.

Sed quia de adiec-
tivis diverse sunt sen-
tentie necessarium duxi-
mus ut nostram breviter
attingendo poneremus,

Adiectivum er-
go nomen est. Est
illud nomen quod
significat illud
quod inest substan-
tie et potest ad-
ici nomini signi-
ficanti substan-
tiam et in eadem
parte propositio-
nis,hoc est vel
in predicato vel

in subiecto.

In hoc ergo quod
dicitur "nomen
est" cetere par-

tes orationis re-
moventur sed quia
hoc habent etiam
nomina que sub-

stantiam signifi-



(ibid.) GLOSE P.

Later version.

ficant substanti-
am et hec "omnis"
"quidam" que signi-
ficant modos loquen-
di ad remotionem il-
lorum est additum
"quod significet(!)et
quod inest substan-
tie" sed quia hoc
"albedo"

nomen additur

totum habet
hoc
"et determinat ines-
se" sed quia hoc ha-
bet hoc nomen "pa-
ter" et similia que
tamen non sunt ad-
iectiva addit'et
potest addici nomini
quod significat sub-
stantiam in eadem
parte propositionis”
sed secundum hoc

hec nomina "risi-
bile,

sunt adiectiva.

rationale"

Dicimus enim ani-
mal risibile et

rationale, bipes.

8) signa = modos
9) bibes MS.

(ibid.) GLOSE M.

Earlier version.

nificant substanti-

am et hec "omnis"
"quidam" que sig-
nificant modos lo-
quendi ad remotio-
nem illorum est
additum:
nificat quod inest
substantie"”, sed
quia totum hoc ha-
bet "albedo" hoc
nomen et hoc nomen
"pater" et similia
que tamen non sunt
adiectiva additum
est "et potest
adici nomini quod
significat sub-
stantiam in eadem
parte propositio-
nis", scil. secun-
dum hoc hec nomi-
na "risibile, ra-
tionale" sunt ad-
iectiva.

Dicimus enim ani-
mal risibile, ani-

mal rationale.,

"quod sig-

ibid.) SUMMA.

cant et ea que sig-
na8) esse dicuntur
idcirco ad /fol.
22rb/ eorum re-
motionem addi-

tur "quod signi-
ficat quod inest
substantie" sed
quia rursus hoc
"al-

hoc nomen

totum habet
bedo"
et hoc nomen "pa-

ter" et similia,
quorum nullum est
adiectivum addi-

tum est "et pot-

est adici nomini
significanti sub-
stantiam in eadem
parte propositionis",
(ibid.) Secundum ergo
hanc descriptionem ad-
iectiva sunt hec nomi-
na scil, risibile ra-
tionabile et similia,
Dicimus enim animal
risibile, animal ratio-

9)

nale, animal bipes.

loquendi, c¢f. GLOSE in De Rijk (18) 223.



(ibid.) GLOSE P.

Later version.

Iterum dicunt qui-
dam quod omne nomen
est substantivum
vel adiectivum, iu-
dicantes illud sub-
stantivum quod per
se potest subsiste-
re in aliqua parte
ad-

iectivum vero quod

propositionis,

non.
Dicunt quod "Socrates
est albus" est imper-
fecta oratio, qui con-

funduntur auctoritate

(ibid.) GLOSE M.

Earlier version.,

Iterum dicunt ali-
qui quod omne no-
men est substanti-
vum vel adiectivum,
indicantes illud
substantivum quod
per se potest sub-
sistere in aliqua
parte propositionis,
adiectivum vero

quod non.

Boethii, qui has ponit:

"homo iustus est. Homo
lo) Et

secundum eos risibilis

iustus non est”.

non posset poni in ve-
ra propositione et con
venienti quia hoc non
est propositio secundu
eos: "Socrates est ris
bilis", "So

crates est homo risibi

Sed dicere

lis" teste Boethio, in

B 11)
conveniens est.

lo)
ed. Meiser 267.

Com. in librum Ari
Com. in librum Ari

11)

m
i-

Com. in librum Arist. [1EP/ EPMHNEIAS |

st.
st.

"
"

"
”

(ibid.) SUMMA.

Antiqui vero solent
hanc divisionem face-
re quod omne nomen
adiectivum est vel
substantivum, dicen-
tes illud nomen esse
substantivum quod

per se subsistere
potest in aliqua par-
te propositionis, ad-

iectivum vero non.

s IITI c.lo,
1, ed.

R Meiser 157,
2, ed.

Meiger 364.



lo

(ibid.) GLOSE P.

Later version.

Sed non nobis pla-
cet hec divisio quia
non habetur ex auc-
toritate et falsum
est quod adiectivum
non potest per se
poni in eadem parte
propositionis, ut in
sequentibus osten-
demus.

Causa vero in-
ventionis adiecti-
vorum hec est. Cog-—
nitis substantia-
libus qualitati-
bus ignorantur ac-—
cidentales. Ideo
inventa sunt que
significarent ip-
sas que etiam
inesse alicui
determinarent.
Significant autem
adiectiva commu-
nes qualitates vel
quantitates et no-
minant ea quibus
insunt ille quali-
tates vel quanti-
tates,

Si queratur que
nomina sunt substan-

tivorum... illa(m)

(ibid.) GLOSE M.

Earlier version.

Sed nobis non pla-
cet hec divisio
quia non habent ex
auctoritate et fal-
sum est adiectivum
per se mnon possit
poni in eadem parte
propositionis ut in
sequentibus osten-
demus.

Causa vero in-
ventionis adiecti-
vorum hec est. Cog-
nitis substantia-
libus qualitatibus
ignorantur acciden-
tales, Ideo inven-
ta sunt que sic
significarent ip-
sas quod etiam
inesse alicui
determinarent,
Significant autem
adiectiva communes
qualitates vel
quantitates et nomi-
nant ea quibus in-
sunt ille qualita-
tes vel quantitates.

Continuatio...

(ibid.) SUMMA.

Sed hec divisio ex
nulla auctoritate
habetur. Preterea

illud plane falsum

est quod adiecti-

vum non possit poni

per se in eadem par-

te propositionis ut

in sequentibus de-
monstrabitur,

Sed prius de causa in-
ventionis adiectivorum
et de significatione et
de nominatione dicemus,.
Inventionis ergo (ergo)
adiectivorum causa hec
est. Quoniam enim cog-
nitis substantialibus
qualitatibus ignorantur
accidentales proprieta-
tes. Ideo inventa sunt
adiectiva que sic eas
significarent ut sub-
stantiis insunt,.
Significant autem ad-
iectiva vel communes
qualitates vel quantita-
tes et nominant ea in

quibus ille qualitates

vel quantitates insunt...



11

(ibid.) GLOSE P.

Later version.

tantum que significant
substantiam, Posset ta-
men veraciter dici so-
lum "quis" esse substan-
tivum nomen. Non enim
aliud in toto Prisciano
vocatur substantivum.

Continuatio...

The verbal agreement between the SUMMA and the GLOSE, especially
in the earlier version, shown in the passage above, covers a num-
ber of "mechanical" and "doctrinal" aspects of Peter exploiting
the GLOSE. There is the same disposition of material in both,
the same doctrine and the views of other grammarians are quoted
via the GLOSE, sometimes as above introduced by Peter with the
addition "Antiqui dicunt",

I shall in the following pages concentrate on the doctrinal
dependence of the SUMMA on the GLOSE where verbal agreement can
be found, as the "mechanical" aspects will be obvious. In pas-
sages where the verbal agreement is sufficiently strong the
SUMMA will for practical reasons be treated as a third manuscript,

with the discrepancies only indicated in the notes.

Common grammatical Doctrine in the SUMMA and the GLOSE.

In the following pages I shall for practical reasons confine my
discussion to the treatment of the noun and the verb and print
and discuss mostly those passages where verbal agreement between

the two assures us that Petrus Helias wrote with the GLOSE in
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front of him. 1In doing so I shall discuss some key concepts in
Twelfth century grammar, treated from the point of view of termi-
nology and, as very few texts are yet available in print, I shall
let the texts as far as possible speak for themselves, reserving
my own judgements to the conclusion. Two appendices are added

in the end, appendix I having the full text of William's gloss

on the signification of the pronouns, appendix II giving a short
discussion of the authorship of COMMENTUM SUPER BOETIUM DE TRI-
NITATE, as this treatise discussed grammatical matters, important

for the history of the term "modus significandi.
Causa inventionis.

In his PHILOSOPHIA William writes on his doctrine of grammar:
Et quoniam in omni doctrina gramatica precedit de ea dicere
proposuimus quoniam, etsi Priscianus inde dicat, tamen ob-
scuras dat inde diffinitiones nec exponit; causas vero in-
ventionis diversarum partium et diversorum accidentium in
unaquaque pretermittit. Antiqui vero glosatores satis bene
litteram continuaverunt et fere et plerumque et bene regulas
exceperunt, sed in expositione accidentium erraverunt. Quod
ergo ab istis minus dictum est dicere proposuimus, quod ob-
scure exponere... (Jeauneau (14) 218).
So in his GLOSE William states the "causa inventionis" for every
part of speech, every accident and even the subdivisions of the
accidents. It is noticeable that these very passages which give
William's doctrine on the causa inventionis and the treatment of
the accidents of the parts of speech, considered by William to
be innovatory and original, are those where the verbal agreement
between the GLOSE and the SUMMA is closest.
I give a selection of the '"causa inventionis" for the noun

and the verb, preceded by the '"causa inventionis" for "vox":



GLOSE M fol. & ralz)

Tertium vero i.e, vocem qua
intellectus explicaretur non
est operata. Unde auctores
invenerunt has voces per quas
homo homini convenienter suam

voluntatem manifestaret.

13

SUMMA A fol. 15 vb

Illud quoque sciendum est
quod communis causa inven-
tionis omnium dictionum est
ut haberet homo quo modo
propriam voluntatem alteri

manifestaret.

Causa inventionis for the noun and the verb:

ad Prisc. II, 18
(ibid.) M fol. 26 vb

+e.8ignificat enim substan-

13)

tiam., Ad cuius evidentiam
causam inventionis nominum
deinde quid habeant sig-
nificare postea quid no-
minare.

Causa ergo inventionis no-
minum hec est. In omni per-
fecta oratione dicitur ali-
quid et de aliquo. Fuit igi-
tur necesse ut inveniretur
aliqua vox ad disc{er)nen-
dum de quo est sermo...

fol. 27 rb:

Causam inventionis verbi su-
perius ostendimus, scil, ut
haberet homo quod significa-

ret quid de altero dicitur.

(ibid.) A fol. 17 va

Nos ergo primo que sit cau-
sa inventionis nominum de-
inde quid est quod ait sub-
stantiam et qualitatem sig-
nificare, ad ultimum quid no-
mina diversa habent nominare.
Causa inventionis hec est:

In omni perfecta oratione di-
citur aliquid et de aliquo.
Fuit igitur repertum nomen

ad discernendum de quo fieret
sermo, verbum vero ad discer-

nendum quid dicitur de eo.

12) P fol. 5rb:"..Sed quodcumque sit genus locutionis ista tria
necessaria sunt, res de qua {est) sermo, intellectus scil.
habitus de re, vox per quam alii manifestet loquens suum in-
tellectum de re. Ut igitur haberet homo per quod alii mani-
festaret volontatem suam reperte sunt significative voces".
The stress on "loquens suum intellectum" is also found in
the gloss PROMISIMUS from the second half of the century,
cf. Hunt (12) lo, 32. De Rijk (18) 112,

13) lacuna in P on Prisc. II

17-21.
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Verbal agreement in stating the '"causa inventionis" is found

not only for the parts of speech, but also in the glosses on

their accidents and the subdivisions of accidents.

A typical example of this is

to be found in the gloss on a

subdivision of the accident, "species", for the proper nouns.

William, following his program in the PHILOSOPHIA, criticizes

Priscian for not stating the "causa inventionis”, while Peter

omits the criticism, but writes out the passage from William's

GLOSE.
ad Prisc. II 24,
GLOSE M fol.

COGNOMEN EST.
4)

Keil II 58,5

29 ra, P fol. 28 rb
Hic tractat de
cognomine1 ostendendo quid
sit sed non propriam causam
inventionis nec significa-
tionem nec nominationem il-
lius dicit. Nos tamen cau-
sam inventionis dicamus que
talis est. Cum diversi ab
una honesta persona prin-
cipium generationis habe-

5)

ut se de eius fa-

6)

rent

milia notarent nomen il-

lius nomini suo adiungebant

7)

. 1
et dicebatur cognomen,

The "causa inventionis" is not a novel concept

grammar, invented by William and

closely connected with the "i

in logical tracts too,

cf. Abaelard (5) 118,127,

SUMMA A fol. 21 va

Causa inventionis cognominum
est hec:

Cum enim diversi ab una per-
sona principium generationis
haberent, ut se de familia
eius notarent nomen eius suo
nomini adiungebant et dice=-

batur cognomen.

in mediaeval

taken over by Peter. It is

impositio nominum" and discussed

"impositum"

is used in the same sence as inventum in the Eleventh century

14)
15)
16)
17)

cognitione M,
haberetur P.
om. P.
dicebant P.
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gloss GLOSULE:

GLOSULE on Prisc. IT 18: PROPRIUM EST NOMINIS SIGNIFICARE
SUBSTANTIAM,..significat illam substantiam ad quam designan-
dam est inventum,..
Propria enim nomina sic sunt inventa et imposita ut semper
significent aliquam certam personam discretam ab aliis per
aliquas certas proprietates. Non enim sunt inventa propter
differentiam substantiarum,..
Similiter appellativa sunt inventa ad significandas substan-
tias similes aliis in aliqua qualitate...Sunt igitur quali-
tates i.e. proprietates precipua causa inventionis nominum.
(from De Rijk (18) 522).
The "causa inventionis" for a word is its meaning, which is the
most important constituent in the distinction of the parts of
speech:
GLOSULE on Prisc, VIII 9 Non enim sunt iudicande voces se-
cundum actum constructionis sed secundum propriam naturam
inventionis. (from Hunt (11) 212 n.4).
Yet even if the GLOSULE stress the importance of the concept of
"causa inventionis" it does not give it such a developed treat-
ment as can be found in the GLOSE and in the SUMMA (cf. Hunt (11)
214). This difference in degree is important as it is part of
the effort that William of Conches took to sort out logical and

ontological connotations in the diffinitions of Prisciam.

NOMINATIO, SUPPOSITIO and SIGNIFICATIO,

Of the three: words, thought, reality, words are invented to give
the meaning of what is in the thought only, "loquens suum intel-
lectum de re" P fol. 5 rb (cf. De Rijk (18) 222 f, for the par-
ticular significata of the fourfold division of nouns). This

is the "significatum" of a noun while the denotation of the noun
is the "nominatum" i.,e. the particular thing or concept denoted

when the word is used in a context.
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The term "nominatio" (= appellatio) goes back to Priscian
XVII 72 (Keil III 150,4) where it is used when referring to an
actual person, Later, in the Eleventh century gloss GLOSULE
"nominare" is used rather often and in the sense of denoting
the actual subjectmatter i.e, '"res",.

Ut homo per impositionem significat rem Socratis et cetero-

rum hominum i.e. nominando. (De Rijk (18) 228).

William of Conches and Petrus Helias use '"nominatum" in the
sense of subjectmatter in so far as it is determinate and par-
ticular (text and discussion in De Rijk (18) 222-228). Thus
words like "omnis" "nichil" and the interrogative pronoun (P fol.
31 va) "quis" etc. being indeterminate have no "nominatum". The
"nominatum" does not have to be existing, "chimera" for instance
has a nominatum, i.e. "significatum animi",

The existing ontological substratum of the word is rarely
discussed in the GLOSE, but appears to be called "suppositum":

GLOSE P fol., 95 vals) ad Priéc. XVII 23, Keil III 122,

NAM QUERENTES SUPPOSITI SUBSTANTIAM DICIMUSlg) "QUIS AMBU-

LAT et nota quod in hac arta dicitur substantia res per se

existens et id quod res per se existen521) dicitur esse cum
queritur '"quid sit" et suppositum dicitur actuale quod sub-
iacet locutioni...

PERSONA VERO i.e. substantia AGENS EST INCERTA qui enim has
facit questiones quid agitur cognoscet sed a quo agitur ig-

. 2 . . .
norat. Vel suppositum dicamus quod subiacet actui vel

passioni quasi fundamentum23) sed istis non est suppositumZA)
nisi substantia unde dicit QUERERE SUBSTANTIAM SUPPOSITIZS)

6)

. . . 2 .
i,e, ipsum suppositum quod est substantia,

18) M stops at Prisc. XVI 16,

19) NAM SUBSTANTIAM ALICUIUS SUPPOSITI QUERENTES DICIMUS, Keil
IIT 122,1.

21) existéns MS.

22) subpositum MS.

23) fondamentum MS,

24) subpositum MS.

25) subpositi MS.

26) subpositum MS.
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Petrus Helias uses the word "nominatio" in the same way as Wil-
liam of Conches, but the "suppositum“ in two ways (pace De Rijk
(18) 517-519).
I. as the ontological substratum (= William's view):
SUMMA A fol. 94 ra ad Prisc. XII 1 .,.Pronomen vero signi-
ficat substantiam sine qualitate et significat rem ut sub-
stat. Unde et in libro constructionum (XVII 23) suppositum
dicitur significare quia non formam sed rem forme vel sicut

7)

forme suppositam, sine forme tamen2 respectu significat...

I.a, as the ontological substratum which is endowed with certain

properties:
SUMMA fol. 133 vb ad Prisc. XVII 23, Keil III 122
Interserit autem hec Priscianus que digna sunt consideratio-
ne. Ait enim quod "quis" querit de substantia suppositi et
verbum obscurum estj exponamus:
Substantia itaque ut diximus quandoque dicitur a substando
quando{que) a subsistendo et utroque modo "quis" querit de
substantia suppositi quia quandoque querit de substantia
suppositi, i.e. de substantia ut est supposita proprietati.
Hec enim est substantia a substando ut quando fit interro-
gatio per "quis" et proprium nomen, ita quod respondetur
pronomen ut "quis est Socrates” respondetur vel ego vel tu
vel ille, et ibi per "quis" queritur /fol. 134 ra/ de sub-
stantia i.e. de supposito proprietati a qua datum est hoc
nomen Socrates. Cum enim quero ‘quis est Socrates" non du-
bito de proprietate a qua datum est hoc nomen Socrates. Il-
lam enim iam teneo cum dico "quis est Socrates" sed quero
de supposito illi proprietate quod designatur per pronomen.
Pronomen enim designat rem sine respectu proprietatum,
Aliquando autem per quis queritur de substantia suppositi
i.e. de subsistentia scil. de ipsa proprietate cui suppo-
sita est substantia., Ut cum quero "Quis est ille" et res-

pondetur Socrates non dubito de supposito. Illud enim iam

27) tantum MS.



18

teneo ad oculum sed dubito cui proprietati sit suppositum
et illam proprietatem quero per hoc nomen "quis".
Cum ergo respondetur "Socrates" determinatur illa proprie-

8)

tas a qua datum est hoc nomen2 Socrates...
II1. Suppositum = the subjectterm in a proposition.

SUMMA A fol. 61 rb ad Prisc. VIII 1: Sicut enim nomen re-
2

pertum est ad significandum de quo dicitur2 ita et verbum

ad significandum quod de aliquo dicatur3°). Unde nomen num-
quam apponitur nisi auxilio verbi substantivi, nec verbum
supponitur nisi auxilio nominis substantivi. Sed quodlibet
nomen per se supponitur et verbum per se apponitur.
Suppositum is used in the same sense in the gloss on '"regimen"
A fol. 178 ra (printed in Thurot (19) 242, cf. De Rijk (18) 518).
This use of "suppositum" and "appositum”™ is found in the school
of the "Porretani" (cf. Hunt (12) 51 and Pinborg (16) 49).

The signification of a noun is the "essence" of the thing
“"taken in its abstract nature apart from the individual things
participating in this nature" (De Rijk (18) 227). The signifi-
cation is determined by the very first coining of the word, i.e.
the "impositio". Different "impositiones" as in "canis" make
nouns equivocal, but different '"nominata", as in the proposi-
tions "the horse runs", "horse is a noun",do not cause equivoca-
tion.
ad Prisc. II 29
GLOSE M fol. 30 ra P fol. 30 ra SUMMA A fol. 22 vb

et est omonimum vel equivocum ...omonimum quia una voce
quod una voce diversa princi- principaliter plura signi-
paliter significat... ficat...

ad Prisc. II 23

M fol. 29 ra P fol. 28 va A fol. 21 va

9]

...et si possemus dicere3 Et potest dici quod equivo-

quod esset (sc. cognomen) cum est omne cognomen quan-

28) hoc nomen hoc nomen MS.
29) dicatur De Rijk (18) 517.
30) dicitur De Rijk ibidem.
31) concedere M.



equivocum quantum ad princi-
palem significationem, univo-
cum quantum ad secundariam.

Aliuda3?)

vocum que significant di-

tamen dicamus quod

versa principaliter, alie
ex diversis inventionibus,
ut Pirrus, alie ex signi-
ficatione et translatione
ut genus: principium gene-
rationis et universale.
Alie ex diverso adiuncto
ut "homo currit" et "homo

est nomen",

(ibid.) Sed omnis que ex
diversis impositionibus di-
versa significant equivoca
est, sed non omnis que ex
translatione, quoniam trans-
lationum alia fit ex neces-

33)

sitate quia scil, res ca-

ret nomine ut in predicto

exemplo de genere, alia fit

ornatu ut si aliquem34) do-

losum vocemus vulpem, ali-

m35)

u audacem leonem.

32) addit M.
33) si P,

34) aliquid P.
35) om. M.

19

tum ad principalem signifi-
cationem, univocum vere quan-
tum ad secundariam.

Illud etiam dici potest quod
vocum alie significant diver-
sa principaliter et alie ex
diversis inventionibus ut Pir-
rus, alie ex translatione ut
gen(u)ys, alie ex diversis ad-
/21 vb/-iunctis ut in cogna-
tionibus contingit. Illud enim
antiquorum falsum est ut ex
diversis adiunctis hoc vocabu-
lum "homo" diversa significet
ut cum dicitur "homo currit”,
"homo est species", "homo est
nomen"”, In his namque omni-
bus "homo" idem significat.
Vide ergo quod omnis vox que
ex diversis impositionibus
diversa significat equivoca
est, sed non omnis que ex
translatione quoniam trans-
lationum alia fit necessi-
tate quia scil, res caret
nomine ut in premisso exem-
plo de genere, alia vero fit
propter ornatum ut cum dolo-
sum dicimus vulpem, audacem

vero leonem.
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6)

Sed translatio ex3 necessi-

tate facit equivocationem, non

7)

translatio facta3
38)

ornatu.
Vox vero ex diverso adiunc-
to diversa significans non fa-
cit equivocationem., Non enim

dicimus hoc nomen "equus" esse
equivocum quamvis hic signifi-
cat unum "equus currit" et hic

aliud "equus est nomen",

Translatio vero facta necessi-
tate equivocationem facit et
non translatio facta ornatu.
Vox quoque ex diverso adiuncto
diversa significans non facit

equivocationem.

Different "significata" cause equivocation while different "no-

minata" do not.

A part of this theory is the discussion of "ma-

teriale impositum” (= the later "materiale suppositum"). The

term is not new and the "antiqui

to which William refers here

might be the authors of GLOSULE (cf. Hunt (11) 211 n.4) or NOTE

DUNELMENSES, II (Hunt (11) 216 n.3).

"Materiale impositum" is

found in Petrus Helias' SUMMA too (De Rijk (18) 232).

GLOSE M fol, 28 va P fol. 27 va

Vel dicamus quod etiam ibi39

omnium

. . 4
nominat corpus sed universale commune

ad Prisc. IT 22

significat communem qualitatem

corporum sed non determinat illam inesse corpori nec

o)

multorum corporum,

Et secundum hanc sententiam in his duabus propositionibus

"homo est species”" et "homo vivit" homo hoc nomen

s sgs . . 4
significat sed diversa nominat et

41) idem

2)

similiter in utrisque

idem subicitur i.e. eadem species sed aliter et aliter: in

. . . R . 4
prima enim ita subicitur quod de eadem specie est sermo

in secunda ita quod est sermo de uno individuo indefinite

36) om. M.
37) ex P.
38) om. P.
39) ubi P,
4o) communé] sed communem P.

3)
44)

41) homo hoc nomen] hoc nomen homo M.

42) om. M.
43) est sermd] sermo est M,
44) indifinite P.
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45)
7)

vocaverunt materiale impositum. Est enim materiale imposi-

6)

Item hic "homo est nomen"4 significat propriam quali-

tatem4 huius nominis sed nominat se ipsum. Quod antiqui
tum vox se ipsam nominans.
Petrus Helias intr¥oduced "suppositum"” into his ‘discussion of
equivocation. This is paft of tradition as he in the excerpt
below is quoting GLOSULE (cf. Hunt (11) 202). °‘As the GLOSULE
has "sibi suppositis" i.e. "suppositum" probably in the sense of
ontological substratum, I should prefer to think that Petrus He-
lias is using "suppositum" in the same way, not in the sense of
the subjectterm in a proposition (the view of De Rijk (18) 518).
SUMMA A fol. 20 va
Opponitur iterum de equivocis que nullam communem qualitatem
videntur significare. Canis enim et huiusmodi alia equivoca
nil confert suppositis nisi nomen.
Et dicunt quam plures quod sigﬂi*/Zo vb/-ficata equivocorum
hanc solam convenientiam habent quasi communem qualititem
quod ab eadem voce significantur et in participatione eius-
dem nominis conveniunt,
Alii vero dicunt quod nomen equivocum non est unum nomen,
sed plura nomina diversa quia diversas qualitates in diver-
sis significationibus ponit.
The definition of "sinonima" Peter also took over from William
of Conches:
ad Prise. II 29
GLOSE M fol. 30 ra P fol. 30 ra SUMMA A fol., 22 vb

Sinonima sunt nomina que et .s.et sunt eadem sinonima que
multivoca et sunt sinonima multivoca i.e., diversa nomina
vel multivocahs) diversa no- que idem significant princi-
mina que idem principaliter paliter et nominant.

45) iterum M,

46) hic add. M.

47) qualitas P,

48) multivoca ut albus et albedo cor. P,

e aee e s a4 eceesas
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significant et idem nominant

i.e. quicquid significathg)
unum et reliquum et quicquid

nominatso)

1)

unum et reliquum.

Si enim5 idem significant (ibid.) Si enim significant idem

sed diversa nominant non sunt et diversa nominant non sunt

sinonima, ut albus et albedo. sinonima ut album et albedo.

3)

Iterum si idem nominant sed Rursus 1icet5 nominent idem

diversa significant non sunt
52)

si tantum diversa significent

sinonima ut homo et risi-

bileSA).

non sunt sinonima ut homo et

risibile.

OFFICIUM.

Among the technical terms belonging more strictly to grammar an
important one is "officium". The two determining factors in
distinguishing the parts of speech are the meaning, "significa-
"officium".

28 ra

and the function
GLOSE ad Prisc. II 19 M fol,.

tio",
55)

Ad discernendum que pars orationis est dictio scil.

officium et SIGNIFICATIO i.e.
significationem et bene dicit
et non alterum tantum.

Sepe enim voces habent eandem
"lectio" nec tamen sunt eadem

bent idem officium, sepe vero

VIS i.e.
quod officium habet et quam

utrumque esse considerandum

significationem ut "lego" et
pars orationis quia non ha-~

idem officium ut proprium no-

men et pronomen nec tamen sunt eadem pars orationis quia

non habent eandem significationem et ideo unum sine alio

ad discernendas partes orationis non sufficit.

49)
S50)
51)
52)
53)
54)

55)

significet M.
nominaverit M.

om, M,

unum P.

licent MS.

cf. Metalogicon ed.

Webb (3) 127,25:

“"Multivoca autem sunt,

cum in eiusdem rei intellectum et nominationem plura verba

concurrunt',

P has a lacuna fol. 25 vb -

26 v ad Prisc.

IT 17 - II 21.
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The term "officium" is used in two ways. In the first semnse it
is associated more strictly with the origin of a part of speech,
"officium" meaning the specific function of denotation and sig-
"of_

ficium" is part of common grammatical doctrine used im Priscian

nification, peculiar to that part of speech. In this sense

XVII 38, and more widely as a technical term in the Eleventh

century GLOSULE (Hunt (11) 212) and by grammarians quoted by

William in the GLOSE (see below p.49).

I print the discussion

of the property of the pronoun in the GLOSE and the SUMMA:

ad Prisc. II 1856)

GLOSE M fol, 27 vb
Sed queritur cum sepe pronomen
relativum ad apellativum refe-

ratur ut hic "homo currit, idem
disputat"” quare dicat esse pro-
prium pronominis pro proprio no-
mine poni. Ad quod dicimus quod
quamvis {ad) apellativum nomen
referatur numquam tamen pro a-
pellativo ponitur quod ut sit
manifestum dicamus quod appella-
tivum nomen habet significatio-
nem i.e. communem qualitatem et
officium i.e, ostendere de qua
specie rerum sit id de quo est
sermo sed non separere eum ab
aliis eiusdem speciei. Pronomen
vero nullum istorum facit quia
non significat communem quali-
tatem nec ostendit de qua spe-
cie rerum sit sermo. Ergo nec
significatione nec officio po-

nitur pro appellativo nomine.

SUMMA A fol. 19 vb

Sed queritur cum sepe refera-
tur pronomen ad appellativum
nomen cur potius dicatur poni
Pro nomine proprio quam pro ap-
pellativo., Ad appellativum nam-
que sepe refertur ut cum dici-
tur "homo currit idem dispu-
tat",

Ut ergo manifestum fiat quod
numquam pronomen ponitur pro
appellativo nomine licet re-
feratur ad ipsum dicendum

est quod appellativum nomen

et habet significare commu-
nem qualitatem et habet of-
ficium scil. ut ostendat de
qua specie vel genere rerum
sit id de quo sermo est. Pro-
nomen vero non demonstrat
ergo nec significatione nec
officio ponitur pro nomine

appellativo.

56) The discussion is repeated in the glosses on Prisc. XII 1

(Pronouns) P fol, 77 ra,

SUMMA A fol.

94 rb,
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Significatio vero proprii no-
minis est propria qualitas, of-
ficium vero eiusdem est sic
ostendere de quo sit sermo quod
separet illum ab omnibus aliis
quamvis hoc sepe non faciat,
equivocatione impediente. Pro-
nomen vero etsi significatio-
nem non habet proprii nominis,
officium tamen habet i.e. de-
terminate et separatim ab om-
nibus aliis ostendere de quo
sit sermo .

Quamvis igitur ad apellativum
nomen referatur {pnon) tamen

pro ipso apellativo ponitur

sed pro proprio nomine i.e.

ad officium implendum quod
faceret proprium nomen rei de
quo est sermo si ibi poneretur
et ideo dicit proprium est pro-
nominis pro aliquo proprio no-

mine poni.

Nomen vero proprium signifi-
cat propriam qualitatem et est
eius officium ostendere de quo
est sermo, separando illquyd
ab omnibus aliis, quamvis hoc
sepe {non) faciat, equivocatio-
ne impediente. Pronomen veéro
quamvis significationem pro-
prii nominis non habeat tamen
eius officium habet i.e. de-
terminate et separatim ab om-
nibus aliis ostendere de quo
est sermo.,

Quamvis ergo referatur ad ap-
pellativum nomen non tamen pro
ipso ponitur sicut demonstra-
tum est sed pro nomine pro-
prio ponitur hoc est ad com-
plendum officium quod faceret
proprium nomen si ibidem pone-
retur et ideo dicit proprium
esse pronominis poni pro no-

mine proprio.

"Officium" is used as a technical term for the function of the

interrogative pronouns, i.e. their particular meaning:

ad Prisc. II 3o

GLOSE M fol. 31 ra P fol. 31 va
(Causa'inventionis): Omnis igi-
tur dubitatio ve157) de re sim-

.58) 59) 60)

plici est vel de inhe-

57) vel est M.

58) sinplici de P.
59) om. M.

60) om. P.

SUMMA A fol. 23 vb
{Causa inventionis): Omnis
autem dubitatio aut de re

simplici aut de rerum sim-



61)

rentia rerum simplicium vel

est de consecutione rerum inhe-

rentium.

Sed quia'omnesez) simpliée563)
64) , . . .

res in X generalissimis con-

substantia, qua-

6)

questionum

tinentur i.e.

5)

; . .. 6
genera simplicium

. . 6
iccirco X sunt

7)

quid sit, quantum sit,quale sit

. 6
litate etc.

etc. -

Ad querendum igitur de re sim-

68)

plici invente sunt -quedam

dictiones que ab officio69) di-
cuntur interrogative. Ad queren-
dum de inherentia rerum cathego-
rice propositiones sunt invente,
ad querendum de consecutione

ypothetice.

70)

Sunt igitur interrogative

71)

dictiones invente ut per eas

2)

quereretur de re éimplici7 .
Significat vero omnis interro-
gativa dictio illud generalis-

simum cuius species ad questio-

3) 4)

nem7 per ipsam factam7 pos=-

61)
62)
63)
64)
65)
66)
67)
68)
69)
70)
71)
72)

sinplicium P,

he M,

sinplices P res M,
simplices M.
quantitate M,

jeeirco X] iccirca P.
sinplicium P.
sinplici P.

ab officio] abscondite M,
invente add. M.

om. M,

sinplici P.

factam add. M,

74) om. M.

plicium inherentia aut de
ipsarum consecutione sed
quoniam res simplices om-
nes in decem generalissi-
mis continentur ideo sim-

plicium questionum X sunt

genera, quid sit,quale sit

vel quantum et alia huius-
modi secundum ordinem X pre-
dicamentorum,

Ad querendum ergo de re sim-
plici reperte sunt quedam
dictiones que ab officio di-
cuntur interrogative ut
"quis" et "qualis" et huius-
modi alie et ut significa-
tiones earum breviter attin-
gam:

Omnis interrogativa dictio
significat illud idem quod
nomen generalissimi cuius
species ad questionem fac-
tam per eandem dictionem
possunt responderi ut "quis”

substantiam,”qualis’quali-

25
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sunt responderi ut "quid" sig- tatem eodemque modo dicen-
nificat substantiam quia ad dum de ceteris,

quid est respondentur75) speci- Sunt tamen qui dicunt quod
es substantie, "qualis" quali- interrogative dictiones sig-
tatem76) quia ad quale est res- nificant substantiam et qua-
pondentur species qualitatis et litatem sed eandem quam et
sic de aliis, Sic habemus in- nomina quibus adiunguntur vel
ventionis causam 7 interrogati- que eis respondentur.

vorum nominum et significatio- I1lud quoque addendum est
nem. De nominatione illorum di- quod interrogative dictio-
cimus quod nichil nominant unde nes nichil nominant.

etiam78) numquam predicantur.

The syntactical function of a word is called "officium" too,
but the concept is not very developed in the GLOSE and the
SUMMA and "officium" could more correctly be rendered as "use".
Thus in the discussion of the lack of the article in Latin Wil-
liam and Peter (SUMMA A fol. 17 ra) note that the Latin words

"hic, haec, hoc"

have the same function as the Greek article
and the same meaning when they are used before a noun when
learning the declensions. I print the gloss from the GLOSE,
which is shorter and clearer:
M fol. 26 va P fol, 25 va ad Prisc. II 16,
Officium vero est articuli extra orationem in doctrina pue-
rorum dictionibus preponi in declinando ad discernendum ge-
nus et79) casum et numerum.
Likewise "officium" is used in a rather vague manner as "use",
when we hear that the "officium" of the praenomen is to be put
before the proper noun (GLOSE M fol. 29 r P fol. 29 v SUMMA A
fol. 21 va).

The same vague notion of syntactical function mixed with

75) renpondentur P, respondetur M,

76) qualitate M,

77) inventionis causam] causam inventionis M.
78) om, M,

79) om. P.
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semantical considerations can be found in the Eleventh century
gloss GLOSULE:
Non tamen negamus idem "est" consideratum in ipsa oratione
vim verbi obtinere sed aliud est agere de vocibus per se con-
sideratis, aliud de eisdem ad vim et officium quod habent in
oratione posite relatis, Nam quantum ad vim huius orationis
"homo est animal" "est"™ non per se tantum sed cum aliis hoc
solum significat quod illa res que est homo sit illa res que
est animal. Hoc autem ex vi verbi habere non potest, immo
ex vi substantivi (from De Rijk (18) 114 £.).
This is the "officium copulationis" of which Abelard is speaking
in DIALECTICA (ed. De Rijk (5) 135,12). It is interesting to
see that at this stage of development of grammatical doctrine
the syntactical function of a part of speech is still subser-
vient to the meaning of the words (cf. Abelard, DIALECTICA ed.
De Rijk (5) 125: '"Prima autem nominum causa fuit significatio-
nis impositio, secuta est autem postea constructionis diiudica~-
tio"). Thus a century later is the first time when we meet the
term "officium" with the full flavour of "syntactical function":
Gloss ADMIRANTES to the DOCTRINALE by Alexander Villadei.
Ista nomina "Roma, Carnotum" et similia possunt considerari
dupliciter, aut quantum ad impositionem et significationem
et sic sunt nomina simpliciter, aut quantum ad officium et
sic sunt adverbia quia accipiuntur pro adverbiis localibus
et consimilibus (Thurot (19) 333).
"Officium" is used rarely after the Twelfth century as a gramma-
tical term. The only other example from later treatises to be
found in Thurot's excerpts is also from the gloss ADMIRANTES
(Thurot (19) 390) and probably only used here as this glossator
knew and quoted Petrus Helias' SUMMA and therefore inherited
some of his, by then, obsolete terminology.
Likewise the use of "officium™ in logical textbooks, current
in the Twelfth century (cf. Gilbert of Poitiers in Pinborg (16)
49), disappeared in the next century, being substituted by "pro-

prietas™ (De Rijk, Logica Modernorum II, 2 Assen 1967, p.707).
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MODUS SIGNIFICANDI and CONSIGNIFICATIO,

A term of greater longevity was the term "modus significandi"
the key word in later mediaeval grammatical doctrine. But while
"modus significandi™ ‘and "consignificatio" in later doctrine is
used generally for the special properties of the parts of speech
and for their accidents (Pinborg (15) 35) William of Conches and
Petrus Helias use the concept more sparingly.

ﬁeither Petrus Helias nor William of Conches define their

use of '

'modus significandi" and only Petrus Helias uses '"modus
significandi" generally as the term for the special properties
of a part of speech (Thurot (19) 153 £.), but in the treatment
of the particulaf part of speech, he works out the "causa inven-
tionis" rather than the "modus significandi".

William of Conches, and incidentally Petrus Helias, when he
copies out sections from William's GLOSE, distinguish the parts
of speech only by their "significatio" and when the case is dif-
ficult, as in the discussion of "quis" and the pronouns, by
their "officium"”. Neither author use "modus significandi" or
"consigniﬁicatio" as a technical term for the accidents, with
two excéffions (see below).

"Modus significandi"is used in two ways in the GLOSE.

I. It is partly ﬁsed for "officium",'bu: in a wider sense.

In the‘discussion of "quis", William points out that for the
"significatum"” "quis" could belong to the pronouns, as it sig-
nifies only substance, but it differs from the pronouns in "mo-
dus significandi", as "quis", being a noun according to Pris-
cian and William, defines the substance, i.e. signify substance
and quality, while the pronouns only refer to the substance. It
will be remembered that the "6fficium" ofvthe pronouns was to
give a determinate reference to the subjectmatter (cf. above
P.24) which is only done by the relative or demonstrative pro-

perty inherent in the pronouns, the "modus significandi":
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GLOSE M fol, 27 vb ad Prisc. II 18.

Priscianus deinde subiungit quare sint nomina dicens SED
SIGNIFICANT SUBSTANTIAM QUAMVIS INFINITAM ut "quis" VEL QUA-
LITATEM ut "qualis" etc. et notandum quod uni de istis non
aufert esse pronomen res significata /fol. 28 ra/ sed modus

significandi ipsam, reliquis ipsa significata res. Neque

‘enim "quis" in eo quod significat substantiam non amittit

esse pronomen sed in modo significandi i.e. quod ita signi-

o)

ficat eam quod diffinit eam8 . Pronomen vero diffinit ip-
sam vel demonstratione vel relatione. "Qualis" vero et

. . 2 . . 8
"quantus" ex significatione amittunt D

esse pronomina quia
significant et qualitatem vel quantitatem, que non signifi-

cantur a pronominibus.

GLOSE M fol. 6o 'ra P fol., 76 rb ad Prisc. XII 1

2)

. . . ) 8 s eles
«oout igitur breviter dicamus omne pronomen significat

substantiam de qua est sermo per ipsum ita quod nullam

83) 4)

eius qualitatem. Differt ergo a nomine8 et convenit

cum eo.

In hoc enim quod significat substantiam convenit cum eo sed

in modo significandi differt ab illo. Nomen enimss)ﬂsic
6)

significat substantiam quod8 et illius qualitatem.

The same division in "res significata"” and "modus significandi"

is found under the treatment of the verb:
GLOSE M fol. 51:rb P fol. 57 ra ad Prisc. VIII 2

VERBO ACCIDUNT OCTO: SIGNIFICATIO SIVE GENUS...Est igitur87)

88)

significatio equivocum ad tria: L ad ipsum significatum,

ad modum significandi, ad accidens quod hic vocatur genus.

80)
81)
82)
83)
84)
85)
86)
87)
88)

causam MS.
admittunt MS.

esse P.

illius P.
pronomine corr. M.
ergo M.

quam P.

ergo P.

om. M.
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Do these three passages imply that we here have the germ of the
later doctrine of "modus significandi"? I think not. The term
has yet no definite meaning of its own, nor does it strictly
mean more than an additional meaning which cannot be divorced
from the main sense of the part of speech. It is interesting
to note that Petrus Helias rejected this interpretation of "quis":
SUMMA A fol. llo va
Sunt qui dicant quod (i.e. "quis", "quae" etc.) significant
substantiam infinite et iste modus significandi ei est pro
qualitate. Michi autem videtur quod "quis" significat sub-
stantiam et qualitatem infinitam i.e. rem qua forma subsi-
stentem vel qua forma subsistens.
II. The other use of the "modus significandi" in the GLOSE is a
stricter application of the term to the property of the adjec-
tive as a predicate to signify quality and the inherence of this
quality in the subjectterm of a proposition. The application of
the term is however rather loose in the first excerpt, printed
below, but the further sequence of excerpts makes it probable
that William borrowed the term "modus significandi" from logic
(cf. Abaelard, Dialectica ed. De Rijk (5) 123,15 ff.).
ad Prise, II 14
M fol. 25 va P fol. 24 vb
Non enim omnis vox que constat ex dictionibus est oratio

89) e90)

sed illa que inherentiam significat. H voces enim

"hic homo" "in domo" "omnis homo" et similes non sunt ora-

D

. . s s s 9
tiones quamvis ex dictionibus constent

inherentiam significantgz). Sed dicunt quod secundum hoc

quia nullam rerum

nulla imperfecta oratio est oratio quod nullam inherentiam
significant,

Nos vero dicimus quod imperfecta oratio inherentiam signi-

93)

ficat ut ista "homo albus" inherentiam accidentis et

89) sed cum corr., M.

90) hec M.

91) constant M.

92) significat M.

93) significant corr. P.
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94)

subiecti. Si inde concluditur

5)

falsum, dicimu59 non. Quia non omne quod significat inhe-

: ergo significat verum vel

rentiam verum vel falsum significat sed illud quod proponen-
do illam significat. Non enim sola significatio sed modus
significandi facit veritatem vel falsitatem sed quia magis
hoc ad dialecticam pertinet quam ad gramaticam96) illud ad
tempus postponamus.
In this stricter use of the term "modus significandi™ may be sub-
stituted by "consignificatio" (cf. Pinborg (15) 30 ff.). This
is born out by a parallel passage in the METALOGICON by William's
student, John of Salisbury, and by William's own definition of
"consignificatio",
GLOSE M fol. 27 ra (De Rijk (18) 224)
Sed de adiectivis nominibus queremus quid significent. Di-

n97) idem accidens significat quod

cimus igitur quod "albus
et "albedo" sed aliter quia determinat inherentiam illius
accidentis et subiecti quod hoc nomen "albedo" non facit.
Ergo hec duo nomina non in re significata differunt sed in
modo significandi.
METALOGICON, (ed. Webb (3) 124,16)
Sic a bonitate bonus, a fortitudine fortis dicitur...Unde ex
opinione plurium idem principaliter significant denominati-
va et ea a quibus denominantur sed consignificatione diversa.
This use of "modus significandi" and "consignificatio" is the
second in the list of "consignificationes" in the GLOSE.
GLOSE M fol., 26 rb P fol. 25 rb ad Prisc. II 15
Et notandum quod consignificare est polissemis sermo. Con-
significare enim est secundario significare ut ibi: verbum
est quod consignificat tempus, set hoc modo non consignifi-

8)

9 . s o . cos .
cant predicte dictiones (i.e. prepositions and comiunc-

tions), Iterum consignificare dicitur etiamgg) denominare ut

94) concludunt M.

95) dicemus M,

96) sed quia...gramaticamﬂ sed cum hoc magis ad dialeticam’quam
ad gramaticam pertinet M,

97) album De Rijk.

98) significant M.

99) om. P,
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predicatum consignificat subiecto. Sed neque hoc modo con-

significant. Tertio modo dicitur consignificare quod per se

dictum nichil'significatloo) set cum alio dictum aliquidlooa)
significat et hoc modo consignificant...

So at this early stage of the doctrine of "modus significandi"

we still find the term used most strictly in a logical context

(cf. Pinborg (15) 30-38) but tentatively being used as a gram-

matical term, tresspassing in the realm of the older "officium".

SECUNDARIA SIGNIFICATIO and PROPRIETAS COMMUNIS
of the Accidents of the Parts of Speech.

It is well known (Hunt (12) 34 and Pinborg (15) 33) that Petrus
Helias divided the accidents into "secundaria significatio" when
the accident added a particular meaning to the word, as in the
case of the"numeru{'and "genus" of the noun and the "tempus",
"modus, "numerus" and "forma" of the verb, and into "proprietas
communis” when the accident did not contribute to the sense of
the word,  This is the case in the "species" (derivatives and
non-derivatives) "figura", "casus" of the noun and the '"genus",
“"coniugatio", '"persona'", "species”" and "figura" of the verb.

Furthermore when this secondary meaning, adduced by the ac-
cident, corresponds to the verbal form of the word, i.e. termina-
tions, as in the case of the gender and number of the noun and
the "modus", "numerus"” and "forma" (a quasi-accident) of the verb
he distinguished between "accidens secundum rem", i.e. the mean-
ing, and "accidens secundum vocem", i.e. the termination.

These distinctions which were considered peculiar to Petrus
Helias are in fact found in William of Conches' GLOSE. They

might not have originated with William but their overall appli-

loo) nicil significant M.
looa)om., P.
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cation is probably his own, - as in the case of the "causa in-
ventionis" -~ to judge from his "program" set forth in the PHI-
LOSOPHIA. There are long stretches of verbal agreement, in
which I for the sake of brevity sometimes have treated the SUM-
MA as a third MS.

SPECIES and NUMERUS of the Noun.
ad Prisc. II 22

GLOSE M fol. 28 vb P fol. 27 vb, SUMMA A fol. 20 vb
lol)

102) di-

Accidentia igitur partium orationis dupliciter

cuntur, partim enim dicuntur accidentia communes dictionum

103) 4)

. B lo . : : 2
proprietates partim communes secundarie significa-

tiones ut in hoc nomine s ecieslos) dicitur accidens nomini
lo6) est107) )

. .109)
rivari
112)

. . lo8 . . . .
quia communis omnium nominum proprietas di-

ab aliquo vel a nullollo) quelll) dicitur spe-
cies

113) , 114)

Numerus vero est eiusdem nominis accidens i.e se-

cundaria significatio. Cum enim nomen principaliter sig-

115) 116) 4.

nificet qualitates secundario determinat utrum

uno an de pluribus sit sermo quod in gramatica dicitur

numerus. Tractantes igitur de singulis accidentibuslls)

lol) accidentia igituﬂ et vide quod accidentia A.

lo2) duppliciter A,

103) enim...proprietates] dicuntur vocis proprietates communes A,

lo4) om. A.

1l05) ut...species]| species namque A.

l0o6) nomini quia] non ea que M.

lo7) est om. A.

108) communis proprietas A,

109) proprietas dirivari om. A.

l1lo) nullo dirivari A,

111) que proprietas A,

112) sicut postea demonstrabitur add. A.

113) eiusdem nominis accideng nominis eiusdem accidens P, tale
accidens nomini A.

114) i.e.] quod eius est A,

115) significet qualitateg] sign. qualitas M, substantiam vel
aliquid aliud significet A.

116) an add. P.

117) in gramatica dicitqﬂ dicitur in arte gramatica A.

118) Tractantes...accidentibug] Nos itaque de singulis acci-
dentibus tractantes A.
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demonstrabimus quale sit
cundaria significatio,
dentia cui subiecto insi
quenti,dicimus hec esse
convenit123).

GLOSE M fol. 44 rb P fol. 47
Et est sciendum quod numerus
alius realis, alius vocalis.
Et est realis numerus singu-
laritas et pluralitas, voca-

lis vero est numerus termi-

natio, qua discernitur utrum

119) . .
s 4n communils proprletas an se-
s3120) 121)

2)

quis insistat illa acci-

nt12 , an aeri quod est vox an lo-

nugatoria quia dicimus accidit pro

va SUMMA A fol. 46 rb
Numerus in gramatica modis duo-
bus consideratur. Tum dicitur
secundum rem tum secundum vocem.
Numerus vero secundum rem est
pluralitas vel singularitas.

Numerus vero secundum vocem est

de uno an de pluribus sit forma dictionis ex qua discer-

sermo

124). nitur utrum ad unum vel ad plu-

ra pertineat locutio...

Petrus Helias is doubting that "numerus secundum rem" is a good

term for such nouns as the collective nouns and introduces here

"modus significandi":
SUMMA A fol. 46 va

Nomina itaque licet non omnia secundario singularitatem vel
pluralitatem significant et fortasse magis esset congruum

dicere quod nomina nec principaliter nec secundario predic-
ta significant sed sunt modi significandi ut quoniam nomen

significat singulariter vel pluraliter.

William of Conches does not use’ modus significandi” here, but

119)
120)

secil. add. P.
Tunc si P.

121) instat M.
122) insunt P.
123)

124)

Si quis...convenit] Si quis autem demonstret in quo subiec-
to sint accidentia huiusmodi an scil. aeri quod est vox se-
cundum quosdam an loquenti an alicui alii sicut diversi di-
versa super hoc senserunt nos vero dicimus quod (quia MS)
inutilis est huiusmodi inquisitio et frivola; hec enim ac-
cidentia sola similitudine dicuntur, non aliqua rei subiec~-
te informatione A.

discernitur...sermg] the bottom of the folio is cut away

in M here.
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both authors use it for the quasi-accident, "forma", of the verb

(see below).

GENUS of the Noun.

GLOSE M fol. 41 ra P fol, 45 rb, SUMMA A fol. 39 vb

GLOS

Genus igitur in gramatica aliud reale aliud vocalelzs).

6)

12 . . s
Reale vero genus est sexus vel masculinus vel femini-

nus dictum a generando quia hi127) duo sexus possunt gene-

128)

rare. Videntes igitur auctores alterum de his sexibus

esse in quibusdam rerum, in quibusdam neutrum, tales inve-

9) 130)

. . .. 12 .
nerunt voces quibus sic substantiam nominarent quod

secundario significarent an aliquem sexum esse in ipsa vel
neutrum...131) M ibid. P fol, 45 va A fol. 40 ra: Est ergo
reale genus sexus, vocale vero genus est terminatio vel con-
structio ex qua vox discernit alterum sexum vel neutrum vel
est simile cum discernentibus alterum sexum vel neutrum132).
EM fol., 41 rb P fol., 45 va, SUMMA A fol, 4o ra

Viso quid sit reale genus quid vocale queramus quod illorum
dicatur nomini accidere133). Si dicamus reale genus134) ac-
135) esse136)

138)

cidere nomini i.e.
137)

secundariam significationem

139)

nominis non convenit omni nomini. Albedo enim’

125)

126)
127)
128)
129)
130)
131)

132)

133)
134)
135)
136)
137)
138)
139)

genus...vocale] Genus ergo in gramatica duobus modis con-
sideratur secundum rem et secundum vocem A,

Reale...genus] Genus vero secundum rem A.

hii P,

itaque A ergo P.

substantias A.

ut A.

an aliquem...neutru@] an aliquis sexuum inesset eis an
neuter A,

Est ergo...neutrum) Genus vero secundum vocem est discretio
alterius sexus vel neutri vel per articuli adiunctionem ut
"hic vir" "hec mulier" "hoc mancipium" vel per diversas ter-
minationes ut albus, —-ba, -bum, vel per alterius iungibili-
tatem ex qua dinoscitur cuius generis sint ea quibus arti-
culare pronomen non adiungitur... A.

Viso...,accidere]l] Ex his manifestum est quoniam A.
dicamus...genus] dixerimus genus secundum rem A.

Si,..i.e. om. P,

esse eius A,

om. A.

conveniet A,

Albedo enim] quia albedo hoc nomen dico A.
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o)

. . . 14 :
nullum sexum secundario significat. Dicamus ergo hoc

de141) 142) 143)

vocali sic: Genus accidit i.e. convenit no-

mini sci1.144) talis terminatio et constructio ex qua dis-
cernat alterum sexum vel neutrum vel ex qudisitlas) simile
146):

discernentibus
FIGURA of the Noun.
GLOSE M fol. 44 vb P fol. 49 rb

Et est figura de illis accidentibus que sunt communes pro-

prietates dictionum non de illis que sunt secundarie signi-
ficationes.
The SUMMA has the same doctrine but with an interesting addition:
SUMMA A fol. 48 ra
...Patet autem ex predictis quod figura est de illis acciden-
tibus que sunt communes vocum proprietates.
Non enim potest esse no-/fol. 48 rb/-minis secundaria signi-
ficatio. Habet enim nomen significare tribus modis:
I. representationem et per se totum ut hoc nomen "albus"
representat albedinem hoc accidens animo nostro vel
II. nominationem et secundum se totum, iterum ut "albus"
nominat rem albam,
III, vel representationem sed secundum partem sui, ut "al-
bus" per terminationem representat et genus et numerum et
casum sed nullo istorum modorum representat nomen figuram
non est ergo figura nominis secundaria significatio.
This is a combination of William's "significatio est equivocum

ad tria" printed above p. 29 and a gloss in the GLOSE ad locum:

l40) dicimus M.

141) ergo hoc de] hoc ergo P ergo quod A.

142) vocali...Genus] genus secundum vocem A.

143) accidit nomini A.

144) i.e. P.

145) om. M.

146) convenit...discernentibus] convenit ei aliquo predictorum
modorum alterum sexum discernere vel neutrum vel esse sal-
tem simile in constructione nominibus alterum sexum vel
neutrum discernentibus. Et est genus secundum vocem com-
munis proprietas vocum A,
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GLOSE M fol. 45 ra P fol. 49 va

A . . P . _ 147
Sic igitur quedam accidentia dictionum discernuntur )

in
parte ipsorum ut numerus, casus, genus, quedam in tota ip-

sius quantitate ut figura, quedam in sensu ut species.

CASUS of the Noun.
GLOSE M fol. 46 ra P fol. 50 vb, SUMMA A fol. 49 vb

Et notandum quod casus in gramatica duobus modis14

149)

8)

accipi-
tur. Aliquando enim dicitur casus talis

o) scil, cadendi in aliumlSI)
153) 154)

proprietas dic-
152)

. . . 155)
VvoXx cul convenlt 1sta
156) 157)

tionis15 vel cadendi ab alio

Aliquando vero dicitur casus
proprietas quod cadit in alium vel cadit ad alio...
Casus is only a proprietas communis in the GLOSE and the SUMMA
and therefore not divided into "casus secundum rem" and "casus
secundum vocum", though such a distinction did exist in other

grammatical treatises (of the Twelfth century?), as it was cri-

tized by the Modistae later (Thurot (19) 249).

The Accidents of the Verb.

(For the accidents "species", "figura", "numerus" the GLOSE and

the SUMMA refer to the treatment under the noun:)

The GENUS of the Verb, .

GLOSE M fol. 51 ra P fol. 56 vb, SUMMA A fol., 62 va
158)

Est igitur genus verbi qualitas communis verborum con-

147) non discernuntur M,

148) Et notandum...modis] Casus igitur duobus modis in gramatica A.

149) om. A.

150) dictionis talis A.

151) aliam A.

152) alia. Et vox 1lla alicuius esse dicitur casus cul convenit
ista proprietas A.

153) Quandoque A.

154) talis...casus ] om. M.

155) convenit ista] ista convenit P,

156) cadat M, .

157) vox cui...ab alio] vox ipsa cui convenit in alium casum ca-
dere vel ab alio A,

158) om. A.
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tracta ex terminatione et significatione. Nonlsg)

enim so-
la terminatio facit genus cum eandem terminationem habeant
verba diversorum generum ut activa et neutra. Similiter nec

160) 161)

sola significatio facit genus. Ergo de terminatione

et significatione dicamus ut istis coniunctis videamus quod
genus possit inde efficil62).
William does not in this accident keep up his distinction of se-
condary signification or "proprietas communis", but uses the ra-
ther vague term '"qualitas" as the accident adds no extra meaning
to the main sense of the verb, but is embodied in the main sense,
i.e. "agere vel pati",
GLOSE M fol. 51 rb P fol. 56 vb
Sic igitur predicte qualitates ex terminatione et significa-
tione contracte dicuntur genera verborum,
Petrus Helias, on the other hand, regards the accident to be a
"communis proprietas"™, but appears not to be too sure:
SUMMA A fol. 63 ra
Videntur autem esse communes proprietates vocum, non secun-

darie gignificationes.

The TEMPUS of the Verb,

The tense of the verb is a secondary signification.

GLOSE P fol. 59 vbl®3) SUMMA A fol. 67 vb

...Et hoc est accidens de illis Patet autem ex his que predic-
que sunt secundarie vocum sig- ta sunt quod tempus est secun-
nificationes. Cum enim verbum daria significatio verbi non
principaliter significet actio- communis proprietas, Sic enim
nem vel passionem secundario principaliter agere vel pati
tempus significat i.e. determi- significat ut secundario etiam

159) nec A.

160) om. A, ergo et P.

161) ergo add. A.

162) dicamus...effici] dicendum est ut ex his coniunctis quod
genus inde effici possit videamus.

163) M has a lacuna ad Prisc., VIII 30-93, between fol. 52 v
and 53 r.



nat eam esse presentem ut "le-

go" vel preteritam ut "legi"

vel futuram ut "legam".

39

"quando” significet i.e. vel in
q 4

presenti vel in preterito vel

in futuro...

The authority of Aristotle is brought in here too:

GLOSE P ibid.

Quod autem secundario significatur tempus a verbo testatur

Aristotiles qui ait "verbum est quod consignificat tempus

William divides "tempus" into three different kinds, "tempus ge-

neralis, totalis, partialis". This distinction he made in the

GLOSE SUPER PLATONEM too (ed.

Jeauneau (7) 176 f.).

The dis-

tinction is mentioned by Petrus Helias, but rejected.

GLOSE P ibid.

Et notandum quod tempus tribus
modis accipitur, generaliter,
partialiter, totaliter... (of
these William prefers tempus
partialis for the tense of
the verb) P fol. 60 ra:
...Tempus quod accidit verbo
ac si diceret pars preterita
vel presens vel futura, non
totum spacium secundario sig-

nificatur a verbo.

The MODUS of the Verb.

SUMMA A fol. 61 va

Tempus ut antiquis visum est
tribus modis accipitur, gene-
raliter, totaliter, particula-
riter(!)... fol. 61 vb: Dixe-
runt itaque antiqui quod se-
cundum hanc ultimam acceptio-
nem tempus verbo accidit quia
verbum significat ut eis vide-
tur non illud magnum spatium
sed partes eius. Quod longe
aliter mihi videtur. Nec enim
verba puto consignificare tem-

165)

poris quantitatem sed tem-

pus quando.

The moods are divided into "modus realis" and "modus vocalis",

the former being the secondary signification, the latter the

"proprietas communis":

164) Perihermeneias 16 b et alibi.

165) tempus MS.

wl64)
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GLOS

64 va - vb166),

167)

E P fol.

Et est realis modus
168)

SUMMA A fol. 75 va

affectus animi circa actionem vel
passionem

«+.Aliquando enim afficimur ipsam indicare aliquando impe-

169) 170)

rare aliquando alii coniungere. Ad quos affectus a-

nimi secundario significandos quedam collectiones vocum171)
sunt invente que vocales modi172) dicuntur173).
GLOSE P fol. 64 vb SUMMA A fol., 75 vb
Cum igitur accidit verbo, si de Accidit autem verbo modus
reali174) hoc dicitur sic expo- uterque sed modus secundum
nimus: Modus accidit verbo i.e. rem accidit verbo i.e. est

est
bi.

sic:

talis collectio vocum qui affec-

secundaria significatio ver- eius secundaria significatio

Si de vocali hoc dicitur, et ut veracissime loquar mo-
Modus accidit verbo i.e. dus secundum vocem magis est

quedam communis proprietas

tum animi significet convenit vocum,
verbo.,
The CONIUGATIO of the Verb.
The coniugation of the verb is considered a "communis proprie-~
tas":
175)
GLOSE P fol, 67 va SUMMA A fol. 80 ra

Sed queritur quod accidens di-
citur coniugatio an secundaria

verbi significatio an communis

Ut tamen magis proprie loquar
videtur coniugatio esse verbo-

rum quedam secundum predictas

166) M has a lacuna, cf. note 163.

167) realis modus] modus secundum rem A.

168) vel passionem om. P,

169) aliquando] quandoque optare quandoque A.

170) hos autem A,

171) voces P,

172) modis P.

173) secundario significandos...dicuntur] designandos secundario
reperte sunt quedam vocum collectiones que dicuntur modi
secundum vocem A,

174) reale MS,

175)

M has a lacuna, cf. note 163.
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verborum qualitas cui dicimus declinationes similitudo ut
quandam communem verborum qua- sit coniugatio communis verbo-
litatem vocari coniugationem rum proprietas non eorum se-
scil., similitudinem declina- cundaria significatio.

tionis.

The PERSONA of the Verb.

In the "persona" of the verb Petrus Helias disagreed with Wil-
liam's view that "persona" is a secondary signification (a doc-
trine he shared with the later Ralph of Beauvais, Hunt (12)

34 £,). Petrus Helias held that "persona" was only a "communis
proprietas™; he also refered to William's distinction between
"persona realis" and "persona vocalis", which he rejected, but
with the interesting addition that he might in the later glosses
slip into using those very terms! Knowing his way of exploiting
William's and other grammarians' glosses we know why.

GLOSE M fol. 53 vb P fol. 68 va, SUMMA A fol. 80 vb - 81 ra
Est igitur176) 177) 178)

179)

persona ut ait Boetius rationalis

T .. 180) . PP
individua essentia ) i.e. individuum quod

181).. In hac ergolsz) persona tres

184) 185)

creature

potest uti ratione

183)

sunt diversitates Aliquando enim

6)

diversam a se et ab illa ad quam187) loquitur., Sed ex
188)

loquitur
de se aliquando ad alium de ipso18 aliquando ad aliam

hoe .quod potest loqui dicitur persona.

176) et igitur] ut autem sententiam antiquorum primo exequar A,
177) est (res suprascript.)add. A.

178) rationabilis M,

179) om. A .nec P.

180) substantia A.

181) individuum...fationé] res singularis que ratione 'uti potest A.
182) autem A. '

183) om. M.

184) notantur vel sunt add. manu corr., M.

185) tantum A,

186) alium de ipso] aliam de ipsa A.

187) ad quam] ad quem P, ad qua M,

188) Sed ex hoc] ex hoc igitur A,
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GLOSE M et P ibid.
Persona igitur accidit verbo quia est secundarialsg) signi~-
ficatio,

SUMMA A fol. 81 rb
Est itaque persona communis proprietas non secundaria vocum
significatio.

"persona realis" and "persona vocalis":

GLOSE ibid. SUMMA A fol. 81 rb

PRIMA EST. Diffinit primamlgo) Quod autem quidam dixerunt
personam ita quialgl) ex diffi- personam tum secundum rem tum
nitione potest cognosci et rea- secundum vocem debere accipi
lis et vocalis personalgz) pri- non omnino veraciter dictum
ma, i.e. que persona debeat193) credimus. Licet nos et illam
indicari prima et que vox prime sententiam in locis quibus-
persone sic... (the same argu- dam fortasse interposuerimus.
ment is carried through for the Dicit tamen Priscianus quod
other personae). prima persona est que loqui-

tur de se vel sola vel cum
aliis...de se vel solam ut
"lego" vel cum aliis ut "le-
gimus", Illud enim attribuit
rei quod vocis est propter
doctrine indifferentiam., Eo-
demque modo de secunda et

tertia dicendum est.

The "forma" of the Verb.

The quasi-accident "forma" is divided into "forma realis" and
"forma vocalis". The "formae" are described as "modi signifi-

candi", which is hardly used as a technical term here.

189) eiusdem add. M.

190) om. M.

191) ita quia om. P.

192) om. M.

193) persona debea{] persona prima dabat M.
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194)

GLOSE M fol. 27 va , SUMMA A fol. 19 va ad Prisc. II 18
@ROPRIUM EST VERBI ACTIONEM SIVE PASSIONEM SIVE UTRUMQUE CUM

ca, vocalis vero

MODIS ET FORMIS ET TEMPORIBUS SINE CASU SIGNIFICARE...Nunc

de forma dicamus ptedicendilgs)

196)

modos significandi actionem

Significamus igitur aliquando actionem
198)

vel passionem
ita197) quod secundario meditationem ut lecturio quan-

doque inchoationem ut legisco quandoque frequentationem ut
199) 0)

ca actionem vel passionem dicuntur forme realis in gramati-
201) 2) que hoc203)

designant ut -urio, et -to, vel -xo et similia2°4). Verbum

205)

lectito et similia. Hec igitur determinationes20 eir-

: . . 20
dicuntur terminationes

igitur significat actionem vel passionem cum utraque

forma...

Scattered references to other grammarians throughout the GLOSE

make it clear that the distinction between an accident "realis"

and

"vocalis" was common grammatical doctrine in William's days,

to which he probably only added his systematical division into

secondary signification and "proprietas communis".

194)
195)
196)
197)
198)
199)
200)
201)

202)
203)
204)

205)

P has a lacuna ad Prisc. II 17- 21,

Nunc...predicendo] <Forma> ut intelligatur oportet ut A.
pretermittamus add. A.

igitur aliquando actionem ita] ergo actionem quandoque sic A.
secundario] circa eam determinamus A.

vel desiderium ut "viso" add. A.

determinationis M.

realis...vero] secundum rem in gramatica. Forme vero secun-
dum vocem A.

determinationes A.

ista A,

et -to...similia] et -to.,..similis M, -to, -sco et huius-
modi A.

itaque A,
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CONCLUSION.

It seems safe to conclude that Petrus Helias relied heavily on
the work of his predecessors. He quotes earlier grammarians
from the Eleventh and Twelfth century, viz. the GLOSULE and the
formalized approach to the '"causa inventionis" and the treatment
of the accidents he took over from William of Conches, literally
writing out long sections from the GLOSE, of which he probably
only knew the earlier version. His claim to an original attempt
of clarifying the demarcation border between grammar and logic
is seriously impaired too (Hunt (11) 220). His terminology is
not as strict as William's as in the case of the "suppositum”
and "modus significandi" and the treatment of the pronouns. Yet
in extending the use of "modus significandi" to the accident
"numerus" of the noun he shows an advance in doctrine, but breaks
up his own distinction into a kernel of meaning inherent in the
noun and qualified by the accident's secondary signification.

In the development of grammatical doctrine William of Conches
- and Petrus Helias - do not pose as innovators but stand at the
end of a period refining systematically earlier grammarians'
views. Their doctrine is built around the semantical concepts
of the noun and verb having a kernel of meaning of their own,
which can be qualified by a secondary "impositio™; or by a se-
condary meaning added by the accidents, verbally expressed in
the termination probably invented by the "Impositor".

The relationship to the "logical" and "ontological substra-
tum" was carefully worked out in the assignation of a "nomina-
tum" to all nouns and adjectives and interrogative and indefi-
nite pronouns; the special properties of these parts of speech
were handled as the "officium" or '"modus significandi", when
they needed to solve the intricate difficulties which their
purely semantical grammar put them in. Yet the ontological con-
siderations were kept firmly in hand and while they freely used
logical terminology it was kept to the limit. Grammarians of

that period did not deal in "propositiones'", but in sentences.
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Compared with the grammarians of the end of the next century
much of their systematical treatment of semantical concepts ap-
pears to be naive, mainly because of a lack of understanding of
syntax and because of a still primitive knowledge of logic. How
far they knew the "new" logic of the middle of the Twelfth cen-
tury is difficult to say yet when neither the GLOSE nor the
SUMMA are edited in a critical edition. This is a desideratum
especially in the case of the GLOSE, where a full text would
elucidate too what caused William to rework some of the earlier

version.
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APPENDIX I.

GLOSE

P fol. 76 va ad Prisc. XII 1

(shorter in M fol., 60 r)
Sed queritur cum pronomen referatur ad nomen apellativum,
ut, si dicam "homo ambulat, idem movetur", ad hoc appella-
tivum nomen scil. "homo" refertur hoc pronomen "idem", cur
magis dicatur poni pro proprio nomine quam pro appellativo?
Ad quod quidam sic respondent: quod et pro appellativo et
pro nomine proprio ponitur pronomen, sed quia frequentius
ponitur pro proprio quam pro appellativo iccirco dicitur
poni pro nomine proprio. Sed quia parum valet ista exposi-
tio iccirco ostendamus qualiter pronomen ponatur semper pro
nomine proprio, illud premonstrantes quod duobus modis di~-
citur una dictio poni pro alia, vel ubi illa prius poneba-

tur vel in significatione illius i.e. ad significandum quod

illa significat, et priore quidem modo pronomen ponitur pro
appellativo nomine, ut si dicam "homo ambulat, idem move-
tur", "idem" ibi ponitur, ubi nomen prius ponebatur i.e. in
subiecto termino propositionis, sed in significatione appel-
lativi nominis numquam ponitur pronomen sed semper in signi-
ficatione proprii et hoc modo accipitur adudctor<is) "poni
pro proprio nomine” cum dixit pronomen accipi pro proprio
nomine.

Vere sunt igitur due propositiones "pronomen ponitur pro
proprio nomine", "pronomen ponitur pro appellativo nomine"
sed aliter et aliter accipitur "poni pro nomine". Et quia
dicimus pronomen poni pro proprio nomine i.e. in significa-
tione illius de significatione utriusque ad evidentiam

huius loci pauca dicamus.

Significat quidem nomen proprium substantiam individuam cum
qualitate propria, nomen vero appellativum vel genus vel
speciem vel aliud universale vel figmenta animi vel modos

loquendi de rebus etec.
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De significatione pronominum hoc invenimus in aqu)ctoribus
quod ipsa significant substantiam sine qualitate i.e. quod
ipsa significant meram substantiam. Iccirco quidam male in-
telligentes auctoritatem confingunt quasdam substantias me-
ras et omnibus accidentibus spoliatas. Cum queritur ab eis
quid sit et ubi sit talis substantia dicunt nullam talem es-
se in actu sed in sinu nature tales sunt multe,

Alii subtilius perscrutantes dicunt quod talis substantia
omni accidente spoliata(esthr Est enim generalis¢sy)imum sub-
stantia ut si quis intelligat hominem absque omni propria
qualitate, reperiet hanc speciem hominem; si quis vero sic
iungat intellectu ab homine formas que illam speciem con-
stituunt, scil. rationale, mortale, bipes gressibile statim
repperit hoc genus animal, Iterum separans formis consti-
tuentibus, animalis corpus remanet; seiuncta corporeitate
remanet substantia in sua sinplicitate (!) i.e. carens omni
accidente et talem substantiam significat pronomen.

Hoc asserunt quidam errantes /fol. 76 vb/ ex verbis auctorum
et male ea intelligentes quia nichil aliud est "nomen signi-
ficat substantiam cum qualitate" quam hoc "significat sub-
stantiam et qualitatem" et est idem dicere "pronomen signi-
ficat substantiam sine qualitate vel meram substantiam"

quod "pronomen significat substantiam et non qualitatem’.

Et quamvis non sit substantia sine qualitate tamen potest
significari sine qualitate i.e. ita quod nulla eius quali-
tas significetur, sicut cum non sit homo qui non sit aliquis
homo possumus loqui de homine, ita quod de nullo homine lo-
quimur et eo modo quo potest esse sermo de rebus possunt
significari,

Dicimus enim quod etiam ubi pronomen refertur ad appellati-
vum nomen ibi ponitur pro proprio nomine i.e. in significa-
tione proprii nominis i.e. ad significandum aliquam indivi-
duam substantiam. Nam si dicatur "homo ambulat,idem move-
tur”, istud pronomen "idem" ponitur ad significandum propri-
am substantiam. Intelligimus enim per hoc pronomen "idem"

quod ille idem homo qui ambulat movetur; si dicatur quod
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nescimus per illud pronomen de quo sit sermo, dicimus quodl)
verum est sed ille qui profert forsitan scit pro quo profe-
rat "homo ambulat” et de eodem verum est quod movetur.

Et sive sciatur, sive nesciatur de quo homine sit sermo,
tamen scitur per pronomen "idem" quod ille qui ambulat mo-
vetur, quod nesciretur si nomen repeteretur., Nam tunc pro-
positiones possunt esse vere vel false pro diversis ut si
diceretur "homo ambulat, homo movetur", sed cum pronomen
relativum ibi ponitur pro eodem vere sunt senper (!) ambe
propositiones vel false, ut cum dicitur "homo ambulat,

idem movetur" ad ea@dem personam referendus est actus uter-
que.

Sed querent de hoc pronomine "ego" utrum significet aliquam
substantiam individuam et sic habeat significationem ali-

cuius nominis proprii. Si dicamus quod habet significatio-
nem alicuius nominis proprii, querent cuius, an huius nomi-
nis, "Socratis" an alterius. Ad quod dicimus quod habet
significationem omnium propriorum nominum proferentium il-
lud et ita significat multas substantias individuas.

Unde dicent illud esse equivocum. Nos vero dicimus quod
non est quia numquam una prolatione nisi unam significat
substantiam quare non est equivocum. Sed voce(s) ille, que
una prolatione diversa significant, ut hoc nomen "canis",
equivoce 2) sunt, sed obicient:

Cum hoc pronomen "ego" infinitas significet substantias
significat eas naturaliter an ad placitum?non possumus di-
cere quod naturaliter.

Opportet igitur quod ad placitum; concludunt igitur ex impo-

3)

sitione quod licet possimus contradicere tamen concedimus
quod ex impositione significat omnes loquentes, "tu" omnes
illos ad quos sermo dirigitur, "iste" omnes illos de quibus

est sermo per ipsum, similiter "ille" et cetera pronomina.

quia MS.
equivoces MS.
possumus MS,



49

Sed obicient: si, pronomen "ego'" ex impositione significat
omnes loquentes igitur aliquis imposuit illud ad omnes lo-
quentes significandum, quod si concedatur concluditur: ergo
aliquis imposuit illud ad significandum multos quos non cog-
noscebat., Non enim qui imposuit hoc pronomen "ego" cognos-
cebat omnes illos qui tunc loquebantur de se per hoc prono-
men "ego" vel postea nascituri erant et locuturi de se per
hoc pronomen. Et ita imposuit aliquis /fol. 77 ra/ vocem
ad significandum quod quando imposuit nescivit esse signi-
ficativum.

Iccirco non est mirum de hoc pronomine "ego™ et de aliis si

1)

habeant multos significare quos non cognoscebat ad quod
respondetur quod hoc non est mirum. Non enim impomnitur
huius pronominis illud ad significandum aliquam rem deter-
minate, ita scil. quod {si) diceret "ego" hoc pronomen sig-
nificaret hunc hominem vel hunc, sed ita imposuit quod hoc
pronomen significaret omnes loquentes cumque essent, sive
nati iam essent sive nascituri sive eos cognosceret sive
non. Nec hoec est mirum si quis imposuit hoc pronomen ad
significandum quod non cognoscebat, Nam qui imposuit hoc
nomen "homo" licet ipsum imposuisset ad unam tantum speciem
significandam, tamen sic imposuit quod nominaret omnes ho-
mines, tam bene illos quos ignorabat impositor quam quos
cognoscebat ille qui inposuit et de quibus nesciebat quod
essent significandi per illa pronomina.

Aliter solent alii magistri exponere hoc capitulum scil.
quod pronomina ponuntur pro proprio nomine et non pro ap-
pellativo, licet ad appellativum referatur sicut predictum
est. Illi dicunt quod propria nomina habent significatio-
nem et officium, similiter appellativa habent significatio-
nem et officium,

Propria nomina igitur significant aliquam substantiam et
eius propriam qualitatem, Officium eorum est nominare il-

lam eandem rem quam significant, ita scil. quod discernant

1

Iccirco...cognoscebat] in marg. additum.
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illam ab omnibus aliis, sicut hoc nomen "Socrates™ signifi-
cat Socratem. Et habe[n t propriam hanc qualitatem que de-
signatur hac descriptione albus crispus musicus Sophronici
filius et ita nominat quod significat i.e. Socratem, quod
discernit eum ab omnibus aliis, quantum impositum est i.e.
nisi equivocatio impediat vel ignorantia impositionis nomi-
nis.

Appellativa vero nomina habent significare aliqua universa-
lia et aliquam communem qualitatem ut "homo". Hoc nomen
significat hanc speciem: hominem, communem qualitatem: ra-
tionale. Officium eorum est omnia individua illorum univer-
salium que significant nominare, sed nullum eorum ab aliis
distinguere sicut predictum appellativum i.e. "homo" omnia
individua huius speciei hominis habet nominare sed nullum
distinguere ab aliis.

Pronomen igitur nec significatione nec officio ponitur pro
appellativo quia (non) significat qualitatem communem ut ap
pellativum et quicquid pronomen nominet vel significet dis-
tinguit ab omnibus aliis quod appellativum minime facit et
ita nec officio ponitur pro appellativo.

Pro proprio autem nomine ponitur saltem officio. Nam quam-
vis non significet propriam qualitatem ut nomen proprium;
quod tamen significat distinguit ab omnibus aliis rebus, ut
proprium nomen quod significat similiter distinguit natura-

liter ab omnibus aliis rebus.
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APPENDIX TII.

THE AUTHORSHIP OF THE COMMENTUM SUPER BOETIUM DE TRINITATE.

The COMMENTUM SUPER BOETIUM DE TRINITATE, printed among Thierry
of Chartres' trinitarian treatises, has by the editor prof. N.M,
Hiring been vigorously defended as a treatise from Thierry's
hand although the COMMENTUM, which is found without indication
of authorship in three of the four manuscripts, is ascribed by
the scribe,who wrote the COMMENTUM,to (Petrus) Helias in the
fourth manuscript, Oxford, Bodl, Lyell 49 fol, 81.

Haring's reasons for ascribing the COMMENTUM to Thierry are
sound, based on doctrinal and stylistic considerations (Haring
(1) 28-38 and (6) 20 f£f.), yet the stylistic similarities be-
tween the COMMENTUM and the other trinitarian glosses by Thierry
are not decisive.

Literary devices such as the common Accessus scheme (aucto-
ris intentio, utilitas libri, causa operis / ad quem scribit)
did not originate with Thierry, but are taken over from Boethius'
work, Even if this Accessus scheme is not found in other trini-
tarian glosses from the middle of the Twelfth century and pecu-
liar to Thierry, it should not surprise us that Petrus Helias
used them too in the COMMENTUM., After all, Petrus Helias used
the same Accessus scheme for the Artes in his SUMMA (Hunt (13)
88 ff.) and in the commentary on the De Inventione (Ward (20)
vol. II 284) which Thierry used for his rhetorical glosses (Fred-
borg (lo) lo). Other stylistic similarities between the COMMEN-
TUM and Thierry's theological treatises as the rhetorical glos-
ses on Boethius' proems '"facit dociles, attentos, benivolos" are
certainly not peculiar to Thierry but stock literary devices
found in many authors of the period cf, William of Conches'
GLOSE SUPER PRISCIANUM (Jeauneau (l4) 246), William of Conches'
GLOSE SUPER PLATONEM (ed. Jeauneau (7) 65, 67) and Gilbert of
Poitiers COMMENTARIES ON BOETHIUS, DE TRINITATE (ed. N.M. Haring
(2) 66).
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The doctrinal similarities between the COMMENTUM and the
other trinitarian glosses by Thierry and his pupil Clarembald
of Arras are more important as proof of Thierry's authorship.
Yet we have seen that Petrus Helias was not above using long
passages from other authors in his SUMMA and, as he is a pupil
of Thierry's,one would expect a certain agreement between their
views.

The close agreement between the COMMENTUM and the trinita-
rian glosses by Clarembald of Arras, explained by Haring as
Clarembald writing out passages from Thierry's COMMENTUM (Ha-
ring (1) 28-38) could as easily be explained as Petrus Helias
and Clarembald following the same lectures by Thierry, both co-
pying freely from their teacher. That interpretation gives a
better sense to Clarembald's statement that he followed his
master, Thierry's lectures in writing his glosses not Thierry's
written work, (ed. Haring (1) 64), a statement which puzzled
Haring.

Finally, Haring's objection to Petrus Helias as a master of
theology because he is only renowned as a master in the liberal
arts does not carry enough weight. If the COMMENTUM on other
grounds can be ascribed to Petrus Helias, the COMMENTUM itself
will vindicate Petrus Helias' abilities in theology, and he
would naturally be assigned a place among the big group of
masters from that period teaching both. Thierry of Chartres
too was mainly remembered for his interest in the liberal arts.
(Metalogicon ed. Webb (3) 16,16). So I can see no very firm
reasons for refuting the testimony of the scribe who considered
Petrus Helias to be the author of the COMMENTUM.

On the other hand a little, positive proof of Petrus Helias'
authorship can be found in the comparison of the COMMENTUM and
the SUMMA. The doctrine in both treatises is not incompatible
and a certain literal agreement can be found, but mostly in
very short passages and as part of doctrine shared with other
masters of the Twelfth century.

The most interesting agreement between the SUMMA and the

COMMENTUM is a gloss on the number of the cathegories, where
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the COMMENTUM quotes Petrus Helias' definition of the parts of

speech, according to their "modum significandi".

Such grammati-

cal observations are not found in Thierry's glosses ad locum in

his other commentaries and lectures on the De Trinitate:

COMMENTUM ed. Haring (6) 97
ad De Trinitate IV 6

Predicamentum igitur est pre-
dicabile... sed ita ut quamvis
plura sint quorum unumquodque
in eo quod quid est nec aliter
predicetur et unumquodque il-
lorum predicamentum sit sub-
stantie non tamen propter hoc
plura vel diversa sint sub-
stantie predicamenta quia omnia
illa unum sunt predicamentum,
sicut quamvis unumquodque nomen
sit hec pars orationis scilicet
nomen et plura sint nomina non
tamen ideo plures sunt partes
quarum unaqueque sit nomen eo
videlicet quod omnia nomina

una pars orationis sunt propter
unum et .eundem quem habent sig-

nificandi modum.

SUMMA MS Arsenal 711 fol.1l6 rb
ed., Thurot (19) 152 f.

Prisc., II 15

Sed dicet aliquis: "dictiones
sunt infinite; sed unaqueque
dictio est pars orationis ita
scil. quod unaqueque illarum
per se accepta est illa pars.
Ergo partes orationis sunt in-
finite". Quod non provenit cum
multe et infinite dictiones
sint una et eadem pars oratio-
nis, ita quod unaqueque illa-
rum per se accepta est illa
pars. Scis quare omnia nomina
dicantur esse una pars et ea-
dem orationis, ita quod unum-
quodque illorum est illa pars,
ideo scil. quia hec pars ora-
tionis distinguitur ab aliis
secundum suum modum signifi-

candi.

Yet this argument for the number of the cathegories need not to

have originated with Petrus Helias, but could have been taken

over from Thierry's lectures as Thierry in his LECTIONES (ed.

Haring (6) 188) and the abbreviated lectures found in the ABBRE-
VIATIO MONACENSIS (ed. Haring (6) 365) refer to a similar argu-

ment.

The agreement between the COMMENTUM and the SUMMA here can

be interpreted in two ways.

Either it is the single positive

evidence of Petrus Helias' authorship of the COMMENTUM and we

have a new important treatise among Petrus Helias' work. K Or,
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if Thierry's referring to a similar argument for the number of
the cathegories in the LECTIONES and the abbreviated form of
these, the ABBREVIATIO MONACENSIS, is reckoned to be more impor-
tant and we therefore consider Thierry to be the author of the
COMMENTUM, we have to conclude that the doctrine of "modus sig-
nificandi" of a part of speech probably came to Petrus Helias
from his master Thierry of Chartres and that this one origihal
contribution to the grammatical doctrine, otherwise for a great
part taken over from William of Conches, was not his at all but
also a part of Petrus Helias' exploitation of his masters' work.
Another gloss in the COMMENTUM, also different from Thierry's
glosses ad locum in the other trinitarian treatises, but agreeing

with the SUMMA should be interpreted in the same way:

COMMENTUM ed. Haring (6) lo3 SUMMA Arsenal. 711 fol. 18 v
ad De Trinitate IV 3o ad Prisc. II 18, (Hunt (1l1)
230)
PREDICAMENTA inquit substan- Primo ergo dicendum est quod
tie, qualitatis etiam et cum sint decem prima rerum ge-
quantitatis, sunt huiusmodi nera, scil, substantia et qua-
ut id quod predicatur idem litas et alia huiusmodi, cetera
sit actu cum eo quod sub- vero omnia tamen idem actu sunt
icitur. Socrates namque et cum substantia, - Socrates enim
magnitudo Socratis idem ac- et albedo Socratis idem actu
tuale sunt, Idem enim actu sunt - non dico quod sint idem
sunt. sed dico quod idem actu sunt,

quoniam quantum ad esse actu

non differunt.
Of these two interpretations it seems more reasonable to me that
Petrus Helias, as the scribe wrote, is the author of the COMMEN-
TUM and that he here too exploited his predecessors' work. The
promised edition of the SUMMA will make his lack of originality
more evident and we shall in the comparison of Petrus Helias'
newly found Commentary on the De Inventione and the commentary
on the same by Thierry of Chartres find another reasonable mean
of determining the particular manner of borrowing and thus on
firmer grounds judge the importance of Petrus Helias in the

history of the Artes in the middle of the Twelfth century.
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