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ESSENCE AND SUBSTANCE [N BOETHILS 243

The problem is far from being solved with the admission of a «simples
contradicrion berween S Categorial and Contrr Eutpeben, because sbstantia,
unlike eremtia, seems to have a wide range of meanings for Boechius, His
logical and rheeorical works like De divislone, De differentils tepicis and
Commnentaria in Tepica Ciceranis grant rhar suderaneia means .ﬂll_'ﬁ?.!il.l"'.'u;:l_, which
takes us back to the ewentia meaning. Boerhius could nor he dearer than in

the Fnllnwing text af the fr Tapica Ciceronii:

Diffinitio enim est oraro substantiam univscujusque significans; quod si ab
unaquaque re propria substantia nen recedic, ne diffinitic guidem recedir, est
HErD |.'|'i|:|'1i'r||t'i|:5- in ir.l:m terming o e -F'L’,i“'”. IEETS |_'||:-:|:'inj1'i-::- ECHLTT EErTiTianem
necease esr camprehendar, neque enim parcem substancae, sed otus wrmini

subsrantiam menscrar

The D¢ arithmetion offers, as usual, a divergent doctrine: bere the mbsantia,
designared as immobilis and fmmusabilis, is often considered in conjunction
with maturs. We have already seen a parr of the Prelogue, with i difficule
definition of ssentiz: but whar precedes it alse ereares problems with the
subrtantd concept, bere peesumably conceived in a Platonic sense,

F,sL SFITb] ﬂpitl‘l.[:u.. erum |:||.:;||.'.,5||r'|t ||.|:i|:|_m; Jnllhu!:l‘:l”-::ru KLI |‘:l§-1.a.|1.!|:|n|. sorbrumiur,
comprehensio verimas. Esse antem illa dicimus, quae nec inrentione crescunt,
nec refractione minuuntern, nec variationibus permurantur, sed in propria semper
Vi, suee st maturae substcdits nixa costodion t, Hawe sutens sunt qualitates, quan s,
Formae, magnitudines, parvitaes, acqualitares, habitudines, actus, dispositiones,
lca, empora. et guidquid adunamwm quedammodo eorporibus invenitor, Cuae
ipsa quidem natira incorpored sunt, et immutabilis substantiae ratione vipentia,
partcipatone vere cofporis permutaniur, el @i vartabilis red, in verdbilem

1)

inconstantiam manscunt .

To furcher complicate marters. as aleeady stazed, in other texts subrrantia
means exactly what Boethius elsewhere indicates as essemria, This happens
again in the Dy arivhmetica: in the second book we read thar the swbsrantiae
consist of eex ea quae propriae suaeque semper habitudinds est, nec ullo modo
pertmutature™; and in some crucial passages of the Consolatio philsrapiiae,
i the tenth prose section of the third book, for example, which explains

30, Severinus Doethivs, Commissiraria in Topica Civeranis, 1, PL 64, 10598, We can
further read this asserton from the L Frapricas r=£g'{|rr.r¢'.l1'.|'a'.l'.l: Diffinitio enim substantiam
mongat, ot substantioe integra demonstracio diffinito aee (Severinus Bocthius, D
ropiiets differemniis, 11, 3, ed. £, Nikitas, Achens/Pads/Beuxelles, The Academy of Achens!
Viin/Editions Owia, 1990, p. 29, 10-11),

31, Severinos Bocthines, {d aricfnerica, |, 1, ed, Friedlein ci, po 7. 26 =8, 1 1.

32, feid 1L 31, pe 123, 1-3.
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the famous chant O gud perpetua, the substantia Dei is identified wich the
G MEIRAN BoR .

- Sed quacso, ingquir, e, vide, quam id sancoe arque inviolabiliter probes, quod
koni summi summum Deum diximus esse plenissimum, — Quonam, inquam,
mosde? - Ne hune rervm omnium patrem illud summuom bomrm quo plenus
exse pethiberor vel exrinsecus accepise vel ita naruraliter habere pracsumas quasi
habents Drei habitaeque beatitudings diversam cogites esse subsrantizm. Mam s
exirinsecus acceptum putes, pracstantios id quod dederit ab eo quod acceperit
existrmare posss; sed hunc esse rerum omnium Fﬂ-t‘fl:tl:.'l‘lti.s-ﬁil‘l!“l‘l‘l rl'agni.wime
confitemur. Clucd si nanera quidem incsr sed ost ratione diversum, cum de rerem
principe loguamor Dhen, fingar qui potest quis haee diversa coniunseric, Tesmemea,
|;|||:|||:| a |:|_'|J:|J:i|:'u.'lt re diversum est, id non ese lud a gt |r:'|'-'.'||1g:l1.|r sk Alversuim:
qrane |:|1.|r|:l|:'|: a summo bono diversum et syl namara, id summoam bonum non
estj quod nefas estde Deo copirare, quo nihil constar esse pracstandivs. Omning
entimn nullius rei natira sue principio melior poterit existere s quare qued omniom
principium sit, fd etiam sul substania summum esse bonuem verisima ratione

concluserim. — Rectissime, inguam™,

We could ar least expect stable coherence in the theological theory of
Boethius, and take for granted that he srespectss, in the other Opuscuda sacm,
the rerminological equivalencies that he establishes in the Contra Extychen:
however, at fiest glance, this is also not true. The second chapeer of the De
Trirmitaee affirms that the subszance of God s his form, because he lacks marer™,
From the expressions used in the fourth chaprer, we can be sure that in this
wark Boethius means subgannia as the first Aristotelian category - and nor,
of course, in the meaning of dmdotems, which is, a already stated, simply a
peculiar type of subsrance, i.e.a persoma™, The second cractate, which mentions
sedridritege even in ies Title, multiplies the problems, Here Boerhius says rhar
Father, Son and Holy Spiric are each a swbseansio, and this is still acceprable,
even if he should have used the more specific dmdotams or pervona; but he
alsa declares thar God i a ssbreantia, and thar this sebaaniia bs the defeag,
the: sum of the characreristics which rogether can be predicared of rhe three
personde, Therefore, here he calls suwbstantia what in the Contra Butyeben he
called poentia of, at leass, subpistentia: this misuse is excep ri-nnnll:.r epregious

13, Severinus Bocthius, Consodaide liil|';lr'|''-a-linh',|'l'.'f'-'."r.'-|.'. I, X, ed. . Moreschini, pa 82,
Vo= B3

34, See Severinus Boethius, De wtncn Trinitate, ed. C. Moresching, 2, p. 170, 92-94:
aSed divina substantia sine materia fonma ot atque bdeo unum est, er et bd quod o
ieliques cnim non sunc id qued sunte,

35, See v, 4, p, 173, 174-177 «Docem ompins pracdicaments raduntus, quac
de rebus omnibus univessaliter pracdicancur, id esc sobstantia, qualicas, quanticss, ad
aliquid, ubi, quanda, habere, situm esse, Boere, patis,
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because the Urwm Brter et Filins was surely weitten after the Comtne Butyefien,
and here Boerhius should have used rhe rerminology e himsell creared.

51 igitur interrogem, an qui dicitur «Paters substantia sit, responderur oxse
substantia. Qued si quacram, an Filius substantia sit, idem dicitur. Spirioum
quoque sanctum substantiam esse nemo dubitaverit. Sed cum rursus colligo
Parretn Filium Spiricum sancoum, non plures sed una ocowrrin csse subscanria,

Una igicur substantia mrivm nec separari ulle modo aur disiungi porest nec velur
partibus in unum eoniuneta est, sed ese una simpliciter. Quaccumegue igioar de
divina substantia pracdicantur, ca tribis oporet esse communia; idquoe signi erit,
quae SN0 quae de divinirans substanoia |_.'l:|'u1.'-|.‘||r."r.'|:'|[ur, Quurj QUECTIITIGLL huoe
moder dicuntur, de singulis in unum collectis tribus singofariter praedicabunrur,
Hoo modo si dicimus: «Parer Deus est, Filius Deus est, Spirious sancrus Deus

este, ["ater Filius ac Spiritus sanctus unus Dreus, 51 igitur eorum una deitas una
subsvantia e, licer Dl nomcen de divinitare substandaliter pm-:di::—.arj“'.

The uneerrainties continue in the other Opusenla. [n the D bebdomanibus
the substance is saliquid esser, i.e. a specitied being which can possess some
structural components” ; but in the De fide catholica Boethius returns to the
exentia meaning, declaring, precisely while contradicting Euiyches and
Mestorius, thar Christ participated in the fumana subrtantia™. Even the first
chapter of the Conpr Eutychen csrablishes a parallel berween swbstantia and
aatirg. This is only one of the three definitions of meturs that Boethius offers
in this wirk, and not the voe he use in the subsequent discussion: we must
alsa consider thar the first chaprer is a philosophical inquiry and not a series
of established philosophical declararions, yer we cannor complerely ignore
this definition.

aPatura est vel qued facere vel quod pan posate, «Patis quidem ac afaceres, e
Omnia corporea angue COrpoTesrum anima: haec enim in corpore €1 a corpore et
facit ee paritur; «faceres vero tanoum, vt Deus caeteraque divina, Habes igiour
detinitionem eius quoque significacionis naturae, quae tanum substantiis
applicatur. Clua in re substantiae quoque st reddita definieio. Bam 51 nomen
naturae substantiam monstrat, cum naturam descripsimus substantiae quoque
est assignata dr:tl:ripli-::-w-

In the second chapter, Boechius uses the Porphyrian tree to classity every
type of substance, illustrating that he & wsing the word here inits predominant

36, Severinus Bocthius, Ubrwm Puter et Filiug, od, C. Mareschind, p. 182, 5 - 183, 22,

37. Severinus Bocthius, Dy bebelwaaeifn, o C Moreschind, po 188, 35-36: «Diversum
anrm cesc aliquid oo esse aliguid in co qued csr; illic enim accidens hic substangia signiticanie-,

38, Severinus Bocthias, [ fde carbelica, od. O Moseschind, p. 203, 197-203,

39, Severinus Bocthius, Centea Eetpoiren &t Newworiam, |, ed. C Moreschini, p. 210,
£1-9¢k
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sense, Le. as «basilar subjects™. And we then come w chaprer three, which
we have already analysed in parc. The discussion stars with the well-known
Boethian definition of person («Reperta personac est definitio: "naturae
rationalis individua subscantia™), which Boechius comments on as follows:
«Sed nos hac definitione eam guam Graeei Srdaraaiy dicunt terminavimuss"
Shorly after that, he declares more cleacly that we can consider dmdoTasie
and perrena as equivalent, as we have seen in our flest texe; and fnally, he
specifies that the word dméamamig is used by the Greeks to denote the noblest
substances, but thar the Larins can use substanle in a more general way.

Qieare autem de inrationabilibus animalibus Graccus dmdoram non dicar, sicur
nos e elsdem nomen subsgantae l:lm'l:llcam us, haec ratio ext, I:|:|III;Iti:|I11 namen
hoce meliorbus applicarum est, ur aligua id quod est excellentius, tamesi non
descriptione naturae secundum id quod dgteradla atque substare est, ar ceree
fmeardmeeae vel substantiac vieabuolis discernerctur®,

Let us try to summarise all of this information to determine the answer o
these two questions: 1. What does Boethius mean when he uses the expressions
essewetia and mebrtantda?; and 2, Does Boethivs use those words coherently?

Regarding exeneda, the picture seems relatively elear: wich this Lazin word
Boethius means the sdgta as 51 7y etva, the scssence of a beings, its metaphysical
core which characterises it and distingu ishes it from another being. Besides
this Aristotelian acceptation, he also considers the Placonic permspective and
includes in his meaning of swentia the idea of «authentic and intelligible
form of beings; otherwise, it would be difficult ro justify why Dews and boma
are erentide squontam sunts. Therefore, the Latin ewentin can be seen as a
rightful rranslation of the original Greek term. This sense s coherent except
For the De arithmeica, a work thearerically divergent from the orhers, where
the theories of Nicomachus and the Neo-Pythagorean contexts are most
certainly prominent,

Regarding swberantia, the situation is, In faet, more indefinite: with this
Lazin word Boerhius fundamenrally means the sdals as whasilar subjeces, or
ssubscrares. In the Conrra Barpeben he considers himselt aurhorized, thanks
to the insufficiencies of the Latin language, o use this rerm to indicate both
sgeneric substrates and wrational substrares, which means persona and which also
authorizes one o use the word dmdstoses. In these terms, the same rranslation
ot substantia tor both edstix and dImeotmae which has waorried some scholars
is not particularly relevane: it i merely, to quote the title of this article, sa mateer
of terminologys, s terminology which does nor yet fully exise and which

40, Sec e, 2, po 213, 130 - 214, 166,
41, Thid, 3, p. 214, 170172,
42, Ihid. 3, p. 217, 23% — 218. 241.
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sometimes forces Boechius inte compromises and concessions thar seem not
to refer o the core of his meraphysical system {note thar this admission can
also justity the double use of subwantia in che Utvnem Rater er Filiug),

The ereals ],Jmh]-:.'m comes when we observe that Boerhius also uses

sedrearitia with the meaning of 78 fv ebvay, and even in cases when he could
easily use emeniia for this purpose. We have seen, rherefore, thar wich sudssasntio
he also means agtura, defimivio and, indeed, essence, even in the same writings
where he uses eewtit. This is indeed a contradiction; however, we can try
ta find reasons to explain itand, ac lease partially, justify it

1.

First ofall, we should obviously consider chat chis double meaning is still
Aristotelian, so the ambiguity pre-exists Bocethins himself. He tries to
rescelve it by proposing two different Latin words and, even it one of
them, ementia, is used with parsimony, we cannot ignore his attempt to
consign 1o the Western world a philesophical vocabulary that oriss o
avoid ambiguities regarding central metaphysical marters. He also falls
into seme contradictions, but he is surely neither the first nor the only
one to do s, This initial defense of his choices should in feself be enough,
but other explanations can be added.

We already referred to this obscrvation regarding the chronology of
Boechian works: from an early opus like the De arithmetiza, which also
strictly supports the ideas and references of Nicomachus, we cannot
expect an =official stances on profound ontological problems. Boethius
takees his time o spealy and elarify bis metaphysics and we canne
scoidemne him [er the sins of his youth,

Far my purposes the older, yer still valid idea of Gilson, Courcelle and
ather scholars of the fiest half of the XX™ v:-.:nlur}'d'q, who maintain that
Boethius is highly respectul of his sources and, especially when he directly
comments on them, he follows them and their philosophical horkon o
the end, s extremely useful, This methodology cleady does not imply
simple and unintelligent dependénce an che sources, burt a rare capacity
e fully and deeply understand a philosophical auchor ofrom the insides,
trom his perspective and his theoretical points of view. In the Boethian
translacion of and commentary on the Caregories, swbstantia always
means «hasilar subjecrs, and ir could nor be otherwise; however, in the
works mastly relared to Cicers, as the Commentaria in Tapice or the De
differenstis tapicds, it can also mean odefinitions, because this is, following
Cicero’s less specitic and less philesophical perspecrive, the primary
meaning of edata. When he moves into a more Platonic conrexe, as in

43, Sec, for example, E. Gilson, La philasapbic au Moyen Age. Des ovigive puiristiques

o L fom e XTV° widole, 27 &d., Paris, Payar, 1962, po 141145, with special focus on the
problem of universals,
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the Cemtelatie, he inclines roward defining sebsrantio as sessences. Many
Aucrtuarions can easily be justified then, considering the sources and
context of his writing,

4. It is also important o consider the matter Boethius is discussing: we
know that he is earemely interested in the classification of knowledge,
as the thiree divisisses philosophize thar we find in his works show, Therefore,
we would expect him ro use the same expressions and rerms in a different
way in both a philosophical context {i.e. in the logical comments) and
in a theological one (in the Opusculs sacra). And if he shows more
uncertainties in the latter, we already know the reason why, becanse Latin
theclogy already had, at his time, its own uncertainties,

5. One final consideration before conduding: some discrepancies can be
claritied it we consider the purpose of Boethian argumentations. The
terminclogy used in the Contrr Eutyoben, which to some scems inad equate
and contradictory, permits onc to delineate an ontological context in
which it is relatively easy for his inventor to defeat the heretics by showing
that Christ has two maturae. For this reason, Boethios does not seem to
consider all the implications chat his terminological choices in this specific
work could have in relation o his entice speculative production. But |
sugpest that this does not mean that he is a sphilosophical opportunises,
who s ready o change his mind and his thinking for different purposes:
| would strongly argue that chis capacity 1o dominate the words and the
meanings of metaphysics without betraying or distorting them is the
clearest sign of & great philosophical personalicy.

We can therefore conclude thar Boethius” actempr to find Latin equivalencs
for Greek metaphysical vocabulary™; use this lexis in a coherent and stable
meraphysical system; and clanfy, from a theological-philosophical perspective,
some of the major problems of the Christian religion - problems which are,
in the most profound sense, beporrd rational explanation - exposes him w
inevitable rerminclogical ambiguiries (which are largely implicit in his sources),
bhur must nor discredir nor his F:-hilm'rph}r nat the rrurh. Rarher, r,h-u:}r are
slight, and not - fergive the pun - sebsrantinl contradictions.

44, In verms of Bocthius’ desine for lexieal ovder, see Claudio Moeeschini'’s interesting
ohscrvations: C. Moresching, Filfaofla pagame ¢ telogin vristiam segli «Chpiicala theologleas
af Barzie, in T, Robasch, M. Ede (eds), Merapbysd wnd Keligian, Zur Signar oo
spdtangiien Denbens, Alten des internaiiontlen Kavgeeres {Wikrebury, 13.-17, Mare 2001,
Milnchen-Leipeig, K.G. Sour, 2002, p. 213-237, in particular p, 228-232,



