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[bookmark: _Toc327050349]The Collectio-theory of Universals and the Semantics of Collective Nouns*


Irène Rosier-Catach


The collectio-theory of universals is one of three realist theories of universals presented by Abelard in the commentary to the Isagoge contained in his Logica ingredientibus[footnoteRef:1]. To put it in Abelard’s words, this theory claims that “the species man is all men collected together, and the genus animal is all animals taken together”.[footnoteRef:2] John of Salisbury, around 1158/59, remarks that some “attributed universality to things collected into one”, and points out that this view had been followed by “some others and by Joscelin of Soissons” (Metalogicon II.17[footnoteRef:3]). We moreover also see a theory of the universal as a collectio, understood as a “collection of essences” – and, hence, different from the one discussed by Abelard – presented in the third section of De generibus et speciebus (ed. King 2016, §87). [footnoteRef:4]  [1: 
* I am very grateful to Paolo Natali for the translation of this article, and to Andrew Arlig for his comments and for the translations of the texts. I want to thank C. Martin, J. Marenbon, C. Tarlazzi, J. Brumberg, A. Arlig for discussion and comments on earlier versions of the article, and A. Grondeux for the reading and edition of the unedited texts (presented in full in Priscien lu par Guillaume de Champeaux et son école. Les Notae Dunelmenses, ed. A. Grondeux and I. Rosier-Catach, Turnhout: Brepols. esp. Annexes 4 et 8). In this study, the following abbreviations are used:

C8 = A cluster of commentaries on the Categories from the school of William of Champeaux (see below for details and literature)
DGS = Anonymus [Pseudo-Joscelin], Tractatus de generibus et speciebus (2014)
Dial. = Peter Abelard, Dialectica (1956/1970)
GPma = Glosulae super Priscianum Maiorem 
LI Cat. = Peter Abelard, Glossae super Praedicamenta (1921)
LI Isag. = Peter Abelard, Glossae super Porphyrium (1919) 
LNPS = Petrus Abaelardus, Logica ‘nostrorum petitioni sociorum’ (1933)
ND = Notae Dunelmenses (Edition: Grondeux-Rosier-Catach 2017a, vol. II)

 Glossae super Praedicamenta, in Peter Abaelards Philosophische Schriften I. Logica ‘ingredientibus’, ed. B. Geyer, Münster: Aschendorff, 1921; “Abélard et les universaux : édition et traduction du début de la Logica “Ingredientibus”: Super Porphyrium”, eds. C. LaFleur and J. Carrier, Laval théologique et philosophique 68/1 (2012), p. 129-210 (with a French translation of the section on universals). For a detailed presentation of all the arguments connected with the theory of the collectio, see A. deLibera’s L’art des généralités. Théories de l’abstraction, Paris: Aubier, 1999, chap. 2 (cf. pp. 337 ff. for theories of collection); P. King, Peter Abailard and the Problem of Universals, PhD dissertation, Princeton University, 2 vol, 1982 (particularly ch. 7 for theories of indifference and ch. 8 for the analysis of “collective realism”). See also M. Tweedale’s Abailard on Universals, Amsterdam: North-Holland Publishing Company, 1976, pp. 111-117; A. Freddoso’s “Abailard on Collective Realism”, Journal of Philosophy 75 (1978), 527-538; P. King’s “Metaphysics”, in Cambridge companion to Abelard, eds. J. Brower and K. Guilfoy, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2004, pp. 71-72; A. Arlig A study in early Medieval Mereology: Boethius, Abelard, and Pseudo-Joscelin, PhD Dissertation, Ohio State University, 2005, §5.2.1-2; J. Marenbon’s “Abelard’s Theory of Universals”, in: Nominalism about Properties. New Essays, eds G. Guigon and G. Rodriguez-Pereyra, London and New York: Routledge, 2016 (Routledge Studies in Metaphysics 9), 38-62. See C. Erismann’s “Immanent Realism. A reconstruction of an early medieval solution to the problem of universals”, Documenti e studi sulla tradizione filosofica medievale 18 (2007), 211-229, and Erisman’s L’homme commun. La genèse du réalisme ontologique durant le haut Moyen âge latin, Paris: Vrin (Sic et Non), 2011 for immanentist realism, and C. Tarlazzi’s  Individui universali. Il realismo di Gualtiero di Mortagne nel XII secolo (FIDEM, textes et études du Moyen âge 85, 2018) for Gauthier of Mortagne’s theory of the ‘individuum’ and the various realist theories. ]  [2:  LI Isag. p. 14.7-15, cf. infra §2. ]  [3:  See also. the mention of “collections” in the summary provided in II.20. For the presentation of the different views on universals which is offered by John of Salisbury, both in the Metalogicon II.17 and II.20 and in the Policraticus VII.12, see Tarlazzi 2018, ch. 2..]  [4:  The De generibus et speciebus (DGS) constitutes the third section of a group of treatises. It begins at §32 of P. King’s “Pseudo-Joscelin. The Treatise on Genera and Species”, in: Oxford Studies in Medieval Philosophy, vol. 2, ed. R. Pasnau, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 2014, 104-211. On the attribution of this treatise or of the whole group to Joscelin or to one of his pupils, see A. Arlig’s “Early Medieval Solutions to some Mereological Puzzles: the Content and Unity of the De generibus et speciebus” in: Arts du langage et théologie aux confins des XIe-XIIe siècles. Textes, maîtres, débats, ed. I. Rosier-Catach, Turnhout: Brepols 2011, 485-508, and Tarlazzi 2018, ch. 3, §3. The theory of the collectio, endorsed by the author of the DGS, is presented, with objections and replies to the objections, at §§86-157. A theory of universals understood as collections of essences is presented and criticised in the Ars meliduna f. 219ra, without any mention of the term collectio (King 2004, n. 16). On the links between Joscelin of Soissons and William of Champeaux and Abelard, see A. Grondeux’s  “Guillaume de Champeaux, Joscelin de Soissons, Abélard et Gosvin d’Anchin. Étude d’un milieu intellectuel”, in : Arts du langage et théologie aux confins des XIe-XIIe siècles. Textes, maîtres, débats, ed. I. Rosier-Catach, Turnhout: Brepols, 2011, 3-43.] 

To achieve a more complete understanding of the collectio-theory it will be useful to take into account a wider range of texts than those considered so far. This will show that the issues and disputes were not primarily merely about universals and the interpretation of Porphyry’s Isagoge, as discussed by Abelard, but rather that they cover a larger set of closely intertwined issues related to parts and wholes , and more – specifically, to the nature of aggregates. This wider range of ese texts consists of, on the one hand, several contemporary grammatical texts (Glosulae super Priscianum maiorem GPma and Notae Dunelmenses ND[footnoteRef:5]) and, on the other, a selection of commentaries on the Categories that Yukio Iwakuma calls the “C8-complex” [footnoteRef:6], all of which are connected with the school of William of Champeaux. Reading those texts and the issues discussed therein, will encourage us to reappraise Abelard himself, since the material that these new texts cover is also discussed in various chapters of Abelard’s works, including such as those that are concerned with mereological analysis (texts, which in turn, are based on Boethius’ De divisione and Cicero’s Topica), with the treatment of quantities and numbers (based on Aristotle’s Categories), and with the grammatical analysis of collective nouns (based on Priscian’s Institutiones[footnoteRef:7]). The connections between the problem of number and that of collective nouns like ‘numerus’ and ‘populus’ bear witness to such interactions between dialectic and grammar. It is a remarkable fact that Abelard in these passages makes explicit reference to William of Champeaux, and that we can find a series of remarkable similarities precise parallels to his treatment in both groups of texts..[footnoteRef:8]  [5:  On the tradition of the Glosulae, Glosulae super Priscianum maiorem (=GPma), Glosulae super Priscianum minorem (=GPmi), and the Notae Dunelmenses (=ND), see A. Grondeux and I. Rosier-Catach’s “Les Glosulae super Priscianum et leur tradition”, in: Arts du langage et théologie aux confins des XIe-XIIe siècles. Textes, maîtres, débats, ed. I. Rosier-Catach, Turnhout: Brepols, 2011, 107-179, and Grondeux-Rosier-Catach 2017  (which contains the edition of various passages of the GPma and GPmi in vol. I and the complete edition of the ND in vol. II). The Notae Dunelmenses consists in five sets of notes on Priscian maior (ND I, II and III) and Priscian minor (ND IV and V); sections II and IV of the ND correspond to lectures given by William of Champeaux. The comparison between the reworkings of the GPma, the GPmi, the attributions to William, and those by Abelard to magister noster allows for the attribution to William of Champeaux of very peculiar and influential views. For a summary, see Grondeux-Rosier-Catach 2017.]  [6:  Y. Iwakuma, “Pierre Abélard et Guillaume de Champeaux dans les premières années du XIIe siècle: une étude préliminaire”, in: Langage, sciences, philosophie au XIIe siècle. Actes de la table ronde internationale des 25-26 mars 1998, ed. Joel Biard, Paris: Vrin (Sic et Non), 1999, 92-123 ; “William of Champeaux on Aristotle’s Categories”, in: La tradition médiévale des Catégories (XIIe-XVe siècles), eds. J. Biard and I. Rosier-Catach, Louvain /Paris: Peeters, 2003, 313-328; “‘Vocales’ revisited”, in: The Word in Medieval Logic, Theology and Psychology. Acts of the XIIIth international colloquium of the Société internationale pour l’étude de la philosophie médiévale, Kyoto, Japan, 27 sept.-1er oct. 2005, ed. Charles Burnett, Turnhout: Brepols, 2009, 81-171; J. Marenbon, “The tradition of Studying the Categories in the early Middle Ages (until 1200): a revised working catalogue of glosses, commentaries and treatises” in: Aristotle’s Categories in the Byzantine, Arabic and Latin Traditions, eds. S. Ebbesen, J. Marenbon, P. Thom, Copenhague: The Royal Danish Academy of Sciences and Letters, 2013, 139-173. From a doctrinal standpoint, everything hinges on the treatment of quantity provided in ch. 6. On this chapter the commentaries produced in the school of William greatly differ. In the present study, I will be mostly concerned with the version C8V (Vatican, BAV, Reg. lat. 230, f. 41ra-71rb), and the later C8A, also called C14 (Assisi, Bibl. Comunale, 573, f. 15vb-48ra). See Text III.2.5.]  [7: 				]  [8:  On the relations between Abelard and William of Champeaux and mentions of magister noster V/W made by Abelard and different commentaries produced by authors of William’s school, see Iwakuma 1999 and 2009, §3; L.M. De Rijk’s Introduction and index to Petrus Abaelardus’S Dialectica, ed. L.M. De Rijk, Assen: Van Gorcum, 1956; K.M. Fredborg “The Commentaries on Cicero’s De inventione and Rhetorica ad Herennium by William of Champeaux”, CIMAGL 17 (1976), 1-39, n. 41a; C.H. Kneepkens “Orléans 266 and the Sophismata collectio: Master Jocelin of Soissons and the infinite words in the early twelfth century”, in: Sophisms in medieval logic and grammar, ed. S. Read, Dordrecht: Kluwer, 1993, 64-85 and “Aristotle’s Transposition and the Twefth-Century Commentaries: On De Interpretatione, ch. 10, 20b1-12”, in: Aristotle’s Peri Hermeneias in the Latin Middle Ages, eds. H.A.G. Braakhuis, C.H. Kneepkens (eds.), Groningen: Ingenium Publishers, 2003, 363-411. ] 

It will become clear that the collectio-theory is linked to the treatment of a particular whole signified by collective nouns -, that is, an aggregate (e.g. a people, a flock, an army, or a heap). For even though the aggregate is classified by Boethius among integral wholes as a kind of discrete integral whole, it is nonetheless recognised as possessing properties which bring it close to universal wholes and numerical wholes like a twofold (binarius, a set of two units).
In fact, in those passages where the reference to commentaries on the Institutiones grammaticae and the Categories is most explicit, Abelard begins not with a bipartition of wholes into universal wholes and discrete wholes, but with a tripartition of wholes into plural wholes, aggregates, and discrete integral wholes.[footnoteRef:9]  [9:  The theory of the universal as collection is not reducible to a theory assimilating the universal whole to a discrete integral whole. This is the main point of the discussion by A. Arlig 2005, §3.1.2, 3.2 and 5.2. It is important to take into account the difference in treatment (already present in Boethius’s De diuisione) between genera and species, and moreover to consider that kind of particular whole which is the aggregate (signified by a collective noun).] 

There are thus at least three different issues at stake: What is the type of unity pertaining to each of these wholes? When is it that one has to posit a common quality possessed by the whole and shared by each part of the whole? And what is the “fundament” (fundamentum)[footnoteRef:10] of such a quality, if one admits of it? Different answers to these questions give rise to different realist conceptions of the collection. There is a radical conception, for instance, which assimilates the collection to an integral whole (e.g. a house) and assigns to it a unity which is that of all of its parts taken together. But there are also realist conceptions which do not assign unity to the collection and which do not attribute singularity to anything but individuals, despite their recognising that the collection enjoys a particular form of existence. We will also see that In addition, collections can be interpreted sometimes as “collections of words” (collectiones uocum), sometimes and other times as “collections of things” (collectiones rerum). We will need to compare the sources in order to decide whether to attribute one (or more) of these theories to William of Champeaux. We will and then to study the answers given by each of these conceptions of the collection as universal to the questions stemming from the interpretation of Porphyry: How can a collection be predicated of all the singular objects composing the collection? How can a collection simultaneously exist in all these singular objects? It is only once scholars examine all these questions and how they are treated in these new texts that one will begin to have a firmer grasp of Abelard’s opposition to the view that collections are universals. Abelard, after all, wishes to maintain a principle of essential individuation and wants to reduce collections to simple sets of units, without grounding them in some shared quality. [10:  Iwakuma 2009, p. 101-103, draws attention to the notion of fundamentum, which is used in Boethius’s commentary on the Isagoge, but only once in his commentary on the Categories. The term is used frequently in early twelfth-century texts and by Abelard (see e.g. n. 26, or Text III.2.6.3), sometimes in a wider sense than subiectum, since both things and voces can be “fundaments”. It is often found in discussions about the categorial nature of the vox or oratio (for instance to say that the air is the “fundament” of the sentence, oratio); see Rosier-Catach, “Vox and Oratio in Early Twelfth Century Grammar and Dialectic”, AHDLMA 78 (2011), 47-129.] 

An interesting follow-up to this inquiry will be to show the link between the collectio-theory and a problem that has been discussed in recent literature, namely, the problem of the unitas nominis (see below §7). In view of the fact that collections are discussed in connection with conjugations, which are collections of verbs, some grammarians hold that the accident which is shared by the members of such a collection is attributed to a “collection of words” (collectio uocum), and, in particular, to “all the verbs (of the same conjugation) taken together”. This leads them to the conclusion that ‘amo-amas-amat’ is one or the same name.	Comment by Christina Van Dyke: I think you should cut this whole sidenote on the grounds that it's not central to the paper, and the paper needs to be shortened considerably.
I shall proceed as follows. After a brief overview of certain Porphyrian and Boethian passages where the notion of collectio is present (§1), I will be concerned with Abelard’s critical remarks in his commentary to the Isagoge against the view that the universal should be understood as a collectio rerum (§2). For more substantial developments of the notion of collection, it will be indispensable to refer to passages from other works and other texts than the Isagoge, and specifically to the treatment of number in the commentaries to the Categories (§3). Abelard’s confrontation with William of Champeaux – as it surfaces in these texts – will be better understood by considering the unpublished commentaries on the Categories contained in the “C8-complex” (§4), as well as the grammatical commentaries on the categories of number and conjugation, both in the Glosulae and in the Notae Dunelmenses (§5). The parallels between the C8-complex and the Glosulae-complex, including the Notae Dunelmenses, help one understand better what the aim and purpose of the debates were; they clarify both the nature of the problems involved and the proposed solutions. 

[CVD: I’ve cut sections 6 and 7, because the real meat seems to be in sections 4 and 5, and the conclusion doesn’t really draw on 6 or 7] Finally, I will mention some parallels also relevant for the collectio-theory, found in the treatment of other problems than that of number, also connected with grammatical considerations and Categories 5 (§6). 


1. Collection in Porphyry and Boethius
In Porphyry’s Isagoge, we find remarks about collection in two passages. These, which must be kept distinct because of their different reception in the commentators. The first passage is the very beginning of the treatise (Isag. I, 1-5), where the different meanings of the word ‘genus’ are presented. The second passage is the chapter on the species (II, 12), where the species is defined, as is the genus, as “that which gathers the multiple into a single nature” (collectivum multorum). This second passage is the source of Boethius’s later conception of the “collected similitude” (similitudo collecta) and of his theory of abstraction. In the texts concerning collection which we will study, the problems will be only addressed only in mereological terms , i.e. in a way that can be seen as closer to the first passage Isag. I.1-5 than to a theory of abstraction elaborating on Isag. II.12the second passage.[footnoteRef:11] It is remarkable thatAlthough the theory of similitudo collecta is not mentioned in these early texts, whereas, in one passage of his commentary on the Isagoge, Abelard explicitly links this theory and to the collectio-theory,[footnoteRef:12] as does Joscelin will do, too, in presenting his own version of the theory.[footnoteRef:13] This shows that realist theories of collection were first developed independently of a theory of abstraction. [11:  This point seems to me to be neglected in the presentation by A. Arlig, 2005, 78 ff. There is a difference between, on the one hand, admitting the real existence of classes on the basis of real resemblances holding of the individuals that compose them, and, on the other, positing that the universal is nothing but an abstraction, i.e. the result of a process of grouping together the similitudes present in the individuals. ]  [12:  LI Isag. p. 14.12-15; cf. also LI Cat. p. 193.14-18 (Text III.2.4 §4).]  [13:  DGS §88.] 

We know that In Isagoge I.1-3, Porphyry provides different definitions of the genus (Isag. I.1-3): (1) as the “collection of individuals that, by relating to some one item in a determinate way, bear a certain relation to one another”; (2) as the “principle (or origin) of generation of anyone’s birth” (i.e. the progenitor or place in which he was born); (3) as that under which a species is ordered. He adds that the last characterisation includes the other two and is the one considered by philosophers.[footnoteRef:14] Boethius takes up this tripartition up again and, in the his second commentary, regroups the first two characterisations under the same definition,[footnoteRef:15] i.e. - that of genus as a “multitude”. [footnoteRef:16] The genus is at the same time a collection of things related to a unique item and a collection of things “united by the signification of a genus”. It is thus a “multitude”, both insofar as it is related to a unique origin and insofar as it is denoted by a unique name, as for instance the genus of Romans, whose name derives from Romulus.[footnoteRef:17] Through this characterisation, it is made clear that the collection of men thatpeople who are gathered together under the same name is distinguished from another by reference to the beginning of the lineage, without saying anything about its “substance”.[footnoteRef:18] [14:  Isag. I 1 (cf. the French translation of LIBERA-SEGOND 1998, p. 2; the English translation of BARNES 2003, p. 3); see the commentary on these passages in LIBERA 1999, p. 337-339.]  [15: ]  [16:  In Isag. II., ad Isag. I.3, p. 179.1-5.]  [17:  BOETH. In Isag. II., ad Isag. I.1, p. 172: 16-173.3.]  [18:  Ibid., In Isag. II., ad Isag. I.5, p. 180.4-13. Cf. ABELARD, LI Isag. ad loc. pp. 34-35.] 

These remarks made by Boethius are important to consider. The notion ofIn this first passage, then, “collection” is thereby taken in a different sense than the one he Boethius develops in commenting on Porphyry’s definition in II.12 of the species and the genus as “collectors/gatherers of the multiple into a single nature” (collectiuum multorum in unam naturam, Isag. II.12) on the basis of a “substantial similitude” between individuals (– in the case of the species) – and one between species – (in the case of the genus).[footnoteRef:19] It is in this second passage that Boethius develops his well-known conception of the species and the genus as similitudes, in response to Porphyry’s famous questions about the ontological status of the universal in the Isagoge’s Preface. (Isag. Preface). Similitude is for Boethius, at times, an essential similitude of individuals (belonging to the same species) or of species (belonging to the same genus), namely a property existing in each thing; other at times, it is this similitude insofar as it is conceived, or “collected” (collecta) on the basis of the first, “the gathering of things of the same nature into one collection” – a view which presupposes a theory of abstraction. This similitude is sensible in singular things and intelligible in universals.[footnoteRef:20]  [19:  BOETH., In Isag. II., ad Isag. II.12, ed. 2a, p. 228.14 ff.; cf. De diuisione, ed. MAGEE, p. 32.8-11.]  [20:  See LIBERA 1999, p. 278, and in general pp. 274-280; BOETH., In Isag. II., p. 166 and 228 ff.; Pseudo-Rabanus depends for these passages on Boethius, ed. IWAKUMA 2008, pp. 80-81, cf. BRUMBERG 2011.] 

The Boethian tripartition of the meanings of the word ‘genus’ can be found again in Pseudo-Rabanus’ commentary (P3).[footnoteRef:21] Pseudo-Rabanus mentions the position of quidam, i.e. Boethius’, according to which the first two meanings should be regrouped under one and the same.[footnoteRef:22] In the different versions of P3, the characterisation of genus which acquires prominence is that of collection of many things under the same name (illud genus quod collectio dicitur sub uno nomine multorum multitudinem claudit). Thus, according to version P, “it is really the collection of Romans which is called ‘genus’”.[footnoteRef:23] Moreover, P3 develops the theory of cogitatio collecta on the basis of Isag. II.12.[footnoteRef:24]  [21: ]  [22: ]  [23: ]  [24: ] 

Boethius in his commentary on the Categories did not define the categories as collections and, in the commentary on Porphyry, he did not talk of collections unless as collections of individuals or things. The commentary P3 glosses the term praedicamentum as praedicamentalis collectio.[footnoteRef:25] It seems that by the time of the first vocalists, like Garlandus, the ten categories begin to be defined as collectiones uocum.[footnoteRef:26] William of Champeaux defends a conciliatory view, since, in commenting the Categories, he considers the categories at the same time as collectiones rerum and as collectiones uocum invented on the basis of the collectiones rerum that they signify. This is coherent with William’s general attitude of starting with things to derive names.[footnoteRef:27]  [25: ]  [26: ]  [27: ] 



2. Presentation of the Collectio-Theory in LI Abelard’s Commentary on the Isagoge.


Let me now briefly review the exposition of theAbelard puts forward three realist theories put forward by Abelard in LI Isag.,in his commentary on the Isagoge (LI Isag.); we will examine them to show the wayhow the theory of the collectio is therein presented among conceptions that assign the universal to things (and not to uoces). (cf. LI Isag. p. 10.8-9) .[footnoteRef:28] They are the theory of material essence, the collectio-theory, and the theory of the individuum. [28:  For analyses of the realist theories, see references in footnote 1. ] 

Abelard begins his discussion by mentionings two positions endorsed by “realists” -, or “those who accept that the definition of the universal applies to things”.: According to the first, which Tis the first is the theory of material essence (MET),[footnoteRef:29] , defended by William of Champeaux, according to which the universal is “one thing” (res una) because the material essence is one and the same and common to all, whereas things are distinct from one another in virtue of accidents (in the case of the species) and in virtue of differentiae (in the case of the genus). The second theory views; according to the second, the universal ais a “collection of things” (e.g., a peoplepopulus, a house, Socrates as a collection of his various parts[footnoteRef:30]).  [29:  BRUMBERG 2011 provides a useful comparison between different interpretations of the material essence theory (MET).]  [30: ] 

He Abelard rejects both positions with the argument from predication derived from the definition of the universal given in Aristotle’s De interpretatione (ch. 7, 17a39-b1): no singular thing and no collection of things can “be predicated of many items one by one”. He thenAn integral whole like a people or a house is on the contrary “predicated of all its parts taken together” (de omnibus simul partibus suis dicatur), and nobody calls them universals (Abelard, LI Isag, p. 10.9-16). 
Abelard subsequently discusses at length MET, the first theory defended by William of Champeaux: in things that differ in their forms (e.g. in different men), the material essence is one and the same and common to all, and things are distinct from one another in virtue of the accidents – in the case of the species – and in virtue of the differentiae – in the case of the genus. He then criticises it (ibid. p. 10.16-13.17). 
Despite the fact that at this point one would expect the exposition and criticism of the second realist theory, i.e. the collectio-theory, Abelard’s next step is to presents two principles that can ground a realist alternative to MET: on the one hand, the principle of personal discretion (p. 13.18-33), according to which individuals are “personally” discrete in virtue of their forms and their essences -, a principle which Abelard will retain; and on the other hand, the principle of non-difference (p. 13.33-14.6), according to which things belonging to the same genus or species, e.g. men, are identical not “essentially” (as MET had it), but “indifferently” (or “non-differently”, indifferenter) -, a principle which Abelard will reject.[footnoteRef:31]  The latter principle is justified either negatively (by alleging that men do not differ “in the nature of humanity”) or positively (by alleging that men are grouped together in virtue of a certain similitude or resemblance, secundum similitudinis convenientiam). According to the Historia calamitatum, this principle of non-difference was adopted by William of Champeaux once he was forced to renounce MET.[footnoteRef:32] T [31:  According to the Historia calamitatum§6, this principle of non-difference was adopted by William of Champeaux once he was forced to renounce MET. This principle is justified either negatively (by alleging that men do not differ “in the nature of humanity”) or positively (by alleging that men are grouped together in virtue of a certain similitude or resemblance, secundum similitudinis convenientiam).  ]  [32: ] 

If one follows Abelard’s presentation, these two principles lead in turn to two different realist theories that constitute contrasting alternatives to MET (Sed hic dissensio est, p. 14.7).[footnoteRef:33] Abelard describes these two different theories: tThe first is the collectio-theory (p. 14.7-17);and the second is the theory of the individuum.[footnoteRef:34] (p. 14. 18-31). He subsequently criticises them (at pp. 14.31-15.22 and 15.23-18, respectively) and eventually concludes that nothing, whether it is taken singularly or collectively, can be a universal (neque res singillatim neque collectim acceptae universales dici possunt). Thus, universals can only be words (p. 16.19-22).  [33:  “Sed hic dissensio est,” p. 14.7ff.]  [34:  For a detailed analysis of the latter, which is attributed to Gauthier of Mortagne, see TARLAZZI 2017, and 2018, ch. 4.3. Abelard subsequently criticises both theories (at pp. 14.31-15.22 and 15.23-18, respectively) and eventually concludes that nothing, whether it is taken singularly or collectively, can be a universal (neque res singillatim neque collectim acceptae universales dici possunt). Thus, universals can only be words (p. 16.19-22).] 

Here I will only be concerned with the collectio-theory and with Abelard’s criticisms of it. Supporters of the theory, according to Abelard, call the species man “all men collected together” (omnes homines simul collectos, p. 14.9-10) or the “whole collection of all men taken together” (tota simul hominum collectio, p. 14.34-35) and the genus animal “all animals taken together”. The view amounts to considering the universal as an integral whole, given that the universal ‘man’ is predicated of all men collected together. Abelard twice opposes to this view the argument from predication: such a collection could not be predicated of each of its singular members, because an integral whole is predicated of all the parts taken together (the house is predicated of the whole: walls-foundations-roof) and not of each of its parts (p. 10.10-11; 14.34-35). In order to reply to this criticism, an alternative is suggested: the collection could be said to be predicated of its members part-by-part (per partes), the universal being divided into parts each of which could be predicated of the singular items that compose it (p. 14.35-37). The source here is Boethius,[footnoteRef:35] who lists among the different things that can be said to be communes ‘that which is common in virtue of its parts’. Abelard illustrates this case by means of the example of a field, which could be said to be common to all its owners in virtue of the fact that each part is owned by someone. However, Abelard in turn responds to this possible reply with the argument from inherence: the collection, even considered as common per partes, could not be a universal, since it would not then be “wholly present in each of the singular parts” (totum in singulis) – but this is, according to Boethius, one of the conditions for qualifying as a universal according to Boethius. Furthermore, one would have to consider even Socrates as a universal, if one were to predicate it per partes of many things (a part of Socrates being predicated of the hand, another of the foot, and so on) (p. 14.37-15.1). Subsequent criticisms moved against the collectio-theory no longer mention the predication per partes (LI Isag. p. 15.1-15.22) and are instead directed against taking the collection as an integral whole, as the “collection of all men taken together”.[footnoteRef:36] [35:  BOETH. In Isag. II, p. 162.16-19..]  [36:  Abelard subsequently rejects, on the basis of Boethius, the idea that the genus substance is “all substances collected together”, or that the species man is all men taken together, but with a different argument, that of the infinite regress, cf. p. 31.23-31.] 

Many Two main points must be kept in mind about the presentation sketched by Abelard of the collectio-theory. 
First,  point: contrary to certain presentations, which distinguish in Abelard’s exposition three realist conceptions, namely:
1. MET
2. Collectio-theory
3. Theory of indifference,[footnoteRef:37] [37:  Cf. in particular KING 2004. This analysis can be justified on the basis of other sources, for instance the DGS, but not on the basis of the exposition of the LI Isag., as TARLAZZI 2018 has rightly pointed out, Cf. p. 82 sq.] 


the realist theories of universals are in fact presented as:

1. MET
2. Principle of personal discretion + Principle of indifference
	2.1. Collectio-theory
	2.2. Theory of the individuum

Second, point: in LI Isag. (p. 14.32-15.1), Abelard presents two alternatives to understanding universals as collections:[footnoteRef:38]  [38:  p. 14.32-15.1] 


{Ab. Coll1} Theory of the collection as an integral whole: the collection is analogous to an integral whole, composed and predicated of all its parts taken together; and 

{Ab. Coll2} Theory of the collection with “per partes” predication of the whole: the collection, unlike an integral whole, is predicated part-by-part of each of its constitutive parts (as each part of the field has some owner).

Abelard rejects the twoboth alternatives as contrary to the definition of universal: taken as {Ab. Coll1}integral whole, the collection cannot be predicated de singulis; taken per partes as {Ab. Coll2}, it cannot be tota in singulis. The exposition of LI these views does not allow one to conclude that theyse are two rival theories of the collectio, since Abelard presents {Ab. Coll2}per partes as the only possible interpretation for those who wish to defend the view that universals are collections. It is nonetheless worth noting that the arguments against the collectio that he subsequently puts forward are directed only against {Ab. Coll1}, namely against the universal understood as integral whole, which he first presented. Yet, other texts – namely, C8 and the Glosulae super Priscianum Maiorem (GlosulaeGPma)  - inform us that the two alternatives abovethese are indeed two contrasting theories, and they provide us with more substantial indications about the second one, {Ab. Coll2}. Contrary to supporters of {Ab. Coll1},those who admit the existence of collections as things having real unity (one that is similar to integral wholes), supporters of {Ab. Coll2}per partes admit only the existence of the singular constitutive parts of collections, (analogous to the parts of a field). They are thus committed to a particularist ontology where only individuals exist, and where the collection of individuals (which is a discrete, composite quantity) is not “a unitary thing”. {Ab. Coll2}It is thus the only alternative compatible with the above-mentioned principle of personal discretion. As will be shown, those who defend {Ab. Coll2}this view also claim that, by convention (secundum acceptionem hominum), one can admit the real existence and unity of such composite entities.
It should be noticed that the De generibus and speciebus draws a parallel between the species, on the one hand, and the people or the flock, on the other, by attributing to the species a unity analogous to the one enjoyed by the integral whole. Its specificity is that the kind of collection which is the species man is a whole (multitudo) that is not made up of all men, but by all the essences. The species is thus composed by the essence of Socrates, that of Plato, etc., and these essences are not essentially identical, but only “non-different”.[footnoteRef:39] In wondering about the fundament of such collections, the DGS seems to reply to the argument from inherence advanced by Abelard (Isag. p. 14.37-38). It does not however accept the view that humanity wholly inheres in Socrates and Plato, and claims instead that humanity inheres in them only in virtue of its parts, i.e. because a part of humanity is informed by Socratesness, another by Platohood, etc. The author makes this clear by means of some comparisons: if I say that an army is in some place, this simply means that some soldier, a part of the army, is in some part of that place; if I say that I am touching the wall, it does not mean that I (with the whole of myself) am touching the wall in its entirety, but only that I am touching with my finger a part of the wall.[footnoteRef:40]  [39: ]  [40: ] 

Let us now consider some discussions (based on the Categories and the De divisione) that are focussed on the analysis of different types of totalities, some of which are collections. The question will be to determine whether these collections are genera or not, and whether they possess a real unity or simply are pluralities of some sort. At no point in these Abelard’s chapters on quantity or on collective nouns does the Boethian theory of abstraction and of the universal as “collected similitude” ever come into play.[footnoteRef:41] It is likely that some problems first asked about the treatment of quantity in the Categories were subsequently raised in commentaries on the Isagoge, due to an assimilation between, on the one hand, the problem of the uniqueness of discrete quantities and of the nature of wholes made up of parts, and, on the other, the problem of the nature of genera and species. We thus need to address other passages of Abelard’s writings than his commentaries on the Isagoge,. so let us now consider some discussions (based on the Categories and the De divisione) that are focussed on the analysis of different types of totalities, some of which are collections. The question will be to determine whether these collections are genera or not, and whether they possess a real unity or simply are pluralities of some sort. [41:  It is likely that some problems first asked about the treatment of quantity in the Categories were subsequently raised in commentaries on the Isagoge, due to an assimilation between, on the one hand, the problem of the uniqueness of discrete quantities and of the nature of wholes made up of parts, and, on the other, the problem of the nature of genera and species.] 



3. The Different Types of Pluralities

In the De divisione,[footnoteRef:42] Boethius establishes a bipartite distinction between discrete integral wholes (house-parts) and universal wholes (genus-species). He contrasts them on the basis of four properties: a whole is divided according to quantity, whereas a genus is divided according to quality; the parts are prior to the whole, whereas the genus is prior to its parts (species); the parts are the matter of the whole, whereas the genus is the matter of the species; the parts are not always identical with the whole (e.g., in the case of heterogeneous wholes), whereas the species are identical with the genus. He subsequently puts forward other divisions: first, a quadripartition at 38.17ff. into continuous wholes, discontinuous wholes (with examples only of aggregates, populus, grex, exercitus, p. 38.20-22), universal wholes, and wholes composed of faculties; then, a bipartition at 38.27ff. into continuous wholes and discontinuous wholes (where the latter are further split into universal wholes and potential wholes).[footnoteRef:43] This bipartition continuous/discontinuous is to be seen in close connection to Cat. 4b20, where the examples of discrete wholes are number and sentence (numerus, oratio). [42:  De divis. p. 12.17-14.20, cf. In Cic. Top. I, 1105b; cf. MAGEE 1998, p. 82-85.]  [43:  This bipartition continuous/discontinuous is to be seen in close connection to Cat. 4b20, where the examples of discrete wholes are number and sentence (numerus, oratio).] 

Abelard takes up the analysis of wholes in his Dialectica in different passages that, corresponding respond to various texts: Categories 6 (Dial. I), the Topics, the De differentiis topicis (Dial. III), and the De divisione (Dial. V).[footnoteRef:44] One finds it again in the corresponding passages of the LI and in the discussion about the theory of the collectio in the commentary to the Isagoge, discussed above in §2. In the section that corresponds to the De divisione, he repeats the contrast between universal wholes and integral wholes based on their different properties, and takes as example of integral whole, like Boethius, the house (Dial. V, p. 546.21ff.); he then distinguishes integral wholes into continuous and discontinuous ones and illustrates the latter with the example of  ‘populus’ (ibid., p. 547.29). Concerning the particular nature of aggregates, he notes that, just as universal wholes, they are “totalities of things”, and hence they cannot constitute a unique substance (ibid., p. 548.11-26).  [44:  Abelard also discusses analysis of wholes in the corresponding passages of the commentary to the Isagoge and in the discussion about the theory of the collectio , discussed above in §2.] 

In modern treatments of the connection between the problem of universals and the part-whole relation, attention has focussed onto a bipartition into two types of wholes:, universal wholes, on the one hand, and integral wholes, on the other. This has given rise to different interpretations of Porphyry and Boethius.[footnoteRef:45] Reading Abelard is then particularly interesting from the philosophical point of view in that he puts forward a tripartition of what he calls “pluralities”. Such a tripartition allows us to highlight the category of aggregates, as these indeed possess certain characteristics which assimilate them to universal wholes and others which assimilate them to integral wholes. It is precisely these aggregates that will be of interest to us in order to understand the development of the theory of the collectio. Abelard puts forward this tripartition both in the Dialectica and in the Logica, where he deals with the category of number as presented in the chapter of the Categories devoted to quantity (chapter 6). It is a tripartition of pluralities in the Dialectica (III, p. 431.30-431.35[footnoteRef:46]) and, in the Logica, of “names signifying many” (LI Cat., p. 170.34, see Text III.2.3 §1[footnoteRef:47]):  [45:  Cf. ARLIG 2005, §3.1.2.]  [46: ]  [47:  All references beginning with ‘Text III.2...’ are to the texts presented and translated in Part III of this volume. ‘Text III.2.3 §1’ refers specifically to paragraph 1 of the third selection in Part III, section 2.  ] 

1 simple pluralities or collections of units (‘homines’, ’binarius’), 
2 aggregates denoted by collective nouns (‘populus’, ‘aceruus’), 
3 discrete integral wholes (‘domus’, ‘nauis’). [I’ve noticed that sometimes the ‘v’ is a ‘u’ and other times it’s a ‘v’ – is there a principled reason for this that I’m missing?
It is to be noticed that these passages are all linked to the treatment of number in chapter 6 of the Categories. 
Concerning pluralities of type [1], Abelard considers the example of homines (which has as subordinates two men, three men, and so forth), but also of numerus (which has as its subordinates binarius and ternarius) and plures (which has as its subordinates two or three). The aggregates (collectiua uel comprehensiua[footnoteRef:48]) 2 are pluralities of things or individuals like pluralities of type [1], which are subject to another condition, namely that these things or individuals should be grouped together in the same place (Dial. III, p.  31.32-33, V, p. 576.2-7, LI Cat., p. 171.4-9 [Text III.2.3 §3]). Discrete integral wholes [3] require a further condition: it is not enough that these wholes have many parts (as [1]) and that these be in the same place (as [2]), but it is also required that these parts be united in virtue of a form, a particular “composition”, or an arrangement of their parts (Dial. III, p. 431.27, 35; LI Cat., p. 171.9-11 [Text III.2.3 §4]). For there to be a house it is indeed not enough that there be in the same place walls and a roof placed on foundations, or that these parts be casually combined (LI Cat., p. 171.15-19), whereas any grouping of units or animals constitutes a plurality (Dial. III, p. 431.35-432.1).  [48:  The GPma, commenting on Priscian, Instit. II.31, p. 61.21-22, distinguish between “comprehensive names” (e.g. ‘rosetum’), which denote a place where many things are gathered, and “collective names” (e.g. ‘populus’), which do not denote such a place, but only, with a singular name, denote that many things are gathered. These two examples are mentioned by Abelard but grouped under the same category (LI Cat. p. 171.4-9 [Text III.2.3 §3]).] 

Types [1] and [2] are similar in that the collection thus formed does not constitute a “unique thing in nature”, i.e.; it is a collection of things that are “naturally many”. [footnoteRef:49] Their parts are not subsumed under a unique substance.[footnoteRef:50] Abelard supports this claim by reference to the grammatical construction of the terms denoting them: we say ‘homines currunt’ and, for him, we similarly say ‘populus (grex, turba) veniunt’. In this latter case, the collective noun has a plural construction in virtue of its signification and not in virtue of its grammatical nature as a singular noun (as in the Ovidian example discussed by medieval grammarians ‘turba ruunt’, ‘the crowd run’). In contrast, wholes of type [3], like a house or Socrates, are realities that enjoy a kind of unity which is (respectively) artificial or natural (Dial. III, p. 431.35-432.5; LI Cat., p. 171.11-13 [Text III.2.3 §4]). Such unity holds of them in virtue of the form that unifies their parts, a unity which manifests itself in the fact that the term which denotes them is constructed with a singular verb: domus vel navis fiunt. The names of these wholes should not be called “collective” nouns.[footnoteRef:51] Another point of resemblance between types [1 and [2 is that their parts keep their properties when the whole is destroyed; this is not the case for integral wholes of type [3 (Dial. III, p. 431.23-28).  [49:  Dial., V, p. 548.11-13 : « Neque enim res una est in natura hic populus, sed naturaliter plures, tot videlicet quot sunt ibi homines..» (= Text III.3.1 §10)]  [50:  Dial., V, p. 548.15-18: « Neque enim eadem substantia ex diversis animalium substantiis constitui potest in natura, ut hec ligna vel lapides in fabrica huius domus.» (= Text III.3.1 §10) ]  [51:  Dial., III, p. 431.23-28.] 

Aggregates of type 2 are distinct from pluralities of type [1] and similar instead to integral wholes of type [3], however, in virtue of their name’s being predicated not of every singular part, but of all the parts taken together (Dial. V, p. 546.35-547.1 [Text III.3.1 §4]; III, p. 344.19-20). With [1], we can say of every man that he is a man. But with 2, we do not predicate people of each member of a people, but of all of them taken together. Similarly, with [3], we do not predicate house of the roof, the walls, or the foundations, but only of all the parts of a house taken together. The mixed nature of aggregates is clearly displayed by these comparisons: it justifies the proposed tripartition and the impossibility to reduce them to simple pluralities or integral wholes.

	
	Type 1
	Type 2
	Type 3

	
	Simple pluralities
	Aggregates
	Integral wholes

	Examples
	‘homines’
 ‘numerus’ ‘binarius’
	‘populus’, ‘aceruus’
‘grex’
	‘domus’
‘nauis’

	Description
	Plurality
	Plurality + grouping in a place
	Plurality + grouping in a place + composition of parts

	Construction
	Plural
	Singular

	Unity
	No
	Yes

	Predication
	It is predicated of each of its singular parts
	It is predicated of all its parts taken together 



Works by (or related to) William of Champeaux lie in the background of Abelard’s analyses here. In the following section, wWe will see that these texts discuss precisely the aggregate’s lack of unity (which makes it similar to a plural whole) and its predicability (which makes it similar to an integral whole). By considering such worksIn this way, we will clarify Abelard’s presentation of the theory of the universal as collection in LI Isag his commentary on the Isagoge will become more clear. 


4. Is Number a Genus?

In the Dialectica, Abelard relies on the view of William of Champeaux, “magister noster,” and endorses the claim that only simple quantities, i.e.  - quantities which do not have parts -, are “one by nature”, whereas composite quantities (e.g. the such as flocks and the a people, hence (aggregates) are not one by nature, but are “composite individuals” (composita indiuidua, Dial. I, p. 57.2-8 [Text III.2.1]). Abelard relies as well on his master’s arguments in order to criticise the view that number should be considered a genus. 
In short, nNumber is not a genus because binarius (twofold) is not a species, and a particular binarius is not some “thing which is one by nature”.: Ttwo units [later this is ‘unity adhering to’??] that are, respectively, adjacent to an individual existing in Rome and to another existing in Antioch cannot constitute an individual receiving “a specific or generic nature”; in other terms, they cannot be the fundament of a species or a genus (Dial. I, p. 64.11-24 Text III.2.2 §§1-2; cf. also LI Cat., p. 192.33-193.6 Text III.2.4 §§1-2). Even though Abelard agrees with William’s demonstrationargument, he then disagrees with his view that the nouns ‘numerus’, ‘binarius’, ‘ternarius’ are derived nouns (sumpta): this , which would imply that their units share a common quality, which would and make their grouping possible. The units of a collection would thus be, according to the presentation of LI Cat., “collected things” or “collecteds” (collecti). For William, while the names of simple quantities are substantialia, the names of complex quantities are sumpta. On the contrary, Abelard thinks that collections are pluralities, sets of individuals that are not “affected” by any quality, and that the nouns which denote them are substantives (Dial. I, p. 64.31-65.14 Text III.2.2 §§4-5, LI Cat., p. 192.29-193.29 Text III.2.4).
For a better understanding of this brief discussion as well as of the variations between the presentation of the Dialectica and that of the Logica, one has to look not just at C8, as Yukio Iwakuma already has pointed outdone,[footnoteRef:52] but also at the Glosulae super Priscianum MaioremGPma and Notae DunelmensesND II. There, the link between the nature of number and the unity attributed to discrete quantities appears with great clarity. Depending on whether one grants that a particular twofold is something “actually one in nature” or not, one will either hold that number is a genus or not. These two alternatives are clearly presented by C8A: [52:  IWAKUMA 1999, pp. 103-104.] 

C8A 25rb (ed. GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I, p. 158): Some people say that this twofold which is composed of two units is a thing which is one in actual reality, and is properly one individual. Considered otherwise than it is it is a species, and called by this name which is ‘twofold’, and has below it many individuals, namely this twofold and this twofold, and the same holds for threefold, fourfold, etc. But others say that twofold is neither a thing which is one nor one individual, and that twofold is not a species, and similarly [this holds for] threefold or any other number.[footnoteRef:53] [53:  C8A 25rb (ed. GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I, p. 158).] 

The two alternatives are subsequently put forward one after the other: according to the first, number is a genus, whereas the second solution rejects this viewaccording to the second, it is not. Even though the presentations of C8V and C8A are very close, the solutions eventually adopted are different.[footnoteRef:54]. In this regard, it should not be forgotten that C8A is, according to Iwakuma, a later version than C8V. [54:  In this regard, it should not be forgotten that C8A is, according to Iwakuma, a later version than C8V. 
The full edition of both texts is in GRONDEUX-ROSIERCATACH 2017a, vol. I, Annexe 4 §4, p. 355 sq. ; cf. Text III.2.5 for the translation of C8V, and in addition the solution of C8A. ] 


	         The first solution mentioned in C8VA ({sol. 1}), endorsed by “almost everyone”, claims either that the noun number signifies “a certain general thing in its essence”, if one follows the formulation of C8V, or that number is a genus, if one follows the formulation of C8A (cf. edition §1 = Text III.2.5 §2).[footnoteRef:55] The genus is made into species (twofold, threefold) by addition of the substantial differences, and each of these species is in turn individualised by some accidents: the species binarius (collection of two units) is then made into hic binarius (this particular twofold), and so on. This solution thus admits the real existence and unity of a given particular twofold (or couple), and this in turn can be the singular fundament of the species.[footnoteRef:56] It is interesting to notice that this theory is formulated in the same terms as MET: just as animal (genus) is made into homo (species) by adding substantial forms, and homo is made into Socrates (individual) by adding accidents, so numerus (genus) is made into binarius, ternarius (species) by adding differences, and binarius (species) is made into hic binarius (a particular pair) by adding accidents (C8V): [55:  The solution that claims that number is a genus can also be found in other contemporary texts: for instance, in C20 (written by some member of the school of Albricani), where it is accompanied by the view that a binarius is “one thing”, here interpreted in a peculiar sense (ms. Paris, Arsenal 910, f. 154vb-155ra); and in C27. For the dubious attribution to Roscelin reported in the incipit (Incipiunt Ros. glossulae categoricarum, quae auree gemme vocantur), cf. MARENBON 2004, n. 57.]  [56:  It is interesting to notice that this theory is formulated in the same terms as MET: just as animal (genus) is made into homo (species) by adding substantial forms, and homo is made into Socrates (individual) by adding accidents, so numerus (genus) is made into binarius, ternarius (species) by adding differences, and binarius (species) is made into hic binarius (a particular pair) by adding accidents (C8V):


] 


	Genus
	Species
	Individual

	Numerus	
	Binarius, Ternarius
	Hic binarius

	Animal
	Homo
	Socrates


	         
C8V and C8A present three arguments against the theory of number as genus (edition §2.1, 2, 3 = Text III.2.5 §§4-11). These arguments lie behind those borrowed by Abelard from William, and they are presented in a more explicit and fleshed out form. It is remarkable that they start from the same presuppositions as the theory of material essence (MET), as we shall see. This means that among the supporters of MET, there is disagreement between those (a majority) who held that number is a genus and others (like William) who instead reject this view and thus propose alternative solutions, as the ones that can be read in C8V and C8A. All this shows that a model which was considered valid for the category of substance did not find a univocal application for number in the category of quantity.
The first argument contra (edition §2.1 = Text III.2.5 §4) aims to show that, just as for something to be a universal there must be a possibility for it to be instantiated by discrete and singular individuals (e.g. man is wholly and simultaneously present as the same thing in each of the particular men), so for number to be a genus there should be a possibility for it to divide into species that can be instantiated by singular individuals. Now, a particular twofold (or pair) does not really exist as an individual, for it is composed of two units that are joined as accidental properties to individuals occupying different places. A discrete quantity of such a kind has no real unity. This argument, attributed to magister noster in the Dialectica (pp. 64.16-19, and 65.15-16 Text III.2.2 §§2 and 6), is mentioned again without attribution in LI Cat., p. 192.33 ff. (cf. 192.35-37: “Quomodo enim hic binarius, hoc est hae unitates hominum longe a se remotorum, una res naturaliter esse possunt?” Text III.2.4 §1). According to C8VA, some try to respond to this first criticism by arguing that although a pair, being a discrete quantity, does indeed not have any real unity in nature,: however, its members are conjoined and brought to unity in virtue of receiving this discrete quantity. Only thus can it work as a discrete and singular “subject” of the species. The question here is clearly that of the unity of discrete quantities.
The second argument contra (edition §2.2 = Text III.2.5 §6) is this: Since a twofold is constituted of two units, each of them being adjoined to one individual, how could the whole substance of the species be found in each member of the species? This is indeed a requirement for something to be a universal according to Boethius and also a point made by Abelard in the Logica ‘Ingredientibus’ against the universal as collection. C8VA examines the only two possible alternatives, both untenable:
. (a) The species is wholly present in each of the units that compose a particular twofold, so that the species inheres in the twofold in virtue of its parts (per partes). In this case, each of the two parts of the twofold (i.e., each of the two units) would receive the species as a whole. 
(b) The species is wholly present in the two units taken together, which makes it as an integral whole. Alternative (a) is impossible, for it is not the case that each unit of a twofold (or of a couple) is a twofold: indeed, we cannot say ‘this unity is a twofold’. (An analogy will perhaps make this point clearer:[footnoteRef:57] neither Mr. Wick nor Mrs. Wick is the couple, for couple is not wholly present in each of the spouses.)  [57:  This can only be an analogy, since, in the case of Mr. and Mrs. Wick, the singulars are substances, whereas in the case of the twofold, which falls under the category of quantity, the singulars are accidents, units adjacent to substances. ] 

It is indeed false that each part of the twofold (i.e., on the one hand,for example, the unit adjoining to the individual which who is in Paris and, on the other, the unity [the y appears here but not earlier in the sentence or when this example is first introduced – need to standardize?] adjoining to the individual which who is in Rome) receives as a whole the species (hence, the substance) twofold, just as we cannot say that each part composing Socrates (head, thorax, etc.) receives the nature of Socrates as a whole. (a’) WAt the same time, we also cannot either imagine that each part of the twofold receives a part of the twofold (as if the nature couple could split, one part being in Mr. Wick and the other in Mrs. Wick) – for the species (twofold) is indivisible. (This last possibility corresponds to the example of the field taken by Abelard in following Boethius, where each part of the field is attributed to a proprietor.) (b) tThe second alternative would be that all the parts taken together receive the species.; t This is also impossible, according to C8, because these parts are disjoint and apart from one another and the species cannot occupy the place which separates the units composing the binary. This laste explanation is not very clear, but it may come fromhave roots in the idea that, in order to share some common form, the parts have to be close enough, as in the classical example of the house for an integral whole. 
The third and final argument contra (edition §2.3 = Text III.2.5 §9). I is that if one admitted, as in (b), that a particular twofold is to be taken as an integral whole , and so has a unity, one would have to determine what its matter is (for a house, the matter is walls, roof, foundations) and what its form is (for a house, the form is the composition of parts, which unifies the whole). If its matter were the parts of the twofold (i.e., the unity adjoining to me in Paris and the unity adjoining to someone else in Rome), what could the form be which unites and unifies them? It seems that no form can unify these entities, because they are disjoint and no form can occupy the place that separates them (Qua igitur forma ad se inuicem componi possunt, cum non sint coniuncta?). Moreover, it would be absurd, C8 claims, to say that these parts are unified by a quality such as the discretio (contrary to the parts of a house, which are unified by a form – the composition).[footnoteRef:58] [58:  It is striking again to find exactly the same arguments contra in the reworked sections of the Glosulae on the accident of number, despite their not being taken as conclusive – these reworked sections are always connected to William of Champeaux, as we showed in the introduction to our edition (GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I; cf. the edition of the passage, ibid., Annexe 4§1, G p. 330, and G* p. 339).] 

The conclusion of this critique in three arguments is that, since a collection of units is not naturally one thing (it has no unity, no individuality and no real existence), it cannot serve as a fundament for the species. Consequently, the divisions twofold (threefold, etc.) are not species, and number is not a genus.
C8V and C8A present two different solutions to this problem (edition §3 = Text III.2.5 §§12-13 and §§15-17).
The solution of C8V is based on a distinction between two possible considerations of the problem: one from the logician’s point of view, the other from the natural philosopher’s.[footnoteRef:59] Aristotle reasoned as a physicus natural philosopher and not a logician when he distinguished, among quantities, those that are composed of continuous parts and those that are composed of discrete parts., not as a logician (an opposition mentioned by Abelard, see Text III.2.2 §6). From this point of view, we can only consider as “one thing really in actuality” or “by nature” either the composites which have continuous parts , or the composites which have discrete parts but are one “in virtue of a certain cause” – as for instance Socrates, whose parts are ruled by a unique soul.[footnoteRef:60]. The other discrete wholes have no unity secundum naturam, and hence they do not constitute an indiuiduum. This is close to what the view Abelard attributes to William -  magister noster said according to Abelard, namely that composite quantities were are “composite individuals” (composita indiuidua) (cf. Text III.2.1). From this point of view, C8V maintains the principle of personal discretion: only the individual is singular and possesses a natural unity. However, in addition, C8V proposes that we can consider the collections made of discrete parts, like a people or a number, in a different way: even though they are neither continuous wholes, nor discrete wholes unified by a particular cause (as the soul for the parts of the human body), i.e. even though they are not “individuals by nature”, one can consider that they are by convention (secundum acceptionem hominum) consider that they are. Thus, to saysaying that “this threefold (set of three elements) is something singular and discrete”, or “this people is something singular and discrete”, is not tantamount to attributing discreteness to the composite entity, as if discreteness really belonged to it. It is only by linguistic habit or by convention that we admit thiscall it a singular. We will find this conventionalist solution in the Glosulae, where it will be justified by the choice of taking the collection per partes.  [59:  This opposition is also mentioned by Abelard; see Text III.2.2 §6.]  [60: ] 

C8A offers a mixed solution, which, as will be shown, amounts to admitting accepting first William’s position, but in the end to accept but admitting that Abelard’s position could be also accepted under some circumstances. C8A first reports the solution given by “others”, that a collection (numerus, binarius) is a set of collected individuals (indiuidua collecta) that each possess each the quality in which they participate ; hence their name is a noun derived (sumptum) from this quality (Text III.2.5 §15). T– this is William’s position as reported by Abelard, both that on the ontological level that aggregates are “composite individuals” (cf. Text III.2.1), and, on the semantic level, that their names are sumpta (cf. Text III.2.2 §§1-3; cf. Text III.2.4 §1). But C8A then adds that a noun such as ‘numerus’ can in fact be taken either as a substantive (Text II.2.5 §16) or as an adjective (Text II.2.5 §17). When it is taken as a substantive, it corresponds to a simple set of units, - a plural -, and thiswhich is Abelard’s position (cf. Text III.2.2 §4)., Wwhen it is taken as an adjective, this it corresponds to the solution of the “others” first mentioned (Text.III.2.5 §15). So iIn the end, concludes C8A, even if ‘numerus’ is claimed by some to be an adjectivale noun, it could also be taken as a substantive noun - even if although no authority yet accepts it (Text II.2.5 §18).
C8A’s compromise is based on the double way in which aggregates, and their names, collective names, can be taken – collective names being singular in their form and plural in their sense – a . This claim which will can be read found in very close terms in the Notae Dunelmenses (cf. Text III.2.6 §§1-3 and §§6-9, and below section 5.2). In the adjectival sense, which is possible for of ‘numerus’ just as forand ‘populus’, the noun word names “all the units taken together”, or “many men collected together”, and has casts the collection as a quality, - a property which allows every unit or man to be “collected”, that is, grouped with others. On the ontological level, these men that compose a given people share thus a common quality, that of being collected. This is tantamount to considering the number as a higher quasi-genus and the twofold or threefold as quasi-species, whereas the individual is a collectus. The collectus is “a man with respect with to the fact that heit is collected together with others” -, a man informed by the quality collectio. In the substantival sense, the collective noun denotes a set of units. Thus, for instance, a number is simply a set of units: ‘numerus’ is equivalent (despite its singular form) to the plural ‘unitates’, just as a people is a set of men and ‘populus’ is equivalent to ‘homines’. This solution indeed seems to be an attempt to reconcile the two positions that were presented in Abelard’s Dialectica and Logica: on the one hand, William’s position, according to which ‘numerus’ and ‘binarius’ are adjectives derived (sumpta) from a property; on the other, Abelard’s position, according to which they are substantives that signify multitudes,  pluralities of individuals (ibid. p. 64.31-65.8 Text III.2.2 §4; LI Cat., p. 193.23-29 Text III.2.4 §5). 
According to Abelard, William holds at the same time that aggregates do not have a natural unity and that the names of these aggregates are derivatives and not substantives (Dial. I, p. 57.7-8) - this seems to be the alternative he proposed after rejecting the claim that number is a genus (Unde potius numeri nomen et ‘binarii’ et ‘ternarii’ et ceterorum a collectionibus unitatum sumpta dicebant, ibid. p. 64.23-24 (Text III.2.2 §2). Later in the same book of the Dialectica, Abelard repeats his assertion that William held the view that names of aggregates are sumpta. This is confirmed by the parallel passage in the Logica, which does not mention William by name, but very clearly assigns to the same quidam both the thesis that the names of collections are sumpta and all the arguments , attributed to William in the Dialectica, which aim to show that number is not a genus (LI Cat., p. 192.33.35 [Text III.2.4.1]). According to William, the names of the five simple quantities (‘point’, ‘unit’, ‘instant’, etc.) are substantive nouns, whereas the names of composite quantities and collections (‘number’, ‘sentence’, ‘populus’, ‘binarius’) are derived nouns (ibid.). The members of these collections are not simply “collected things” (collecti) or “ aggregated things ” (aggregati), they are not merely gathered together:  because each of them is “affected” by a particular quality. This quality is possessed by the units that make up, e.g., a given number, for instance or by the men that make up a people (ibid. p. 193.6-12 Text III.2.4 §3).
Abelard confronts this view by means of several arguments. In particular, he does claims not to understand what this “singular universal thing” might be of from? which particular collections would be derived – unless one says it is “collected” from, e.g., two units, [footnoteRef:61] in which case it would fall under Boethius’s similtudo collecta (LI Cat., p. 193.14-18). Another argument, already mentioned by Boethius[footnoteRef:62], would lead to infinite regress: if the men of the collection were collected (collecta) in virtue of their being adjacent to (or derived from) a collection, one would then have to find an aggregate or collection from which the second collection would be derived, and so on (LI Cat., p. 193.1-6).[footnoteRef:63] It must be noted that, as we have elsewhere pointed out, this argument of the infinite regress is present in the Glosulae as well, in three different recensions, at the point where number names and the question of the derivative/non-derivative character of ‘unity’ and ‘twofold’ are discussed.[footnoteRef:64] [61: ]  [62:  Cf. LIBERA 1999, pp. 335-336; KING 2011, p. 389 ff. ]  [63:  Cf. also LNPS, p. 529.12-21. As we have pointed out elsewhere, this argument of the infinite regress is present in the Glosulae as well, in three different recensions, at the point where number names and the question of the derivative/non-derivative character of ‘unity’ and ‘twofold’ are discussed. Cf. in GRONDEUX-ROSIER- CATACH 2017a, vol. I Annexe 4 §2]  [64: ] 

These objections lead Abelard to adopt the oppositea different solution: all these nouns, ‘number’, as well as its subordinates, ‘twofold’, ‘threefold’, etc., are not derived, but “substantial” nouns, and are equivalent to plurals, because they simply correspond to sets of units (Dial. I, p. 62.6-7, 64.32-33 and 65.8-10 [Text III.2.2 §§4 and 5] ; LI Cat., p. 193.23-29 [Text III.2.4 §5]). 
Abelard thus only in part follows his master. He endorses the argument that a number is a collection of units, but not a genus, just as a twofold is a collection of two units, but not a species, because these units are adjoined to two men that can be spatially apart; and hence that such a set of two men does not correspond to “something which is one by nature”. Contrary to William (according to Abelard), who tries to bring together the collecta by means of a shared quality, Abelard adopts a radical position by refusing to think that the parts of a collection possess any shared form.[footnoteRef:65] A collection, e.g.  of a set of two (or more) units, is exactly like a set of men. The only criterion for distinguishing a set of men from a people is the criterion of spatial proximity: this means that the units must be “gathered together in the same place” (LI Cat., p. 171.9-17 [Text II.2.3 §3). This keeps such sets distinct from an integral whole like the house, whose parts are unified by a common form and which, for this reason, possesses a unity.  [65:  This is clearly the case in LI Cat., p. 192.33 ff  (Text III.2.4 §1). In LI Cat., p. 171.22-172.4 (Text III.2.3 §6) Abelard seems to endorse a version of the double view that is defended in C8A, one according to which binarius, ‘many’ (plures), and ‘two’ (duo) can be taken either as sets of units (secundum rerum discretione), or as derived. Similarly, ‘unum’ can be taken either as a discrete individual by itself, or as “derived from the unity” (sumptum ab unitate).] 

The discussion about the derivative/non-derivative character of the names of collections is to be connected with the discussion about the derivative/non-derivative character of the unity. One finds these discussions in the same Abelardian texts, but also in the grammatical texts commenting on the accident of number. Determining whether unum is one by itself or by participation to unity or to yet another quality (the discretio) triggers the same counterargument of the infinite regress that we have seen above.[footnoteRef:66] Abelard is consistent: units are discrete by themselves (and not by participation in a common quality;[footnoteRef:67]); similarly, the unit is one by itself. In ND II, by contrast, one finds instead that a mixed solution is provided for the case of unity and of the name of number. This solution is analogous to the one given by C8A: unum can, on the one hand, be considered as derived from unity, on the other as per se positum, as  - primitive and not derived. [66:  Cf. in GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I, Annexe 4 §1, F-G of the GPma, p. 325-333, and the analysis of the argument p. 353-354.]  [67:  It is an essential principle of Abelard’s doctrine: see in particular MARENBON 1997, pp. 119-123, GRACIA 1984, pp. 204-210; KING 2004, pp. 73-75. See however supra, my remark about LI Cat., pp. 171-22 ff.] 

To conclude, in spite of C8 claiming that the majority view (according to C8) claiming is that collections have a natural unity, (and hence that number is a genus, and twofold a species), this view is rejected by both William and by Abelard. The two men y however in turn diverge  on whether the collections are by themselves [there’s something off here, but I think cutting the next two words fixes it?] plurals gathering units which can be collected because they each possess a shared quality (hence their name being “derived”), or if they are mere sets of units (hence their name being substantive, not derived). C8V, (as like the Glosulae, as we see in section 5.1) (cf. section 5.1, sol {GPma Coll2}), also accepts that the collection has no natural unity and existence, but tries an alternative and develops a conventionalistthe view, that one can “by convention” attribute some unity to the collection. C8A, as (like the Notae Dunelmenses (cf. , as we see in section 5.2), tries a compromise between William’s position and Abelard’s, partly meeting Abelard’s objections, based on the double nature of aggregates and collections, and of the collective nouns designating them.


5. The Grammatical Analysis of Collective Nouns in the Glosulae and the Notae Dunelmenses 
 
5.1. The Glosulae and conjugation

In the tradition of the Glosulae, the most interesting passages on collective nouns are to be found in the glosses about the accident of number (Inst. V.46) and about conjugation (Inst. VIII.93). The liveliness of the discussion is shown by the different recensions of the text, which introduce modifications or additions. Interestingly, some analyses are absent from the oldest version of the Glosulae; they are only found in the reworked sections of the commentary, which bear William’s mark.[footnoteRef:68]  [68:  The liveliness of the discussion is shown by the different recensions of the text, which introduce modifications or additions. Interestingly, some analyses are absent from the oldest version of the Glosulae; they are only found in the reworked sections of the commentary, which bear William’s mark. Texts edited and commented in GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I, Annexe 4 §1, p. 319-344 (for number) and Annexe 8, p. 399-402 (for conjugation). ] 

The issue main challenge with conjugation is to determine, as is the case for every accident, quomodo coniugatio accidit uerbo (“ hHow (or in what way) is conjugation is an accident of the verb?”). Should one say that conjugation is an accident of every single verb or that it is an accident of all the verbs taken together? Does every singular verb possess a singular quality? If so, how is this quality similar to the one possessed by another verb of the same conjugation? 
The main problem, as for the number (in V.46), is to determine what the substratum or fundament of the accident is. In response, we find the same two alternatives as presented in the critical analysis of the collectio by Abelard (which we have encountered in the discussions of C8V-A). Two alternative solutions are offered successively. According to the first one, the collection of verbs which isthat form a conjugation is an integral whole: this implies the view that ‘amo-amas-amat etc.’ is one or the same verb. Surprisingly, we find here a view held by supporters of the unitas nominis, a view which was associated with the Nominales (below §7). According to the second alternative, the accident is attributed per partes to each of its constitutive parts; for this reason, it can be conventionally said to be a quality of the whole. (Here, as in C8V, we find the second alternative being justified with the conventionalist analysis.) These alternatives depend on the way one conceives the fundament or substratum of the accident: the first claims that “many verbs joined together”, hence all the verbs of a conjugation (e.g. amo-amas-amat), constitute a subject, and that the accident of conjugation belongs to all the members of this collection taken together. The second does not admit that all the verbs of the same conjugation can be a subject, because they do not constitute a numerical unity and a discrete thing. As a consequence, in reality (in rerum natura), the accident belongs to each individual verbal form.
The issue raised about a grammatical accident, the conjugation, thus leads one to wonder about the fundament of this accident, which is, in this particular case, a vocal substratum – be it an individual verb or the collection of words (here, verbs) that can receive the accident. In positing the real existence of the collection, the first solution also accepts that it can be considered as the real fundament of an accident. This is tantamount to admitting in one’s ontology the real existence of composite entities endowed with unity. In the second solution, the existence of composite entities endowed with unity is only accepted by linguistic convention.
Again, we clearlyWe see clearly here the influence of the Categories on questions discussed in grammar,.[footnoteRef:69] This which accounts for the parallels between the proposed solutions. The conclusion of the passage confirms this presence of the Categories when it explains that the issue about conjugation can be raised in general for discrete wholes like a people or a flock, whenever one tries to determine how an accident is attributed to them: [69:  This is to be found elsewhere in the Glosulae, and even more in the Notae Dunelmenses, with clear parallels especially with the V version of C8, see GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I.] 

But this kind of question can arise for all disaggregated wholes (as people, flock and the like): if something can be attributed as its accident.[footnoteRef:70]  [70:  GPma β (ed. GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I, Annexe 8, p. 401).»] 

Remarkably, It is a very remarkable fact that C8V, after having provided a solution to the question of knowing whether number is a genus and having given an analysis of the names of aggregates, like ‘populus’, ends with a very similar sentence:
Let this then be said of all disaggregated wholes and of the accidents which they take on.[footnoteRef:71]  [71:  C8V (cf.Text III.2.5 §14).»] 

In ND II one finds a very thorough analysis of the collective noun ‘populus’, which is put forward in order to introduce the discussion of the accident of conjugation. This leads to yet another theory, grounded in a potential double meaning of the collective noun: it can be taken either “as in virtue of its singular force (that is, singularly)” (quasi in ui singulari, or singulariter), “as in virtue of its plural force (that is, collectively)” (quasi in ui plurali or collectiue). This brings the passage close to what we have read in the solution of C8A, which may have been inspired by it.
[bookmark: _Toc327050355]



The Glosulae, in the recension GPma β[footnoteRef:72], raise for the conjugation a question that William, in ND II, systematically asks about every accident, that is in which way is it an accident (quomodo accidit uerbo)? Three problems are subsequently discussed: [72: ] 

(Qa) Is the accident of conjugation the quality which is adjacent to the verbs (interpretation de re), or the verbs which are the bearer of the quality (interpretation de uoce)?
 (Qb) Admitting that it is “in the proper sense” the quality, does this quality have as its fundament the collection of verbs, i.e. several verbs joined together, or every verb taken singularly?
(Qc) Admitting that the accident has every individual verb as a substratum, can one say that it is the same “individual thing” (res indiuidualis) which is an accident of each verbal form belonging to the same conjugation (‘amo’, ‘amas’, ‘amaui’ etc.)?
We find in the answer to (Qb) and (Qc) the same two alternatives as in the critical analysis of the collectio by Abelard, which we have encountered in the discussions of C8V-A, the second alternative being justified, just as in C8V, with the conventionalist analysis: 
{GPma Coll1} understands the collection as an integral whole and the accident as attributed to all the members of the collection taken together; 
{GPma Coll2} claims that the collection has no unity by nature, but that one can conventionally attribute unity to it; the accident is that of each singular member of the collection, even though one can conventionally attribute the accident to the whole.

{GPma Coll1} claims that “many verbs joined together”, hence all the verbs of a conjugation (e.g. amo-amas-amat), constitute a subject, and that the accident of conjugation belongs to all the members of this collection taken together, the collection being understood as an integral whole;[footnoteRef:73]  [73: ] 

{GPma Coll2} does not admit that all the verbs of the same conjugation can be a subject, because they do not constitute a numerical unity and a discrete thing. As a consequence, in reality (in rerum natura), the accident belongs to each individual verbal form. 
We subsequently find the “conventionalist” addition presented by the solution of C8V: even though the only entities that are in reality discrete are singular verbs, we can nevertheless conventionally (secundum positionem hominum) consider a collection, e.g. that of the verbs of the first group, as endowed with unity. In parallel fashion, even if in reality we have to say of every individual verb (e.g. of the first conjugation) that it possesses an individual accident (e.g. the first conjugation), hence that it belongs to the first conjugation, we can say by convention that the set amo-amas-amat etc., or the set amo-spiro etc., possesses this accident. We thus say that the accident belongs to the collection not in reality, but “in virtue of its constitutive parts” (per partes sui constitutiuas). The accident of amo and the accident of amat are constitutive parts of the accident ‘first conjugation’, a totality which does not exist in reality, but to which we attribute a unity only by convention. Again, we find here the alternative collectio-theory {Ab Coll2}, which is illustrated by means of the Boethian example of the field.[footnoteRef:74] The answer to question (Qc) makes this point clearer: this accident which is the conjugation is not “an individual really existing in actuality”, because in reality one finds as many accidents as individual verbal substrata; but we can say by convention that a set of verbs possesses one given conjugation.[footnoteRef:75] The conventionalist position that we have read in the solution given by C8V is here justified by taking the collection in virtue of its constitutive parts, and the proximity in the formulations is striking. [74: ]  [75: ] 

The issue raised about a grammatical accident, the conjugation, thus leads one to wonder about the fundament of this accident, which is, in this particular case, a vocal substratum – be it an individual verb or the collection of words (here, verbs) that can receive the accident. In positing the real existence of the collection, the first solution {GPma Coll1} also accepts that it can be considered as the real fundament of an accident. This is tantamount to admitting in one’s ontology the real existence of composite entities endowed with unity. This view is mentioned and criticized in C8, rejected by William according to Abelard and by Abelard himself (Dial. I, p. 57.1-11). In C8V as in the second solution mentioned in the GPma {GPma Coll2}, the existence of composite entities endowed with unity is only accepted by linguistic convention. As we said at the beginning of this chapter, the conventionalist solution that is provided, respectively, for number and for conjugation, ends with the same remark, namely by saying that the analysis holds in general for all “discrete wholes”. Thus, if an accident is attributed to an aggregate (people or flock), it is so attributed, properly speaking, to each of the individuals composing the whole, and, speaking improperly or by convention, to the collection itself.

[bookmark: _Toc327050356]5.2. ND II and collective nouns

	The development of ND II with regard to Instit. VIII.93 connects even more explicitly the analysis of conjugation even more explicitly to that of collective nouns, number, and aggregates. Here, the link between the question of the universal and the analysis of the whole as a collection is also made clearer. The passage should be read as closely connected with the gloss on the accident of number in (Instit. ad V.46 [here it’s Instit., but in footnote 76, it’s seems like it’s ND II?). The latter explicitly asks questions about number, (Q1-4 et Q8-9) and as well as about collective nouns and the analysis of the collectio based on the example of the people (Q5-6)’populus’ -, questions which are also treated in ND II ad VIII.93.:[footnoteRef:76] The two passages by Abelard in LI Cat. which concern number (p. 170.34 ff.) and “nouns signifying a plurality” (p. 192.29 ff.) also seem to be intended as a direct answer to these questions (see Texts III.2.3 and III.2.4).[footnoteRef:77] [76:  See Text III.2.6 for a translation of ND II, ad VIII.93 (ed. GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. II, p. 171-173). The passage condenses the more extended treatment one finds in the reworking FI of the GPma ad loc. (ed. of all the versions ibid., vol. I, Annexe 4§1, p. 319-344); cf. the analysis of the parallels between GPma and ND II ad V.46 (on number) ibid., p. 345-354 .]  [77:  ND II ad V.46 (172.1)(ed. ibid. vol. II, p. 120-121). ] 

NUMBER IS A FORM OF SPEECH, etc. 
Q1. First we should see the proper signification of ‘number’, and then the improper, and we ought to make this clear in such a way through all of its significations. 
Q2. Next we ought to point out the absurdity of infinity arising from a rule some have given in an assumption as to why some word is said of singular number. After that, a suitable rule should be given, one from which no absurdity should follow. 
Q3. Next we ought to understand the reasoning of those who claim that ‘one’, ‘two’, ‘three’, and so on do not have number. 
Q4. Next we ought to show how no infinity may follow from one unity. 
Q5.1. Next we ought to demonstrate how ‘people’ is a quasi-plural in relation to ‘collected’, and Q5.2. how ‘peoples’ is a quasi-plural of a plural, and then Q5.3 how, assuming it is appellative, ‘people’ must posit a common quality, namely, this collection of this sort, and again Q5.4 how one collection could be posited by ‘people’, given that the individuals belonging to a people, the ones in which this [collection] ought to be posited, should not be one person and one subject, but rather many, discrete [persons and subjects]. Q.5.5. For it is remarkable how that quality that is founded is one, given that the subjects are many and discrete – unless perhaps it could be said to be one of the incorporeal natures, as for example, the soul [is], which the blessed Augustine seems to assert is the same in the separate parts of the body. Q.5.6. For it does not seem that ‘people’ posits collection in persons taken singularly in the way that ‘collected’ does, and this is clear in virtue of the fact that ‘collected’ can be enunciated of persons taken singularly, whereas ‘people’ is only said of all of them taken together. 
Q6. Next we should show as well how collection, the one which ‘people’  posits, can be said not only to be founded in these many persons when taken together, but also in each person belonging to this people, and this indeed by example of plural appellative names like ‘men’: While [‘men’] signifies always many persons collected together, it posits its quality (that is, rationality and mortality) in them, and this in such a way that it is in each of them, even though it cannot be enunciated of them singularly. So, perhaps, ‘people’ could work like that, namely, as ‘collecteds’ is a quasi-plural in relation to ‘collected’.[footnoteRef:78] [78: 





] 


The two passages by Abelard in LI Cat. which concern number (p. 170.34 ff.) and “nouns signifying a plurality” (p. 192.29 ff.) seem to be intended as a direct answer to these questions (see Texts III.2.3 and III.2.4).
 Overall, 
thisThe presentation discussion in ND II concerns, first of all, the analysis of ‘populus’ (cf. Text III.2.6 §§1-5); then, it presents an ensuing analysis of conjugation (ibid. III.2.6 §§6-12). In both cases one finds, first, a solution which is based solely on the distinction between a singular and a collective sense, and, second, a solution which amounts to the conventionalist alternative.:
{NDII Collpop1} (§§1-3): first solution for ‘populus’;
{NDII Collpop2} (§§4-5): second (conventionalist) solution for ‘populus’;
{NDII Collconj1} (§§6-9): first solution for conjugation;
{NDII Collconj2} (ibid. §10): second (conventionalist) solution for conjugation.

{NDII Collpop1}ND II The first solution for ‘populus’ relies, just like the conciliatory solution of C8A, on the double nature of the collective noun ‘populus”, which isas both singular (for in its form) and plural (for in its sense). This feature permits to provide two interpretations of the aggregate, one “singular” and one “collective”, but. tThe terminology is here a source of confusions. The collective noun ‘populus’ can be taken according {a} to its plural meaning (in ui plurali) and is thus as tantamount to the collective plural ‘collecti’ – in which case it is said to be taken singulariter because it refers to each individual composing the collection, each being a collectus (we can say ‘Socrates est collectus’). The collective noun ‘populus’ {b}can instead also be taken according to its singular form (in ui singulari), as the name of all the individuals of the collection taken together – for that matterin which case it is said to be taken collectiue, because it refers to the collection itself as a whole (Text III.2.6.1-3). In the same way, the accident conjugation can be taken  {a}singulariter whenever it is the accident of each singular verb (thus, we can say ‘amo’ est coniugatum’), but it is taken  {b}collectiue whenever it is the accident of a collection of verbs, e.g. those of the first group (Text III.2.6.6-9).
The gist of the solution resides in its distinction between, on the one hand, the ontological and semantical level, and, on the other, the predicative level.
ND II starts, like the Glosulae, from a On the realist interpretation of Priscian’s definition,: the common noun “names” (nominat) a substance, a “common thing” (communis res), but signifies a quality.[footnoteRef:79] ‘Homo’, ‘homines’, ‘collectus’ and ‘populus’ denote the same substance, namely, a rational mortal animal. But this thing which is the same can be signified in different ways. ‘Homo’ signifies it insofar as it is present in only one man, ‘homines’ insofar as it is present in many, ‘populus’ insofar as it is present in a determinate way in many (taliter in pluribus), ‘collectus ’signifies the corresponding singular thing. A people is a set of collected things (collecta), not of just any collected things, but of such and such collected thing (Significat non qualibet collecta simpliciter et indifferenter, sed collecta talia). ‘Populus’ hence signifies a plural which is “restricted” with respect to ‘homines’ (Text III.2.6 §§1-2). This plural signified by populus has collectus (collected, grouped item) as a singular (Est enim quasi plurale de ‘collectus, collecti’). As ‘homo’ and ‘homines’ signify the same thing in different ways, so ‘collectus’ and ‘populus’ signify the same thing in different ways (‘populus’ eandem rem significet quam ‘collectus’).[footnoteRef:80] This idea, which we found expressed in identical terms in the solution of C8A, is ascribed to “M.G.” by ND I. In this latter text, another example is given: that of the collective name miles, which with the same form can either refer to a singular item (miles iste, this soldier) or to a collection (miles Caesaris, Caesar’s army).[footnoteRef:81] [79:  Cf. ROSIER-CATACH 2007 and 2008; GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. I, p. 184-197.]  [80:  The passages of LI Cat., pp. 192.29-193.29 (Text III.2.4) and 170.34-172.5 (Text III.2.3) should be read in the light of our text. There, the comparison is drawn between the senses of ‘homines’, of ‘homo’ and of ‘populus’. ]  [81: ] 

Once the common substance of the noun ‘populus’ has been determined, ND II subsequently asks what the signified quality might be (cf. Q5.3 in the above-mentioned text of ND II ad V.46). This common quality is the property of being collected in a particular manner (taliter), which any member of the people possess. But if the fundament of this quality can, in the case of the noun ‘collectus’, be the singular individual it signifies, what could on the other hand the fundament be in the case of ‘populus’, which signifies an aggregate, or a collection of men (cf. Q5.4)? We find here the difficulty we have seen both in C8 and in Abelard, together with the idea that a collection or an aggregate cannot constitute a fundament, because it is not an individual (cf. Q.5.6 and 5.7 in the above-mentioned text of ND II ad V.46). The question is the same one that is asked by C8 about ‘binarius’, and it starts from the principles of MET.
The answer is that the quality signified by ‘populus’ and ‘collectus’ has in both cases a singular fundament, (Text III.2.6.1-2: Fundatur itaque in singulis hominibus qualitas illa quam significat ‘populus’) and is present in reality in each individual of the collection.
This quality can nevertheless be participated either singularly, by means of the singular ‘collectus’, or collectively, by means of the collective ‘populus’. The quality is accordingly differently predicated. The collection can indeed be signified as being in only one or another individual, by means of the noun ‘collectus’, insofar as each singular individual participates in it. It is then predicated singularly by means of this same name: ‘Socrates est collectus’ (interpretation {a}). However, the same collection can be signified as being simultaneously present in many individuals by means of the noun ‘populus’, insofar as all the individuals taken together participate in it (interpretation {b}). It is then predicated of all the individuals composing the people taken together by means of this same noun (Isti sunt populus) or by means of the plural ‘collecti’ (Isti sunt collecti) (ND II ad VIII.93, §3; ND II ad V.46 Q5.6 supra). ‘Populus’ works just as ‘homines’, which can also be predicated only of all the individuals taken together (we do not say ‘Socrates est homines’, but ‘Socrates, Plato, etc. sunt homines’). ‘Collectus’ works in this regard like ‘homo’, which can be predicated of each singular man (ND II ad V.46, Q.6 supra). 
 The solution is based on the principle “that “it is not necessary that anything that participates in the thing participate as well in the name of that thing” and has its source in the Boethian treatment of denomination or paronymy. Boethius distinguishes between: on the one hand, expressions that are denominatives in virtue of the name and the thing signified (e.g. ‘iustus-iusticia’: the just man participates in justice, and the noun ‘iustus’ is that which allows one to predicate justice of that man, as in ‘Socrates est iustus’); and, on the other hand, expressions that are denominatives as it were at a lesser degree, because they are such in virtue of the thing signified but not in virtue of the name (e.g. ‘sapiens-uirtus’: the virtuous man participates in ‘uirtus’, but we can predicate virtue of that man only through the intermediary of another noun, i.e. sapiens) (cf. Boethius, In cat. 168B-C). We find in our passageND II yet another type of denominative, because the same collection is predicated of a singular subject by the noun ‘collectus’ and of a plural subject either by the plural of this noun (‘collecti’) or by the name of the collection (‘populus’) (cf. ND II ad V.46 §7, quoted above). 
	
{NDII Collpop2} After presenting its own solution, ND II reports that some have adopted the a “conventionalist” solution, which was that held by C8V, and presented also by the GPma (cf. supra §5.1 {GPma Coll2}). That collection or “grouping of men” (congregatio hominum) which is constitutes a people has no real unity or real existence, but it can be understood and taken as such conventionally. (The phrase used here is secundum acceptionem hominum, which is the exact same formulation of we saw in C8V). The collection is then assimilated, by convention, to an integral whole, although it is not really one. It is composed of different men, like as a house is composed of the roof, the foundations, and the walls. Similarly, the quality which is present in the different men is not one “according to nature”, but can perhaps be considered one inasmuch as it is a “composite quality” derived from singular qualities. What is, then, the common nature, i.e. the substance or general quality which determines the noun to be an appellative? These quidam answer that it is a “quasi-common” property, which can be ascribed to the name of the collection in virtue of a decision made by men at the time of imposition. In this case, the collection is taken as a “quasi-integral whole”, which has as a fundament a “quasi-substance”, and whose members share a “quasi-common property” (cf. ND II ad VIII.93 Text III.2.6 §§4-5).
The above-mentioned solutions concerning the collective noun ‘populus’ are then applied to the analysis of the conjugation. 

{NDII Collconj1}First, ND II explains that, just as for in the case of the collective noun ‘populus’, thus for the conjugation, a double interpretation is also possible: the conjugation can be taken either {a}singulariter or {b}collectiue. Taken singulariter, it signifies a property existing in each singular verb, which is a “conjugated” (coniugatum), just as each individual in a people is a “collected (item)” (collectus). This singular, which is a derived noun (sumptum), can be predicated of each singular verb, for instance ‘amo est coniugatum’. Moreover, one can ask, about every verb, of which conjugation it is the support (cuius coniugationis est susceptiuum?). One can therefore say [this needs an English translation – ‘a verb receives a conjunction’??] ‘coniugatio accidit uerbo’ as injust as one can say ‘albedo accidit homini’ or ‘nigredo accidit Ethiopi’ -, every time predicating in reality an accident of an individual entity – that is,, i.e. a singular verb (potest enuntiari de singulis uerbalibus uocibus, (ND II ad VIII.93 Text III.2.6 §7). Just as every Ethiopian receives a singular blackness, so every verb can be said to receive a given conjugation. However, taken collectiue, ‘conjugation’ here signifies the property that is present in all the verbal voices stemming from the same principle, ‘amo’, ‘amas’, ‘amat’ etc. The accident is thus, equivocally, either the accident of a singular verbal form (the interpretation singulariter interpretation{a}), or the accident of a set of verbs that constitute a quasi-subject (interpretation the collectiue interpretation {b}) (ibid. Text III.2.6.8-9).). 

{NDII Collconj2} The second solution implies thatSecond, ND II explains that, conventionally, all subjects of the collection (which are in reality singulars) can be taken together as a unique subject: the conjugation can thus be taken as a quasi-unique property in virtue of the singular parts of which it is composed (each of which is in reality a bearer of the accident) (ibid. §10). The theory of the collection taken per partes constitutiuas and the conventionalist solution are here associated, as in the GPmaGlosulae: .
The two solutions are again briefly restated at the end of the passage: according to the first one, endorsed by ND II, the accident is taken in two ways, singulariter (when one attributes it to every singular verb) or collectiue (when one attributes it to a collection which resembles an integral whole);  according to the second solution, the accident is taken as a quasi-property attributed to a collection of words which does not exist in reality, but which is conventionally considered to be one in virtue of its singular parts (ND II ad VIII.93 Text III.2.6 §§9-10).:
{NDII Collconj1} §9: And it is with respect to these two ways that we can explain the proposition “conjugation is an accident of the verb”, that is, this property is an accident of the verb (that is of each verbal word), either taken non-collectively, as it has been said, or taken collectively. It is an accident of the verb taken collectively, for instance, when ‘amo’ is considered not in itself (per se) but along with ‘amas’, ‘amat’, and all the rest. 

{NDII Collconj2} §10: Or, according to those who think that the accident is one with respect to how men take them, all these verbal words will be as if one subject and this conjugation as if one property, as if through each of the parts (quasi per singulas partes).

This is an interesting passage. On the one hand, we find here the theory of the collection taken per partes (cf. section 2 {Ab Coll2}): this permits us to consider a subject which is in reality multiple (i.e. all the members of the collection taken together) as a unique subject by convention, hence as “a quasi-unique subject”; it also permits us to take the property possessed by the members as a “quasi-unique property”. On the other hand, the passage confirms the fact (to which the GlosulaePma bear witness) that one can list as parts of the same solution both this theory of the collection per partes and the positing, albeit solely by convention (secundum acceptionem hominum), of a singular quality and fundament. 
Thise solution of ND II affirms the existence of a common substance (rational mortal animal) and a common quality (that shared by all the men belonging to given people) which is present in each singular item, in every collectus (Est autem eadem qualitas non solum in Socrate, sed in Platone et in omnibus ceteris simul, qui, ut ita dicam, eiusdem sunt prouinciae). This solution, however,It also introduces as well a distinction between esse in and dici of something. For this common quality can be signified and predicated either singulariter of each person by means of the singular collectus, or collectiue of all the people taken together by means of the plural populus:
ND II ad VIII.93 Text III.2.6 §3. Therefore, the quality collection is predicated through some words of singulars, and through others of many only when collected together, even though it exists and is founded in singulars.[footnoteRef:82] [82:  Compare to ND II ad V.46.] 

This is at least what happens in the analysis of the collective noun ‘populus’ in the gloss on VIII.93. In this case, the fundament of the quality is always singular, but the mode of predication can be either singular (as with collectus) or collective (as with ‘populus’ or ‘collecti’). In other passages, instead, the analysis is different and connects the mode of being in to the mode of predication.[footnoteRef:83] (ad V.46 Q5.6 quoted supra). The fundament is then either singular (the quality exists in and is attributed to a singular, i.e such as. a collectus or a verb), or collective (the quality is that of all men taken together, or of all verbs taken together) (cf. Text III.2.6 §§7-8). This hesitation between the two possibilities is problematic, because it would beis important to determine whether, for ND II, that is William of Champeaux, the fundament of the quality is necessarily singular or not, whatever the mode of predication and signification might be.  [83:  See V.46.] 

This mixed solution is close to the one adopted by C8A, which is based on the double nature of the collective noun, although C8A does not ask the question of the “fundament” of the quality: “ …’populus’ … significat plures homines collectos nominando et repraesentando in unoquoque suam collectionem, et illam compositam collectionem quae est in omnibus … ”. 
The problem of knowing whether the collective noun is a sumptum or a substantiuum is not approached as directly in this section of the ND II as in earlier witnesses – we have indeed seen that William (according to Abelard’s Dialectica) holds the former view and Abelard holds the latter, whereas C8A in the end accepted a mixed solution. The confrontation is not direct in ND II. Indeed, in discussing the conjugation, it is only for the sense {a} (when it is taken singulariter) that ND II talks of substantiuum. It is however worth noting that, in the reworked sections in the Glosulae and systematically inthe ND II throughout(the notes by William of Champeaux) address the question of the nature and of the fundament is raised for each grammatical accident the question of its nature, and of its fundament, with four main alternatives views laid out (which seem to be together accepted) : grammatical accident as a real property (nomen rerum), as a vocal accident (nomen uocum), as a real collection of properties, and as a vuocal collection naming this real collection. – and eEach alternative being is matched to a qualification of the name of the accident either as a substantiuum (when it designates the property itself) or as a sumptum or adiectiuum (when it designates the thing which is the fundament of the property).[footnoteRef:84] [84:  For number in particular, cf. ND II ad V.46, ed. GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. II, p. 125. And more generally on ND’s metalanguage, ibid. vol. I, p. 129-139 : such a metalanguage is also found in C8, but is not widely accepted in William’s school, and the distinction substantiue/adiuectiue is hardly mentioned in ND I and only once in ND III. ] 



6. Some Other Developments Linked to the Collectio

I will now briefly mention some other discussions contained in the Glosulae and Notae Dunelmenses which are manifestly linked to the theory of the collectio. It is notable that the three examples therein presented of number, time, and uox, are, on the one hand, subject to important changes in many versions of the GPma, and, on the other, all related to the chapter of the Categories devoted to quantity. This explains the parallels, sometimes literal ones, between these grammatical texts and the analysis present in the various versions of the “C8-Complex”. The usage of a particular vocabulary is another remarkable feature of these texts: together with the term collectio, one finds for instance the term massa, which is also present many times in the De generibus et speciebus – a text that puts forward a theory of the collection (ed. KING 2016, §13, 20, 94). Another term which is employed is ‘societas’,[footnoteRef:85] an expression used by Boethius as equivalent to collectio in order to gloss Porphyry’s definition of the genus.[footnoteRef:86]  [85: ]  [86: ] 

Number. We have already mentioned the analyses of number that can be found in the glosses to V.46, both in the Glosulae and in the ND. In the Glosulae one finds various reworkings of the text, starting with a exposition of the various stages of the imposition of a name as ‘numerus’, meant to explains its different values, for “all the units gathered together” or for the “collection of units” (this first meaning being always considered as primary), then for the unity of the collection, for the fundament of the accidents or of this unity, and finally for the words signifying these different items.  We read also discussions about number as discrete quantity and genus, about the twofold and the unity, and about the nature, derivative or not, of the terms that signify them.[footnoteRef:87] These questions involve once again the argument of the infinite regress: if unity is one because it denotes one thing (a quantity) to which the form unity is adjacent, then, in order to define this unity, we need another unity which makes it one, and so on[footnoteRef:88]. Also, one can again find the conventionalist solution of the collection taken per partes. These developments are clearly related to those of C8 and to Abelard’s reflections on number.[footnoteRef:89] [87: ]  [88: ]  [89: ] 

Time. The notion of collection plays an important role in the treatment of time, in various ways that involve semantical and ontological issues related to the Categories. There is an interesting tension between two interpretations of tempus when it is analysed as a collective noun like ‘populus’ or ‘numerus’: specifically, there is a realist interpretation of time as collectio rerum and a vocalist interpretation of time as collectio uocum. The former is to be found in ND II, where William defines time as “quantity adjacent to our actions”, quantity composed of many instants. Since every time is composed, the “fundament” of each time is a “collection of ordered instants”, and the noun time is a “collective noun like ‘numerus’ or ‘populus’” (ND II ad VIII.38, ed. GRONDEUX-ROSIER-CATACH 2017a, vol. II, p. 143). ND I is wavering between two interpretations. In certain passages, it gives a vocalist analysis of collection, as is signalled by the use of the characteristic term ‘massa.’ The present denotes then “the whole mass (or heap) of verbs signifying a present action”. This ‘mass’ constitutes the nominatum of the name, so that no particular verb (that is no singular item of this heap) can be denoted.[footnoteRef:90] Yet, elsewhere a realist analysis is provided and ND I talks about a “mass of times” using the same term (‘tempus’ hic nominat totam illam massam temporis insimul, ND I ad VIII.39, ibid. p. 45). When it is asked what the tense of ‘legit’ is, one is asking to what part of time belongs the action signified by the verb (pars cuius temporis est ‘legit’); similarly, when it is asked to what people a person belongs, one is asking to what part of the people that person belongs (pars cuius populi est iste homo)(ibid. ad VIII.38, p. 42). [90: ] 

Incidentally, both in the grammatical texts and in the commentary tradition of C8, one reads very complex discussions about this “composite quantity” which is time. Time is peculiar because it involves “parts” that never exist all at once: hence the difficulty in considering time as an integral whole. The problem becomes even more difficult in the case of the present and of the instans. In the version C8V one finds again the “conventionalist” view that time is in reality (in rerum natura) a composite quantity which is not really an individuum, even though “in terms of how men take them” it can be considered as such. The arguments purporting to prove or reject that time is a genus are parallel to those purporting to prove or reject that number is a genus. Again, Abelard’s discussion about time has clear echoes of these analyses.[footnoteRef:91] [91: ] 

The uox. I have abundantly discussed elsewhere the question of the categorial nature of the uox and shown the close connection existing between different versions of the GPma and different versions of the commentaries of the “C8-complex”.[footnoteRef:92] The initial problem was thus formulated: how can the same uox be present at the same time in the ears of different listeners? – a problem clearly related to the one of the presence of a same universal in various items.[footnoteRef:93] We have shown that three solutions were available, of which the first two are discussed by Abelard, one of them being attributed to William. The third theory is clearly a theory of the collectio, understood as an integral whole. Evidence for this theory can be found in at least four grammatical texts,[footnoteRef:94] and it is moreover mentioned in C8VA.[footnoteRef:95] The common version of the GPma on the De uoce virulently rejects it: “There is another opinion, which says that all the puffs of air (lit. “the airs”) taken together form one voice, but none of them taken on its own – a view which is of little value”[footnoteRef:96]. According to this view, the puffs of air received by the ears of different listeners form a whole that is indivisible in that it cannot divide into parts that are themselves voices. Remarkably enough, this position can be found in the vocalist Garlandus.[footnoteRef:97] Certain versions specify that this voice, understood as collection, would be indivisible (individua), because it cannot divide into “essentially different” uoces – even here, it is always the unitary character of the collection which is in question. We find this view mentioned and criticised in the commentaries on the De littera, in particular in the version V of the GPma, which employs the already signalled term massa: the uox, “mass of collected airs” (massa aerum collectorum) is a whole endowed with unity and an indiuiduum, and cannot divide into uoces that have the same form as the whole.[footnoteRef:98] [92: ]  [93: ]  [94: ]  [95: ]  [96: ]  [97: ]  [98: ] 



7. The Collection and the Unitas Nominis

We have seen that one of the analyses of the accident conjugation consists in the interpretation of the accident as that of a collection of words: e.g. the first conjugation is understood as the accident of the collection of the verbs of the first group taken together, amo-amas-amat, similar to an integral whole (cf. above §5.2 {GPma C1}). According to this solution, the collection has a real unity which allows it to be the fundament of the accident, contrary to the alternative solution for which the accident can only belong to a singular word. We have seen that this analysis was also given for the grammatical accident of tense, and we find it in the Glosulae for other accidents as well. For instance, the question of knowing what the number of X is, is interpreted as tantamount to the question “to what collection of numeral numbers does X belong?”; also, the question of knowing what is the case of ‘Socrates’ is taken as equivalent to the question “to what collection of words does ‘Socrates’ belong? The collection of those words which derive from others (= indirect cases), or of those from which the others are derivative (= nominative)?” This is what I have called a “vocalist” conception of the collection.[footnoteRef:99] [99: ] 

These discussions enable us to link the problem of the collectio to another well-known problem, that of the “unitas nominis”. According to supporters of this view, the set of the declined forms of a noun would be one or the same noun, and similarly for the set of the conjugated forms of a verb. Many important studies have tried to determine whether the Nominales were Abelard’s “nominalist” followers or the supporters of a theory of the unitas nominis which took the unity of e.g. the noun ‘albus-alba-album’ as analogous to the unity of an enuntiabile like three propositions differing according to the tense of the verb though referring to one and the same article of faith (e.g. Christ was born/is born/will be born).[footnoteRef:100] We read in many texts among those grouped by Sten Ebbesen and Yukio Iwakuma that ‘albus-alba-album sunt unum nomen’ or ‘idem nomen’, and some say the same thing, for instance, of the verb ‘curro-curris-currit’. [footnoteRef:101] Yukio Iwakuma has shown that not only Abelard, but various other twelfth-century schools, whether realist or nominalist, believed in the unitas nominis, so that the view cannot be associated just with the Nominales (nor can it be at the origin of this label), contrary to what several twelfth-century theologians claim.[footnoteRef:102] We can now add the grammatical texts studied thus far to the evidence offered by Ebbesen and Iwakuma. For, we have seen that those who acknowledge the real existence of collections by assimilating them to integral wholes, claim that ‘amo-amas-amat’ are the same verb: this verb has a unity (like a house) and can thus be the fundament of an accident. [100: ]  [101: ]  [102: ] 

We have many other occurrences of this discussion about the unitas nominis in the Notae Dunelmenses. In ND I we find it in a discussion concerning – again – the conjugation, where mention is made of the position of one “M.G.” The problem is here that of knowing whether we can talk of the “same conjugation” both (a) for all the verbal forms of a particular verb (e.g. all the forms of the verb ‘amare’: ‘amo’, ‘amas’, ‘amauit’) and (b) for all the different verbs of the same conjugation (e.g. all the different verbs of the first conjugation: ‘clamo, clamas’, ‘paro, paras’ and ‘amo, amas’). There are disagreements on this point, and M.G. distinguishes the two cases: in (a), the conjugated forms of the same verb are called idem uerbum because they have the same signification and result from the same imposition but in (b), what groups together different verbs of the same conjugation is the fact that they have a common property (for instance they all have the ending –as of the present tense, second person singular)[footnoteRef:103]. This view is reconfirmed at ND II (ad V.2)[footnoteRef:104]. Here, William explains that ‘filius’ and ‘filia’ are unum et idem nomen “according to the main signification”, with respect to a unique relation which is that of filiation. This view endorsed by William is certainly to be seen as close to the first sense of genus in Porphyry, which I have mentioned above (collection of individuals relating to a unique principle or origin). In ND III (ad VIII.1), we read a related discussion, when is reported an opinion of quidam (and probably held by “M.A.”, a.k.a. Anselm of Laon) according to which ‘albus-albet-albedo’ signify the same thing but in various ways[footnoteRef:105]. [103: ]  [104: ]  [105: ] 

Here we can only signal the evident parallels between, on the one hand, issues concerning the collectio uocum as integral whole and the fundament of accidents and, on the other, the question of the unitas nominis. These similarities are of particular interest because they show that the problem of the unitas nominis was not simply a semantical one, but had ontological implications as well. It should be noticed that the Compendium logicae porretanum defends a theory of the collectio[footnoteRef:106] while at the same time endorsing the thesis of the unitas nominis. These matters would merit further inquiry. [106: ] 



8. Conclusion
 
The texts and problems studied in this chapter show that the development of the theory of the universal as collection must be situated within a wider context than Abelard’s criticisms present in his commentary to the Isagoge. The nature of collections raised questions of various types, which were the objects of debates involving ontological and semantic issues. There was the problem of specifying the nature of aggregates, as they are intermediate between pluralities and discrete integral wholes like a house. Accordingly, there was also the problem of the real existence and unity of collections and of composite discrete quantities. There was the question of whether or not the parts are collected into one because of a shared property, and more generally, there was a question about how accidents are attributed to collections of discrete things as well as the question of the fundament of an accident or a quality attributed to a collection. (That is, are accidents attributed to each member of the collection, or to all of them taken together?) Finally, there were related questions about the semantics of collective nouns, namely, whether they are sumpta or substantiva, and of what they are properly predicated. These two sets of considerations, ontological and semantical, are closely intertwined in all the texts that we have been examining, be these commentaries on the Categories[footnoteRef:107] or on Priscian, and as it turns out, this is also the case for Abelard.  [107:  One should of course as well study the commentaries of the same period on the De diuisione, as suggested by Abelard himself in his commentaries to this work. ] 

We can now put together some conclusions in the form both of recapitulations and of hypotheses that will have to be subsequently verified. I shall briefly describe the main views that emerged from the discussion and indicate the textual evidence for them. To be sure, this typology will be improved and refined by future consideration of new texts.
The views in question are all defended or attacked in treating different types of collections, i.e. numbers as collections of units, peoples as collections of men, conjugations (or other accidents) as accidents of collections of words. To these, one could add times as collections of instants, since the analysis of time in C8 as well as in the GPma and ND gives rise to developments analogous to those about number, [footnoteRef:108] for ‘tempus’ is, like ‘numerus’ or ‘populus’, taken to be a collective noun. Indeed, the texts containing these discussions, whether in a dialectical or a grammatical context, very explicitly bring together these different types of collections and adopt similar solutions for them. [108: ] 

{1} Number is a genus, with species (binarius), and singular items falling under these species (this or that binarius). 
We find the same analysis for time and its divisions. This presupposes that, for instance, a collection of two units, which is a composite quantity, has a natural unity, which makes it possible for the collection to receive a common nature. 
Over the course of this chapter, we have seen five main solutions offered to these questions: 
Solution 1, which is the first one mentioned in C8VA (Text III.2.5 §2) and is presented as “endorsed by almost everyone”, proposes that the genus is made into species by addition of the substantial differences, and that each of these species is in turn individualised by some accidents. This solution thus admits the real existence and unity of a given particular twofold (or couple), which in turn can be the singular fundament of the species.. There indeed are texts that defend this view (i.e. C20 and C27, cf. footnote 48 supra). C8VA rejects this solution with the help of arguments that Abelard attributes to William, and which he himself seems to endorse.


Solution 2 holds that {2} aAggregates or collections are integral wholes. . In the case of number, the species (e.g. twofold) is then present in all the parts taken together (a twofold would be present in the two members of the twofold taken together). This implies This view attributesing to the aggregate or collection a unity similar to the unity of a house, which is an integral whole. (In the case of conjugation, the accident is attributed to all the verbs taken together, and thesewhich constitute one subject or fundament.)
This view is discussed in C8VA, and it is also the first of two solutions presented in the Glosulae about conjugation. (= {GPma Coll1}). In the latter context, it agrees with the thesis of the unitas nominis: the collection of words amo-amas-amat (so all the verbs of a conjugation taken together) is one verb, which constitutes a real fundament for the accident conjugation. It also agrees with the “vocalist” conception of the accident, which takes the accident to be a property attributed to a “collection of words”.
According to solution {2}, the collection is predicated of all its members “taken together”. This kind of predication is a property of the integral whole, according to the De diuisione (house is predicated of the roof, the walls, and the foundations taken together). In his criticism of the realist theories of universal, in the commentary on the Isagoge, Abelard at first presents the collection as an integral whole endowed with unity, whose name can be predicated of all its parts taken together (={Ab. Coll1}). This feature leads C8VA, just like Abelard, to reject the view that the collection is a universal, because, according to the argument of predication, the universal must be predicated of many things one by one and not of all taken together.
Even though, except in arguments contra, the link between {1} and {2} is not explicitly made, it is nevertheless clear that these two viewsSolutions 1 and 2 are closely connected:. T to claim that the two units of a twofold (or, equivalently, the verbs of the first conjugation or the members of a given people) “taken together” make up a whole which has real unity is tantamount to considering the collection as an integral whole,. Moreover, it is also especially because this collection has a unity, and as such is an “individual”,  that it can constitute the fundament of a species or of an accident.
On the contrary, sSolutions {3} and {4, in contrast,} do not admit the real and actual existence of collections, but only that of individuals making up these collections. They thus share a particularist ontology.

Solution 3 is a conventionalist view, endorsed in C8V and in the Glosulae, and holds that {3a} Ccollections (a number, a people, a conjugation) do not exist in the natural order of things and or in actuality, and do not have (real) unity. In reality and actuality there exist only units, e.g. singular men, which are discrete entities, so no composite ones. (Unusquisque enim homo et unaquaeque unitas sunt discreta a se). Nevertheless, but by convention (secundum positionem or acceptionem hominum) these collections can still be considered as having a unity.[footnoteRef:109]  [109:  This view indirectly confirms the link between {1} and {2}: to consider by convention this unity as an “quasi-integral whole” implies treating it as a “quasi-subject” that receives a “quasi-common nature”, hence considering it as a “quasi-genus” (ND II ad VIII.93 Text III.2.6 §4).] 

This view indirectly confirms the link between {1} and {2}: to consider by convention this unity as an “quasi-integral whole” implies treating it as a “quasi-subject” that receives a “quasi-common nature”, hence considering it as a “quasi-genus” (ND II ad VIII.93 Text III.2.6 §4
This conventionalist view is endorsed as a solution in C8V and in the Glosulae (= {GPma Coll2}), whereas it is only mentioned in ND II (= {NDII Collpop2} and {NDII Collconj2}). In C8V it comes into play in the treatment of time, another species of quantity: C8V explains that simple times are individuals, but composite times are not simple times in natura rerum, but only secundum acceptionem hominum (or secundum positionem).[footnoteRef:110] [110: ] 

In the grammatical texts,  (but not in C8V), this conventionalist view is further justified by appealing to constitutive parts of the collection:. 
{3b} The a collection is thus composed of discrete entities, each of which is the fundament of a singular accident;. S since these discrete entities are the “constitutive parts” of the collection, one can by convention attribute the accident to the collection. 

This solution thus admits the existence of a collection only “in virtue of its constitutive parts” (per partes constitutiuas). It is adopted in the Glosulae (= {GPma Coll2}), and only mentioned in ND II (= {NDII Collpop2} and {NDII Collconj2}).
These grammatical texts allow one to see the link between, on the one hand, the conventionalist view {3a} (the only one presented in C8V) and, on the other, the appeal to constitutive parts {3b}, clearly invoked to justify the former.
In his presentation of the collectio-theory, Abelard mentioned this appeal to constitutive parts (= {Ab. Coll2}) and illustrated it with the Boethian example of the field. Such an interpretation of the collection permits a response to the argument of predication (the universal must be predicated de singulis) put forward against the view that the collection is an integral whole, by positing that the universal divides into parts and each of these parts is predicated of the singulars that compose it (the field is not attributed to all the owners, but each part of the field is attributed to an owner). Abelard opposed to this the argument of inherence (the universal must be totum simul in singulis): a collection can be wholly present in each of its parts no more than the field is wholly present in each of its parts; similarly, according to C8 and William, the species twofold cannot be wholly present in each of the parts composing a particular twofold. (Incidentally, C8VA clearly rejects the idea of divisible universals.)
Solution 4 holds that, {4} Cwhile collections and aggregates are plurals, composite entities. Nevertheless, the members of these collections, the collecta, still share a common quality. T: the members of a people are not only men, but men that enjoy share a particular quality which makes it possible for them to be collected together with others and form that people. The names of these collections (‘number’, ‘people’) are for this reason derived nouns (sumpta). 
This view, just as {3}like solution 3, does not admit composite quantities in its ontology, that is that composite quantities have a natural unity. William defends this idea, according to Abelard who agrees on this point, because it denies that these composite quantities are “one by nature” and characterises them as composita indiuidua (Dial. I, p. 57.1-8 Text III.2.1). They are distinct in that respect from continuous quantities, which have a natural unity. According to Abelard (who opposes the view), William also holds that the names of collections are sumpta, because the members of these collections are derived from a common quality, or “affected” by it.
Finally, wWe also find a fifth, mixed solution which appeals to the double nature of the names of collections and relies on the distinction between esse in and dici de: according to it, a collection can be taken in two ways, singulariter or collectiue.. This solution claims that, 
{5} According to solution 5, there is a common quality which is present in each member of the collection and which has every singular individual as fundament (fundatur in singulis). However, this quality can be signified and predicated either singulariter of each person (, by means of the singular name collectus (Socrates est collectus), or collectiue of all the persons taken together,  (by means of the a collective noun (with a plural sense, such as) populus as well asor by means of the a plural noun collecti (Isti sunt populus).  T
This solution, presented in ND II, could have been endorsed by William,  in view of the numerous arguments adduced in favour of the William’s authorship on ND II.[footnoteRef:111] This attribution, for the problem here considered, findsOur examination here provides further confirmation for this attribution,[footnoteRef:112] leading to. First, a passage of ND I, which I have quoted above, mentions a related opinion held by “M.G.”. Second, an extrapolation of the Glosulae about collective nouns also confirms the attribution (cf. ND I ad VIII.72, quoted in n. 71). One could thus make the hypothesis that William refined the first solution adopted ({4}) in order to reply to Abelard’s criticisms, with the final result of a mixed or conciliatorybeing solution 5’s introducing a double mode of predication (singular or collective) of a collective noun. It should be noticed that this analysis of the names of aggregates like populus is preliminary to the analysis of conjugation that one already finds in the reworked sections of the Glosulae. The latter is part of a very general reflection conducted by William in ND II about grammatical accidents and their substrata. [111:  See GRONDEUX-ROSIER- CATACH 2017a, vol. I, §1.2.1 and passim.]  [112:  First, a passage of ND I, which I have quoted above, mentions a related opinion held by “M.G.”. Second, an extrapolation of the Glosulae about collective nouns also confirms the attribution (cf. ND I ad VIII.72, quoted in n. 71).] 

I will conclude by recalling Abelard’s position. To conclude with a note on Abelard, iIn his the Dialectica, he Abelard draws upon his master’sWilliam of Champeaux’s arguments, which can be read in C8 and in the Glosulae, to deny the existence and real unity of aggregates such as( numerus and, populus). He distinguishes them from discrete integral wholes (like a house), which are characterised by a common quality possessed by all the members of the collection taken together. Consequently, jJust like his master, he Abelard then denies that number is a genus. Collections on the ground that collections of units , just like discrete quantities, do not constitute a unitary whole, and are simply composites of discrete units. Abelard He accepts this and considers such aggregates to be pluralities, whose members would have to be gathered in a same place. But he does not accept, and he rejects William’s view , that the names of these aggregates are adjectives (sumpta), which would imply thatbecause the members of the a collection, e.g. a people, share a common form, which allows them to be gathered. For Abelard, the members of a collection do not share any common form, and thus their names are substantives. 
The parallels between the C8-complex and the Glosulae-complex, including the Notae Dunelmenses, are worth studying, since they clearly relate to William of Champeaux’s teaching. This is much more than just finding sources for Abelard and understanding in which way he agrees or disagrees with his master. It also helps one understand better what the aim and purpose of the debates were, as well as the nature of the problems involved – and thus of the proposed solutions. In the present case, the collectio-theory of universals, which was known from Abelard’s criticism in his commentary on Isagoge, was clearly seen to be linked to more general mereological problems involving the nature of aggregates, to ontological problems related to the nature and unity of composite discrete quantities, and to related problems pertaining to the semantics of collective names. It is this “complex of questions and answers” which is interesting as such. This complex  and helps us to connect what Abelard wrote about universals to developments he made elsewhere on quantity. or about themes raised in his lectures on De diuisione, and Iit also shows suggests that the discussions about collections may have been first concerned with mereological problems and only secondarily connected to the problem of universals as discussed in commentaries on the Isagoge. For that matterFinally, this initial focus on the broader mereological issues pertaining to aggregates and collection might explain why the thesis that universals are collections was included among the realist solutions in the commentaries on the Isagoge. 


