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Introduction
Francisco Suárez (1548–1617), Scholasticism’s “Outstanding Doctor”
(Doctor eximius),1 was arguably the greatest Jesuit philosopher-theologian
of all time. A case for this could be made from the viewpoint of his thought
and also of what a German might call its Wirkungsgeschichte, its inﬂuence
on later thinkers.2 As regards his thought and its place in Scholasticism,
my late friend and colleague at St. Louis University, Vernon Bourke, put
things well when he very astutely wrote:
If we think of Thomism, Scotism, and Ockhamism as the three points
of a triangle, then we may picture Suarezianism as a type of thought
which falls within this triangle, on some questions moving closer to one
point, on others approaching a different point. To some readers it looks
like eclecticism but Suarezianism is a well informed and highly personal
philosophy which shares some of the features of all the major schools of
earlier Scholasticism with systematic consistency and coherence.3

From my personal four-decades-long study of Suárez and Suarezianism, I
can and will, with conviction, second Professor Bourke’s judgment. While
I would not call myself a Suarezian, in the sense of a simple follower of
Suárez, I will confess to anyone that I have learned a tremendous amount
from the Doctor eximius. I would also tell anyone who wants to learn the
history of medieval philosophy, and especially the history of the Aristotelian
tradition through the Middle Ages, that Suárez will be his best teacher. Here
I agree, for the most part, with the greatest twentieth-century historian of
medieval philosophy, my own teacher at the University of Toronto, Etienne
Gilson, when he writes:
In the Preface to his Metaphysical Debates Suarez modestly introduces
himself as a theologian who, to facilitate his own work, has felt it advisable to lay down, once and for all, the philosophical principles of which
he makes use in his theological teaching. In fact, Suarez enjoys such
a knowledge of medieval philosophy as to put to shame any modern
historian of medieval thought. On each and every question he seems
to know everybody and everything, and to read his book is like attending the Last Judgment of four centuries of Christian speculation by a
dispassionate judge, always willing to give everyone a chance, supremely
apt at summing up a case and, unfortunately, so anxious not to hurt
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equity that a moderate verdict is most likely to be considered a true
verdict. Rather than judge, Suarez arbitrates, with the consequence that
he never wanders very far from the truth and frequently hits upon it,
but, out of pure moderation of mind, sometimes contents himself with
a ‘near miss’.4

Forty years ago I would have accepted everything in Gilson’s paragraph.
But today I cannot accept its ﬁnal appraisal of Suárez’s passion for “equity,” with its implication of a lawyer’s eclectic mentality. Instead, I credit
Bourke’s estimate of “a well informed and highly personal philosophy”
which displays a “systematic consistency and coherence.” Yet, at the same
time, I do totally embrace Gilson’s estimate of Suárez as an historian, with
which estimate Bourke would also have agreed.
While Gilson was immediately basing his remarks on the 1597 “Metaphysical Disputations” (Disputationes Metaphysicae), the same remarks
easily apply to every work through Suárez’s entire Opera omnia, which
comprises 26 double-columned quarto Latin volumes in its last complete
edition.5 Nonetheless, of all these works, undoubtedly it is the Disputationes
Metaphysicae which is central and most important. It is fair to say that
everything which Suárez ever published had a basis in the metaphysics
that he systematically presented in the Disputationes.
As Bourke said, Suárez’s philosophy was highly personal and also wellinformed. It was deeply rooted in his scholarship and especially, going back
beyond the four centuries mentioned by Gilson, in his knowledge of and
sympathy for Aristotle. This is particularly manifest in the two volumes of
the Disputationes Metaphysicae, where he has cited Aristotle, always with
respect if not always with complete agreement,6 a total of 1735 times.7
In addition, he prefaced the whole work with the present “Most Ample
Index to the Metaphysics of Aristotle.”
Balancing the system in the Disputationes, the Index amounts to a late
medieval commentary, “by way of question,” on the ﬁrst 12 books of the
Metaphysics. Shorter in length than, for example, St. Thomas Aquinas’
(1225–1274) commentary on the same 12 books,8 Suárez’s Ample Index
more than makes up for that by cross-referencing the Disputationes itself
hundreds of times. In fact, the Index and the Disputationes are exactly as
Suárez intended them to be, complementary of one another and mutually supportive.
More to explain, let me say that medieval commentaries on Aristotle
were basically of three kinds.9 There were summaries or ‘paraphrases’
(paraphrases) of the text; ‘expositions by way of comment’ (expositiones
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per modum commenti); and ‘expositions by way of question’ (expositiones
per modum quaestionis). The ﬁrst kind was illustrated by the work of
Avicenna (980–1037)10 and among Christians, by St. Albert the Great
(ca. 1200–1280).11 The second was the method favored by Averroes
(1126–1198), in his long commentaries on Aristotle,12 and later by St.
Thomas. The third method may be found in the Quaestiones subtillisimae
(‘Most Subtle Questions on the Books of the Metaphysics of Aristotle’) of
Duns Scotus (1266–1308),13 as well as here in the Ample Index.
In this third method, customary questions which were occasioned by
the text were raised and answered. Suárez’s fellow Jesuit, Pedro da Fonseca
(1528–1599),14 used the third method. But alongside this he made a
critical edition of the Greek Metaphysics, translated it into Latin, and gave
explanations which were literal commentaries on Aristotle’s text.15 In his
Ample Index, Suárez was heavily dependent upon Fonseca’s much longer
and more elaborate work,16 but he limited his own effort to a commentary by questions, which would be coupled with the 2000 page systematic
doctrine of the Disputationes.
To my mind, the ﬁrst question about the Index which anyone should
ask is: did Suárez read Greek? More speciﬁcally, was he reading a Greek
text of the Metaphysics? I think the answer to both questions is decidedly
afﬁrmative. The education in humanities which Suárez received as a young
man certainly required his learning Greek. During his student days at the
University of Salamanca, studies in the language of Homer, Plato, and
Aristotle were emphasized to the degree that in 1561, the year Suárez enrolled at the University,17 there were at Salamanca four concurrent Chairs
of Greek.18 At the same time and through the decades after, the Jesuits were
training their scholars in Greek.19 While second to Latin, this training in
Greek was prescribed in the preliminary (1586) Ratio Studiorum (“Plan
of Studies”) of the Jesuit Order, for which Ratio Suárez was a member of
a Jesuit evaluation team at Rome.20 Greek continued to be prescribed for
Jesuit schools in the deﬁnitive Ratio Studiorum, which appeared in 1599,21
just two years after the ﬁrst publication of the Disputationes Metaphysicae.
While Suárez may not have known Greek as well as Fonseca did, had he
not been able to read it with some facility he would have been out of place
as a leading Jesuit philosopher and theologian.
That Suárez was comfortable with Greek is supported, if not decisively
proven, by numerous passages in the Disputationes and other works where
he has commented on Greek words.22 It is true that in the Disputationes and
in the Ample Index, he also shows that he had access to at least four Latin
translations of the Metaphysics. In their chronological order, these were
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authored by William of Moerbeke (ca: 1215–1286), John Argyropoulos
(ca. 1415–1487), Cardinal Bessarion (ca. 1403–1472), and Pedro da
Fonseca. Suárez usually shows a preference for Fonseca;23 but he does not
slavishly follow him. Thus on occasion he rejects Fonseca’s translation
or interpretation24 and prefers the text of Argyropoulos or Bessarion,25
and sometimes he is clearly making his own new version.26
In the English translation for this volume, wherever Suárez is directly
quoting Aristotle or Plato I have footnoted it with their Greek. As regards
the Latin, in the corresponding places where Suárez is translating from
the Metaphysics, I have footnoted the four Latin versions just mentioned.
Accordingly, any reader who so desires can check Suárez’s Latin against
Aristotle’s Greek (as well as my translation) and also against the Latin
translations which Suarez had in hand. If he does that, I am conﬁdent that
such a reader will conclude with me that Suárez was at least a fair Greek
scholar. He could read Aristotle in the original. But he did rely on earlier
translations, of which he could at times be critical. On the further matter of Suárez’s citations: while they are usually accurate, at times he does
make mistakes. Some of these might be only apparent in that they have
resulted from his use of different texts from those which I was able to ﬁnd.
Or perhaps he was citing from a wonderful but still human and fallible
memory. Often a mistake seems to be what he himself in at least one place
has called a “typographer’s error.”27 But while he may be one or two digits
out of the way, the substantive point being made is usually valid.
There was one surprise I got came from Suárez’s citations. After working with him in many other areas, I had come to expect that in a work as
broad as the Index he would cite just about everyone before him. But he
does not. In at least one of the Books of the Index28 he has cited no one
except Aristotle. And among those mentioned in the Disputationes but
not in the Index are St. Augustine (354–430), St. Anselm (1033–1109),
St. Bonaventure (ca. 1217—1274), Henry of Ghent (1217?–1293), Walter Burley (1275—1344?), Petrus Aureoli (1280?—1322), Durandus of
Saint–Pourçain (d. 1334), Hervaeus Natalis (d. 1323), William of Ockham
(ca. 1290–1349), Francis Lychetus (d. 1520), Domingo Soto (1494–1560),
and Domingo Bañez (1528–1604).
Most times, I found his cross-references to the Index itself and to the
Disputationes to be accurate. There were some discrepancies and, for whatever
reason, there seemed to be more in the cross-references he gave in Book 12.
Perhaps he was at that point less careful—possibly tired or rushing himself
for a publication deadline. The thought also occurred that it might be
his editors who made the mistakes. Either way, as one who over years has
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included many cross-references in his writings, some of which in the end
did not match, I can have sympathy. In ﬁne, overall I was most impressed
at how precise both his citations and cross-references were.
As the reader will see, the following volume is divided into translations
and the corresponding Latin texts. The translations are in order:
(1) Suárez’s Plan for his Metaphysical Disputations. This is his preface
to the 1597 edition. It is an address to his reader in which he lays out
his intention as a Christian theologian to pursue a Christian philosophy,
speciﬁcally a metaphysics which will be at the service of his theology. This
metaphysics will be in two main parts. The ﬁrst of these will be what will
shortly after be called an “ontology”29 or a general science of being, in
which after establishing “real being insofar as it is being” as the object of
metaphysics, he will proceed to study its properties, its principles, and its
causes. The second part will then descend from the general concept of
being to study those beings, God and creatures, substances and accidents,
which are contained under that concept. Finally, it should be noted that
in this preface he speaks of the present Index and gives his reader some
idea of its purpose.
(2) The Proemium to the Second Metaphysical Disputation. This short
piece is important. After again indicating the systematic plan of the Disputationes, it contrasts that with the disorganized text of Aristotle and
commentaries on it. But then he says that, in order to satisfy “students of
Aristotle,” he has added the present Index which follows the order of the
Metaphysics and which gives cross-references to the Disputations. It will
also, he tells us, comment at times directly on the text of Aristotle and
will explore matters which for whatever reasons have not been covered
well enough in the Disputations.
(3) Next comes the Most Ample Index itself. In this Suárez, as he promised, follows the order of the Metaphysics, essentially commenting on it
as I have said, “by way of question.” To appreciate this Index, a modern
reader should have some familiarity with Aristotle’s text and the main
problems interpreters have encountered with it. To facilitate that, I have
at the start of most Books added a summary of the remarks of Jules Tricot,
the important French translator of the Metaphysics. I chose Tricot’s remarks
for a number of reasons. First, they were succinct. Second, they were the
thoughts of an authentic scholar. Third, while Tricot’s scholarship may be
a few decades old, it is still valuable for understanding the main nineteenth
and twentieth-century debates about the composition and the meaning of
Aristotle’s Metaphysics, debates which often bear on problems which Suárez
and the medievals encountered. Finally, there is something which will not
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be evident from the summaries I gave, but which was in the background
of my choosing Tricot. This is that he, unlike many contemporary writers,
extends his interest out beyond the text of Aristotle to the traditions of his
Greek and Latin commentators. In short, Tricot pursues understanding of
Aristotle in a way which I am certain Suárez would endorse.
(4) An Index of Disputations: This amounts to a Table of Contents for
the ﬁfty-four Disputations which comprise the main portion of Suárez’s
work. To make it easier for readers to ﬁnd these Disputations I have added
volume and page numbers to Suarez’s list. A further beneﬁt of this may be
that a reader will be able to see at a glance the relative importance which
Suárez attached to each Disputation from the number of pages he allotted
to it. In passing I did notice minor variations between some of the Section
headings in the main text of the Disputationes and the Index of Disputations. Generally, in my notes I ignored such variations and mentioned
them only on rare occasions.
Following the translations, the next portion of the current volume is
devoted to the Latin texts. Thus I have transcribed in their original language
the Preface to the whole work, the Prologue to the Second Disputation,
the Most Ample Index itself, and the Index of the Disputations. The most
important notes that I added contain the Latin translations mentioned
above, i.e., those of Moerbeke, Argyropoulos, Bessarion, and Fonseca. On
this score, let me say that I deliberately separated the Greek of Aristotle
from the Latin of Suárez and these others. My purpose in this was to allow
interested persons to compare the Latin translations without the immediate
distraction of the Greek. At the same time, the Greek will be available and
matched directly to my English translation of Suárez’s Latin. My hope is
that this is clear and that it makes some sense to interested readers.
The volume includes a Dramatis Personae, that is, a list of and a few
facts about persons whom Suárez mentions in the Ample Index. Again, I
have added a bibliography of sources in various languages to which readers may go for more in depth understanding of the issues raised in the
translated texts.
Ante-penultimately here, let me say something about my translation. It
is as literal as I could make it in what I hope is still readable English. To
achieve that, at times, I did break Suárez’s long sentences into shorter ones;
I also on occasion changed a passive to an active voice; and I changed an
impersonal Latin construction to a more colloquial English personal one.
With a goal of aiding comprehension, I frequently included the original
Latin word or phrase after a translation, especially if that translation was
a bit free. With the same goal, I have supplied words [in square brackets]
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which are not actually in Suárez’s text, but which seem clearly enough to
be called for from the context.
Penultimately: a word about the source of my translation as well as
about two previous modern translations of the Most Ample Index into
languages other than English. For my Latin source, I used Charles Berton’s
edition of the Disputationes Metaphysicae from the above-mentioned Opera
omnia. On a few occasions, I corrected it for an obviously better reading.
The two other translations were in Spanish30 and in French.31 Both were
sometimes useful, especially for detecting nuances in what Suárez had
written. However, neither was very helpful for locating his citations or
cross-references. The Spanish text translated them directly without any
identifying or verifying footnotes. The French text does have footnotes
but I found them to be vague and inexact.
Ultimately, I would like to share with interested readers a table of Chapter
divisions from various relevant editions and translations of the Metaphysics.
I apologize that I do not have the divisions, with their folios identiﬁed, of
Argyropoulos and Bessarion in the work from which I cited them. I had
that work for a limited time through Interlibrary Loan and I sent it back
before it occurred to me to check the Chapter divisions in it. But that said,
let me end this Introduction with the following table:
Various Chapter Divisions in Books 1–12 of the Metaphysics

As given by W.D. Ross
In: Aristotle’s Metaphysics, 2 vols., Oxford: The Clarendon Press, 1953.
Book I. Ten Chapters: (980a21–993a27).
Book II. Three Chapters: (993a30–995a20).
Book III. Six Chapters: (995a24–1003a17).
Book IV. Eight Chapters: (1003a21–1012b31).
Book V. Thirty Chapters: (1012b34–1025a34).
Book VI. Four Chapters: (1025b3–1028a6).
Book VII. Seventeen Chapters: (1028a10–1041b33).
Book VIII. Six Chapters: (1042a3–1045b24).
Book IX. Ten Chapters: (1045b27–1052a11).
Book X. Ten Chapters: (1052a15–1059a14).
Book XI. Twelve Chapters: (1059a18–1069a14).
Book XII. Ten Chapters: (1069a18–1076a4).
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As given by Francisco Suárez (1548–1617)
In: The Most Ample Index (i.e.: Index locupletissimus).
Book I. Seven Chapters (pp. I–IV).
Book II. Three Chapters (pp. IV–IX).
Book III. Six Chapters (pp. IX–XIV).
Book IV. Eight Chapters (pp. XIV–XVII).
Book V. Thirty Chapters (XVII–XXVI).
Book VI. Two Chapters (pp. XXVI–XXIX).
Book VII. Seventeen Chapters (pp. XXIX–XLII).
Book VIII. Six Chapters (pp. XLII–XLVI).
Book IX. Twelve Chapters (pp. XLVI–LIV).
Book X. Thirteen Chapters (pp. LIV–LX).
Book XI. Eleven Chapters mentioned (pp. LX–LXI).
Book XII. Ten Chapters (pp. LXI–LXVI).
As given by William of Moerbeke (ca: 1215–1286)
In: Metaphysica Lib. I-XIV. Recensio et Translatio Guillelmi de Moerbeka.
Edidit Gudrun Vuillemin-Diem, in Aristoteles Latinus, ed. G. Verbeke, vol.
XXV, 3.2 (Leiden/New York/Köln: E.J. Brill, 1995).
Book I, Nine Chapters (pp. 11-42).
Book II, Three Chapters (pp. 43-47).
Book III, Six Chapters (pp. 48-66)
Book IV, Eight Chapters (pp. 67-91).
Book V, Thirty Chapters (pp. 92-124).
Book VI, Four Chapters (pp. 125-131).
Book VII, Seventeen Chapters (pp. 132-167).
Book VIII, Six Chapters (pp. 168-178)
Book IX, Ten Chapters (pp. 179-194).
Book X, Ten Chapters (pp. 195-217).
Book XI, Twelve Chapters (pp. 218-245).
Book XII, Ten Chapters (pp. 246-269).
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As given by John Argyropoulos (ca. 1415–1487)
and Cardinal Bessarion (ca. 1403–1472)
In: Aristotelis castigatissime recognitum opus metaphysicum…[Parisiis]: Apud
Henricum Stephanum, 1515.
Book I. Seven Chapters (fols. 2r-15r).
Book II. Three Chapters (fols. 15r-17r).
Book III. Six Chapters (fols. 17r-25v).
Book IV. Eight Chapters (fols. 25v-36r).
Book V. Thirty Chapters (fols. 36r-50v).
Book VI. Two Chapters (fols. 50v-53v).
Book VII. Seventeen Chapters (fols. 53v-68v).
Book VIII. Six Chapters (fols. 68v-73r).
Book IX. Twelve Chapters (fols. 73r-80r).
Book X. Thirteen Chapters (fols. 80r-88v).
Book XI. Eleven Chapters (fols. 89r-100r).
Book XII. Ten Chapters (fols. 100r-109v).
As given from Cardinal Bessarion
In: Averrois Commentaria et Introductiones in omnes libros Aristotelis
cum eorum versione latina, Tom. VIII, Venetiis: Apud Junctas, 1562;
1573–1574.
(with Averroes’ Comments interspersed)
Book I. Five plus Four Chapters—i.e. Nine in all (fols. 1ra–27vb).
Book II. Three Chapters (fols. 28rb–35vb).
Book III. Eight Chapters (fols. 35rb–63rb).
Book IV. Six Chapters (fols. 63vb–99rb).
Book V. Thirty Chapters (fols. 100ra–143ra).
Book VI. Two Chapters (fols. 143va–152ra).
Book VII. Twenty Chapters (fols. 152vb–208rb).
Book VIII. Eight Chapters (fols. 209rb–224vb).
Book IX. Seven Chapters (fols. 225va–248rb).
Book X. Four plus Nine Chapters—Thirteen in all (fols. 249rb–276rb).
Book XI. Five Chapters + Two Chapters + Four Chapters—Eleven in all
(fols. 277rb–285vb).
Book XII. Four Chapters + Five Chapters—Eight in all (fols. 290va–
339vb).
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As given by Cardinal Bessarion
In: Aristotelis Opera, vol. III, Aristotelis Latine interpretibus variis, edidit
Academia Regia Borrussica (Berolini: Apud Georgium Reimerum, 1831),
pp. 481–536.
Book I. Nine Chapters (pp. 481–487).
Book II (i.e., I Minor [] in Bessarion’s [or Bonitz’s] listing) Three
Chapters. (p. 487).
Book III (i.e. II) Six Chapters (pp. 487–491).
Book IV (i.e. III) Eight Chapters (pp. 491–496).
Book V (i.e. IV) Thirty Chapters (pp. 496–502).
Book VI (i.e. V) Three Chapters (pp. 502–503).
Book VII (i.e. VI) Seventeen Chapters (pp. 503–510).
Book VIII (i.e. VII) Six Chapters (pp. 510–512).
Book IX (i.e. VIII) Ten Chapters (pp. 512–515).
Book X (i.e. IX) Ten Chapters (pp. 515–519).
Book XI (i.e. X) Thirteen Chapters (pp. 519–524).
Book XII (i.e. XI) Ten Chapters (pp. 524–527).
As given by Pedro da Fonseca (1548–1599)
In: Commentariorum in libros Metaphysicorum Aristotelis Stagiritae. Tomi
quatuor, Coloniae: 1615–29; rep. Hildesheim: Georg Olms, 1964
Book I. Seven Chapters (Tome I, cols. 37–8—373–4).
Book II. Three Chapters (Tome I, cols. 375–6—549–50).
Book III. Six Chapters (Tome I, cols. 549–50—633–34).
Book IV. Eight Chapters (Tome I, cols. 633–34—929–30).
Book V. Thirty Chapters (Tome II, cols. 3–4—1141–42 [Note that all of
Tome II is devoted to the 5th Book of the Metaphysics.])
Book VI. Two Chapters (Tome III, pp. 1–193).
Book VII. Seventeen Chapters (Tome III, pp. 194–437).
Book VIII. Six Chapters (Tome III, pp. 438–508).
Book IX. Twelve Chapters (Tome III, 509–670).
Book X. Thirteen Chapters (Tome IV, pp. 2–46).
Book XI. Eleven Chapters (Tome IV, pp. 48–76).
Book XII. Ten Chapters (Tome IV, pp. 78–131).
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[In the 1570 edition of the Opera omnia of St. Thomas Aquinas there are
two translations of the Metaphysics: (1) the Versio Antiqua, which is the
text of Moerbeke, as given later in Cathala and Spiazzi, and (2) the version
of Bessarion. Neither version is divided into Chapters. Instead, their divisions are into “Lectiones,” which are reproduced in Cathala and Spiazzi.32
In this arrangement, Book VI contains 4 lectiones; Book IX has 11; Book
X has 12; Book XI contains 13; and Book XII has 12.]

1
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2
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(Man of Spain, Francis Suarez, New York: Macmillan, 1940) is readable. For a shorter
but still accurate presentation, cf. P. Monnot, “Suarez, François. I. Vie et oeuvres,”
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3
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Loyola, Constitutiones Societatis Jesu, P. IV, c. 14, n. 3, in Monumenta Historica Societatis
Jesu, vol. 65 (Romae: Borgo S. Spirito, 1938), p. 151. For just one of a number of places
where Suárez will not follow Aristotle for the reason that his view is incompatible with
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