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PREFACE

At a time when medizval philosophy 1s receiving more
serious attention than for some hundreds of years, no apologies
need be offered for undertaking a detailed first hand study
of Ockham’s logic His reputation, as the foremost of the
nominalists and as the medizval philosopher whose thought
was 1n many respects responsible for fundamental and
charactenistic  attitudes and methods 1n modern science,
exhibits him as the most significant philosopher of the later
Middle Ages

Despite Ockham’s fame, and the admitted importance of
his nominalistic restatement of the Organon, no modern
exposition of his logic, with any pretence at thoroughness or
close analysis, exists Furthermore, texts of Ockham’s philo-
sophical writings are extremely scarce, so that 1t 15 not easy
for those who wish to acquire a clear and adequate under-
standing of Ockham’s thought, to do so The present study
15 designed to reveal, through a careful analysis carried out
with adequate source material, the philosophical content,
and the essentially anstotelian inspiration, of Ockham’s
theory of science

In addition to this purely historical interest, a twentieth
century re-reading of Ockham’s logical discussions has direct
interest from the philosophical point of view One cannot
for long study his discussions of quantity, quality, time, place,
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vi PREFACE

and relation, without being struck by the relevance of his
analyses of logical and physical problems to the speculative
ntercsts of contemporary science  Though Ockham’s language,
and the anstoteban background of his thought, are largely
absent from current statements of scientific problems, his
wnterests are surprisingly ‘“modern,” and remarkably free
from the theological preoccupations which, in the case of
most medizval philosophical writings, obscure their scientific
countent to modern secular readers The direct philosophical
mterest, for our own times, of Ockbham’s discussions, 1s
haghtened by the fact that he not only deals with problems
that secm pertinent to us, but offers analyses of these problems,
and modes of solution, which possess great philosophic power
-—though they are for the most part unfamiliar to contemporary
philosophers cf science

The reader’s indulgence 1s asked for the unavoidable
difficulties attendant on the attempt to render Ockham’s
thought accuiately, in a language which to him would have
secemed almost hopelessly diffuse and equivocal  The
niceties of rhetoric have been sacnficed to what seemecd
a mote 1mmportant end—namely, to get to the bottom of
Ockham’s discussions, as far as possible, and to reveal,
even at the cost of unusual terminology and scemingly
needless  restatement, what Ockham’s much heralded
“‘nominalism’™ zr

My indebtedness to Dr Richard McKeon, for his aid 1n
the task of elucidating Ockham’s thought within the context
of Greek and medizval tradition, and for his kindness 1n
lending me his much prized photostatic copies of Ockham’s
wrtings, 15 hereby acknowledged with the utmost gratirude
I am also much indcbted to Professor F J E Wood-
bridge, of Columbia University, for many illuminating 1deas
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communicated with rare felicity in the course of his
discussions of philosophical empiricism  And for her immense
patience, sympathy, and encouragement, without which
this book could not have been fimshed, I thank my
wife

EAM
Greenwich, Conn

Sept., 1935
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WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

CHAPTER ONE
OCKHAM AND THE SCHOLASTIC TRADITION

I

Historians of philosophy tend, as a rule, to look for con-
tinuities 1n the chronicle of human speculation, 1n order that
abrupt transitions, or gaps mm what mght otherwise be a
progressive unfolding of a major point of view, may be avoided.
Like ‘“‘nature,” they abhor a vacuum and discontinuity
Historical rescarch 1s often a search for mussing links, and for
““fore-runners”’ of certain events or attitudes which, according
to the philosophy of the historian, represent the peaks of
significant social, 1intellectual, or rehigious development, 1n
terms of which the intervening events and attitudes are to be
interpreted and represented as periods of transition

William of Ockham, who flourished during the first half of
the fourteenth century, has been fated to play the réle of a
transition figure and rmussing link, 1n historical studies of late
scholastic and early modern philosophy Had he hived 1n the
middle of the thirteenth century, judgments concerning the
import and value of his philosophical wrtings would un-
doubtedly be radically and surprsingly different from what
they have been But because the fourteenth century witnessed
the beginnings of modern experimental science and of its
mathematical method, and because 1t was also characterized
by the growth of scepticism and by the tendency to make a
radical separation between natural knowledge and rehgious

I



2 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

faith, a serious breach of historical continuity would be in-
volved 1 any interpretation of Ockham’s philosophy that
falled to disclose 1n his thought the seeds of scepuicism, of
empincism, and of the revolt against scholastic intellectualism
which was the glory of the renaissance.

If we turn to the histories of philosophy, and to the studies
which have been made of Ockham’s philosophy during the
past century, we find an almost unamimous agreement con-
cerming the general tendencies of his thought, which, if not
dictated by the desire for historical continuity, at least yields
an nterpretation that mcely satisfies the requirements of the
histonan ! Practically all agree that Ockham was of a sceptical
turn of mind, that he was filled with a thirst for novelty,
that he departed from the metaphysical foundations of the
anistotehian theory of science through his cniticism of various
scholastic theories of the universal and the ‘‘intelligible
species”’, and that he was, whether he knew 1t or not, the
father of the modern empirical and experimental pomnt of
view, sowing the seeds that came to flower in Francis Bacon,
Locke, and Hume

Ockham’s sceptical tendencies are associated, in these
accounts, with a sophistic spint that dehghted in logical
subtleties and ‘‘vain disputations,”” and with a dialectical
manner of questioming all first principles which recalls the
"academic doubt” and which anticipates the Cartesian method
of doubt To him, throughout, 1s attributed a rebellious spint
that took pleasure 1n questioning all authornty, and 1n every
opportumty for novelty and dialectical display

! Michalski, 1n a series of monographs concerned with the cntical and sceptical
tendencies of the fourteenth century (see Bibliography for titles), 1s an excellent
example of the historical method of interpreung [ourteenth century philosophy
He concerns himself only with those elements in Ockham’s writings which can
be exhibited as anucipatory of later developments, and which give to fourteenth
century thought the appearance of a continuous and progressive development—
progressive from the standpoint of expenimental science, retrogressive from the
viewpoint of scholastc metaphysics

? Characterizations of Ockham as one who thirsted for novelty are to be found
m most of the general histones of philosophy CI Ueberweg-Geyer, Grundriss
der Geschichte der Philosophie, 11 (Berln, 1928), p 571 ‘"Die Richtung der
ockhamischen Philosophie 1st kriusch und skeptisch ' Cf also Lhrle, Peter von
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That Ockham’s criticism of the various scholastic doctrines
of umwersalia 1n re, or ante rem, as objects of knowledge, 1s
equivalent to a rejection of the foundations of science as it
was concetved by Anstotle, seems to be doubted by few
modern interpreters of Ockham In spite of the fact that
1t 15 hard to find, among the theories explicitly attacked by
Ockham, many that are, 1 the sense in which they were attacked,
authentically attnbutable to St Thomas Aquinas, 1t 1s usually
taken for granted that Ockham’s criticisms apphed with
almost equal force to thomism, scotism, and to the entire
traditron of scholastic aristotelianism It 1s further concluded
that his criticisms were, consciously or unconsciously, aimed
at Arnsstotle himself, and at the very heart of amstotelian
metaphysics and theory of science !

Candia, p 110 ‘'Wollen wir das mnnerste und allgemeinste Prinzip der nominal-
istischen Eigenart aufweisen, so konnen wir wohl emnen ungesunden, ubertriebenen
Drang nach Neuern und Eigenen als solches bezeichnen ” He adds that the
stages of this tendency are (1) Duns Seotus, (2) Durandus and Aureols, (3) Ockham,
and (4) Nicolas of Autrecourt and John of Mirecourt Cf also De Wull, Hist
o) Med Phil, II, pp 1B6—-7 “The philosophy of Wilham of Ockham had the
success of a novelty and a reaction It represented a new method, that of
subtleties and dialectical finesse

1 Ritter, Stockl, and Gilson all state that for Ockham science 1s no longer of
the universal and necessary, but of the particular—a position which, 1If a(tually
characteristic of Qckham, would thoroughly justify the statement that he was
essenlially anti-aristotelian 1n his theory of science Cf Ratter, Gesch d  chiustl
Phl , VIII Tel, (Hamburg, 1845), p 582 ‘“‘Dieser Richtung schliesst Occam
sich an, indem er erklart, dass die reale Wissenschaft micht vorn Allgemeinen se,
sondern nur vom Besondern " Stockl, Gesch d Phil des Muttelalters, 2, p 1004
“Ebenso 1st es klar, dass nach Ockhams Theorie die reale Wissenschaft sich 1n
kemner Weise auf das Allgemeine, sondern nur auf das Besondere bezieht ”* Gilson,
La philosophie au moyen dge, p 253 ‘‘Mais du pomnt de vue auquel Occam s'est
placé, c’est le particubier qui est I'objet de ]a science ™’

The only support given for these staternents from Ockham's writings (by Rutter
and Stockl, Gilson gives none) 15 the following sentence liom Ockham's Comm
n IV Sent , I, Dist 1I, Qu 4 “Scientia reahs est de rebus, sed non do rebus
umversalibus Sed scientia 1sto modo est de rebus singulanibus  In ats
context this sentence means merely that scientia realts 1s distinguished from scientia
rationafts by the difference that in propositions of the real sciences, the terms
denote things that are not terms or concepts, while 1n propositions of logic or
sctentia rationglis, the terms stand for terms or concepts or other parts of human
discourse  Since for Ockham the word *‘umversal” 1s properly apphicable only to
terms or concepts, since only terms or concepts can be said 0 be predicable
of many,” 1t follows that no real science ean be about umversals, since a rcal
science 1s not, like logic, about terms or other parts of discourse

That this 15 the proper interpretation of the passage cited by Ritter and Stockl
15 evident from other statements made in the very same paragraph of Ockham's
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It was not new, 1n the history of scholasticism, for aristotehian
principles to be attacked, but almost invariably the attack had
been founded on a positive predilection for the augustiman
point of view! Ockham, however, 15 said to have had no
more use for the augustimian theory of knowledge, with 1ts
multiple vanations of the illumination theory, than for the
more anstotelian doctrine of the abstiaction of the universal
by the active intellect He would seem, to judge from the
usual accounts given, to have been purcly a ncgative critic of
both the augustimian and anstotelian elements of the scholastic
tradition, with nothing constructive to offer beyond an
empiricsn of thoroughly atomic and agnostic character 2

Such un cmpinasm, like that of Hume, would be practically
the only remaming altcinative after a rejection of both the

divcuwon 1 ¢ 'Saentiam ose de rcbus potest andelhim quod res sint
i, pro quibus 1artes satt supponunt, ¢ wie soenba reabs ost de rebuy 7 Agamn

Sacnta quachher, sive sitreahs sive rationalis, st lantum de propositionibuy
As will be seen Latar e Ockliume s analysis of the wrm or coneepr  the extonsion
ol the fenns of vsewcntifie propositon s determined by the meamng of the ternn,
and hence since sacnuhc proposiuons are alwavs of uniyersal character and never
particular, the suppostion ol the terms ol propositons 1n the real sciences 1s
detrmined by the intenuonal character of the univensal term or concept wlich
18 a4 umvocal sign of many mdividaals

Aganst the view of Rutter, Stockl, and Gilson, that for Ockham science 15 of
the particular and not of the umversal, we may ate Ockham as follows  Lxp
aw , I, 160 “nulla sexentia propric dicta est de mdnadun sed de universalibus
pro mdnaduis 7 Also § tot log I, 31, 12r  *leruo modo dicitur predicatum
llud quod prodicatur de aliguo subiecto predicatone dirceta, de quo subiecto
potest csse scienhia proprie dicta, ¢t sic Philosophus accipit predicatum primo
[opicorum, ub distinguit quattuor predicata sl genus, difhimtonem, et acei-
dens Lt osub genus comprchandit differenuam, ubi non enunicral speciem,
quia quamvis species predicatur de individuo, quia tamen indnidua non possunt
esse subiecta i propostiombus saitis scientia proprie dicta, wdeo mter 1lla pred-
dicata non cnumeratur species

t1his s well allusirated v St Bonavenwra Of Gilson, La philosophie de S
Bonatenture (\ nin, Pans, 1929), ch n ( La crinque de la philosophu naturelle”)
and ch v ( I analogie umverselle’)

2Cf luderhofir, “Lin Beuwrag zur Biblhographic u Biographic des W von
Ockham, * m Philosoplasches Jahrbuch, XXXVIIIL (1925), p 2B In der Aul-
{assune des 1rkenninisursprunges liegl ja der Schlussel seines Wltanschauung
Als ausgosprochencr Gegner der platomisch-augustimschen 1Muinmauonstheorie,
thenlalls ces wtellectus separatus und der anstotehischen Abstraktion durch
Inmusscpuon da Tormen, beginnt Ockham jene Richtung i der Lrhcnntmslehre
angulaten, die tur den mathemausicrenden Subjektivsmus emnes Hobbes, den
trheuntmstheoretischen Rauonalismus  Descartes, und den Fmpinsmus von
Locke und Humc charakternistisch ist "
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augustimian and aristotelian metaphysics and theories of know-
ledge There 1s empiricism 1 Arnstotle, and a doctrine of
mtuition, but 1t 1s held that Ockham’s empiricism, and his
doctrine of the intwitive cogmition of individuals, lacks the
metaphysical foundation present in Arstotle, this foundation
having been destroyed by his criticism of uniwersalia 1n re
For Anstotle, intuition (vois) 1s the apprehension of the
essential nature of a thing in abstraction from 1its accidental
and sensible determinations?! It i1s held that Ockham, in
denying the existence of universal natures iz things distinct
from the principle by which they are individuals, mevitably
denied that we can have intellectual apprehension of essential
nature through universal concepts umvocally applicable to
many 1ndividuals

On these general points, then, we find an almost unanimous
agreement among modern authorities that Ockham was a
sceptic, that his convictions with respect to umiversals were
equivalent to an attack on anstotehan metaphysics and on
realism 1n science, and that the only positive aspect of his
thought that 1s of interest 15 to be found 1n an empincist and
subjectivist orientation akin to that of Francis Bacon, Locke,
Hume, and to the philosophical background of modern
experimental science * While there are some rather startling
differences 1n the way in which modern scholars support

LAnst , An Post II, 100a 3-100b 17 Cf Ockham, Exp aur, I, 16v, whose
account of the process of coming to grasp the universal 1s almost a literal para-
phrase of Aristotle’s account

*For an interpretation of Ockham's philosophical writings as a whole, based
on the conviction that the key to his thought 1s an empineist point of view ant-
cipatory of Locke, Hume, and of Francs Bacon, see N Abbagnano, Guglielmo
div Ockham, p 53 “Il tratto essenziale e caratteristico del metodo e della
dottrina di Ockham e 1l ricorso continuo a1 dat immediau dell' experienza "’
p 56 ‘‘egh stabilisce la teoria della conoscenza intuitiva, nella quale 1l dualismo
direalta e spirito & superato con un netto ricorso all’ experienza, cio¢ all’ intuizione
immediata dell’ attuale e individuale realta delle cose,” pp 104-5 ‘‘L'induzione
di Ockham s scosta quindi dal concetto anstotelico, di gquanto s1 avvicina a
quello bacomano

Federholer, Siebeck, and Haureau alio find in Ockham’s ‘'empiricism’ the
chief significance of his work Cf Siebeck, Oceams Erkenntmclehre in shrer his-
torischen Stellung, p 330 ‘‘Nach allem bisherigen konnte Occam 1n seiner Beziehung
zur Entwickelung der neueren Philosophie unter den muittelalterlichen Denkern
als derjenige erscheinen, der noch innerhalb der Scholastik selbst die Grundlagen
des nachmaligen Empirismus geschaffen hat "' Hauréau, Hust de la phil scolastique,
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thesc more gencral conclusions, when they take up specific
ponts of interpretation,! the final charactenization of Ockham
as sceptical, “modern,” anti-anistotelian, and empirically or
positivistically minded, 1s the accepted characterization,
comfortably established on the sheclves of our hibranes It 1s,
inadentally, the characterization that 1s most helpful 1n
cxhibiting the transition from thirteenth century scholasticism
to modern empiriasm as a continuous development, without
serious gaps or reverse motions such as might be displeasing
to the historically minded

The hypothests that Ockham was the missing link between
thirteenth century scholasticism and the experimental and
mathematical view of science that characterized the nominalists
and that became dominant in the modern e1a, scems prima
facie a reasonable assumption, for the reason that the school
known as nomimalists 1 the fifteenth century, looked upon
Wiliata of Ockham as its founder * Furthermore, Nicolas
of Orésme and Albert of Saxony, who applied the experimental
and mathematical methods to physical 1nvestigations with
results that anticipated the work of Galileo, Copernicus,
and Descartes, were followers of Ockham whose period of
education fell within his own hfetime @ On the other hand,
many a philosopher has had followers and interpreters, and
posstbly more than one class-room student, that he himself

1. 2, p 430 savs enthusinstically ' C st done, cn realite, sur Ie sol s1 bien prepare
par le prince des nommalistes que T'rangms Bacon a fonde son ¢ternel monument

L. Hochstctter, Studien zur Metaphysik u Erkenntmslehre Walhelmy ton Ochham
(Diss Berhlin, l(|27) 1» one of the lew who quesuon the usual view of Ockham
as a non-anstotchan cnpimaist Prantl, Gesch d Logik 1m Abendlande, 111, p 332,
also thinks Ockham « theory of seience 15 basically anstolehan, though he (Prand)
tends to express thiy ‘arstotchsche Lmpinsmus™ in rather Kanuan language

'Lg, Federholer (Pl Jahrbuch XXXIX, p 277)  ‘“Dicscs Besueben,
Denken und Sinnlichkait in unnuttelbare Nahe zu bringen, hat Ockham von
Scotus ubernommen ” De Wualf;, op at, I1, p 182 “In Ockham’s ideolagy,
the callaboration between scnsation and thuuqht which 15 s0 dlose i the systems
of the othcr scholastics Lecomes purcly external "

Gt Lhrle, Peter ton Candia, p 107, lor an account ol the ongins of the names
“l(rmlmslae." ' ((mtlptnqiac,” and ‘“‘nominales” as applied to a school The
earliest use of thc name “ nominales™ appears to have been at Cologne, around
1425

0 Piare Duhem, Eiudes sur Leonard de Vina, 111, pp 346-105, 481—g2
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would have repudiated The fact that the nominalist school
regarded Ockham as 1ts founder, does not necessarily imply
that his philosophy was adequately interpreted by the nomin-
alist school Nor 15 1t sufficient, 1n any case, to call him a
nominalist, until we have obtained an adequate grasp of what
the word ‘“nominalist,”” as apphed to Ockham’s philosophy,
means

In spite of the prima facie plausibility of the characterization
of Ockham as a promoter of the experimental and mathematical
methods of science, and hence (by a generous inference)
as an advance guard of the baconian and cartesian philosophies
of science, nevertheless the application of this hypothesis
to the detailed interpretation of Ockham’s wntings runs up
against many difficulties Even a superficial reading of Ock-
ham’s works, let alone a systematic study, gives reason for
doubt concerning the accuracy of the usual characterization
of im For 1nstance, if Ockham had actually been inspired
by a desire for novelty and by a spint of rebellion against
tradition, 1t 1s strange that he did not keep up with the pro-
gresstive movements of his own times, and number himself
among the moderm: It 1s strange that he constantly criticized
them and stated his own preference for the opinions of the
antiguz, on the ground that they (the antiquz) stayed closer
to the authentic thought of Arstotle !

Again, 1f Ockham were actually an empiricist of the “atomic
proposition” variety, 1nterpreting the umiversal propositions
of the sciences as mere generalizations of singular contingent
propositions known by experience, how 1s 1t that he considered

1S5 tot log, I, 41, 14v  “Ponuntur ab omnibus auctoribus decem predica-
menta, sed in modo ponendi, ut miht videtur, mulu moderm discordant ab
antiquis unde fingunt nomina abstracta, sicut de ‘quando,’
quod est adverbium, fingunt tale abstractum ‘quandeitas,’ etc Et quia
mtentio antiquorum mihi videtur rationabihor, 1deo 1psam persequendo primo
ostendam quod haec [wit eorum intentio,” etc 1 have found fifteen or more
references to the modern: in Ockham’s logical wniuines, and all of them are criticisms
of the modermi for 1gnorance or msinterpretation of Arnistotle, most of the theories
critcized being charactenstic of 14th century scotists, hke Francescus Mayronis,
or of impure thomists like Walter Burleigh or Aegidius Romanus Aquinas’ own
positions are scarcely mentioned, and he would seem to have been one of the
antigut whom Ockham prelerred
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the principal utility of logic to be 1n enabling us to distinguish
necessary propositions—in the real sciences—from those which
are conungent or merely probable?! And if his empiricism
undermined the arnstotellan conception of science as of the
universal, how are we to account for his explicit demal that
science 15 of the particular® Finally, 1f Ockham were really
i revolt against the anstotehian metaphysics and theory of
science, 1t 1s strange that his criticisms of scholastic doctrines
are 1n practically every instance supported by direct appeals
to the arguments and authority of Anistotle 2

Ockham’s constant appeal to Anstotle, 1n his criticism of
doctrines held by his contemporaries—doctrines which were
themselves upheld 1n the name of Arstotle—suggests an
alternative hypothesis concerning his philosophical orientation
and his place 1n the history of medizval anstotehanmism We
mught, for example, take him at his word and assumec that he
was sceking to effect a return to a pure anstotehanism—the
scholastic interpretations of the peripatetic philosophy being,
i Ockham’s eyes and 1n his time, encrusted with alien elements
derived from the augustinian tradition and from the arahb
commentators  If this were really Ockham’s atutude and
aim, 1t would be quite natural to find him ranged agamnst the
modern1, as represented by the scotists and by many of the
thomists of his own day We might also, on this supposition,
expect to find that his criticisms bore more directly on the
doctrines of Duns Scotus, whose peripateticism was more
deeply tinged with augustiman clements, than on the
authentic doctrines of 8t Thomas, who, 1n philosophy, was
less affected by augustinism

'Ixp aur, I, Proem, 1r “ista scientia perfecte habitn faaliter wdicatur
quid verum quid falsum, et hoe quantum ad 1illa quae per proposiones per se
notas possunt suri, cum in talibus non oporteat st ordinate procedere a pro-
posiiontbus per se notis ad alia quae consequuntur ex eis, et tale processum seu
discursum docetlogica Alia utilitas est pro modis arguendi et respondendt, ' etc

*Cl ante,p 3,Notler S tot log, 1,44, 17r “Ll quia ponuniur communiter
a modernis quod quaelibct quantitas est quaedam res distincta realiter et totaliter
a subsiantia et a qualitate Voulo 1gitur primo ostendere quod 1lla opinio
cst contra mentem Aristotchs  Secundo ponam aliquas rationes contra eam
Terto recitabo opinonem contraniam quae mihi videtur esse de mente
Arnistotels ”
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This, as a matter of fact, is precisely what we find Among
the theories criticized by Ockham 1t 1s hard to discover any
that were, 1n the sense 1n which he attacked them, essential
to the philosophy of St Thomas On the other hand, many
of his criticisms, though not as a rule directed at the teachings
of Duns Scotus himself, attack principles which are essentially
involved 1n the scotist position If Ockham had been 1nterested,
as many of the modern interpreters of his thought would
have us belheve, in undermining the arnstotelian theory of
science, and the aristotelian metaphysics, would he not have
chosen as his principal opponent the scholastic doctor, Thomas
Aquinas, who stayed closest to Arstotle? If he had been
mterested 1n exhibiting natural knowledge, and human
intelligence, as insufficient for the attainment of truth and
certainty, would he not have supported this position by
appeals to St Augustine, as many a member of his own Order
of Friars Minor had done before him? But in point of fact, he
rarely cites St Augustine 1n matters of epistemology, but on
nearly every point goes back to the text of Arstotle

Professor Gilson, 1in an extremely interesting and scholarly
article that appeared 1n 1926, discussed a problem of historical
interpretation that 1s 1n some respects analogous to that which
presents itself when we consider Ockham’s attitude toward
Anstotle ' According to Professor Gilson, St Thomas was
driven to what seemed like a criticism of St Augustine, by
the fact that augustinism had become associated, in an almost
mextricable manner, with the epistemological theory of
Avicenna In a subsequent study Professor Gilson indicated
the important influence which Avicenna exerted on Duns
Scotus, 1n the interpretation of Aristotle—an influence which
had for some time been quite natural to those scholastics
whose taste or tradition was largely augustinian 2

With Willam of Ockham we have what appears to be a
criticism of very fundamental arnistotchan doctrines, or let

! Gilson, “'Pourquor St Thomas a cniiqué St Augustin,’ 1n Archwes d'hustosre,

elc , 1926, pp 5-128
¢ Gilson, “‘Avicenne et le point de départ de Duns Scot,” 1 Archwes d'hustorre,

etc , 1927, pp. Bg-150
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us say of doctrines that had been developed and stated by
scholastic philosophers who professed to follow Aristotle in
matters of natural hnowledge On the other hand, we find
that Ockham not only reframns from crnihcizing Anstotle
himsell, as St Thomas had refrained from direct criticism
of St Augustine, but we find him constantly defending his
criticism of scholastic aristotehianism by the text and principles
of Anstotle

From a superficial standpoint, at least, a situation of this
kind suggests that Ockham had no intention of undermining
the authentic doctrmes of the Stagyrite, and the keenness
and admitted ability of the Venerable Inceptor (as Ockham
was called) makes 1t improbable that he did not know what
he was doing, or that he attacked arnstotehamsm without
knowing 1t A more likely solution might be one similar to
that suggested by Professor Gilson 1n the case of St Thomas’
cniticism of augustinism—that 1s, that Ockham found scholastic
peripateticism so subtly and mnextricably coloured by augustin-
1an or arab meanings and interpretations, that he found 1t
neccssary to attack these scholastic statements as generally
presented and understood, being unable to use the traditional
terminology and modes of expression, aristotellan though
they had been 1n their origin, without incurring the danger
of their being given a non-aristotelian turn !

In support of this hypothesis we may mention most of the
features of Ockham’s writings that have been used to support
the contrary contention His use of a novel terminology
developed from the terminist logicians, as well as his emphasis
on terms and concepts and on their definition, have been taken
as indications of his ““thirst for novelty” and for *‘dialectical
subtleties,” and of a spirit of revolt against the traditions of

1 Perhaps the term "“augustinism™ 1s too narrow as a characlenzanhon of the
immense variety of doctiines that sprang, in medizval discussions, from the wrilings
of St Augusune himself, from the apphcation of christian thenlogical doctrines
and viewpownis to natural philosophy, and [rom the mixture of neo-platonism
and arnistoteliansm that characterized medizval arab and jewish philusophical
literature and which became so influential in the laun West during the thirteenth

century Prof Gilson has coined the term ““augustimisme avicennsant' to sigmify
what we muight call augusumsm and neo-platonism n aristotehan dress
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scholastic arnistotellamism  But if his revolt were against an
mterpretation of Aristotle that was adulterated with augustin-
1an and arab elements of a neo-platonist tendency, so that the
very terminology of scholastic discussion had become infected
with mixed sigmficance and equivocation derived from attempts
to synthesize arnistotelianism and augustinism, his use of new
modes of expression, and his meticulous care 1n the unequivocal
definition of terms, would be equally well explained In the
same way, his attacks on vanous realist theonies of unwersalia
in re—which 1n so many cases resulted in an identification of
the objects of human knowledge with umwersalia ante rem,
or with eternal ideas or exemplars in the divine intellect,
or which 1nvolved such intricate and non-aristotehian theories
as the scotist formal distinction within the thing—can be
explained as an attack on an un-aristotehan anstotelianism,
just as well as they can be explamed from the contrary
standpoint

In short, there 15 sufficient superficial evidence for both
characterizations of Ockham, to i1nvite a more adequate
examination of his discussions concerning logic and science,
for the purpose of determining, on evidence less superficial,
which of these two interpretations, 1f either, 15 the rmore
tenable Only by an analysis of Ockham’s theory of science
motivated by philosophical, rather than historical, interests,
aiming to reveal the principles underlyimng his exposition
of logic and his cniticisms of his contemporaries, can the
problem receive a determinate answer

II

The extensive preoccupation of medi®val philosophical
literature with logic, and the medizval habit of discussing
philosophical problems in the terminology of Arstotle, have
long been noted by historians Until recently 1t was assumed,
indeed, that scholasticism, insofar as i1t was concerned with
philosophical as distingwished from theological interest, was
Little more than an academic restatement of anstotehan
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““dogmas,”’ carcfully petrified nto syllogisms, overlaid with
hair-splitting  verbal disputes and “logic-chopping,” and
utterly devoid of any critical examination of basic principles
or premises !

First-hand 1nvostigation of medizval philosophical literature
has, 1n recent years, brought about a considerable change 1n
the attitude of competent scholars and historians of philosophy
with respect to the character of the medizval penod The
medizval interest 1 logic 1s now seen to have been not so
much an interest 1n argument for argument’s sake, as a
preoccupation with the nature and grounds of scientific
(crtamty, and an attempt to discover and to formulate the
critana by which suence might be distinguished from opinion 2

The study of primary sources has also revealed in medizval
discussions a varniety of philosophical points of view, stemming
from diverse traditions—a varnety that can scarcely be recon-
ciled with the older notion that medizval philosophy was an
uncritical restatement of aristotelian formulas within imitations

allowed by christian theology and by the authonty of St

1Cf A Weher, Hust of Phal (transl by Thilly, Scribners, N Y |, 1925 revised
ed) p 1By  “As soon as Arwsstotle’s system recewved recognition as the only
authentic expression of human reason, 1ts authonty naturally transeended that
ol free thought, p 180 * Hencelorth the question no longer 15 to prove the
agreement between the dogma and natural reason, but 1ts agrecment with the
letter of Arstotle’s writings ' The tradition of scholastic * barrenness” goes
back 1o Francas Bacon, and indecd to his 19th century name-sake Roger Bacon,
cf Irancis Bacon, 1dvancement of Learmng (Lveryman ed , NY , 1915, p 20)
" This knd of degenerate learning did chiefly ragn amongst the schoolmen,
who having sharp and strong wils, and abundance of leisure, and small variely
of reading, but thear wits being shut up 1n the cells of a fow authors (chuclly
Anistotle thar diciator) as their persons were shut up in the cells of monasteries
and colleges, and knowing hittle history, either of nature or time, did out ol no
creat quantity of matter and infinite agitntion of wit spin out unto those laborious
webs of learming which are extant in their books ' Cf also John I ocke, Essay
(Iraser’s ed , Oxford, 1894), vol 1I, p 127 ' lhi, though a viry useless shall
and that which [ think the direct opposite to the ways of knowledge, hath yet
passed hitherto under the Jaudable and esteemed names of subtlety and acuteness,
and has had the applause of the schaols,” ele

* The work of Rutter, Stockl, Hauréau, Prant], Ueberweg-Heinze, and other
pronecrs i the first-hand study of medizval philosophy, laid the ground for more
detailed and accurate understanding of the peniod, lound now m the work of
scholirs Iike Gilson, Duhemn, Grabmann, Mandonnet, etc The publication of
medirval philosophical treatises and Quaestiones has done much to show that
the charges ol har-splitung verbahism and of slavery 1o Anstotle, do not apply
ta 13th century and onlv 1 part to 14th century scholasticism
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Augustine The medi®val discussions of logic, physics,
psychology, ethics, and metaphysics, though formulated n
language that was largely arnstotelian, disclose points of view
and principles of analysis and cnticisip characteristic of
diverse traditions In a single and adequate philosophical
language, and within a comparatively short period of time,
augustinism, neo-platomsm, and aristotelhlamism, 1n an 1im-
mense variety of forms found 1n greck, latin, arabic, and jewish
philosophical literature, faced each other and were subjected
to profound and acute cnticsm  Though the language and
background of these discussions are not ours—so that we may
often fail to recognize the philosophical problems with which
we are familiar 1n our modern discussions—once the barrier
of language and terminology 1s crossed, and the translation
of problems from one set of terms to the other accomplished, 1t
15 hard to find any important philosophical question that was
not raised, and subjected to thorough-going analysis, 1n the
literature of scholasticism

While there are still some scholars who seek to portray
scholasticism as a more or less homogeneous development
with an intrinsic and organic doctrinal unity, the philosophical
discussions of the thirteenth century are being more and
more recogmzed as expicssions of a fundamental conflict ol
principles and methods ' As thc enormous influcncc ol the
arab and jewih syntheses of neo-platomic prinaples and
aristotellan terminology, on the scholastics of the tlurteenth
century, 15 more clearly 1ecogmzed, the criticisms levelled by
St Thomas Aquinas against the doctrines of Averrocs and
Avicenna are seen to apply to a very large part of the scholastic
tradition 1tself

The aristotehan principles espoused 1 philosophy by St
Thomas, were then subjected to a penctrating and subtle
criticism by Duns Scotus Did Duns rc-introduce, 1n a refined

! For the view ol medizval philosophv as a homogineous svndthess with an
organmic doctrinal unity, cf De Wull Hut of Med Phd |, Introduction lor the
view of 1t as the exprossion of conflicung taditions, 1ssumg m scveral distinet,
opposed, and coherent systems of thought, ef Gilson, "Pourquor St I homas

a criigue St Augustin,” m Archurer d'hustorre, efc , 1906, p 5, Note 1, wd pp
1257
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and perhaps attenuated form, the neo-platomist influence
present in the arab restatements of aristotelianism, which
St Thomas had attacked and largely eliminated from his
own aristotelian philosophy? This 1s a problem that requires
the most carefu] analysis, and thorough study, on the part of
the histortan  Professor Gilson, 1n a recent study, has pointed
out some significant features of Duns’ thought that have
close affimty with the thought of Avicenna, and which 1ndicate
as probable the conclusion that the scotist synthesis marks
a return, 1n an orniginal and subtle form, to the un-aristotelian
aristotellanism 1nspired by the arab tradition, that had been
rejected by Aquinas ?

The cniucal character of thirteenth century philosophy,
and the diversity of principles and traditions involved 1n 1,
make necessary a rather careful analysis of the arguments and
criticisins of such a writer as Wilham of Ockham, i any
attempt to determine his philosophical onientation It 1s not
cnough to enumerate the authorities which he quotes, or to
look for epigrammatic statements of principle here and there
mn his writings  Such a method can lead, as indeed 1t has done,
to a variety of opposed estimates, each one plausible and
supported by textual citations, but unable to explain the
aitations on which the other opposed estimates are based
Ockham'’s works are of a critical and analytical character;
our task, in sceking to determine his position 1mn the history
of medizval thought, involves the procedure of discovering
what theories and positions he criticizes, by what principles
his cniticisms are regulated, and of tracing, to the extent
required, these opposed points of view to their sources 1n the
diverse philosophical traditions which entered into medizval
thought

To pursue this analysis 1n terms of Ockham’s exposition of
logic has certain advantages For one thing, Ockham’s extant
works include a relatively complete treatment of logic He
wrote no treatises on metaphysics, and his works on physics,

! Gilson, * Avicenne et le point de départ de Duns Scot,” in Archizes d'fustorre,
etc, 1927, pp B9-150
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though extensive, are not so immediately connected with the
epistemological aspect of medizval discussion 1n which we
are here interested In the second place, logic was prominent
in medizval philosophy throughout the whole period of
scholastic wniting, so that the principles and methods of
medizval writers from Boethius up to the beginning of the
modern era can be brought to a focus, as 1t were, on certain
recurrent problems of logic which were dealt with 1n the earher
as well as the later centuries

The most famous, iIf not notorious, of thesc recurrent
problems, was the so-called “problem of umiversals,” discussed
by practically every commentator on Porphyry as a meta-
physical question relevant to the understanding of Aristotle’s
treatise on the categories Are genera and species substances?
Are they corporeal or incorporeal? If the latter, are they in
sensible things or separated from them? These three questions
raised by Porphyry, at the beginning of a treatise designed as
an introduction to Anstotle’s analysis of terms, had a double
effect, whose importance can scarcely be over-estimated, on
the aristotehanism of the Middle Ages Its effect on medizval
logic was to give to scholastic interpretations of Aristotle’s
Organon a metaphysical orientation and emphasis which, 1n
Anstotle’s own logical treatises, 1s carefully avoided Its
eflect on medizval metaphysics was also important, since 1t
tended, by reading problems of logic as problems of meta-
physics, to cause mectaphysical questions to be discussed 1n
forms borrowed {rom logic

These effects are 1llustrated 1n innumerable forms distinctive
of the chief syntheses of augustinism, anistotehianism, and the
arab interpretations of Arstotle, that appeared 1n thirteenth
century literature The discussions concerning a principle of
individuation, a problem that seemed of great importance to
the thirteenth century, turn on a problem resuling largely
from the porphynan interpretation of Arnstotle

Porphyry regarded the species as a fifth predicable, of the
same logical status as defimtion, property, and accident The
pnmary subject of predication, which 1s the individual
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“first substance,” thus became distinguished from the infima
species  The cffect of this distinction was to make necessary
some principle of individuation, whereby the primary subject
of predication could be distinguished formally, and essentially,
from the specics, just as the species 1s distinguished from its
proximate genus by the essenual differentia  In other words, a
sixth predicable became necessary It 1s not found in Porphyry,
but appeared later in two apparently independent sources—
i Alclard and 1n Avicenna ! This sixth predicable was the
“mndividual,’ and the primary subject of predication thus
became indeterminate with respect to umiversality and in-
dividuality, as was the case mn the scotist tradition 2

When, agamst this background, the aristotelian thesis that
nothing cxists apart from individuals 1s adopted, 1t becomes
impossible to maintain the anstotellan theory that knowledge,
which 15 of the umiversal, 1s of the sensible and changeable
things which ewust by nature For the primary subject 1s no
longer the individual nature apprehended through sense
experience, but a form indeterminate with respect to 1n-
dividuality, and prior to it, like an exemplar according to
which God creates existent individuals, and by which the
soul 15 1llumined 1n 1ts act of understanding

The affinity of this point of view, developed from Porphyry's
interpretation of Aristotle’s Categories, with the theological and
metaphysical tendencies of augustinism, 1s obvious The
philosophy of Avicenna, in which the same problems were
faced 1n the attempt to understand Arnstotle i terms of a
neo-platonist metaphysical background, provided the thirteenth
century scholastics with concepts and arguments admirably
adapted to the elaboration of the porphyrian point of view

' This interesung and sigmficant addition to the predicables 1s discussed by
R P Mchkeon, in s Philosophy in the Middle Ages (soon to be published) It seems
to hnve cscaped other scholars and historians of medizval philosophy, since n
no other secondary source have I fourd mention of 1t

2Ct Duns Scotus, Qu 1n Met Qu 18, n 8 “Est ergo natura 1n potentia
remot1 ad deleriunalionem singularitats, et ad indeterninationem universahs,
ctsicut a producente comungitur singularitaty, 1ta a re agente, ct simul ab intellectu
agente, comwungitur umiversalitatn Et 1sto modo bene intelhgitur 1llud dictum
Avicennae, V. Mect, ch 1, quod natura de se non est universals, nec particulars,
sed tantum natura '
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This neo-platonist manner of interpreting Aristotle, which
was inherited from Porphyry and reinforced by augustinism
and by the arab commentators, received at the hands of St.
Thomas Aquinas a thorough-going critique, bearing chiefly
on the metaphysical 1ssues, and on the illumination theories
of knowledge developed from augustimian and arab sources
The platonist doctrine of separated forms, the arab theory
of a separated active intellect, and the augustiman theory of
knowledge by illumination or by exemplars, were lnked
togcther by St Thomas, and attacked on the general
ground that they entailed or presupposed the demial of the
reality of the created world and the efficacy of fimte causes,
and consequently the denial of the ‘“firstness” of the first
principles of natural knowledge !

The opponents criticized by St Thomas were the averroists
and those augustinians who had been influenced by arab
doctrines of platomic or nco-platonic character Aquinas’
battle could be fought with weapons forged 1n a generous
fashion from the principles of aristotehan metaphysics Duns
Scotus, who came later, conceded these principles of arsto-
tehanism, and then proceded to qualfy them, and to
rantroduce, i his analysts of cach philosophical or suentific
problem, distinctions and qualifications which were nspired
bv the older augustimism and by Avicenna, and which permitted
a return, 1n a refined and subtle form, to the essennals of the
augustiman poimnt of view

Willhlam of Ockham professed to be a pure aristotehian, and
through a painstahing analysis of logical questions he sought
to uncover, and to dislodge, the non-arstotehan elements
which 1in his eyes corrupted medizval interpretations of
Anstotle—clements which gave rise to problems and difficulties
that have no place in the works of the Stagyrite, but arse
only as a result of the attempt to make a philosophical synthesis
of aristotehhamism and augustimsm Ockham could not, like
Aquinas, carry out his critique along broad metaphysical lincs,
because the scholastics whose doctrines he was criticizing were

"

1 Cf Gilson, ' Pourquox St [homas a cnugqué St Augustin
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perfectly willing to concede most of the theses upheld by St
Thomas, even while they qualified them and re-interpreted
them, in application to questions of logic and of natural
sclence, 1n an augustinian and avicennist manner

Ockham found 1t necessary to track down the point of view
which he was criticizing, and which St Thomas before him
had also attacked, to its roots in the porphyrian and boethian
interpretations of Armstotle’s logic A neo-platonist theory
of knowledge had been msinuated into the interpretation of
Aristotle by almost every teacher of anstotellamism that the
Middle Ages had—by Porphyry, by Boethius (who thought
to make a synthesis of platomsm and aristotelianism), by
Avicenna, Averroes, Avencebrol, Maimonides, and even by
Proclus, whose ““Book of Causes” was for a long time attributed
to Anstotle and used as a guide to understanding aristotelian
metaphysics Aquinas attacked this neo-platonust attitude in
the doctrines of the arab and jewish writers, and in the
augustinism  that had assimulated important clements from
these sources Ochham tracked it down to Porphyry’s in-
troduction of a metaphysical status to the purely logical
distinctions and orderings of terms with which Arnistotle had been
concerned 1n the Categonies, and 1n each logical question that
he trecats, the interpretations criticized by him reveal their
roots 1n the porphynian confusion between ¢ dvra and 74
Aeyoueva His criticisms themsclves are, by the same token,
grounded 1n the constant cffort to maintain the distinction
between logic, natural science, and metaphysics, and between
modes of signification and the things signified

II1

Wilham of Ockham, like so many medizval wrters, has
very little biography beyond the record of his 1deas, as contained
in his works He was born probably between 1290 and 1300,
and his home appears to have been the willage of Ockham,
in the county of Surrey He entered the Order of Friars
Minor, and received his education at Oxford, obtaining his
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baccalaureate around the year 1318 During the following
two years he read the Sentences of Peter Lombard, as part of
the customary rcquirements for the Master’s degree Theo-
logical students who had completed these requirements, but
who had not yet received their License to teach theology, were
said to be inceptores, their academic grade being that of bac-
calaureus formatus—whence the title by which Ockham was
known by later generations, as the inceptor venerabilis, a name
that originally had no connection with the 1dea of Ockham
as the founder, or wnceptor, of nominalism

In 1324, probably before receiving his licentiate as a Master,
Ockham’s academic career was interrupted by a summons
to the papal court at Avignon Certain statemnents, tn his
philosophical and theological writings, had been challenged
as heretical, and he was called to the papal cuna to defend
himself against these charges The wheels of ecclesiastical
condemnation sometimes move very slowly, and the in-
vestigation of Ockham’s alleged heretical views ran on foi
three years from the time of his arrival in Avignon, without
resulting 1n a condemnation Durning this period, from 1325
to 1328, Ockham made the acquaintance of two promunent
Franciscans who werc attending on the papal court in order
to defend theirr views concerming the vow of poverty, and
the manner 1n which 1t was to be applied 1n practice One of
these men, Michael Cesena, was General of the Franciscan
Order at that time, the other was Bonagratia, from Bergamo
Ockham’s sympathies were won for their cause, so that soon
after Pope John XXII decaded the question unfavourably to
their views, Ockham was excommumcated (June 6, 1328)
along with Cesena and Bonagratia, all three of them having
registered their protest, in writing, against the papal decision
Thus, although Ockham’s summons to Avignon rested on
accusations agamnst his theological orthodoxy, his excom-
munication was not a consequence of these accusations It
resulted from his association, on the question of the Franciscan
vow of poverty, with the views upheld by the General of his
Order, and by Bonagratia As far as 1s known, Ockham’s
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theological orthodoxy, apart from the question of obcdience
to the Avignon papal authonity, was never officially denied
and the charges which had occasioned his visit to Avignon
werc dropped

Ockham, Cesena, and Bonagratia did not wait for the
sentence of excommunication, but cscaped {rom Avignon
toward the end of May, 1328, seeking the protection of the
Emperor Lows of Bavana, who at that time had broken with
the Avignon papal authority  Already the Emperor had given
shelter to two other promunent teachers, Marsilius of Padua
and John of Janun Ockham and his companions scttled
down at the Franciscan headquarters in Munich, 1 1330, and
it was hcre, during the following eight years, that Ockham
wrote his great mass of political treatises against the subordin-
ation of the civil authority to the papacy

The course of Ockharn’s life and activities, after the Emperor’s
death 1n 1338, 15 2 matter of mystery as far as our present
knowledge 15 concerned  There 15 some evidence to indicate
that hc took up teaching actnatics, and possibly wrole his
Quodlibctal Questions, at Strasbourg, 1t has even becn argued
that he returned to the University of Pans duting the last
decade of his Life, on the giound that Paris became such a
centre of Ockhamism at that time

It 15 fairly certain that a few years before his death Ockham
sought to be reconciled with his brother Franciscans who had
remamcd loyal to the Awvignon curia rather than to therr
General, Michacl Cesena  Afier Cesena’s death, mn 1342,
Ockham had taken over the seal of the Order and had acted
as " Vicar of the Order” (1e, of that part which did not
rccognmize the Avignon authority), but 1n 1348 he sent the
seal to Wilham Farnier, who was General of the other faction
I'he tradition that at this ume Ockham also sought to be
restored to communion with the Holy See, has no docu-
mentary support, though 1t seems probable that he should
have done so, since he was willing to surrender the seal of
his Order to those who were 1n communion with the Avignon
hine of Popes Whether or not he died excommunicate, 1s
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not known—his death occurred on Apnl 10th, 1349 (or 1350—
here again we are 1n 1gnorance), presumably because of the
plague which was decitmating Europe at that time ?

Ockham’s longest single work, and probably one of his
carliest, 1s his commentary on the Sentences of Peter Lombard
This, likewise, 1s his principal theological work, his politico-
theological wrnitings, written after his flight from Awvignon,
form a considerable part of his total literary production, but
have little direct bearing on his nomialism and philosophical
views Those of his writings that can be called strictly
philosophical in character, are concerned with logic and natural
philosophy  They include a Summulae 1n hbros physicorum,
Quaestiones in octo Libros physicorum, and two works on logic—mn
addition, several shorter treatises on questions of natural
philosophy and logic are attributed to Ockham His Quodlibeta
septem are also of direct philosophical, as well as theological,
interest The same may be said of his commentary on the
Sentences, and to a lesser degree of the treatise De sacramento
altarrs and of his Centiloguium theolpgicum

The two works on logic, which are of most 1mmediate
interest 1n the study of Ockham’s theory of science and of
what 1s called his ““nommnalism,” are the following (1) Summa
totwes logicae, written, according to 1ts dedication, at the request
of a certain Brother Adam, who had expressed the desire to
sce Ockham’s logical theories presented 1n a single systematic
work, (2) Expositio aurea super artem veterem, which consists
of textual commentaries on Porphyry's Isagoge, and on
Arnistotle’s Categortae and De wnterpretatione *  In these works

!1or biographical data on Ockham, cf Federhofer (Phtl Jahrbuch XXXVIII,
1925, pp 19-40), also Abbagnano, ch 1, and Ueberweg-Geyer, pp 572—4, con-
taining references to all the principal sources of our scanty knowledge of Ockham's
Iife

2 The editions used for the present study are the following *'Summa touus
logicae Magistn Guielmi Occham Anglel logicorum argubssimi nuper cor-
recta Venews 1508 ' This edinon was edited by Marcus de Benevento, a
prominent norminalist of the time, and, according to Prantl (p 329, Anm 740) 1t
was worked over, 1f not rewnitten, by this editor Ehrle, Peter von Candia, p 9g,
also remarks  “Der Text 1st 1m Druck von dem bekannten Nominalistenhaupt
Markus von Benevent humanistisch etwas uberarbeitet '’ The ‘' Golden Exposi-
tion’’ 15 here used 1n the 1496 edinon  “*Expositio aurea et admodum utilis super
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1s found Ockham's ex professo treatment of logic and of the nature
of discursive science, though parts of his quodhibetal questions
and of his commentary on the Senfences, also discuss logical
and epistemological questions, and can be used as relevant
sources To take these latter works as the sole or principal
source for Ockham's theory of science, neglecting the logical
works and particularly that part of the Summa totis logicae
which deals with demonstration, 1s hikely to give a rather
distorted view of Ockham’s position His constructive state-
ment 15 1n the logical works, whereas the Quodlibeta, and the
commentay on the Sentences, touch on the nature of science
etther mcidentally 1n the discussion of theological or other
questions, or clse by way of arguing detached problems
removed fiom the context of the systematic exposiion of
logic 1

The order of composition of Ockham’s works 15 a matter
of considerable intcrest, but until further research 1s made
mto the manuscnipt tradition, the question can scarcely be
settled with any degree of accuracy It 1s generally conceded
that the commentary on the Sentences 15 an early work, written
at Oxford prior to Ockham’s summons to Avignon in 1324,
but the order and dates of composition of the other works
are matters of extremely divergent opinions From the time

aruwm vcterem tduta per venerabilem inceptorem fratrem Guilielmum de Qecham
cum quacstiontbus Alberu parvi do Saxoma  Bonomiae 1496 ' Prantl (ibid )
also questions the complete authenticity of this text, but Abbagnano, pp 28-g,
questions the evidence on which Pranil s opinion 1s based, and pomnts out that
the cditor (Marcus de Benevento) 1s careful to indicate his own interpolations,
keeping them distinct from the text of Ockham

The * Brother Adam™ 1n the dedication of the S tot log , 15 Adam Wodeham,
according to Pdzer (*'Les 51 articles de G Occam censures, en Avignon, en 1326,
in Revue d'hustorre eccllsiashque, 1922, pp 240-70), and Michalski (*'Les sources,
et ”, Cracovie 1927) who had previously questioned 1t

! T hose paits of the Quodlibeta dealing with epistemnology have been translated
into Lnglish by Prof Richard Mckeon, in Selections from Medveval Philosophers,
vol 1T, pp 351-421 (Scribners, 1930), with an introductory sketch of Ockham’s
philosophical orientation which 1s worth more than one careful reading

Ratter, Stockl, Sicbeck, Federhaofur, and indeed pracucally all modern writers
on Ockham including cven Prantl, appear to have gnen very little attention
to the part of Ockham's Summa totius logicae dealing with demonstraton  Yet 1t
1 here, 1f anywhere, that a direct statement of Ockham’s theory of science ought
Lo be sought
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when Ockham left Avignon (1328) until the end of the following
decade (around 1340), he produced so many political writings
that he would scarcely have had much time for philosophical
composttion He did not die, however, until 1349 (or possibly
1350), and Iittle 1s known of his activities during this last
period of hus ife  Whether his Quodlibeta, his logical treatises,
and his writings on physics, were written before he left Oxford
m 1324, or during the last decade of his life, 15 a disputed and
open question That some of these works were written later
seems likely, since otherwise his literary activity at Osxford
would have been immense !

The nature and extent of Ockham’s own library 1s another
question that must remain largely a matter of conjecture
In his logical works he refers constantly, of course, to Arstotle,
and, m his commentary on Porphyry, to the author of the
Isagoge A fairly frequent use 1s made of Boethius, whose
logical works were standard elements of a medizval education,
and of Avicenna and Averroes, of whom the samc may perhaps
be said On logical questions Ockham makes more use of the
authority of Averroes than of Avicenna, but on the whole he
draws far less on the arab commentators than was usually the
case among scholastic writers, and where he does draw on
themn 1t 1s only to add their support to a position already
established by reason and by arnstotehan pnnciples St
John Damascene 1s quoted occasionally, as 15 St Anselm In
the part of the Summa totuus logicae dealing with demonstration,
Ockham makes rather frequent reference to Robert Grossc-
teste’s commentary on the Posterior Analyties St Augustine,
whose name appears so frcquently 1n most medizval treatises
cven when they are on logic or on natural philosophy, 1s

1 On the manuscript tradition, and a hist (not completely accurate) of Ockham’s
extant writings, (f A G Little, The Giey Friarsat Oxford, pp 225-34 On the order
and dates of composition, Federholer (Phil Fahrbuch XXXVII1I, 1925, pp 29-39)
and Abbagnano (ch 1) have much to say, but rather insecure evidence lor thar
conclusions  Cf also Hochstetter, Studien zur Metaph u  Erkenntmisiehre W v
Ockham (Iiss DBerlin 1927), pp 1-11, and Pelzer, Les 51 articles, etc , pp 245-6
Ockham's treatises are full of references to his own works, but since the manu-
scripts and editions are all of relatively late ongin, and contain mterpolations by
copyists and editors, 1t 15 unsafe to base conclusions concerning the order of
composition on such evidence, though this 15 the method employed by Federhofer
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mentioned only a few times 1n Ockham’s logical works Indeed,
one looks 1n vain 1n Ockham’s wrnitings for the interest 1n the
historical ongins of philosophical theories, which 1s found,
for example, in St Thomas Ockham, more than most of
the great medizval writers, seems content to deal directly
and analytically with the philosophical problems and argu-
ments which his age inherited from the past, without bothering
to attach labels, or to indulge in historical 1nquiries, with
respect to their authors or their onigin

The opmnions and arguments introduced by Ockham for
purposes of analysis and criticism, without mention of their
authors, are many, but seern where they are wdentifiable at
all to be derived chiefly from the works of his own contem-
poraries Prantl and Abbagnano have attempted to identify
some of these protagomsts, among whom may be mentioned
Duns Scotus, Franciscus de Mayronis, Durandus de St
Porcianus, Aegidius Romanus, Walter Buileigh, and Henry
of Harclay ! Untl further research, and the publication of
critical editions of the works of the numerous Masters of the
carly fourteenth century, has taken place, positive 1denti-
fication of the arguments and opinions cniticized by Ockham
1s scarcely possible A rich and varied field of investigation
awaits future historians and scholars, 1n this pertod, with many
an unpublished and perhaps unknown manuscript waiting
to see the hght Meanwhile we have to be content with the
arguments themselves, anonymous though they be

A further question of historical interest 15 that of the origin
of the terminist logic which Ockham used and devecloped 1n
his own restatement of the Organon It has for a long time been
a matter of debate whether the Summulae logicales written by
Peter of Spain was a latin version of the Synopsis of Arnistotle’s
Logic of Michael Psellos of Byzantium, or whether the latter
was a greek version of the treatise of Peter of Spain  Prantl,
who held with great tenacity to the former opinion, considered

YPrauntl, Gesch d Logik, vol 111, pp 330-b1  Abbagnano, Gughelmo d
Ockham, ch n, and especially pp 75-85 CI also L Baudry, ‘ Les rapporss de
G d Occam el de Walter Burleigh,” 1n drchites d'hustowre doctrinale et hilerawre du
nien dge, t IX, 1994
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that the entire development of late thirteenth and early
fourteenth century logic, 1n the latin West, was inspired by
what he called the ''Byzantine logic ”’ In recent years, how-
ever, the balance of scholarly authority seems to favour the
second hypothesis, so that the Syropsis of Psellos 1s regarded as
a free translation of the Summulae of Petrus Hispanus ?

In any event, Prantl discovered fairly substantial traces
of the terminist logic 1n Lambert of Auxerre (l ca 1250) and
1n William Shyreswood (died 1249), both of whom 1ncluded 1n
their expositions of logic treatises on the proprietates terminorum 2
If we assume that these wrters were not borrowing or
translating from Byzantine sources, the most probable
hypothesis 15 that the termimst logic developed from the
activities of the grammarians, who, during the thirteenth
century, began to break away from unquestioning subservience
to Priscian and Donatus, and to construct a philosophy of
grammar Grammar, mn ancient times, had been the hand-
maiden of rhetoric, now 1t became the handmaiden of logic *

Most of the terms and distinctions used by Ockham 1n his
logical works are found also 1n the works of other scholastic
writers of his time, and 1n the logical treatises attributed
to Duns Scotus 4 Ockham’s origmality 1s not to be sought

!The prinapal arguments against Pranil« posiuon are given by Thurot, n
Re. Archeol , N § X, pp 267-81, and m Ree Critigue, XIII, pp 194 207,
by Valenun Rose, in fermer 11 (1867), pp 146—7 and pp 465-7 and by R
Stapper, Papst Johannes XXI (Munster, 1898), pp 16 f That the author of
the Summulae logicales was not Pope John XXI, but another Petrus Hispanus who
wrote the work around 1311, has been argued very convincingly by H D Simonin,
O P, m Archves d bustorre doctrinale e¢ litterawre du woyen dge, 1930, pp 267 78

tPrantl, Gesch d Logik, vol 111, pp 10-32

¥ Ct Paetow, The Arts Course at Medieval Unwersities wnth Special Reference to
Grammar and Rhetoric (Ihnots Univ Press), also ch v of *'Les Buvres de Siger de
Courtrar’ by G Wallerand (Les Philosophes Belges, t VIII, Louvain, 1913)

¢ Ihe charactensuc nnovations of the termumst logic, such as suppostio,
copulatio, restrictro, amphatio, appellaho, dutributio, and relatis, which were the
distinctions dealt with 1n treatises ' de proprietatibus termunorum, are used to
a conviderablv greater extent by Duns Scotus in the Qu sup Perih | and the other
logical works attributed to hum and included in vol 1 of Wadding s edition, than
by Ockham Indeed, Ockham makes practically no use of these termunist disunc.-
tions, beyond the disuinction between ngnificatio and suppositio, which goes back to
Aquinas and even earlier, there 15 1n Ockharr ’s works no treahise on the * propriet-
ates terminorum,’’ beyond an analysis of modes of supposition  Tor the meamngs
of these terminist disuncuons, ef Prantl, vol IIT pp 17 9, ji—2, and 51 GO
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1n the mvention of terms or distinctions, but rather in the use
he made of them 1n giving a new statement of the arstotehian
logic Whether this statement 1s to be regarded as a medizval
corruption of the authentic thought of Arstotle, or as a
medizval discovery of an anstotehamism freed from the
corruption of an augustinian and neo-platonist interpretation,
15 a question of considerable interest and sigmficance for the
history of philosophy The present study of Ockham’s ex-
position of logic aims to contnbute, through a philosophical
analysis of the content of his logical works, to the solution
of this question

v

It 15 well, at the outset, to consider the alternative methods
of pursuing the study of Ockham’s logic, and to indicate the
method chosen and the reasons favouring 1t  Ochham, 1 his
logical works, 1s primarily concerned to give a clear and accurate
statement of the characteristics of discursive thinking as such
—and 1nsofar as we make this Interest predorminant mn our
study of Ockham, the subject of inquiry 1s logic or the nature
of discursive sigmfication But Ockham, in presenting his
staternent of logic and his philosophy of science, was not only
a logician and philosopher, but also a cnitic of his contempor-
anics, and a professed intcrpreter of Aristotle Insofar as we
are 1nterested 1n these aspects of Ockham’s discussions, the
subject of our nquiry 15 no longer logic 1tsclf, or discursive
signification as such, but 1t 15 Ockham’s {ogic as an interpretation
of the Organon, and as a criicism of alternative interpretations
of the Organon such as were prevalent 1n Ockham’s time In
the same way, our matenal suggests two diffcrent sorts of
question first, what are the primary concepts and principles
presupposed by Ockham’s analysis of the character of dis-
cursive science, and how adequate or how intelligible 15 his

Whon Ockham s logical works are compared with the treatses on logic produced
by his conternporaries and by many who were hus predecessors, he 15 wen to have
been less of animnovator and (abricator ol verbal distinciions, than a cniue of the
innovations and verbalism of hus times
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analysis when grasped 1n function of 1ts own 1ntrinsic principles
and aim? Secondly, stressing the historical interest, we may
ask how accurate an interpreter of Arstotle Ockham was,
and whether his interpretation of the Organon 1s more faithful,
or less, than the alternative interpretations which he criticized
and rejected

To attempt to give an answer to the second question, without
previously answering the first question, 1s equivalent to an
attempt to build a house without knowing whether the materals
put together are stone or wood or metal To judge concerning
Ockham’s accuracy as an interpreter of Aristotle, one must
first possess an accurate and adequate understanding of the
aristotellan philosophy that Ockham was interpreting, and
of the philosophical principles regulating Ockham’s nter-
pretation To possess such understanding, to a degree sufficient
to give any great measure of objective validity to one’s judg-
ments and estimates, 1s surely no easy matter Arstotle himself
was the authentic aristotehian, and all other arnstotelians are
wnterpreters of the Stagyrite Such was Ockham, and such were
the scotists, thomists, and other medizval writers whose
mterpretations of Arnstotle were rejected or modified by
Ockham To compare these alternative interpretations to the
“real Anstotle,” 1s only to measure them by stll another
interpretation set up, implicitly or exphatly, by the historian
who makes the comparisons, and who offers, as the fruit of
his inquiries, his ““conclusions ”’

The disadvantages of this method of direct comparnison
and synthetic judgment, both from the viewpoint of historical
accuracy and from that of philosophic value, are fairly
obvious But if we decline to use the method of companson
and judgment by reference to our own version of the *true
Anistotle,” what method remains? How investigate Ockham’s
aristotehlanism? There remains the method of analysis and
exposition—the detailed study of Arstotle’s Organon through
the eyes of Ockham, 1n his own terms and by the light of his own
principles Here our task 1s not that of judging the work of
one man by the standards of another, or by what we judge
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to be the standards of the other—rather 1t 15 to seek to under-
stand the content of a philosophical work by following 1its
author 1n his own analysis of philosophical problems, and by
seeking to grasp his analysis in terms of the subject matter
itself and of 1ts own principles

In the case of Ockham, this alternative method—that of
exposition and analysis—has much to recommend 1t For one
thing, despite the fact that Ockham’s ‘‘nominalism” has
played an extremely promiment part in historical judgments
concerning late medizval and early modern philosophues,
a survey ol the secondary lhterature on Ockham shows a
surprising absence of detailled or analytic studies of what
Ockham’s norminalism was Though many medizval scholars
appear to concur 1n the judgment that Ockham’s nominalism
had a corrosive effect on scholastic philosophy, and that 1t
was responsible for many of the characteristic attitudes and
problems of seventeenth century thought, few of these scholars
seem to agree on a defimite philpsophical basis, in Ockham’s
wrnitings, for the conclusions which they share It 1s easy to
learn, from secondary sources, that Ockham’s nominalism
was responsible for countless scientific and philosophical
tendencies of early modern times—but 1t 15 not easy to learn,
from these sources, what Ockham’s nominalism was

Furthermore, the scarcity of texts of Ockham’s philosophical
works, by which historical estimates of his influence and of
the directions of his thought might be checked, makes an
expository and analytic treatment of his logic particularly
desirable  Anstotle’s wntings are everywhere available,
and hence, 1f the reader wishes to reach a considered opinion
of his own, as to whether Ockham was a good interpreter of
Aristotle or not, he 1s not forced to depend on any secondary
source for his understanding of the Stagyrite He 1s, however,
forced 1n most 1nstances to depend on secondary sources for
his understanding of Ockham Consequently, next to bringing
out a cntical edition of Ockham’s works, the publication of
a detailed analytic exposition of Ockham'’s theory of science,
in his own terms and 1n function of the discussions in which
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he was himself engaged, can provide part of the foundation
required for sound judgments concerming Ockham’s aristo-
tellanmism

In the present work, consequently, we propose to use histor-
1cal comparison and contrast only to the extent justified by
Ockham’s text Insofar as he presents his theory of science
by way of cniticizing alternative views upheld by his pre-
decessors and contemporanes, the discussion of the problems
dealt with by Ockham, 1n terms of the concepts and convictions
of other thinkers, 1s justified—indeed, 1t 1s to some degree
required for the clear grasp of Ockham’s own position Thus
we will have occasion to consider, along with Ockham’s
analysis of discursive signification, the alternative statements
offered by Porphyry, Averroes, Avicenna, Duns Scotus, and
others We will not, however, find 1t necessary, for the purpose
of understanding Ockham’s exposition of logic or the meta-
physics 1nvolved 1n 1t, to translate his discussions into the
language and context of seventeenth century philosophy—
for while 1t 1s possible that some of the seventeenth century
thinkers were concerned to defend, or to criticize, Ockham’s
logic, 1t 1s not possible that Ockham was trying to defend,
criticize, or anticipate;, Locke, Berkeley, or Descartes

Ockham also presented his exposition of logic as an inter-
pretation of Arstotle’s Organon, and consequently (onstant
reference to the aristotehan text 1s justified, and indeed
required, for the understanding of his exposiion Much of
this exposition consists of explicit discussions of Arnistotle’s
text, 1n which Ockham seeks to justify his own mode of
mterpretation and to invahdate conflicting mterpretations
Ockham’s arguments, 1in such cases, rest not on a merely
philological basis, but rather on an appeal to what he considered
to be the principles of Aristotle’s philosophical analyses Hence
our use of the aristotechan texts, in expounding Ockham, will
be guided by the aim of clarification of Ockham’s mterpretation,
rather than by the aim of judging his interpretation through
a grammatical analysis of particular sentences or paragraphs
m Arstotle



30 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

In general, the method which has been adopted for our
present study of Ockham’s logic, is determined not by the
aim of passing judgment on Ockham’s principles or conclusions,
but by the aim of understanding what they are In the same
way, where matenal from Arstotle’s writings 1s brought in,
or where references to Aristotle are given in the notes, the
purpose 1s not to judge Ockham’s aristotelianism by our own
choice of citations from Amstotle, but to make “Ockham’s
Arnistotle ”” more evident to the reader

The above method of studying Ockham leaves to the reader,
for the most part, the task of deciding whether or not Ockham’s
conception of science was anstotelian, or whether 1t was more
50, or less 50, than the scotist and other medizval interpretations
that Ockham rejected If the exposition and analysis of Ock-
ham’s work in logic, undertaken in the pages which follow,
provide a more accurate foundation than has hitherto been
available, for the reader’s judgment on this question, our
eflorts will have been sufficiently justified And if, by chance,
some should feel the philosophical power of Ockham’s analysis
ot discourse, as a thing of value and sigmificance even 1n the
twentieth century and in the age of relatiity physics, the
ends of philosophy, as well as of the history of philosophy,
will have been served



CHAPTER TWO
THE LOGIC OF TERMS

THe fundamental preoccupation of Wilham of Ockham, in
his exposition of anstotelian logic, 1s 1 maintaining the
distinction between those forms or characters of discourse
attributable to the voluntary operations of the human mind,
and those elements which cannot be exhibited as products
of synthetic rational operations, but which are apprehended
by the mind as indivisible principles of 1ts knowledge of
nature This preoccupation 1s 1ndicated, at the start of
Ockham’s treatment of logic, (1) 1n his discussion of the status
of logic among the sciences, (1) in his discussion of the
nature of the term or concept, and (mr) in his discussion of
the distinctions between absolute and connotative terms, and
between concrcte and abstract terms

I

In the Proemium to his commentary on Porphyry, Ockham
states what logic 15, 1ts causes, 1ts utility, 1ts distinction from
other sciences, and 1ts status as an art rather than as a specula-
tive disciphine  Like any science whatever, logic 1s something
present in the intellective soul, and hence 1s not a substance but
rather an accidental determination or qualification of a sub-
stance More precisely, 1t 15 a collection of habits of knowledge
(collectro habituum) 1n the mind of anyone who can be said to
possess the science

Like any science, logic has only two ecssential causes—
efficient and final Its efficient cause, 1nsofar as 1t 1s a discipline
acquired by instruction, 1s the teacher, 1ts immediate final

3
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cause 15 the actual understanding of the propositions of which
logic 15 composed, and by which the habitual understanding
of the science 1s 1 the first instance acquired Its mediate
end, or ulterior purpose, 1s that for the sake of which logic
exists-—namely, the science of nature It 1s worth noting that
Ockham here speaks as if logic were the instrument only of
the philosophy of nature, and not of philesophia prima or
metaphysics, a view which receives considerable confirmation
from his later discussions !

The uulity of logic 1s two-fold As instrument of demon-
strative science, 1t cnables us to distinguish principles from
conclusions, necessary propositions from contingent and
impossible ones, and truths which are known from truths
which are merely believed Its other utility 1s 1n enabling us
to recognize the mmplicative connections between propositions
hypothetically assumed 1n dialectical argument or inquiry
The truth attributed to probable or hypothetical premises,
beine neither self-evident nor demonstrable, 1s attributed
to them by analogy, the evident principles of demonstrative
science being the standard or exemplar, so to speak, by
analogy with wlich the meaning of “hypothesis” or of
“probable truth” 1s understood 2

‘The differentia between logic and the other sciences, whereby

YLxp aur,l Proem 1r ‘ Logua est una collec tio multorum habituum
" Sauondum st quod istus seientiag, sicut ewushbet alterius seientiae, sunt tantum
duac causae tssenbales proprie loquendo de causiy, cuius ratio est quia nulla res
simplex non composita (x parlibus alterius et alterius ratiorus potest habere nisa
duas causas suiheel efhaentem el inalem  The final cause ' est actus cognoscendi
ex quo talis habitus gencratur, fims autern sllorum actuum, qui est finis mediatus
habitus vel habituum, est ille propter quem ellituntur  de hoc tamen pertinet
trictare ad saentam naturalem ” Ior a discussion of the question of the non-
discursive character of metaphysics, and of logic as an mnstrument only of discursive
suicnce, sce ¢h oy, section 1

YIxp aur I, Proem, ir ‘videndum est de 1stius scientiae utilitate, circa
quod et sciendum quod 15tius saentiae multae sunt utilitales, 1nter quas una est
facli@as discurnendr verurn a Jalso, unde ista saentia perfecte habita faciliter
tudicatur quid verum quid falsum, ¢t hoc quantum ad 1lla quace per propositiones
Per St nolas possunt scn, cum i talibus non oporteat msi ordinate procedere a
propesitombus per se nobs ad aba quae conscquuntur ex ey, et Lale processum seu
discursum docet lomicn Alia uulitas est pro modo arguendt et respondends,
nam pa stam artem docelur quae ost propositio repugnans, quid consequens et
quid ante cedens, quibus facliter nots repugnans negatur, consequens conceditur,
el ad antecedens sccundum sui qualilatem sicut ad impertinens respondetur '
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logic 1s called '‘rational science” and the other sciences are
called ‘“‘real sciences,” 1s the following Whercas the pro-
positions of logic state truths about the terms, propositions,
and arguments used 1n the real sciences, the real sciences
use such forms of discourse to state truths about things that are
not concepts or parts of discourse, but which ecxist by nature,
and are principles of natural knowledge Logic, 1n other
words, 1s the analysis of discursive science qua discursive,
while the real sciences, which are discursive, are about things
that exist by nature and not by the operations of reason
The things that exist by nature are individual things, but they
arc signified per se (1n abstraction from this or that time,
place, or ather accidental determination or circumstance)
by concepts which are called universal, because they arc
univocal signs of many Hence, since only terms or concepts
are properly called “unwversals,” 1t follows that only logic
treats of (hings which can be called umversals, while the rcal
sciences state propositions which are umversally true of the
individuals signified by thewr terms !

It 15 to be noted that the terms which logic uses (called
turms of second ntention, because they sigmify terms and not
things), do not sigmify concepts gua “ psychic states,” but only
as modes of signification If logic were concerned with psychic
statcs as such, 1t would be a part of psychology, and 1ty termy
would stand not for terms qua signs of things, but gua ‘‘real
things ” On the other hand, though the logician must dis-
tinguish terms or concepts by their characteristics as signs ol
things, he docs not found his distinctions between terms on
the distinctions between different kinds of individuals signified
by such terms or concepts, but confines his attention to the
differences 1n modes of signification If this were not the case,
the logician, to know his own science, would have to know

YFap aur, T Proem, v "de alns est 1sta scienna et de alus ahar saenuac,
nam 1sta scientia saltem prncipaliter (radit nolitia conceptuum et mtcotionum
per Arumam fabricatarum, non extra se quomndo fabricantur res artificiales sed
ntra sc cutusmods sunt sillogismi, propositiones, termint o s
called scientia rationalis ** quia deterrminat de hus quae sine ratuone csst Lon possunt,
aliae autem santiie de rebus extra ammmam existentibus deternunant ' Cf alvo
Sent I, Dist IT, Qu 4 M (ciled by Prantl, p 352, Anm 797) on this distinction
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the natures of all the ‘“‘real things” of which the natural
sciences treat !

Since logic, according to Ockham, 1s concerned neither
with the things signified by concepts, nor with concepts as
““things” (1n the sense of *“ psychic states "), 1t 1s not a speculative
science Rather 1t 15 a set of rules concerning the ways 1n which
the human reason, through voluntary operations of synthesis
or analysis, can construct sciences about things, and exhibit
1its constructions (1€, the demonstrations of the science) as
determinate kinds of syntheses of determinate elements which
are the principles of the science Logic, 1n other words, 15 an
art, concerned with the ways in which the human mind can
construct forms of significant expression from pre-existent
clements, just as a plastic art 15 concerned with the ways 1n
which the artist can construct statues and portraits, etc,
out of pre-existent elements In the words of Ockham, logic
deals principally with those concepts and intentions ‘‘fabri-
cated by the mind, not outside of 1tself as artificial things are
fabricated, but within itself”’, and 1t 1s called scientia rationalis
because 1t treats of ‘“those things which cannot exist without
the reason *’2

The use of the word ‘'fabrication,” 1n describing the aspect
of discursive thought with which logic deals, 1s most significant
Fabrication is not creation, 1t requires and presupposes ele-
ments or principles which are the starting poimnts of the
fabrication of different products If logic deals with human
discourse 1nsofar as 1t 1s a procedure of fabrication, 1t deals
with 1t msofar as 1t can be exhibited as a set of voluntary
synthetic operations dependent on pre-existent elements or
principles which control these operations and which are not
produced by them In other words, the existence of logic,
as Ockham understands 1t, presupposes the exstence of real

15 tot log, III, u, 22, fol 68v Speaking of such propositions as ''amimal est
genus,” ‘‘homo est species,” etc , Ockham says '‘s1 tales proposinones per se ad
logicam pertinerent, logicus non posset perfecte scire logicam nisi cognosceret
naturam omnum Terum, 1Mo ctiam mis1 cognoscerct omnes conclusiones et
omma principia omnium scientiarum " A proposition of logic would be such as
‘“genus predicatur de specie umiversaliter et non e converso "

*Lxp aur, I, Proem , Iv, ated ante, p 33, Note I
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science, and real science, 1n turn, presupposes the existence of
determinate natures the grasp of which yields the principles
of the science.

Each real science, 1nsofar as 1t 1s demonstrative, 1s concerned
with making 1ts conclusions and demonstrations (which are
the ‘“fabrnications” proper to that science) known by 1ts
principles (which are not “‘fabrications” but are the pre-
exastent elements or starting points of the discursive structure)
Logic 1s concerned with the ways in which conclusions as such
can be exhibited as formally dependent on principles as such,
1t does not make known either conclusions or principles, but
teaches the ways 1n which any discursive science may be
analysed 1in terms of its own principles and of the forms of
synthesis characteristic of discursive signification as such
It 15 therefore a umversal discipline, to precisely the extent
that discursive science as a whole 1s universal And to the
extent that 1t 1s concerned with discourse quaz rational con-
struction from principles known but not constructed by
reason, 1t 15 an art, and an wmstrument of real science

While 1t 1s stated by Ockham that logic deals principally
with those concepts and intentions of the mind which are
fabrications, or products of voluntary rational operations, he
does not state that logic deals exclustvely with them For
Just as the fabrication of a product by an artist presupposes
the existence of the elements out of which his product 1s made,
so the art which gives the rules of such fabrication presupposes
the recognition of the elements insofar as therr character
determines or himits the kinds of operations taught by the art
Hence logic deals partially, and as if by way of introduction,
with the elements or principia of discursive science insofar as
these elements determine the character of discursive knowledge
as such It need not differentiate between the principles of
this or that science, but only between ultimate kinds of prin-
ciples or elements that are distingwishable 1n any discursive
science

Thus, since every discursive science requires not only its
subject genus, but also attnibutes which 1t demonstrates of
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its subject, logic requires, for the formulation and under-
standing of 1ts rules, the recognition of the distinction in
nature of substance and accident—i e, of principles by which
the existence of things 1s apprehended by man through sense
preception or intwtion, and of principles by which the things
so apprehended can be understood to be what they are
independently of our ways of coming to apprehend their
existence

Whether this distinction 1s properly included within logic,
or belongs only to natural science as a ‘“‘real distinction,”
so that logic to this extent presupposes a distinction that belongs
Lo physics, 1s not exphcitly stated by Ockham, and 1s perhaps
not of great importance What 1s sigmificant, however, 1s
Ockham's statement that the book of Categories, 1n which this
distinction 1s made to the extent required for the analysis of
forms of incomplex signmification, 1s ‘““partly speculative,”?
An art which presupposed no speculative knowledge, and which
could teach how to produce things without requiring recogmi-
tion of pre-existent elements out of which to produce them,
would be no longer a human art, but a divine one—for 1t
would be the art of creation ex mhzlo Ockham’s characteriz-
ation of the things of which logic principally treats, as
‘“fabrications” of the human mind, and as products of pre-
existent elements recognized by the mind but not produced
by 1t, indicates his basic 1ealism, and his full acceptance of
the aristotelian view of scientific knowledge as dependent on
indemonstrable and immediate understanding of essential
nature—an understanding that 1s “neither innate 1n a deter-
minate form, nor developed from other higher states of
knowledge, but from sense-perception ’’?

Ockham quotes Avicenna to the effect that logic 1s a
“practical” rather than a speculauve science, because 1t
deals with things done by us (de operibus mostris), whereas

YExp aur,1I, Proem, 97r ‘dicendum est quod 1ste liber (sa/ Categoriae)
pro aliqua sui partt st speculativus et pro alia sui parte est practicus nam
aliqua pars est de operibus nostus sicut illa quae est de sermonibus Aha
pars non est de operibus nostris, et illa est speculativa ”

*Anst , An Post, II, 19, 100a, g-11
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speculative sciences are concerned with things that are not
products of human operations The term *‘practical science,”
as here used, has the generalized meaning of any disciphne
that 1s not speculative Among practical sciences there 1s a
distinction between ‘“‘dictative” and ‘‘ostensive” sciences
the former, which are the moral disciphnes, state what things
ought to be sought or avoided, while the latter, which are the
arts, state how things can be done Logic 1s chiefly concerned
with stating how terms can be combined sigmficantly, and
with the analysis of conclusions as such into principles as
such, and of kinds of terms into kinds of elements or principia
of defimtion All forms of discourse, however, which can be
exhibited by logic as products of the synthetic and voluntary
operations of reason, or as equivalent to such syntheses, are
“things done by us” Hence, though logic presupposes the
speculative recognition of the distinction between substantial
and accidental being, as the starting pomnt for 1ts analysis of
the forms of discursive knowledge, 1t 1s properly characterized
as an ‘‘ostensive practical science,” which 1s to say, as an
art !

These remarks of Ockham concerning the nature of logic,
and 1ts distinction from the “‘real sciences,”” are worth weighing
against the statement made by some modern historians of
philosophy that Ockham’s point of view tended to be anti-
metaphysical To give a metaphysical status to the forms of
discourse, by erasing the distinction between forms of statement

YExp aur, I, Proem, Iv ‘dicendum est sicut Avicenna dicit 1n principio
suaec Metaphysicae quod distinctio inter scientias practicas et speculativas est,
quia scientiae practicae sunt de operibus nostris, scieniae autem speculalivae
non sunt de operibus nostris  Ex quo patet quod logica est dicendum practica,
gqua cum scienhia logicae tractet 3(: sillogismis, propositionibus, et huiusmodi,
quae non nisi a nobis fier1 possunt, sequitur quod est de operibus nostris "
Cf Sent, Prolog , Qu 4, 11 N (Prantl, p 331, Anm 741) 'Logica, rhetorica,
et grammatica sunl vere notitiae practicae et non speculativae, quia vere dinigunt
intellectum 1n operationibus sws, quae sunt mechate voluntate 1n sua potestate,
sicut logica duigit intellectum 1n sillogizando, discurrendo, et sic de alus  Potest
tamen disungui de practica, quia quaedam est dictativa et yuaedam lantum
ostensiva, prima est illa, quac determinate dictat, ahiquid esse faciendum vel
non faciendum et 1sto modo nec logica nec rhetorica est practica nec etiam
ars quaecunque mechanica Ostensiva non dictat ahquid fugiendum aut
persequendum, sed tantum ostendit quomodo opus fier1 potest "
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and the things of which statements are true or false, has much
the same effect as the tendency, usually attnibuted to nomin-
alism, to charactenze all concepts as mental constructs and to
deny to science any principles other than the rules of logical
construction Both tendencies are, in the anstotelian sense,
anti-metaphysical, and both were criticized and combated
by Ockham What was important to him was the mainten-
ance of the distinction between concepts whose determinate
character 1s a function of the essential or individual
(*‘undivided ) natures of the things they signify, and concepts
whose character 1s in part determined by human ways of
apprehending things or by synthetic operations of the mind
On this distinction, 1n Ockham’s view, depends the distinction
within the natural sciences between first principles and the
truths known by them, a distinction that 1s all important to
Arstotle, and to the maintenance of which the principal
arguments of the Posterior Analytics are devoted !

1I

Logic, according to Ockham, treats of terms, propositions,
and arguments insofar as they can be exhibited as "fabrica-
tions’’ of reason—as products of the voluntary operations of
synthesis and analysis that characterize discursive thought
qua discursive This 1s much the same as saying that logic 1s
concerned with the propositions of the sciences not from the
standpomnt of their accordance with fact or existence, but
from the standpomnt of their formal character as kinds of

! The characterization of Ockham as anti-metaphysical 1n tendency 15 found 1n
De Wull, Hist of Med Phil , vol 11, p 185 ‘''The conceptualist terminism, and
the impoverishment of metaphysics, are the most significant elements 1n Ockham *'
Whether this “impovenishment” 15 or 1s not a purification, effected by Ockham’s
desire to maintain, without gqualification, and 1n accordance with Anstotle’s
principles as expressed 1n the Posterior Analytics, the “‘firstness’ of the first
principles of the saiences, 15 a2 question worth kecping 1n mind 1 our analysis
of his logical works M De Wull, who likes to speak of scotism as ‘' metaphysically
rich,” would perhaps, from Ockham's point of view, be open to the accusation of
wanting to ennich metaphysics by c}’ot.hmg it with things not nghtfully or
essentially 1ts own The danger of course 15 that of the rich man 1n general—to
take care of his possessions he 15 all too hkely to become the servant of them
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synthesis of terms Similarly, logic 1s concerned with terms
not from the standpomnt of the things which they signify,
but from the standpoint of exhibiting them as different forms
of signification determined by principles of signification such
as are primary and unanalysable In both respects logic
differs from the natural sciences, which, though they use
terms to signify things and use propositions to state facts, are
concerned with things and with facts, and not, like logic,
with modes of signifying things and of stating facts

Since logic 1s the analysis of modes of signification into
such elements as cannot be exhibited as products of the
synthetic operations of the mind, and since all arguments are
reducible, by analysis, to propositions, and all propositions
to terms, 1t follows that the starting point of logic, 1n its
statement of the principles of discursive signification, 1s the
term What the term 15, what forms 1t may have and the
relation between these forms, as well as the properties of
the term as an element of discursive signification or statement,
are questions to which Ockham gives a precise answer, and
which reveal fundamental and charactenstic features of hs
interpretation of Anstotle

In the Prior Analytics Anstotle defines the term as that into
which the proposition 1s resolved, as 1nto subject and predicate
Taking this definition as a starting point, Ockham refers to
Boethius’ distinction between the three forms that a given
term may have, and discusses the relation between them A
term may be written, spoken, or simply understood 1n the
mind Now 1t 1s said that the written and spoken forms are
subordinate, 1n some sense, to the concepts corresponding to
them In what sense, precisely, 1s this subordination to be
understood” Boethius states that the spoken word signifies the
concept, and that the written word signifies the spoken word,
and most medizval logicians followed him 1n giving this
interpretation to Aristotle’s statement in the De Interpretatione,

'S tot log, I, 1, ir 'Omnes logicae tractatores intendunt astruere quod
argumenta et sillogismi ex propositionibus, et propositiones ex termims com-
ponuntur Unde terminus aliud non est quam pars propinqua propositions "'
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that ““Spoken words are the symbols of mental experience
and written words are the symbols of spoken words *'?

Ockham concedes that in the broadest sense of the word
“sign,” the spoken word 15 a sign of the concept In this broad
sense anything 1s a sign of its cause, or of whatever comes
mto the mind when 1t 1s 1tself apprehended, and since the
spoken word 1s an indication of the presence, in the mind of
of the speaker, of the concept corresponding to 1t, we may in
this sense say that 1t *“‘signifies” the concept But we cannot
say that the spoken word signifies the concept in the sense
that 1t means the concept, or 1n the sense that 1t denotes 1t—
m this sense of the word ‘‘signify,”” the spoken word signifies not
the concept, but rather the thing or things signified by the
concept The spoken or written word, 1n this sense, 15 a sign
of the thing or things which 1t can denote, just as much as the
concept 1s It 15 subordinate to the concept only because the
signification of the written or spoken word 1s established by
convention, whereas the signification of the concept 1s
established by the act of understanding which brings 1t into
existence The concept, 1n other words, 15 a natural sign of
what 1t means or of the things 1t can denote, whereas the
written or spoken word 1s instituted by convention to be a
sign of what the concept corresponding to 1t signifies by
nature ?

Since a sign, whether a natural or conventional sign, 1s
something 1n 1tself, besides being a sign of something other

!Anst , Dent, 1, 162 4— Ockham, § tot log , I, 1, 1r “Diffiniens emim
terminum Arstoteles primo %’norum diaat  ‘Terminum voco in quem resolvitur
propositio, ut 1n predicatum \ ¢l de quo predicatur """ Cf Arist , An Priora I,
1, 24b 16-18 Qckham, ilnd " Est 1taque sacndum quod sicut secundum
Bortium primo Perthermemas triples est oratio, scil scripta, prolata, ct concepta
tantum habens esse n intellecta, sic triplex est terminus  scriptus, prolatus,
conceptus Unde 1st1 termunt concepl sunt illa verba mentalia quae
beatus Augustinus dicit quinto De Trinitate nulhus esse hinguae, quae tantum in
mente manent et exterius proferrt non possunt, quamvis voces tanquam signa
15 subordinata pronunuentur exterius ' Cf Boethius, In libr de int ed prima

(Migne PL 64, cl 297 B-C) ‘‘rem concpit intellectus, intellectum vero voces
designant, ipsa vero voces litterae significant
5 tot log,I, 1,Iv ‘" Dicimus autem voces esse signa subordinala conceptibus

vel intentombus, non qua proprie acapiendo hoc vocabulum  signum’ 1psae
vuces significant 1psos conceptus primo et propue, sed quia voces imponuntur ad
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than itself, a sharp distinction 1s drawn between two ways in
which 1t can enter into discourse The word ‘“man,” for
example, or the concept corresponding to 1it, 1s used quite
differently in the proposition ‘““Man 1s an ammal” from the
way 1t 1s used 1n the statement “Man 15 a noun.” In the
first case 1t 15 taken as standing for the individual real things
of which 1t 1s a sign, 1n the second case 1t 15 taken as standing
for itself as a determinate kind of sign, and 1t does not stand
for the individual things (scz/ Socrates, Plato, etc ) which it
means Where a term 1s used to stand for the things which
1t means, 1t 15 said to be used significatively, or to have *‘ personal
supposition” 1n the proposition of which 1t 1s subject or pre-
dicate If, however, 1t does not stand for what 1t means, but
for the kind of sign (whether conceived, spoken, or written)
that 1t 15, then 1t 1s said to be used non-significatively, or to
have ‘“‘simple or material supposition”—‘simple” 1if 1t 15
taken as an instance of the kind of concept that 1t 15, and
“material”’ 1f 1t be taken as an instance of the kind of rpoken
or written sign that 1t 15 2

significandum 1illa eadem, quae per conceptus mentis sigmficantur, ita quod
conceptus primo naturaliter aliquod sigmificat, et secundarno vox 1llud 1dem sigr 1fi-
cat, 1n tantum quod voce instituta ad significandum aliquad signatum per con-
ceptumn mentis, s1 conceptus ille mutaret ssigmficatum suum, eo 1pso vox sine nova
mmstitutione suum significatum mutaret, et pro tanto dicit Anstoteles quod
voces sunt eirum quae sunt in amma passionum notae, sic etiam mtelhigit Boetius
quando dicit voces sigmificare conceptus ' conceptus sive passio amimae
naturaliter significat quicquid sigmbcat  Terminus autem prolatus vel scriptus
nihil significat ms1 secundum voluntariam nstitutionem Propter tamen
protervos est sciendum quod signum dupliciter acapitur Uno modo pro omm
1llo quod apprehensum, aliquid aliud 1n cognitionem facit vemire, quamvic non
[aciat mentermn venire 1n pnimum cognitionem eius et sic vox naturaliter
significat aliquid sicut quaelibet effectus sigmificat saltem suan: causam sed
tam generaliter non loquor hic de signo  Aliter aceipitur signum  pro
illo quod aliquid facit 1n cogmtionem vemire et natum est pro illo supponere vel
addi 1n propositione, vel quod natum est componi ex talibus, culusmods est
oratio vel propositio, et sic accipiendo hoc vocabulum ‘signum,’ vox nulhus est
signum naturale ’

'S tot log, I, 69, 241  ‘“‘restat dicere de suppositione quae est propretas
conveniens termino sed nunguam nusi propositione Dicitur autern suppositio,
1d est pro alins positio, 1ta quod quando terminus 1n propositione stat pro ahquo,
utimur illo termmno pro illo, scil de quo sive pronomine demonstrante 1psum, ille
terminugs verificetur ” *‘Suppositio personalis universaliter est illa quando
terminus suppomnit pro suo significato Suppositio simplex est quando terminus
supponit pro wntentione ammae, sed non tenetur sigmficanve Suppositiv
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Having established the distinction between the sigmficative
and non-significative use of words, Ockham makes Aristotle’s
definition of the term more precise, through stating that a
term 1s that which, taken significatively (or having personal
supposition), can be subject or predicate of a proposition
In this way syncategorematic words, which cannot 1if taken
significatively be complete subjects or predicates of a pro-
position, are excluded For though we might form the
proposition “Every 1s an adjective,” 1n such a statement the
word ‘‘every” 1s not taken sigmficatively, but has materal
supposition, being used not for what it means, but rather as
an 1nstance of the kind of word 1t 15 *

matcrialis est quando terminus non supponut significative, et supponit vel pro
voce vel pro seripto, sicut patet hic ‘homo est nomen,’ ub1 *homo’ supponit pro se
ipso, et tamen non significat seipsum ’

The disunction between different kinds of supposition of terms 1s an old dis-
tinc inn in medizval logic, but the carlier writers merely distinguished ““material™
fiom formal supposition In William Shyreswood (see Prantl, p 18, Anm 61)
suppositio materialis 1s disunguished from suppositio formalis in the customary manner,
but the latter 1s subdivided 1nto suppositio nmplex and suppositio personalir - This 15
perhaps the earliest use of this distinction witlun * formal supposition ”  Michalsks,
(Le cnticivme et le sceplicisme, ete Cracovie, 1926, pp 118 21) mcentions that
these distinctions are [ound 1n Petrus Hispanus, who defines suppositio simplex
4y accepho termini communis pro re winversal significata per ipsum termimnum
Michalskr considers that the difference between Peter of Spain’s definition, and
that of Ockham, marks the point of transition from aristoteliamsm to norminahsm
But to Ockham the notion of a res universalis, distinct alike from a thought in the
mind and from individuals outside the mind, 15 utterly un-arnstotehan, and
suggcstive of the separated [orms criticized by Aristotle, or of the eternal exemplars
of the augustiman and arab illumination theories of knowledge If Ockham s
posttion 1s justified the transition here noted 15 not from aristotehansm to
nommalism, as Michaliki holds, but from platomism to aristotelianism

19 tot log, I, 2, 1v ' Teruo modo acapitur (sal termrinus) praecse et
mags stricte pro illo quod sigruficative sumptum potest esse subiectum vel pre-
dicatumn alicuius propositioms Multa etiamn nomina non sunt termim,
ul nomina syncategorematica, quia talia quamvis possint esse extrema propositionis
s1 sumantur matenaliter vel simplieiter, tamen quando sumuntur significative
non possunt esse extrerna propositionum Et 1llo modo accipit Philosophus
terminum primo Priorum

Ihe distinction between categorematic and syncategorematic terms, which 1s
found in modern  traditional logic’ as well as 1n medieval logic, 1s expressed by
Ockham as follows, S tot log I, 4, 3r "' Fermum cathegoreumatica sunt qui
hinitam et cerlam habent signihicationem, sicut hoc nomen homo significat omnes
homunes, ¢t hoc nomen ammal significat omma ammalia, et hoc nomen albedo
omnes albedines Termini autem syncathegoreumatic sunt tales  omnr, nullus,
aliguis, lotus, praeter, tantum, inquanturn, et huiusmodi, qui non habent finitam
significationem et certam, nec sigmificant aliquas res distinctas a rebus sigmificatis
per cathegoreumata, 1mo sicut in algonsmo cifra per se posita nihil sigmficat,
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The distinction between the sigmficative and non-
significative supposition of terms 1s required for the avoidance
of equivocation and of sophistical refutations such as rest on
the fact that we not only use words or concepts to sigmify
things, but can, by the reflective power of the mind, also
consider the same words or concepts as acts of sigmfication or
of understanding What we cannot do 1s to use a word or
concept significatively and non-significatively at the same
time, as would be the case 1f this argument were valid **Man
1s a species, Socrates 1s a man, therefore Socrates 1s a species ”’
Similarly, the ‘““vicious circle fallacy,” for whose avoidance
the ‘“theory of types” was developed 1n recent times, 1s easily
obviated by the distinction between the significative and
non-significative supposition of terms Thus in the statement
“What I am saying 1s false,”” the subject term stands either
for itself as a term (1n which case the statement 1s false because
the predicate ‘‘false” cannot sigmfy anything that 1s not a
proposition), or else 1t stands for something other than itself
(e g, for “what I have just said,””) 1n which case there 1s no
vicious circle

In the propositions of the real sciences, and 1n the propositions
which belong properly to logic, the terms are always used
sigmficatively For though the terms in the propositions of
a real science stand for things which are not terms, while those
of logic stand for terms or other forms of discourse, 1n both
cases the terms stand for what they mean, and hence have
personal supposition Thus “a genus 1s predicable of the
species ordered under 1t” 1s a pure proposition of logic, in
which both subject and predicate are used sigmficatively
But ““amimal 1s predicable of the species ordered under 1it,”
or ““animal 1s predicable per s¢ of man,” are not properly
propositions of logic nor of real science, but appear when

sed addita alten figurae facit eam significare, 1ta syncathegoreumata proprie
loquendo mihil significant sed magis addita altert termino faciuut alud signifi-
care, sive [aciunl 1psum pro aliquo vel aliquibus determinato modo supponere,
seu alud offirlum circa cathegoreuma exercent”’ E g, “‘every”, taken alone,
has no definite reference to anything, but ‘‘every man'' has, “every” 1
syncategorematic, and ‘‘man’’ is categorematic
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logical rules are applied, as to their instances, to the pro-
positions of real science !

Science, whether 1t 15 of things that exist by nature, or of
concepts or parts of discourse that exist only by human oper-
ations of signification, 1s of the universal, and not of particular
instances Hence the logician, stating rules about predication
and about genera and species, does not need to know all
the particular terms that can be predicated as genus of their
specles, any more than the physicist, who states truths about
changeable bodies, has to know each moveable body that
exists or that may exist Where partlcu]ar mstances are
mentioned, either by the physicist or by the logician, 1t 15 for
the sake of illustration Such illustrations, though useful 1n
teaching a science, are not what the scientist 15 trying to
teach

Ockham, as we have already seen, distinguishes logic from
the real sciences by the fact that logic states truths about forms
of discourse, while the real sciences use such forms of discourse
for the statement of truths about things which are not signs
This distinction can be stated 1n another way, by saying that
the propositions that strictly belong to the real sciences are
composed of terms of first intention, taken significatively, while
the propositions that strictly belong to logic are composed of
terms of second intention, also used sigmficatively

A term 1s used sigmificatively, as we have seen, when 1t 1s
used to denote, or to “‘stand for,”’ the things of which the con-
cept, by which its meanming has been established, 15 a natural
sign A concept 1s a natural sign of what 1t can denote, and
not a conventional sign, because its meaning 1s not imposed
on 1t by convention, but 1t 1s 1tself the act or habit of meaning
the things which 1t can denote, or of identifying the things that
can be identified by 1t Thus we might, by agreement, decide
to use the words “whiteness” and ‘“‘blackness” as synonyms,
but we could not by voluntary agreement make the 1deas or
concepts, which correspond to these words according to their
present usage, cease to be distinct and contrary

YCl Ante, p 34 Note 1



THE LOGIC OF TERMS 45

All terms therefore, whose denotation 1s determined by
some determinate concept or intention of the mund, are
terms either of first or of second wntention ?

Terms of second wntention are sigmficant categorematic words,
or the concepts corresponding to them, such as can stand only
for things that are terms or forms of discourse For example,
the words “proposition,” ‘‘term,” ‘“‘subject,” ‘‘predicate,”
etc , are words which can, when taken sigmificatively, stand
only for parts of discourse—wntten, spoken, or thought All
significant categorematic words, or the concepts corresponding
to them, such as are not terms of second intention, are terms
of first intention, that 1s to say, all terms which sigmfy things
that exist by nature, apart from human acts of signifying them,
are terms of first intention These are the terms used 1n the
propositions of the real sciences, which can stand only for
things that can exist by nature, and not for things that exst
only through the operations of human discursive thought

In addition to the terms used in the pure propositions of
natural science (terms of first intention), and to the terms that
belong properly in the propositions of logic (terms of second
intention), there 15 a group of metaphysical terms convertible
with “being,” that sigmify not only the things signified by
terms of first intention, but also the things signified by terms
of second .ntention These metaphysical terms, called by

33

! In addition to these, there are a few terms used as symbols for conventional
groupings of words, such as the grammatical terms ‘“declension ' or ‘third
conjugation,” whose denotauon 1s not determined by any single concept or act
of understanding, but purcly by comvention and bv enumcrating the partiular
things they can be used to denote These terms whose denotation 1s purely con-
ventional, and to which no concept corresponds, are called words of second
imposition they are few, and of interest chiefly to grammarnans All other
terms, whose denotation 15 determined by concepts which are natural signs ol
the things denoted by them, are called words of first impontion, and are sub-divided,
according to whether they naturally signify terms or things that are not terms,
wnto terms of second intention, and terms of first intention

S tot log, I, 11, 5v  ‘‘Stricte dicitur nomen secundae impositionis
illud quod non significat mst signa ad placitum nstiluta, 1ta quod non potest
competere mlentiombus animae quae sunt naturala signa, culus.nod sunt talia,
‘hgura,’ ‘eomugatio,’ et hulusmodi sola nomina cathegoreumatica quae non
sunt nomina secundae 1mposiLonis vocantur nomina primnde 1mpositionis Nomina
autem primae 1mpositionis stricte acaipiendo, sunt in duplict divisa, quia quaedam
sunt nomina primae intentioms, et quaedarn sunt nomina secundae intentionis '



46 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

medizval writers the '‘transcendentals,” are six 1n number
namely, ens (that which 1s), res (thing), aliguid (something),
unum (that which 1s one or “individual”), verum (that which
15, qua 1ntelligible), and bonum (that which 1s, qua desirable)
These are predicates of absolute umiversality, predicable
convertibly of each other, and predicable significatively
and per se of every significant term !

Ockham’s basis of distinction between metaphysics, the
discursive real sciences, and logic, and his concern to man-
tain the distinction between these sciences without compromise
or equivocation, 1s mcely indicated by this division of significant
terms or concepts, 1nto (1) terms of second intention (which
alone can enter into the propositions of logic), (2) terms of
first intention (which alone belong in the propositions of the
real sciences), and () the six transcendental terms of absolute
uriversality (which alone belong 1n the propositions of
metaphysics)

From Ockham’s pomnt of view, and by his understanding
of Aristotle, the possibility of science and of demonstration
rests on the possibility of an analytic reduction of the synthetic
constructions of discursive thought to princaples grasped
through expenience, and understood 1n abstraction from the
contingent circumstances in which they came to be appre-
hended Such principles are concepts of indivisible or indinidual

18 tot log,I, 11, 5v “Stricte autem 1llud dico solum nomen secundae inten-
tionis quod praecise significat intentiones amimae quae sunt naturalia signa, et
sic accipiendo nullum nomen secundae intentionis est nomen secundae 1mposi-
tionis Nomina autem primae intenhoms vocantur omnia alia a praedicta,
quae verum significant aliquas res quae non sunt signa nec consequentia tahia
signa, cutusmodi sunt omma talla ‘homo,’ ‘amimal,’ ‘Socrates,’ ‘Plalo,’ ‘albedo,’
‘album,” ‘bonum,’ ‘verum,’ et huwsmodi, gquorum alqua sigmficant praecise
Tes quae non sunt signa nata supponerce pro 1llis, aliqua vero sigmhcant taha
signa et simul cum hoc ahas res Ex quibus ommbus colligi potest quod
quaedam nomina significant praecise signa ad placitum instituta et non nisi dum
sunt signa  Quaedam autem praecise significant signa sed tam ad placitum
instituta quam signa naturaha’’ (these two groups are, respectively, words of
second 1mpositon, and terms of second intention) “Quaedam vero sigmficant
praecise res quae non sunt signa talia quae sunt partes propositiorus' (terms of
first intention), ‘‘quaedam vero significant tales res quae non sunt partes proposi-
tionis vel oratioms, et etlam signa taha, cumusmodi sunt talia nomina  res, ens,
aliquid, et hulusmodi *' (these are the transcendentals, which arc predicable
sigmficatively of both the terms of first and of second mtention, since thev stand
for any or every thing that 15, whether 1t be a term or what 1s not a term)
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nature—substances and the qualitative contraries Such
analysis 1s 1tself possible, however, only insofar as we main-
tain the unequivocal distinction between the indivisible
concepts which are not produced by the synthetic operations
of reason, and those forms of discourse whose unity and
being are functions of human modes of apprehension or of
expression

Unless 1t 1s possible to analyse the discursive structure of
a science purely as a discursive structure, and thus to differ-
entiate between the character of a science insofar as 1t 1s a
science, and the character of a science 1nsofar as 1t 15 the science
of such or such kinds of things or natures, 1t will be 1mpossible
to distinguish that which exists by nature from that which
exists by the voluntary operations of reason or by the con-
tingent circumstances of human modes of apprehension To
confuse terms of second intention with terms of first intention,
or even to say that terms of second intention sigmfy really
or formally distinct parts iz the things sigmfied by terms of
first 1ntention, 1s to break down the distinction between logic
and real science, or between forms of discourse and the things
discourse 1s about From Ockham’s pomnt of view, such a
confusion entails the destruction of all demonstrative science,
and of the whole philosophy of Aristotle, through substituting
dialectic (or the art of synthesizing opimons through analogy
and generalization) for metaphysics, natural science, and
logic, which 1n Aristotle are distinct !

What a concept or intention 1s, considered as a psychological
event or state, 15 as irrelevant to logic and to real science as
the question concerning the nature of the ink used 1n writing

1 Ockham’s views on this subject (1e, the disastrous resulis of confusing
signs with what they sigrufy) are expressed with considerable fervour in Exp
aur, III, 2, gor “Una (opimo) est quod res extra concepta sive intellecta est
passio animae 1sto modo quo ponunt aliqui quod praeter res singulares sunt res
umuversales et quod res particulares conceptae sunt subiecta propositionum
singularium, et quod res umversales sunt partes proposiuonum umversahum
Sed opimonem istam (quanturn ad hoc quod ponit aliquas res ewse extra praeter
singulares existentes 1n eis) reputo absurdam et destruentem totam philosophiam
Arustotels et omnem scientiam et veritatem et rahonem, et est pessimus error 1n
philosophia et reprobatur ab Anstotele 7 Met , et tenentes eam sunt inhabiles
ad scientiam capescendam "
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The fact that terms are sigmficant is presupposed by every
mquiry and by every act of understanding, and we cannot,
by thought or reasoning, show how signification or thought 1s
possible as such Whether a concept 1s something existing 1n
the mind distinct from 1t, and all disputes as to how, 1n the
first instance, things can be understood by the mind, are
extraneous to logic and to real science All that 1s required,
for logic or by the scientist, 1s terms or intentions which signify
things and which can stand for them 1n discourse No matter
what the concept 1s 1n 1tself, and no matter what sort of thing
it may be likened to or imagined as, 1t will be that which, as
a part of a proposition entertained in the mind, stands for
things which 1t means

The act of understanding—whether or not 1t 1nvolves an
mmage or an '‘intelligible species” really exastent 1n the mind
and distinct from 1t—is presupposed by every theory concerning
the nature of the act of understanding But since the act of
understanding, or the habitus consequent on 1t, can fulfil the
function of being a sign of things for which 1t can stand
thought, the scientist and the logician need not burden
themselves with the unnecessary task of trying to understand
how there can be such a thing as understanding !

In his commentary on Arstotle’s De interpretatione, com-
menting on the statement that ““written words are signs of
the passions which are 1 the soul,” Ockham reviews several
opinions concerning the nature of the concept or intention,
considered 1o 1itself The opimon that 1t 15 something outside
the soul, so that propositions would be composed of things
and not of terms or signs of things, 1s rejected as absurd and

! Intelhgence and the intelhgible are signified by correlauves of the type
discussed by Anistotle (Cat 7, 7b 15-Ba 12) in which an order of prior and posterior
18 found Intelligence exists actually only when something 15 actually understood
Since there can be no science of what 13 not actual, or of what 1s not measured by
the actual, there can be no science of the act of understanding other than the
science of the things which are actually understood, nor of the ntelhgence as a
faculty or potentiality of understanding, other than the science of things potentially
understood (1 e, of things inteligible) For a compact and difficult, but most
Mluminating, discussion of this, see R McKeon, ''De Amima Psychology and
Science,” in the Journal of Philosophy, vol XXVII, No 25, Dec 4, 1930
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contrary to Anstotle ! Three other opinions are mentioned by
Ockham as probable (1) The opinion, attributed to Avicenna,
that the concept or intention 1s a quality really existing 1n
the soul and distinct from 1t, as heat 1s distinct from that
which 1s hot (2) The opmion, held by Petrus Aureolus and
others, that the intention has no being of its own distinct from
the being of the object understood by 1t According to this
theory the concept 15 the object itself appeaning to the mind;
1t 15 said to possess esse apparens or esse obiechivum, and to be 1n
itself nothing real, but only a fiction or figment resulting from
the compresence of the intellect and the thing understood
(3) The opmnion, preferred by Ockham, that the intention
or concept 1s nothing other than the act of understanding

The first opinion, that the concept 1s a quality distinct from
the mind and produced 1n 1t by the act of understanding, 1s much
preferred to the second theory of the concept as a figment
having only “objective” being The ground for Ockham’s
preference of the third theory 1s his famous principle of economy
—all the theories presuppose the act of understanding, and
the act of understanding 1s sufficient to fulfill the functions of
the term, both for logic and for the sciences Therefore the
positing of a third entity besides the act of understanding, and
the thing understood, 1s useless 2

But what, in the soul, 1s this thing which 1s a sign? It must
be said that with regard to this there are various opimions For
some say that 1t 1s nothing but a certain fiction produced by the
soul Others say that 1t 1s a certain quality existing subjectively
in the soul, distinct from the act of understanding Others say
that 1t 1s the act of understanding And in favour of these there
1s this to be saild what can be explained on fewer principles 1s
explained needlessly by more (frustra fit per plura quod potest fiert
per pauciora) Everything, however, which 1s explained through
positing something distinct from the act of understanding can be
explained without positing such a distinct thing For to stand

YExp aur, IIl, 2, gov—g1v, cited above, p 47, Note 1

*Exp aur, III, 2, 88r—gir, gives a long discussion of these opinions, and a
fairly nigorous enticism of the theory of '‘esse obiecuvum” and of the concept
as a “‘figmentum ” Ockham's own preference, as indicated by his manner of
refernng to the ““universal 1n the soul’ at various places throughout his logical
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for something and to signify something can belong just as well
to the act of understanding as to this fictive entity, therefore one
ought not to posit anything else beyond the act of understanding !

One advantage of the theory that the intention 1s nothing
but the act of understanding, 1s that 1t helps to dispose of the
temptation, never far away from the scholastic who has been
nurtured on augustiman exemplarism and on the Liber de
causts or equivalent works, to think of the object of the act of
understanding as something other than the individual things
for which the intention or term, m a proposition of science,

-stands If, however, we talk about a species wntelligibilis existing
in the mind, and produced by the mind when 1t apprehends
individual things existing 2 re, as a kund of representation of
them to 1tself, we run the nsk of forgetting that the act of
understanding the individuals outside the mind 1s prior to the
production of the species intelligibilis 1n the mind by this act of
understanding And if we forget this, we are likely to make
the object of science separated forms produced (by reminiscence,
by illumination from within or above, or even by sheer mental
creation) by the mind, instead of things which can exist per
se as individuals, independently of the operations of the mind 2

works, scems to be this  In the first instance the concept is the act of understanding
the things signuficd by 1ty and regarded 1n this way, as an actus rather thap ay a
habrtus, 1t 15 nothing other than the soul actually intelhgent 1n dcterminate
manner, butif we talk about the concept as a habitus ntelligends, as 1t 1s qua part
of the abstract and umversal propositions of the sciences insofar as these are
known as nccessary and per se, then the concept 1s something real **established '’
in the soul—1 e , as a real quahty which has been acquired and which 1s possessed,
equivalent to the species wntelligibilis as this term 1s generally used by Aquinas A
bricfer survey of these opinions 1s given1n S tot log , I, 12, 6r, and also 1n Quodl
IV, Qu 19 (McKeon's Selecuions, vol II, p 386-391)

15 tot log,I, 12, 6r -

? The question at 1ssue here, which divides arwislotchanism from platonism, 1s
well appreciated by 8t Thomas Aquinas, who, though he regards the species
wntelligibilis as something distinct both from the act of understanding and from the
individuals in re which are the things science 15 about, 15 1n full agreement with
Ockham as to the importance of disinguishing between the concept as product
of the act of understanding, and the individual things outside the mind which
are the direct object of the act of understanding (which 15 the act of abstraction)
Indeed, 1t 1s hard to see how Ockham's theory differs in any important respects
from that of Aquinas—for Ockham too allows that the habitus produced by the
act of understanding things in re, is a real quality 1n the mind distinct from the
mund 1tself and from the things outside the mund, and Aquinas, lke Ockham,
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The point at issue, here as elsewhere, 1s the maintenance
of the distinction between logic and real science. Propositions
are true or false of that for which their terms stand, and which
their terms sigmfy. If the terms of universal propositions

demies emphatically that the object of understanding 1s the concept by which
understanding takes place The species intelligibilis, 1n the words of Aquinas, 15 not
1d quod intellsgatur, but s 1d guo intelligstur  Cf Aquinas, S theol , I, Qu B5, art 2 —
“Respondeo dicendum quod quidam posuerunt quod vires quac sunt in nobs
cognoscitivae, mhil cognoscunt msi proprias passiones, puta quod sensus non
sentit ms1 pasmonem sui orgami  Et secundum hoc 1ntellectus mihil intelligat
nis1 suam passionem, scilicet speciem 1ntelligibilem 1n se receptam, et secundum
hoc species huiusmod: est 1psum quod ntelligitur —Sed haec opimo manifeste
apparet falsa ex duobus primo quidem quia eadem sunt quae intellhgimus, et
de quibus sunt scientiac  Si 1gitur ea quac intelligimus, essent solum species quae
sunt 1n anima, sequerctur quod scientiae omnes non essent de rebus quae sunt
extra ammam, sed solum dec speciebus intelhgibilibus, quae sunt 1In amma, sicut
sccundum Platonicos omnes scientiae sunt de 1deis, quas ponebant esse intellectas
m actu Secundo quia sequeretur error antiquorum dicentium omne quod
videtur, esse verum, ect sumliter quod contradictoriae essent simul verac Si
crum potentia non cognoscit nis1 propriam passionem, de ea solum judicat Sie
autem videtur ahquid secundum quod potentia cognoscitiva afficitur  Semper
ergo judicium potenhae cognascitivae erit de e quod judicat, scilicet de propria
passione, secundum quod est, et 1ta omne judicium erit verum, puta s1 gustus
non sentit msi propnam passionemn, cum zliquis habens sanum gustum judicat
mel esse dulce, vere judicabt, et similiter 51 ille qui habet gustum infectum,
judicat mel esse amarum, vere judicabit, uterque emm judicabit seeundum
quod gustus ews afficitur  Et sic sequitur quod omms opinio aequaliter ent vera,
et umversaliter omnis acceptio  Et 1deo dicendum est quod species intelligibilis

se habet ad 1ntellectum ut quo intelligit intellectus, species mtellecta secund~
aro est 1d quod intelligitur,—sed 1d quod intellgitur primo, est res, cuius species
mtelligibihis est similitudo " Cf also 8 theol I, Qu 46, art 2, ad 4

"'Id emim quod intelligitur, non est 1n intellectu secundum se, sed secundum suam
strlitudinemn, lapis emm non est 1n anima, sed species lapidis, ut dicitur in 3 de
Anima, text 98, ct tamen lapis est 1d quod intelligitur, non autem species lapidss,
nus1 per reflemionem intellectus supra seipsum, alioguin scientiae non essent de
rebus, sed de speciebus intelligibihibus

What Aquinas calls the “reflection of the intellect on 1ts own act,” Ockham
calls the "'act of understanding a term or concept of first intention by a term or
concept of second intention ” What Aquinas calls the '‘act of abstracting the
spectes intelligibilis 1n apprehending the particular,” Ockham calls the *‘act of
understanding’’—1 e , the act of apprehending, through a concept of first intention,
an individual such as can be understood through that concept The object of
understanding, for both Ockham and Aquinas, 1s that which v indindual wn naturs,
the occasion of contingent intuition by sense perception, 18 partwcular fact Only
a umiversal concept that 1s an absolute term, sigmhes preeusely that which s indundual
! nature, connotative terms which stand for individuals by indicating a fact or
qualification, indicate particular facts,—it 13 the principles of the defimhon of
connotative terms, which are absolute terms, that signify what 1s individual or
undivided 1n nature Hence 1t 13 the grasp of a connotative term by its defiming
principles, or by absolute terms, that 1s, in Ockham’s system, the act of abstraction
from particular existence—but 1t 13 not abstraction from individuality, but from
particular fact (which 15 always con-tingent or a function of two or more
individuals) & the grasp of individuals per s, by their undivided nature
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stand for entities produced by the mind, and not for the
individual things which exist independently of our thought
and which we come to know through sense perception, then
all sciences will be of states of mind, or of particular acts
of particular human beings, and logic, natural science, and
metaphysics will lose their distinction and become merged 1n
a single discipline which seeks to discover the object of thought
i the processes and movement of thought 1itself, as in the
platonic, or 1n the hegelian, dialectic

The questions so far touched on, concerning the distinctions
between logic and the real sciences, between the significative
and non-significative use of terms, and between terms of first
intention and terms of second intention, reveal in rather a
striking fashion the fact that Ockham’s nominalistic treat-
ment of logic 1s rooted 1n, and necessitated by, a thoroughly
realistic metaphysics Logic, for Ockham, 1s not a speculative
science, for it 1s not concerned with being as such, nor with
any determinate kind of being as such The reason for this
1s precisely the fact that for one who 15 a realist i1n metaphysics
being 1s prior to, and independent of, the processes and products
of discursive thought, as the measure of truth 1s prior to the
truth measured by 1t Realism 1n metaphysics entails nominal-
1sm 1n logic The alternative 1s to efface the distinction between
logic and metaphysics by locating the measure of truth, and
the principles of being and of reality, in the processes and
products of human thinking itself And when this 1s done,
all science 15 of the processes and forms of human thinking,
and 1s a metaphysical dialectic. Such a dialectic, insofar
as 1t makes thought the measure of its own truth, can be
called a2 nominalistic metaphysics, and insofar as i1t seeks
by analyss of the processes of thinking, to discover the principles
of being and of reality, 1t can be called a reahstic logic

That Ockham is unalterably opposed to such a confusion
between logic and metaphysics, 1s obvious from his emphasis
on the necessity of maintaining without equivocation the
distinction between the concept, or act of understanding,
and the things understood and signified by 1t Knowledge,
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for Ockham, 1s relative to what 1s known, but nothing 1s
relative to itself, therefore knowledge 1s of things that are not
that knowledge Hence the disciphine (logic) which treats
of knowledge as such, does not treat of that which 1s distinct
from knowledge—namely, the things which exist independ-
ently of human acts of signification, and to which knowledge
1s relative and posterior Nor 1s logic concerned with the
nature of the human soul, though all human acts of sigmfication
come 1nto existence by reason of human intelligence Logic,
for Ockham, 1s not a science of nature, nor of being as such—
for 1t 1s not a speculative disciphne Rather 1t 1s an ‘‘ostensive
practical science” which deals with modes of signification—
with the ways in which we can use written, spoken, or mental
signs, to signify things which can exist independently of our
acts of understanding, and to signify them as they are Unless
we can distinguish modes of sigmification and forms of discourse
from the things signified 1n discourse, and thus have a logic
of terms that 1s not a science of things that are not terms,
we will be unable to distinguish the things our discourse 1s
about from discourse 1itself, and thus will be unable to have
any real sciences at all Ockham, 1n emphasizing and making
exphat the nominalism of aristotehian logic, 1s everywhere
actuated by the concern to preserve and to make evident the
realism of aristotelian metaphysics

III

While Ockham, as we have seen, states that logic 1s principally
concerned with such forms of discourse as can be exhibited
as “fabrications” of the mind, this way of characterizing the
subject matter of logic involves the recogmition of elements
of discourse that are not fabrications, but starting points
or principles of discursive knowledge and signification If
there were no such indivisible elements or principles of
discursive sigmification and of scientific knowledge, then 1t
could not be said that logic was concerned with “fabrications”
of the mund, but on the contrary, it would then be
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concerned with creations of the mind ex nihlo  If the meaning
of all terms, or the truth of every true proposition, were
evident immediately and per s¢, demonstration and definition
would be impossible or superfluous Likewise, if the meanings
of all terms, or the truth of every true proposition, were know-
able only per aliud and never per se, so that there were definable
terms and demonstrable propositions but no principles of
definition and no primary premuses of demonstration, demon-
stration and defimtion would also be impossible Arnstotle’s
Posterior Analytics 15 largely devoted to establishing the fact
that the exustence of knowledge 1nvolves not only the existence
of definable terms and of demonstrable propositions, but also
the emstence of determinate concepts that are principles of
defimtion and that yield indemonstrable and evident premises
of demonstration !

For demonstration, and scientific knowledge, to be recognized
as such, there must be some way 1in which an immediate premise
can be distinguished from a demonstrable or non-immediate
proposition. Such a distinction cannot be found 1n the form
of affirmation or demial as such, but 1t 1s a function of the
meanngs of the terms of which such propositions are composed
Hence the distinction between elements of discourse which
can be exhibited as products of synthesis by the human mind,
and the elements which cannot be exhibited as ““fabrications, ™
is exhubited by Ockham by means of a distinction between two
kinds of terms—namely, absolute terms and connotative terms

Absolute terms are described as those which do not signify
one thing primanly and another thing, or the same thing,

LAnst , An Post, I, 1, 71a 1-2 ' All instruction given or received by way of
argument proceeds from pre-existent knowledge ' Ibid , 3, 72b 18 “éur own
doctrine 13 that not all knowledge 11 demonstrative on the contrary, knowledge
of the 1mmediate premises 18 independent of demonstration (The necessity of
this 15 obvious, for since we must know the prior premuses from which the demon-
stration 1s drawn, and since the regress must end 1n 1mmediate truths, those truths
must be indemonstrable ) Such, then, 15 our doctrine, and in addition we maintain
that besides scientific knowledge there 13 1ts onginauve source which enables us
to recogruze the defimtions ” Ibid , II, 19, 100b 13 ‘““demonstration cannot be
the oniginative source of demonstration, nor, consequently, scientific knowledge
of scientific knowledge If, therefore, 1t 1s the only other kind of true thinking
except scientific knowing, intwition will be the oniginative source of scientific
knowledge "
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secondarily or obliquely; but whatever things are signified
or 1n any way indicated by such a term, are sigmified equally
and by a single indivisible intention of the mind For example,
“amimal” signmifies individual men, horses, cows, etc, 1n-
differently and by a single intention, and 1t does not stand for
such 1ndividuals through indicating some determunation,
fact, circumstance, or part, attributable to them or discernible
mn them, m common In other words, an absolute term
means precisely the things which it can be used to denote,
and hence it can be used as a sign of the things which 1t
means without involving, implcitly or otherwise, the truth
of any proposition or the existence of any fact, circumstance,
or temporal or spatial determination such as might be involved
m any particular experience of such individuals ?

A connotative lerm 1s said to he one which signifies one kind of
thing primarly, and a different kind of thing secondanly or
obliquely It stands for one kind of thing by connoting some-
thing distinct from 1t contingently connected with 1t, or by
connoting a determinate part of 1t as 1f separated or separable
from 1t Thus the connotative term ““hot” stands for things
in which heat can be present, by connoting the quality heat—
but 1t does not stand for heat, nor can the word ‘‘heat”
stand for anything denoted by the term ‘“‘hot” In the same
way, the word ‘‘two-footed,” or the word ‘‘rational,” stands
for men; but that which they connote or consigmfy (namely,
““two feet” and ‘‘reason”) are not the men which they can
denote, but parts of them considered 1n separation from men
taken as complete individual beings ®

All connotative terms have ‘‘nominal definitions,” one of
whose parts does not sigmify precisely the same things that
the word defined 1s a sign of It 1s by this character of the
definition, that a connotative term can always be distinguished

1S tot log, I, 10, 5r ‘'Mere autem absoluta sunt 1lla quae non significant
aliquud principaliter et aliud vel 1dem secundano, sed quicquid significatur per
tale nomen aeque primo sigmficatur ”’

ES tot log, I, 10, 5r ‘‘Nomen autem connotativum est illud quod significat
aliquid primano et aliud secundario, et tale nomen proprie habet difimtionem
exprimentemn quid nomms, et frequenter oportet ponere aliquid illus diffimtionus
n recto et aliud in obliquo "
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from an absolute term Absolute terms have ‘‘real definitions,”
whose parts can stand for precisely the individual things for
which the term defined can stand, thus ‘““man” 1s defined as
“‘rational animal,”’ and 1t 1s true to say that every man 1s an
amimal, and also that every man 1s rational But the term
“father,” which 15 connotative, has only a normnal definition,
one of whose parts cannot stand for that which 1s denoted by
the term 1itself—for the thing that 1s said to be a father, 1s
something which har a son or daughter—it 1s not 1itself the son
or daughter which 1t 1s said to have

Thus, whenever the parts of the definition of a term cannot
stand for precisely the same individual things that the term
defined can stand for, then the term defined 1s a connotative
term, and 1s said to have a nominal definition But where the
parts of the defimition each sigmfy precisely the individual
things for which the term defined can stand, then the term
defined 1s an absolute term, and has a “‘real definition ’—-for
in such a case the defimtion of the term 1s likewise the definition
of the things for which the term can stand

Absolute terms are of two kinds, namely, the terms in the
category of substance (except for essential differentiz which
are connotative), and the abstract forms of certain terms 1n the
category of quality, such as the qualitative contraries which
are principles of sense perception Now 1n sense experience we
apprehend things by their changes or their perceptible affections,
we do not experience heat 1n ahstraction from things that are
hot, nor do we experience substances in abstraction from
contingent deterrmnations Hence as things are apprehended
by us 1n sense experience, they are signified first, 1n the order
of coming to know, by concrete connotative terms All such
terms are, however, capable of analysis or of definition, whereby
their meaning 1s exhibited as a function of elements or pnnciples
signified by absolute terms Where we are able to state both
parts of the nominal defimtion of a connotative term deter-
munately (e g, to define “‘the calefactible” not merely as
** something 1n which heat can exist” but as ““a body determinable
with respect to heat”), we achieve at the same time a complete



THE LOGIC OF TERMS 57

analysis of the meaming of the connotative term, through
reduction to absolute terms, and also a commensurately
umversal per se proposition, by which the attribute “cale-
factible” may be demonstrated of any individual things for
which the absolute term ““body” can stand Thus Anstotle,
in discussing definition and demonstration, states that although
essential nature (1e, that which 1s signified by an absolute
term) cannot be demonstrated ¢ prior;, demonstration is
nevertheless an exhibition of essential nature ?

The significance, for the whole anstotehan theory of
demonstrative science, of Ockham’s distinction between
connotative and absolute terms, and of his distinction between
absolute terms which are concrete (those in the category of
substance) and absolute terms which are abstract (qualities),
can easily be seen If connotative terms could not be defined,
or analysed, 1nto functions of absolute terms, we would either
have no means of demonstration, or else demonstration would
involve infinite regress or circulanity Again, 1if there were
no absolute terms by which the subjects of accidental deter-
mination, apprchended 1n experience, could be signified per
se and independently of questions of contingent fact or present
existence, the same consequence would follow For if all
terms were connotative, or if the only non-connotative terms
were proper names and abstract common names (as J] S Mill
contended), umvocal defimtion and demonstration would
be impossible, since the commensurate subject of a con-
notative term could not be signified umivocally or per se,
but would always be another connotative term which 1n turn
would require analysis, and so on ad wnfinium ?

The fact that terms 1n the category of substance, concrete
in form, have abstract counterparts, thus resembling con-

1Anst, An Post, II, 8, g3b 15-20 The more complete discussion of the
relation between definition and demonstration, and between the order of comng
to know, and the order of knowing, will be taken up when we come to Ockham's
treatise on demonstration

*] S Mill, System of Logic (London 18g2), p 25, rightly appreciates the
importance of the distinction between connotative and non-connotative terms,
though his classification of concrete general names as connotative 1n cvery case,
15, from the anstotehan point of view, destructive of the possibility of science,
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notative terms, led many of Ockham’s predecessors and con-
temporaries (and indeed many of his successors 1n the history
of logic) to treat absolute terms in the category of substance
as if they were, in some sense at least, connotative Thus,
since a white thing 1s said to be white by reason of whiteness
existing 1n 1t, a man was said to be a man by reason of humanity
being present in him The question naturally amnses, when
such a statemnent 1s made, as to whether a man’s humanity
1s something distinct from him, and if so, the further question
arises as to what the man 1s insofar as he 1s something distinct
from his humamty It may also be asked what the
differentiating principle 1s, by which the individual man 1s
essentially distinguished from his humanity. The whole set
of problems centering around the so-called ‘‘problem of
universals” and the so-called ““problem of individuation,”
with which so many medizval writers were concerned, can
be stated 1n terms of whether the disunction between concrete
general names and their abstract counterparts 1s 1n any sense
equivalent to the distinction between connotative and absolute
terms Ockham’s discussion of the distinction between concrete
and abstract termss, therefore, worth considering 1n some detail

Abstract and concrete names are said to be those which
have the same root, but different endings, such as ‘‘white”
(concrete) and ‘‘whiteness” (abstract) Properly speaking,

since 1t leaves no means of signfying, by a umvocal middle term, the essential
nature of what 13 sigmified by the attribule The result 15, consequently, that the
only rmddle term of affirmative demonstration remaining, 1s the proper name,
and hence the only proposiions which can serve as primary premuses of scientific
knowledge are singular or particular propositions To be sure, we can use as
muddle term, sigmfying the things for which our universal attribute stands, the
transcendental term ''being’’ or "something,”’ and thus demonstrate the con-
clusion of “‘something” But this 1s not rnightly demonstration, because the
possibility of the attribute standing [or ‘‘something'’ 15 already recognized prior
to the demonstration, 1n the mere grasp of the attribute as a term or predicate of
first intention Ml s thesis, that concrete general names are always connotative,
not only gives nise to the difficulties which modern logicians experience 1n attempt-
ing to avold circulanty or infimte regress in proof—a difficulty usually met by
an espousal of circulanty or infinite regress—but 1t underhes also the difficulties
encountered 1n the “'problem of umiversals '’ Mill's point of view was not new,
and goes back at least as far as Porphyry, it was, 1n all essentials, the viewpoint
of those medizval logicians criticized by Ockham—i ¢ , those who sought to make
a real dishnction between the individual and its essential nature
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only connotative terms can have abstract forms which signify
things really distinct from what their concrete forms signify;
according to Ockham, the concrete and abstract forms of
absolute terms 1n the category of substance, are synonyms
Only when a concrete noun signifies something for which 1t
can stand 1n a proposttion, which 1ts abstract counterpart
does not signify and for which it cannot stand, 1s there a
distinction 1n meaning (as against usage) between the concrete
and abstract form ?

Among terms where the concrete and abstract forms are not
synonyms, we may distinguish three types (1) The concrete
term may stand for a substance in which an accidental form
(in the physical sense, of quality), which 1ts abstract counter-
part signifies absolutely, 1s present Thus the term ‘“‘hot”
can stand for a stove, or for any other substance in which
heat happens to be present, but it cannot stand for what the
abstract term ‘'‘heat” sigmfies, nor can the term ‘‘heat”
stand for a stove (2) There are many cases where the concrete
term stands for a part of a thing, while 1ts abstract counter-
part stands for the whole, or vice versa For example, 1n the
proposition ‘““the soul 1s human,” the term “human’’ stands
for a part of what 1ts abstract counterpart ‘“‘humamty”
signiies Or the differentia *‘rational,” in the proposition
‘“Every man 1s rational,” stands for individual men, while
its abstract counterpart ‘‘rationality’ signifies only their
souls (3) The third type 1s where the concrete term stands
for something distinct from the abstract term, the things for
which they stand being related neither as part to whole nor
as accident to subject Examples of this type are found where

1S tot log, I, 5, 3r  ‘'concretum et abstractum sunt nomina consimile
principium secundum vocem habentia, sed non consimiliter terminanda
Nominum autem abstractorum et concretorum multi sunt modi, quandoque
emm concretum aliquam rem significat Pro quo etiam supponit, quam
abstracturn nullo modo significat nec aliquo modo supponit pro eadem—ut
stus et wstitia, et similia, nam ‘wstus’ vere supponit pro homine quando dico
‘Justus est virtuosus,’ non enim potest supponere pro iustitia, quia ustitia quamvis
sit virtus non tamen est virtuosa, et hoc nomen ‘1ustitia’ supponit pro qualitate
et non pro homine, et propter hoc accidit quod predicatio talis concret de abstracto
est 1mpossibilis, quia semper tale concretum et abstractum pro disunctis rebus
supponunt ”’
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the concrete term stands for something whose efficient or
final cause 1s sigmified by the abstract term, as when we call a
house a ““human” product, being caused by what 1s signified
by humamty (which according to Ockham signifies nothing
other than what 1s signified bv ““man” or by ““all men”) Or
if we call something divine not because 1t 15 God, but because
of an analogy or resemblance to what the term ‘‘divimty,”
which stands only for God, signifies, we agamn have an
example of this third type ?

Other concrete and abstract terms are held by Ockham
to be synonyms, in the sense that the concrete term signifies
nothing, either duectly or oblhquely, distinct from what 1ts
abstract counterpart signmifies, and e versa, even though
the terms may differ 1n the way 1n which they can be used 1n
discourse 2 In this sense Ockham maintains that the abstract
counterparts of absolute terms in the category of substance,
and the abstract foims of terms in the categorics of quantity
and relation (and indeed in all accidental categories other
than that of quality), are usually synonyms of their concrete
counterparts Thus '“divinity” can stand for nothing distinct
from what the term “divine,” 1if used lterally, signifies,
“humanity”’ for nothing other than what “man” signifies,
and the terms '‘quantum” and ‘‘quantity” denote nothing

1S tot loe, I, 5,3r ‘Sunt autern ad praesens talium nominum tres differ-
entiae, quast tres species inferiores  Prima est quando abstractum supponit pro
accidente vel forma quacumque realiter inhaerente subiecto, et concretum supponit
pro subiccto eiusdem acadenus vel formae, vel econverso Secunda
est quod concretumn supponit pro partibus et abstractum pro toto, vel econverso

Terha est quando concrelum et abstractum supponit pro distinctis, quorum
tamen neutrus est subiecturn nec pars alterius, et hoc contingit multis modis
Nam tales termuni quandoque se habent sicut causa et eflectus quandoque
sicut signum et signatum quandoque sicut locus et locatum, sicut dicimus quod
ille est anglicus et non Anghia "

LS tot log,I,6,3v ‘'‘nomen concretum et abstractum quandoque sunt nomina
stnomma Sed ne 1n equivoce procedatur sciendum est quod hoc nomen ‘sinonima’
dupliciter accipatur, stricte et large  Stricte dicuntur 1lla sinomima quibus omnes
utentes mtendunt simplic'ter uti pro eodem et sic non loquor hic de sinonimis
Large dicuntur illa sinomima quae simphciter idem significant ommbus mods, 1ta
quod mihil sigmficatur aliquo modo per unum quin per reliquum eodem modo
significetur, quamvis non omnes utentes credant 1lla idem sigmficare, sed decepts
exastimant aliquid significari per unum quod non significatur per reliquum, sicut
s1 aliqus exustimaret quod hoc nomen ‘deus’ importaret unum totum et ‘deitay’
partem eiwus "’
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distinct 1n re, while ““father” and ‘‘fatherhood™ are synonyms
in the same sense !

The principle underlying this analysis 1s one which 1s
fundamental to Ockham’s understanding of Aristotle—namely,
that 1n nature there are only two kinds of unities of elements
of diverse character (alteriur et alterius ratiomis), the per se
unity of the matenal and formal principles of changeable
substances, and the contingent unity of a qualitative form
with a substantial subject To recogmze a real distinction
between ‘man” and ‘“humanity” 1s to deny the umty or
individuality of the nature signified by ““man ’ And to make
a real distinction between ‘‘quantum” and “quantity” 1s to
suppose that quantity 1s something really distinct from sub-
stance such as can, 1n a literal sense, be acquired or lost by a
substance Indeed, when the accidental categories other
than that of quality are analysed as predicates which indicate
the immherence of a distinct accidental form 1n substance, so
that their abstract forms sigmfy abstract accidents, the only
effect 15 to make the nine accidental categories subdivisions
of the category of quality—for such a procedure 1s nothing
but a characterization of all accidental predicates as signs of
distinct forms of qualification

The obvious objection to Ockham’s position 1s that if ““man”
signifies precisely the same things that “humanity’ signifies,
we ought to be able to affirm truly the proposition *'humamnity

18 tot log,I,6,3v  "sicut apud antiquos 1lla nomina sunt sinaomma, ‘calor
caliditas,’ 'fngus, [ngiditas,’ 1ta 1lla essent sinonuna apud eos  ‘equus, equinitas,’
‘homo, humanitas,’ nec 1n tahibus curabant disinguere inter nomina concreta et
abstracta quantum ad significahonem quamvis unum illorum haberet plures
sillabas et formam abstractorum primo modo dictorum, nec tali diversitate talium
nominum utebantur nisi causa ornatae locutionis vel aliqua aha causa accidentale,
sicut nec nommbus sinommis  Sub hoc ettiam modo nominum concretorum et
abstractorum secundum intentionemn Philosophi et Commentatoris comprehendun-
tur omma nomina substantiarum et abstracta ficta ab eis, quae nec pro accidente
nec pro parte nec pro aliqua re disparata ab eo supponunt, cuiusmodi sunt haec
nomina secundum eos ‘amimalitas, asinitas, equimtas,” et huiusmodi Non
emim ammalitas stat pro aliquo accidente ammalis nec pro parte nec pro aliquo
toto cuus pars sit amimal, nec pro re aliqua extrinseca totaliter ab amimal
distincta ”  Simularly concrete terms 1n the categones of quantity and relation
are synonymous with theiwr abstract counterparts, in the sense that they stand
for nothing distinct in re from what can be signified by the term ‘‘substance' or
the term ‘‘quality ” This 15 a disunctive position of Ockham, which will be
discussed more fully in connection with his exposiion of Arnistotle’s Cafegoriar
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runs,” if Socrates, who 1s a2 man, is runmng Ockham therefore
sets out to prove, first, that the term ‘‘humanity” sigmifies
nothing really distinct from what the term *‘man”’ sigmifies, and
secondly, that the falsity of such propositions as ‘‘humanity 1s
running”’ can be accounted for without altering this basic thesis

If the term “humanity” sigmfies anything really distinct
from what the term “man” signifies, 1t will, says Ockham,
signify either an accidental form present 1n man, or else a
part of the essence of man, sai/ his body or soul Obviously
1t cannot sigmify an accident, nor does it, as some seemed to
thuink, sigmfy the soul i1n separation from the body For if
that were the case we could truly affirm that “Humanity 1s
thinking,” 1f the soul of Socrates were thinking, which 1s quite
as inconvenient as the example on which the objection against
Ockham’s view was founded

Does "“humamty,” then, signify the specific nature of man, as
something distinct from what a man 1s gua individual® Such
was the scotist contention, for the scotists held that it 1s not
the nature sigmfied by the infima species that constitutes a thing
as an individual distinct from other individuals of the same
species, but that a distinct individuating form 1s added to the
specific nature, contracting 1t to individual existence From
this point of view, then, that which “humamty” signifies 1s
something that an individual man 1s, insofar as he 1s not
individual, whereas the concrete term ““man” signifies what he
15, but also connotes the contraction of his essence by a distinct
formal pnnciple of individuation This scotist distinction,
against which Ockham argues constantly 1n his logical treatises,
1s here stated to be contrary to the intentions of Armstotle,
and contrary to reason, since 1t involves a contradiction It
1s conceded by the scotists that ‘““humanity” sigmfies the
essential nature of individual men. But the essence 1s what
a thing 15; hence, if Socrates 1s an individual and cannot
be anything at all without being individual, and 1f ““humanity ”
signifies what 1s essential to the nature of Socrates, then 1t
signifies what 1s per se individual. According to the strict
usage of language, therefore, a proposition such as ‘“Man
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has humamty,” or ‘“‘Humanity is 1z man,"” 1s false, for a thing
cannot be said to have 1tself, nor to be 1n itself 1

Why, then, if “man” and ““humanity’ signify precisely the
same 1ndividual things, are such propositions as ‘“Humamty
1s walking” not true if, for example, it 15 true that Socrates,
who 15 2 man, 15 taling a walk? The reason 1s, says Ockham,
that the term “humanity” 1s used as equivalent to the
reduplicauve phrase ““man insofar as he 1s a2 man,” and when
a reduplicative phrase appears 1n a proposition, it 1s exponible,
being equivalent to several distinct propositions, of which at
least one 1s of universal character For the proposition ‘“Socrates
gua man 15 walking” to be true, the following propositions
would have to be true (1) Socrates 1s walking, (2) Socrates
1s 2 man; (3) Every man 1s wallung, and (4) If anything 1s
a man, 1t 1s walking In other words, ““ humanity”’ signifies
individual men conjunctively, while “man’ signifies them
disjunctively Nevertheless, it remains a fact that ““humamty,”
or the phrase ‘““man guez man,” signifies nothing w1z re distinct
from what 1s signified by the concrete term ‘“man” And this
1s the point that 15 1mportant from Ockham’s point of view 2

Duns Scotus cites Avicenna 1n support of his contention that
the essence or nature of a thing 1s prior to, and formally distinct
from, its determinate modes of being, outside the mind (as
individual) and 1n the mind (as unmiversal) To this indeter-
minate nature singularity 1s added by the creation of 1t as an

1S tot log, I, 7, 3v  ‘““Haec valet cavillatio aliquorum dicentium qued
‘humanitas’ significat tantum naturam specificam, ‘homo’ autern addit ultra
naturam individualemm Nam hoc inferius ostendetur esse falsum et contra inten-
tionem Anstotelis ’ Cf Anst , Met Z, 6, 1032a 5 ‘“‘Clearly, then, each primary
and self-subsistent thing 15 one and the same as its essence ' We can abstract
from the thir by leaving accidental differences out of consideration, but if we state
that the essennal nature of a thing 15 not indivdidual, then either it s not the
essenfial nature of an individual from the conditions of whose apprehension 1t
was abstracted, or else the same thing will be individual and not-individual at
the same time and 1n the same respect Cf S tot log, I, 7, 4r ‘“‘omnes tales
propositiones de virtute sermoms, hoc est secundum proprietatem sermonis,
falsac sunt ‘'omms homo habet humanitatem,’ 'omnis humanitas est 1n homine,’

quia nihil habeat se nec aliqud sit in se '

IS tot log, I, 8, 4r For Ockham's analysis of reduplicative propostions,
cf Post,ch v ,pp 202—4 The same principle allows us to say that ‘substance’
stands for the same things n r¢ as the term ‘quanhtty’ stands for, even though 1t
15 false to say ‘‘substance 15 quantity,’ though true to say ''every quantum s a
substance "' In the same way, Ockham holds that “"intellect,” ‘' will,” and *'soul"’
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existent thing, and umiversality 1s added to 1t by the combined
agencies of the phantasm (produced in the soul by the in-
dividual affecting the sense organs) and the activentellect From
this point of view, consequently, the object of understanding, and
the primary subject of predication, 1s not the nature which 1s
individual and which 1s apprehended 1n sense experience as the
subject of particular changes or affecions, but rather 1t 1s an
abstract or ‘‘scparated” form according to which existence 1s
given to the individual, and by turning to which the mind grasps
1ts true and proper object of understanding, on the occasion of sense
experience of such individuals. Despite many qualifications, the
augustinian and platonic tendencies of Duns Scotus’ position
are manifest 1n his distinction of what the abstract substantial
term signifies, from what 1ts concrete counterpart signifies !

Ockham gives a very different interpretation to Avicenna’s
words, which, while scarcely accurate as an interpretation of
the arab philosopher’s own point of view (which was better
interpreted by Duns Scotus), 1s thoroughly in keeping with
Ockham’s way of understanding Arstotle

So 1t 15 1n this way that Avicenna, in the fifth book of his Meta-
physics, 1s to be understood, where he says ‘‘Horseness (equinitas)

(1 ¢, human or rational soul) stand for the same things iz r¢, hut “‘intellect'' 1s
equivalent to *'soul insofar as it can understand,” and ‘'will” 1s equivalent to *soul
insofar as 1t 1s capable of desining or of loving something ”  Hence these terms,
though they signify nothing distinct in re from what *'soul” sigmfies, cannot be
predicated of each other, since they are equivalent to reduplicative expressions

! Duns Scotus, Met VII, Qu 18, n 8 *Est ergo natura 1n potentia remota
ad dcterminationem singularitatis, et ad indeterminationem universalis, et sicut
a producente conwungitur singularitati, ita a re agente, et simul ab intellectu
agente, comungitur uruversalitati Et 15to modo bene intelligitur 1llud dictum
Avicennae, V. Met, ¢ 1, quod natura de se non est universalis, nec particularis,
sed tantum natura”’ Cf Duns Scotus Op Oxon, II, Dist I1I, Qu 1, n 234
"et secundum 1stam unitatem propriam naturae, ut natura est, est indifferens ad
unitatem singularem, non ergo de se est sic una umtate 1lla, sa/ unitate singu-
laritaus, ete " Duns Scotus conceives the “‘particulanity’ in which an
individual substance 15 contngently involved, as in some sense internal to the
substance—and he calls 1t *'singularity”’ and opposes 1t to the unuty of the cssential
nature signified by the infima species Ockham, however, does not consider
that the *“‘external relanons™ in which individual natures are contingently
involved, are internal to their essential being in any sense, and hence for him
‘“particularity” 1s precisely contingent fact—the ‘‘being together’ of distinct
individual substances or qualities, indicated by a contingent proposition Most
of the difficulties concerning the "' problem of universals,” are due to confusion
between “‘individual” and ‘‘particular
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1s nothing other than plain horseness (equimtas tantum), for 1t 1s
of 1tself neither one nor many, nor existing in these sensible things,
nor 1n the soul” He intended here to say nothing other than
that a horse 15 not defined 1n terms of one, nor of many, nor by
its exustence 1n the soul, nor by its existence in things outside, so
that none of these terms enters into 1its defimition, and hence he
meant that this term ‘“‘horseness,” in the sense i1n which he was
then using 1t, was equivalent to a complex expression, whether
stated as a unity, or with verb and copula Wherefore he did not
understand that horseness i1s something and that nevertheless 1t 1s not
really or actually either one or many, and neither outside the mind
nor 1n the mind, for this 1s impossible and absurd, but he understood
that no such terms ought to be placed 1n the definition of 1t 1

The difference 1n approach between Ockham and Duns
Scotus 15 shown here clearly enough For Ockham, logic
15 an instrument of discursive science, and the possibility of
discursive science 1s dependent on the possibility of deterrminate
and finite sigmfication of substances—of the individual concrete
substances which are involved in the changes and events
apprehended through sense perception If the substantial
term signifies not the individual natures of the things for
which 1t stands, but stands for them by connoting a form or
exemplary cause distinct from these individual natures, then
the substantial term will not signify changeable things per
t¢, nor will 1t be an appropnate middle term for demonstrat-
ing attributes (which indicate ways 1n which things are
essentially changeable) of subjects

As Anstotle remarks, the possibility of science does not
depend on there being a One beside a Many (such as an
exemplary form prior to the individual existing things),
but 1t does depend on the possibiity of signifying many
individuals per s¢ and unequivocally, by a single term or
intention It 15 Ockham’s literal and careful adherence to
this anistotehan principle that underhies his analysis of terms,
and which leads him to crniticize those who sought to qualify
and restate the aristotelian logic in such manner as to make
room for augustinian exemplansm and for an illumination
theory of knowledge 2

1S tot log, I, B, 4v 1 Anst , An Post I, 11, 772 5-9



CHAPTER THREE

PORPHYRY AND THE PROBLEM OF
UNIVERSALS

I

THE first part of Ockham’s Golden Exposition 1s a commentary
on Porphyry’s treatise on the five predicables It 1s chiefly
devoted to the rather difficult task of ‘“‘interpreting” Porphyry’s
text in such manner that the treatise will not, as 1ts author
intended, be taken as an introduction to Arnstotle’s Categories
Had Ochham lived 1n more recent times, 1t 1s probable that
he would have written not an exposition of Porphyry, but
a devastating criticism of what the neo-platonist philosopher
had done 1n his treatise In Ockham’s day, however, 1t was
not fashionable to treat the ancients with anything but
respect Where one of them seemed to have erred, the proper
procedure was to make every effort to interpret his words
m such manner that the error would disappear, and be
attributable not to the author’s intention, but to unfortunate
modes of expression This procedure frequently resulted in
rather forced '“interpretations,” and in the present instance
especially so  Ockham, indeed, after making heroic efforts
to ““save’” Porphyry’s text, finally concludes that Porphyry’s
trcatise was perhaps not intended by its author to be a
discussion of the five predicables, but rather a treatise on

five equivocal words * "?— Z 0 / 3 b/
uo n

1Exp aur, I, 29v “Sciendum ec hic nec 1n ahquo loco huius hibn
inverutur quod auctor dicat se velle de praedictis quinque determinare tanquam
de quinque umversalibus et 1deo non semper quando determinat de proprio et
accidente deterrminat de 1illo quod est unum quinque umversahum, sed deter-
munatio sua principalis est de quinque vocabulis equivocs "

66
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In view of the fact that Anstotle’s discussion of the ways
m which predicates can be asserted of their subjects—as
genus, defimition, property, or accident—is relegated, 1n the
Organon, to his treatise on topical or dialectical argumenta-
tion, Porphyry’s 1dea of using the predicables as an introduc-
tion to the Categories of Anstotle, stands as a master stroke,
though probably an unconscious one, in the struggle to
restore to dialectic the primacy that Plato had claimed for
it, and that Arnstotle had demied. Amstotle had sought to
find a basis for demonstration and for science which would
be distinct from, and prior to, the synthetic operations of
discursive thinking Hence he exhibited demonstration, and
our knowledge of necessary and umiversal principles, as
functions of meaning or sigmfication In the development
of the Organon, consequently, the analysts of modes of sigmfica-
tion contamed 1n the Categories was prior to, and presupposed
by, the analysis of modes of predication dealt with in the
Toprcs

But Porphyry insisted that Arnstotle’s analysis of modes of
signification could only be understood in the hght of his
analysis of the ways mn which one term can be related to
another 1n predication Thus he reversed the aristotehan
order, bringing the very instrument of Arnstotle’s criticism
of Plato into the service of the platonic dialeeic The effec-
tiveness of the porphyrian strategy is attested by the entire
history of anstotehamism  Of the innumerable wrters—
modern as well as medizval—who have expounded the
logic of Anstotle, extremely few can be said to have escaped
the consequences of Porphyry’s use of the predicables as
a means of understanding Arstotle’s Categorzes !

1 Porphyry's assumption, that the ten categories cannot be understood except
as ordenngs of elements according to the ways in which they can be predicated
of each other and of individuals, seems to have gone unquestioned, with few
exceptions, from Boethius to George Grote, W Windelband, and most of the
neo-scholastics themselves Gf Boethius (Migne PL 64, cl 77), where Porphyry's
text 15 given 1n Latn, stating that it 1s necessary to hnow what a gens, species,
etc , 15, in order to understand Anstotle’s doctrine of the categonies, and cl 78 D,
where Boethius makes the same statement more diffusely

A good mnstance of the unquestioned assumption of Porphyry's point of view,
in medizval tumes, 18 found 1n Pseudo-Thomas, Summa totws logicae, Proem
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The significance of Porphyry’s reversal of the aristotelian
order, and the consequences of this reversal in reducing
demonstrative science to a dialectical metaphysics, can best
be appreciated if we consider at the outset the difference
between Anstotle’s analysis of terms in the Categories, and
his discussion of the predicables 1in the Topics

In the Categories Aristotle 1s concerned with terms as
mcomplex modes of signification, considered 1n abstraction
from questions of existence or fact, and from the truth or
falsity of any propositions such as can, by the voluntary
act of judgment, be formed through the synthesis of such
terms The division of terms of first intention into the ten
categories 1s based on differences 1n the way in which terms
signify things that are not terms—it 1s not a classification
of terms according to the different ways 1n which they can be
truly predicated of each other To make signufication a function
of judgment, or to confuse 1t with predication, as Porphyry
constantly does throughout his treatise, 1s to make the form

(Lethielleux ed , Aquinas, Opuscula omnia, vol V, p 1, Pans 1927) "Et quia
predicamentum ut hic sumitur, nihil aliud est quam ordinatio predicabilium 1n
ordine predicamentzlh, ideo, ad cognoscendum predicamenta, oportet prae-
cognoscere predicabilia

Grote Arutotle, vol 1, p 155 (London, 1872), likewise holds that the book of
Catcgonies 1s concerned with terms as elements of propositions, rather than as
incomplex modes of signifying things, distinguishable independently of the truth
or falsity of propositions *‘The whole classification of the Categories rests on the
assumption of the proposiion with 1its constituent parts, and on the different
relations borne by each of the mine genera of predicates towards their common
Subjeet "' Ibid , p 117 "“We thus sce that all the predicates, not only under the
Category which Arnstotle terms Ad aligud, but also under all the Jast mne Cate-
gorics, arc relative Indeed the work of predication 1s always relative

W Windelband, Hist of Anceent Philosophy (Cushman's transl, grd ed , NY,
1899), 15 a good modern representative of Porphyry’s notion of the Categories
"*The possible kinds of predicates, the Categories, are the highest class-concepts
for logical investigation, and are irreducible  They represent the different pownts
of view under which the different concepts can be made elements of a proposition
or Judgment by virtue of the factual relations of their contents " 1t 1s only a step
from this noton of the Categories, to the ‘‘propositional function’ of symbolic
logic, but to make the disinctions between terms, dealt with 1n the Categories, a
function of factual relations, 15 aganst both the letter and the spint of Anstotle’s
treatise

Another excellent modern porphynan, from neo-scholastic circles, 15 Father
G H Joyce, S ], whose Principles of Logic 1s throughout concerned to refer dis-
tincuons among terms and forms of discourse to parallel, and all but indistinguish-
able, “internal relations’’ 1n Being.
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of judgment the measure of the truth of judgment, instead
of making the truth of a judgment a function of the being
of the things signified by 1ts terms 1

In the Topiws Anistotle deals with dialectical argumentation
—1 e, with reasorung from opinions generally accepted The
primary elements of dialectical argumentation, therefore,
are propositions—these are taken to be true, but are not
known to be true in the unqualified sense, because the muddle
term sigmfying the essential nature or being of the things of
which the proposition 1s true, 1s not known In the Topics
the discusston of genus, defimtion, property, and accident,
15 a discussion of the ways in which a given term may, by
the manner 1n which 1t 1s predicated of various subjects in
propositions conceded by the opponent, be exhibited as
predicable necessarily (or be shown not to be predicable
necessanly), of the subject term of the proposition or ‘‘thesis”
being defended or attacked Armstotle here deals with terms
not 1n their intentional character as determinate ways 1n
which things can be signified or recognized, but he deals
with them as elements of propositions believed or conceded
to be true as a matter of fact—1e., 1n extension 2

L Arnist , Cat 4,2a 4 *No one of these terms, 1n and by 1tself, involves an affirma-
tion, 1t 13 only by the combination of such terms that positive or negative statements
anse "' Ibid , 4, 1 b 25 ‘'Expressions which are 1n no way composite signify sub-
slance, quanhty, etc ' But Anstotle had previously distinguished sumple
from composite expressions as follows (Cat 2, 12 16) ‘'Forms of speech are either
simple or composite kxamples of the latter are such expressions as ‘the man
runs,’ ‘the man wins’, of the former, ‘man,’ ‘ox,’ ‘runs,” ‘wins *”> It 1s obvious
from these statements that Aristotle, in the Categorws, 1s concerned with terms as
incomplex signs of things, and not as elements of propositions or as parts of
complex signs

Anst, Topues I, 1, 100a 1B “Our treatise proposes to find a hne of inquiry
whereby we shall be able to reason fromn opinions that are generally accepted
about every problem propounded to us, and also shall ourselves, when standing
up to an argument, avold saying anything that will obstruct us "’ Ihid, 1, 4,
101b 11-37 “‘First, then, we must see of what parts our inquiry consists Now
if we were to grasp (a) with reference to how many, and what lund of, things
arguments take place, and with what materials they start, and (b) how we are to
become well supplied with these, we should have sufficiently won our goal
Now the materials with which arguments start are cqual in number, and are
identical, with the subjects on which reasonings take place For arguments start
with ‘propositions,’ while the subjects on which reasonings take place are
‘problems ' Now every proposiion and every problem indicates either a genus
or a peculiarity or an accident " etc There follows the enumeration of
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What 1s the consequence of using the classification of terms
according to the ways 1n which they are assertible of a subject,
as the basis for the division and ordering of terms i1n the ten
categories? It 15 to destroy the possibiity of identifying the
things of which a given proposition 1s said to be true or false,
without presupposing the truth of some proposition which
determines the denotation of the terms The proposition
to be verified will be true or false of that which 1s signified
by its terms But if the signification of terms cannot be deter-
mined independently of the truth of propositions 1nto which
they can enter, the verification of a proposiion will pre-
suppose knowledge of the truth of other propositions which
determine the meaning of the terms, and the venfication
of these propositions 1n turn will presuppose knowledge of
the truth of still other propositions for the same reason The
grasp of meaning, and knowledge of any truth of determinate
character, will therefore presuppose an infimte system of
propositions. Since an 1nfinite regress 1s not actually traversed,
postulates or defimtions are assumed or laid down as starting
points for the construction of a symbolic system

Porphyry’s failure to distinguish between meaning and
attibution, or between things and facts, renders determinate
defimtion 1mpossible—and, by the same token, hteral truth
as well Every term 1s a sign of ‘““something” of which the
propositions 1nto which 1t can enter are verfiable, but this
*‘something”’ cannot be grasped by the mind determinately,
or apart from an infinite whole such as 1s potentially exemplifi-
able 1n the unity of an infinite system of mutually implicated

the four modes of predication It appears [rom the above that dialectical argu-
ments are, in Anstotle's view, about terms and propositions as instances of forms
of discursive signification  In dialectic we do not discuss kinds of things (for we
do not know essential nature by opimion) nor kinds of discourse, 1n their univer-
sality (as in pure science or 1 pure logic), but we introduce terms of first intention
as instances of kunds of terms signified by terms of second intention, as when we
argue as to whether or not *'virtue’’ 15 a property of *'man * We must either state
1t this way, or do what Ockham does 1n his Consequentiae, where he exhibits all
topical reasomng as enthymematic, the logical relation between subject and
predicate (which takes the place of the middle term), or between antecedent and
consequent, bemng an "extrinsic”’ mddle or way of knowing the truth of the
consequence
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propositions ~ The consistent development of the pomnt of
view mvolved in Porphyry’s failure to distinguish between
signification and predication, and between things and facts,
yields a2 metaphysics of internal relations which can be
expressed as a cosmology, a system of symbolic logic, a system
of mathematics, or as a mystical theology Where such
consistent development takes place, finite signification and
hiteral propositions are abandoned, or reduced to the status
of conventional symbols or postulates incidental to the process
of developing the system Apparent contradiction or apparent
externality, 1s the signal not for a distinction or defimition,
but for a generalization; and the final or supreme generaliza-
tion, hovering always in the background, 1s that whereby
the distinction between truth and falsity, affirmanbon and
negation, and between terms and relations, 1s transcended
m the incommunicable mntwtion of the infinite !

Such 1s the metaphysics involved in Porphyry’s treatise
on the predicables Unfortunately he injected this metaphysi-
cal pomnt of view into the subject matter with which he was
dealing, without giving it any such consistent development
or expression Had he done so, 1t would have been apparent
that the anstotehan distinctions between essential and acci-
dental predication, and between defimitions and properties,
are, 1f taken Iiterally, unintelligible when placed against
such a metaphysical background It was, perhaps, because
Porphyry wanted to take an aristotellan poimnt of view 1n

! This metaphysics of internal relations, which Porphyry presents in muddled
form because he seeks at the same time to preserve the anstotehan distinctions
between essential and accidental predication, recewves what 1s perhaps 1ts best
modern statement m A N Whitchead's works, especially Process and Reality
Whitehead 13 one of the few who appreciate the affimity between platonic meta-
physical and cosmological 1deas, and their exemplification in modern mathematical
and cosmological theory If students of medizval philosophy could bring them-
sclves to study St Bonaventura or Duns Scotus, to mention only the most promun-
ent, with the same appreciation of the philosophical (and not merely the religious)
character of medizval platonism, and without seeking to make anstotelians and
thormists out of these philosophers, their efforts would be rewarded—for the
metaphysics which was only half present in Porphyry's treatise, and which was
neither a good platonsm or a genumne aristotehanism, was developed n
consistent and relatively pure form, by the greater scholastics of augustinian
leanings, 1nto coherent anrrlmprcsxlvc statements of the metaphvsics of internal
rclations
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expounding Anstotle, that he submerged his own viewpoint
as far as was within his power—but what made his treatise
so nsidious as a medizval ‘‘secondary source” for the study
of Aristotle, was the fact that he was unable to lose this view-
point, and unwilling to make overt and systematic use of 1t
What was submerged was not Porphyry’s metaphysics of
internal relations, but only the anstotehan distinction between
meaning and truth, and between things and contingent
facts,

We may here indicate one or two particulars in Porphyry’s
discussion, which reveal his metaphysical viewpomnt, and
which have never ceased to affect subsequent interpretations
of anstotehan logic and metaphysics One departure from
Aristotle which has often noted by historians—though rarely
with sufficient appreciation of 1ts importance—1s the state-
ment by Porphyry that the wunfima species 15 predicable per se
and tn quid of individyals !

Now 1If we were to restate this as meaning that the specific
term sigmfies individuals essentially, without connoting or
implying any contingent fact or circumstance, we would
have a thoroughly anstotelian statement But Porphyry
uses the word ““predicable” to express the relation between
the species and individuals, which indicates that the species
1s aitnbutable to 1ndividuals by an act of judgment—and

* Porphyry (Boethius comm , Migne PL 64, cl 101 A) 'species est quae de
plunbus et differentibus numero 1n eo quod quid sit praedicatur ™'

W D Ross, Arustotle (2nd ed , London, 1930), p 57, shows some appreciation
of the wreckage of anstotehan logic wrought by Porphyry’s ''fifth predicable,” as
follows “This 1s Anstotle's classificaton of predicables which Porphyry later
muddled hopelessly by reckoning species as a fifth predicable ™

But cf Father Joyce, Prinaples of Logic (3rd ed , Longmans, I92g), p 121
*The account of the Predicables given by the Scholastic philosophers, 1s derived
[rom the Isagoge of Porphyry Porphyry's treatment of the subject differs from
that of Aristotle 1n one or two details It 15, however, as 1t exphicitly professes
o be, in full accord with the prinaples of his philosophy '

Cf alzo De Wulf, Hist of Med Pl vol 11, p 75 “The Iragoge studies the five
predicables or ways in which the predicate of a judgment can be related to a
subject (genus, species, specific difference, property, and accident), 1t served
as an introduction to the Categories of Anstotle  Porphyry in the Isagoge did not
get beyond this logical aspect of the predicables  He scarcely noticed the problem
of the objectivity of umversal 1deas, and his statement ol the question became the
starting point of the controversy concerning the Universals ™
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hence 1t 1s not of itself a sign of individuals, but stands for
them only through a human act of attribution or synthesis
If we then seek to determine what Porphyry means by
“individual,” we discover that he means that which 1s the
occasion of accidental deterrmination—t e, an individual, for
Porphyry, 1s a ‘‘this” which 1s constituted by the togetherness
of contingent elements of fact Thus he says that “the species
1s predicable only of individuals, but the individual 1s predi-
cated of one particular only,” and illustrates what he means
by an “individual” through mentioning the following terms
" Socrates,” ‘'this white thing,”” or ‘‘the son of Sophroniscus
coming this way ’! These indeed are individuals in the sense
of being terms that can be subjects only of singular propositions,
and 1t 1s true that the specific term can be predicated of such
singular subjects But for Anstotle such predication 1s indirect
or ‘‘unnatural” predication, and 1n any case 1t 15 contingent
and accidental, and consequently not per se or i qud * But
Porphyry states that the species 1s predicated of such terms
essentially—and this 1s the destruction of the distinction between
essential and accidental predication, and of the distinction
between necessary and contingent propositions.

Porphvry’s point of view, when reduced to 1ts sumplest
presuppositions, makes the primary subject of all predication,
and hence the object of science, infimite and incapable of
being comprehended or signified in determinate manner

} Porphyry (Migne PL 64, cl 112 D) “solum autem species de omnibus
mdividws  (dicitur), mdividuum autem predicatur de uno salo paruculan
Individuum autem dicitur Socrates, et hoc album, et hic veruens Sophromisc
Rlius, =1 solus sit e1 Socrates filus ™ Ibid ,cl 114 B '"Individua autem dicuntur
huiusmodi, quomiam ex proprictaubus consistit unumquodque eorum, guarum
collectio nunquam in alio quolibet eadem erit

*Anst, An Post 1, 22, B2b 36-89a 23 Cf also 83b 10 *“Nor can
a gquale be reciprocally predicated of a quale, nor any term belonging to an
adjecuval category of another such lerm, except by accidental predication,
for all such predicates are coincidents and are predicated of substances "' The
reason why such predication 1s acaidental 15, as Ockham states it, because the
terms are connotative, signifying something extrinsic to the things for which
they canstand But Porphyry, and all who reduce genera and species of substance
to the status of eonnotative terms which stand for individuals by sigrufying abstract
or uruversal elemenis or ' parts,” make the category of substance into an adjectival

category, and thus transform all predication whatsoever into accidental predica-
tion
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For every term, insofar as it 1s predicable of a subject, 1s
exhibited by Porphyry as a connotative term—-the species
or genus of substance is predicated essentially of a term like
‘““this white thing,” but the term ‘‘white” 1s predicated only
accaidentally of *‘this thing ” Hence the subject of predication,
in both cases, is no more determinate than the word ‘‘thing”
or the word ‘‘something ” It 1s that in which forms, connoted
by concrete universal terms and sigmfied directly by their
abstract counteiparts, where, as parts in a whole The term
““man,” beng predicable i gquid of the ‘‘something that
happens to be white,”” stands for this ‘‘something” by con-
noting the fact that ‘‘humamty” inkeres 1n it, or that
“humamty” 1s a part of it, of which '‘ammality” and
“nuiblhty” and “whiteness” and ‘‘rationality” are other
parts In short, every umiversal term 1s an attribute, predicable
of ““something” indicated only by other attributes—no deter-
minate concept, but only the indeterminate concept, ‘‘thing”
or ‘‘something” or ‘“bemng,” 1s the primary subject of
attribution !

Thus Porphyry’s point of view erases the distinction between
metaphysics and science, through recognizing as the primary
subject of all predication only the transcendental terms of
metaphysics No term, according to Porphyry’s pownt of
view, means or signifies precisely the individual natures of
finite things All terms indicate abstract forms or ‘‘ideas”
by which something, that 15 not a form or idea, 1s posited
‘“Man”’ stands for ‘“something iz which humamty inheres,”
and this “‘something” 1s held to be distinct from that which
15 sigmfied by the abstract term ‘‘humanity "—distinct either
as a whole 1s to a part, or as a part 1s to a whole. The only
primary subject of knowledge, and the only thing by which
propositions are true, 1s that which 1s indicated by the term
‘““something ”’ If we take this something to be God, then
science 1s of the subsistence of 1deas in God, and if we take 1t

LCf Ante, ch u, pp 57-65, on Ockham's criticism of those who construe all
concrete unuversal terms as connotative, through making a metaphysical disinction
between what 1s indicated by their ahstract forms and what 1s denoted by their
concrete forms
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to be a substratum of existence, or principle of individuation,
distinct from God, then science 1s of the ingression or mnherence
of i1deas in this indeterminate substratum The net result
of Porphyry’s point of view, whereby all determmate terms
are attributable to the indeterminate, 1s to make all terms
attributes of a single subject-genus, so that there 1s only one
science, whose subject 15 ‘““being as such !

Ockham, as has already been 1ndicated, criticizes Porphyry
chiefly for equivocal forms of expression, and seeks to ‘‘inter-
pret” his statements m such manner that they will not have
metaphysical imphications  After all, Porphyry explicitly states
that he 1s not concerned m his treatise with the ‘'‘loftier
questions”’ of metaphysics, but with five ways in which terms
can be predicated of a subject term In his commentary
on Porphyry, therefore, Ockham seeks to do what Porphyry
said he intended to do—namely, to discuss the predicables,
and to keep the discussion of them clear of metaphysical

! Since, in a philosophy of internal relations, the indcterrminate whole
cannot be signified per se but only as that in which the 1deas achieve related-
ness and actuality, the only materials for discourse, or the only terms, appear
as attributes or properties of Space.Time, or of God, or of Infinite Matter,
or of Infinite Number—but merely to attribute them to this indeterminate
receptacle, as mn the proposition ‘' Tmangulanty 1s 1n Space-Time,” etc , 15 m-
sufficient lor gencrating connected discourse It 1s equivalent to collecung a
mulutude of propositons such as *'Something 15 a2 man,” "' Something 15 a tree,’™
etc To form a discurave structure, therefore, such propositions have to be
connected—and thus we find symbohlic logic, and other modern logical systems
based on relations as constitutive of fact, exmbiting all discourse as built up
through hvpothcucal propoesitions, the constituents of which are elementary
propositions which awscrt the existence of a quality or of a relation Since that
to which the quality or relation 13 referred, in these elementary propositions,
18 aindeterminate (‘x"'), 1t makes hitle or no difference whether we conceive 1t
as an infinite homogeneous ‘'receptacle” like Space-Time, or as an infimte
multitude ol atomic  ponts of reflerence " In either case, science 15 exhibited
as a potentally mfinite system of relations, of Arst order, second order, etc,
between the clementary existence propositions, and between propositions which
exgress relations between relations, etc It need not be added that 1n such an
inhinite system, every proposition or equahon has a plaec, so that falsity 15 only
a funcuon of misplaced reference, which tends always to elicit [urther expansion
of the systern 11 which 1t may finally be absorbed The analogy 1s close, 1n all
such systems, with the augusuman dialectic of redemption—with onigmnal sin
(a musplaced reference called Pride) generating the restlessness which never
ends (mhnite regress) unul the nmusplaced reference 15 abandoned, absorbed,
and redeemed, through recognition of the actually infimite 25 an omnipresent
Principle, to be found 1n any mnstance of existence or of truth, and which 1s not
added to by our dialectical regress, but only made manifest to us
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implications. His method 1s comparatively simple  After
stating that a “‘umiversal,” as used in logic, 15 nothing but
a term or concept predicable of many other terms or concepts,
he points out that the terms “‘umiversal,” *“‘genus,” ‘‘species,”
etc, are terms of second intention, and cannot therefore
mean things n re, or parts of things iz re, but only kinds of
terms or concepts Since, however, a sign 1s posterior, qua
sign, to that which 1t sigmfies, and since terms of second
mtention are signs of terms of first intention, 1t follows that
the understanding of the predicables 1s posterior to the under-
standing of the distinctions between terms of first intention
made 1n the Categories In this way Ockham reverses Porphyry’s
reversal of the anstotehan order, and restores the prionty of
forms of incomplex signification, over modes of predication
Truth and scientific knowledge are to be exhibited as functions
of the grasp of meammng—of acts of understanding what 1t s
to be such or such an individual thing But such grasp of
essential individual nature, 1s only possible if some determinate
concepts are ‘‘absolute” and not connotative !

In lis discussion of the problem of umversals raised by
Porphyry, Ockham seeks to establish the priority of acts
of signification over modes of predication, by showing that
the term ‘““umversal,” and the names of the predicables,
are terms of second intention which stand for terms and not
for things 2z re nor for parts of things in 7¢  After showing,
by this method, that the word '‘universal’’ 1s not a meta-
physical term but only a logical teim, Ockham follows

! Porphyry’s statement that the species 15 predicated in quid of individuals 1s
“interpreted " by Ockham to mean that 1t sigmfies or means individual (undivided)
essential natures Exp aur, I, 14r ‘‘Notandum est hic quod species predicatur
m qud de individuis quza exprimat vel sigmficat totum ndiiduum et non plus unam
partem quam aliam, neque aliquid extrinsecum " (italics mine) In another
place Ockham indicates exphcitly that the specific term 13 not predicable
essentially of anything, if we take “predican’ 1n 1ts strict sense and not merely
as cquivalent to “sigmificare”™ S tot log, II, cap 11, 35r “‘intelhgendum est
quod proprie et stricte acapiendo ‘predicar: per se et in quid,’ quod scilicet est
necessario predicabile, sic nulla tals species ‘home,’ ‘asinus,” ‘numerus’ et
huiusmodi predicatur in quud et dicitur per se de aliquo, maxime 1n propositione
de 1nesse et de praesenti, et hoc quia nulla talis est necessana, ‘Sortes est homo,

‘1ste asinus est asinus,’ ‘1ste mumerus est numerus,’ ‘1ste motus est motus,’ et
huusmod: '
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Porphyry’s discussion of each of the predicables, distinguishing
in each case the sign from what 1t sigmfies, and eliminating
the metaphysical implications of Porphyry’s language In
the Sum of All Logic, the same subjects are dealt with, and
a number of other terms of second intention, such as '‘defini-
tion,” ‘‘description,” ‘‘subject,” ‘‘predicate,” ‘‘sigmfy,”’ and
‘““attribute,” are analysed and defined. In the present chapter
we will examine Ockham’s discussion of the problem of
unuversals, of the predicables themselves, and of these other
terms of second intention, 1n this way clearing the ground
for Ockham’s own 1interpretation of the Categories, which 1n
all fundamentals is exactly the opposite of the porphyrian
point of view

1

1

The problem of umiversals 1s raised by Porphyry 1n the second
sentence of his treatise, in the form of three questions con-
cerning the relation between genera and species of substance
and the individuals which we apprehend through sense
perception He asks (1) whether genera and species subsist
outside the mind, or exist only in the mind, (2) whether,
assuming that they subsist outside the mind, they are corporeal
or incorporeal, and (3) whether, if they subsist outside the
mind, they are separated from sensible things o1 exist
sensible things !  Porphyry declines to discuss the possible
solutions to these questions, stating that they belong to a
loftier part of philosophy—presumably metaphysics But his
own treatment of logic, and his own notion of what the
categories are, Involve this metaphysical problem at every
point. For if universal concepts of substance are related to
individual sensible things not as signs to things signified nor
as acts of understanding to things understood, as Ockham
holds, but rather as predicates to subjects, as indicated by
Porphyry—then a distinction inevitably arses between what
the universal term signifies, and the things denoted by any
subject term of which 1t 1s predicable

1 Parphyry’s text 18 given tn Migne PL 64, cl 82 A (Boethius' transl )
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The problem of universals, according to Ockham’s analyss,
1s a consequence of Porphyry’s confusion of signification with
predication, or of meaning with attibutton For Ockham,
who holds that individual things are understood by generic
and specific concepts precisely because such concepts are
natural signs (acts or habits of understanding) of such indi-
vidual things, there can be no problem of a relation between
that which 1s signified or understood by a generic or specific
concept, and the individuals 2z re¢ for which 1t can stand
But for Porphyry, who holds that genera and species are
attributable to individuals by an act of judgment which is
a synthesis of distinct elements, a distinction between the
individual, and the essential nature attributed to 1t, corres-
ponding to the distinction between a subject and a predicate,
becomes inevitable From this distinction between individual
things, and their essential natures, anses the problem of
umversals and the corresponding problem of individuation *

Ockham, commenting on the passage in which Porphyry
raises his three questions, agrees that such questions do not
pertain to logic, but to metaphysics He adds, however,
that metaphysical errors on these questions have led so many
moderm: to mamfold errors 1n logic, that 1t 15 not out of place
to deal with them His discussion of this ‘'problem of umi-
versals,” 1n the commentary on Porphyry, 1s rather brief, a
moie detailed analysis being given in the Sum of All Logic
It 15 this more detailled discussion that will, for the most
part, be followed here 2

Ockham’s discussion deals principally with Porphyry’s
first questron, since the answers to the others follow without
difficulty from his solution of the first Do genera and species
subsist per s¢ outside the mund, or do they exist only in the

! For Ockham's theory of the concept as a natural mgn, or act of under-
standing, of individuals n re, see ch 1, pp 3940, 44, 47-52

iExp aur, I, By " Quamwvis praedictae quaestiones et consimles non ad
logicam sed ad metaphysicam sint pertinentes, quia tamen ex carum ignorantia
multt moderm: 1n muluplices errores 1n logica sunt elapsi, 1deo de 1psis breviter
3u1d sit secundum sententiam Arnstotehis et secundum veritatem dicendum est

ocendum, quia de eis ahubr diffusius est tractatum” {1 e, in the Summa totius
logicae)
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mind as acts of understanding or as forms or ‘“‘intelhgible
species” produced in the mind by its act of understanding?
Most medizval wrnters conceded that genera and species do
exist 1n the mind; what Ockham argues against 1s the notion
that genera and species, or ‘‘umversal things ” corresponding
to them, exist outside the mind as parts of individual substances,
in such manner that substances are ‘‘individuated” by some-
thing distinct from the essential nature sigmfied by the uni-
versal substantial term. If generic and specific terms or
concepts signify substances, they sigmfy individual substances,
because a substance is precisely a thing that exists and is
one per se, as distinguished from an accident (in the physical
sense) which exists, and 1s particular, per ahud or by reason
of the existence of substances A substance 15 an individual
thing, and an acaident a parucular fact—facts occur, and are
particular, by reason of the individual substances which give
nse to them There 1s no cause of individual existence, no
principle of individuation, except substances

It must be maintained undoubtedly that anything imaginable
whatsoever, which subsists by 1tself, 15 without any addition to
1t 2 singular thing and one in number, so that no imaginable
thing 1s singular through having something added to 1t, but thus
(scdl bemng singular) 1s an attribute belonging immediately to
every thing, because every thing 1s per s¢ 1dentical or diverse from
others Secondly 1t must be said that no umversal 1s really
existent outside the soul 1n individual substances, nor 1s it a part
of the substance nor of its being, but 1n every case 1t 15 merely
in the soul, or else 1t 15 unversal by convention, as this spoken
word “‘ammal’’ or '‘man” 1s umversal because 1t 1s predicable
of many, not (standing) for itself but for the things which 1t
signifies The first conclusion can be proved both by reason and
authonty, by reason as follows If there be anything which 1s
not per s¢ a singular thing, then, since anything you please can
be given a name, let 1t be called “‘a *’ Then I ask whether 1t contains
essentially several things or whether 1t 1s precisely one thing
If the first answer be given, then I ask concerming those things
which are included essentially 1n 1t, whether they are of a definite
number or not, 1t cannot be said that they are not of a defimite
number, because then they would be actually infimte which 1s
impossible  If they are of a definite number, then each of them 1s
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one in number, and consequently the resulting total 15 one number
If the answer 13 given that the thing 1s not several things and does
not contain several things essentially, then the question 1s conceded,
because whenever there 1s something which does not include a
multiplicity of distinet things, that thing 1s one 1in number, and
consequently singular

Further, I take this umversal thing called ““a,” and then I ask
whether ““a ”” and Socrates are several things or one If one, and
if Socrates 15 a singular thing, then ““a” also 1s singular If they
are more than one thing and are not infinite, then they are finite,
and consequently they are of some determinate number, and 1t
cannot be said that they are more than two, hence they are two
things But where there are just two things each of them 1s one
in number, and therefore this universal thing (‘‘a”) 13 one 1n
number and consequently 1t is singular

Nor can 1t be said that this thing 15 universal although not several
things, and this on the ground that it 1s 1n several things and of
the being of several, as “humamty” or “‘man” 15 (said to be)
mn all men and of the being of all men This does not hold, because
such a thing 1s either vanied so that 1t 1s other and other 1n these
many things, or 1t 15 unvaried so that rt 1s not other and other
If the first answer be given, then necessarily each of these things
15 singular and consequently, since there 1s no other thing outside
of these things, 1t follows that each thing 1s singular If the second
answer be given, the question 13 conceded, because that thing,
however much 1t may be (said to be) zn many things, will be singular
from the fact that 1t 1s one and not many !

The above argument 1s a dialectical proof of the indemons-
trable metaphysical principle of the convertibility of ens and
wunuwn  Since 1t 1s a primary prnciple of first philosophy, 1t
cannot be demonstrated from any principles prior to 1t But1t
can be shown to be presupposed 1n all discourse, 1n the manner
m which Anstotle proves dialectically, in the Metaphysics,
that the law of non-contradiction 1s presupposed by any
afirmation or demal It 1s rather mteresting, 1n view of
what was said about Porphyry’s submerged metaphysics of
mternal relations, to see how Ockham’s argument hinges
on the impossibility of human comprehension of the mndeter-
minate or of the actually infinite What cannot be conceived
cannot be signified, and hence 1t cannot be the prnimary

1Exp aur, I, fol Bv.
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subject of significant discourse—such 1s Ockham’s contention,
which rests on the impossibility of comprehending the indeter-
minate In Duns Scotus we find a consistent statement of the
opposite point of view—for Duns, the true object of science is
indeterminate with respect to individuality, but for him also,
the infinite 1s known imphicitly 1n every act of discursive thought !
Every thing that 1s, according to Ockham, and consequently
every thing that can be called a universal as well as every
thing that can be sigmfied by a umversal, 1s, by the fact that
ens and unum are convertible, an mmdividual thing in the sense
that 1t 15 one and not many. How, then, does the term ‘‘um-
versal”’ differ 1n meamng from the term ‘'individual®”
Ockham answers the question by disinguishing between two
uses of the word ‘‘individual ” As a transcendental term,
equivalent to wnumn, 1t 15 predicable of the term ‘‘umversal”
as well as of every other term, for each thing that can be
called a universal 1s ¢ umversal and not many umversals,
and hence 1t 1s an mdividual thing Simuilarly, if we dis-
tinguish between a umiversal and what 1t signifies, 1t must
be said that each and every thing that can be sigmfied by
any umversal teim, or conceived by any umiversal concept,
1s, by the very fact that 1t 1s a thing, individual and numernically
one and distinct fiom other things-—res et unum convertuntur.
Taking the word ‘‘individual” 1 this sense, therefore, as
that which 15 one and not many, nothing can exst, either
outside the mind or 1n the mind, which 15 not individual 2

' €I Duns 5cotus, Op Oxen , I, Dist II, Qu 1 and 2, and Dist III, Qu
4, especially art 5

S tot log, 1, 14, 6v “Est igilur primo tractandum de termims secundae
mlentionis et 1deo de 1llis quac ponuntur quinque universaha est modo
dicendum Primo tamen dicendum est de hoc communi ‘universale,’'

quia predicatur de omm universalt, et etiam de singulan sibi opposito  Est
autern sciendum quod ‘singulare’ potest surm dupliciter  Unomodo hoc nomen
"singulare’ significal 1llud quod est unum et non plura Et hoc modo tenentes
quod umniversale est quaedam quahitas ments predicabilis de plunibus non tamen
pro se, sed pro ilhs plunbus, dicere habent quod quodlibet universale est vere
ct realiter singulare, quia sicut quaelibet vox quantumcumque communis per
mstitutionem est vere et realiter singularis et una numero, quia est una vox et
non plures, 1ta quodlibet universale est singulare unde vocando umiversale
aliquod quod non est unum numero, quam Aacceptionem mult attribuunt
universali, dico quod nihil est universale !
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But the word ‘‘individual” can be taken also as a term
of second intention, meaning any thing that 15 a sign of one
individual thing only In this sense, the term ‘“‘individual”
1s equivalent to the expression ‘‘discrete term,” and 1s divided
into three kinds—proper names, demonstrative pronouns,
and demonstrative pronouns plus 2 common name. If we
use the term ‘“‘individual” 1n this sense, then no individual
15 a umversal, and no umiversal 15 an individual—for since
a umversal 1s by defimtion something that 1s a sign of many,
1t obviously cannot be individual 1n the sense of being a sign
of one thing only The opposition between ‘“individual” and
*‘universal,” therefore, 1s intelgible only as an opposition
between two different kinds of signs; 1t cannot be an opposition
between two kinds of things that are not signs, for nothing
that 15 nat a sign of many can be called universal, and every
thing, gqua thing and not qua sign, 1s indmvidual by the fact
that1tis a thing A universal, therefore, 15 in 1tself an individual
thing, and 1t 1s universal only because 1t 1s, either by nature
or by convention, a sign of many indiniduals for which it
can stand in discourse !

If only what 15 a sign of many can be called a umversal,
can 1t be said that umiversals exist outside the mind? The
word “‘sign,”’ as stated by Ockham in the very begmning

1S5 tot log, I, 14, 6v "“Alter acapitur hoc nomen ‘singulare’ pro omm
eo quod est unum et non plura, et est signum alicuus singulans primo modo
accipiendo 'singulare’, hoc est, natum essc signum umus  Et sic nullum universale
est singulare quia quodlibet unn ersale natum est csse signum plurium ct natum
est predican de pluribus, unde vocando universale aliquod quod non est unum
numero, quam acceptonem mulu attnbuunt ‘umversall,’ dico quod mihil est
uniersale Dicendum est agitur quod quodlibet universale est una res
singulans, et 1deo non est (universale) msi per significationem quwia est signum
plurium  Et hoc est quod Avicenna dicit quinto metaphysicae  ‘Una forma apud
mtellectum est relata ad mulutdinem, et secundum hunc respectum est um-
versale, quia 1psa est intentio 1n 1ntellectu cuius operatio non ‘anatur ad quod-
cumgque aspexeris Et sequitur haec forma, quamvis in comparatione individuorum
sit umiversals, tamen n comparatione animae singulans in qua mprmiur,
est individua, 1psa emum est una ex formus quac sunt 1n ntellectu’—vult dicere
(scul Avicenna) quod universale est una intenho singularis ipsius animac, nata
predican de pluribus non pro se sed pro 1psis rebus sic tntenlio ammac
dicitur universalis, quia est signum predicabile de pluribus, et dicitur singulans
quia est una res et non plures tale universale non est nis1 intentio amimae,

1ta quod nulla substanna extra animam nec aliquod accidens extra animam
est tale umversale "
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of hus Sum of all Logic, has two senses, distinguished as ‘‘natural
sign” and ‘‘conventional sign’ A natural sign 1s that by
which something distinct from it 1s understood to be, 1n the
first instance, and which without any voluntary act of attribu-
tion or of imposition, 1s capable of being used to stand, 1
thought, for the things which can be understood by it. A
conventional sign 15 something that reminds someone of some-
thing already known to him in some other way, as a piece
of string on the finger remunds one of an errand, or as a written
or spoken word reminds one of something which he is able
to remember or think of.

In the case of the natural sign, or concept, the significative
relation is immediate That is to say, the concept 1s an act
or habit of understanding what something ts or what 1t can be,
such that no third thing, beyond the understanding (1 e, the
mind) and the things understood, 1s required or presupposed
In the case of the conventional sign, however, the sigmificative
relation 1s mediate, and involves as a third element the concept
or act of understanding by which the meaning of the word
15 established, and by which the things that the word can
stand for are identified and disunguished from other things
The existence of a conventional sign, qua sign, involves and
presupposes the existence of a concept or act of understanding,
in some mleligence, by which the significative relation 1s
established and, when cstablished, recogmzed !

The above analysis of signification makes possible a formula-
tion of the problem of universals (or of ““1deas™) in which the
position upheld 1n medizval times by Ockham (and, in all
cssentials, by St Thomas before him) 1s seen to differ funda-
mentally, in aim as well as 1n method, from the positions
of Averrocs, Avicenna, and the scholastics of augustiman
tendencies The rclation of signification between a conven-
tional sign and the things 1t 15 used to denote presupposes,
for 1ts establishment and maintenance, a concept or act of
understanding 1n some intelligence, further, the recognition

! The distincuion between these two senses of the word “‘sign™ s made by
Ockham in the S tot log, I, 1, 1v, cited ch u, p 40, Note 2
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of the symbol as a conventional sign of such things, 1s possible
only to the intelligence which possesses the concept by which
its signification 1s established

If now we ask, concerning the unspoken words which form
the mnner discourse of the soul, whether these are concepts
or acts of understanding in the sense that they are natural
signs of the individual perceptible things for which they
stand 1n discourse, or whether, like conventional signs, their
capacity to stand for individuals iz 7¢ 1s a function of some
third element distinct both from the human mind and from
the perceptible things sigmfied—if we ask this question, the
difference between the position upheld by Ockham and St
Thomas, and that of the augustinmians and arabs, will be
clearly indicated by the two ways of answering 1t

Let us first state the answer given by Ockham and by St
Thomas For them, nothing 1s required for the act of under-
standing beyond individual material substances perceptible
to sense, and individual human minds capable of under-
standing them For Ockham and Aquinas, equally, the act
of understanding 1s a function of individual human minds,
and of individual perceptible things in 72 Both elements are
1equired, and no other element 1s required The ‘‘inner
discourse of the soul” 15, for both Ockham and Aquinas,
made up of concepts which arc erther identical with, or
immediately formed by, acts of understanding—acts of
individual human beings These concepts are immediate
or natural signs of the individual perceptible things iz re for
which they can stand 1n the propositions of discursive science,
and no third element 1s needed or presupposed for establishing
or for maintaining the significative character of such concepts
as signs of individual things !

1 Ockham, Sent II, Qu 24, quoted by Federholer, Phl JFahrbuch, XXXIX,
p 274 Cl Aquinas, S theol I, Qu 85, art 2, cited ch 1, p 50, Note 2, on
disunction between :d quo intelligitur and 1d quod intelbgitur St Thomas makes a
real distinction, 1n the human soul, between an active intellect by which the act
ofunderstanding takes place, and a possible intellect an which things are understood
Ockham does not make this real distinction, considering 1t as merely a way of
expressing, by analogy with matenal things, the being of a substance which,
not being matenal, cannot be understood hiterally in terms of the principles of



PORPHYRY—PROBLEM OF UNIVERSALS 85

Let us now examne the position of Averroes on this same
question For him, concepts, insofar as they are formed by
individual human souls and insofar as they exist 1n individual
human minds, are merely phantasms or images, produced
not by an act of understanding but by sense affections and
mmagination. As such, they are not signs of many and hence
are not universals According to Averroes, these phantasms
acquire umversality through being illumined by a separated
and eternal Intelligence to which, 1n the act of understanding,
the individual human soul 15 1n some way conjoined *

St Thomas’ cniticism of Averroes on this question 1s well
known As Aquinas points out, either it 1s the individual

change in material substances—uzi/ 1n terms of matter and form, or of the reception
of a form 1n 1t This difference between Ockham and Thomas, however, 1s of
slight moment 1n comparison to the important point on which they agree, and
which differentiates them equally [rom the position of the arabs and augustinians
Indeed, when Thomas talks about a ‘“‘real disunchon’ between the faculbies
or powers of the soul, with respect to the soul itself and to each other, 1t 15 hard to
sce how he can mean a metaphysical disinction, such as his modern expositors
attribute to him As Aquinas insists, it 1s the individual man who knows or who
desires, or who acts—and 1if to understand 1s an essenual or natural act of man,
then the power of understanding 1s not something conjoined to individual human
nature, but it 15 individual human nature The other view would lean towards
the averrost doctrine of knowledge by conjunction with a scparated Intelligence
—a view strenuously combated by St Thomas

It cannot be denied that Averroes, and those who interpret the laconic reference
to the active and possible intellect, 1n Anstotle’s De anuma 111, 5, 1n the averroist
manner, can with much plausiblity claim to be closer to the thought of Anstotle
than Aquinas or Ockham, concerning the sense 1n which 1ntellect 15 eternal and
‘‘separated "’ Yet when the averroist interpretauon 1s developed on this basis,
It gives rse to a neo-platonic metaphysics that seems entirely against the normal
pont of view of Arnstotle, the same applies to thaose scholastic interpretations
which, though nsisting that each man has his own intellectual powers, make
a metaphysical disunction within the human soul between essenuial ‘“parts”
and potentialiies—for this also generates a discursive metaphysics of internal
relations

The best reason for doubting the accuracy of the averroist manner of inter-
preting Anstotle’s De gmma, on this point, 15 the fact that Anstotle's reference to
this ‘' eternal’’ and ‘' impassible'’ part of the soul 13 so Jaconic  This would indicate
that discursive knowledge of 1t 1s not to be had, because 1t 15 a sunple and non-
compositc substance, but the neo-platonic mterpretation makes the compre-
hension of such pure and unconditioned being the very task of discursive thinking,
the unconditioned being (as for Porphyry) the only true and primary subject of

science
1 Cf Aquinas, Contra Gentiles II, ¢ 73 “‘Secundum emim dictam posiuonem

(sel  Averros), mhil ad ntellectum pertinens remanebit numeratum secundum
multitudinem hominum, nus1 solum phantasma,” ctc
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human being that understands, or 1t 1s not. If 1t 1s, then he
understands by and in his own personal intelligence, and
consequently needs no separated Intelligence to make percep-
tible things ntelligible to him But if 1t 1s not the individual
human being who understands, then conjunction with a
separated Intelligence, or illummation of his phantasms,
will not make the individual man understand, but will only
make that individual man’s phantasms intelligible to the
separated Intelligence !

It can easily be seen that on Averroes’ position, the
“unspoken words”’ formed by the human soul 1n 1tself (which
for him are only phantasms or sense images) are related to
the pcrceptible things that they are used to denote, as
conventional signs They are symbols attributable to the things
they stand for, by reason of a third clement which establishes
the significative relation and maintains 1it—this third element
being a separated and eternal Intelligence distinct from the
imdividual man Averroes’ position 1s thus equated to that
which 15 implicitly involved 1in Porphyry’s notion of the
indeterminate particular occasion, as that to which all
universal terms are referred—for according to this, no term
15 umversal by determinate signification, but only qua predic-
able of a subject, the connection between predicate and subject
being established and maintained by what 1s not a delerminate

! Aquinas, Contra Gentiles T, ¢ 59 and ¢ 76 Aquinas, in the Summa contra
Gentiles, gives a very hine analysis of Averroes’ posiuion, showing a keen appreciation
of 1ts consistent character and of its rclation to platomsm and hence to augustiman
exemplarism and the illumination theory of knowledge The affimty of Averroes’
position with augustimism 1s well illustrated in Wilham of Auvergne, who has
merely to 1denufy the separated Intelhgence with God, to reconcile Averroes
with augustmismm The reconcihiation tends to break down, however, at just the
pomnt which most disunctively divides the theology of Islam from that of
Christianity— e , the question of free creation, and of conditioned freedom
(proper causal being) of created things

Ockham uses Averroes’ argument, that the existence of a single concept of many
unplies the singulanty of the intellect which has the concept, to support his point
that a concept 1s of 1tself a singular thing and 1s many only through ugnification
Exp aur, I, 8v "Similiter secundum intentionem Commenlatoris tertio de
Anima, comm 5 et alubi pluries, quia non est alus intellectus 1n me et 1n te,
tamen secundum eumn est unus numero, ita quod generaliter esse cum diversis
vel in diversis vel sub diversis, nihil facit, quia 1llud sit unum numero, dummodo
non sit aliud et aliud, et 1ta omms res quae non est plures necessario est una res
secundum numerum et per consequens est singulars ™
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human act of understanding For Porphyry the connection
between terms, whereby a true proposition 1s formed, 1s
mediated by indeterminate contingent existence, for Averroes
the connection 1s mediated by the act of the separated
Intelligence contemplating itself, and thereby creating the
actual occasions which move the senses Thus the parallelism
1s extremely close between Averroes’ reference of terms and
of the truth of discourse to internal relations within the
eternal creative Intelligence (which 1s the cause and umty
of the world of change) and the metaphysics of internal relations
umphed in Porphyry’s treatise

Aquinas’ arguments against the averroist doctrine—that
individual human beings understand not by their own intellec-
tual power but by conjunction with a separated and eternal
Intelligence—are quite as destructive of the augustimian
tllumination theory of knowledge, as they are of Averroes’
doctrine Whether there are exemplars 1n the divine intellect,
prior to created things, 1s irrelevant to the question at issue
The question at 1ssue 15 a question concerning human knowledge
—can we, or can we not, understand the being and nature
of perceptible things by our own intellectual powers? If
so, then we do not understand by means of exemplars or
umversalia ante rem, and the human act of understanding
involves no third element beyond individual things under-
stood, and the human intellect 1n which and by which they are
understood Stated another way, the relation between human
concepts and perceptible things signified by them, 1s immedaiate,
the unspoken word which goes to form the inner discourse
of the soul 1s a natural sign of the percepuble individuals for
which it stands, and not, like the spoken or written symbol,
a conventional sign

From the above analysis 1t will be observed that Averroes,
on the one hand, and Ockham and Aquinas on the other,
are not talking about quite the same thing when they discuss
the nature of the universal, so that therr positions are, in
one sense, not mcompatible with each other. This 15 well
lustrated 1n the works of St Thomas, who, by interpreting
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the unwersale ante rem with which Averroes 1s concerned as the
exemplar of creation 1n the divine essence, and by distinguish-
ing between the problem of creation or of divine understanding,
and the problem of human knowledge, leaves room for the
averroist point of view (or for an augustiman version of 1t)
in theology, while removing 1t from philosophy and from
his theory of science

The opposition between Aquinas and Averroes, and that
between Ockham and the modern: whom he criticizes, centres
not on the question of whether or not created things are
wmitations of God or of exemplary forms internal to the divine
Wisdom, but on the question of whether or not the things
that have been created, and that exist in the past, present,
or future and 1n particular places, can be understood by
individual human minds to be the things that they are, and
to be distinct from each other per s¢, by what they are  Ockham
and Aquinas criticize the arabs and augustinians not because
they hold that the divine intellect 1s prior to created things
and therefore prior to the human intellect which 1s measured
by created things, but because they seek to deny the possi-
bility of any kind of knowledge other than that which 1s
proper to the Creator Stated in more modern language,
1t 1s not a question of holding that a metaphysics of internal
relations, 1 which the part exemplfies the whole and 1s
referred to the whole, 15 *“wrong”—rather the question at
issue 15 whether or not a science of finite things 1s possible
to finite human beings

In opposing those who hold that a third element 1s needed,
besides the human understanding and the individual things
understood, to establish and maintain the sigmficative
relation between human concepts and perceptible things,
Ockham and Aquinas are opposing a position which would
reduce all concepts to the status of spoken or written words
Such a position reduces concepts to conventional signs, or
mere symbols, which, though attributed to that which s, do
not make known to the human mind what 1t 15 that they
stand for If the effort to reduce all determinate concepts
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to the status of conventional signs, 1s charactenstic of nomin-
alism, then Ockham, far from being a nominalist, is, with the
possible exception of Aquinas, the most thorough-going critic
of nominalism that the Middle Ages produced

The doctrine of Avicenna, which appears to have played
an important part 1n the formation of Duns Scotus’ theory
of knowledge and of the universal, differs from that of
Averroes, as well as from that of Ockham or Aquinas, by
identifying the ‘‘possible intellect” i» which concepts exist,
with individual human minds, and the “active ntellect,”
by which concepts are formed, with the separated Intelhigence.
According to Avicenna, the human soul 1s that which under-
stands, but 1t does not understand by 1ts own act, the work
of abstraction 1s not the work of the human intellect, but
of a separated Intelligence which illumines and universalizes
the phantasms

In other words, the human soul recerves forms, or “intelligible
species,” which are produced neither by itself in the act of
understanding perceptible things, nor by perceptible things
themselves, but by the separated Intelhigence The immediate
object of human understanding, therefore, 1n the real sciences,
1s a form that 1s, que intelligible, distinct from and prior to
the human mind and to individuals in re, though qua exastent
1t 15 1z human minds and attributed to individuals outside
the mind It 1s neither a concept formed by the mind 1n
itself, nor the kind of thing that can exist independently of
an act of understanding It 1s neither a second intention
nor a first intention, neither a universal (in the sense of a
natural sign of many) nor an individual, but something
prior both to existence in re as individual, and to existence
in the mind as a universal concept (1n the sense of a predicable)
It 15 what Avicenna, and Duns Scotus after him, conceive
to be the true object of scientific knowledge—an ‘‘absolute
nature” which 1s per se neither individual nor universal,
neither 1n the human mind nor apart from 1it, but which
acquires individuality through having existcnce added to 1t,
and which acquires universality, or existence in the human
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mind, by the combined agency of the human sense faculties
which produce the phantasm, and the separated active
intellect which illumines 1t

Duns Scotus, while discarding Avicenna’s theory of the
separated active intellect, retained the notion of the object
of understanding as something indeterminate with respect
to existence either in the mind or outside the mind, and as
something that 1s per se neither one nor many While 1t could
be understood as an equivalent of the anstotclian doctrine
of abstract signification, 1t could also be harmomzed with
the older augustiman theory of knowledge, according to
which the objects of human understanding are not the perish-
able things apprehended 1n sense experience, but possible
forms of exemplification of Being (or of God), prior to the
existence of sensible things, prior to the soul in which they
are understood, but posterior to God and distinct from Him
These absolute natures, according to Duns Scotus, are signified
only connotatively by concrete general names ‘‘man,”’ for
mstance, appearing as subject of a universal proposition,
sigmifies the absolute nature (sc2/ “humamty”) but connotes
its contraction to individual existence by an individuating
form ‘‘formally distinct 1n the thing ™2

The scotist doctrine of the *“‘absolute nature” that 15 neither
one nor many, was criticized by Ockham 1n his discussion

1Cf ch n, p 64, Note 1, for Duns Scotus’ doctrine of the absolute nature
indetermmunate with respect to exstence as individual or as universal Cf also
Duns Scotus, Qu 1n metaph VII, 18 (Wadding, vol IV, p 723 A), where he
distinguishes, followmng Awvicenna, three senses of the term ‘‘umversal’
“Unwversale surm potest triphciter  Pro intentione secunda, quae est quaedam
relatio ratonis 1n predicabill ad illud de quo est predicabile Allo modo
accipitur pro illo quod denominatur ab illa intentione, quod est aliqua res
primae 1ntentionis, nam secundae intentiones applicantur primus  Et sic acaipi
potest dupliciter Uno modo pro 1llo, quod quas: ut sublectumn remotum dicitur
natura absolute sumpta umversale, quia non est de se haec, secundo modo non
est unwersale msi sit actu indeterminatum 1ta quod unum intelligibile numero
sit dicihile de ommni supposito ' That Duns Scotus 18 a good porphyrian in
considering that modes of sigmfication presuppose modes ol predicauon, rather
than wvice versa, and that second intentions are 1n some way prior to, or at least
co-ordinate with, first mtentions, 15 nicely mdicated 1 hws statement *‘Alio
modo accipitur (umversale) pro illo quod denomunatur ab illa intentione,
quod est ahqua res primae intentionss, nam secundae intentiones applicantur
primus
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of concrete and abstract terms ! The theory of the contrac-
tion of such an absolute nature to individuality by an individu-
ating differentia, 1n such manner that two individuals of the
same specles are essentially identical, qua absolute nature,
and essentially diverse, through their individuating differentiae,
by a ‘“formal distinction 1n the thing,” 1s cniticized by Ockham
as follows

Although 1t 1s clear to many that the umversal is not any substance
existing outside the mind 1n individual things, and really distinct
from them, nevertheless 1t appears to some that the universal
1s 1n some way outside the mind and 1n individual things, not,
however, really distinct from them, but only formally so Whence
they say that in Socrates 1s human nature, which 1s contracted to
Socrates through an individuating differentia which 13 not
distinguished really from that (human) nature, but formally,
so that there are not two things, though one 1s not formally the
other But this opimon seems to be unreasonable because 1n
created things there cannot be any distinction of any sort outside
the mind, except where there are distinct things That 1t 1s
necessary that there be such things really distinct, I prove thus
by syllogism ““This nature 1s not formally distinct from this
nature, this individuating differentia 1s distinct formally from thas
nature, therefore this individuating differentia 1s not this nature ™’
Further, the same thing 1s not both common and pecuhar, but
according to them the individuating differentia 1s pecuhar, while
the universal 1s cormmon, therefore the umversal and the (individu-
ating) differentia are not the same thing

Again, anything you please 15 distinguished from whatever 1t
15 distingwished from by itself and not through another But
the humanity of Socraltes 1s one, and that of Plato another, whereby
they are distinct from each other, therefore they are distinct
not through added differentiae  Further, I take that individuating
differentia, and the nature which 1t contracts, and ask whether
between them there 1s a greater distinction than between two
individuals, or a less disincuon  Not a greater, because they do not
differ really, while individuals do differ really, nor a less, because
then they would be one in defimtion (etusdem rationis) as two
individuals are one 1n definition, and consequently 1f one (1 e, the
individuating differentia) 1s of 1tself one 1n number, then the other
(1 e, the specific or absolute nature) will be one 1n number *

YCf ch n, pp 57-65
S tot log, I, 16, 7r—v The theory here criicized 1s explicitly referred by
Ockham to Duns Scotus, and subjected to a detailed analysis and ecriticism, 1n



92 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

Duns Scotus’ ‘“‘formal distinction 1n the thing,” whereby
two things are said to be one while remaiming two, apart
from the human mind, again reveals the important part
played by the notion of infinity, in the metaphysical point
of view cniticized by Ockham The scotist distinction, from
Ockham’s viewpoint, 1s all nght for theology, and especially
for statements about the Trinity or about the dual nature
of Christ, since theological truths are statements about what
1s actually mfinite, and are composed of terms which, being
finite signs of what 15 infinite, are to be understood analogic-
ally But for natural philosophy, whose object 1s created or
finite things, the scotist distinction 1s an unintelligible contra-
diction 1n terms, involving a confusion of things known with
human ways of knowing things—an attempt to find a mean
between signs and things signified

It may be noted that the solution of the problem of universals
preferred by Avicenna, and taken over by Duns Scotus,
constitutes, quite as much as the more consistent solution of
Averroes, a demal that the human mind 1s capable of the
act of understanding things outside the mind According to
Avicenna, things which exist ;2 re as individual sensible
substances, are signified by concepts in the human mind
only mediately, through a third element which 15 called
the “absolute nature” prior alike to existent things and to
the concept The concept, therefore, 1s related to individuals
in re, for which 1t stands 1n the propositions of real science,
as a conventional sign and not as a natural sign, 1ts significa-
tive function 1s established and maintained by an act of

his Comm 1n Sent I, Dist II, Qu 6 B (partly quoted by Abbagnano, p 8o et
seq) Ockham's point 1s that the term “ thuis man'" has not a more determinate
concept (act of understanding) corresponding to 1t, and giving 1t 1ts meaning,
than the term “‘man" The word ‘'this”' 15 demonstrative, not significative
It s in this same sense that St Thomas says that the intellect does not understand
particulars directly Thus, while 2 univocal universal concept signifies individuals,
so that the things understood by the concept "'man’’ are individual men, we do
not understand individuals by any distinct or formal individuating principle,
precisely because the circumstance of an individual happemng to be present
to us in such manner that we can point to himn and call him " this man" instead
of “‘a man,"” 1s not a part of the reason of the being of the individual Though
everything 13 per s¢ one and tndividual, nothing 18 per 5z pointed to
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understanding other than a human act of understanding—
for the '‘absolute nature,” prior to existence ecither in the
human mind or in the world of changing things, fills
the place occupied 1n older statements of augustinism by
the exemplars subsisting 1n the thought of the Creator.

Porphyry’s questions thus recewve a clear-cut answer from
Ockham Insofar as human knowledge 1s concerned, there
15 only one kind of thing that can be called umversal Such
are concepts formed in the human mind by human acts of
understanding, which are natural or immediate signs of
individual things for which they can stand in discourse
Whether or not there are also universalia ante rem, or exemplars
n the divine intellect, 1s irrelevant, since they can be of no
more help 1n explaiming fuman knowledge of sensible things,
than 1s the separated Intelligence of Averroes

As for unwersalia win re, there 1s no literal sense in which such
a phrase 1s intelhigible, for if we mean by the phrase “in re”
the same thing as ““outside of any mind,” then we mean
something which 1s not a natural sign of many and which
15 not predicable of many If by ‘““1n 7¢”’ we mean outside
of the human mind though not outside of the divine Intelh-
gence, then there 1s no distinction between untversalia in re
and umiverseha ante rem

The pont of Ockham's discussion 1s that every attempt
to found the characteristics of discursive thought in dis-
cursive thought, as when we attempt to refer umversal
concepts to umiversal “‘things,” or abstract signs to abstract
things, involves infinite regress as a principle, and hence
involves the actually infinite as that to which all discourse is
to be referred 1

! The metaphyaical principle of the convertibility of ens and unum remains
unshaken, whether our metaphysics 15 dialectical or not The difference 1s,
that for Anstotle the object of each discursive science 1s that which can exst
only in conditioned manner, while for the philosophy of nternal relations the
object of understanding 13 the unconditioned whole, and the means by which
this object 15 revealed 1s the exernplification of the unconditioned whole through
conditioned (or hypothetical) discursive systems  The anstotehan point of view
allows unconditioned (actual) knowledge of the conditioned (the potential, as

hmited cause), platomsm permits conditioned (potential or hypothencal)
knowledge of the unconditioned (the absolutely actual, which 15 exutence as
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It remains, therefore, that the universal which 1s a principle
of fimte human knowledge, and which alone concerns the
philosopher as such (1f philosophy 1s to be distinguished from
theology, and science from dialectic), 1s the universale post rem
This 1s the concept or act of understanding which 1s proper
to individual human minds, and which 15 a natural or
immediate sign of the finite causes of change with which the
science of nature 1s concerned Porphyry’s questions, conse-
quently, receive the following answers (1) Umversals exist
only 1n the mind (2) Being acts of the understanding, which
1s incorporeal, they are incorporeal (3) Being acts of the
understanding, which 1s not a sensible or matenal thing, they
cannot be said to be wn sensible things nor of the being of
sensible things !

such and as a unity) The two points of view are different 1n end and in method,
but are proportioned in such manner that every concept that appears in one
philosophy appears, at a different and usually opposite place, 1n the other Thus
chance, or accidental conjunctions (such as one man being both white and musical)
appear 1n Arstotle s Physics, as consequent on the plurality of conditioned
causes (1€, lunited potentialiies, which are substances), in the metaphysics
of internal relations, 1t appears as that which accounts for the internal movement
or plunfication of the changeless whole—or, 1n theological terms, it 1s the first
motive of creation, by which the One posits the Other

'Cxp aur, I, gr “Ex praedichis palet solutio praedictarum quaestionum
Nam quanturn ad primam quaestionem tenendum est quod genera et species
non sunt substantiae extra ammam sed tantum sunt 1n ntellectu quia non sunt
ms1 quaedam intentiones vel conceptus formati per intellecturn exprimentes
esse rerum ct 51gn1ﬁcantes eas, et non sunt 1psae res, sicut signum non est suum
significatum, nec sunt partes rerum non plus quam VvOX est pars sxgmﬁcatl sul,
sed sunt quaedam predicabilia de rebus non pro se, quia quando genus predicatur
de specie, genus et species non supponunt pro se sed pro suis sigmfcats quae
sunt res singulares, sed 1lla genera et species predicantur de rebus pro 1psismet
rebus quas significant Ex ishis patet solutio secundae quaestioms, qua
(non loquendo de vocal)) tenendum est quod genera et species et umversaliter
omnia talia universalia non sunt corporalia quia non sunt ms: 10 mente 1 qua
non est aliquod corporale  Solutio ethiam tertiae quastionis patet, quia umversalia
non sunt 1n sensibilibus nec de esse sensibilium nec partes eorum, dicente Com-
mentatore 7 Met , comm 47, quod 1mpossibile cst quod umiversahia sint partes
substantiarum existentium per se, et comm 45, dicit quod impassibile est quod
aliquod eorum quae sunt universalia sint substantia ahcuws rer et declarent
substantiam rerum  Ecce quomodo maniieste Commentator vult quod universaha
non sint partes substantiarum nec sunt de esse substantiarum sed tantum determin-
ant vel declarant substantias rerum sicut signum declaret sua sigmficata, et
1deo non sunt 1psa, qua inter signum et significatum debet esse distinctio ' It
15 1nteresting to notice how neatly the arguments of Averroes can be transposed
from the setting which they have in the averroist system, and used 1n support
of what 15, 1n fundamentals, the opposite of the averroust point of view Averroes
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Turning now to the division of terms according to the ways
in which they can be said to be gredicable of many, Ockham
enumerates them in very much the same language used by
Aristotle 1n the Topics, and used, indeed, by Porphyry himself
While Ockham makes note of the fact that for Anstotle only
four predicables, or four ways 1n which a predicate may be
asserted of a subject, are of importance 1n the kind of topical
discussions whose aim 15 to establish or overthrow general
propositions, he includes the species as a fifth predicable,
following Porphyry Ockham differs from Porphyry, however,
by holding that the specific and genernic terms sigmify precisely
the indivadual things for which they can stand, per s¢ and
non-connotatively Consequently his inclusion of the species
as a fifth predicable does not alter the arnistotehan thesis that
the individuals of which a saentfic proposition 1s true, and
for which its terms stand, are signmified per se and absolutely
by the generic or specific term, independently of particular
fact and of the truth of contingent propositions. The species
15 a predicable, because 1t can be predicate 1n many singular
propositions—but 1t cannot be predicated per se or necessarily
of any subject, nor 1s 1t properly speaking a predicate in
direct or ‘“‘natural” predication For Ockham, as for Aristotle,
the primary subject of all necessary and scientifically known
propositions, 1s the umiversal term, which 15 a genus or
species !

can say that no universal 15 a substance, but that all universals reveal (declarant)
substance, meanng that they reveal the subsiance of all sensible things, which
1s the creative separated Intelligence, Spinoza gives a fine statement of this pomt
of view Ockham can use the same staiements to support his contention that
each distinct substantial term or concept sigmfics 1ndividual substances per se,
disuinet from substances sigmfied by other such terms

1S tot log,I, 51, 12r, “Tertio modo dicitur predicatum illud quod predicatur
de aliquo subiecto predicatione directa, de quo subiecto potest esse scientia
proprie dicta, et sic philosophus accipit predicatumn primo Topicorum, ubi
distinguit quattuor predicata, sl genus, diffiniionem, et acadens Et sub
genus comprehendit differentiam, ubi non enumerat speciem, quia quamvis
species predicatur de individue, quia tamen individua non possunt esse subiecta
in proposiiombus sciis scientia proprie dicta, ideo inter lla predicata non
enumeratur species ' It 1s perhaps unnecessary to note that Ockham here uses



96 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

The way in which Anstotle states the distinctions between
the modes of predicabiity, and which indeed 1s used by
Porphyry as well, indicates very clearly that the division of
terms according to modes of predicability presupposes the
distinctions between modes of sigmfication established
the Categories, and not, as Porphyry held, vice versa  Genera,
differentie, and  properties are all predicated necessarily
rather than contingently of therr subjects, theiwr distinction
rests not on the way in which they are predicable of their
subjects, but on the way in which they signify the things signified
by their subjects A genus, for example, signifies the things
for which 1t can stand, per s¢ and non-connotatively, an
essential differentia signifies the things for which 1t can stand,
per se but connotatively, by indicating what they are only
partly, a property, finally, signifies the things it can stand
for, per aliud and connotatively, through connoting something
extrinsic to them as potentially existent by reason of their
individual nature

Thus, contrary to Porphyry’s notion that the categories
cannot be understood unless modes of predication are first
distinguished, Ockham makes evident the prionty of the
distinction between terms as modes of signifying individuals
1in abstraction from contingent fact, over the relations which
texms have to each other 1n true propositions In this, Ockham
has the full support of the aristotelian text, for Aristotle like-
wise distinguishes between genus, defimtion, and property,
by the fact that a genus or defimtion sigmfies the things it
can stand for by their essential nature (or per se), while a pro-
perty signifies the things for which 1t can stand by something
other than their essential nature (per alud) !

the term “individuum’™ as a term of second intention, equivalent to ‘‘discrele
term ' Concerming the [act that the species 15 not predicated in quid or per se
of singular terms, cf Ante, p 76, Note 1 In the strict sense, no term can be a
subject with respect to an infima species, at least 1n propositions of which scientific
knowledge can be had, cf § tot log , I, 30, 12r “‘stricte dicitur sublectum
quod subucitur altenn in predicatione directa strictius, pro illo quod est
subtectum 1n conclusione demonstrata quae scitur vel est nata scin "

v Anst , Topies I, 4, 101b 17-29 Ockham, S tot log, I, 18, Br "' Omne
umversale ¢st de multis predicabile, aut igitur predicatur de illis multis 1n quud,
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Terms are predicable of many as genus or as species when
they signify precisely the things for which they can stand in
any proposition, without sigmfying or connoting anything
extrinsic to the essential or individual being of what they
can stand for, and without signifying such individuals through
indicating a part of thewr nature 1n abstraction from their
undivided being Such terms are said to be predicable of a
subject term in qu:d, being appropnate answers to the question,
“What 15 this?” pointing to something In a loose sense,
terms in the accidental categories are also used 1n answer
to such questions, as when we point to a black object and say,
“What 1s the black?” and receive the answer “It 1s the
coloured ”’ Only 1n this improper sense do we call “coloured ”
the genus of which “*white,”” ““blue,” ctc , are species. Absolute
terms 1n the category of quality, however, like ‘‘whiteness,”
are 1n the strict sense species of quahtative genera, such as
‘““colour !

aut non, s11n quid, 1ta quod convenienter contingit respondere ad interrogationem
factam per quid de aliquo, hoc conuingit dupliciter, quia aut dla multa de quibus
predicatur sunt ommno similia, 1ta quod omnia quae um convemunt aequaliter
conveniunt unicuique msi forte unum componatur ex pluribus aeque simulibus,
et sic est species specialisima  Aut non omma de quibus predicatur praedicto
modo convenunt sed contingit reperire aliqua duo quae secundum se tota
vel secundur suas partes, s1 habeant partes, sunt dissumulia, sic est genus

S1 autem tale predicabile non predicatur in quid, vel hoc est quia exprimt partem
rci unam et non aham, nihil extrinsecus exprimendo, et sic est differentia, sicut
‘rationale’ s1 sit diflerentia homims exprimit partern hominu, sal  ammam, 1d
est formam et non materiam Vel exprimit aliquid quod non est pars rei, et
tunc vel predicatur contingenter vel necessario, s1 contngenter tunc vocatur
accidens, s1 necessario tunc vocatur proprium '

'S tot log, I, 18, By *“*Verumtamen sciendum est quod tam genus quam
species dupliciter aceipitur, large et stricte  Stricte autem vocatur genus ulud
per quod convenenter respondetur ad quaestionem factam per quid de aliqua
re per pronomen demonstrans illam rem, sicut s1 quaeretur ‘quid est hoc,’
demonstrando Sortem, convementer respondetur quod est amimal vel homo
et sic de alus generibus et speciebus  Large autem dicitur genus vel species
illud per quod convementer respondetur ad quaestionem [actam per quud per
pronomen connotativurn quod non est mere absolutum, sicut si1 quaeretur ‘ quid
est album? ' converienter respondetur quod est ' coloratum,’ et tamen s1 quaeretur
‘quid est hoc?’ nunquam convenienter responderetur per ‘coloratum’ "

Predication win quid 13 distingwished from predication n quale gud and from
predication in quale, as [ollows, the basis of the distinction being the difference
between three modes of sigmification—scil , essennal and absolute, essential and
connolative, and connotative and non-essential Exp aur , I, rov-11r ‘‘notandum
quod predicari 1n quid de aliquo est predicari vere de aliquo et non importare
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The classic defimtion of a genus 15 *‘that which 1s predicated
in quid of many differing 1n species ” Ockham remarks, first,
that this 1s not a real definition, but a description or ‘‘nominal
definition,”” since only substances that exist per se and independ-
ently of the operations of the mind, have ‘“real defimitions "
Secondly, he notes that a genus 15 not anything i re which
15 predicated of many, but 1t 15 a term or intenton of the mind
piredicable of such other terms (which may be common or
discrete terms) as signify and stand for individuals of which
the generic term 1s a natural sign  When a genus 1s predicated
of a species, 1t 15 not asserted that the subject term s the pre-
dicate term, nor that the species 15 the genus or a part of the
genus—but what 1s asserted 1s that each of the individuals
of which the specific term 15 a sign, 1s signified also by the
generic term  The terms of such propositions do not sigmify
classes, nor anything distinct from the individuals for which
they can stand, nor do they signify or connote something that
15 a part of these tindividuals But both a genus and a species
sigmfy the whole individual (“undivided ") nature of individual

aliquod extrinsecum competens 1ll1 de quo predicatur, nec significare determinatum
partem illus de quo verificatur Per pnimam particulam excluditur quod
‘asinus’ non predicatur in quid de ‘homine,’ nec ecamverso  Per sccundam
particulam excluditur omms predicativ passionis et unpartantis aliguid extrinsecumn
illi pro quo sublectum supporit, sicut ‘rmbile’ 1mportat actum nidendr quu
nec est homo nec pars hominis Per teruam particulam excluditur differentia,
quia omms differentia essentials 1mportat determinate unam partem illws
pro quo supponit et non alham, sicut ‘rationale,’ quod suppomt pro Socrate et
Platonc, quando porutur 1n  propositione, importat determinate ammam
intellecuvam, neec sic *ammal’ importat aliquam partem corrospondentem,
et ideo 1lud quod importat totum et non inportat parlem, nec aliquid ex-
trinsecum, predicatur in quid, quia quaerendo quid sit aliquid, puta Sortes,
convenuenter respondetur quod est ammal, et non quod habet animalitatem,
sed quod est amimal  Sed per differentiam non convenit sic respondere, quia
quacrendo quid est Sortes, non convenienter respondetur ad interrogationem
illam, quod est rationalis, quia ‘rationale’ non dicit principaliter totum Sortem,
sed dicit primo partem, 1llo mode quo concretum dicit 1llud quod importatur
per abstractumn sibi correspondentem  Est 1iguitur differenua inter genus et
differentia, quia genus importal tolum, propter quod ‘amimal’ non mmportat
partem, quia ‘animalitas’ non est pars homims sed est homo Differentia autem
diat partem pnmo, et idec abstractum sibi correspondens importat praecise
partem, undc s ‘rationale’ sit differentia ‘homunus,’ ‘rationalitas’ importabit
idem quod ‘amma intellecuva,’ et rahonalitas est anima intellectiva, etiam
sicut 'ma”lcnalc’ quod est differentia primo 1mportat partem illius cuws materia
est pary
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things, 1n abstraction from contingent circumstances under
which they might happen to have been apprehended in sense
experience !

The description of species 15 ““that which 1s predicated wn
quid of many differing 1n number ” This 1s to be understood
n the sense that the specific term signifies the whole 1individual
nature of the individuals for which 1t can stand, without con-
noting anything as a part of such individuals, nor anything
distinct from them It 15 not to be understood as though the
infima species could be predicated of any singular term, essentially
or necessarily, for this 1s not the case—even a proposition such
as “This man 1s 2 man” 1s not an 1nstance of essential pre-
dication 1n the strict sense, for 1t 1s not a necessary proposition. 2

All that applies to the genus applies to the species, except
that the terms of which the genus 15 essentially predicable may
differ with respect to other terms essentially predicable of them,
whereas this 1s not true of the species The species 1s not, and
does not signify, something that 1s a part of individuals for which
1t stands, any more than the genus signifies or 1s a part of the
species, or of the individuals signified by the specific term

Porphyry’s language, 1n his exposition of the predicamental
order whereby species are subordinate to genera, and
‘“supertor ” to individuals, etc, 1s such that this predicamental
order 1s frequently taken as an order of things, or of meta-
phvsical “parts” of things, outside the mind, instead of as an
order of terms or intentions that are merely signs of individual
things For example, the statement so often made that the
species 1s ‘‘part” of the genus, or that the genus 1s “'part”

VExp aur, I, ror "Genus est quod praedicatur de pluribus differenubus
specie 1 eo quod quid, sicut ‘ammal’ " “Notandum est quod haec diffimuo
non est diffimuo proprie dicta ct ideo haec est quaedam descriptio
notificans et [aciens cognosci an ahquid sit genus aut non” § tot log , 1, 20,
gr ‘‘notandum est quod genus non est aliquae res extra ammam exstens de
essenua illorum de quibus predicatur, sed est quaedam 1nlentio amimae
predicabilis de multis non quidem pro se sed pro rebus quas significat et
1ta quando genus predicatur de specie non denotatur quod subiecturn sit predicatum
nec quod predicatum realiter convemat subiecto 1n esse reali, sed denotatur
quod 1lud quod importatur per predicatum sit illud quod impertatur per
subiecturn '

1 Cf Ante, p 76, Note 1
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of the species, cannot be understood 1n any hteral sense,
either as applying to terms, or to things that are not terms
The term “man” is not a part of the term ‘‘ammal,” nor
vice versa Similarly the individuals sigmified by ‘‘man,”’—
Socrates, Plato, etc —are not parts of the things signified
by ‘‘amimal,’”’ nor the other way around, for '‘amimal”
signifies Socrates, Plato, and any other individual man,
and so does the term “man,” but we cannot say that an in-
dividual thing 1s a part of 1tself If 1t be said that the genus
1s a part of the definition of the species, and that the defimtion
1s the same as what 1t defines, and that therefore the genus 1s
a part of the species, Ockham rephes that the minor premise
1s false It 1s not true that a definition 1s the same as what 1t
defines, except metaphorically, they are the same only 1n
the sense that the definition 1s a sign of the same things that
the term defined 1s a sign of !

The statenent that the genus *‘contains " the species, and that
the species 1s ““contained ” by the genus, must also be taken as
a metaphorical statement The only sense in which the genus
contains the speciesis this, that the genus is predicable of any term
of which the species 1s predicable, but not zice versa  Simularly,
if 1t be said that the species contains individuals 1t 1s meant exther
that the species 15 a s1gn of many individuals 2 re, or else that
the species 1s predicable of many terms that cannot stand for the
same things, or which are not predicable of each other *

1Exp aur,l, 14r "sicut genus non est de esse specier nec pars eius, ita species
non est de esse individui sed est quaedam intentio 1n anima significans 1psa indivi-
dua et est predicabilis de exs non pro se sed pro 1psis individuis S tot log,
I, 20, gr "Ex quo sequitur quod genus non est pars specier, et non solum hoc
sed ellam quod nec genus importat materiam ct non formam, proprie loquendo
de mmportare sive sigmficare Et 51 dicas, genus est pars diffimmtioms et
diffinitio est eadem cum diffinito, 1gitur genus est pars diffimit, dicendum est
quod de virtute sermomnis illa est simpheiter falsa ‘diffinitio est eadem reahter
cum diffinito,’ sed illa est simphater vera ‘diffimtio et diffimtum significant
unum sive dem’, nec alud intendunt auctores ' Imd, I, 21, or ‘'proprie
loquendo nec genus est pars speciel, nec species est pars generis, sed 1n hoc
differunt, quia species est commumis ad pauciora quam genus 1ta quod genus
est signum plurium et species pauciorum "’

*S tot log, I, 22, gv  "Alia autem differentia pomitur, sal quod genus
continet speciem, species autemn non continet genus, quod sic est intelhigendum

quod genus est natum predicani de pluribus, hoc emm vocatur ‘continere,’
species autem non potest predicari de pluribus quam suum genus ' Exp aur ,
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With respect to the statement that the genus 15 ‘““naturally
prior”’ to the species, Ockham remarks that this can only
mean that the genus is predicable of more terms than the
species—1 e , of all the terms of which the species 1s predicable,
and also of all the terms of which other co-ordmate species
arec predicable It cannot be prior in the sense that the
existence of the intention which 1s a species, in the mind,
presupposes the existence 1n the same mund of the intention
which 1s the genus, for we may very well have in mind the
concept “man’’ without the concept "ammal” Likewise,
the statement that the destruction of the genus entails the
destruction of the species, cannot be taken literally, 1t can only
be understood as a kind of *‘ logical destruction,” 1n the sense that
if the genus 15 truly denied of a subject term, 1ts subordinate
spectes cannot be truly affirmed of the same subject !

Ockham’s entire discussion of these ways of comparing
genus and species 1s directed agamnst the tendency, common
enough among medizval interpreters of Porphyry, to regard
the predicamental order known as the “Tree of Porphyry”
as a metaphysical order It 1s, according to Ockham, purely
a logical order, whose elements are not things i re nor parts
of such things, but intentions of the mind that are signs of
individuals It 1s not because the generic termm ““‘animal”
sigrufies something in Socrates and iz Plato disunct from

I, 14v  ‘'Notandum est quod ordo predicamentalis non compomtur ex rebus
extra ammam, sed compornutur ex conceptibus sive intentiomibus n amima,
quae non habent aliquem ordinem nisi quod unum est communius et diaitur de
pluribus, et 1llud vocatur superius, et alud est minus commune et dicitur de
paucioribus et 1stud est inferius ™

1S tot log, I, 22, gv "*Alia differentia pomtur, quod genus est naturaliter
prus quam species, gquae non est inteligenda sicut sonat quasi prius natura sit
illa 1ntentio quae est genus quam 1lla intentio quac est species, quia 1lla intentio
quac cst speciles potest esse 1n amima Sine illa intentione quae est genus, sicut

€LONVerso Sed per illam proposibonem ‘genus est prius natura quam
species,” mhul alwud intendunt auctores nist quod genus communius est quam
species Ala dlﬂ'crcnua ponitur quae est ‘quod interemptis generibus

Intenimuntur species,” quae non est intelhgenda de interemptione reali

Sed praedicta differentia intelligenda est de interemptione logicali, hoc est, quod
a negauone generis ad negauonem speciel est bona consequenta
Practically every one of these properties and ways of companng genus and species,
which Ockharm states and then interprets, are taken word l'ur word from Porphyry,
though in the S tot log they are usually attnibuted to the * auctores’ 1n general
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what the specific term ‘“man” signifies, that the one term
1s related to the other as genus to species On the contrary,
1t 1s because ‘‘amimal” signifies, as an individual or undivided
nature, each thing that “man” signifies as an individual
nature, that “‘amimal” 1s predicable universally of “man,”
and 15 a genus of “‘man” The order of genus and species
presupposes the predication of terms 1n true universal proposi-
tions, but true universal predication presupposes the existence
of terms, or acts of understanding, that are univocal signs
of many self-identical individuals distinct from the terms
by which they are signified Predication presupposes significa-
tion The determination of how one term can stand for the
same things that another term can stand for, presupposes
the possibiity of determining, independently of knowledge
of the truth or falsity of such predicative relations, what the
terms can stand for—and that 15 to define their meaning
through the grasp of essential or undivided nature !

The term “‘differentia” 1s used 1n a broad sense to denote
any term by which one kind of thing 1s signified as different
from another kind of thing, and 1n this sense a property, or
a peculiar collection of accidental terms, 1s called by Porphyry
a ““differentia”’ But the term ‘‘differentia,” as one of the
five predicables, 1s properly distinguished as a term which
stands for those terms which are predicated of a subject
in quale quud— e , 1n such manner that they connote nothing
extrinsic to the essential or undivided nature of the things
they can stand for, but signify such individuals through
indicating their being or nature per modum partis Thus the
specific differentia “‘rational” 1s predicated wn quale quid of
the term ‘“man”, for it does not connote anything distinct
from the undivided nature signified by ‘“man,” but signifies
that which 1s per se one and undivided, by a part conceived
i abstraction from the undivided whole In this case,

1 That scientific knowledge of the truth of propositions 15 a function of the
grasp of essential nature tn the demonstration, 1s the point of Book I1 of Anstotle's
Posterior Analytes, and especially of the first ten chapters where the relaton

between demonstration and defimtion 15 discussed CF post, ch w, 11, on
Ockham's treatment of demonstration and defimtion
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“rational” signifies man by connoting the intellective soul
signified abstractly by the term “‘rationality.” This 1s expressed
mn the nominal defimtion of the term ‘‘rational,” which is.
“something having an intellective soul "2

Because the differentia usually signifies the things for
which 1t can stand, by connoting the formal principle of
their individuality (as ‘““rational’ connotes the soul or the
intelligence by which an individual man 1s just such an
mndividual as he 1s), many modern: make the mistake of confusing
the essential differentia, which 1s the formal part of the
defimtion of a substantial term, with the form of the thing
sigmfied by the substantial term, and of confusing the genus,
which 1s the matenal part of the definition, with the matenal
principle of the thing signified by the defimtion Ockham,
ating the authonity of Averroes, dentes (1) that the differ-
entia 15 the formal element of anything that can exist outside
the mind, or the genus the matenal element (for what 1s
predicable as genus, or as differentia, 1s a term or concept,
and things in r¢ are not composed of terms and concepts,
but are only sigmified by them), and (2) he demes that the
differentia always connotes or determunately signifies the
form of the things for which 1t can stand, or that the genus
signifies the matter of the things 1t can stand for, any more
than their form The use of the terms “matter”” and ‘““form”
i describing the relation between the parts of the defimition
15 purely analogical, for in a literal sense both genus and

1S tot log, I, 23, gv  “Strnicte diaitur diflerentia quae per se primo modo
predicatur de ahiquo et non indicat aliquod extrinsecum rei pro qua supporut
illud de quo predicatur, et sic est unum de quinque umversalium de quo wn hac
parte cst loquendum Et est intcligendum quod differentia non est de
essentia rer sed est intentio ammae predicabilis de contentis non 1 quid sed in
quale, quae 1deo dicitur differenha qua potest esse medium concludend:
negativam in qua negatur illud cuilus est differentia ab alio, sicut ratlonalc
est medium concjudend: negalivam guae negat hommcm ab asino
Quale quid 13 explained as follows Exp aur ,I,24r *notandum quod ad rationem
differentiae non sufficit predican in quale pracmsc sic emim accidens predicatur
in quale, sed simul cum hoc requinitur quod non exprimat nllqmd extrinsecum
illt pro quo suppomt Tertio sciendum est quod ideo differentiz predicatur in
quale, quia non exprnumit primo totum, sed suum abstractum mgnificat unam
partemn rei et non aham "' Cf Ante, p 100, Note 1, where the difference in mode
of signification between a genus or species, and a dlﬂcrenna, 1s discussed 1n detail
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differentia are accidental forms (scz/ acts of understanding),
and 1t 15 only because they sigmfy, when combined in the real
definition, things that are per sz one or undivided, that the
per se unity of matter and form that 1s the individuality of
finite changeable things, 1s attnbuted to them by analogy!

A term predicable as a ‘' property,” 1n the strict and proper
sense, 15 any term or intention predicable of a subject con-
vertibly and = quale, such that 1t signifies the things for which
it can stand (and which the subject signifies per se), by con-
noting, either affirmatively or negatively, something extrinsic
to the essential nature of the individuals for which 1t can
stand It 1s not always the case that the extrinsic element
indicated by the nominal definition of the property, 15 a
thing or quality existing 2 re, but 1t may very well be some-
thing that exists only potentally, or 1t may be a fact or
carcumstance indicated by 2 proposition 1n the mode of
possibility  Thus the term ‘“‘nsible,” which 1s predicable
convertibly of “man” as a property, stands for whatever
things the term "“man’ stands for, but consignifies the act of
laughing—not as actually taking place, but as an act of which

YExp aur, I, 24r “Item ex praedicus patet quod non est bene dictum quod
genus est materia rei, et differentia forma, quia genus non est 1o re, cum in re
non sit mis1 materia et forma paruculans secundum Commentatorem 7 Met ,
comm 44 Nec est bene dictum quod genus imporlat materiam, quia non plus
importat materiam quam [ormam, patet etiam de genere generalissimo substannae
quod non accipitur a materia, qua tunc in omm contento sub eo esset matera,
quod est falsum quia 1n substantus separalis a materia non est malteria, et tamen
sunt in genere substannae” Ibid, 24r ‘‘notandum quod aliqm errantes ex
ista hattera (sal Porphyry's statement, Migne PL 64 cl 118 A, that “ammah
emm rationalhs differentia adveniens aliud facit, et speciem ammalis facit'')
accaipiunt quod omms species componitur ex genere et differentia quod est
manifeste falsum " Cf Walter Burleigh, Exp sup art vet (cited by
Prantl, p 304, Anm 603) ‘‘Species de genere substantize componitur ex genere
et differentia et ex ommbus superioribus ad 1psum " Ockham, 1bd ,
241, continues  *‘Sed ntentio sua (sc/ Porphyry) est quod genus et differentia
componant diffimtionem converubilem cum specie, et quod exprimit explicite
qued species importat implicite, vult etiam quod sicut 1n rebus compositis aliquid
est matena et aliquid est forma, vel ahiquid est loco materiae et alhquid est loco
formae, 1ta in diffinitione genus est loco matenae respectu differentiae
quia scihicet sicut materia est prior natura 1psa forma et forma advenit matenae,
ita 1in diffimtione genus quod est quaedam intentio sive concepltus in amma
praecedit differcntiam et diflerentia advenit siby, et ita differentia ponitur in
diffinitione loco formae, et hoc sive differentia illa principahter significat materiam
stve formam, quia nihil refert quantum ad hoc "
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individual men are essentially capable Another way of
stating this is to say that all propositions in which terms
are predicated of a subject as property, are equivalent to
propositions 1n the modality of possibibity predicating an
accidental determunation of the subject Thus, 'every man 1s
necessarily nisible” 1s equivalent to ‘“‘every man 1s possibly
laughing”’ or to ““every man 1s a potentiality of laughter '

A term predicable as ‘“‘accident” 1s any term predicable
of many which 1s predicated contingently of its subject in
such manner that 1t may be affirmed or denied of the subject
with the latter standing for the same individual thing or
things ‘‘Accident” as a term 1n logic (1e, as one of the
predicables), 1s to be carefully distinguished from *‘accident”
as a term 1n physics In physics it 15 used as a term of first
intention signifying a qualitative form contingently deter-
muning a substance but really distinct from 1t, as heat qualifies
a hot stove, and yet 1s not a stove In logic, ““accdent”
means any ferm predicated contingently of a subject 1n direct
predication, whether the term connotes a form, or the prn-
vation of a form, or some arcumstance or fact indicated by
a proposition

Porphyry’s language, as usual, 1s equivocal, for his statement
that an acadent 15 that which may be present or absent
from 1ts subject without the subject being destroyed, seems
to refer more to '“accdent” in the physical sense than to
the ““accident” which 1s one of the five predicables and a

1S tot log I, 24, 1o0v  “‘dicendum est quod proprium est quaedam
intentio ammae predicabihis adequate et convertibiliter 1n quale connotans
affirmative vel negative aliquid extrinzecum 1lli quod importatur per subiectum,
non tamen oporlet quod illud extrinsecum semper sit ahquae res extra ammam
eustens realiter 1n rerum natura, sed forte aliquando suffieit quod sit ahiquod
potentiale 1n rerum natura potentiale, vel forte aliquae propositio exstens vel
potens existere 1n mente ” Exp aur, I, 27v  "'proprium non est aliquae res
realiter 1ll1 cuius est propriumn formaliter inhaerens sed est unum predic-
abile de eo supponens 1n propositione pro omm codem pro quo supponit id cuius
est propnium  Nono notandum est quod proprium 1sto modo dictum frequenter
non significat rem ahiquam formalter mhaerentem ilh cuius est proprium quando
de eo predicatur, nam quamvis verum sit dicere omms ﬁomo est risibilis,
non tamen oporict quod aliqua res importata per ‘nsibile’ sit 1n homine formal-
iter, sed suffieit quoﬂ possit inesse, nam idem est dicere ' omnis homo est naibile’
et ‘omnis homo potest nidere ™
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term used by the logictan Ockham, by an heroic effort,
seeks to ‘“save” Porphyry’s text by stating that Porphyry
15 using ‘‘to be present” (adesse) and ‘“‘to be absent’ (abesse)
as equivalent to ‘‘to be affirmed” and ““to be denied ’ Thus
the porphyrian description of ‘‘accident” 15, according to
Ockham, to be understood as follows ‘‘An accident 1s what
may be present in (i e, may be predicated of) a subject, or
may be absent from (1e, truly denied of) the same subject,
without the subject being destroyed 1e, without the thing
of which the subject was first venified, being destroyed **

v

Apart from the five predicables, certain other terms of second
mtention, constantly used 1n the analysis of discourse, and also
used equivocally by Porphyry 1n his little treatise, require precise
defimtion Among these are such terms as defimtion, description,
subject, predicate, signify, opposite, and attribute (passio)

The term ‘‘defimtion” 15 used in two ways, distinguished
as ‘‘real defimtion” (dffinatio quid rer) and *‘normunal definition ™
(difimitro qurd nominis) A real definition 1s a compact ex-
pression stating the individual or undivided nature of a thing
without connoting anything distinct from 1t A real defimtion
may be stated m two forms, as (a) a “natural definition,” or
(b) a *‘metaphysical defimtion ” In a natural definition are
mcluded words, 1n obhque cases, which signify the essential
parts of the individuals for which the term defined can stand,
as when ‘““man” 1s defined as ‘““a substance composed of a
body and of an intellective soul *’?

1Exp aur, I, 28v “accdens duphcter acapitur, uno mode pre ahiquo
reall alten tanquam sublecto realiter inhaerente sicut albede, migredo, calor,
et sic de cetens, et isto modo communiter acaidens acaipitur  Alio modo vocatur
acadens aliquod predicabile contingenter de alio S1 autem accidens
accipratur secundo modo tunc debet intelhigt descriptio (sl Porphyrn) Accidens
est quod adest (1e, predicatur de) aliquo, et abest (1d est, vere potest negar
ab aliquo) praeter subiecu corruptionem, hoc est, non destructo 1llo de quo
primo vernficabatur Lt 1ta 1n proposite, ‘adesse’ et 'abesse’ acapiuntur
pro ‘affirmari’ et ‘negan '’

¢S tot log, I, 26, 1ir ‘' Diflinitio autem dupliciter accipitur, quia quaedam
est diffiniio exprimens quid rei et quaedam qud nominis Diffimitio
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In a metaphysical defimition, on the other hand, the parts
do not stand for essential parts of the things signified by the
defimendum, but they stand for these things as individuals
which are per s¢ one Such a definition contains no terms 1n
oblique cases, and 1s composed of genus and essential differ-
entie, the genus sigmfying precisely the things for which
the defimendum can stand, and the differentia sigmfying these
same 1ndividual natures—not ‘“‘absolutely” as the generic
term does, but connotatively, by consignifying a determinate
essential part such as could be signified directly by 1ts
abstract counterpart If, for example, the definition of “‘man”’
15 ‘‘rational, sensitive, living substance,” each differentia,
though 1t connotes an essential principle of the being of that
which 1s 2 man, does not stand for what it connotes, but rather
for the undivided nature signified by the term ‘““man’ The
abstract counterparts of the differentiz, such as ‘‘rationality,”
‘ sensitivity,” and "‘amimation,’”” denote the essential principles
connoted by the differentiz, 1n abstraction from the concrete
whole which 1s the individual man Hence, while every
essential differentia 1s a concrete connotative term, with an
abstract counterpart included obliquely 1n 1ts nominal
definition, no essential differentia 1s an abstract term and no
abstract term can be an essential differentia !

Ockham’s distinction between the two forms of a real

exprimens quud rer stricte est sermo compendiosus exprimens
totamn naturam rei nec aliquid extrinsecus rexr declarens Nam quandoque
mn tah sermone ponuntur casus obliqui exprimentes partes rei essentiales, sicut
st diffimam ‘homunem’ sic dicendo  ‘homo est substantia composita ex corpore
et amma ntellecuva’ Et 1lla potest vocari difimtio naturahs "

'S tot log, I, 26, 1tr  “'Aha est diffimho 1n qua nullus casus obliquus
ponitur, sed pomtur genus n recto et similiter dulerentia, vel ponuntur terminm
plures exprimentes partes re1 diffimtae, ad modum quo album exprimit albedinem
Etideo sicut album quamvis exprimat albedinem non tamen supponit pro albedine
sed pro subiecto albedimis, ita differentiae 1illae quamvis exprimant partes rei
non lamen supponunt pro partibus rei sed praecise pro toto composito ex illis
partibus, tahs est illa diffimitio hominis ‘ammal rationale,” vel 1lla, ‘substantia
anunata sensibils rationalis ° Nam illae dufferentiae ‘amimatum, ralionale,
sensibile,” supponunt pro homine quia homo est animatus, sensibilis, rationals,
tamen 1mportant partem hominis, sicut abstracta eis corrcspondl:ntla, quia
abstracta ews correspondentia 1mportant partes vel partem hormunis quamvis
non eodem modo Et 1ta potest vocart metaphysicahs, quia sic diffimit metaphysicus
hominem "
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definition—‘‘natural” and ‘‘metaphysical”’—is rather inter-
esting It indicates his strict adherence to the amstotehian
thesis expressed 1n the Metaphysics (Book N, ch 1, 1087b, 1-4),
that the principles of first philosophy are not contraries.
The prinaiples of the sciences of nature are substances and the
contrares, the attributes which physical sciences demonstrate
of their subjects, sigmfy substances by connoting pairs of
contraries with respect to which such substances are change-
able Imsofar as we sigmify a substance as subject of change, we
necessarily distinguish what it 1s actually from what 1t can
become (what 1t 1s potentially)—hence act and potentiality,
or matter and form, are principles of the science of changeable
things, sc:/ physies It 1s for this reason that a physical or
“natural” defimtion of a substance signifies what 1s actually
undivided (or actually individual) as 3f 1t were composed of
distinct parts But metaphysics, not being concerned with things
qua subjects of change, does not consider substances by way
of the distinction between substance as form and substance
as matter—but metaphysics considers the actual being of sub-
stances, and consequently the ‘‘metaphysical definition”
of a substance signifies the individual or undivided nature
by a compact expression forming a single undivided act of
understanding The physicist speaks of man as 1f he were
a synthesis of soul and body—but 1f we seek to state what a
man actually 1s, mnsofar as he 1s a thing, and not nsofar as he
1s changeable with respect to other things, then we say that he
1s a “‘rational amimal”, and 1n our defimition we do not place
conjunctions, preposttions, or verbs

By way of indicating Ockham'’s aristotehamsm through
contrasting 1t with the platonist alternative, 1t may be added
that the platomst invariably regards the ‘‘natural” and
“metaphysical” defimtions as equivalent For the platonist,
the first principles of metaphysics are contraries, and hence
every finite thing 1s, metaphysically, a synthesis of a form or
idea, and recalatrant matter For Plato, consequently, the
““natural defimtion” would be the most proper form For
Ockham, who follows Aristotle in distinguishing physics fiom
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metaphysics, 1t 1s not the ultimately proper form, but 1s appro-
pnate only for discursive science, which 1s of the changeable

Ockham states that although a real definition, or an element
of 1t, 1s predicable significatively of any term of which the
term defined 1s predicable significatively, and vice versa, never-
theless such predication does not, as some secemed to think,
yield a necessary assertoric proposition of present time For
if no man 1s now existent, the statement ‘“man 1s a rational
ammal” or ‘‘every man 1s rational,” 1s not true as a pro-
position of present time, though it 1s necessarily true of that
which can exist at some time This quahfication 1s brought
up agamn 1n connection with Ockham’s discussion of the
meaning of the term ‘“‘necessanly true,” as applied to the
propositions of demonstrative science. It 1s not a demal of
necessary universal truths, in the sense 1n which Anstotle
states that scientific propositions are necessary and umiversal;
but 1t 15 Ockham’s way of making evident the fact that science
1s of necessary and eternal truths and not of necessary or
eternal things For the things known through sense perception
are perishable, and yet they are the things of which scientific
demonstrations are true—the necessity and eternity of scien-
tific propositions, consequently, rests on the fact that their
terms do not stand for what happens to exist at the present
time or at any determinate time, but for what czn exist 1in time
Such a proposition must, 1n Aristotle’s words, be ““true 1n every
nstance and at all times, not at this or that time only ’'!

Real defimitions are predicable sigmficatively of any term of
which the term defined 1s predicable sigmificatively Hence
the defimition of a term, 1f 1t be a real definition, 1s also a state-

1S tot log,I, 26, 11ir '"Est autem sciendum quod quamvis de quocunque,
significative sumpto, predicatur difimto, et diffinitum predicatur sigmficative

sumptum et econverso, et quamvis proposihones cathegoricac dc possibilibus
equivalentes tali et similiter conditionalis, ex diffininone et diffinito composita,

sint necessariae tamen nulla propositio 1ahs affirmativa de inesse et mere
de praesent est necessana  Unde illa est simphiciter contingens, ‘homo est ammal
rationale’ et hoc, quia si nullus homo esset, quaclibet lalis esset [alsa

Verumtamen Aristoteles qui ponit quod tales sunt necessariae, ‘ homo est ammal,’
‘asinus est ammal,’ poneret quod tales sunt necessariae secundum sensum 1am
dictum ” Cl Anst, An Post, I, 4, 79a 27-33 CI, also ch w1, I, where this
question 13 discussed
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ment of the essential nature of each thing for which the term
can stand But nominal defimtions merely state explicitly what
the term defined connotes implicitly Connotative terms
(other than essential differentiz) stand for individual things
which they do not sigmify per se, but which they signify through
indicating circumstances or ways in which the existence of
individuals for which they can stand, may come to be appre-
hended. It 15 these circumstances, qualities, or contingent
determinations i1ndicated by the connotative term, that are
explicitly distinguished and exhibited by the nominal defimtion
" While only terms in the category of substance can have real
definitions by genus and essential differentiz, the connotative
terms 1n the accidental categories can, and do, have nominal
definitions, including those accidental terms which do not
signify anything that can exist per se, but which are equivalent
to complex expressions or which connote negative propositions
Thus the term ‘‘chimera,” though 1t sigmfies nothing i re of
which being can be predicated, may be defined as ‘‘equivalent
to the expression something composed of goat, lon, and cow >’ The
more typical instance of a nominal definition 1s that of ““the
white,”’ defined as ““something 1n which whiteness 1s present,”
where the form or principle by which a substance 1s contingently
qualified, 1s connoted obliquely by the concrete term that 1s
being defined, and 1s denoted by the abstract counterpart
(“whiteness”’) which appears in the nominal defimtion A
fully determinate nominal definition, which was sometimes
called the “‘real defimtion” of a connotative term, states not
only what 1s connoted by the term defined, but also the proxi-
mate subject of the accidental determination thus connoted
For example, ‘‘the white” 1s determinately defined, through
the essential nature of the things for which 1t can stand, as "‘a
body 1n which whiteness exists ”’1

1S tot log, I, 26, 11v  “‘Diffimtio autemn exprimens quid nominis est oratio
explicite declarans quicquud per unam dictionem mportatur tmplicite, sicut
significans volens alium docere quid significat hoc nomen ‘album,’ dicat quod
significat 1dem quod haec orano ‘aliquid habens albedinem ' Et haec diffinitio
non solum est nomnum de quibus vere affirmatur esse 1n rerum natura, sed etiam
aliorum de quibus talis predicatio est impossibilis  Et sic hoc nomen ‘vacuum,’
‘non ens,” ‘impossibile,” ‘chimaera,” et huiusmodi habent diffimtiones Nam



PORPHYRY—PROBLEM OF UNIVERSALS 11

While nominal definitions may include a genus, and do so
when they are partially or fully determunate, descriptions are
composed only of properties and accidents. In a loose sense
we may call the phrase ‘‘ white musician” a description, strictly,
however, a description 1s a2 compact expression composed only
of properties, for only then 1s 1t peculiar to the subject and
convertible with 1t Thus the phrase ““what can learn gram-
mar and can laugh” 1s a strict description of ““man,” such that
it can be used 1n place of a real definition, where we do not
possess the latter, to determine the extension of the subject
genus 1n emprrical inquiry, and 1n dialectical argumentation !

What does a defimtion define, or a description describe?
This may be answered 1n two ways, for we may say that the
defimendum of a real definition 1s that whose essential parts are
signified by the defimtion, in which case what 1s defined are
the individual things for which the terms stand Or we may
say that the definiendum 15 a term convertible with the defim-
tion, of which the defimtion 1s predicable essentially and
convertibly In this case 1t 1s not the individual that 1s defined,
but the generic or specific term or concept Arstotle and
many other authors, says Ockham, speak both ways on the
subject at various times, sometimes saying that definitions are of
mdividuals and sometimes saying that they are of species Their

1stis normunibus correspondent aliquae orationes sigmficantes 1dem quod illae
dicuones Ex quo sequitur quod, sic acaipiendo diffimtionem, aliquando predicatio
diffinitioms de diffinito, utroque significative sumpto, est impossibilis, sicut
haec est impossibilis ' chimaera est ammal compositum ex eapra, leone et bove’,
lla tamen propositio 1n qua 1sti termin matcrialiter supponunt, ‘chimaera 1dem
significat quod hoc totum ahiquod compositum ex capra, leone, ct bove,’ vera
est”” As concerns the determinate [orm of a nominal defimtion, 1n which the
things for which the term defined can stand, are sigmfied per s¢e by a genus or
species functioning as maltenial part of the definition, Ockham shows, in his
treatment of demonstration (cf post, ch wi), that the determination of the com-
mensurale and immediate subject of an attribute with a nominal definition,
depends on experience and on the intuitive grasp of essential nature 1n a demon-
stration, once grasped, the connection is known as immediate, per s¢, and necessary

1S tot log, I, 27, 11v  ''Descripuo est sermo compendiosus compositus
ex accidentibus et proprus Unde dicit Damascenus 1n logica sua, cap VIII,
‘Deseniptio ex accidentibus componitur, 1d est, proprio et accidentbus’
Ex verbis huius auctoris patet quod 1n descripuone mhil debet pori quod predicatur
m qud vel per se pnmo modo de descripto, et 1n hoc differt deserptio a
diffinitione "
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words are intelligible only 1n the hght of the above distinction
The same rule of interpretation applies with respect to descrp-
tions and to that of which they are said to be descriptions !

The term subject, as a logical term of second intention, 1s
distinguished from the term of first intention used 1n the real
sciences The latter sigmifies individuals such as exist by
reason of their own nature, and which, 1n Anstotle’s words,
‘“’have no cause of their essential being other than themselves ”’
But *‘subject,” as used 1n logic, signtfies any term of which some
other term 15 predicated In a broad sense, the term that
precedes the copula 1n any proposition, true or false, 1s called
a subject, more strictly 1t 15 a term preceding the copula 1n
direct predication, and 1n this sense ‘‘man’’ 1s a subject with
respect to ‘“‘animal,” or with respect to ‘‘musical,” but not
vice versa  Still more strictly, a subject 1s a term which precedes
the copula in the conclusion of a demonstration, and 1n this
sense the term ‘‘this man” 1s not a subject with respect to
“man” or to any umversal term  Still more strictly, a subject
1s said to be that which 1s prior 1n perfection, or 1n predication,
or otherwise, among subjects of demonstration 2

The term predicate, similaily, means any term that follows
the copula or that includes 1t equivalently More strictly, 1t
1s any term predicated umversally, and in direct predication,
of a subject of which there can be science 1n the strict sense
This, Ockham adds, 1s the way 1in which Aristotle understands
the term “ predicate’ or ‘‘predicable” 1n the Topics, where he
enumerates as kinds of predicates, with respect to a subject
significant per se, genus, defimtion, property, and accident,

'S tot log, I, 29, 11v  “diffimtum dupheiter acapitur  Uno modo pro
illo cutus partes vel essentia per diffimtionem exprimitur, et sic diffinitio est
1psarum rerum singularium sicut illa difimtio ‘anmimal rationale’ est diffimtio
omnium hominum, qua omnium hommum essentia per illam difimtionem 1m-
portatur, unde per dlam diffimitionem nullius rer essentia importatur st hominis
particularis, qua nulla res est quae sit animal rationale msi 1lle homo vel 1lle, et

sic de singuhs Alo modo acapitur diffimtum pro aliquo convertibile
cum diffimtione de quo diffinitio adequate predicatur et illo modo non
diffinitur singulare, sed praecise species Et per istam distinctionem

possunt glosari multae auctores, Anstoteles et Commentator, quarum aliquae
dicunt quod diffinitiones sunt singularium et alhquae quod non sunt msm
specierum !

S tot log,I, g0, 12r
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but omuts from his list the species, since the species, being pre-
dicable only of discrete terms, cannot be a predicate 1n umi-
versal propositions of demonstrative science !

The word signify has four senses, two of which are applicable
both to absolute and to connotative terms, while the other two
are applicable only to connotative terms (1) A term may
signify the things 1t stands for 1n such manner that it can be
truly predicated of a demonstrative pronoun that “points” to
what 1t stands for It 1s 1n this sense that a term 1s significant
when 1t 15 subject or predicate of a proposition of present time
In this sense, also, the sigmfication of a term may be said to
change, so that 1t ceases to signify something 1t previously signi-
fied, or begins to signify something 1t previously did not signify,
solely by reason of a change or movement ex parte re.—as when
the individual denoted by the term ‘' this man,” or ‘‘the white
thing,”’ walks away or turns another colour, so that the proposi-
tion ““This 1s a man,”” or ““This 1s white’’ 1s no longe1 true

(2) The second sense of signify, 1s when a term 1s said to
signify not only the things 1t can stand for in propositions of
present tiume, as 1n the first sense already mentioned, but also
1 propositions of past or future time, or 1n propositions whose
terms stand for what can be  In this sense—which 1s the sensc
i which a universal concept 1s a univocal sign of many 1n-
dependently of questions of contingent fact or circumstance—
a universal term (or the concept which determines 1ts meaning)
cannot cease to signify anything that it previously sigmified,
nor begin to signify what 1t did not previously sigmify In
other words, a term 1s significant in this sense when 1t 1s taken
as standing for every individual that could, not only now but
at any time, and not only here but 1n any place, be signified
by 1t 1n the first sense of the word “signify

(3) The third sense of signify 1s equivalent to the sense in which
a connotative term consignifies something present in the thing or
things for which 1t stands, or to the sense 1n which a connotative

'S tot log, 1, 31, 12r cited Ante, p g5, Note 1 Such expressions as " inhere,"”
“be present in,"” etc , when used in logic, should be taken as synonyms of the
word ‘‘to be predicated of"', and the term ‘‘participate,’ 1n logic, 13 to be under-
stood as synonymous with "'to be subject of”’ (subucere)
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term 1ndicates a determinate part of the being of the things for
which 1t stands Thus “hot,” in the proposition ‘“This stove
1s hot,”” significs “heat” 1n this sense, and ‘‘rational,” in the
proposition “*This amimal 1s rational,” signifies the 1ntellective
soul as the principle of the individual being of an existent man
(4) The fourth sense of signify applies to all other connotative
terms, which are said to sigmify something for which they do
not stand, though what 15 thus sigmfied 1s neither a determinate
part or prinaple of the essential nature of what they can stand
for, nor a qualitative form really distinct from 1t and existing in 1t
That 1s to say, all connotative terms other than those included 1n
(3) above, are said to be sigmficant in this sense, whether what
they connote 1s something that exists actually or only potentially,
and whether what1s connoted be a proposition, a privative term,
or something of that sort. In this sense the term ‘“blind ™ 15 said
to sigmfy ‘‘blindness ”’, though **blindness”’ does not denote any-
thing that can exist per se as a thing, rather the ““blindness”
connoted by the concrete term 1s equivalent to these two proposi-
tions ‘‘something 1s by nature able to see but cannot actually
see ’ Likewise, privative terms such as “‘nothing,” “vacuum,”
“non-being,” etc, are said to bc significant 1n this sense !
Every umiversal term, according to Ockham, 1s significant

1S tot log, I, 33, 12r ''Nam unomodo dicitur signum aliquid sigmficare
quando suppomit vel natum est pro aliquo supponere, ita scilicet quod de
pronomine demonstrante 1llud mediante hoc verbo ‘est,” idem nomen predicatur
Aliter acapitur ‘sigmficare’ quando illud signum 1n ahqua propositione
de praetenito vel praesenu vel futuro, vel in aha propositione vera de modo,
potest pro 1llo supponere, et sic ‘album’ non tantum significat illud quod est
album nunc, sed etiam 1ilud quod potest esse album Accipiendo
‘significare’ primo modo et signum sibi correspondens, per solam mulationem rei
frequenter vox et etiam conceptus cadunt a suo significato, sed secundo modo
accipiendo ‘significare’ et signum sibi correspondens, vox vel conceptus per
solam mutationern rer non cadit a suo significata Aliter accipitur
‘significare’ quando sail 1llud dicitur significar: a quo 1psa vox imponitur, vel
primo modo sigmificatur per conceptum principalem vel vocem primcipalem,
et sic diamus quod ‘album’ significat albedinem, quia ‘albedo’ sigmificat al-
bedinem pro qua tamen non supponit hoc signum ‘album’, sic etiam ‘rationale’
(s1 51t differentia homims) sigmficat antmam intellecivam homims Quarto
modo acapitur  significare’ commumssime quando scl aliquod signum
aliquid 1mportat sive principaliter sive secundario, sive 1n recto sive 1n obliquo,
sive dat mtelhgere 1illud, vel quocunque modo significat 1llud, sive affirmative
sive negative—quomodo hoc nomen ‘caccus’ significat visum quia negative,
et hoc nomen ‘nihil’ sive ‘non aliquid’ significat aliquid negative, de quo modo
significand1 loquitur Anselmus de casu diaboli "
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1n the first two senses which we have distinguished, and genera
and species (being absolute and not connotative terms) are
significant only 1n these two senses The other umiversals are
significant 1n either the third or fourth sense as well as 1n the
first or second !

The term opposite may be used either as a term of first in-
tention or as a term of second intention In its use as a term
of first intention, 1t 15 a synonym of the term ““contrary” (taken
also as of first intention), since the only opposites tn rerum natura
are the qualitative contraries which are formal principles of
change—substance being the opposite of nothing. As a term
of second intention, ‘‘opposite”” has many senses, and applies
not only to terms but also to propositions Propositions are,
as Anstotle states 1n the De interpretatione, opposed as contra-
dictories or as contranes; or, Ockham adds, they may be
opposed 1n the sense that they 1mply contradictories, though
they are not themselves contradictories or contraries ?

Terms may be opposed as contraries, as positive and priv-
ative, as relative and correlative, and as affirmative and neg-
ative A term which signifies something negatively cannot
be called the contrary of 1ts opposite, 1t 1s rather a privative
term opposed to a positive term  Further, while terms opposed
as contraries may sigmfy things opposed as contraries (sct/ the
acadental forms that are principles of change in substances),
privative terms signify nothing privative in re, but signify
something that 15 or that can be, by connoting a negation Thus
the term ““matter "’ signifies only what 1s a substance and a form,
connoting the proposition that some other form, accidental

'S tot log, I, 33, 12v ""Omne emm umversale vel significat plura primo
modo vel secundo modo, qua omne umversale predicatur de pluribus vel in
propositione de messe de praesenti, de praeterito, vel de futuro, vel de modo
Ex quo patet quod errant ili qui dicunt quod hacc vox ‘homo’ non sigmficat
omnes homines, cum emm hoc universale *homo'’ sigmficat plura et non
significat plures res quae non sunt homines, oporict quod sigmificat plures hormines,
et non plus unum quam alus significat, igitur omnes homines, sed umversale
quod est genus vel species quod predicatur de prononune demonstrante rem quam
significat 1 quid, significat plura primo modo vel zecundo modo accipiendo
‘sigmificare ' Alia vero umversaha significant plura tertio vel quarto modo
acapicndo ‘sigmficare,’ quia taha sigmficant ahiquid 1n recto et ahquid n

obliquo sicut patet de ‘rational,’ ‘risibili,’ ‘albo,’ et de consimilibus
S tot log, I, 36, 12v-13r
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or substantial, 1s not present 1n 1t or not 1dentical with 1t We
can, however, use the term of second intention '‘privative,”
significantly of a term, for the term itself 1s something positive
(being a term), and 1t 15 a privative term because its nominal
definition 1ncludes a negation.!

The term attribute (passio) 18, as used by the logician, a term
of second intention distinct from the term of first intention
that 1s the summum genus (1n the loose sense of the word genus)
of one of the accidental categories As a term of second 1n-
tention, 1t signifies any term or intention predicable per se and
necessarily of the subject of which 1t 1s said to be the attribute
—per se not 1n the sense that the attribute 15 an element 1n the
real defimition of the subject (primo modo dicend: per se), but in
the sense that the subject term 15 an element in the determinate
nominal definition of the attnibute (per se secundo modo)

Since genera and differentiz are predicable of a subject as ele-
ments 1n 1ts real definition, they are not attributes of their subjects
And since accidents are not predicable per se or necessarily of any
subject, but only contingently, they are not attributes in the
conclusions of demonstration Since, also, the predication of a
specific term of an individual or discrete term, 1s not unmversal
predication, and does not yield a necessary proposition, 1t follows
that a species 1s not an attribute It remains, therefore, that only
terms which are predicable as property, of a term that 1s their
first subject, are attributes 1n the strict sense  And since affir-
mative demonstration 1s of the universal predicability of an attn-
bute of some subject, demonstration 1s discourse which exhibuts
the reason for the universal truth of the conclusion of a syllogism,
by a middle term which defines the subject (as 1ts genus) and
which defines the attribute as 1ts commensurate subject 2

1S tot log, I, 36, 13r While Ockham's analysis of such terms as ' oppasite”
and ““contrary’’ 1s of interest and by no means umimportant, especially 1n relation
to the analysis of motion and change proper to physics, it seems unnecessary
to discuss 1t 1in detail here, since his thoroughness, and his method, of dealing
with terms of second intention and of distinguishing them from terms of first
mntention, has been already exhibited in other connections As concerns the
logical opposites, Ockham's exposithon 1s faithful to Arnstotle's discussions, and
wntroduces no innovatons or departures

'S tot log, I, 37, 13v  ‘“secundum quod logicr loquuntur de passione,
sciendum est quod passio non est aliqua res extra ammam inhaerens alicui cuius
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Such are the ways 1n which Ockham distinguishes the prin-
apal terms used by the logician—always, as 1n the case of the
predicables, guarding against the confusion between modes of
signification and things signified, or between discourse and the
things discourse 1s about  Ockham’s discussion of Porphyry’s
treatise on the predicables 1s, in 1ts own way, an introduction
to the Categories of Aristotle For though Anstotle himself
seemed not to think an introduction to his treatise on terms a
necessity, but seemed rather to look upon the book of Categor-
tes as the starting point of his logic, the tradition 1naugurated
by Porphyry, and kept alive ever since, gave Ockham a good
excuse for dealing with the matenal of Porphyry's treatise 1n
such manner as to offset the porphynan tradition and the
porphyrian metaphysical orientation with respect to Aristotle’s
analysis of terms  Ockham, 1n short, seeks to clear the ground
of a dialectical and metaphysical pont of view which would
reduce all finite or determinate sigmfication to conventional
signification, and which would reduce all determinate principles
of knowledge to hypotheses incidental to the development of
a mctaphysical system, without speculative value of their own.
If we keep 1n mind Ockham’s critique of the porphynan imph-
cations, and his view of the universal concept as an act or habut
of understanding that which 15 indindual 1n nature, his own 1nter-
pretation of the book of Categories will be seen to follow a path
which in every important respect 1s the direct antithesis of the
path indicated by Porphyry, and which may lay a fair claim
to being an accurate and thoroughly philosophic statement of
aristotellanism

dicitur passio, sed passio est quoddam predicabile mentale, vocale, vel seriptum,
predicabile per se secundo modo de subieclo cuius dicitur esse passio
generaliter verum est quod subiectum et sua passio non sunt idem realiter quamvis
supponunt pro codem et quamvis predicatio unius de alio sit necessana ” The
attribute can stand only for the things that its commensurate subject signifies
per se or 1n gqud, but the per se proposition 1s not a tautology, since the two terms
signify the things they stand for, in different ways—the pasno connotatively,
through the pair of contraries or potential accidental determination made explicit
m 1ts nominal defimtion, and the subject signifying the things it stands for non-
connotatively or absolutely, because 1t means precisely such wdindual things



CHAPTER FOUR
THE CATEGORIES OF ARISTOTLE

I

THe terms with which Anstotle 1s concerned i the book
of Categories, according to Ockham, are the terms of first
mtention of which the propositions of the real sciences are
composed—terms which sigmfy things that are not signs In
the Sum of All Logic, Ockham prefaces his discussion of these
terms of first intention with a brief consideration of the tran-
scendental terms ens and wunum These, being significative
not only of things that are not signs but also of things that
are signs, are, together with the other four transcendentals,
the only concepts of absolute universality, and consequently
the only terms which properly belong to metaphysics

“Being” (ens), and the transcendental terms convertible
with 1t, cannot, as Aristotle proves, be a genus or 1n a genus !
From this two consequences may be drawn The first 1s that
metaphysics cannot be a demonstrative science, and the
second 1s, that the principles of the demonstrative sciences
are not demonstrated by metaphysics The first conclusion
follows from the fact that every demonstrative science demon-
strates attributes of its subject through middle terms that are
prior, 1n the sense of being more universal than, its subject
But the subject of metaphysics 1s “being,” and there 15 no
term or concept prior to, or more umversal than, “being "
Furthermore, there are no metaphysical ‘“‘conclusions” distinct
from metaphysical principles, for metaphysics 1s the science
of first principles as such, and first principles, by the very
fact that they are first, are indemonstrable

TAnst, Met B, 3, 998b 22-%
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The second consequence, that the principles of the demon-
strative sciences are not demonstrated by metaphysics, so that
the discursive sciences are not related to metaphysics as
subalternate to subalternant, i1s likewise obvious from the
character of the subject of metaphysics First, a science that
1s non-demonstrative cannot demonstrate the principles of
another science; and secondly, since “being” and the other
metaphysical terms are not genera nor included under a
genus, they cannot be middle terms of any demonstration
in a discursive science Demonstrative sciences show how
things that are differ in their being, but being as such, with
which metaphysics 1s concerned, cannot be a principle of
demonstrating differences in being, and hence metaphysics
cannot yield the principles of any demonstrative science. On
the other hand, since every speculative saence 1s concerned
with things that are, the principles and terms of every such
science must exemplify metaphysical concepts and metaphysical
truth, and since metaphysics 1s the science of first principles
as suck, the recognition by the demonstrative scientist of the
“firstness” of his first principles will 1nvolve the recognition
of the metaphysical principles as exemplified and exhibited
in the subject genus of his science

Metaphysics, consequently, 1s neither a glonfied cosmology
nor a transcendental logic, because it 1s not a discursive
science. It 1s concerned neither with the ways in which
things come to be thus or thus qualfied from not having
been so qualfied, nor with the ways in which truths come to
be known from not having been known—in these respects
differing, by its subject, from natural philosophy and logic.
It 15 a speculative science and not an art, because 1t 15 con-
cerned with that which 15, considered for 1ts own sake, and
not with means of producing something or of attaiming an
end It 1s concerned neither with natural processes or move-
ments, nor with the processes of discursive thought, and 1t
1s not 1tself a process, any more than the act of recognition,
or the actual grasp of a truth, 1s, qua actual, a process. Meta-
physics 1s, rather, a lund of Wisdom, as Anstotle often calls
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it—it 15 the actuahty of intelligence, as such, by which being
in the unqualified sense, 1s grasped through the attributes
which belong to it in the unqualified sense, and not, as 1n
discursive sciences, through the attributes which belong to
1t msofar as 1t 15 thus or thus determinable ?

The way in which metaphysics is related to discursive
science, and hence the way in which the transcendental
terms, of which 1t consists, are related to the terms of himited
universality of which the propositions of the discursive sciences
are composed, 15 indicated by Ockham, as by many other

1 Anst , Met Gamma, 1, 1003a 1B-20 '‘There 15 a science which 1nvestigates
being as being and the attnibutes which belong to this in virtue of its own nature '
Ibid, 2, 10052 13-5 " Obviously then 1t 15 the work of one science to examine
being gua being, and the attributes which belong to 1t qus being !

That Anstotle concewved the first philosophy to be a non-discursive and non-
demonstrative science, 18 indicated frequently in the Metaphysics, as in the following
pasages Met K, 1, 10592 16-8 “That Wisdom 15 a science of first principles

15 evident ", and 29-34 ‘''Further, does 1t deal with substances only or
also with their attributes? If in the case of atiributes demonstration 1s possible,
in that of substances 1t 1s not If we think of 1t as demonstrative, the

science of the attributes 11 Wisdomn, but if as dealing with what 1s primary, the
science of substances claums the title  Met Lambda, I, 1069a 18 ' The subject
of our inquiry s substance, for the principles and the causes we are seeking are
those of substances '

Substance 1s that which s ' 1n the unqualified sense’’ (cf for example Anist , An
Post 1I, 2, goa B), metaphysics, which considers being 1n the unqualified sense,
gua being, can therelore be called the science of substance

The transcendental attnibutes of ens are not demonstrable of 1t, since there
cannot ‘‘be’”’ a middle term distinct from bemng, by which an aunbute might be
demonstrated of being  And this 15 why dialectic, when conceived as a discursive
metaphysics, has to make use of Non-being as a principle—for discourse requires
distinct things, and hence, 1if being as such 1s taken as one thing (the subject of
discursive signification), non-being 1s all that remains to serve as the other principle

While the transcendental terms are convertible wath, though not demonstrable
of, "being, ’ there are no other attributes predicable of being as such, since all
other attributes arc of hmited universality, and can be predicated commensurately
and per se only of terms that signify determinate kinds of beings, as in the natural
sciences or i mathematics Hence metaphysics, since 1t deals with being qua
being and with the attributes of being gua being, cannot be a demonstrative
nor a discursive science—consequently 1t consists sumply 1n the grasp of ens and
its commensurate attributes, which make up the six transcendental terms or
concepts

Metaphysics, understood in this way, 1s the intelligence of the indemonstrable, for
being as such 15 indemonstrable The first principles and primary concepts of a
natural science are indemonstrable principles of that science, and hence, though
they cannot be demonstrated by metaphysics (because they are indemonstrable
and because metaphysics 15 not a demonstrative science), it 15 by metaphysics
that they are recognized or “'seen’ as first principles I his 1s why metaphysics
15 called the science of first principles—i e , of first principles qua first principles,
and not gua middle terms of demonstrauon, as in the discursive sciences
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medizval writers, 1n the statement that ‘““being " and the
transcendental terms convertible with 1t, are predicated
equivocally of the terms in the ten categories The term
‘“being,” 1n 1tself, 15 not an equivocal name, for the meaning
of the word 1s referred to a single concept or act of under-
standing—and the distinction between equivocal and umivocal
names 15 a matter of the relation between the conventional
sign and the singleness or diversity of concepts by which
its use 1n discourse 1s determined !

But “bemng” 1s predicated of 2 term that sigmfies individual
things disjunctively (dwisim) 1n a different sense from the way
i which 1t 1s predicated of a term that stands for indviduals
conjunctively (contunctirm) Thus the term “‘arumal,” though it
15 2 sign of many, can stand for individual amimals taken
mdividually or dwwim, but the term '‘simulamty,” though 1t
stands for real things 1n such a proposition as “There 15 a
sitmilanty between this white thing and that white thing,”
cannot stand for any single individual taken by itself, but only
for two or more distinet things considered together by the mind
Likewise, the term ‘‘motion” stands for that which 1s, 1n the
proposition ‘““Motion 1s with respect to contranes,” but it
stands neither for the mover or the moved, taken alone, nor
for anything other than the mover and the moved; hence 1t
must stand for the mover and the moved conjunctively, or taken
together The being which 1s signified by such a term 1s not
distinet from the being of individuals such as can be signified
by concepts of individual nature, but 1t 15 a function of the
co-existence of individual things or causes; similarly, the
significative unity of such a term 1s a function of the unity
of the act of apprehension or of judgment by which two

1 Ockham, S tot log, I, 38, 13v ‘“'Dicto de termumis quibusdam secundae
intentionis et etiam de quibusdam secundae impositionts, videndum est de termims
primae intenttoms Primo tamen dicendum est de qubusdam communibus
ommbus, sive sint res quac non sunt signa, sive sint res quae sunt signa, cwusmodi
sunt ly ‘ens’ et ‘unum’ Unomodo accxgltur hoc nomen ‘ens’ sccundum quod
sibi_correspondet unus concéptus omnibus rebus predicabilis 1In qud pnmo
modo, quomodo transcendens potest predican in quid Nam de omm
ente vel de pronomine demonstrante quodeumque ens potest idem coneeptus
predican, sicut eadem vox vere potest de quolibet predican ™
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or more disciminated individuals are understood to be
together !

The distinction between ens per se and ens per alwud, or between
substance and accident, 1s not a metaphysical distinction—
not a distinction between two ultimate kinds of entities It
1s rather a distinction between two ways 1in which individual
things (which are what they are per se or by their individual
nature) are apprehended or signified 1n discursive thought
For we sometimes sigmfy individual things by absolute terms,
which connote nothing but which mean precisely the indivi-
dual (‘““undivided”) nature of the things for which they can
stand disjunctively, and such terms sigmify what can exist per se,
by a mode of signification which 1s absolute and not relative
or connotative But we also signify such individual things
connotatively or relatively, by reference to something distinct
from them by which their existence can come to be appre-
hended, and such terms sigmfy ens, per aliud

A corresponding account 1s to be given of the disunction
between ens tn potentia and ens wn actu  This also 1s not a2 meta-
physical distinction, because that which 1s said to be some-
thing potentially 1s, insofar as it 1s, something actual; but
metaphysics considers being gquaz being, and not the relative
privation of bemng indicated by the expression ens 17 potentia
This distinction, according to Ockham, 1s a distinction between
two ways 1n which a term may stand for things of which 1t
1s a natural sign It may stand for individuals of which 1t

1S tot log, I, 38, 13v “Tamen non obstante quod sic sit unus conceptus
communis omni ente, hoc nomen ‘ens’ est equivocum, quia non predicatur de
omnibus sib1 subneibilibus quando sigmficative sumitur secundum unum conceptum
sed sibi divers: conceptus correspondent sicut super Porphyrium declaravi
Cf Exp aur, I 16r '“Sed de dicto auctons (sczZ Porphyri) hic quomodo debet
mtelligi, dico breviter, quod intentio sua et etiam Arstotelis est quod ens non
dicitur univoce de decem predicamenta sed equivoce Cuus raho est, quia
aliqua predicamenta sigmficant res pro quibus non tantum conwunctum sed
dwvisim supponunt, ita quod quando ponuntur 1n propositione denotatur quod
predicatum dicatur vere de contento sub eo, non tantum cum alio, sed etiam per
se sumpto Sed ahiqua predicamenta sic res significant quod non significant
alias res quam [lacient alia predicamenta, sed magis significant tales diversas
res comunctim, ut non possit venficar1 quod aliqua una res sit tals, vel tahs,
sed magis quod plures res simul sumptae reciprunt predicationem talis predicati,
sicut non possum dicere quod hoc album est similitudo vel 1illud album sit
similitudo, sed possum aliquo modo dicere quod haec duo alba sunt similitudo ’
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1s a sign, in a proposition of present time and of assertoric
form, in which case 1t 15 said to sigmfy something that 1s
actual Or 1t may stand for individuals of which it 1s a natural
sign, 1n a proposition de posstbilr, 1n which case 1t 15 said to
sigmify that which can be or ens in potentra But the notion of
the accidental, of the matenal, and of the potential, 1s proper
only to discursive thought, and applies only to the analysis
of change through reduction to fimte causes or principles
The transcendental terms of metaphysics, being of absolute
unmiversality, cannot signify being through excluding any kind
of being, or through connoting privation or contranety—
each of the terms convertible with ens involves a double

negation, like the term ‘‘one” which, qua transcendental,
signifies that which 15 by connoting indivision !

Y If ens were predicated univocally of terms whose meaning determunes their
supposiion (1 ¢, terms which mean precisely the individual things for which
they can stand), and of terms whose supposition 1s indeterminate (as 1s the case
with connotative terms taken alone, so that what they stand for 13 indicated
only by the word ‘‘something” placed 1in their nominal definition), then the
disunction between ens wn actu and ens wn polenfia, and between ens per s¢ and ens
per alwd, would be shifted from the realm of discursive science 1nto the realm of
things discourse 1s about, and 1n that case all science would 1mply a metaphysics
whose first principles were contranes—as actual and potential are contraries
For Ockham the principles of act and potentiality, or of form and matter, are
principles of physics (which deals with changeable things, change being between
contranes), but not of metaphysics Hence, to avoid maling the disunction
between matter and form metaphysical, which would invelve the augustiman
and neo-platonist position of regarding materia prima as something absolute (hke
the “void") and as a first principle of metaphysics, Ockham 1nsists that ens
1s predicated equivocally of terms which sigmfy individuals diznsim, and of terms
which sigmfy things which are per se diverse, comunctim, as if they were parts
of a single thing

Cf Ockham, b tot log, I, 38, 13v-14r ' Quae divisio (ra/ between ens per
s¢ and ens per acaidens) non est intelligenda quod aliquid ens sit per se et alud
secundum accidens, sed ostendit 1 diversum modum predicand: umus de aho
mediante hoe verbo ‘est’ Simuiliter philosophus dividit ens 7 Met
10 ens n potentia et ens in actu, quod non est intelbgendum quod aliquid quod
non est 1n rerum natura sed potest esse sit vere ens, et ahquid quod est in rerum
natura sit euam ens, sed mntelligendum est quod hoc nomen ‘ens’ predicatur
de aliquo mediante hoc verbo ‘est’ mere de praesenti, non equivalenti propositiont
de possibili, dicendo sie, ‘Sortes est ens,” ‘albedo est ens’, de aliquo autem n
propositione de possibili vel equivalenti proposihone de possibili, sic dicendo,
‘Antchristos potest esse cns,' sive ‘Antichristos est ens 1 potenha’ "

Cf also Anstotle, Met N, I, 1087b 1-4 ''All contraries, then, are always
predicable of a subject, and none can exist apart, but just as appearances suggest
that there 1s nothing contrary to substance, argument confirms this No contrary,
then, 15 the first principle of all things in the full sense, the first principle 15 some-
thing different * It [ollows from this that the principles of act and potency,
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The term ‘‘one,” (unum) 1s convertible with ‘“being,” and
1s therefore predicable of the terms in the categories mn the
same senses in which “‘being’’ 1s predicable of them Ockham
takes exception to the statement of the scotists that specific
unity 1s prior, n re, to numencal umty, for the unity of the
species, as a single concept significative of many individuals,
presupposes the numerical unity of each of these many indi-
viduals, and not the other way around It 13 1mpossible,
says Ockham, that there should be any nature or essence
which 15 one 1n species or 1n genus, and yet neither one thing,
nor many distinct things, numencally 1

The foregomng discussion of the relation of metaphysics,
and of the transcendental terms, to discursive science and to
the terms 1n the categores, indicates the basis of Ockham'’s

which are contraries, cannot from Anstotle’s point of view be metaphysical
principles 1n the strict sense, though in an analogical sense perhaps they may
be applied to being as such, or to immatenal things like the ntellective soul
Further, since discursive science 15 knowledge by contraries—i e , knowledge of
substances as determuinable with respect to contraries—the science which deals
with discursive knowledge as such (logic) will not deal with metaphysics as
such, or be an instrument of metaphysics, because metaphysics 15 not, according
to Arnstotle, knowledge by contranes

18 tot log, I, 39, 14r "' Unum autem est passio entis quia est predicabihs de
ente per se secundo modo, et hoc quia significat ahquud quod non eodem medo

significatur per ens, quamvis aliquo modo sigmificatur per ens Et quamvis
philosophus 5 Metaph  ponat multiphces 1nodos umus per se, tamen ad praesens
sufficit ponere tres modos unus quibus logicar utuntur frequenter ' ** nthil

est unum specie mst sit unum numero, et 1deo umpossibile est quod sit aliqua
natura quae sit una specic et non sit una numero vel plures res numero, simihiter
1mpossibile est quod sir aliqua natura una genere nisi 1lla sit specie una vel specie
plura ” CI Duns Scotus, Op Oxon IT, Dist III, Qu I, (Quaracchied, 1914,
P 227, 233 [), for argument against ranking numerical umty as prior Lo, or co-
ordinate with, specific unity Ockham’s reply to this argument 15 to be found In
his Sent , I, Dist 2, Qu 6 EE (ated by Prantl, p 359, Anm 813)

As concerns the differences in the mode of signification between the six
transcendental terms, ens being absolute and the other five connotative, cf Aquinas,
De veritate I, art 1, who distinguishes them by the same method as does Ockham,
though 1n more detail Ockham indicates their manner of distinction 1n S tot
log, 1, 37, 13v "Est autem sciendum quod passio semper supponit pro illo
eodem pro quo sublectumn suppomit quamwvis ahquid alud ab illo sigmficat
aliquo modo, sci/ 1n recto vel mn obliquo, affirmative vel negative, unde etiam
quaedamn passiones vocantur positivae et quaedam negativae Ex praedictis
potest patere quornodo ly ‘unum’ est passio ‘entis,” et distinguitur ab illo ente
culus est passio, sl a commum conceptu ents, et tamen sngmﬁcat idem quod
ille conceptus heet alio modo  sicut patct per diffinitionern exprimentemn quid
nomims
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treatment of Aristotle’s analysis of modes of finite sigmfication
The book of Categories 15 not, in Ockham’s view, a discussion
of the kinds of things that can exist per s¢ or by nature (for
then 1t would be indistinguishable from the whole body of
natural sciences), nor 1s 1t a discussion of beng as such (for
“being’’ 1s not a genus nor defined by a genus) It 1s, rather,
a discussion of the different ways 1n which things that are not
parts of discourse, can be apprehended, signified, or said to be !

The distinction between umivocal and equivocal names,
made by Arstotle at the beginming of the Categories, 15 apph-
cable, strictly, only to written or spoken signs, and not to
concepts or acts of understanding If a word whose meaning
has been established by one concept comes to be used also
to mean the things understood by a different concept, the
word 1s said to be equivocal 1n meaning An umivocal term
1s any conventional sign whose sigmification 15 a function of
a single concept o1 intention Defimtions reveal whether or
not the same word 1s understood umvocally or equivocally
by different people using 1it, for definitions reduce connotative
terms to absolute terms But absolute terms (or the concepts
corresponding to them) are such that if they are understood
at all, they are understood by the things that they mean and

'Exp aur, II, 37r ‘“Circa pnnmum sequendo Boetium 1n commento suo
dicendum est quod in hoc opere haec intentio est de primis rerum nomimbus
ct de vocibus significanubus disputare, non 1n eo quod secundum aliquam
proprietalem figuramque [ormantur (1 e, not from the grammatical pont of
view), sed 1n eo quod significantes sunt Verumtamen non obsiante quod
philosophus inferius tractet de vocibus, tractat simul cum hoc de rebus, hoc
est, multas propositiones pornit et accpit in quibus termim non pro vocibus
sed pro rebus supponunt, et haec est intentio Boetu dicentis quod ‘de sigmificativis
vocibus et de rebus quoque est aliquatenus tractaturus, res etemim et rerum
significatio est umta, sed principalior ent illa disputatio quae de sermonibus
est’ Et ignoranua mtentiorus Anstotelis in hoc hibro facit multos modernos
errare, credentes multa hic dicta pro rebus quae tamen pro solis vocibus et
proportionabiliter pro mtenuonibus seu conceptibus in amma vult ntelhgt

**Uulitas stius Libri est scire quae normina quas res significant, et hoc est multum
necessarium ad omnem disputationem, cum omms disputatio significata vocabul-
orum praesupponit, est autern scientia 1sta specialiter unhs ad notinam fallaciac
figurae dictioms, cuius 1gnoranuia multos nvolvit, nam cum aliquae voces
ahquas res absolutas sigmificant, et aliquae significant res in comparatione ad
alias, 1deo arguere a prnimis vocibus ad secundas est facere fallaciamn
figurae dictionis " E g , to argue that because that which begins to be hat acquures
heat, thercfore whar begins to be equal acquires equality, 1s to commut the fallacy
of figurc of speech
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which exist per s¢ and diisim, independently of human ways
of thinking about them and independently of human operations
of synthesis Through defimtions the meanings of words can
be determinately referred to concepts that are the same for
all men, as the things signified by them are public property
and the same for all The book of Categories, as Ockham
understands 1t, 1s chiefly concerned with the ways 1n which
the meanings of words can be made evident and determinate,
through reduction to defiming formulae composed of absolute
terms

Denominative terms are, 1n the broad sense, the terms
which Ockham calls connotative In the strict sense, however,
only a concrete connotative term whose abstract counterpart
signifies a qualitative form that 1s an indivisible or 1ndefinable
principle of intuitive apprehension (as in sense perception),
15 a denominative term Such terms indicate the things for
which they can stand not by the absolute or per se¢ nature of
such things, but by what 1s absolute 1n our ways of coming
to know—i1 e, by what are principles or starting pomnts of
knowledge, with respect to human perceptual powers

It 15 to be noted, finally, that every term, whether denomi-
native or not, 1s predicated either equivocally or umivocally
of any subject of which 1t 15 predicated, for every term when
used 1n discourse 1s either understood determinately through
a single concept convertible with a single defimtion, or it
1s not There 15 no mean, 1n demonstrative science or 1n
discursive knowledge generally, between umivocal and equi-
vocal predication !

1S tot log, I, 13, 6r *"Est autem illa vox equivoca quae significans plura
non est signum subordinatum um conceptu Univocurmn autem dicitur
omne 1illud quod est subordinaturn um conceptu, sive significat plura sive non ”
Fxp aur,II, 9gv "' Strictissime dicitur denominatvum cui correspondet aliquod

abstractum importans accadens alteri inhaerens formaliter Notandum
quad etiam predicatio denominativa non est ahqud simpliciter distinctum
a predicatione univoca et equivoca cuius ralio est, nam OMnNe nomen

predicabile de multis aut habet quid nominis convertbile cum normine

vel habet aliquem conceptum correspondentem in amma, aut non habet tale
Si primo modo, sic est umvocum, nam nomen est idem et ratio subest

ecadem 51 sccundo modo, sic est equivocum ' Aquinas, though allowing

anealogical predication n theology, excludes it from demonstrative science of

finite things, ¢f S theol, I, Qu 13, art g
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Aristotle’s statement that ‘““Forms of speech are either
simple or composite” serves to distinguish the subject matter
of the book of Categories from that of the De interpretatione,
and 1indicates, as Boethius also observed, that both treatises
are concerned with forms of discourse rather than with kinds
of things wn rerum natura®' The next distinction made by
Arstotle, between (1) what 1s predicable of a subject, (2) what
15 present 1n a subject, (3) what 1s both present in, and pre-
dicable of, a subject, and (4) what 1s neither predicable of,
nor present 1n, a subject, shows quite clearly, according to
Ockham, that Arstotle 1s here distinguishing between kinds
of terms or intentions, and not between kinds of things n re
such as the real sciences are concerned with

Boethius had stated that this was a division of things into
universal substances, universal accidents, particular substances,
and particular accidents If these terms are taken as terms
of first intention, the distinction 1s falsc and mpossible, but
since such “things” may be understood to be terms, Boethius’
restatement can be understood in accordance with the truth
and with the principles of Anstotle Only terms or concepts
can be called universal, and nothing but what 1s a term or
concept can be said to be *'predicable of a subject.” Hence
1t 1s obvious that Aristotle 1s here making a distinction between
kinds of terms and not between kinds of things that are not
terms 2

Y Anst | Cat 2, 1a, 17 Boethws, In Cat Anst I (Migne PL 64, cl 169 A-B)

2 Anst , Cat 2, 1a, 20-1b, 9 Ockham, Exp aur, II, gov  ““Intelhigendum
est primo quod ista non est divisio rerum extra animam, quia res extra animam
non predicatur de pluribus, non emim predicatur msi vox, vel conceptus vel
aliquod signum ad placitum mstilutum Et 51 dicatur quod 1sta expositio
est contra mcntem Boetn dicentis quod 1sta est divisio rerum, quae est 1in sub-
stantiam umversalem et particularem, et accidens umversale et accidens par-
ticulare Isus non obstantibus dicendum est simpheiter quod nulla est
substantia realiter extra animam misi solum substantia particularis, et quod 1sta
est divisio incomplexorum ex quibus componuntur propositiones, et ex quibus
lineae predicamentalis componuntur Et hoc potest probari Nam sicut secundum
Boetuum, haec substanua nullo modo potest fiern accidens nec econverso, 1gitur
secundum eum, sucul substaniia et acadens non sunt idem realiter, ita nec
particulare et universale, 1gitur s1 utrunque sit res erunt duae res extra amumam
distinctae realiter  Tune sic, sicut accidens particulare est subiective 1n substantia
particulari, 1ta accidens umversale est subiective 1n substantia umiversali, sed
hoc est impossibile, quia sequeretur quod contrana essent rezaliter simul 1n subiecto



128 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

The division 1s to be understood as follows (1) ‘Things
predicable of a subject™ are any umversal terms predicable
of infimae species of substance, or of singular terms standing
for individuals signified by such wfimae species, and taken 1n
this way, Anstotle’s division of predicables as given in the
Topics, 15 exhaustive and comcades with this first division;
(2) "“Things present 1n a subject” are not, as Boethius’ re-
statement rmught indicate, all terms other than those essentially
predicable of a subject, rather they are the absolute terms
of abstract form which are principles of the defimtion of
concrete connotative terms, but which cannot be unequivo-
cally predicated of a subject in direct predication—such are
terms like “whiteness,” ‘‘heat,” etc (3) "'Things predicable
of a subject and present 1n a subject’ are the abstract terms
which are predicable as genera of the terms ''present in a
subject” just mentioned, as ‘'colour” 1s predicable of ““white-
ness’”’ and 1n this sense 1s present in that which happens to
be white (4) ‘“Things neither predicable of, nor present 1n,
a subject,” are absolute terms which are not elements 1n the
definmition (either real or nomunal) of any term While 1t
might be held that this last group consists only of singular
or '‘discrete"” terms, and hence does not consist of infimae
species of substance, this interpretation implies that the primary
subject of science 1s the singular term (which cannot be a
subject 1n a necessary or per se proposition), and not the
specific term (which can be a subject of necessary predication,
since 1t signifies individuals disjunctively and without connoting
contingent determinations or particular facts) Since Arnstotle’s
analysis of terms 1s intended as an essential part of his theory

primo Probatio 1stius ulumae consequentiae  Nam ponatur quod solus homo
sit albus, et solus hamo sit miger, 1ta quod omnia alia corpora vel non sint colorata,
vel sint colorata medus coloribus  Tunc albedo universalis, cum sit accidens per
propositum, erit 1n aliquo subiecto et mon erit primo 1n homine particulan,
quia 1n illo est pnimo albedo particulans, ergo primo est 1n homine universali,
et eadem ratione 1n homine yniversall et primo migredo umiversalis, ergo in
eodem subiecto primo sunt albede umiversalis et mgredo umversahs

Ideo dicendum est absolute quod quaelibet res 1maginabilis 1ta est particulars
sicut Sortes vel Plato, vel haec materia vel haec forma " Cf Boethius, In Cat
Anst , I, (Migne PL 64, cl 170 B)
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of demonstration, and since the subjects of demonstrative
science are held by Arstotle to be universal terms, the above
notion of what 1s meant by a ‘thing neither predicable of,
nor present 1n, a subject,” would seem to be more 1n accord-
ance with aristotelian principles than the usual interpretation
which, 1mn porphyrian manner, understands by the term
““subject” merely the singular term, which can be a subject
only of a contingent proposition !

The above interpretation overcomes a difficulty with respect
to the dictum de omm, as stated in the Categories Aristotle
says '‘When one thing 1s predicated of another, all that which
15 predicable of the predicate will be predicable also of the
subject ” Bocthius restricts Aristotle’s expression ‘‘predicable
of a subject” to umversal substantial terms with respect to

LFxp aur,Il, 4ov ‘sedista est divisios ocum,sive conceptus, sive intentionum
1n amma, et tunc est intelhgenda sic talis divisio, scill , eorum quae sunt, 1d est
corum vocum vel intentionum 1n amma imporlantium res extra, quae sunt
quaedam mcomplexa—hoc est, incomplexorum quaedam de subiecto dicuntur,
i sublecto vero non sunt, hoc est, de eis vere dicitur predicari de subiecto,
sicut de hoc incomplexo ‘homo’ vere dicitur quod predicatur de ‘Socrate,’
et tamen de incomplexo 1llo supponente personaliter non verificatur esse 1n subiecto,
gquia haec est simpliciter falsa, ‘homo est in subiecto,” qua nullus homo est 1n
subiecto

Tbd , 46v  * sciendum est hic quod cuiushbet accidentis existentis in subiecto
sunt duo nomina, quorum unum est abstractum et allud concreturn  Et est
differenha 1inter illa duo nomina, quia nomen abstractum sigmficat praecise
illam rem existentem 1n sublecto ct pro ea supponit 1n propositione, sicut hoc
nomen ‘albedo’ sigmficat praecise illam qualitatem quae informat corpus et
Pro ea supponit in propositione, et propter hoc tale nomen non praedicatur de
sublecto nec de aliquo quod supponit pro subiecto, quia umversaliter ad hoc
quod propositio mere 1n recto sit vera, oportet quod subiectum et prediratum
pro eodem supponant, ct 1deo haec est falsa 'homo est albedo ' Album
vero quod est eius concretum significat 1llam eandem rem quam sigmficat ab-
stractumn connotando tamen subiectum et propter talem specialem connotationem
in diffinitione exprimente quid nomims 1psius concrett debet pom sublectum vel
nomen supponens pro subiecto, ut s1 diffimatur quid est album debet dier quod
est corpus habens albedinem Et propter i1stam rationem tale nomen concretum
suppomt pro subiecto accidenus, et ideo vere dicitur de subiecto ut sic vere
dicatur  ‘homo est albus '

In the broadest sense, the infima species of substance belongs 1n the group of
' things predicable of 2 subject,” while only proper names and the other discrete
terms belong in the group of terms ' neither predicable of nor present in a subject
But elsewhere Ockham makes the point that for scientific purposes, the infima
species 1s the subject of umversal direct predication and 1s not i1n this sense predicable
of a subject Cf ch m, p 76, Note 1, where Ockham points out that the species
u not predicable, 1n any necessary or scientific propositions, of a singular subject.
Cf also, ch m, p g5, Note 1, where Ockham indicates that for Anstotle the
species 15 not a ‘' predicable’ 1n scientific discourse
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particular substantial terms, and to umversal accidents with
respect to particular accidents, so that it 15 only terms which
are elements of the definition of the subject, that are said to
be “predicable of a subject ” Hence he takes the dictum de
omm as applicable only to essential piedication He gives
as an instance of the accidental predication to which the
dictum de omm: does not apply, a case which, according to
Ockham, 1s fallacious not because the predication 1s acci-
dental, but because the terms have equivocal supposition
This instance 15 ‘‘Socrates 1s a man, man 1s a species, there-
fore Socrates 1s a species,”’?

Ockham concedes that Boethius’ restriction, in the sense
mm which 1t ought to be understood, 15 justified But he adds
that the dictum de omm: can, and indeed must, be understood
as applicable to predication iz quale as well as to predication
in quid Otherwise demonstration would be confined to
elements of the essential defimtion of the subject, and there
would be no demonstration of properties of substances In-
stead of emasculating the dictum de omm 1mn order to avoid
such fallacies as that mentioned by Boethius, Ockham sub-
stitutes the following quahfications (1) the terms must be
used significatively or with personal supposition, (2) the
middle term must be distributed, unless 1t 15 a singular or
discrete term, standing for one individual only. These con-
ditions exclude the instance of equivocal supposition men-
tioned by Boethius, and exclude the fallacy of *‘undistributed
rmiddle,” while retaining, as terms predicable of a subject
1n scientific demonstration, attributes which are not elements
mn the definition of the subject 2

'Anst, Cat 3, 1b 10-1  Boethius, In Cat Anst, I (Migne PL 64, cl 176
A-B) Ockham, Cxp aur, II, 41r ‘“'Sciendum est hic quod Bocthius intelligit
istam regulam quando predicatum predicatur de subiecto 1n quid, unde diat
‘1lla sola de subiccto predicart dicuntur quaecunque 1n curushbet rer substantia
et diffinitione ponuntur,’ et per hoc excludit illas instantias quod ‘ homo' predicatur
de 'Sorte’ et ‘species’ predicatur de 'homune,’ et tamen ‘species’ non predicatur
de ‘Sorte’ "

1Exp aur, II, 41r-41v  “quamwvis dictum Boetn bene intellectum sit verum,
tamen regula Arnstotelis generalus intelligi potest, ut non tanturn regula est
vera quando predicatum predicatur in quid, sed etiam quando ahquid non n
quid sed alio modo predicatur de aliquo Sed tunc debet intelligi quod omnes



THE CATEGORIES OF ARISTOTLE 131

Those who, like Walter Burleigh, considered the ten cate-
gories to be a distinction or classification of ten kinds of things
per se distinct outside the mind, receive uncompromising
criticism  from Ockham !  The only ‘‘real distinction”
involved 1n the analysis of terms of first intention, 1s the dis-
tinction between the things signified by terms ‘‘predicable
of a subject and not present in a subject,” and the things
signified by terms ‘‘present 1 a subject’ This distinction,
moreover, which 15 the distinction between substances and
the qualitative contraries which are principles of the analysis
of change, 1s not a metaphysical distinction, but rather a
distinction 1nvolved 1n discursive signification of things which
are, 1n themselves, individual substances ‘‘Substance” and
‘““quality "’ are distinct kinds of absolute terms only for discursive
science, and not terms which express an absolute distinction
wn being as such These, however, are the only distinct finds of
absolute terms required for discursive science, all other terms
sigrufy things that are signified per se by absolute terms of these
two kinds, though they differ in their mode of signification,
some standing for such things through connoting other such
things, and some standing for different kinds of things taken
together or conjunctively.

It should be understood that these categories are not things
outside the mind really distinct from each other, and it should

termini propositionum acceptarum supponant personaliter Et per hoc ex-
cluduntur instantiae de genere et specie Requintur etiam quod quodlibet
predicaturn predicatur de subiecto suo umversaliter, msi forte subiectum sit
singulare, et 1ta oportet quod omnes propositiones sint umversales vel singulares,
et 1deo quamwvis 'coloratum’ predicatur de ‘homine’ sic dicendo, ‘homo est
coloratus,’ et ‘lapis’ predicatur de ‘colorato’ sic dicendo, ‘coloratum est lapis,’
non tamen lapis predicatur de homine, et hoc quia haec non est umversaliter
vera ‘omne coloratum est lapis’, s1 tamen quaehbet illarum est umiversals et
vera, ex his posset sequi conclusio necessario In primo primae figurae *’

! Burleigh, Exp sup artem veterem, 16r A (cited by Prantl, p 302, Anm
593) ‘““Dicit Boethius, quod in hoc libro intentio est philosophi, de prims
rerum normumbus et de vocibus significantubus res disputare Aha est
opmio Avicennae et Averrois, quam credo veriorem, quod in hoc libro deter-
minatur de rebus principaliter et ex consequenti et secundario de vocibus "
Burleigh holds the view, much entcized by Ockham, that propositions can be
composed of things outside the mind—outside materialiter and nside formaliter
Cf Prant, p 303, Anm 598
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not be imagined that just as man, ass, and whiteness are three
things outside the soul entirely distinct that 1t 15 the same
with substance, quantity, relation, and so on, or that substance,
quanuty, and relation are three things really distinct such that
nothing that 1s a substance or part of a substance 1s a quantity
or part of a quantitv, and similarly that quantity 1s a thing really
and entirely distinct from substance, relation, and quality
But 1t 15 to be understood and 1magined that these arc thiee distinct
words and distinct intentions of the mind, or concepts, signifying
things outside It 1s not however to be said that just as these
intentions or words are distinct from each other, because one 1s
not the other, that there are as many distinct things corresponding
to them For not always 1s there a corresponding distinction
between significant words and mental intentions, and the things
signified But this 1s to be said that these categories are distinct,
but the things sigmfied by these categones are not correspondingly
distinguished, but that the same thing (at least sometimes) 1s
sigmfied by diverse predicaments, although not 1n the same manner
For some times the same thing 1s sigmified by one of the predica-
ments without connotation of any other thing, or of several things,
and without connoting that 1t 1s 1tself another thing or not another
thing, and 1n general without any connotation or consigmification
of several things For example, the predicament of substance 1s
a sign of this man, as of any other substance you please, and 1t
connotes nothing When however 1 say “father,” this predicate
“father” which 1s one of the terms included 1n the category of
relation, stands for that man who 1s a father, by connoting his
son—for it 1s impossible to understand that he 1s a father unless
1t 1s understood that he has a son, and thus 1t 15 with the various
predicaments

That the predicaments are not things outside the soul and of
the essence of the things contained by them has often been shown,
and the opposite (scz! that they are not things outside the soul)
can be proved of the acudental categories one by one For 1if
that which 1s the genus of quality 1s a real thing outside the mind,
and of the being of whatever quality 1s inferior to 1t (1 e, contained
in the category of quality), then of the essence of ' this whiteness”
there are at the very least ‘* universal whiteness,”’ ' umversal colour,”
and ‘‘quality,” which 1s the genus generalissimum But this 1s
impossible, for I ask either these umiversals are the same really,
or they are really distinct If they are the same 1n reality, then
one 15 not more umversal than the other, and hence '‘whiteness”’
15 a genus generalssimum and common to all qualities, which 1s
impossible If they are really distinct and form a per s¢ unity and
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yet are of different character (alterius rationis), then one of them
must be matter and the other truly a form, which 1s false and
against Aristotle g Met , where he gives to understand that acaidents
do not have matter ex qua (1 €, as an 1ntrinsic principle) but merely
in qua (1e, as the extrinsic subject 1n which they exist) ?

The terms 1n the categories are, as Ockham never tires of
stating, signs of things and consequently distinct from the
things of which they are signs Some of these terms are nouns,
some verbs, some adverbs This 1s why not all the predica-
ments have an order of more inclusive and less inclusive 1n
the same way that terms 1n the category of substance have
The predicament ““when,”’ or quando, 1s not divided by essential
differentiae, yielding defimtions of co-ordinate species, as 1s
the case with the predicament “‘substance” Those who
atternpt to make every category an order of terms such as
1s found 1n the category of substance, by changing the adverbial
predicaments to nouns (eg, “when” to "“whenness”), and
by taking them as elements in essential defimitions of ten
distinct kinds of things, succeed only 1n erasing the distinctions,
m mode of signification, by which terms are divided among
the ten categories, their attempt 1s to reduce all terms to
species of substance or of hypostatized qualities 2

The term ““predicament” 1s used 1n two senses (1) to signify
the whole order of terms 1n a category (which 1s the sense 1n
which ““category” 1s generally used in Enghsh), or (2) to

LExp aur, II, 4or The reference to Anstotle 1s probably to Met Thela,
7, 1049a 27-36

2Lxp aur, II, 42v  “Tertio est sciendum, quod expresse patet per exempla
Anstotelis, quod aliqua predicamenta sunt nomina, et aliqua verba, et aliqua
adverbia et ;deo non est consimilis co-ordinatio positorum 1n hinea predica-
mentali i1 ommbus predicamentis, nam ordinata 1n ahqubus predicamentis
sic se habent quod semper superius predicatur de suo inlerion, ut patet 1n pre-

dicamento substantiae non autem sic est de ommbus predicaments,
nam 1n predicamento ‘quando,’ non est sic, non erum bene dicitur ‘omne her:
est quando,’ et sic de alus multis Etratiostius diversitatis est, quia quamvis

omnia predicamenta veras res imporient, non tamen eodem modo 1psas important,
et ideo non eodem modo de se invicern predicantur, nec eodem modo secundum
superius et inferius ordmantur ”’ In contrast to Boethws (Migne PL 64, cl 180
b) who says ‘' hac emm enumeratione major non potest inveniry,’" Ockham says
(Exp aur,II, 42v) ‘‘sciendum circa numerum et sufficienuam predicamentorum

uod difficile est probare numerum et sufficientzam eorum, sail quod sint tantum
gccem predicamenta '
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signuify the genus generalissimum of one of these categorical orders
In the first sense the word ‘‘predicament” or “‘category” is
a word of second imposition, simular to “declension” or to a
purely grammatical term In the second sense, 1t 1s a term
of second intention which stands for terms of first intention,
for if by “predicament” we mean the terms ‘‘substance,”
‘“quality,” ‘“‘relation,” etc, then “predicament” 1s a term
that signifies and stands for terms !

For a thing to “be i a predicament” may also be taken
in two senses If we mean by those things which are “in a
category,” the things signified by the terms ordered under the
genus generalissimum of that category, then nothing 1s mn a
category except individual substances or individual qualities
But the more usual sense of ‘“‘being in a category” 1s thus
that of which the genus generalissimum of any category 1s pre-
dicable, 1n a proposition whose terms are taken significatively,
is a term in that category In this sense, 1t 15 not the things
signufied by terms of first intention that are in the categories,
but 1t 1s the terms of first intention that are in the categories
—and 1n this sense genera and species can be said to be sub-
stances, because such terms are in the category of substance 2

The division of terms of first mtention 1nto the ten categories
—ten ways 1n which things may be said to be—, 15 2 division
determined by the kinds of question concerning substances,

15 tot log, I, 40, 141 '""Hoc nomen predicamentum est nomen secundae
iumposiuonis  vel intentionis quamvis 1lla de quibus predicatur st n-
complexae primae intentions Unomodo (acamitur ‘predicamentum')
pro toto ordine aliquorum ordinatorum secundum superius et inferius
aliomodo accipitur pro primo et communisstme 1n tali ordine Et hoc
secundo modo accipiendo predicamentum, quodhbel predicamentum est unum
incomplexum primae intentiorus, et hoe quia significat res quae non sunt signa

S tot log, I, 40, 14v  ‘'dicendum est quod aliquid esse in predicamento
duplicter acapitur  Uno modo pro illo qued sic est 1n predicamento quod de
pronomine demonstrante 1psum prcdlcatur primum 1lhus predicament: sumptum
significative, et sic accipiendo esse 1n predicamento, nilul est in genere substantiae
nus1 substantia particularis, quia mihil est substantia nis1 substantia particularis
Et sic accipiendo esse 1n predicamento, omma umversaha quae important praecise
substantias sunt 1n predicamento ‘qualitas,’ quia quodhibet universale est qualitas
(scl amimae) Aliter accipitur esse in predicamento pro illo de quo significative
sumpto predicatur primum 3lhus predicament sigmificative sumptum, et sic
quaedam umversalia sunt 1n genere substantiae, qua de quibusdam universalibus
significative sumphtis predicatur ‘substantia’ quando sumitur sigmficative, sic
dicendo ‘omnis lapis est substanua,’ 'omnis homo est substanua’ "
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to which the terms can be intelligible and appropriate answers.
As long as we are talking about thungs that are not terms,
the ten different sorts of question that may be asked are
irreductble to one another, for though the term ‘‘place”
has a nominal definition (such as that given by Anstotle,
Physics IV, 4, 212a 6-7), this defimtion 1s of the term, and 1s
not an answer to the question “Where 1s this thing?”!

We may now state Ockham’s ways of answering two
questions pertinent to the analysis of the terms with which
Arstotle’s Categortes 1s concerned (1) Are the ten predica-
ments distinct and irreducible because they signify ten distinct
and 1rreducible kinds of “real’’ entittes? Ockham’s answer
1s no—they are ten distinct ways of signifying individuals
mn abstraction from the contingent circumstances of their
existence, and from the truth or falaty of judgments about
them The analysis of these modes of signification presupposes,
as principles of signification and of definition only the distine-
tion between the two kinds of elements involved in discursive
signification as such—namely, between substances and the
qualitative contraries, signified disjunctively by the two kinds
of absolute terms (2) Is the order of more and less universal,
within the different categories, based on a corresponding
hierarchy of elements or “parts” of individual things n 7e ?
The answer 1s no—generic terms signify the same 1ndividuals
that specaific terms sigmfy, and the difference 1s 1n the mode
of signification The “Tree of Porphyry” 1s an order of terms
according to predication, not according to any order of
umiversal parts 2 individual things

In his analysis of each category, Ockham applies this point
of view, with precision and consistency, to the questions
discussed by Anstotle, and seeks to show how those terms
which sigmify individuals conjunctively (e g ““similarity ), or

15 tot log,I, 40, 15r “Et sufficiat seire quod omne incomplexum per quod
convenienter responder: potest ad aliquam gquaestionem factam de substantia
est 1 aliquo predicamento, sive 1llud sit adverbium, sive verbum, sive nomen,
sive prepasitio cum suo casuali Alia autem incomplexa non sunt 1 aliquo pre-
dicamento, propter quod coniunctiones et syncathegoreumata in nullo predica-
mento reponuntur, per taha emim ad nullam quaestionem respondetur ™
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connotatwely (e g “‘similar”), differ as forms of sigmification,
reducible 1n every case to the principles of sigmfication and
of defimition which are the absolute terms Ockham’s analysis,
both from the standpoimnt of logic and from that of physics
and mathematics, constitutes an illuminating and significant
contrnibution to the anistotelian tradition, offering an alternative
to the porphyrian interpretation which has, mn the history
of anstotehanism, enjoyed such unbroken immortality

1I

The term “substance,” 1n the strict sense, 1s a term of first
intention that 1s the most general answer appropriate to the
question ‘‘What 1s this?” pomnting to something As such,
1t 1s the summum genus of a category of terms which signify
individual things by what they are, in the unqualified sense
of the word “1s.”” The ‘“predicamental line” 1s the order
of these terms according to greater or less universality 1n pre-
dication, such that whatever things the inferior term signifies,
are also signified by the superior term

Arstotle’s distinction between first and second substances 1s
a distinction between two kinds of terms included in the
category of substance, and 1t 15 not a distinction between
two kinds of things signified by these terms For all terms in
the category of substance sigmify things that are 1n the unquahfied
sense of “1s,”’ but since, taken 1n 1tself, that which 1s something
15 per se one thing, 1t follows that all terms in the category of
substance signify things which are individual That this 1s
the case 1s easily shown from Anstotle’s statement, in the
Metaphysics, that no umversal 1s a substance, 1t can also be
demonstrated from the dictum de omni et de nullo, as follows-
Whatever 1s denied of every discrete term of which a common
term 1s predicable significatively, 1s denied universally of the
common term; but the term '‘second substance” 1s denied
of every discrete term of which the common term substance
1s significatively predicable; therefore the term ‘‘second
substance” 1s denied umversally of the term ‘‘substance ”
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Consequently, 1t 15 impossible that any second substance
should be a substance, if the term ‘‘substance’” be taken
significatively as standing for things outside the mmnd The
distinction, therefore, between first and second substances
15 intelligible only as a distinction between two kinds of terms
that sigmify individual substances—namely, first substances
are those terms which can stand for one individual substance
only (hike ““Socrates,” ‘““this man,”), and second substances
are those terms which can stand for many individual sub-
stances understood by a single univocal concept. But whether
the term be a first substance or a second substance, 1t must
stand for individuals of which the term ‘‘substance’ 1s a sign,
without connoting or consigmfying anything distinct from
the individual natures of the things for which 1t can stand.?

Though Aristotle sometimes uses the term “first substance”
as a term of first intention, this use 1s 1mproper, and 1s to be
understood metaphorically—i1 e, because first substances are
signs proper to a single individual, the name of the sign 1s

15 tot log, I, 42, 15r  “Alter dicitur substantia strictissime de illo quod
nec est accidens altenn inhaerens, nec est pars essentialis aliemus, et 1llo modo
substantia ponitur genus generalisssmum quod secundum Anstotelem dividitur
1in substantias primas et secundas, sed non est intelhgendum gquod sit divisio
alicwius communs predicabilis de suis dividentibus per se, sive de pronominibus
demonstrantibus 1lla dividentia Nam demonstrando quaecumque substanham
secundam, haec est falsa, hoc est substantia,’ 1mo haec est vera, ‘nulla substantia
est substantia secunda ' " “Item secundum doctrinam Anistotelis, quicquid
negatur ab omnibus contentis sub aliquo communi negatur umversaliter ab illo
communi, sed substantia secunda negatur universaliter ab omm contento sub
substantia, ergo negatur universahter a substanha ' Exp aur , II, 45r "omns
substantia quae est vera res contenta in genere substantiae est ampliciter substantia
prima, et individua, et singulans, 1ta quod genera et species et 1psummet genus
generalissimum non sunt substantiae verae extra amimam, nec sunt de essentia
substantiarumn particularium, quia sunt quaedam intentiones, extra ammam
nullo modo existentes, vel voces, vel alia signa importantia veras substantias
Causa autem quare Anstoteles sic dividit substantiam est 1sta, quia philosophus
principaliter 1n 1sto hbro determinat de incomplexis ex quibus fiunt propositiones
et sillogismi, et quia magna differentia est inter nomen vel iIncomplexum 1mportans
praecise unam rem, €t inter nomen vel incomplexum 1mportans plures res, et
quaedam incomplexa contenta sub generalissimo lmporlant‘flurcs res et quaedam
non, ideo necesse fuit distinguere talia posita in hnea predicamentali, et ahqua
vocavit substantias primas, et aliqua substantias secundas, non tamen qua
sint verae substantiae, sed quia important substantias multas Quod
auten secundae substantiae non sint verac substantiac extra et de essentia
primarum substantiarum potest proban per philosophum primo Met "
Cf Anst, Met A, ggob g—g91b B, Z, 1038b 15-6, H, 1042a 22
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applied metaphorically to whal 1t signifies  Anstotle, as Ock-
ham occasionally points out, often uses lus terms somewhat
loosely, though the sense 1n which he 15 using them is 1n most
cases easily determuned In the present instance we need only
refer to his statement that ‘“‘All substance appears to signify
that which 1s individual,” and that “in the case of first sub-
stances this 1s indisputably true,” to see that first and second
substances are distinguished as two kinds of signs of, or ways of
sigmfying, 1ndividuals !

The statement that of secondary substances the specific term
1s more truly substance than the genus, means only that the
species signifies 1ndividual substances more determinately
than the genus The statement that ‘1t 15 a common char-
actenstic of all substance that 1t 1s never present 1n a subject,”
must be understood only of substance 1n the sense of substances
outside the mund, for substantial terms, qua parts of propositions
or of complex signs, can be said to be present 1n a subject, as
parts are present 1n a whole, or as genus and differentiae are
present 1n a single defimtion 2

Second substances are differentiated from first substances
in that they are said to be predicable umivocally, which 1s not
true of first substances, since only what 1s predicable of terms
sigmifying numerically distinct individuals can be said to be
predicable unmvocally This distinction 1s taken to show that
universals (or “second substances”) do not, in Anstotle’s
opinion, signify a common nature primarily, and individuals

' Anst, Cat 5, 3gb 10-1 Ockham, Exp aur, II, 45v ‘“Inteligendum est
tamen quod equivoce acapit philosophus ‘substanhas primas,” quia aliquando
vocat substanhas primas 1psas res extra ammam, et aliquando vocat primas
substantias nomuna 1psarum rerum extra animam Ex 1lla auctontate
patet quod 1lla quae significant hoc ahquid appellat substantias primas, dicens
quiz de primis quidem substantus indubitabile et verum est quod hoc aliguid
significant  Sed 1lla quae sigmficant non sunt substantiae, quia res substantiales
significantur sed non significant, igitur illa quae 1n re1 veritate non sunt substantiac
vocat substantias !

YExp aur, II, 47r ‘‘dicendum est absolute quod nunquam fuit intentio
philosophi quod genera et species cssent vere substantiae extra amimam, nec
quod essent de essentia individuorum, ct 1deo species non est magis substantia
reals quam genus, nec ecconverso Sed magus substantiam vocat illud quod
expressus et distinctiug et determinatius 1psam rem sigmificat, sa/ 1stam substantiam
individuam ”* Cf Anst, Cat 5, 3a 6, and Ockham, S tot log, I, 43, 15v



THE CATEGORIES OF ARISTOTLE 139

only secondanly by this common nature For if that were so,
second substances would be signs of one thing, primanly,
and hence could not be differentiated from first substances on
the ground of being predicable univocally—at least not in the
unquahfied sense 1n which Aristotle states the distinction !

While pnimary substances (1e, discrete terms) sigrufy one
thing and not many, secondary substances (genera and species)
signify many things aeque primo, by a single intention or act of
understanding. Thus 1t 15 said that while prnnmary substances
sigmfy hoc eligu:d (**this somewhat”) second substances sigmfy
quale qu:d (the “such”). Three ways are distinguished by
Ockham 1n which guale quid, or the “‘such,” 1s sigmified (1)
accidentally, by a term which stands for individual substances
by connoting something extrinsic to their individual nature;
(2) essentially but connotatively, by a term which stands
for individual substances by indicating a determinate part
of therr essential or undivided nature—thus the essential
differentia stands for individual substances by indicating
that by which they are understood to differ per s¢ from
other individual substances signified by the same proxi-
mate genus, and (3) essentially and absolutely, or non-con-
notatively, by a term which signifies many individuals, not as
one thing, but disjunctively, 1n such manner that each indivi-
dual sigmfied by the term is understood to be, per se, just such
an individual as each of the other individuals signified by the
term 2

15 tot log, I, 43, 16r ‘“'Secunda proprietas substantiae est quod omnibus
substantus secundis et etiam differentus convenit umvoce predlcan, quamvis
illa proprietas non convemiat primis substantus "' Ibid  ‘*hoe ennn nomen ‘homo’
nomn sxgmﬁ(.a[ primo unam naturam communem omnibus hominibus sicut mula
eirantes imagmantur, sed significat primo omnes homunes particulares
Ille emim qui primo 1mposwt hanc vorem ‘homo' ad sigmficandum, videns
aliquam hominem partcularem, instituit hane vocem ‘homo’ ad significandum
illum hominem et quambibet talem substantiam qualis est homo 1ille,’” 1€, 1f
the generic or specific term were a function of the act of understanding one
individual only, or of understanding one nature distinct from individuals, it would
signufy hoc aliguid, and not quale guid—but Anstotle says that such terms sigmly
quale qund and not hoc ahgqued

*Exp aur, lI, 51v—50r ‘'concreta acadentum significant quale gquid quia
significant qualitates quae sunt extra essenham ipsarum pro quibus predicantur
Differentiae vero dicuntur sigmificare quale quid quia significant partem rei quae
non est tota essentia ret  Sed secundae substanbiae dicuntur significare guale
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"

Thus Anstotle’s statement, that '‘species and genus deter-
mine the quality with reference to a substance,” should not be
taken to mean that genera and species sigmfy individual sub-
stances by indicating a form or quality distinct from these
mdividuals—such a view would destroy the rmiddle term of
demonstration, which must be a term that 1s a umivocal and
essential sign of many Rather Anstotle’s statement means
that a generic or specific term, though 1t signifies nothing other
than the individual things for which 1t can stand, does not
signify any one of them by distinguishing it from the others,
but rather by indicating 1t to be such an 1ndividual as the others
are  Thus, 1f 1t were known that some individual was @ man,
it would not thereby be known that it was this man rather than
that man, but 1t would be known that whatever individual
was intended, was an individual such a5 this man or that man
1s  Hence discrete terms signify hoc alrgud, but umversals,
because they signify many individuals by a single intention,
are said to signfy quale quid !

gqurd quia non significant praecise unum numero, sed multa, et hoec satns nnuit
Aristoteles (Cat 5, 9b 15) quando dicit non tamen verum est, st/ quod secunda
substantia significat hoc aligud sed magis quale quid sigmificat, nec »mm unum
numero est quod subiectum est quemadmodum prima substanta, sed de plunibus
‘homo’ er ‘animal’ dicuntur

'Exp aur, II, 51v—52r “'Ecce manileste quod per hoc quod 'homo' significal
multa et predicatur de multis, probat philosophus quod sigmficat quale quid,
et 1ta quicquid multa sigmificat, quale quid sigmificat, quia scibicet sigruficat
unum et aliquid allud Unde sciendum quod quando dicit philosophus quod
genus et species circa substantiam qualitatemn determinat (Cat 5, 3b 1B-20),
non est intelhgendum quod significant aliud a substanua individua, et (quod)
ideo dicuntur determinare circa substanham qualitatemn, sed ideo dicuntur
circa substantiam gualitatern determinare, quia salicet, cognito de aliquo quod
est homo vel ammal, non propter hoc habetur distincta cognitio quod est hoc
aliquid et non 1llud alud (demonstrando alud individuum), sed habetur cogmtio
per hoc quod est unum tale quale est alwud individuum, et 1deo quas: videtur
importare quale quid Verbi gratia, s1 videam aliquod amimal a remotis, 51
cognosco quod est amimal, adhuc tamen non cognosco quod est Socrates vel
Plato, sed cognosco quod est unum tale quale est Socrates Simliter s1 cognoscam
quod est homo non cognosco propter hoc quod est Socrates, sed cognosco quod est
unum tale quale est Socrates, et 1deo tam ‘homo’' quam ‘ammal’ videntur
significare unum quid tale quale est Socrates, et ita sigmficant quale quid, qua
hoc et non alud est signthcare quale quud Et propter hoc quod ‘animal’
significat plura quam ‘homo,’ magis appropinquat ad quale, quia per hoc
minus cognoscitur quod est hoc et non alud, demonstrando aliud individuum
determinatum, seil Socratem 7
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A further property of substance mentioned by Aristotle 1s
that substance has no contrary  Thus characteristic, as applied
to terms 1n the category of substance, 1s revealed by the definition
of contrary terms—1 e, terms are contraries when they cannot
be predicated of the same individual subject, or singular term,
simultaneously, though they can successively But every
subject of which contrary terms are predicable, stands for
something for which the term “substance” can stand, and
since contrary terms cannot be predicated of each other, 1t
follows that every substantial term, though it can be a subject
of contrary predicates, 1s 1itself the contrary of no predicate
It 15 true, likewise, that substances iz re have no contraries
(which 1s probably what Anistotle had chiefly in mind), for the
individual 1s per se one, and every substantial term sigmifies
individuals per se, so that co-ordinate species of substance cannot
signify a single 1identical thing either at the same time or
successively

That substances, according to Anstotle, are not distin-
guished from each other as contraries, shows that the principles
of matter and form are strictly and literally principles of sub-
stance only qua changeable, and not qua beings, 1n the un-
quahfied or metaphysical sense In other words, there 1s no
“prime matter” to be a subject of contrary substantial deter-
minations, for if there were, substances would be differentiated
as contraries So the use of the antithesis of matter and form,
or of potentiality and act, as principles by which being 1n the
unqualified sense can be explained, 1s purely analogical, were
this not the case, we would be positing diverse pninciples prior
to being, so that metaphysics would no longer be first philo-
sophy, but would be 1dentified with physics, or with discursive
science of the changeable !

1S tot log, I, 43, 16r ‘“‘Quarta proprietas substantiae est quod substantiae
mihil est contrarius '’ As applied to things in re, contraries are defined as follows
‘' Stricte dicuntur 1llae res contrariae quae in eodem subicclo mutuo se expellunt et
partabiliter 1n eodem subiecto acquiruntur vel acquirt possunt, salteni naturaliter,
et illo modo nulla substanha contranatur alter1 ' Though 1t way often said that
two substantial forms are contrary because they cannot both inform the same

matter, Ockham, who recogrnized no '‘prime matter'’ absolutely and really
distinct f[rom form, but considerrd *‘matter’’ to be a term that signifies substance
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That substance does not admut of vanation of degree means,
according to Ockham, that of no subject can any umversal
term of the category of substance be truly predicated mn com-
bination with the adverb ‘“more” or “less’”” We cannot say
that Socrates 1s more man now than he was before, except in
a metaphorical sense, nor that he 1s more man than Plato, 1f
Plato be a man ?

An 1mportant consequence of the chief property of substance
—namely, that 1t alone1s said to be capable of recerving contrary
determinations successively, 1s that only substances are the
subjects of accidental determinations  Hence the thesis upheld,
in Ockham’s time, by multi moderm, and which 1n modern
philosophy became very widely accepted, that qualities are
attributable to substances by reason of quantitative determin-
ations of the substance, 1s shown to be against the principles
of Arnistotle  Since only substance 1s subject of contrary deter-
mination or of change, 1t follows that that which 1s changeable
or potential, 1s that which 1s a substance, and not any accident
or property, or potentiality, distinct from 1t From this 1t
follows that, according to Aristotle, there 1s no distinction n re
between an individual substance and 1its potentiality of change,
or, for example, between the soul and its faculties, if the soul 1s
a substance *

privatively or as determunable with respect to accidental contranes, demes that
such a posilion 1s attributable to Aristalle  The philosophical consequences of
regarding substances as determinations of 2 common substratum n itself indeter-
munate, are fundamental, the platonist nouilon of space as the ' receptacle”
or ""mother of forms,” as well as the atormist doctrine of the ‘‘void,” are forms
of this posiuon, which received frequent cniticism lrom Anstotle  To make
malter and form causes of the being of substances, 1n the unqualified sense of
being, constitutes an idennfication of physics with metaphysics, which at the
same time changes physics from a demonstrative science to a dialectic

'S tot log, 1, 43, 16r '"'Quinta proprietas substanuae est quod substantia
non suscipit mags et minus, quae sic mtelligenda est quod de nulla una substanha
numero potest verificart aliquod commune de genere substantiac cum hoc
adverbio ‘magis,’ et postea cum hoc adverbio 'minus’, nec econverso " Exp
aur II, 52r “'Sed hoc est sic inteligendum quod nulla una substanha
est mags substantia quam alia una substantia elusdem rauoms

5 tot log, I, 43, 16v-16r ‘'Alud sequitur esse de mente Anstotelis quod
nullum accidens est subiectumn alterius accidentis, saltem acaidentis habentis
contrarnnum  Ex quo sequitur quod est extra mentem philosopht dicere quod
intellectus et voluntas sunt quaedam accidentia 1psius ammae 1ntellectivae, in
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III

While the terms 1n the category of substance are such that
any terms of which they are predicable significativelv, always
and without exception stand for individual things in re which
can be called substances, the terms 1n the other nine categories,
with the exception of the abstract qualitative contrarmes, do
not signify per se the individual things outside the mind for
which they can stand They are not, 1n other words, appro-
priate answers to the question “What 15 this thing?”” pointing
to something For although we may denote Socrates by the
term ‘‘six feet tall,”” or by the term ‘‘teacher of Plato,” or
by the term “‘learned,” such terms sigrify the thing that 1s
the man Socrates, through indicating one or more substances
or qualities really distinct from what 1s signified by the term
“this man,” applied to Socrates !

quibus primo recipiuntur intentiones et volitiones, et tales actus et habitus kit
codemn modo potentiae sensitivae secundumn eum non sunt quaedam accidentia
recipientia aliqua alia accidentia  Sequitur etiam secundum eum quod relationes
non sunt quaedam res distinctae realiter a substantia, realiter exstentes mn
quanltate et qualitate quae sunt accidentia realiter existentia 1n substanuia
Unde 1ntentio Anstotelis est quod omne accidens est immediate existens 1n
substantia ita quod inter substantiam et quodcumque aceidens suum, nmihl est
medium 1n ratione subiectt

De Wulf, Hist of Med Phil , I1, p 183, Note 4, states that for Ockham quantity
or extension 1s identical with the essence of bodies, *as in the system of Descartes ™
Thas 15 scarcely the case, since for Descartes bodies were defined as res extensae,
for Ockham a '‘body’ 1s defined by the defimtion signifying 1t through its
essential principles, 1 e , ‘' matenal (or changeable) substance,” and no quantitative
terms can enter into its real defimtion For Descartes the quantitative term
signified material substance essentially, but for Ockham 1t signifies substances
accidentally or only 1n conuingent propositions

LExp aur, 1lI, 64v  ‘“Secundum intentionem Arstotelis nulla res extra
quae non €5t siIgnNUIM nREec nomen nec intentio anumae, est per se 11 quocungue
genere musi tantum 1n genere substantiae vel qualitatis, quia de nulla re quae
non est nomen vel signum aliqud ahud predicamentum per se predicatur, sed
omne aliud predicamentum aliquid extrinsecum tali rer importatae vel con-
significat vel connotat, et ideo de nulla tali predicatur in quid " eg,
when we ask ‘“How much?" or '"How many””’ we do not mean ‘‘How much
quantity®”’ or "'How many numbers?”’ but rather "“How much of this or that
substance?"’ or ' How many individual substances or qualities such as are sigmfied
by this or that substantial or qualitatine term?"" In the S tot log, I, 53, 22r,
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In the book of Categories Aristotle, after discussing substance,
takes up quantitative predicates He starts out by making
two general divisions of such terms, according to whether
they sigmify (z) discrete quantities or continuous quantities,
and (b) quantihes consisting of parts which have relative
position to each other, or quantities consisting of parts which
do not have relative position to each other though they may
have an order of prior and posterior Number and speech
are given as instances of discrete quantities, lines, surfaces,
solids, and, besides these, time and place, are instances of
continuous quantity Anstotle distinguishes between the dis-
crete and the continuous by stating that the parts of a discrete
quantity have no common boundary at which they jomn,
whereas the parts of a continuum have such a common

1n discussing the predicament ad aliquid (relation), Ockham says  “Et quod dis-
finctio prcdlcamcntorum non sumitur ex distnchone rerum importarum,
sed potius ex distinctione interrogationum de individuws substantiae, ut docet
Commentator VII Met , non emim putandum est decem genera esse decem res
extra animam aut significare decemn res quarum nulla sigmuficatur nis1 per unum
lorum, sed doctrina peripateticorum assignat decem genera forec decem terminos
easdem res aliter et aliter importantes, quemadmodum enim partes oratioms
possunt esse distinctae et tamen significarc idem, ut ‘album,’ ‘albescens’, sic
cum distinctio entis per absolutum et respectivum non est enlis inquantum ens,
sed terminorum cum nulla res proprie dicatur absoluta aul respectiva "

The above indicates clearly Ockham’s view that the book of Categories 15 not
a book of metaphysics, and that neither logic nor the discursive real sciences deal
with being qua being, or with the transcendental terms which s.gmify being qua
being Even the qualitative contraries which are first principles, together with
substances, for physics, and which are sigmified by terms that are called ** absolute”
by the fact that they are principles of the defimtion of the attributes demonstrated
of substances, are first and ‘*absolute” prineiples only for discursive science, and
not for metaphysics Why they should be first principles of physics 1s explicable
by the fact that physics 15 the science of substances gua changeable and qua per-
ceptible, and the qualitative contraries are indispensable starting points of per-
ception and of the analysis of change, the science of things qua perceptible and
qua changeable, therelore, involves an act of abstraction whereby that which
changes and which 1s perceived to be, 15 differentiated from the contraries with
respect to which 1t changes and by which 1t has been perceived to be But since
the middle term of affirmative demonstration 1n physics, or 1n any real science, 1
always a genus which signmifies substances without connoting any determinate
contraries, the differentiation of substance and the contraries (or of matter and
form) 1s offset by 113 integration through such a middle term Science 13 of pro-
positions, but every proposition invelves a differentiation of subject and attribute,
yet the act of understanding by which a proposition 13 evidently known to be true,
18 not the act of understanding this differentiation, but of understanding the being
and unity of the substances for which the terms stand
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boundary For example, the parts of a hine have as common
boundary the point dividing 1t into parts ?

According to Ockham, 1t was generally held by the moderm:
that terms in the category of quantity signify something
really distinct from substances or qualities, so that concrete
quantitative terms, and the abstract terms corresponding to
them, stand for entirely distinct things Thus ‘'length” was
said to stand for something distinct from that which 1s long,
but present 1n 1it—just as ‘““heat” stands for something distinct
from that which 1s hot, but present i 1t Against this view,
which amounts to holding that the term ‘“quantity” signifies
real accidental forms, so that the different kinds of quantity
are just so many species of quality, Ockham devotes many pages
of detailed argument, not only 1n his logical works, but also 1n
his De sacramento altaris, which discusses the same problem 1n
connection with the theological dogma of transsubstantiation 2

If quantitative terms, 1n general, signify something really
distinct from substances or qualities, then the terms ‘‘point,”
“line,” “‘surface,” etc, will indicate something positive and
really distinct from anything that can be called a substance
or a quality That this 1s not the case 1s shown by the following
argument

First therefore 1t must be shown that a point 15 not something
other than a substance or a quality, or than the other things which

! Anist , Cat 6, 4b 20-5a 14 Ockham, Exp aur , II, 54r *Illud est quantitas
continua cuius partes ad unum communem terminum copulantur, sed ‘haea,’
‘corpus,’ ‘superficies,’ ‘temnpus,’ et ‘locus’ sunt huius modi 1gitur etc , major
est manifesta, minorem probat quantum ad quamlibet sul partem Nam partes
lineae copulantur ad aliquem communem terminum, sc:/ ad punctum, et partes
superficier ad lineam, et corporis partes ad superficiem, et partes temporis,
practeritum scilicet et futurum, ad praesens, et partes loct copulantur ad unum
terminum communem, quia partes corporis occupant locum sed partes corporis
copulantur ad aliquem communem terminum, 1gitur similiter partes loct ad
eundem communem terminum copulantur  Ad evidentiam totws praecedentis
et 1stius capitull est inteligendum quod non est intentio Arwstotelis quod
quantitas sit quoddam predicamentum importans rem absolutam realiter et
totaliter distinctam a rebus in genere substantiae et 1n genere qualitatis, sicut
communiter tenetur, sed est intentio sua quod nulla res importatur per genus
quantitatis quin sit realiter substantia vel qualitas ”

:CI T B Birch, The De Sacramento Altaris of Willam of Ockham, published by
The Lutheran Literary Board, Burlington, Ia , 1930, which gives the text and a
translation
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are commonly called quantities by the moderns, for if a point 1s
any such distinct thing, 1t will be distinct from a line, but this 1s
false For if 2 point were anything distinct from a line, I ask, either
it would be part of a line or not It cannot be said that 1t 1s, for
according to the philosopher, Physics VI, no line 1s composed of
points If however the point 15 not a part of the line, 1t 1s
likewise obvious that the line 1s not part of the pomnt, and thus
they are two things totally distinct, of which neither 15 a part of
the other, and 1t 1s plain that if the point 1s not part of the line,
a forlwr: 1t 15 not a part of anything else From thus I argue thus

whenever there 1s some absolute and positive entity which 1s
netther an essential part of another thing, nor a first thing (1e, a
transcendental first principle), that thing 1s per se 1n some predica-
ment, and not merely accidentally so or by reduction, but “point”
15 not 1n any predicament per se, therefore 1t 15 not such a thing

The major 1s plain, because 1t 1s by this that matter and form are
not per se 1n the genus of substance, since they are essential parts
of omething which 1s per s¢ 1n the genus of substance, nor can any
other reason be given why one thing 1s per s¢ 1n one genus rather
than 1n another The minor 1s also obvious, because the point
15 not 1n the predicament of substance, as 1s plain, nor 1s 1t 1n the
predicament of quantity (se1l per se), for then 1t would be a quantity
(for according to those who hold this view, every genus 1s predicable
in quid of anything per s¢ contained under that genus) Nor 1s 1t
in the predicament of quality, as 1s plain, nor 1in any other accidental
category, and therefore 1t 1s not per s¢ 1n any category, nor 1s it 1n
any through reduction, as has been shown (1e, where 1t was
shown that 1t 15 not an essential part of anything that 1s per se
mn a category), and thercfore 1t 1s not any such distinct entity !

The point 1s not 2 magnitude nor a multitude, and hence
it 1s not per se a quantity, rather the term ‘' point” 1s an inten-
tion of the mind signifying a substance as hmited with respect
to length It 15 not by anything extrinsic to itself that a given
hne 15 himited 1n length—a line 1s not fimte by anything other
than 1tself, for 1f 1t were not of 1tself determinate as a length,
it would not be a line Similarly, “hne” 1s a term signifying
something as determinate with respect to length (or as imited
gua surface), but length 1s not something distinct from that
which 15 long, since any substance having parts with relative
position to one another, can merely through motion of these

YExp aur, 1I, 54v
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parts become longer or shorter, without anything being added
to 1t or subtracted from 1t In the same way “‘surface’ and
“sold” sigmfy nothing distinct in r¢ added to, or formally
mhening 1n, a substance, but they are ways of sigmfying a
substance as determinate with respect to two, or three, ways
of measuring 1t ?!

Time, 1n the same way, 15 not a distinct entity added to,
or inhering 1n, substances or qualities; for a thing cannot
be a subject in which something else inheres, unless that which
mheres 1n 1t actually exists But the parts of ihme do not
actually exist (since the present 1s not a part, but a division,
of ime—a division 1nto two parts, past and future); therefore
neither time as a whole, nor any part of time, 15 anything
really disunct from individual things which endure 2

That discrete quantities, such as number, do not sigmfy
things really distinct from substances or qualities numbered,
1s easily shown If a number were an accidental form really
imhering 1n a subject, both the number and its subject being
distinct 1ndividual things, 1t would follow necessarily that the
number, and any subject in which 1t inhered, would be ger
se one But if we had a trio of dogs, and 1f 1t were asked whether
‘“threcness” was present, 1n 1ts per se unity as a ‘‘real”” number,
in each dog, or whether one part of 1t was present 1n one,
another part i another, and the third part 1n the third dog,
both alternatives would be impossible For 1t could not be
present as a whole 1n each dog, since the same self-identical

!Lxp aur,lI, 54v “‘punctus est nomen vel intentio importans non ulteriorem
pertrannitionem secundum longitudinem et 1deo linea nunquam finitur aha
re sed se 1psa hnitur formaliter unde circumscripta omm aha re, adhuc linea
esset finita Linea . est notans aliquid esse longum, nam s substantua
realiter habeat partes distinctas, possibile est quod 1llae partes longlori corpor:
coexistant et brevion, quanturmcumgque corpori aeque lalo coevistant, sicut patet
in rarcfactione ¢t condensatione, et 1ta 1sta substantiz non erit longa propter
aliquam rem absolutam sibi advemientem, sed ex hoc solum quod partes eius
corpori longo coexstunt, vel coexistere possunt, 1psis non mutatss ™'

*Exp aur, 11, 55r ‘'Praeterea quod tempus non sit aliqua res tals alia
ostendo, quia omms res per se una habens partes distantes rcaliter, s1 sit accidens,
est 1n aliquo subiective tam secundum se quam sccundum partes suas  Sed tempus
non est 1n aliquo sublective tanquam unum accidens 1psius, quia sublectum non
est subiectum alicuius misi quod actualiter existit, sed partes temporis non exstunt
secundum 1stos Praeterea, nulla pars temporis est, quia nec practerita nec
futura, igitur nec 1psum tempus est aliqua res disuncta totaliter ab alus rebus
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accident cannot be present 1n diverse subjects But 1if threeness
1s present in the three dogs by 1ts parts, then, since accidents
are diverse by the diversity of their subjects, 1t 1s not a single
distinct thing, and hence 1t 15 nothing iz 7¢ By the same
argument 1t can be shown that the parts of spoken discourse,
which 15 a discrete quantity 1n that 1t 1s composed of parts
(syllables) that have no common boundary, are not anything
really distinct from the sounds (which per se are qualities)
numbered ?

Hence no species of quantity, either continuous or discrete,
signifies anything n re distinct from substances or qualities,
and therefore the term “quantity” 1s predicable per se of no
absolute terms such as sigmfy precsely individual things
outside the mind, but 1t 1s predicable per se only of quantitative
terms—1 e , terms which signify substances or qualities through
connoting divisions into parts, or which signify them as taken
together (as a multitude) 2

One objection against Ockham’s position mught be based

ULxp aur, II, 551 “Item de quanutate discreta probo quod non st tals
res, et primo de numero, qua s1 sit accidens per se unum, opurtet quod habeat
subtectumn per se unum  Sed nullum tale potest dan, quia accipio funitatem trium
canum, el quaero aut 1lla trinitas est subiective 1n quolibet illorum trium canum
sccundum se tolam, aut una pars est i uno et aha 1 alio  Primum non potest
dar, qua twnce duem acadens numero esset o diversis subiectis S1odetur
secundum agitur acut sublectum diversarum partium non facunt per s¢ unum,
1ta nec acadintia existentia 1n eis facient per se unum ' (! with Ockhams
argument agamst the scotist thesis that numenical unity 1v postenior to speafic
unily  ant, p 114 Note 2

*bkap aur, II, 55v ' Lx pracdictis patct sats quod non est verum nec est
intenuo philosopht ponere quantitatem esse aham rem absolutam et per se unam
tl totaliter dnunctam ab alus rebus Sed intenuo philosuophi fuit assignare
diflerentiam nominum et predicabilium ntentionum quae non predicatur nist
de ahiquo habente diversas partes, vel de rebus diversis et distineus comunctm
sumptis 1t tunc potest fert divisio talis, quia predicabile aut predicatur de
allqun per se uno composito ex partibus per se unum facienubus, aut pl‘ﬁdl( atur
de aliquibus simul sumptis et de nullo separaum  $1 primo modo, sic acapitur
dinsio philosopht quando dicit quod ahqua habent positionem, et aliqua non
habent Non sic autemn est de numero quia ad hoc quod numerus predicatur
de aliguibus simul sumptis mhul relert quod 1illa distant loco et s1u vel non distent
loco ¢t situ " 56r  ‘kx praedicus palere potest quod uinne predicabile
quod non predicatur msi pro aliquo habente multas partes, vel msi pro aliquibus
mulus simul sumptis et non pro aliquo illorum sumpto per se, est In genere quanti-
laus * Since a number signifies a multitude of individuals simul sumpis or
comunctim, and since any umiversal concept can deterrine such 2 mulurude, a
number, taken 1n 1self, 15, for Ockham as for many modern mathematicians, a
“class ol classes similar to a given class
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on Anstotle’s statement that the parts of a continuous quantity
have a common boundary; e g, the parts of a line are jomned
by the pont as by a common boundary But since they are
not joined by nothung, therefore the pont 1s something To
this Ockham responds with several arguments to show the
impossible consequences of holding the point to be something
positive and actual 1n 1itself, distinct from the hne One such
consequence 1s that in every line there would be an actual
infinity of distinct positive entities joiming 1ts parts, a conse-
quence which 15 1n opposition to a fundamental arnstotehan
principle  Anstotle’s words about the point as a common
boundary should be interpreted not as if they meant that
points are positive entities distinct from hnes, but only 1n
the sense that the term ‘‘point” signifies the absence of any-
thing between the parts of a2 continuum—i e, 1t sigmfies the
line to be a conunuum through negating any interposed
entity by which 1t would be discontinuous !

Another objection to Ockham’s position 1s this If “lLine,”
““surface,” and ““body " signify nothing distinct from substance
they need not sigmify distinct things But since distinct species
in any genus are distinct because they denote distinct things,
1t would follow that ‘“‘line,” “'surface,” etc, are not distinct
species of continuous quantity To this Ockham reples that
only species which are umiformly sigmificative of the things

LExp aur, II, 56v ''Sed contra ista videntur esse multae auctoritates Aristo-
telis, quae sonare videntur quod quantitas est alia res a substantia et qualitate
nam dicit hic quod partes quantitatis continuae ad aliquem communem
terminum copulantur sed non copulantur ad nihil nec copulantur ad se
1psas, 1g1tur punctus est alia res a partibus lineae, etc , dicendum est quod
mtentio philosophi est dare differentiam 1inter continua ct discreta, quac non
est per hoc quod aliqua una res totaliter distincta liget eas partes adinvicem,
sed quod 1illae sine omm intermedio 1maginabili adinvicem extenduntur ita
quod unum illorum vere extenditur ad aliud et econverso, et ma 1ta extendantur
ad invicem non sunt continua, et hoc vocat Anstoteles ‘terminum communem,’
sal , hoc ad illud extendi, et econverso, quasi s esset unum commune ad quod
utrunque extenditur et non ultra " The continuum does not presuppose the
divisions that can be made 1n 1t, but rather the divisions (points) presuppose the
continuum  The concept “between,” mmvolved negatively in the concept of
‘“pont,” 1s 1nvolved positively 1n the concept of *'motion" or of “change " To
be between 15 to be deterrminable by contraries, while the contraries are them-
selves understood to be, only through substance which has no contrary and 1s
not a contrary
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for which they can stand, signify distinct things But “line,”
“surface,” and “body” are not umformly significative of
the substances for which they can stand, for when a substance
1s condensed 1t 15 less 1n quantity (1e, in volume, surface,
length, etc) than when 1t 1s rarified, and yet nothing has
thereby been generated or destroyed 1n 1t, but the substance
remains essentially what 1t was Consequently quantitative
terms, which vary when that which they sigmify remains
the same essentially, do not sigmfy things by their specific
nature, and they themselves are called species of quantity
not because they sigmify distinct kinds of things, but because
they are distinct hinds of quantitative terms?!

Since, according to Ockham, nothing 1s signified per se by
a term 1n the category of quantity, and since quantitative
terms are predicated contingently when the terms stand
significatively for individual substances, how 1s 1t that mathe-
matical propositions are necessary and universal? The answer
hes 1n the distinction 1n mode of signification which 1s imphcit
in the use of the abstract quantitative term, 1n contrast to 1ts
concrete form  For though ‘“quantity” and ““quantum,” like
“man” and '‘humanity”, are strictly synonymous when
taken as standing for individual things with personal supposi-
tion, we do nevertheless use the concrete and abstract forms
of such terms in different ways For example, “quantum”
1s used to stand for any individual substance that 1s a2 quantum,
without any further qualification, but ‘‘quantity” 1s used
as equivalent to an expression containing a syncategorematic
word, scil | as equivalent to ““quantum insofar as 1t 1s a quan-
tum ’ Such a restriction, imphat in the abstract form of

1Exp aur, II, 55r “Lt s1 quaeratur tunc quomodo ‘linea,’ ‘superficies,’
‘corpus’ sunt disunctac species quantitatis, cum species distinctae distinctas
importent res, dicendum est ad hoc quod omnes species quae umformter pre-
dicantur de rebus, 1psis manentibus, quarum quaclhibet est per se una, important
res distinclas  Sed tales species non sunt ‘hinea,’ ‘superficies,” * corpus,” nam corpus
non semper umformiter predicatur de substantia, 1psa substantha manente,
nam quando substantia densatur tunc est minus corpus, et quando rarefit tunc
est maius corpus, et tamen nulla est rer absolulae corruptio nec re1 absolutae
generatio, sed tantum illa substantia maior corpor: extenditur nunc quam prius

Cf Anst , Phyca 1V, 9, 2172 20-21%b 11, on rarefaction and condensation, and
the fact that 1t 15 not generation or corruption, but merely accidental change
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the term, implies that propositions whose subjects are abstract
quantitative terms, are equivalent to hypothetical propositions,
thus the proposition “Every triangle has internal angles equal
to two nght angles,” or the proposition ““The triangle as such
has internal angles, etc,” 1s equivalent to the conditional
proposition ‘‘If anything 1s a triangle, 1t has internal angles
equal to two might angles ”

An 1mportant difference between propositions with abstract
quantitative terms as subjects, and those with abstract forms
of substantial terms as subject, 1s that the mathematical
propositions are demonstrable through elements of the nominal
defimtions of their terms, whereas a proposition hike ‘“Humanty
(taken as ‘man gqua man’) 15 capable of searching for food,”
1s demonstrable through a middle term signifying essential
nature—1 e, through ‘““amimal” This brings out the sense
of the aristotelian statement that the objects of mathematics
are distinct from physical substances only by the fact that
the mathematical scences consider the quantitative deter-
minations of substance 1n abstraction from substances quanti-
tatively determinate Thus ‘“the snub” 1s defined by the
physicist as ‘““a concave nose,” by the pure mathematician
as ‘‘concavity,” and by applied mathematics as '‘nasal
concavity '’!

1Cup aur, II, 58v ‘'quamiis quanutas non sit alia res a substantia et
qualitate, tamen contingenter predicatur de substantia " Ibd, s56r

Et si1 quaeratur an haec de virtute sermonis est concedenda, ‘substantia est
linea,’ simuiliter talis, ‘substantia est superficies,’ potest dici quod de virtute
sermoms, si1 predicata praecise supponant pro rebus et non pro ahquo conceptu
vel nomine, tales propositiones sunt concedendae, quia 1n talibus non videtur
concreta et abstracta posse supponere pro diversis Intelligendum est etiam
quod frequenter quando philesophus pomit talia abstracta non vult quod supponunt
pro rebus, sed quod supponant pro 1psis intentionibus animae quae sunt species '
5 tot log, I, 45, 18r Referning to Anstotle’s statement (Cat 6, 52 38—5b 10)
that ‘‘album’™ 13 a quantum only per accidens, Ockham says that this does not
imply that anything n re 15 a quantum per se, but it means merely that the term
‘' quanuty” 18 predicable universally and per se primo modo only of those terms 1n
whose nommal definitions 1t 15 included  And though 1t 1s true to say that ‘' omne
album est quantum™ (because any substance that can be white 15 sigmifiable by
the term ‘‘surface’’), this 18 because the middle term "surface’ 1s included 1n the
nomunal definition of the tom album, though it 15 not included in the essential
defimition of anything that the term “album’’ can stand for or denote Ths 13
why quantitative terms, though they cannot denote anything i re which 1s not
per se a substance or a quahty, are nevertheless predicable contingently of sub-
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Aristotle’s second manner of dividing quantities, mto those
which consist of parts having relative position to one another,
and those consisting of parts which do not have relative
position, brings up the question of the precise sense 1 which
the word “part” 1s, 1n each case, to be understood In the
strict sense, only what 15 per se one can be said to have parts,
and 1 this sense only such quantities as are divisible 1nto
co-existent continua, can be said to have parts—and 1t 1s
only such quantities (namely '‘line,” *'surface,” and ‘‘sohd”)
that have parts with relative position to one another

In a looser sense, the word “part” may sigmfy any one
of a number of things taken together in predication, even though
these things do not form a per s¢ umty, and in this broad
sense Socrates and Plato may be said to be ‘““‘parts” of what
1s signified by the word “couple,” or this white thing and that
white thing may be called parts of what 1s signified by the
term “similarity  In the same sense we may speak of time
or of speech, as having parts, as well as of number Thus all
discrete quantities, and continuous quantities, like time,
which are not divisible into co-existent parts, can be said
to have parts in this second sense, and these are the quantities
which are said to have parts that do not have relative position,
though they may have an order of prior and posterior Acciden-
tally 1t might happen that the things signified by a number,
which in the loose sense are called “parts” of the number,
had relative position to each other—but they would still not

stantal and qualitauve terms  Hence 1t 15 a great mustake to hold, as De Wull
does, that Ockham 1dentifies substance, quantity, and quality, in the sense that
substances are essentially quantities, or in the sense that quantity defines substance
Cf De Wull, Hist of Med Phil , 11, p 183, Note 4 *'These (sail quantty and
extension) accordingly become identical with the essence of bodies, as 1n the
svstem of Descartes ' Ibid , p 183, 1n the text ‘' Qualities in their turn are
confounded with substances "' Ockham’s repeated assertion that the only “real
disinction’’ between things signified by the ten predicaments 15 that between
individual substances and individual qualities, shows the groundless character
of M De Wulf's statement

On the ways of defimng ''snub,” and the difference between the objects of
physics and of mathematics, cf Arnstotle, Met E, 1, 1025b 18-1026a 33 CI also
Mct M, ch 1-3, 10762 B-1078b 6, which gives very direct and complete support

luh(')ckham’s analysis of quantitative terms and of their sigmficative relation to
substance
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be signifiable by a quantitative term of the first kind, because
their relative position would not be between parts of a con-
tinuum, or of something per s¢ one !

Quantities which have parts that do not have relative
position to each other, and which only have parts in the
broader sense of the word '‘part,” do nevertheless exhibit
an order among these parts Thus the parts of time are ordered
as prior and posterior, as are also the parts of spoken discourse,
or of number The order of things numbered 1s, however,
accadental, and attributable to the inability of the human soul,
which numbers things, to do so except with an order of prior
and posterior, as in counting Hence the order in which things
are counted 15 accidental to their sigmification as a multitude,
by the number arrived at on the completion of the count *

Since Arnstotle uses the word “‘part’ in the broad sense,
as signifying any one of several things considered together,
Ockham states that the division between quantities whose
parts have position, and those whose parts do not have position,
may be understood so as to include a kind of quantuty not
exphicitly mentioned by Aristotle Ths third species of quantity
would consist of terms which sigmify a multitude of things
taken together, as having determinate relative position or
order, but which are not predicable distributively of terms
that sigmfy the individuals which compose the multitude.

' Exp aur, II, 57v “Postquam philosophus determinawvit de una divisione
quantitatis, 1n 1sta parte (Cat 5a 15-37) exequitur de secunda dicens quod ahquae
quantitates constant ex partibus habentibus positionemn, et aliquae ex partibug
non habentibus positionem guantitates constantes ex partibus non habentibus
positionem sunt tempus, et oratio, et numerus Sciendum est hic primo
quod philosophus non aceipit hic 'partem’ stricte, pro illa seilicet quae facit per
se unum cum alio, nam numerus tales partes non habet, nec similiter tempus,
nec oratio, sed accipat hic ‘partem’ large, pro 1llo quod cum alio potest recipere
predlcanoncm alicuius predicabilis, et non per se sumptum, sicut Sortes et Plato
sunt partes binaru, quia scilicet de Sorte et Platone predlcatur hoc prcdlcabllc
‘duo’ vel ‘binarius,’ et de neutro per se sumpto verificatur ' Ibid , 57v "' partes
numen aliquando vere habent positionem, nam accipiendo duo corpora vere
conhingit assignare ub situm est unum et ub: aled, nec philosophus intendit hoc
negare, sed intendit dicere quod accidit partibus numer: quod partes sint 1n
distinctos situs, mihil minus ‘numerus’ predicaretur de eis e

tExp aur, II, 57v “Sciendum est terho quod parubus numen accidit
ordo, quamvns anima, quae debet 1psas numerare, secundum ordinem oporlet
quod procedat ab uno ad alhud
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Included in this kuind of quantity are such terms as (1) ““army,”
“populace”’, (2) the abstract forms of universal terms when
these are taken not as synonyms of their concrete forms but
as ‘‘class names”, and (3) the names of artificial things,
whose parts are not sigmfied disjunctively by the name,
and yet do not form a per s¢e umty In the strict and most
proper sense of the words “part” and “number,” neither this
third lund of quantitative term, nor the term ‘‘number,”
can be said to signify things that are parts of what 1s by nature
(or per s¢) one Nor do they signify any one real thing (such
as a subsistent form or ‘‘1deal number”’) of which the individual
things numbered, or collectively sigmified, are parts !

That Aristotle 1 his discussion of quantities 1s talking chiefly
about terms, and not about things that are npt terms, 1s

1Exp aur , I, 56r ‘'Sciendum est tamen quod illud praedictum de divisione
quantitatis per quanttatem habentem positionemn ¢t non habentern positionem,
potest largius ntelligt quam sit 1by dictum, ut dicatur omnis quantitas habere
posilionem quae requiril certam positionern et ordinem paruum sccundurn siturn
distinctarum, sive 1llac partes facant per se unum, ut dictum est 1bidem, sive
non, etisto modo potest dici ‘eivitas,’ ‘exercitus,’ et hutusmodi, quantitas habens
positionemn ™' Tbid , 57r  ““Ulbmo saendum quod ex ista littera (1, Cat 5a
37-5b 10) non potest haben quod non snt plures species quantitatis quam
illae quas enumerat philosophus et 1deo 1n nullo est contra Arnistotelem ponere
aliquae species ibidem non enumeratas, sicut forte *civitas,’” regnum,’ ‘exercllus,’
et huinsmodi habent ahquod genus contentum sub 'quanutate’ predicabile
de e15, quod non est aliquod illorum enumeratorum et 1ta potest dici de arti-
fieialibus, qualiter tamen exponetur 1llud dictum Arnstotelis ‘naturalia non sunt
artificialia vel non sunt 1n genere per se,’ alibn patebit Quod autem multa 1alia
possint ponl por Se 1 gencre quantilatis videtur manifeste, quia non apparet
quod minorem unitatern habeant taha nec minus faciunt unum, quam numerus,
sed numerus porlur 1n genere quantitats, 1gitur et tala eadem ratione

Ibid , 56r  “‘stricte sumendo numerum, numerus non predicatur mst de alls
quae non [aciunt per se unum, el 1sto modo materia et forma in composilo non
sunt duae res, nec plures partes corpons sunt plures res  Large accipitur ' numerus '
pro ommbus illis quorum unum non est ald, sive faciant per se unum sive non,
tamen accidit omnibus talibus quod faciant per s¢ unum  Per 1stum modum taha
predicabilia *populus,’ ' civitas,’ et universaliter omma predicabilia quae non
supponunt nisi pro mults simul acceptis et pro nullo illorum divisim sumpto,
possunt pom n genere quantilats, ut sic, quod non sitnter ea aliquis ordo
practer allum ordinem qui est illorum quae sunt partes alicuius per se umus
(quod dico propter matenam et formam 1n genere substanuae) quae non n alio
predicamento per se continentur ' In the strict sense, therefore, nv number
sigmfics a conunuum, for a conunuum, though divisible, 15 per se undivided
Ockham would nat approve of the modern practice of signifying a continuum
by an infinite number, unless the qualiicauon were made that the infinite number
1z merely a sign of a potentially infimte number of successive operations applicable
to the continuum
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indicated by his statement that quantities have no contraries
For 1if the quantuitative terms ‘‘one cubic foot” and ‘““two
cubic feet”’ are predicated at different times of the term ‘‘gas”
taken significatively, then these quantitative terms do stand
for a substance by signifying contraries, 1 €, 1n the case where
the gas, without being added to or substracted from, has
altered, by rarefaction, from the smaller to the larger volume
Hence, 1if “quantity” were understood as a term of first
mtention, Aristotle’s statement that quantities have no con-
traries would be false Indeed, one of the contrarieties between
which change takes place, 1s described by Arstotle in the
Physics (Book V, 2, 226a 23-33) as a contrariety with respect
to quantity, between which increase and diminution takes
place Therefore the meaning of Aristotle’s statement 1s that
no quantitative ferms are contrary to each other in such manner
that they always signify contrary determinations of substance !

That quantities do not admit of vanation in degree means,
for Ockham, that no quantitative term can be predicated
significatively of anything with the adverb ‘‘more” or “less”
added to 1t Here again Anstotle 13 speaking of terms when
he uses the word ‘“‘quantities,” and not of the things w 7e
which they signify, for quantitative terms may very well
stand for things which are more or less such and such, as
when something three feet long 1s whiter than 1t was when 1t
was two feet long 2

The distinctive or commensurate property assigned by
Aristotle to quanuty, that one quantity 1s said to be equal or
unequal to another, apples to terms as signs either of things
measured or divisible into parts, or of discrete things taken
together as a multitude, but 1t does not apply per se to the
mndividual things thus signified, for no substance 1s of itself

1S5 tot log, I, 47, 1or “Dicendum est ergo quod intentio Anstotelis est
quod haec est \era  ‘quantitas quantitall contranatur s1 termim supponant pro
re extra’, tamen haec est vera ‘nulli termini per se contenti 1n genere quantitabis
contranantur sic quod semper important res contranas,’ et illam propositionem
intendit Aristoteles quando dicit quod quanutati nihil est contrarium ™

'S tot log, I, 47, 19r ‘‘quantitas non suscipit magis et munus, hoc est,
nullum contentum 1n genere quantitatis predicatur de aliquo aliquando cum hoc
adverbio ‘mags,” aliquando cum hoc adverbio ‘minus '
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equal to another, nor 1s one substance equal to another by
any form or thing really distinct from it—rather 1t 1s equal
to the other insofar as it 1s signifiable by a term connoting
an operation of division, or of enumeration of parts, applicable
to the other!

v

In the case of the category of relation (ad aliquid), as in that
of quantity, Ockham insists that the individual things for
which relative terms can stand when taken significatively,
are not of themselves ‘‘relations,”” but are either individual
substances or individual quahties Thus “‘similar,” which
1s a relative term, can stand for Socrates in the proposition
*“Socrates 1s similar to Plato,” but 1t does not sigmify or connote
or 1n any way indicate the existence of anything distinct
from the individual substances which are Socrates and Plato
—or from some qualitative determinations of them, with
respect to which they are said to be stmilar In other words,
Socrates 1s not similar to Plato by reason of a third thing called
“similarity,”’ but by reason of being a man just as Plato 1s,
or by reason of being white just as Plato 1s white—in short,
by reason of quale quid or quale, which are sigmfied per se
only by terms i the categories of substance or of qualty 2

VExp aur, II, 6or '‘quanutati convemt secundum se esse aequale vel
inacquale, nam de ommn quantitate vere predicatur quod est alter1 quanttati
aequahis vel inaequaliy, nam omne corpus est alten corpori acquale vel inaequale,
et similiter omms numerus alter1 numero est aequahs vel inaequalis, et omne
lempus est alu acquale vel inaequale *'

EExp aur, II, 64v ‘'secundum intentionem Aristotehs nulla res quae non
est signum nec nomen nec inlentio animac est per se 1n quocunque genere Inisi
tantum in genere substantiae vel qualitatis ille homo ex hoc 1pso quod genuit,
et posito filio, sine omni re advemente sibi, dicitur vere pater, non propter aliquam
rem advenientem siby, sed propter hoc solum quod ille homo incipit esse qui
dicitur filus erus  Similiter album dicitur simile de novo alter1 propter hoc solum
quia 1llud ahud ineipit esse album, et non propter aliquam rem sib: advenientem

Hic tamen est intelligendum quod philosophus mtendit quod relatio
advenit per predicanonem, hoc est, de novo vere predicatur de aliquo propter
solam mutationem 1n alio, quia Sortemn esse similem Platon: non est aliud quam
Sortem csse album et Platonem esse album, vel habere qualitates eiusdem rations,
et 1ita relatio non importat aliquam rem quae non sit de genere substantiae
vel qualitatis, et tamen de nulla re predicatur in quid, sicut ‘simile’ non predicatur
in quid nee de homine nec de albedine, et hoc quia connotat plus quam 1illud de
quo predicatur, et sicut est de quantitate et relatione ita est de ommbus sex
generibus alus "
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A problem arises, 1 connection with the word “relation”
or “relative’ 1tself, and in connection with the abstract
forms of relative terms, as to whether they are terms of first
intention, and if so, as to what things iz re they can stand for
The term ‘‘sumilar”™ or ‘““father” can stand for an individual
substance, but of no individual substance or quality 1s 1t true
to say “‘This 1s ssmilanty” or “This 15 paternity ”” Likewise,
“mover” and ‘“‘moved,” which are correlatives, can each
stand for individual substances, but for what individual sub-
stance can ‘‘motion” stand? It cannot stand for any individual
substance taken alone, says Ockham, and 1t does not signify
any “‘umversal thing” distinct both from concepts of the mind
and from individuals  re, hence, 1f 1t 1s a term of first intention,
it stands conjunctively for the two individuals, that are
sigmfiable disjunctively by the concrete terms ‘“mover” and
‘““moved ’ The only remaming alternative 1s to regard such
terms as '‘relation” or “motion” or ‘‘patermity,”’ etc, as
terms of second intention which stand for acts of the rund
by which two individuals are signified as contingently together

The word '‘relation,” and even 1ts concrete form “relative,”
presents a more difficult problem The only two things for
which the term ‘‘relation’” could stand, or which 1t could
be said to signify together (in the manner that ‘““motion”
1s said to sigmify mover and moved together), would be things
signified by the terms “relative” and ‘“‘correlative” But
nothing except what 15 a term 15 per s¢ signified by the term
“relative” or by the term ‘‘correlative,”” so that it 1s hard
to see how the term ‘“‘relation” or the term ‘“‘relative” is
a term of first intention The terms ordered under 1t, which
are called ‘‘relative terms” or “relations,” are terms of first
intention—in their concrete form undoubtedly so, and in
their abstract form also, in the sense in which “motion”
1s said to signify the mover and the moved taken together,
though 1t signifies neither of them taken alone!

"Exp aur, II, 65v ‘“manifeste patet quod relativa de quibus loquitur
Aristoteles principaliter hic, sunt nomina et non res extra quae non sunt signa,
sicut moderm dicunt” 8 tot log, I, 49, 20r “Et 1deo secundum opimonem
Anstotehs, ut existimo, sive 'ad aliquid,’ sive ‘relatio’ sive ‘relativum’ est nomen
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Relatives, according to Arstotle, are things which are
said to be ‘‘of something else,” and practically all commen-
tators illustrate this by adding that relatives are things which
include an mmphcit reference to something in an oblique
case, either genitive, dative, or ablative But obviously only
terms, and not anything n re signified by them, can be sard
to include a reference to something 1in an oblique case The
term ‘‘teacher,” for example, which may stand for Socrates,
includes the connotation ‘‘of a pupil” (let us say, Plato),
thus we may say, pointing to Socrates, ‘' This 1s a teacher of
Plato,”” but we cannot say that he 1s ‘“‘Socrates of Plato,”
or “a man of Plato” A further indication that relations
were regarded by Anstotle as terms, and not as distinct
entities i re, may be found in the Physics, Book III, where
1t 1s said that not every mover 1s moved But if relations were
entities distinct from substances and qualities, really existent
i them, then every mover would in moving something else
receive a new relation (‘“‘motion”) and would thereby be
itself changed, which Arnstotle denies ?

secundac Intenllonis sive impositionis, €t non nomen Primae 1Mmpositions sive
mtentionis debet concedr quod hoc nomen ‘pater’ est relativum, et non 1lle
qui est pater ’

Cf Doncoeur, “Le nommalisme de G Occam la theone de la relation,”
in Revue Neo-scolastique, 1921, pp 5-25, on the question of whether or not Ockham
considered the term ' relation™ or “relative’ to be a term of second 1ntention or
of first intention  Doncoeur cites the following passage from Ockham's Comm 1n
Sent , I, Dist 30,Qu 1, Q ‘‘dico quod relatio non est lundamentum, sed tantum
intentio vel conceptus 1n amma 1mportans plura absoluta, vel est plura absoluta,
sicut populus est plures homines et nullus homo est populus Similitudo, sic
in abstracto posila, non potest stare nis1 pro wtentione 1n amma, vel pro pluribus
quarum quodlibet est umile ' Doncoeur concludes that the S tot log , and the
Comm mm Sent , are later works than the kxp aur , because Ockham s views on
relabve terms seems firmer 1n them than in the Lxp aur I any difference 1s to
be found, however, 1t 1s shght—the solution of the problem of what terms like
' sumilitudo "’ signify rests firmly on Ockham's way ol disunguishing between the
two senses m which ens 1s predicated of the terms in the categories, diwim or
comunctim, and Ockham s views on this subject are even more definitely and fully
expressed 1n the Exp aur than in the S tot log

1S tot log, I, 49, 2or *“Ad ahguid talia dicuntur quaecunque hoc 1psum
quod sunt aliorum dicuntur vel quolibet aliter ad aliud’’ (says Anstotle in Cat
7, 6a 36-7), “et exemplificat quomodo aliquid dicitur ad ahud diversimode,
quia aliqud sub habitudine casus gemtii, dativi, vel ablativi  Ex quo arguo sic
mhl dicitur alteris sub habitudine casus gemitivi vel sub aho casu msi nomen,
sed omne ad ahquid’ dicitur ad ahud sub aliqua tah habitudine casuali, ergo
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Finally, if relations were such distinct entities 2 re, 1t would
follow that 1n any existing thing there would exist an actual
mfinity of such entities, since 1n any material substance there
would be an infimity of relative positions of its parts It 1s
to be concluded, therefore, that the only things which are
per se in the category of relation are terms—namely, any
term which cannot be verified of anything for which 1t can
stand without reference to some other term connected with
1t by a preposition or by an oblique case-ending, this other
term being called 1ts correlative !

Some relatives, according to Arstotle, have contraries
This means, in Ockham’s view, that relative terms may be
signs of contrary qualities Thus “knowledge,” which 15 a
relative term (since knowledge is knowledge of something),
sigrufies a quality 1n the mind whose contrary 1s the relative
term ‘‘error” (for error 1s error concerning something).
Some relatives do not sigmfy true contraries, as for example
“double”” and “half,”” because these may be true of the same
thing at the same time, with respect to diverse things to which
1t 15 related Hence two conditions are required for relative
terms to be contraries (1) they must signify contrary qualities,
and (2) they must not be verifiable of the same thing at the
same time *

omne ‘ad aliquid' est nomen relinquit ergo secundum philosophum quod
‘ad aliqud’' est nomen 1mportans suumn significatum sic quod non polest pro
€0 supponere nisi convenienter sibi posset addi ahquus casus obhquus ' Exp aur ,
II, 64r “Praeterca philosophus I1I Physicis habet pro inconvenienti quod omne
movens moveatur, et per consequens s1 tales relanones essent res distinclae a
rebus absolutis, omne movens moveatur quia reciperet talem respectum, quod est
falsumn ” Cf Anst , Physics 111, 3, 202b 5-23, and Phys VIII, 5, 258b 4—9

! Exp aur,II, 64r ‘'Practerea s1 relationes essent tales res distinctae realiter,
sequeretur quod 1n quocunque essent res infimtae distinctae realiter Ex
15tis patet quod omma taha nomina quae non possunt verifican de aliquo nisi
aliquo nomme expresso n certo casu vel sub intellectu, sunt ad ahquid et 1n
predicamento relations ”’

*Exp aur, 1I, 65r ‘“in proposito aliqua nomina relativa dicuntur contrania
quia sunt signa contrariorum, et hoc propter 1stam similitudinem, quia sicut 1illae
Tes importatae non possunt eidemn competere realiter, 1la 1psa non possunt eiddemn
competere per veram predicationem, et ita potest dici quod duo requiruntur
ad hoc quod aliqua nomina dicuntur contrana, sal quod mmportent vera
contrana, et quod non possint vere dici de aliquo eodem sumul
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Some rclauive terms admit of varation of degree, 1n the
sense that they may be predicated with the adverbs “more”
and ‘“‘less” added to them, as when we say that Socrates 1s
more hike Plato than Cicero But the variation signified by
these adverbs does not involve a vanation in degree of the
relativity of the tcrms to each other, but only of the quahties
compared  According to Ockham, only with respect to
qualitics 2 7¢ can there be said to be vanation in degree 1in
the sense that a thing can become more or less something by
addition or by loss without change of place or position. One
thing does not become more similar to another with respect
to similanty, nor with respect to 1ts essential nature, but only
with respect to qualitative determination !

The distinctive propeity of relative terms 1s that every
relative term has a single correlative, and 15 reciprocally
connected with 1t  That the correlation 1s between terms,
and not between tlungs outside the mind for which the terms
can stand, 15 indicated by Anstotle when he says that " The
term slave, if defined as related, not to a master, but to a man,
or a biped, or anything of that sort, 15 not reciprocally connected
with that 1n relation to which 1t 15 defined, for the statement
15 nol exact ’? Nor will 1t do, adds Ockham, to say that
although the things signified by the related terms are not
reciprocally connected, yet the relation *‘founded 1n” those
things 1s reaiprocally connected with its correlative relation
For 1t 1s not true that “ paternity” 1s reciprocally connected
with ““fillation,” since we cannot say that “paternity 1s the
patermity of fihation,” though we can say that a father 1s
father of a son One man 1s not related to another by some

YFxp aur, II, 651 Intelhigendum quod aliquid dicitur susciperc magis
et munuy dupliciter, vel qua est vere augmentahile per additionem partis ad

arlem 1n eodem loco et sity, et 15to modo nihil susciptt magis et minus secundum
mtenuonem philosopht st sola qualitas, quia illa sola est augmentabilis 1sto
modo, etideo w1 relatio” non supponat mist pro nominibus relativis, dicendum est
quod rclativa non susapiunt magis et minus  Aliter dicitur ahquid suscipere
magis ¢t minus quod est verum predicabile cum hoc adverbio *magis’ et ‘munus’
¢t 1sto modo multa nomina relativa suscipiunt magis et minus, nam Sortes

est magiy simile Platont quam Cicero, et Cicero munus consimile Platom quam

Sortes, er 15to modo loquitur Aristoteles in proposito ™!
*Anst, Cat 7, 7a 28-30
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entity called ‘“fatherhood,” but a man comes to be called a
father when another human being, generated by him, begins
to exist !

v

In the category of quality are included those terms, other
than essential differentiz of substance, which constitute
appropriate answers to questions concerning the character
(quale) of things As Anstotle says, “‘Quality 1s a term that
15 used 1n many senses,” and hence there 15 no single concept
or meaning corresponding to the summum genus ‘‘quality,”
that 1s umvocally predicable of all four of the species of quality
ecnumerated by Arstotle 2

Txp aur, IT, 67r “Et s1 dicitur quod verum est quod res absolula 1n qua
fundatur relatio non dicitur ad convertentiam, sed illa relatio in re absolula
fundata dicitur ad convertentiam, hoc non valet, quia secundum wstos ' paternilas’
est relatio, sed 1lla paternitas non dicitur ad fillationem, non enim dicitur quod
patermitas est fillatioms paternitas igitur remanet quod tantum nomen vel
signum re1 dicitur ad convertentiam, et 1ta cum philosophus dicat relativa dict
ad convertenham patet manifeste quod 1pse per relaliva vel relationes vel ad aliquid
witelligit 1psa normuna vel signa rerum, et ita nomina relativa mn 1sto capitulo
deseribit et eorum proprictates assignat 7 Gf S tot log , 1, 49, 20r, where Ockham
quotis Priscian as follows  '*Ad aliquid dictum est quod sine intellectu ilhus ad
quod dicitur proferni non potest ' In discussing the reciprocal connection of
rddatves with their correlatives, in & tot lor |, I, 52, 21v, Ockham distinguishes
between symmetrical and asymmetrical correlauons as follows ‘' Sciendum est
tarnen quod aliquando 1dern nomen ponitur 1n recto et 1n obliquo, ct 15ta vocantur
rclatva similium nominum, sive relauones aequiparantiae, ut ‘sumile’ est simiht
simile, et aequale st aequall aequale ' Qthers, such as "“father” (for a
lather need not be a father of a father), ‘vorantur nomina relativa dissimilium
nomuum  sive disquiparantiac

[he two senses 1n which ens 15 predicable of the terms in the calegores, 1 ¢,
predicable 1n one sense of lerms which signify idividual things diesem, and 1n
another sense of terms which signufy mdividuals contunctim only, 15 nicely i1llustrated
mn the case of the category of relahon Nothing that can be understood to be
per se one, or an individual thing, can be called a relation of stmilanity, because the
concept * simularily ' 1s an act of understanding two 1eally disunct things, together,
hence “simalanity”’ can be said to stand for real things conwunctim; but not divtsim

2 Arst , Cat 8, Bb 26 Ockham, Cxp aur II, 7iv  “‘omne illud per quod
respondetur ad quaestionem factam per quale, quod non est differentia essentialis,
pomitur in predicamento qualitaus Philosophus 1n principio 1stius capituli
diait quod qualitas est unum eorum quae multipliciter dicuntur, volens quod non
eodtm modo predicatur de omnibus sws contentis'  The differences between
the mode of sigrification of each of the four species of qualitanve terms, 15 bnefly
summed up as [ollows ‘“Alqua de predicamento qualitatis important res
sumplices mere absolutas sine omnl connotauone, ita scilicet quod quodhbet
istorum de una re potest verifican1’’ (such compose the first species of quahitative
terms), ‘'aliqua autem non sic important sed important plures res nec de una
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The first kind of qualitative term sgnifies, according to
Anistotle, habits or dispositions, habit differing from disposition
in that 1t 1s with difficulty acquired or lost, while disposi-
tion 15 easily acquired or lost Now what can be said to be
acquired or lost by a substance must be something really
distinct from the substance which 1s said to acquire 1t or to
lose 1t, consequently 1n this species of quality are included
all those qualities which Ockham calls '“absolute,” such as are
signified by abstract terms that can stand disjunctively for indi-
vidual things iz ¢, and which yet do not stand for the individual
things for which their concrete counterparts can stand Both
the concrete and abstract forms of such terms are included
m this species of quahtative term, but whereas the concrete
form signifies a substance by connoting a particular quality
really present 1n, and distinct from, the substance, the abstract
form (which appears in the nominal definition of the concrete
term) signifies and denotes precisely the particular quality
without connoting or indicating its presence in a substance
In the sense in which the terms ‘ habit” and ““disposition”
are used here, they include not only qualities such as may
be present in the soul, but also any qualities really distinct
from substances, such as the contraries (or their intermediates)
which are principles of alteration 1n sensible substances—
e g, heat and the privation of heat (frigidity) !

"

aliqua re possunt predicar” (this gnes the second species of qualitative terms),
'*Ahqua autem 1mportant unam rem aham connotando’ (such are the third and
fourth kinds of qualitative terms)

YFxp aur, II, 71v  "s1 quacratur quals est homo, convenienter respondetur
quod est albus vel muger, calidus vel frrgidus, et tamen ‘calor’ quod est abstractum
‘calidi,” de una re simpha veniheatur, nam haec est vera ‘haec res est calor’
et sic de alus  Et quando 1ta est tunc res pro qua supponit 1llud abstractum est 1n
genere qualitatis quod non est de genere substantiae, et tale concretum et abstrac-
tum sib: correspondens sumpliciter pro diy ersis supponunt, sicut ‘calidum’ suppomt
pro subiecto, et ‘calor’ pro quahtate informante 1psum subiectum " Ibd
72r " Philosophus non ponit hic praccse in prima specie qualitatis dispositiones
ct habitus 1psius animae, sed omnis qualitas quae est per se una collocatur In 1sta
specie qualitatis, quia omnus tals res vel est de facili mobilis vel de difficilli mobilis,
ct 1a omnes qualitates sensibiles et omnis potentia naturahs vel impotenta, quae
est res per se una, conhinetur sub prima specie qualitatis In 1sta specie
continetur omnis actus et passio anumae, et umversaliter omnis res aha per se
una a substantia "



THE CATEGORIES OF ARISTOTLE 163

In view of the fact that Ockham calls abstract qualitative
terms of this first kund, “absolute” terms, verifiable of indi-
vidual things outside the mind which are per se one and distinct
from 1ndividual substances, it might seem that Ockham
was making the contraries entia per se, and thus positing them
as absolute principles distinct from substances, such that the
first principles of metaphysics would include contrartes Such
an interpretation, however, overlooks the important fact that
logic, and especially the book of Categories, 1s for Ockham,
as for Aristotle, concerned with the terms and concepts used
by the discursive sciences, which signify things que change-
able. The Catsgories 1s not concerned with terms that sigmfy
things purely as beings, in the unqualified sense of ens Logic
1s the mnstrument of physics, but physics 1s concerned with
substances, not quz instances of being in the absolute sense,
but qua changeable or sensible things Hence 1t uses terms
that sigmfy substances not merely as things which are and which
are per se one, but as things without which something else
cannot be said to be. The “something else” 1s bemng 1n the
qualified and equivocal sense, 1e, the ens per aliud which
15 a function of the conjunction or co-existence of two or
more things which, considered separately, are beings 1n the
unqualified sense. Thus the term ‘moveable” stands for
some thing that exists per se 1n the absolute sense, though qua
moveable 1t signifies 1t as capable of being what 1t actually
1s not

Genera and species of substance are absolute terms only
for the science that 15 concerned with changeable things—
1e, with things which are 1n no instance actually all that
they can become Absolute substantial terms signify change-
able things per s¢ and absolutely only 1n the sense that they
connote no deferminate contranes with respect to which they
are changeable Similarly, the abstract qualitative terms
which Ockham calls ‘“absolute,” are absolute only in the
sense that they sigmfy forms of existence which substances
acquire and lose per aliud (and which are per se the forms
of nothing signified by absolute substantial terms), without
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connoting any deferminate subject in which or by which such
forms can come to be

Hence both kinds of ‘“absolute terms,” are absolute only
for the science which analyses change and its forms Every
concrete connotative term signifies individual substances as
determined, or as deterrmunable, with respect to contrary
forms of emstence, and according to Ockham, all forms of
change can be exhibited as functions of qualitative change
Things quahified are apprchended by us through sense per-
ception, which 1s qualitative change 1n us, through memory,
cxperience, and abstraction, as Aristotle describes 1t 1n the
Posterior Analytics, we come to define the concrete connotative
terms by terms which signify substances 1in abstraction from
any deterrmnate qualitative determinations, and by abstract
qualitative terms which signify the contranes in abstraction
from that which changes with respect to them And thus
we arrive at both kinds of ‘““absolute terms” by the act of
abstraction—and neither kind of absolute term sigmifies the
individual things which are, by all that they actually are,
but both kinds of absolute terms signify them through abstrac-
tion from their being 1n the sense in which 1t 15 signified by
the other kind of absolute term

Thus discursive science, which begins with facts whose
actuality 1s certified by sense experience, and which discovers
principles or causes by abstraction and analysis, exhibits, 1n
demonstration, the facts from which 1t starts as functions of
causes or prninciples which can be understood to be per se
The material and efficient causes of change can be referred
to the formal nature of things signified essentially by absolute
substantial terms, and 1n this respect the regress 1s finite,
and demonstration 1s possible But the formal causes of
change (1e, the contraries with respect to which changes
take place) cannot be referred to any determinate subject
through which they exist per se and whose essential nature
they are, becausc no substance can be a contrary Conse-
quently the attempt to discover the primary cause of things
being not merely determunable with respect to contrares,

)
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but actually determined (which 1s the attempt to discover
why things which can be or not be, wn fact are), involves
infinite regress, among contingent facts, and justifies, according
to one form of a posteriors proof, the inference that if any
changeable thing actually changes, a Prime Mover, who 1s
unmoved, exists !

The second kind of qualitative term includes all those
which are habits, 1n the sense in which qualities signified by
the first kind of qualitative term are habits, and which n
addition are inborn principles of doing or of resisting some-
thing easily It 1s 1n virtue of a quality of this kind that a man

1 For [urther discussion of the kinds of principles, and of the way in which
abstract qualitative terms are principles ol demonstrative science, without entering
(in their absiract forms) mnto any premuses of demonstration, cf post, ch w1
The disunction between substance and quality, or in any case between the
potenual and the actual, 15 absolutely necessary for the analysis of change, if
underlakin against the background of anstotehan principles The reason of this
1ecessity, and for the fact that no such distinction 15, or can be, a truly meta-
{hyncal distinction, hies 1n the fact that things can be 1denufied and determinaltely
signithed, 1n thought and 1n discourse, only by acts of understanding many (guale
quid), which, preciselv insofar as they are determinate and accurate, and 1nsofar
as they make known the nature of the things they signify, sigmify things privatively
1hus, in the category of substance, the most determinate terms are those 1n whose
definmtions are the greatcst number of differentiac—but an essenual differenta
niakes hknown what a thing 1s by distinguishing 1t from the kinds of things 1t 1s not,
as 15 mdicated by the fact that the dilerentia 15 2 middle term only 1n negative
universal domonstrtation Similarly, the more knowledge we have of a given
genus or species of substance, the more commensurate properties we know to
belong to 1t—but a property sigrufies that which 1r actually, by what 1L 1s potentially,
which 15 to say, by what 1t actually s not

If we could know individual things 1n their complete actuality, without negatn e
connotation or the nouon ol the potental, the things so known would not be
changeable things—lor changcable things are precisely those which per se are not
all that they can be Only il we, like God, could have immediate awareness ol
the aclual determinate being of every mdividual thing at every time, and 1n a
single unchanging intuiive act, could we know the individual things which are
signified by terms in the calegory ol substance, by their complete actuality, without
abstraction and without the concept of potentuality Such would be the divine
metaphysics which, as a Jund of absolute 1deal, 1s the Eros of metaphysical dialectie,
by which the negation which 15 inevitably involved in discursive thought 1s 1deally
negated, 1n an absolute sense, and practically negated by subsututng a different
antithesis, in itself, ke all others, temporary and such that it must be overcome
The notion of metaphysics as a non-discursive science, consisting simply 1n the
recogmtion of unconditioned being signified by the six transcendentals, does not
reject the divine persuasion” but merely concludes, on the ground that a Iife-
time of dialecucal purswit of the infintte 15 sull infinitely removed from 1ts goal,
that uncondiioned knowledge of conditioned being gives us more of a taste of
that which s, than the endless occupation of pursuing that which cannot be caught
—the actually infimite, comprehended by the actually infinite
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may be called a naturally good runner or boxer Further,
a term of this kind cannot have, or 1s not, an abstract form
that signifies a distinct ““real quality” that 1s per sz one, as
in the case of the first species of qualitative term  Thus “health”
does not sigmify any one quality really distinct from substance
and from other qualhties, but rather it sigmfies a group of
qualities of the body—each of which 1s a single quality such
as 15 signified by some abstract term of the first species of
quality—signifymg them however conjunctively, as well ordered
or proportioned In this property of sigmifying many individual
things taken together, as ordered mn some manner which 1s
accidental to any one of them, 1t resembles those terms which
Ockham places 1n the category of quantity, such as '‘populace,”
““army,”’ etc , on the ground that they sigmify a multitude of
things which are per se distinct and form no real unity ¢ 7e, as
if they were parts of 2 whole—a mode of signification which
Anstotle seems to attribute to numbers, when he calls the
things numbered “parts” which do not have relative position,
though they have an order?!

The third kind of qualitative term 1s composed of those
terms which signify qualities, or things qualified, through
connoting the pleasure or pain consequent on their apprehen-
sion through sense perception These are what Anmnstotle
calls the affective qualities (passibiles qualitates); things are
not signified by these terms because they cause sensation
in the sense organs, for in that case colours and such things
would have to be included But 1n that case we would not be
able to distinguish the third species of quality from the first,

TLxp aur, II, 72v  “omms qualitas quae est prinapium agend: faciliter vel
resistendr alicur agenti, et de dithcih mobilis, voeatur potentia naturals, sicut
patet manifeste ex hittera Anstotelis™ (Cat , ga 13-27), ‘‘s1 quacratur qualis est
homo, convenmenter respondetur quod est sanus, vel eger, vel bene complexionatus,
vel male, et sic de alns, puta quod est pulcher, vel turpis, et tamen nullum
abstractum correspondens alicul 1storum praecise significat unam rem 1ta quod
sit predicabilis de una re simplici et per se una, nam sanitas nec est aliqua quahtas
una disuncla ab alus qualitatibus, quia non est nisi debita vel determinata pro-
portio humorum, 1ta quod ultra 1psos humores et qualitales eorum, abstracturn
mihil absolutum dicit, et 1ta de nulla una qualitate vere predicatur ct 1ta
est de mulus alus quae ponuntur in predicamento qualitaus, quod nullum eorum
significat unam rem de quo possit vere predicar, sed multas, ad modum quo
dictum est de aliquibus 1n genere quantitatis Y
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since no distinction can be made between a quality as prin-
ciple of alteration 1n a body outside, and as principle of
alteration 1n the sense organ (which 1s also a body) Hence
affective qualities are so called because of the connotation of
pleasure or distaste following on perception of them—as 1n the
case of the term ‘““hateful,” or of the term ‘delightful,”
which are applied to things though nothing 1s per se hateful
or delightful !

The fourth kind of qualitative term 1s that which signifies
a substance by connoting a determinate order Among 1ts
parts, 1nstances of such terms being "form,{’, “figure,”
“‘straightness,” ‘‘curvature,” etc Such terms do not sigmify
anything n re distinct from substances or qualities for which
they stand, for a thing may cease to be signifiable as straight,
merely through local motion of its parts, and without losing
any entity such as might be called ‘‘straightness”” The only
straightness 1t loses 1s the possibility of the term *‘straight”
being truly predicated of any term standing for it 2

According to Anstotle, all concrete terms sigmfying things
as such or suck, are denvatives of the abstract forms—ie,
they name things which are not qualities, by qualities present
m them ® While Ockham concedes that nothing 1s called
quale except because of some quality, he demes that 1t 1s
Aristotle’s intention to assert that a thing 1s signified as a
such, always because of some qualitative form sigmified per se
by the abstract form of the concrete term Thus 1s the case only
with the first two species of qualitative term, where the abstract

LExp aur, II, 73r 'in proposito (1e, Cat ga 2B8-10a 10) accipitur passio
pro delectatione vel tristiia consequente apprehensionem sensitivam, et 1sto
modo tales quahtates non inferunt passiones subiectis 1n quibus sunt sed
1stae qualitates inferunt passiones tales sensibus Et propter hoc illae qualitates
et hulusmodi dicuntur passibiles qualitates non quia causent sensationem 1n sensu,
quia tunc colores et hutusmodi dicerentur passibiles qualitates, sed dicuntur

passibiles quahitates quia delectationem vel trisutiam causant mediante cognitione
sensitiva ™’

*Exp aur, 74r ‘'Notandum quod ista ‘forma,’ ‘figura,’ 'rectitudo,’ et
‘curvitas’ non important aliquas alias res absolutas a substantia et quantitate et
qualitaubus alus (31 quantitas sit alia res a substanna et qualitate, quod tamen non
est verum secundum intentionem philosophi), sed illa dicunt substantias connot-
ando certum et determinatum ordinem partium "'

* Anist , Cat 10a 27-32
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term 15 verifiable of something distinct from the substance for
which 1ts concrete counterpart stands, and which 1s really
present 1n 1t, or, 1n the case of the second species of quality,
where the abstract form sigmfies a number of such really
distinct individual qualities taken together, though 1t signifies
no one of them taken alone

But 1n the case of the third and fourth species of qualitative
term, and in the case of all other accidental terms that are
said to be predicable n quale of their subjects, no accidental
form really distinct from substance or from the qualities
signified per se by the first species of qualitative term, 1s signified
by the abstract form of the term In all these cases the abstract
form 1s either a synonym of 1ts concrete counterpart, but used
differently because 1t is taken to include imphatly a syn-
categorematic word (as ‘‘humanity ” 1s a synonym of “man,”
but used as equivalent to ‘“man gqua man,” so that 1t 1s
restricted to necessary propositions and 1s equivalent to ““every
man” ), or else the abstract term can be said to stand for a
multitude of individual substances or qualities taken together,
no one of which 1t signifies when taken alone, as 1n the case
of “populace,” or as “triangulanty” may be said to sigmfy
all triangles taken together, but no one of them taken alone !

One quality may be the contrary of another, and of quahties
alone 1s 1t true to say that they sigmfy things which are per se
contraries, 1n the sense that they may be acquired or lost by
a substance through change, but cannot both be present 1n

1 Exp. aur, II, 76r *'Sciendum est hic quod nunquam dicitur ahqua res
'quahs’ ms1 propter ahquam remn quac potest ahquo modo gqualitas norminar
Sed aliquando 1lla res propter quam diatur aliquid ‘quale,’ est realiter differens
ab 1llo quod est quale, et informans 1psum, sicut ‘homo” dicitur ‘albus’ et ‘qualis’
propter albedinem quae realiter distinguitur ab homine et quae est in homine
sublective Aliquando autem hoc non contingit, sed nulla est talis res in eo quod
dicitur ‘quale,’ sed propter hoc quod ipse se habet aliter ad ahquid extrinsecum
vel quantum ad partes suas intrinsecas et 1n 1sto casu de virtute sermoms
loquendo abstraclum mmpositum tah qualitati et concretum debent esse nomina
sinomima, sicut sccundum Arnistotelern 'homo' et ‘humanitas’ Alter potest
contingere quod aliquid dicitur ‘quale’ non propter unam rem praecise sed
propter multas res (sei/ simul sumptas), sicut est de pulcro, aegro, sano, sapiente,
et huiusmod et 1n 1sto casu abstracturn et concretum non sunt nomina
sinonima, sed de virtute sermonis concreturn predicatur de subiecto, et abstractum
de 1llis pluribus rebus simul sumptus et de nulla illarum separatim sumpta o
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the same subject at the same time Qualities are contrares
1n the strictest sense only when they are the extreme himuts of
some kind of change, 1n this sense '‘whiteness” and ‘'black-
ness”’ are contraries, but the intermediate colours are not,
even though they cannot qualify the same subject simultane-
ously In a broader sense, the intermediate values of a quahta-
tive contrariety may be called contranes of each other and
of the extremes Not only the qualities which are limits of
change 1in material substances are contraries, but also the
qualities of the soul, such as justice and injustice, knowledge
of some one truth, and error with respect to the same
truth !

Though Aristotle says that quahties admit of vanation 1n
degree, this may be understood in two ways Insofar as the
reference 1s to qualitative terms, we may say that many qualita-
tive terms can be predicated of other terms with the adverbs
“more”’ or “less” added to them If the reference 1s to things
signified by qualitative terms, 1t may be said that the sub-
stances sigmfied by concrete qualitative terms may come to
have more of a certain quality than before, though 1t cannot
be said that the qualities themselves become more or less
what they are. Only 1n this sense can that which 1s signified
by a gualitative term be said to become more qualified with
respect to the same quality, for 1n the use of the word “more”
or ‘““less,” a comparison 1s involved, and consequently the
qualitative term with “more” or “‘less” added to 1t does not

1Exp aur,II, 76r ‘contrarietas vere convemit multis qualitatibus quae sunt
res de genere qualitatis, quia multae tales res sunt mutuo se expellentes et per
motum acquisibiles et 15to modo albedo et mgredo vere sunt contraria 't
15sto modo album et nigrum non contranantur ¥ Ibid , 76v  ‘‘stricte sunt 1illa
(contraria) quae mutuo se expellunt de eodem subiecto, et per motum acquisibiles,
ita tamen quod nullo modo sint compossibiles, et sic colores medu sunt contrarn
Strictissime dicuntur contrana illa quae habent praedictas conditiones, et praeter
hoc sunt summe distantia 1n 1illo genere, et 1sto modo colores medu non sunt
contraru Tertio notandum quod ex 1sta httera patet quod qualitates ammae
vere contrariantur sicut qualitates corpons, quia justiia et iniustiia non sunt
nus1 qualitates amimae et tamen vere contrariantur ' Cf Arist , Cat 10b 11-2
‘Album” and “migrum’ are contrary ferms because they cannot stand for the
same thing in re at the same time but can successively, but they do not stand
for contraries, but merely consignify them, ‘‘albedo’ and ‘‘nigredo’ however
stand for contrary qualities per se
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sigmify precisely one thing, but signifies one thing (scilicet a
substance) with respect to a quality !

Of qualities alone are the relative terms *““like” or ‘‘unlike”
predicable Ockham uses this statement of Arnistotle to prove
his previous contention, that relations are not things really
distinct from substances or qualities, but are terms or inten-
tions which sigmify things that are per se either in the genus of
substance or 1n that of quality For we cannot signify any
individual thing, taken by itself, by the term “likeness”;
and hence, as Arnstotle’s statement indicates, 1t 1s only by
qualities that two things can be said to be sitmular or dissimular,
and not by anything distinct called “similanty ” Again,
Arnstotle’s statement that the determinate kinds of habits and
dispositions are signified by qualitative terms that are not
relative, though their genera may be signified by relative terms,
indicates that relations, for Aristotle, are at least in some cases
terms of second intention—for if they sigmfy genera in the
category of quality, they sigmfy things that are terms or

concepts *?

1Exp aur, II, 76v ' Philosophus principaliter loquitur hic de nominibus,
intendens quod aliquibus concretis potest convementer add: illud adverbium
‘magis’ et ‘minus’ respectu illorum de quibus predicantur, ut convenienter
dicatur quod Sortes est magw album quam Plate sed s1 sint aliquae abstracta
quae non recipwunt comparationem (1e, 1n the grammatical sense of * com-
parson’ ) ideo non susciprunt magis et minus ' Ibid , 97r  “‘quamvis philosophus
non intendit hic quod res extra suscipiunt magis et minus, tamen res extra est
augmentabilis 1ta quod res elusdem rationis potest addi alter: re1 elusdem rationus,
et propter hoc conungit quod nomen rei suscipit magis et minus Et ita est
de albedine quod quando aliquid fit magis album una pars albediis advemt
subiecto eidem 1n quo fuit albedo et facit per se unum cum albedine prima, et
1deo dicitur mags album "

iExp aur, II, 77v  (with reference to Anst , Cat 11a 15-40) ''Notandum
est hic quod hic habetur 1llud quod dictum est in capitulo de ‘ad alhquid,’ sal
quod signum vel nomen est ad ahquid et tamen res quaccunque 1mportata per se
una, non est ad aliquid, sed est in genere aho, etideo de nullo termino supponente
praccise pro rebus predicatur 1n quid et per se primo modo ‘ad aliquid’ quando
suppomit mere personaliter Et ideo 1sta est sententia Anstotehs quod genus
relationis et huiusmodi non continet aliquemn rem de qua predicatur quando
supponunt mere personaliter quin 1lla sit de aliquo predicamento (ahio) Secundo
notandum est hic qued non tantum est verum de habitu et dispositione quod
genera sunt ad aliquid et singularia sunt qualitates, sed hoc est verum de omni
genere et omm specie wn predicamento relationis, et omm mngulan de quo
predicatur ahquid genus vel aliqua species predicament relations in quid, quod
singularia quae sunt res umportatac per talia nomina de quibus predicantur,
quando mere supponunt pro rebus et personaliter, sunt qualitates vcrsubstarmae
secundum intentionem philasoph: '
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Of the other categornies little need be said, for Ockham’s
charactenistic method of analysis of those terms which do not
sigrufy individual substances or qualities per se, but which are
different modes of signifying individual substances and quahties
cither conjunctively or connotatively, has been sufficiently
lustrated 1n the discussion of quantity, relation, and quality
In the case of time and place, his arguments against the
“moderns,” who apparently held time and place to be dis-
tinct entities inhering 1n substances, are of some interest
Since a thing 1s sigmified by a temporal term through con-
noting one or more divisions or instants of time, the thess
that time inheres 1in things, such that at each instant a thing
acquires a distinct entity or a ‘““new time,” leads to the con-
sequence that anything that has endured through any period
of time will have acquired (and retamned as 1ts ‘‘past”) an
infinite number of such entities For any period of time,
however small, 1s divisible 1nto parts ad wnfinztum !

If place, hikewise, were an actual entity distinct from sub-
stance or quality, 1t would follow by the same reasoning that
distance and togetherness were such distinct things But if
this were so, then 1n each thing that 15 1n place there would be
an 1nfinite number of distinct entities, for any part of any
continuum has potentially an infimte number of relations of
distance to the other parts of the continuum, and therefore,
if these distances were distinct actualities, any part of any con-
tinuum would be actually infinite or would contain an actual
infimty  But according to Aristotle the human mind cannot
understand anything to be actually infinite, because we under-
stand things by distinguishing them from things which they
are not—which 1s the same as saying that whatever we under-
stand to be, we understand to be fimte Consequently, if we
are to follow the principles of Aristotle, we must say that for a
body to be in a place 1s nothing other than for 1t not to be
separated from the body or surrounding medium that 13 said

1Exp aur, 1I, 78v  'guando non dicat rem talem aliam quia sic
necessaro derchnqunur ex tempore 1n re, sed hoc est impossibile, nam tunc 1n
illa re quae fuit 1in infimus instantibus essent tales res infinitae "
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to be 1ts place—1 e, so that no other body 1s between 1t and
that which 1s 1ts place  Just as “1n place” signifies two bodies
by negating their separation by a third body, so *“‘distant”
signifies two bodies as separated by a third body which 1s said
to be ‘“between” them 1!

As with these, so with action and passion, position and state,
they are modes of sigmifying individual substances or quahties
cither conjunctively or connotatively, and they signify nothing
per se distinct from 1ndividual substances or quahties

Ockham’s treatment of the Categories of Anistotle 15 guided by
two concerns first, he seeks to preserve the distinctions between
the categories as _forms or modes of signification, from the combin-
ation of which affirmative and negative statements aiise,
through denying that terms are placed in distinct categorzes
because they signify really distinct things Secondly, he seeks
to preserve the distinction between terms, and the individual
things signifiable by them, by 1nsisting on the fact that “bemng”
1s predicated equivocally of the terms in the categories, so that
no term of first intention, when taken alone, sigmfics that which
5 by 1ts complete and actual being, whereas every term 1n a
category signtfies that which 15, 1n one of 1ts senses, by abstracting
from the signification of 1t 1n another of its senses In other
words, Ockham’s whole aim 15 to preserve the relanvity of
knowledge to being, without destroying the distinction between
knowledge and what 1s known

VEkwp aur, II, 78v  “‘Itern de ‘ubi’ patet, quia 51 ‘ubt’ diceret talem rem
aliam, eadem ratione 'distantia’ et ‘propinquitas’ diceret talem rem aham, sed
hoc est impossibile, quia tunc 1n eodem essent infinitae res, quia quaelibet pars
ahcuius continui habet infimtos respectus ad omnes partes ahas alterius continun,
quae sunt nfimtae Ideo non est intentio philosophi quod *ubi’ sit ahqua
res disuincia realiter a loco, et locato, sed corpus esse propinquum loco non est
aliud quam corpus non distare a loco, hoc est, quod non sit aliquod medwm inter
corpus et Jocum, et ideo 'propinquitas’ non dicit nisi quod inter hoc et hoc non
est corpus medium, et hoc posito quod hoc sit et 1llud sit et sint simul, et posito
qued nullum ahud corpus sit medium inter ea, tunc unum est \ere propinquum
alter1 omni aha re circumscripta ' Cf Anst, Plysics V, 3, 226b 246 “That
which a changing thing, 1l it changes conunuously 1n a natural manner, naturally
reaches before 1t reaches that to which 1t changes last, 1s between ' Local motion
1s change with respect to place, and place 1s intelligible in terms of substance and
conwrariety, but the primary kind of contraniety, by which all others are

definable and by which all change 15 apprehended through the senses, 15 quah-
tative contrariety
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Ockham’s effort to show that none of the terms in the cate-
gories signifies things that are really distinct from substances or
qualities, preserves the possibility of signifying the same 1in-
dividuals 1n diverse ways—i1 e, it preserves the possibility of
true affirmative predication For if the accidental categories
signified distinct things n re, there would be no difference
between them and qualitative terms with respect to mode of
signification, and thus the different genera of accidental cate-
gories would differ only as one qualtative term differs from
another—sci! through indicating a different quality In that
case there would be no more reason for putting ‘“quantity ” and
““relation” 1n different categories, than for putting ‘‘colour”
and ‘“‘heat” in different categories. Or if “quantity ”” and ‘‘re-
lation” constitute distinct categories because they sigmify dis-
tinct things, then co-ordinate species 1n the category of sub-
stance, or in that of quality, should constitute distinct categories
by reason of the fact that they sigmify really distinct things In
short, the effort, so much criticized by Ockham, to interpret
the categories as a division of terms according to distinctions
between entities sigmfied by them, instead of according to
differences 1n mode of signification, can only result, when
carried out consistently, 1n the destruction of the very idea of
the categornes

On the fact that ‘“bemng” 1s predicated equivocally of the
terms that are 1n the categories, depends the possibility of
distinguishing between signs and things signified, and also the
possibility of adequating signs to that which 15, through true
propositions The distinction between the categories 1s a
distinction between different forms by which finite causes of
change can be understood or apprehended, hence, while every
term 1n the categories 1s a formm by which individuals can be
apprehended, no single term signifies any individual by all
thatitis That 1s to say, every term 1n the categories abstracts
from something by which the individuals for which it can stand
exast actually under particular conditions Every term 1n the
categories stands either for substances or for qualities, either
disjuncuvely, conjunctively, or connotatively, and hence every
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such term abstracts either from qualities (some or all) by which
a substance can be apprehended to exst, or from substances by
which a quality can be understood to exust In short, no term
in the categories 1s an adequate sign of the existence of any
particular individual, and yet 1t 1s not the sign of any existence
other than that of individuals—for ““to be” 1s to be individual

From this we can see how terms combined 1n propositions,
or with the verb “1s” or its equivalent added to them, are
alone adequate signs of individual existing things We can see
why no single term, and no defimtion, 1s either true or false,
and why a term 1s said to be a sign capable of standing for
individuals, but does not by 1tself stand for any individuals
Which 1s perhaps the reason why every term 1n the categories
15 of determinate sigmficative character only gue umversal,
and the reason, also, why no term of first intention can
stand for anything other than individual things

As a form of signification, every term that 1s per s¢ In a
category 1s umversal because it 1s potentially a factor in the
knowledge (through propositions) of individuals really distinct
and different from each other. But precisely because one
individual actually existent, being per se distinct 1n 1ts existence
from other individuals, cannot of 2tself be a factor in knowledge
of other mdividuals, 1t follows that nothing for which any term
of first intention can stand, 1s umversal

A consequence of this analysis 1s that the only things that can
be said to be ““individuated ”’ are umiversal terms The “ prin-
aple of individuation” 1s the verb or copula conmsignufying
time, which, when applied to a term that stands only potentially
for individuals, forms a complex sign (proposition) which
affirms that something 1s or 1s not The very word ‘‘individ-
uate "’ indicates the character of predication—it 15 the act of
“un-dividing,” an act applicable only to what has been divided,
and which therefore presupposes an act of dividing elements
that exist together (1 e, “con-ungently’”) All finite terms of
first intention are elements abstracted either directly, or through
the parts of their defimtions, from experience of contingent or
undivided existence, until this abstraction 1s offset by an
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affirmation or negation which re-introduces the indication of
‘‘being together” in time, supplied by the verb “1s”’ taken as
of present tense, a term 1s not adequated to that which actually
15, and hence 15 not true or false of actual existence The
abstraction 1s offset in another manner by propositions de possi-
bilz, by which terms are formed 1nto adequate signs of that which
can be, as 15 the case with universal propositions But every
term, taken alone, 1s only a form by which individuals can, iz
an act of affirmation or negation, be indicated or apprehended
as actually or potentially existent, 1t 1s not 1tself an indication
or an apprehension of the existence of individuals.

That terms can be analysed and distinguished as forms by
which individual being or nature can be recognized and signified,
independently of affirmations of existence 1nvolving these terms,
is what makes the analysis of terms given 1n the Categories a
“formal” analysis Though the analysis presupposes the
existence of propositions (since terms are significant only gua
potential elements of propositions), 1t does not presuppose
knowledge of the truth or falsity of any propositions about
things which the terms in the categories sigmfy Hence 1t
provides us with a means of defining terms independently of
questions of truth or falsity, and with a means of understanding
what 15 affirmed or denied by a proposition independently of
the determination of 1ts truth or falsity

The possibility of evident and determinate knowledge of the
truth or falsity of a umversal proposition, on which depends
the possibility of demonstrative science, depends on the pos-
sibility of defiming terms independently of prior knowledge of
the truth or falsity of umiversal propositions 1n which such
terms are 1nvolved Ockham’s underlying concern, through-
out his analysis of the Categories, 1s to show how this can be done,
and thereby to preserve Anstotle’s foundation for a science of
nature distinct from a discursive or dialectical metaphysics



CHAPTER FIVE
FORMS OF COMPLEX SIGNIFICATION

I.

Just as Ockham’s analysis of terms of first intention, and their
distinction as of different categories, proceeds independently
of the consideration of the forms of afirmation or demal by
which such terms become subjects or predicates of propositions,
so the analysis of propositional forms, 1n the second part of the
Sum of All Logic, abstracts from the consideration of differences
between terms, and only presupposes that there are terms which
can function as subjects or as predicates of propositions Both
the Categories and the De wnterpretatione, as Ockham understands
them, are concerned with forms of speech and of thought which
come 1nto existence when true or false statements are made
about things 1n re, and yet neither of these treatises 1s concerned
with the truth or falsity of any statement about things in re
This formal treatment 1s achieved by analysing kinds of terms
1n abstraction from forms of affirmation and demal, and by
analysing propositional forms in abstraction from the con-
sideration of distinctions between terms

That Anstotle, 1n his De interpretatione, 15 concerned with
forms of statement and not with things outside the mind, 1s
indicated at the very beginning of the treatise, where he pro-
poses to define such terms of second intention as “noun,”
“verb,” ‘‘demal,” ‘‘affirmation,”’ ‘‘sentence,”” and “pro-
position ' Hence Ockham says of the De wnterpretatione, as he
said of the Cafegories, that 1t 1s principally concerned with kinds
of signs, and not, except incidentally, with things outside the
mind or extraneous to spoken or wntten discourse *

YAnst ,Deint, 1,16a 1-3 Ockham, Exp aur ,B88r ‘' Postquamn philosophus
mn hbro predicamentorum de incomplexs doctrinam tradidit, 1n 1sto hibro qui

176
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While Ockham, m Part 11 of the Sum of All Logic, confines
himself ngorously to the differentiation of propositional forms,
i his commentary on Aristotle he devotes a number of pages
to the discussion of certain preliminary considerations men-
tioned 1 the first chapter of the De inierpretatione, wheremn
Anistotle distinguishes the subject he 1s about to discuss from
the subjects which he discusses elsewhere The question of
the relation of the spoken or written sign to the thoughts that
are 1n the mind, and the problem of what a concept or intention
15—qucstions which Aristotle refers to his De antme—are treated
m some detail in Ockham’s commentary but since they have
already been sufficiently dealt with, the discussion may here
be passed over* The indication, 1n Aristotle’s treatise, of the
difference between terms and propositions, and between the
kinds of intellectual acts (apprehension and judgment) to
which they are referred, gives Ockham occasion to make a few
rather important distinctions

Anstotle seeks to indicate the difference between terms and
propositions, as distinct forms of expression, by referring them
to two kinds of intellectual acts, or to the habits of the soul
generated by these two kinds of acts  The act of apprehension
or understanding, which 1s, or which produces at 1ts habitus, the
concept, 1s simple and cannot be said to be true or false  But the
act of judgment, which 1s, or which produces as its habitus, know-
ledge or opinion, 1s complex Its object may be things 1n the
act of existence, apprehended intuitively as the actual umity
of substance and quality, and assented to immediately through
recogmition of the present actuality, and such intuitive judg-
ments yield, as their expression, enident contingent propositions
Or the object of judgment may be the meaning of a term, as
the unity of the elements of 1ts definition, and such judgments,
depending on the kind of term which 1s the object of judgment,
or on the kind of definition 1t can have, yield indemonstrable

dicitur iber Perthermenias de propositionibus et complexis intendit dare notitiam

Intelligendum est hic primo quod philosophus hic loquitur prinaipaliter de
vocibus supponentibus pro vocibus, quamvis forte mcngcnter determinat de
vocibus supponentibus pro rebus "

1 Cf ante, ch, n, pp 9940, and pp 47-52
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and self-evident propositions of various kinds, such as are dis-
cussed 1n the Posterior Analytics as indemonstrable premuses of
demonstration Or, finally, the object which 1s judged may
be a proposition, and 1t 15 with complexes of this kind, qua
objects of judgment, that the logician 1s chiefly concerned, for
science, both demonstrative and topical, 1s of propositions

assented to as true,!

LAnist , De int , 1, 16a g-18  Ockham, Exp aur , III, gir *‘intellectus (hoc
est, wtellecto) ahiquando est vera, aliquando falsa, aliquando nec est vera nec
falsa Secundo notandum quod raro a philosopho invenitur quod ponat aliquem
veritatem vel faluilatem nuis1 in propositione, et 1deo consequenter philosophus
non vocat aliquid verum vel falsum msi propositonem '

The distinction between apprehension and judgment, and between their
objects, 1s dealt with at length in Ockham's Quodlibeta, of which the more important
passages are translated, with very literal accuracy, by R McKeon, Selections from
Medveval Philosophers, vol 11 (Scribners, NY , 1930) See especially the selection
from Quodl IV, Qu 17, on pp 3B3-4, where the distinction 15 made between
two kinds of assent  assent to things or to terms which 13 not assent to a proposition,
and assent to a proposition whereby 1t 1s judged to be true Thus (p 384) '‘the
act of assenting 1s of two sorts one by which I assent that something 15 or 13 not,
as I assent that God 5 threc and one, and that God wr not the devil Whence by the
power of word [ assent by the latter act to nothing, yet by the same act I apprehend
God and the devil, because every act ol assenting 15 an act of apprehending and
not conversely Another lnnd 15 the act of assentng by which I assent to some-
thing so that the act of assenting 1s referred to something by assenting or dissenting
to a complex, as by assenung 1o this proposition, man t5 an ammal, because I consider
that 1t 15 true, and I assent (preferably 'I assent also’) not only to this proposition,
this proposition man 15 an ammal 15 a true propestiion, m which this proposition, man o
an ammal, 13 subject, but I assent to this propoesition, man w an ammal, 1n 1tsell
and absolulely, and this is so because I know that as 1t 15 1n fact, so 1t 15 conveyed
by this proposition Concerning the second I say in general that the first assent
never presupposes necessarily the apprehension of a complex, because this assent
15 not 1n respect of a complex as object, but 1t presupposes the apprehension of
inditidual things, although the understanding may not assent to the individual
things But the second assent, naturally speaking, presupposes necessarly the
apprehension of a complex, and this indifferently, whether that complex 1s
compounded of conceptions of (individual) things or not ™

Knowledge involves assent and something apprehended, but if the assent 1s of
the first lund disunguished above, we may say that although 1t 15 known that
something 1s whilc or that something 1s not another thing, the knowledge has as
object neither "something’ nor ‘' white,”” but rather the existence from which, by
a single act, these two intentions are abstracted Intuilive knowledge 15 of this
kind, scientific knowledge, however, 1s of propositions assented to as true Cf
Quodl III, 6 (quoted by Prantl, p 333, Anm 752) ‘‘Actus assentiend:r est
duplex sicut actus sciendi, unus que ahquid scitur esse vel non esse, sicut sco,
quod lapis non est asinus et tamen nec scio lapidern nee asinum, alius est
actus, quo aliquid scitur de aliquo, de quo habctur scientia Loquendo de
ipso assensu dico, quad ile actus non habet pro obiecto complexum
Loquendo vero de actu secundo sciendi vel assentiend: dico, quod 1lle actus est
proprie complexivus quia 1ille actus est, quo aliquid verum scitur, sed res
eXtra non scitur, non emm scio lapidem vel asinum " Cf Sent I, Dist II, Qu 4,
M (Prantl, p 354, Anm 797) "Scientia quaelibet, nve sit realis sive rationalis,
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Every act of judgment presupposes an act of apprehension,
whether the judgment 1s of a proposition already formed, or
15 1tself the act of forming an evident proposition  Where the
act of judgment has a proposition for its object, both the pro-
posttion, as a single affirmation or denial, must be apprehended,
and also 1ts terms must be apprehended or understood But
where the act of judgment 1s not ¢f a proposition, but 1s the act
of forming an evident proposition, the only apprehension pre-
supposed 1s the apprehension 1n a single act of what the terms
stand for (in evident contingent judgments), or of what they
can stand for (in evident universal judgments) 1

That the act of apprehending a proposition 1s distinct
from the act of judging 1t, 1s manifest from the fact that we
can form any proposition m our minds without assenting
or dissenting to 1t Even a self-evident proposition can be
apprehended and yet not be assented to, and the reason
for this 1s that every act of assent or dissent 1s the act of
forming a proposition, and the will 1s free to form or not to
form a proposition But 1n the case of self-evident propositions,
the apprehension of them and of thewr terms, plus an act of
the will whereby 1t wills to form a proposition with the pro-
position apprehended as subject, and with either “true” or
“false” as predicate, causes necessarily the judgment that the
proposition apprehended 1s true 2

est tantum de propositionibus tanquam de 1llis, quae sciuntur, quia solae propos-
tiones sciuntur " Thas indicates Ockham's use of the aristotelian distinction
between ‘‘scienufic knowledge” (emiworuy) and intwition (vois), science 1s know-
ledge of that which 15 true, but only propositions can, strictly speaking, be called
true Aquinas takes the same position, holding that truth 1s found only 1n the
mund which judges, and not 1n things outside the mind to which the judgment w
said to be adequated, cf De veritate, Qu 1, art §

IQuodl V, Qu 6 (McKeon's Selections, val II, pp 380-3)

?Exp aur,gir ‘‘tam scientia habitualis quam actualis disinguitur a propost-
lione, quia 1psa potest esse 1n mente modo sibi convententi ante omnem actum
sciendi " Sent II, Qu 25, K (Abbagnano, p 137, Note 2) '‘Ideo dico
quod causa quare plus formatur propositio vera vel falsa, affirmativa vel negativa,
cst voluntas, quia voluntas vult formare unam et non aliam, ct 1deo actus, quo
apprehenditur post complexum, formatur a notitus incomplexss terminorun illius
propositionis et ab actu illius voluntatis Et hoc generaliter, quia posito actu
voluntatis quo vult tale complexum formar, et positis notitus incomplexs
terminorum, sequitur actum apprehendi sive formandi illud complexum, sicut
effectus sequitur necessano ad suam causam "
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Although the act of apprehending a proposition 1n the mind
mvolves the formation of 1t 1in the mund, this act 1s not the
same as that of knowledge, or belief, or doubt Every act
of assent or dissent 15 an act of forming a proposition in the
mund, but not every act of forming a proposition 1n the mind
1s an act of assent or dissent Thus to ask the question *‘Is 1t
true that every surface can be coloured?” we have to form
the proposition ‘“‘every surface can be coloured,” and yet
we do not by that act answer the question

It 1s generally said that the terms “true” and *‘false”
are predicable, in the sense 1n which these terms are opposed,
only of propositions, and that anything that 1s a proposition
1s either true or false If now we apply Ockham’s method
of analysing terms, to the terms ““true” and '“false,” we may
ask whether these are absolute or connotative terms, and if
connotative, whether that which 1s connoted by them (and
which 15 signified directly by their abstract counterparts
“truth” and ‘‘falsity”) 1s distinguished from the things for
which they can stand (propositions) as essential part, as a
‘““real” quality inhering 1n them, or as something distinct
from them that 1s neither an essential nor an accidental part
In other words, 15 2 proposition said to be true (1) 1n the sense
mn which a man 1s said to be an amimal, or (2) 1n the sense
in which a man 15 said to be rational, or (3) in the sense that
a surface 1s said to be white, or (4) 1n some other way?

That “true’ and ‘‘false” are not absolute terms 1s obvious,
for an absolute term cannot cease to sigmfy a thing that 1t
can stand for, except through the destruction of the thing,
but contingent propositions may first be true and then false,
the proposition remaining unchanged For the same reason,
“true” and ‘‘false” cannot be connotative terms of the type
that indicates an essential part of what 1t stands for, nor of
the type that indicates the presence of a real quality n that
for which 1t stands

It remains, therefore, that ‘“true” and “false” sigmfy
propositons by connoting the actual or potential existence
of things which do not depend for their exstence on the
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being of the propositions which are called true or false, but
by whose existence the truth or falsity of such propositions
can be known Connotative terms of this type may connote
a fact, another term, or a proposiion And as a matter of
fact 1t would seem to be through reference to the existence
of these three kinds of things, that propositions are known
or believed to be true or false For if we wish to show that
a proposition 1s true, or that it 1s false, we will, where possible,
pomnt to the fact before our eyes, or we may appeal to the
meanings of the terms, or we may seek to find some other
proposition conceded to be true by our opponent, from which,
by a recognized rule of inference, the proposition at 1ssue
follows, or by which 1t 1s contradicted

Since the third method of ascertaining the truth or falsity
of a proposition gives us deterrmnate knowledge of its truth
or falaty only if the regress terminates with a proposition
known by the first or second method, the meaning of the
terms ‘“‘true” and ‘‘false” 1s established by the first two
ways of understanding propositions to be true or false But
in these senses, “true” and “'false” stand for propositions
by indicating the actual or potential existence of the thing
or things signified by the terms of the proposition, or, if the
proposition 1s a negation, by indicating that the thing or
things sigmfied by the terms do not, or cannot, exist 1n the
manner indicated ‘““True” or “false,” therefore, stand for
human acts by which existence 1s, 1n some determinate way,
affirmed or denied, and ‘‘true” connotes the existence of
that which 1s affirmed to be, as existing (actually or poten-
tially) in the manner affirmed, while '‘false” connotes the
existence of something by which the contradictory of the
proposition 1s true !

1Exp aur,giv "Ulumo notandum est quod ventas et falntas propositionis
non sunt quaedam qualitates inhacrentes 1psi proposition: illo modo quo albedo
inhaeret paniete Quia sine omni mutatione a parte propositionis potest eadem
propositio esse pruno vera ct postea falsa propter solam mutationem a parte rei,
sicut ista 'Sortes sedet,’ 1pso sedente, est vera, et postea, 1pso surgente, sine omni
mutatione proposiions, est falsa Sed ventas et falutas aunt quaedam predi-
cabilia de propositione importantia quod est 1ta vel non est 1ta a parte sigmficati
sicut denotatur per propositionem quac est signum, unde propostionem esse
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While the terms ‘‘true’ and ‘‘false,”” in the sense 1n which
they are opposites, are terms of second intention which can
stand only for what 1s a proposition, the term ‘“‘true” 1s also
used 1n another sense, as a transcendental term which can
stand for anything that 1s, by connoting the act of the intellec-
tive soul by which 1ts being can be affirmed Thus *‘true,”
in this sense, 1s predicable of the term ‘‘false,”” connoting that
act of understanding by which the mind can know that a
false proposition 1s, 1n truth, a false proposition Similarly,
“true” 1n this sense signifies that by which a proposition 1s
false, for a proposition 1s false by reason of the existence of
something which can be signified truly by its contradictory
—the reason of the falsity, as of the truth of propositions,
1s that which 15 (ens), and that which 15 can be truly understood
to be!

Since “true” and '‘false” are predicated of propositions
by reason of the existence of something that 1s neither 1dentical
with, nor a part of, the propositions of which these terms
are predicated, 1t follows that the proposition as suchk can
only be analysed through abstracting from the consideration
of propositions gua true or qua false, and through differentiation

veram, est i1ta esse in re sicut significatur per eam, et propositionem esse falsam
est aliter esse 1n re sicut significatur per eam, et eodemn modo dicendum est de
alus propositionibus secundun alios modos ut alibi ostendetur "' Cf Agunas,
De veritate, Qu 1, art 3, for a lucid discussion of the ratio of the truth of
propositions

! Aquinas, De ventate, Qu 1, art 1, gives the nominal definitions of the five
connotative transcendentals convertble with ens ** S1autem modus entis acaipratur
secundum ordinem umus ad alterum, hoc potest esse duplhiciter Uno modo
secundum divisionern umus ab altero”’—(which 15 the way in which ahgud
signifies ens—sal , “'quasy aliud quid"’)—''Alio modo secundum convenientiam
unius entis ad aliud, et hoc quidem non potest esse s accipiatur aliquid quod
natum sit convenire cum omni ente  Hoc autem est anima, quae quodammodo
est omnia, sicut dicitur 1n 111 de Amima (text 37) In amima autemn est vis
cogmtiva et appettiva Convenienuam ergo entis ad appetitum exprimit hoc
nomen bonum Convementiam vero entis ad intellectum exprimit hoc nomen
verum ' The rest of this article, and also arts 2 and 3 of the De ventate, lluminate
the questions touched on by Ockham at this point, and in all essentials conform
to Ockham's own posinon Obviously, the term “true” could just as well be
said to stand for that by which a proposition 1s true, connoting the proposition, as
1o stand for the proposition through connoting that by which it 1s true St
Thomas expounds both ways, but, like Ockham, considers the sccond analysis
more appropriate for logic and saence
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of them as different forms of affirmation and denial—different
possible ways 1n which two terms can be joined together by
a copula, through various temporal or modal quahfications,
or through quantitative restrictions whereby the terms are
mndicated to stand not for all the things which they car stand
for, but for one of them, or for some

The analysis of the proposition as such, consequently, is
an analysts of the different ways 1n which a complex sign can
be “'fabricated”’ from two incomplex signs, by forms of affirma-
tion or demial, modified 1n various ways with respect to modality
and time reference, or through quantitative exponents—these
forms of affirmation or denial being indications that the two
terms do or do not stand for the same individual thing or
things An affirmation does not, Ockham reminds us, affirm
that one thing outside the mind 1s some other thing outside the
mind—for that would be to affirm a contradiction. Nor does
1t affirm that the subject of the proposition s the predicate,
for the same reason Nor does 1t affirm that the predicate
stands for something that inheres 1n what the subject stands
for (for we affirm not that “ this surface 1s whiteness,” but that
“this surface is white”’) Nor does 1t affirm that the predicate
15 predicated of the subject, for if that were the case, every
affirmation would affirm an infinite regress 1n predication
But an affirmation affirms that the predicate term stands,
in the way indicated by the form of the proposition, for one,
some, or all of the individuals that can be signified by the
subject term !

'S tot log, II, 2, g1ir '"ad veritat-m propositioms singularis quae non
equivalet multis propositionibus, non requuritur quod subiectum et predicatum
sint 1dem realiter, nec quod predicatum a parte re1 sit 1n subiecto nec quod
uniatur 1ps1 sublecto a parte re1 extra animam sed sufficit et requiritur quod
subiecturn et predicatum supponant pro eodem ” The same fundamental con-
dinon, with the requisite modifications, apples to indefinite, particular, and
universal propositions, both assertoric and modal

What 15 nowadays called the ‘subject-predicate theory’’ of the propesition,
and which 13 crniticized by contemporary wrters not on the ground that 1t 1s
erroneous, but on the ground that it 1s too narrow, 13 exphcitly rejected by Ockham,
who 15 surely on geod anstotehian ground on this paint  According to the ‘subject-
predicate theory,'’ a proposition 1s true 1f something corresponding to the predicate
18 combined with something corresponding to the subject, by a2 ““real’ inherence-
relation, or exmstental togetherness, corresponding to the predicative relation
constituting the form of affirmation Cf Stebbing, 4 Modern Introduction to Logic,
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Since propositions are formed out of pre-existent elements
(terms) by an act of will, they do not have being or unity
per se, but only 1 the sense 1n which artificial products have
being or unity They are, quite hiterally, fabrications, hence
their analysis 1s not through essential parts, but through
enumeration of material parts and of modes of putting them
together The parts required for fabricating a proposition
are a subject, a copula, and a predicate, or, as the mimimum,
a subject and a verb Anstotle, 1 the first part of the De
interpretatione, differentiates the mimimum parts required for
a proposition as ‘‘noun’’ and '‘verb,” stating that the verb
consignifies ime, while the noun does not Thus any one term
can, 1n combination with “i1s’’ or some tense of it, form a
proposition, for ‘1s,” when added to any significant term,
indicates the existence, at the present time, of something for
which the term can stand Such words as ‘‘not-man’’ are
not, strictly speaking, nouns or adequate subjects of predica-
tion, to be a ferm, a word must have a definite or proper
meaning, such that i1t can ‘“‘terminate” a question !

(NY, 1930), pp 30-8 Also Eaion, Symbolism and Truth (Cambndge, 1925),
p 42, where the metaphysical hypostasis of the form ol predication 1s cained
beyond the conhning lumts of the *“inherence-relation,” and generalized to cover,
by the same method of hypostatic union, two-, three-, and multiple-term relations
“Ihe phrase or sentence reproduces the logical relatons of the elements 1n the
fact by similar logical relabions among the symbolh "’ Such a statement would
surely make Willlam of Ockham turn i his grave, for though his medieval
contemporaries often asserted that relanons are distinct real enuues outside thc
mind, they did not at the same tune nsist that they should be called *‘logical™
relations—being outnide the mind (1 ¢, not produced by acts of thinking) was
wiually considered to be sufficient reason for honouring them with the utle ' meta-
physical”, perhaps Duns Scotus’ dustinctio formalis a parie rei 1s the nearest medizval
approach to the notion of logical form i re, but Duns did not consider 1t a disgrace
to call a metaphysical disuncuon a metaphysical distincnon

It might also be noted that the inability to exhibit two- and three-term 1elations,
attnbuted to the subjeci-predicate form of the proposition, applies only to the
subject-predicale proposition 1f ifs lerms are taken as non-significant  In Anstotle,
who states thal a proposition, gua sentence, 15 a sign composed of parts with
independent meaning, the constituents of a fact, whether they be two, three, or
[our, are revealed not by analysis of the form of statement, but by analysis af the
meanng of 1ls terms

LCf Anst, Dent, 3, 16b 6-12 Ockham, Exp aur, 93r "acapitur (sal
‘nomen’) stricic pro ilo quod imponttur prunario ad sigmhcandum ahqua, et
sic nomina infinita non sunt nomina ' He also gives a lengthy discussion, with
relerence to ‘infinute verbs, ' of the two causes of falsity 1n affirmaty e proposiuons



FORMS OF COMPLEX SIGNIFICATION 185

The fact that Aristotle uses the words ‘‘noun” and “verb”
to signmify the mimimum parts required to form a proposition,
instead of signifying these parts as ““substances,” ‘‘quantities,”
‘'relatives,” etc., indicates the extent to which the analysis
of the proposttion as such, abstracts from the consideration
of the meanings of terms, while presupposing the existence of
terms which can stand for things which are, or which were,
or which can be. It presupposes that terms have the capacity
for signifying existing and therefore individual things, not as
signs that something exists at a determinate time, but as signs
of what something can be understood to be, when, as, and
if 1t exists The differentiation of these ‘‘whats,” however,
according to the principles of abstract signification exhibited
i the Categories, plays no part in the analysis of propositional
forms, with which Arnstotle 1s primarily concerned in the
De nterpretatione

II

As Prantl has pointed out, there 15 a stnking difference
between Ockham's commentary on the De wnterpretatione, and
his analysis of the proposition 1 Part II of the Sum of All
Logic 1 The commentary on Arnstotle follows the text closely,
introducing relatively lttle material or terminology not
found 1n Arstotle or mn the ancient commentators But in
his own logical treatise, Ockham makes partial use of the
technmique of expression developed by the terminist logicians
of the late thirteenth and early fourteenth centuries, to give
a systematic statement of the kinds of propositional forms,
of the manner in which these forms condition the procedure
of verification, and of the manner in which propositions of
these different forms convert The discussion of the relations

—i e, either what 15 affirmed to exust 1n a certain way does not exast 1n that way,
though 1t exusts, or else what 15 affirmed to exist does not exist at all within the
time ndicated by verb or copula Cf also Exp aur, g7v  ‘Intelligendum est
hic quod proposiio est quoddam compositum non tanquam per se unum, sed
tanquam aggregatum ex subiecto, predicato, et copula, quae quas simul wngit
subiectum cum predicato, ' 1 ¢, propositions are ''fabrications '

1Cf Prantl, pp 379 Bo
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of opposition between propositions, found in the De nierpreta-
tione and 1n Ockham's commentary on 1t, 15 not found 1n Part II
of the Sum of All Logic at all, but 1n Part I, where the different
senses of the term opposita, which 15 a term of second intention,
are discussed Simlarly, the discussion of the law of excluded
middle and of the problem of future contingent propositions,
included in Aristotle’s treatise and 1n Ockham's commentary
on 1, 1s absent from his analysis of propositional forms 1n the
Sum of All Logic

The significance of these differences 1s not, as Prantl appears
to have thought, that Ockham 1n his Sum of All Log:c was
abandoming Anstotle’s analysis of the proposition entirely,
i favour of a new theory whereby truth and falsity are
exhibited as consequences of the properties of terms, con-
sidered merely as words Rather Ockham 1s seeking to exclude
from his treatise, as 1irrelevant to its proper subject matter
and to 1its purpose, the discussion of those grounds of truth
or falsity which lie outside of the proposition 1tself considered
as a form of affirmation or demal The truth of a proposition
15 primarily a function of the actual or potential existence
of things signified by 1its terms, but it 1s also conditioned, at
least 1n a negative or restrictive manner, by the tense or mood
of the copula and by syncategorematic words modifying the
copula or the terms It 15 not with the truth and falsity of
propositions, but with thesc conditioning factors of verification
involved in the form of the proposition itself, that Ockham
1s concerned here And to state these conditioning factors,
he makes use of the techmique of expression developed by
Wilhlam Shyreswood, Lambert of Auxerre, Peter of Span,
and other “‘modern” logicians of the time, at least to a degree
adequate for his purpose Certainly 1t 1s true that Ockham
here uses a language, and a method of analysis, which Anistotle
did not use But 1t by no means follows from this that he was
using this language and method 1n an un-aristotehan manner
or 1n support of an un-aristotelian theory of predication !

1 Prant, p 3Bo, says “‘Nur hat die Supposition hier im Urtheile emne
andere I'unchan, als bet den Kategorien, indem bezughch der Satzverbindung
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The difference between Anstotle’s method of exhibiting
distinctions 1n propositional forms, and the method used by
the termirust logicians, may be expressed by an analogy. If
we were Interested 1n making an exhaustive classification of
the ways 1n which different kinds of houses could be con-
structed out of different kinds of matenals, two methods
might be used (1) We might make a tour of inspection
among all the houses that had been constructed from such
materials, noting the differences in their construction, and
giving to each distinct type of house a name (2) We might try
out the various combmnations of materials, by building houses
out of them, and, 1n addition to giving names to the different
kinds of houses, also give names, or assign properties, to the
matenals, according to the way in which their presence in
a house, 1n combination with the other matenals, affects 1its
construction In general, 1t may be said that Anstotle finds
the first method sufficient for his purposes, in the analysis
of propositional forms, though of course he does to some
extent use the second method also Thus he talks about
umiversal and particular, assertoric and modal, propositions,
gving examples to 1llustrate what he means, he does not, as

die Worte nicht so fast fur die Dinge suppomren, sondern uberwiegend fur
Worte, d h 1nsolerne aus denselben als Worten Wahrheit oder Falschheit her-
vorgeht ' Prantl, as shown by the two citations which he gives in support of this
statement, seems to have confused two distinct gquestions The first citation
(Exp aur, Predicament, Proem ) 1s concerned with the difference between
the analysis of terms 1n the Categories, and the discussion (of the kinds of words
from which propositions can be constructed), given 1n the De wnlerpretatione—
these kinds of words being differentated not by their meanings, as in the
Categories, but by the effects which they have on the conditions of veiithcation of
propositions Thus Ockham says *‘Inlibro vero Predicamentorum determinatur
de vocibus, quales res significant ostendendo  Sed in libro Pertherm  determinatur
de vocibus secundum quod ventatemn vel falsitatem propositionis sunt causativae *'
The other citation given by Prantl (from the Exp aur , Perth Proem ) 1s concerned
with the fact that Arnstotle, in the De interpretations, discusses the meanings of
terms of second ntention, such as “‘noun,” “‘verb,” “proposition,” etc , rather
than the meanings of terms which can stand for things tn re, such as ‘ man,'
' substance,” ‘‘quality,” ‘‘horse,” etc  ''Philosophus hic loquitur principaliter
de vocibus supponentibus pro vocibus " Prantl, confusing these two distinct
subjects of siatement in Ockham, concludes erroneously that terms of second
ntention are the only ones that can have supposition 1n propositions, and that
therefore the terms of all propositions stand only for words ar words, so that the
only cause of truth or falsity 18 words, qua words and not through things signifiable
by them
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a rule, talk about distributive signs, or about the ‘“amphative ”’
property of the verb or copula, or about modal signs used as
modifiers either of the copula or of the proposition as a whole
But the terminist logicians, whose effort was toward making
their analysis of propositional forms independent, as far as
possible, of the use of examples and 1llustrations, followed and
developed this second method Ockham makes some use of
the terrminology which they developed. but only to a limited
extent, and only insofar as the analysis could be simplified,
rather than made more complicated, by such use The logical
wntngs attributed to Duns Scotus, as well as the logical
treatises of the modernt who were Ockham’s contemporaries,
are much more affected by the terrmnist innovations than 1s
William of Ockham, furthermore, Ockham carefully avoids
a habit which became very fashionable 1n his time, as for
example 1n the logical Summa of the pseudo-Thomas, of treating
termms like substances, with essential parts and matter and
form 1!

1 The distinctions between the propruetates termanorum, such as supposttio, copulatio,
restricho, amphatio, appellatio, distnibutw, and relatio, as made by Wilham Shyres-
wood, Lambert of Auxerre, and Peter of Spain, are covered i Prantl, pp 179,
91-2, and 51-68 The cnuicism so often made of Ockham, that he was interested
in making disunctions among forms of specch for the mere purpose of exhibiting
dialectical shall, might be jusufied if applied to these ealier moderm and to their
studies of the properucs of terms  T'he invention of separate names to express
the "restricubility " of a term by the addition to 1t of a modifying adjective, or
to express 1ts ' ampliiability " by an expanded time reference in the verb or
copula, etc, was a favourite occupation among Ockham'’s contemporaries and
many of his predecessors In the pseudo-Thomas, and in most of the minor
thormists and scotists of the early fourteenth century, we find terms and forms
ol speech treated like substances, with [ormal and material causes, etc , so thar
a metaphysical nommalsm (or logical realism) came to be developed with a
different emphasis, though similar principles, as compared with earhier formas
of dialectical philosophy Porphyry, for example, and the arab and augustimian
philosophers who developed his neo-platonst interpretation of Anstotle, aitnnbuted
the characteristics of discursive significauon or of forms of discursive synthess,
to ‘tlungs’ outside the mind, these moderm: achieved a similar result by attributing
the characteristics of changeable substances, as exhibited 1n the anstotehan
physics, 10 words or ideas in the mind, and to ther properties gua parts of
propositions

I'he metaphysical treatment of terms, so popular among the maderm, was
cnticized by Ockham constantly, and it was agamnst just this tendency that hus
“razor” was employed Ockham took no part in the multphcation of terms
of second intention, and went against the fashion of his day by declining to use
most of the terms and distinctions with which his contemporanes were occupied
Lhus he dechines to make use of the dustinction between suppositio and appellatio,
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The one termunist distinction which Ockham does use con-
stantly, 1s that between signification and supposition, and
between the different modes of supposition of terms This,
however, i1s an ancient and honourable distinction, which 1s
aristotelian 1n motive even 1f not 1n name, for the possibility
of umivocal predication, wherein a concept whose sigmfication
1s single, can stand for many individuals sigmfiable by con-
cepts of diverse signification of which 1t 1s predicable, depends
on 1t Ockham’s analysis of the kinds of supposition that terms
can have, which he includes at the end of his treatment of
terms 1n Part I of the Sum of All Logic, serves as a transition
from the analysis of terms to that of propositions—for though
1t 15 the term which has supposition, 1t has 1t only gua subject
or predicate of a proposition

The most general division of kinds of suppositio personals,
attributable to a term gua subject or predicate of a proposition
that 1s either true or false of something signified by 1ts terms,
1s between “‘discrete” and ‘‘common’ supposition The
former 1s had by a proper name or a demonstrative pronoun,
and always yields a singular proposition ‘‘Common supposi-
tion’’ 1s had by a universal term when 1t 1s subject or predicate
of a proposition !

The fact that Ockham attributes ‘‘discrete supposition”
only to proper names and demonstrative pronouns, and ormits
terms formed from a demonstrative pronoun plus a umiversal
term, indicates that 1t is only by such terms (e g, ‘‘Socrates”

S tot log, I, 63, 24v ‘“Large accepta (suppositio) non distinguitur contra
appellationem, sed appellatio est unum contentum sub suppositione  Aliter
accipitur stricte secundum quod distinguitur contra appellationem, sed sic non
mtendo loqui de suppositione, sed primo modo tantum, et sic tam subiectum
quam predicatum supponut, et umiversaliter quicquid (quod) potest csse subiectum
propositionis vel predicatum suppomnit '"" The other current distinctions,
such as ampliatio, restrictio, copulatio, etc , he does not even menuon

'S tot log, I, 70, 26r ‘' Suppositio autem personalis potest dividi primo
i suppositionem discretarn et ccmmunem Suppesitio discreta est n quo
supponit nomen proprium alicuius, vel pronomen demonstrauvum significative
sumptum, et tahs suppositio reddit proposiio singularis, sicut hic ‘Sortes est
homo,’ ‘ille est homo," et sic de alus Suppositio personalis commums
est quando terrminus commumis suppomt, sicut ‘hic homo curnit,’ ‘omnis homo
est amimal ' '
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or ‘“‘this”’) that a single individual can be denoted to the
exclusion of all other individuals Hence 1t indicates that a
term such as ‘‘this man” has discrete supposition only if the
proposition “This 1s a man,” accompanied by pointing, 1s
true From this it follows that the term "“man,” and every
other universal term, 15 per se capable of standing for individuals
that can be indicated by a demonstrative pronoun, and con-
sequently does not acquire 1ts capacity for signifying many
individuals, as a consequence of the truth of singular proposi-
tions In other words, although the proposition ''Man 1s an
amimal”’ affirms the existence of something to which we could
pomnt, saying, ‘“This 15 a man and 1t 15 an amimal,” 1t 15 not
equivalent to any such singular proposition and 1s not an
affirmation of the truth of singular propositions Simularly,
““Every man is an animal” affirms the actual or potential
existence of individual things concerning which true singular
propositions could be formed, and yet the universal proposition
1s not an affirmation of the truth of any or of all of these singular
propositions, nor 1s it equivalent to all such singular propositions
taken together Umiversal propositions have terms which
stand for many individual things, and such propositions are
true by reason of the actual or potential existence of the many
things for which their terms stand, but 1t 18 not the case that
universal propositions are true of the many for which their
terms stand, by reason of the truth of many singular propositions
about these things

"“Common supposition” 1s divided into “‘confused” and
'“determinate’ supposition A umversal term has determinate
supposition when 1t 15 possible to descend disjunctively to
singular propositions, e g, 1n the proposition ‘“man runs,” the
subject term has determinate supposition, because that by
which the proposition is true 1s something by which a dis-
junctive set of singular propositions, sci!  ““This man runs or
this man runs or this man runs, etc,’”’ can be verified ‘ Con-
fused supposition” is of two kinds, confusa tantum and confusa et
dutributiva  The former kind (““merely confused”) is had by
a umversal term where reduction to singularity 1s not effected
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through a disjunctive set of propositions, but through disjunc-
tion of the predicate only, thus in the statement “Every man 15
an animal,” the predicate has ‘‘merely confused supposition,”
for we cannot infer that “Every man 1s this ammal or every
man 1s this animal, etc,” but only that ‘‘Every man 1s either
this animal or that amimal or that other amimal, etc ' **Con-
fused and distnibutive supposition,’”’ on the other hand, 1s
had by the subject of universal affirmative propositions, and 1s
described as the case where the subject of the universal pro-
position can be subject 1n a conjunctive set of singular proposi-
tions impled by 1t, thus in the statement '“Every man 15 an
ammal,” the subject has ““confused and distributive ” supposi-
tion, because 1t stands for the things 1t can signify 1n such
manner that the conjunctive set ““This man 1s an animal and
this man 1s an amimal, etc,” prolonged indefimtely, 1s true
of whatever individuals, suck as can be signified by the terms of
the universal proposition, happen at any time to exst !
Vanous rules are given for identfying these different kinds

1S tot log, I, 70, 26r-26v ‘‘Suppositio personalis communw dividitur
1n suppositionem confusam et determinatam  Suppositio determinata est quando
conungit descendere per alquam disiunctivam ad singulana  Sicut bene sequitur,
‘homo currt, ergo ille homo curnt vel 1lle homo curnt ' ct sic de singuliy
Lt 1deo diatur suppositio delcrminata quia per talem propositionem denotatur
quod talis proposiio sit vera pro aliquo singular determinata, et quaehbet
singulans  suffiut ad venficandum talem propouuonem Supposiuo
personalis confusa est suppositio personalis termim communis quae non est
determinalta, et 1illa dividitur, quia quaedam est suppositio confusa tantum, et
quaedam est confusa et distributiva Suppositio confusa tantum est quando
terminus communis supponit personaliter et non contingit descendere ad singularia
per disiunctivam, nulla variatione facta a parte altenius extremu, sed per proposition-
em de disiuncto extremo, et contingit eam infern ex quaecunque singulari
Suppositio confusa et distibutiva est quando contungit aliquo modo descendere
copulative si terminus communis habeat multa contenta, et ex nullo uno formaliter
infertur " It 13 not becausre disjunctive and copulauve sets of singular
propositions may (Ockham says "contingit descendere'’) be equated to the
general propositions, that the terms of the general proposition have such or such
supposition, but rather the other way round If we do in fact identfy the
supposition of a general term, by trying out these different ways of using 1t 1n
sets of singular propositions, our procedure 13 a posterorr, and in the case of
suppositio confusa et distnbutiva, as Ockham points out, our a postertons verification
can never (except through an infinite experience) constitute a demonstration,
in the sirict sense, of the supposition of the term of the general proposiuon  The
disjunctive and conjunctive sets of singulars are, as Arnstotle mught say, “ prior
and better known with respect to us,” so that our apprehension of them together
eliats or tnduces a prior grasp of the umiversal
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of personal supposition, with respect to terms functioning as
subject or predicate 1n various kinds of propositions Thus
in all umiversal categorical propositions, the subject has
"“confused and distributive” supposition, while 1n affirmative
universal propositions (but not negative), the predicate
always has ‘““merely confused” supposition !

The significance of this analysis of kinds of personal sup-
position 15 not to be found in 1ts utiity, which 1s rather shght,
but 1n the fact that it i1s an effort to show that a general pro-
position affirms or denies a single fact about things which are
individual For although the truth of the general proposition
15 1nvolved 1n the truth of one or many singular propositions,
nevertheless the general proposition 1s not to be understood
as a statement of many particular facts, or as an ambiguous
expression equivalent to the set of singular propositions which
mnply 1t There 1s quite a difference between saying ‘‘Every
man 15 an ammal,’”’ and saying ‘' Every ‘this man 15 an amimal’
15 true.”’ It 15 this difference that 1s made evident through
exhibiting universality as a function of the capacity of a single
term to stand umivocally for many individuals, so that a univer-
sal proposition 1s the statement of a single truth about indi-
viduals which may exist 1n an indefinite number of instances,
and not a single statement of an indefinite number of con-
tingent truths

In Part II of the Sum of All Logic, Ockham confines himself
to three tasks (1) The enumeration of the ways in which
propositions are distinguishable and classifiable by their form
(2) The statement of the way 1n which the supposition of the
terms of a proposition, and consequently the conditions of 1ts
truth, are affected by syncategorematic words, modal terms,
and the time-reference of the copula or verb, which introduced
n various combinations 1n propositions, generate the different
Jorms of affirmation and demial (3) The statement of the rules
for the conversion of various types of proposition

The most general division of propositions 1s 1nto categorical

'S tot log, I, 73—4, 2Br—28v
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and hypothetical, the latter being subdivided into five kinds
copulative, digjunctive, conditional, causal, and temporal,
Apart from a brief description of these kinds of hypothetical
propositions, given at the end of his analysis of categorical
propositions, Ockham’s treatment of the hypothetical pro-
position 1s postponed to the part of his logical Summa entitled
Consequentiae, which is concerned with topical reasoning !

Of categorical propositions some are assertoric (de inesse)
and others are modal A proposition 18 called modal not
because a modal term can be truly predicated of 1t (for all
propositions are modal 1n this sense), but only when it exphcitly
contains a modal term either as a noun following the copula,
or as an adverb modifying the copula The kinds of modal
propositions that can be formed are as many as the kinds of
modal terms, apart from the four discussed by Anstotle, terms
such as “‘true,” ““false,” “doubted,” ‘“believed,” etc, can
gencrate modal propositions *

Categoiical propositions may also be divided into (1) those
which are equivalent to a hypothetical proposition, these being
called “‘expomible propositions,” and (2) those not equivalent
to hypothetical propositions The expombilia include reduplica-
tive, exceptive, exclusive, and other such propositions, and
receive a detailed analysis at Ockham’s hands

Further drvisions of the categorical proposition are (1) 1nto
affirmative and negative, (2) into singular, indefinite, par-
ticular, and umversal, {3) 1nto propositions of past, present,
or future tme, and (4) 1nto propositions of direct form or of
oblique form—a distinction conceded by Ockham to be more

1S tot log, II, I, qor '"Proposiho cathegorica est illa quae habet subsectum
et predicatum et copulam et non cludit plures tales proposiiones
Propositio hypothelica est quae ex pluribus cathegonicis est composita  Ft 1lla
dividitur 1n quinque species secundum communem opinionem, scil 1n copulativam,
disiunctivam, conditionalem, causalem, et temporalem' The Consequentiae,
which will be discussed in Chapter VII, exhibits the topical syllogism, the
enthymeme, and all non-demonstrative reasoning, m terms of lhe conditional
or imphcatve form of the hypothetical proposiuon

%S tot log,II, 1, 30or “est scendum quod propositio dicitur modahs propter
modum additum 1n propositione, sed non quicunque modus facit sive sufficur
ad faciendum propositonem meodalem, sed oportet quod sit modus predicabilis
de tota proposilione '
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grammatical than logical, and which, along with other possible
distinctions of similar type, he 1s wiling to leave to the
“studious” for investigation !

Having completed this enumeration, Ockham turns to the
analysis of the principal types of proposition that can be
gencrated from these distinctions He first takes up categorical
propositions of present time—singular, particular and 1n-
definite, and umversal, then those of past and future time;
then modal propositions, and finally the exponibilia

Singular categorical propositions of present time, such as
are not equivalent to a hypothetical proposition, require for
their truth only this—that the subject term and the predicate
term stand, or (1f 1t 1s a negation) do not stand, for the same
mdividual thing, at the time of predication If it be objected,
says Ockham, that when subject and predicate stand for pre-
cisely the same individual thing, then the same thing 1s preds-
cated of itself, producing a tautology, the answer 1s non sequitur
Because one term 1s a sign of something of which another term
15 a sign, 1t does not follow that they are the same term, or that
they have the same meaning In the proposition ‘‘Socrates
15 white,” something that 1s a concrete qualitative term 1s
predicated of something that 15 a proper name, and hence
subject and predicate are entircly distinct and different from
cach other If the proposition 1s true, the two terms stand
for one thing, but each term has meaning independently of
the other, and hence the proposition does not verify itself,
nor 1s 1t a tautology ?

For a particular or indefinite proposition to be true, 1t 1s
sufficient that the subject and predicate stand for some one
individual, and that the predicate be not distributed Hence

1S tot log, II, 1, 30r-3ov

1S ot log, II, 2, 31r *“‘ad venitalem proposiuons singulans quae non
equivalet multis proposiionibus sufficit et requintur quod subiectum
et predicatum supponant pro eodem " Ibid , 3, 3ar "Et s dicatur quod 1n
tali propositione subiectum et predicatum supponunt pro eodem, ergo predicatur
idem dc seipso, dicendum est quod non sequitur, quia quamwvis sit 1dem pro
quo supponit subiecturn et predicatum, tamen illud quod suppomit non est
idem "



FORMS OF COMPLEX SIGNIFICATION 1g5

the truth of a particular or of an indefinite proposition can be
established by a singular proposition, while 1ts falsity can only
be established by a universal proposition Where the terms
are taken significatively, an indefinite proposition 1s convertible
with the particular proposition composed of the same terms,
but if the subject of the indefinite proposition 1s taken
non-significatively, as 1 ““man 1s a species,” 1t 1s not
convertible with the corresponding particular proposition
‘““some man 1s a species’’ for the indefinite 15 true and the
particular false !

Universal propositions are differentiated according to the
different ‘‘signs of umversality” placed before the subject
term, such as ‘“all, every, any, each, none, any such, whichever-
you-please, both, and neither ” The discernment of differences
in the manner 1n which a term 1s distributed by these various
signs, and the attribution to terms, as properties, of the capacity
to be distributed in these different ways, constituted the subject
matter of the investigation of distributio, 1n such writers as
Petrus Hispanus Ockham lsts these ways of distinguishing
universal signs, pointing out such vanations 1 conditions of
verification as are involved in their differences 1in form, but
he leaves the detalled examination of the grammatical dis-
tinctions among such terms to the "‘studious *’2

The condition for the truth of a umiversal affirmative pro-
position of present time, 1s that the predicate stands for each
individual for which the subject term stands Where the
universal proposition 1s of present time, 1t 1s not the case that
the subject term stands for every individual for which 1t can
stand—i e, 1ts actual or 1indicated supposition does not
coincide with 1ts potential supposition, which 1s determined by
1ts meaning 1n abstraction from any determinate time reference
It 1s for this reason that Ockham, 1n various places throughout
hus logical works, denies that propositions such as *'Every man
1s an animal ”’ are necessary propositions, unless 1t 1s understood
that the copula ““1s” refers not merely to present time, but to

1S tot log, II, 3, 31v
3S tot log II, 46, 32r-33r
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every time  Since, however, every time includes the future,
and the future exists only potentially, the terms of necessary
unmiversal propositions must be understood to stand for what
1s or for what can be !

The chief difference 1in the formal conditions of truth, for
propositions of past or future time, as compared with proposi-
tions of present time, 1s that in propositions of present time the
predicate stands for that for which the subject term stands,
with respect to the same time of 1ts existence But in the
casc of propositions of past or future time, the two terms may
not be verifiable of their supposita simultaneously at all, either
in the past, present, or future—as 1n the proposition “This
white thing will be black ”’ For such propositions to be true, 1t
1s required that the subject stand, at the time of predication,
for things for which the predicate could have stood (if the
proposition 1s of past time) at the time indicated by the form
of assertion, or for which the predicate will be able to stand
(1f the proposition 1s of future time) at whatever future time
the verb or copula consignifies Thus, for “this white thing
will be black” to be true, the subject term must now denote
something of which, at some future time, the term ‘‘black”
can be a sign By the above rule we can see why the statement
creans semper furt Deus 15 true, although the statement creans est
Deus may not always have been true—i e, before the creation
it would have been false. ?

1S tot log, II, 4, 92r *‘ad veritatem talis universalis (scif an affirmative
catcgorical umversal proposilion) non requinitur quod subiectum et predicatum
sint 1dem realiter, sed requiritur quod predicalum supponat pro ommibus illir
pro quibus supponit subiectum, 1ta quod de 1llis verificatur, et s11ta sit, universahs
est vera mst aliqua causa specialis impediat, et hoc est quod communiter dicitur
quod ad veritatem universahs sufficit quod quaclibet singulans sit vera "’ QOckham
rcjects, as did most of his contemporanes, the older notion, found for example
m Wilham Shyrsewood, that a universal proposition 15 [alse unless at least three
individuals caust for which its terms stand  Cf Prantl, p 19, Anm 64 Concerning
the supposinon of terms pro ¢o quadpatm £55¢, N necessary categorical propositions,
see § 1ot log, 111, I, 5, fol 64v, and the discussion of this question 1n Chapter
VI, post , pp 228-34

*S twru log, II, 7, 33v “Unde 1illa est differentia inter propositiones de
pracsenu ct propositiones de praeterito et de fururo, quod predicatum 1n
proposiione de praesenti stat eodern modo guo stat subiectum sed 1n
propositione de praeterito et futuro est variauo, quia predicatum non tantum
supponmit  pro allo pro quo verificawur 1 propositiorubus  de
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The problem of whether future contingent propositions are
determinately true or false in advance of the occurrence of
the fact asserted or demed by them, was a subject to which
many medizval wrters devoted long discussions, in which
the attempt was often made to explain how such propositions
could on the part of God be known from all etermty to be true
or to be false, without thereby ceasing to be contingent.
Ockham, 1n his commentary on the De interpretatione, gives a
faithful statement of Anstotle’s reasoming, and of his con-
clusion that future singular propositions are not determinately
true or false at the time of predication He makes no attempt
to adjust this conclusion to the theological truth that God has
determinate foreknowledge of all future events, nor does he
even attempt to suggest by analogy, as St Thomas does,
the mode of God’s foreknowledge Logic, for Ockham, 1s
concerned with the forms of discursive thought, whereby what
exists or what can exst apart from, and independently of, our
thinking processes, can be understood to be as 1t 1s or as 1t
can be, by propositions which are true But since propositions,
for human minds, are precisely those signs which have a
reference to time, 1t 1s not within the province of the logician
or of the discursive scientist to explain how an intellect that
transcends all temporality can know a contingent proposition,
such as 15 formed by the human mind with a future time
reference, to be determinately true or false. This question
Ockham leaves to the theologians. In two Quaestiones de futurts
contingentibus, printed 1n the 1496 edition of Ockham’s Golden
Exposition, he examunes the problem of divine foreknowledge
of the free acts of the human will, and concludes that 1t 1s

practerito vel futuro, qua ad hoc quod talis propositio sit vera non sufficit quod
illud de quo predicatum venficatur sive per verbum de praesent sive per verbum
de future sit 1llud pro quo subiectum suppomt, sed requuritur quod 1psum
predicatum venficetur de 1illo pro quo subiectum suppomit secundum quod
denotatur per 1llam propositionem, sicut supposito quod Sortes sit modo albus,
vel fuerit per totum diem hodiernum albus, et non ante, tunc haec est falsa ‘Sortes
fuit hen albus,’ et tamen album vere predicatur de Sorte et tamen hem non
predicabatur de Sorte, ideo haec est modo falsa de practento ‘Sortes fuit hen
albus * Simuliter s1 Sortes nunc primo unt albus, haec est falia ‘Sortes fuit albus’
ct tamen Sortes fuit 1llud de quo modo ‘album’ predicatur
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impossible to express the mode 1n which God knows future
contingents.!

While Ockham points out the possibility of distinguishing
many kinds of modal propositions besides the four discussed
by Arnstotle, he does not discuss the meanings of modal terms
at all, 1n his treatise on the proposition, except insofar as such
meanings are involved 1n illustrations of the rules of analysis
of such propositions It 1s sufficient, for purposes of exhibiting
the formal conditions of the truth of modal propositions, to
distinguish between the two ways in which modal terms enter
into such propositions Either the modal term functions as
predicate, as 1n the statement ‘“That every man 1s an animal
1s necessary,’’ or 1t functions as an adverb modifying the copula,
as 1n the statement “‘Every man 1s necessarlly an ammal.”
The first form 1s said to be cum dicto, and the second sine dicto
Any modal proposition understood as if 1t were stated cum
dicto, whether actually so stated or not, 1s said to be taken
sensu composito ; otherwise in sensu diviso

1Exp aur, 108r “Ad evidentiam 1stius capituli est primo sciendum quod
ntentio philosophi est dicere quod 1n talibus futuris contingentibus neutra pars
contradictionis est vera vel falsa determinate, sicut res non deterrmnatur magis
ad fore quam ad non fore, et 1deo diceret quod Deus non plus scit unam partem
contradictionus esse veram vel falsam quam aliam, 1mo neutra scitur a deo quia
ex quo neutra pars est vera sicut determinat hic philosophus, et secundum eum
pnmo Posteriorum, mhil scitur nisi verum, sequitur quod neutra pars est scita
Tamen secundum veritatern et theologos aliter est dicendum quod Deus
determinate scit alteram Quare autem hoc sit 1n theologia habet declaran
Ibid , 110v “‘impossibile est exprimere modum quo Deus scit futura contingentia ™
Cf Aquunas, in Perv Hermemas, 1, 1X, Lect XIV (Leomne ed , pp 6g—70), who
gives an analogical explanation, or suggestion, as to how God s mode of fore-
knowledge 13 to be pictured by the human mind

Ockham’s unwillingness to justify, philosophically, the truth of theology which
here appears to contradict the philosophical analysis of [uture contingents, 18
not a case of the so-called averroist theory of double truth—at least not 1n 1its
bad sense (indeed, it becomes probable, as averroist wriungs are more carefully
examined, that the averroists themselves were not such hypocrites as some have
pictured them) Cf Doncoeur, ‘‘'Le Nominahsme de G Occam' (Revue Neo-
scolastique, 1921, pp 20-5), who makes the same point The justification of such
a secparation of theologv and philosophy can be found in the wntings of St
Thomas humself, for, according to Thomas, the truth of human discourse 1s
measured by created things, while things arc measured by the intellect of the
Creator Ockham’s refusal to synthesize the principles of human knowledge
with the principles of the divine creative understanding, 1s a refusal to synthesize
created things with God—a praiseworthy invincibility against the lures of
“panthesm’’ and, theologically speaking, of Pelagianuism
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For a modal proposition cum dicfo (or in sensu composito) to
be true, 1t 1s sufficient that the modal term be truly predicable
of the proposition 1nto which the modal term has been intro-
duced or of which it has been affirmed But for a modal
proposition sine dicto, or tn sensu dwiso, to be true, 1t 1s required
that the predicate be verifiable in the same modahty of
demonstrative pronouns which stand for each of the individual
things for which the subject term of the modal proposition
stands Thus the statement ‘“Every man 1s necessarily an
ammal,”’ taken in sensu diviso, 15 true only 1f we can state, with
respect to each of the individuals for which the term ‘““Every
man” stands, that it 1s '‘necessarily an amimal” In most
cases a smgular modal proposition in sensu diweso is equivalent
to a singular proposition n sensu composito ; thus “This man 1s
necessarily an animal”’ would be true under the same conditions
as “That this man 1s an amimal 15 necessary,” would be true
But 1n the case of universal propositions the two senses must
always be distinguished, and even 1n the case of singular pro-
positions, the senses must be distinguished wherever the terms
are such that they cannot be venfied simultaneously of a
demonstrative pronoun indicating what they stand for, Thus,
“It 1s possible that the white 1s black,” 1s false in sensu com-
posito (for '“possible” cannot be verified of “The white 1s
black” as a proposition of present time), but “The white 1s
possibly (or can be) black,” may be true?!

Aristotle, 1n the eleventh chapter of the De tnlerpretatione,
discusses the question of when a categorical proposition is
equivalent to more than one affirmation, 1n such manner that

1S5 tot log, II, g-10, 34r '‘Est sctendum quod ad veritatem talium pro-
positionum (i e , wn sesu divrso) requiritur quod predicatum sub propna forma
competat 1lli pro quo subiectum suppomt, vel pronomine demonstranti illud
pro quo sublectumn suppomt, 1ta scill quod modus expressus in tali propositione
verc predicatur de tah propostione de inesse 1n qua tpsummet predicatum pre-
dicatur de pronormine demonstrante illud pro quo subiectum suppomit
Secundo notandum quod tales propositiones de modo consimuliter se habent ad
suas singulares sicut Frnposmones de 1nesse, et 1deo 1mpossibile est quod tals
universalis sit vera vel falsa vel contingens vel necessaria msi1 quaelibet singulars
sit necessana vel contingens ' Thus of course does not apply to modal propositions
n sensu componio



200 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

1ts subject or predicate 15 not a significative uruty Thus he
says that “1f a man 1s a shoemaker and also good, we cannot
construct a composite proposition and say that he 1s a good
shoemaker ” On the other hand, if 2 man 1s an ammal and
also a biped, we can infer that he 1s a two-footed ammal
Ockham, 1n his Golden Exposition, pomts out that Amnstotle 1s
here concerned not so much with the question of whether a
proposition with a composite subject or predicate involves, as
a condition of its truth, the truth of more than one proposi-
tion, but that he 1s concerned chiefly with the question of the
conditions under which the truth of two propositions, taken
separately, allows us to infer the truth of a single proposition
m which the two subjects or predicates are combined as a
single composite expression !

We may, however, ask the other question—i e, if the sub-
Ject term of a categorical proposition signifies what 1t stands
for not per se, but through connoting or implying the existence
of something for which 1t does not stand, 1s not such a proposi-
tion equivalent to two distinct propositions, since 1t cannot
be true unless two distinct propositions are true? For example,
the statement “Every white man 1s an ammal” will be true
only if some men are white, the composite subject ““white
man’’ signifies men by connoting the actual existence 1n them
of whiteness, and thus implies, as a condition for 1ts standing
for individuals signified by “man” or by “animal,” that the
following contingent proposition be true ‘‘some men are
white ” Ockham holds that all such propositions, though
categorical 1n form, are equivalent to hypothetical propositions,
and require exposition—1 ¢, their truth depends on the truth
of two distinct propositions, or, 1n any case, on the co-existence
(*‘con-tingency”) of two distinct kinds of things—substance
and quahty

P Anst , Deint 11, 20b 35 Exp aur III, 11i8r ‘‘Hic determinat philosophus
de enunciatiombus habenubus aliquod extremum compositum ex pluribus
terminus, et dividitur in duas partes, quia primo ostendit qualis est talis propositio
Secundo quomodo ad divisim a coniunctis 51 est bona consequentia et quomodo
non "’ Ibd, 119r “Notandum est hic quod philosophus non loquitur praecise

dc propositione quae est plures, sed etiam indifferenter de propositione quae est
plures et de aliqua quando non semper valet consequenta a divisis ad conwuncta ”’



FORMS OF COMPLEX SIGNIFICATION =201

The principal vanieties of exponibiliz, or of categorical pro-
positions equivalent to hypothetical ones, are (1) Those i
which privative, fictitious, or infinite terms (e g, ‘‘not-man”)
appear; (2) Those in which a relative pronoun, such as “who,”
appears, (3) Reduplicative, exceptive, and exclusive proposi-
tions; (4) Propositions which state that something ‘‘begins
to be” or ‘15 ceasing to be”’, and (5) Propositions in which are
included connotative and relative terms that determinately
imply that actual existence of something other than the things
for which the terms of the proposition stand !

Propositions with privative, fictitious, and infinite terms
generally require two exponents. An example of the privative
type 15 “He 1s blind,” which 1s equivalent to ““He has not
sight, and 1s naturally capable of having sight.” An example
of the infinite type is ““An ass 1s a not-man,”” which 1s equiva-
ment to ‘‘an ass 1s something, and 1s not a man "’ Fictitious
terms are those which cannot stand for anything for which the
term ‘‘being” or ‘'something’” can stand, unless the fictitious
term 1s taken non-sigmficatively, or with simple or material
supposttion An example of a2 proposiion with a fictitious
term, 1s ‘A vacuum 1s an absence of body,” and for such a
statement to be true the following hypothetical proposition
would have to be true ‘‘The absence of body 1s something, and
1t 15 2 vacuum ”’ Since “‘something” cannot be verified of
‘“absence of body” taken sigmificatively and dwinm, the
proposition 1s false If, however, we say '‘“The word vacuum
means whatever the phrase absence of body means,” our
statement may be true, for we are then making a statement
about a word, affirming that another expression can be
substituted for 1t without altering the truth or falsity of
any proposition 1n which 1t enters, this statement, however,

'S tot log, II, 11, 34v ‘“Dicto de proposiiorubus cathegoricis quasn
simphecibus, dicendum est de propositionibus equivalentbus propositionibus
hypotheticais  Et est scaendum quod quaelibet cathegorica ex qua sequuntur
Plures propositiones cathegoricas tanquam exponentes eam, hoc est, exprimentes
quid illa propositio de sua forma importat, potest dic1 propesiho equivalens pro-
positiom1 hypotheticae  Hujusmodi sunt propositiones exclusivae, ex-
ceptivae, et reduplicativae, et huiusmodi sunt etiam omnes propositiones in
quibus ponuntur termini connotativi et relativi etc "’
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can be true regardless of whether or not ‘‘vacuum,” or
‘“absence of body,” can enter into any true proposition
significatively !

Propositions 1n which a relative pronoun appears, such as
“A man who 1s white, 15 running,” require exposition, as
follows ‘“A man 1s white and he 1s runmng” If such a
proposition 1s universal 1n form, 1t may have one of two senses
Thus *“Every man who 1s white 1s running,” may be equivalent
to “Every man 1s white, and every man 1s running,” or 1t may
be equivalent to ““Every man 1s white, and every such man 1s
running "’ These senses should be distinguished, for avoidance
of the fallacy of amphibology, as may be done by the use of
commas, € g , ' Every man who 1s white, runs,” or “ Every man,
who 1s white, runs,”’ ?

Reduplicative propositions receive a thorough analysis at
Ockham's hands, which 1s of interest with reference to his
argument concerning the difference between the concrete and
abstract forms of genera and species of substance As we
observed 1n connection with this question, Ockham held that
the abstract forms signify nothing in re other than what 1s
signified by their concrete counterparts, so that the abstract
form, as far as its signification 15 concerned, 1s synonymous
with the concrete form The difference between ‘““man’’ and
““humanity,” according to Ockham, 1s not a difference 1n
things signified, but a difference 1in usage ‘‘Humanity,”
being used as equivalent to the reduplicative expression
‘“Man gqua man,”’ cannot be used wherever the word ‘“man”
15 used, even though 1t signifies nothing distinct from the
individual things signified by ‘““man’ The reason for this 1s
made evident by the analysis of reduplicative propositions,
which require four, or in some cases five, exponents 3

Affirmative propositions with a reduplicative subject, such
as "‘Socrates qua man 1s coloured,” are either implicative of a
condition, or of a cause In the first case, they have four
exponents, as follows (1) “Socrates 1s coloured ", (2) ‘“Socrates

15 tot log, II, 12-4, 35r-35v 1S tot log, II, 15, 35v
¥ Cf Ante, ch u, pp 57-63
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15 aman”, (3) ‘“Every man 1s coloured ’, and (4) “If a man is,
he is coloured.” In the second case, where the reduplicative
expression 15 intended to indicate not merely a condition, but
a cause, an additional exponent 1s required Thus the state-
ment ‘‘Fire mnsofar as 1t 1s hot 1s calefactive,” 1s true only if
the following propositions are true (1) ‘“Fire 1s calefactive”;
(2) “Fire1s hot”, (3) “Every hot thing 1s calefactive””; (4) “If
anything 1s hot, 1t 1s calefactive”’, and (5) *““That which 1s hot
1s the cause of calefaction "’!

Further distinctions and rules, with respect to negative
reduplicatives, and with respect to reduplicatives which
mclude a negation 1n the subject term, are given in detail, but
need not concern us here What 1s sigmificant 1s the fact that
Ockham distinguishes “‘Socrates inquantum home,” from
*“Socrates,” by logical and not by metaphysical means
Because the reduplicative proposition introduces by its form
the condition that a umversal proposition must be true for
the reduplicative proposition to be true, the failure to analyse
1t 1nto 1ts exponents makes 1t appear to be a statement about
“humanity ”’ as exemplified in Socrates What Ockham insists
on, 1s that 1n such propositions we are not making a statement
about an abstract form that 1s distinct from individuals, or,
in the instance adduced, from the man called Socrates, all
we are doing, says Ockham, 15 to affirm that something 1s
true of Socrates which 1s also true of every man that exists, or
of any man that existed 1n the past or that might exust
in the future, with the further indication that Socrates is a
man

When we speak of ““man as such,” we are not refernng to
anything that 1s ot an individual man, but rather we are
making a single reference to all individual men that have been,

1S tot log, II, 16, 36r "'Lx praedicus colligi potest regula tahs gquod a
propositione reduphcativa ad suam praeiacentem est semper consequentia formals,
quia semper sua praeiacens est una exponens reduplicativae, et ideo sequitur
formahter ‘homo inquantum amimal est sensibilis, ergo homo est sensibilis *

Ex 1stis sequitur quod multae propositiones quae a mults conceduntur tam in

philosophia quam 1in theologia, sunt simpliciter falsae de virtute sermon, cuius-

modi sunt lales ‘creatura inquanturn est in deo, est realiter divina essenha’
‘homo inquantum creatura est non ens,’ . etc”
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are, or can be The umty of the things signified, 1s a function
of our mode of signification, and not of a per s¢ umty of indi-
vidual men as '‘parts” of some one thing called ‘‘humanity ”
Properly speaking, therefore, 1t 1s false to say that ‘‘Socrates
has humamty,” just as 1t 1s false to say that ‘‘Socrates 1s
humanity "—not because ‘“humanity” stands for anything
that 1s not an individual man, but because 1t can only stand
for all men taken together. And in the same way, when
““humanity " 1s the subject of a proposition, since 1t stands con-
junctively for all individual men, only a predicate that signifies
all individual men at all times, can be truly predicated of 1t
In mathematics, similarly, where we talk about '“quantity”
as if 1t were something distinct from things divisible or things
numerable, we have the same situation The abstract term 1s
equivalent to the reduplicative expression ‘‘quantum insofar
as 1t 15 a quantum,”’ and hence, without sigmifying any meta-
physically distinct entity called “‘quantity,” the abstract term
"‘quantity,” and the abstract terms included 1n the category of
quantity, can receive as true predicates only those terms that
could be predicated 1n universal propositions of their concrete
counterparts !

Exclusive and exceptive propositions also require exposition
An exclusive proposition, such as “Only man 1s an amimal,”
requires for its truth the truth of two propositions ‘“Man 1s
an animal,” and ““Nothing other than man 1s an amimal ”’
An exceptive proposition, such as “Every man except Socrates,
15 runmng,”’ 1s expomble by “‘Socrates 1s not runmng,
and every man other than Socrates 1s running > There are
numerous varieties of exclusive and exceptive propositions,
but their analysis 1s along the same lines, and can be passed
over !

Propositions 1n which something 1s said to ‘“begin to be”
or to ‘‘cease to be”” something, are analysed into two exponents
Thus, “Socrates begins to be white” 1s equivalent to ‘‘Socrates
1s white and just now was not white” Likewse, ‘' Socrates

1Cf ante, ch w, p 145-151, for Ockham’s criticsm of the notion of
quantity as something distinct from quanta
'S tot log, II, 17-8, 37r-3Bv
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ceases to be white’ 1s equivalent to ‘‘Socrates 1s white and a
moment hence will not be white *'?

Apart from these propositions which require exposition on
account of syncategorematic words present in them, or on
account of negative connotation 1n their terms (as in the case
of privatives like ‘‘blind ’), Ockham states that all categorical
propositions with connotative or relative terms, are equivalent
to hypothetical propositions This does not mean, however,
that a proposition such as **Every man 1s nisible,” or “Every
body 1s calefactible,” 1s exponible, unless taken as of present
time only, for in these cases the connotative term does not
indicate that something distinct from the things for which
1t can stand exusts 1z or with the things for which 1t can stand—
1 e., the being together (‘“‘con-tingency”) of distinct causes 1s
not 1mplied

The kind of proposition that 1s expomble on account of con-
taiming a relative or connotative term, 1s the kind which con-
tains a term that connotes the existence, together with the things
for which 1t stands, of something for which 1t does not stand
but which 1t consigmifies Thus “white,” standing for a
surface, does so by indicating the existence 1n 1t of the quality
““whiteness,” unless the proposition is in the mode of possibility
—n which case the contingent fact 1s not implied as a condition
of the truth of the proposition, at least if the proposition 1s
unmiversal But 1n a proposition such as ‘“Socrates 1s white,” or
‘““Every man 1s white,” contingent fact 1s implied Simuilarly,
‘“father” can stand for any individual who has a son, only
by indicating the existence of a substance (1e, the son or
daughter) distinct from what 1t stands for—unless, again, the
proposition 1s universal and de possibily 2

1S tot log , II, 19-20, 38v-30r

*S tot log, II, 11, 34v ‘sciendum est quod quaelibet propositio quae
habet talem terminum est habens exponentes quid importatur per talem pro-
positionem, sed diversae propositiones habent diversas exponentes propter
diversos termino: connotatives vel relativos, 1deo sufficit dicere de ahquibus
ut per 1llas scin posset proportionabiliter de alus quomodo exponuntur Unde
sciendum est quod quandocunque ponitur in propositione concretum cuir Cor-
respondct abstractum importans rem informantem aliam rem, semper ad venitatern

talis propositionis requiritur duae propositiones quae possunt vocari exponentes
ewus, et una debet esse 1n recto et alia 1n obliquo, sicut ad veritatemn 1stius * Sortes
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Ockham states that although Anstotle refers to propositions
such as “This man 1s 2 man” as instances of essential and per
se predication, he 15, 1n such cases, using the expression
“predication in quid” or "per s¢” 1 a loose sense Essential
predicates attach necessanly to their subjects, but the term
“man” does not stand necessarily for something for which
the term ““this man” stands The reason 1s, that the term ‘““this
man’’ has personal supposition only if the person using 1t can,
at the time of predication, pomnt to an individual man—ie,
the term ‘“‘this man” presupposes the existence of something
{sctl an act of pointing, or a person who can point) for which 1t
does not stand Hence, while 1t 1s necessarily true that every
man 15 a man, when he exists, and while 1t 1s necessanily true
that every man 1s an individual man, 1t 1s not necessarnly true
that an individual indicated by the pronoun “this,” is a man,
or that an individual man should be so placed that he could
be denoted by the word “this "1

The most interesing and signuficant part of this analysis
1s found 1n 1ts application to universal propositions Those
which have, as subject or predicate, a term that connotes
something for which 1t does not stand, as existing in or fo-
gether wuth the things for which it does stand, are in every case
expomble, and such propositions are always contingent and
never necessary or per s¢ true Thus the statement *‘Every man
1s white,”” 1s exponible, because 1t indicates the existence in
the individuals for which 1ts terms stand (sc2/ 1ndividual men)
of the quality *'whiteness” which 1s really distinct from them

If now we apply Ockham’s principle to the analysis of the

est albus’ requintur quod haec sit vera *Sortes est,’ et quod haec sit vera ‘Sorn
mest albedo’, similiter ad venitaten wstws ‘album curnt,’ requiruntur illae
duae ‘aliquid curnit’ et ‘illud habet albedinem,’ et ita est de alus ™'

15 tot log,II, 11, 35r ‘"intelligendum est quod proprie et stricte accipienda
‘predican per se et 1n qud,’ quod scilicet est necessario predicabile, nie nulla
tahs species ‘homo,” ‘asinus,” ‘numerus’ et huiusmodi predicatur in quid et
dicitur per se de aliquo, maxime 1n propositione de inesse et de praesenti, et hoc
quia nulla tahs est necessaria, ‘Sortes est homo,’ ‘ asmnus est asinus,’ ‘1ste numerus
est numerus,’ ‘ste motus est motus,’ et hwusmodi ” Here Ockham indicates,
agawnst Porphyry, that the infima species 15 not a predicable 1n direct predication
—i e, science 13 not of the particular
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universal propositions of demonstrative science, such as are
said to be necessary and per se true, we find that the possibility
of such propositions being necessary, per se, and non-expomuble,
depends entirely on the question of whether or not Ockham’s
“nominalistic” solution of the problem of universals 1s correct
For example, the proposiion “Every man 1s an ammal,”
which 15 said to be necessary and to be per se primo modo, 15
actually so only on condition that neither term indicates the
existence, 1 or with the things for which 1t stands, of anything
distinct from them And since, according to Ockham, genera
and species of substance signify nothing distinct from the
mdividuals for which they can stand, the necessity of such
propositions 1s preserved But if we 1nsist, with the medizval
‘‘logical realists,” that genera and species of substance sigmfy,
or consigmify, really distinct ““ parts”” n the individuals denoted
by them, or if we hold that “humamty” and ‘“ammality”
signify things in re distinct from the individuals sigmfed
by “‘man” and by “animal,” then such propositions as ““ Every
man is an ammal” would be exponible and contingent

Or let us take the proposition ‘“Every man 1s rational ”
Here the predicate is connotative, and indicates the intellective
soul According to Ockham, the essential differenna stands
for the individuals for which 1ts subject stands, not by connoting
the existence i individual men of a substantial form really
distinct from their individual nature, but by signifying a **part”
of their actually undivided nature—1 e, signifying this nature
partly If, however, we take the view that there 1s a real dis-
tinction between substantial form and prnime matter, and
consider that the essential differentia indicates the exstence
in matter of a substantial form distinct from 1it, then the
essential differentia cannot be regarded as necessarily predic-
able of the speafic term of whose definition 1t 1s a part, and
all such propositions as “Every man 1s rational” will be
exporuble and contingent

Finally, we may apply Ockham’s principle of analysis to
the proposiion ““Every man 1s nsible,” which is said to be
necessary and per se secundo modo, because the term “man” is
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included 1n the determinate nominal defimtion of ‘‘nsible.”
Now according to Ockham, ‘“‘nsible” 1s predicated necessarily
of ““man”’ because there 1s no distinction iz e between a sub-
stance and 1its potentialities of change—i.e., “nisible” stands
for individual men by indicating the power of laughter, which
according to Ockham, 1s not anything distinct from the
individual substances which are said (improperly) to “have”
the power of laughing According to Ockham, individual
men do not have the power of laughing, as they have heat in
them or whiteness—they are the power of laughter. But if]
with most of Ockham'’s medizval contemporanes, we hold that
there 1s a real or metaphysical distinction between a substance
and 1ts potentialities, propositions which are called per se
secundo modo will not be true per se, or necessary, but will be
exponible and contingent, because their truth will be a function
of the togetherness 1n existence of entities which, being distinct
in being, might be and yet not ““be together ”” Thus the thom-
1sts, by insisting on a “‘real” distinction between the soul and
1ts faculties or powers, unconsciously destroy the necessity of
such propositions as “Every man 1s capable of knowing,”” and
thereby destroy the necessity of the principle by which St

Thomas argued against the averroist doctrine of the separated
active intellect!*

One further condition on which the necessity of scientific
propositions depends, and which will be taken up later in
more detail, 1s this—no proposition 1s necessarily true or true
per se, whose terms are taken as standing for the things they
can stand for, merely 1n present time All such propositions
are expomible and contingent, because deterrmnate temporal
connotation imphes the co-existence or contingency of sub-
stance and quality 1n the act of change (time being the measure
of motion or change), whereas propositions that indicate the
co-exastence of distinct things are never necessary but are

VCf ante, ch 1v, p 142, Note 2 Also Exp aur, I, 27v “Ex 1sto sequitur
quod misibiitas non est alia res formaliter ab homine sibi inhaerens sicut nec
calelactivitas est aliqua alia res formaliter inhaerens calon Sed sicut ‘calefact-

witas' non umportat ms principium calefacuvum a quo potest esse calor, ita
‘nsibilitas’ non importat mist hominem qui potest habere actum ridend:
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always exponible and contingent Hence Ockham states
that the propositions of demonstrative science must be under-
stood not as statements about the existence of things 1n time,
but as statements about things which can exast in ttme  Science,
1in other words, 15 not about changes (events), but about prin-
ciples or potentialities of change (causes) ?

From this analysis of expomble propositions 1t can be seen
how Ockham’s treatment of the problem of universals and of
individuation, and his analysis of the categories, forms the
foundation for the all important aristotelian distinction between
demonstrative science and dialectical generalization or hypo-
thesis If all general propositions were expomble, and hence
contingent, the anistotelian conception of science as demonstra-
tive knowledge of necessary universal truths, would be pure
llusion But, as Ockham seeks to show, those who refer the
distinctions between genera, species, differentiz, and properties,
to really distinct things co-existing iz the individuals denoted
by them, automatically destroy the distinction between essential
and accidental predication, and between necessary and con-
tingent propositions As has been stated before, Ockham’s
logical nominalism 1s the sine qua non of his metaphysical
realism 2

1 Ockham, at this point, merely touches brieflv on the queston of whether
all umversal propositions are exponible, and dismisses the question as follows,
5 tot log, I, 11, 11, 34v " Sed dubitan potest an quaehbet proposito um-
versalis habeat tales exponentes, wvidetur quod sic, qua quaelibet tahs habet
plures singulares Dicendum est quod propositio universalis in qua ponitur hoc
signum ‘uterque’ vel 'neuter’ de virtute sermonis equivalet propesitioni hypo-
theticae, sed 1lla 1n qua ponitur ‘omne’ vel ‘nullus,” vel ‘quilibet’ non wspc,
quia quamvis habeat mulias singulares tamen hoc non est necessarium, quia
sicut demonstratus est prius haec est vera ‘omnis fenix est’ quamvis non sit 1ns
una ferux "' For his full discussion of the character of scientific propositions, sec
the next chapter, on Demonstration

?The concluding portion of Part II of the Sum of All Logic, dealing with the
conversion of propositions, 1s treated sufficiently, 1n 1ts main features, by Prantl
(PP 392-6), to justify the ormussion of an exposition of it here The treatment
15 not marked by any unorthodox [eatures—the principal addition to Anstotle
1s found 1n the use of the disunction between sensus divwsus and serwus compositus
in stating the rules for the conversion of modals Ockham also shows that the
equivalences between convertible propositions (1e of formally convertible ones)
1s 2 funetion of the maintenance of the indicated supposition of the terms, so that
conversion requires no ‘‘rddle,” and 15 immediate



210 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

II1

Ockham's analysis of the syllogism, contained in the first
division of Part II1 of his Sum of All Logic, resembles his analysis
of the categorical proposition to the extent that 1t is a differen-
tiation of forms of discourse, through reference to different ways
1 which logically distinguished parts are put together to form
a unity, While the divisions of Part III of the Sum of All Logic
that are concerned with demonstration, topical reasoning,
and fallacies, are also concerned with syllogism, they are not
concerned with the syllogism as such, but rather with the
manner 1n which knowledge, opinion, and error may be pro-
duced syllogistically through premises which are either evident,
probable, or neither evident nor probable

Aristotle’s prefatory remarks concerming demonstrative,
topical, and dialectical premises, 1n the first chapter of the
Prior Analytics, indicate two things (1) that the formal analysis
of the syllogism 1s relevant to the fields of inquiry to which
the later books of the Organon are devoted, and (2) that the
distinctions between premises as demonstrative, topical, etc,
are not to be taken into consideration 1n the Prior Analytics In
this treatise the premuse 15 defined simply as ‘““a sentence
affirmung or denying one thing of another,” and 1t 1s differen-
tiated as umiversal or particular, assertoric or modal, without
reference to whether, 1n point of fact, 1t 1s true or false, known
or believed ' Ockham’s division of syllogisms on the basis
of the epistemic character of thewr premises, 15 somewhat
more systematically expressed than that of Anstotle, and 1s
mteresting enough to repeat verbatim

Y Cf Anst, Anal Priora ], 1, 242 10-24b 16 Our justification for including
the treatment of Ockham's analysis of the syllogism :n commum 1n the same
chapter with his analysis of the categorical proposition, may well be questioned,
since Ockham does not group them together This arrangement 1s dictated
partly by reasons of convenience, and partly because Ockham's method of analysis
13 purely formal 1n both treatises—i e , his analysis of syllogistic forms, as of pro-

siional forms, 1s carried out without reference to the meamings of terms of

rst intention, or to determination of the truth or falaity of propositions formed
from them
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Of syllogisms some are demonstrative, some topical, and some
neither topical nor demonstrauve A demonstrative syllogism is
one 1n which, from necessary propositions evidently known, first
knowledge of a conclusion can be acquired But a topical syllogism
15 from probable premises And probable premises are those which
appear (scil to be true) to all or to the majonty or to the wisest,
and this description 1s to be understood thus, that probable premuses
are those which are true and necessary but not known per s¢ and not
syllogistically demonstrable from premises known per se, and which,
further, are not evidently known through experience, nor
demonstrable from such—but which, on account of their truth,
appear to be true to all or to the majority or to the wisest And,
to be bref, let this be the description of probable premises Probable
premises are necessary truths, which are neither principles nor
conclusions of demonstration, but which on account of their truth
appear (to be true) to all or to the majority or to the wisest By
the first particular are excluded all conungent and all false
propositions, by the second all principles and conclusions of
demonstrauons, and by the third are excluded certain necessary
truths which however appear to be false to all or to the majority
And thus the articles of the Faith are not principles of demonstration
nor conclusions, nor are they probable, for they appear false to all
or to the majority or to the wisest—taking ‘‘wisest” here for the
wise men of this world, and particularly for those using natural
reason, because 1t 15 1n this manner that the wise man 15 understood
in the description of science or philosophy

From these things 1t follows that the topical syllogism never
errs either matenally or formally, and 1t also follows that no one,
imn the natural course of things, can know evidently and demon-
stratively, with respect to any topical syllogism, that 1t 15 a topical
syllogism, although he can have faith that 1t 1s one

The syllogism which 1s neither demonstrative nor topical can be
divided, because one kind 1s from improbable premses, and the
other from premuses that are not improbable, or, one kind errs
in 1ts matter, and the other kind does not err 1n 1ts matter ?

The definition of the syllogism as such, which 1s applicable
1 common to demonstrative, topical, and all other kinds of
syllogism, 1s given by Anstotle as follows' ‘A syllogism is dis-
course 1n which, certain things being stated, something other
than what 15 stated follows of necessity from thewr being so
Whether the premuses are true or false, known or believed, is

1S tot log, III, I, cap 1, 44v
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irrelevant to the production of a syllogism, the most that
can be said, with regard to the truth or falsity of the
parts of a syllogism, 1s that the conclusion cannot be false
if both premuses are true, though the contrary may be the
case !

Before talung up the generation of the figures and modes of
syllogisms, and distinguishing those whose premises are asser-
toric from those whose premises are modal, etc , Ockham states
certain preambula, indicating that every syllogism 1s composed
of two premises and a conclusion, and of three terms, called
major, mnor, and mddle He then distinguishes the
three figures according to the position of the middle term 1n
the two premises, stating that there 1s no fourth figure,
since the difference 1in position of the mddle term 1n the
so-called fourth figure 1s merely due to the transposition of
major and munor premuses of the first figure Consequently
no other conclusions follow than those produced in the first
figure 2

The generation of the modes of the first figure 15 exhibited
through an enumeration of the sixteen possible combinations of
umversal affirmative, umiversal negative, particular affirma-

L Anst, An Priora I, 1, 24b 1B~g Ockham, § tot log, I1II, I, 1, 44v
**Sillogismus est oratio 1n qua ex duabus praemissis dispositis 1n modo et figura
de necessitate sequitur conclusio, et ad i1llam difimtionem mhil refert an prae-
rmussae sint verae vel [alsae, hoc tamen est generale, quod nunquam praecmissae
sunt verae et conclusio falsa, quamvis possit esse econverso ™

2S tot log, II1, I, 2, 44v “‘Positis divisiorubus et distinctiomibus sillogismi,
de quibusdam membrns dividentibus 1n speciali est dicendum Et primo de
uniformi generatione sillogismorum de inesse, secundo de uniforrm modalum,
et tertio de mixtis  Circa primum est primo dicendum de sillogismis ex omnibus
de 1nessc et de praesenti, secundo de alus, sed antequam accedatur ad propositum
videnda sunt quaedam preambula Primum est quod tantum sunt duae prae-
rssae et una conclusio in sillogismo et tantum tres termini, sc/ major extremutas,
minor extrermitas, et medium Est autem medium quod pomitur 1n utrague
pracmissarum, mmajor extremitas quac cum medio termino ponitur 1n majori
propositione  Minor extremitas est quae porutur cum medio iIn minore pro-
positione, hoc est, 1n secunda propositione Secundum est quod tantum sunt
tres figurae Prima est in qua medius terminus subucitur 1n prima propositione
et predicatur in secunda Secunda figura est 1n qua medius terminus predicatur
mn utraque Tertia figura est 1In qua medius terminus subucitur 1 utrague
Et non est apponenda quarta figura, quia s1 medius terminus predicatur 1n prima
propositione et subucitur in secunda non ent msi transpositio propositionum
positarum n prima figura et 1deo non sequitur alia conclusio quam 1illa quae
sequilur ex pracmussis dispositis 1n prima figura "
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tive, and particular negative propositions, and through the
elimmmation of those modes which are invahid. Two ways of
distinguishing the vahd from the invalid modes are mentioned
(1) If we consider the syllogism as the exhibition of the con-
nection of major and minor term, with respect to their indicated
supposition, through the middle term, then every valid form
of the syllogism can be recognized by the fact that 1t 1s regulated
(immediately 1n the first figure and mediately 1n the others)
by the dictum de omnz et de nullo, (2) If we consider the syllogism
as a consequentia, or as equivalent to a hypothetical proposition
with a conjunctive antecedent, 1ts valid forms can be dis-
tinguished from the invahd forms inductively, since no mstance
of the vahd forms can be found in which a false conclusion
follows from true premises

Ockham states that there 1s no demonstration of the valdity
of a valid mode 1n the first figure, but only the inductive or
dialectical proof afforded by the second method mentioned
above That this second method 1s not strictly demonstrative
15 plain from the fact that it argues from the apparent truth of
every conclusion produced through one of the valid modes from
premuses which are evident or apparently true to the vahdity
of the mode by which such a conclusion 1s produced This 1n-
ductive procedure enables us to distinguish the valid modes
from the invahd ones, and to state our distinctions 1n the form of
rules goverming the production of vahd syllogisms We can,
furthermore, defend these rules dialectically, by challenging
anyone to find a proposition generally held to be false (or
held to be false by the majonty or the wisest) which would
follow through one of the valid modes, from premises con-
ceded to be true by everybody, or by the majonty, or by the
wisest But we cannot use these rules as principles for the
demonstration of the vahdity of syllogisms formed according
to them, because the vahdity of the rules 1s based on the
validity of the instances of which the rules are generalizations,
and the apparent validity of these instances 1s referred, 1n the
inductive procedure, to judgments concerning the truth or
falsity of actual propositions which, though generally conceded
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to be true, are not known 1n the strict and demonstrative
sense !

The other way in which a valid syllogism can be dis-
tinguished from one that 1s not formally valid, does not
presuppose, as ground of induction, determinate knowledge or
belief with respect to the truth or falsity of any propositions
which can be conclusions of a demonstrative syllogism. Every
syllogism regulated according to the dictum de omn1 et de nullo,
either immediately (as m the first figure) or mediately (as 1n
the other figures), 1s valid, and every syllogistic arrangement
of terms and propositions not so regulated, 1s not vahd, and 1s
not a true syllogism This also 1s not a demonstration, but
rather a definition of what a syllogism 1s  As a definition, how-
ever, 1t has distinct advantages from the logical point of view,
for 1t refers only to terms and to ways in which one term can
be affirmed or denied of another, and does not presuppose
determinate knowledge of the truth or falsity of demonstrable
propositions, nor any postulates concerming the truth or falsity
of such propositions. All that 1t presupposes 1s the existence
of terms—i e, that there are signs (mental, spoken, or wnitten)
such as can stand, 1 discourse, for things for which some,
but not all, other terms can stand From this definition of the
term, Ockham’s whole analysis of the categories and of the
categorical proposition, can be derived, and 1n the same way,
the dictum de omm1 et de nullo, as the principle by which a syllo-
gism can be distinguished from an arrangement of terms

'S tot log, I1I, I, 34, 45r—45v “‘Ista narrata (scil , the manner in which
the modes of the first figurc are generated) non possunt probari ms per modum
quo probat Anstotcles, probando qued sunt quatuor modi utiles, per hoc quod
non contingit inferre instantiam, unde servando talem modum arguend: ex duabus
universahbus affirmativis, 'omnis home est ammal, omne nsibile est homo,
crgo omne risibile est ammal,’ impossibile est invenire 1nstantiam ubi praermssae
sunt verae et conclusio falsa " Ockham uses the word probare, and not
nli‘zmun.rtmn, because a dialectical proof 15 not a demonstrabon, but rather a

proving''—in the sense of ‘' tesung "—of a thess Ibid ~ “*Et est hic advertendum
quod ad probandum combinationem inutilem vel modum nutlem non op-
ortet invemire instantiam i terrmms substantialbus sicut quidam errantes
dicunt, sed sufficit invenire instantiam 1in quibuscumque terminis sive substan-
tialibus sive acadentalibus sive quibuscumque ' Cf anle, ch 1v, pp 129-130, on

v

Bocthius' restricuon of the dictum de omm to predicabion tn quid, and Ockham's
criticism
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and propositions that 15 not a syllogism, presupposes nothing
more than what 1s involved 1n Ockham’s definition of a
term.

Aristotle’s statement of the dictum de omn: et de nullo, 1n the
Prior Analytics, 1s as follows- '‘Whenever three terms are so
related to one another that the last 1s contained 1n the middle
as 1n a whole, and the middle 1s either contained 1n, or excluded
from, the first as in or from a whole, the extremes must be
related by a perfect syllogism ”’*  Previously Aristotle had said
““That one term should be included 1n another as 1n a whole 1s
the same as for the other to be predicated of all of the first.”’?
The medizval statement of this rule was more brief mfil est
sumere sub subiecto quin de eodemn dicatur predicatum As Ockham
ponts out, this defimtion of the perfect syllogism 1s not to
be understood as if 1t were required that the major term
should be truly predicable of everything of which the rmuddle
term 1s predicated—for if that were the case, syllogisms
could be formed only from true propositions, and we would
have to know whether the premises of a syllogism were
true before we could determine whether or not it was a
syllogism It 1s sufficient, says Ockham, that the form of affir-
matiwn, by which the major term 1s predicated of the middle
term, be such that the predicate 1s indicated to stand for
everything for which the subject can stand, and that the
form of the minor premise be affirmative, for a syllogism to
result

Arstotle, in stating his rule by reference to the relation
between three terms, 15 to be taken literally—he 1s talking
about terms, related through forms of affirmation or demal,
and not about ‘‘real” relations between things signified by
the terms Syllogisms, as such, are arrangements of terms as
parts of affirmations and demals; to produce a vahd syllogism
regulated by the dictum de omm et de nullo, we do not have to
consider the meanings of terms, or the truth or falsity of propo-
sitions, but we do have to know how to state the major premise

YAnst , An Priora I, 4, 25b 325
1 Arst , An Priora I, 1, 24b 26-30
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as a universal affirmation or denial, and the minor premise
as a umversal or particular affirmation 1

The question of whether the syllogism 1s to be considered
primarily as an ordering of terms 1n intension or primarily as an
ordering of terms 1n extension, has no place in Ockham’s dis-
cussion The existence of the syllogism presupposes the existence
of terms, and terms have intentional character precisely insofar
as they have determinate capacity to stand for individual
things for which some, but not all, other terms can stand
The analysis of the syllogism as such, requires the distinction
between affirmative and negative propositions which are
etther umiversal or particular, and these distinctions in turn
rest on the general recognition of what 1s involved 1n the defini-
tion of the term, as such—namely, 1ts determinate capacity to
stand for things when combined through predication with
other terms But although the existence of the syllogism pre-
supposes the existence of terms whose nature 1s their deter-
minate capacity to stand for many individuals, and thus pre-
supposes both that terms are of determinate character (1e,
have '‘intension ), and that they can stand for things (or have
‘“extension”’), the analysis of the syllogism as such does not
involve any reference esther to the meamings or definitions of
terms, or to knowledge of their true predicatve relations to each
other—scil , as genus, differentia, property, or accident
The arrangement of three terms in three propositions, accord-
ing to the specifications expressed in the dictum de omn: et de
nullo, constitutes a syllogism 1n the first figure, whether 1t 1s

1S 1ot log,III, I, 2, 45r ‘'Est autem dici de omnt quando nihil est sumere
sub subiecto quin de eodem dicatur predicatum Quod est sic intelligendum
non quod predicatum vere convemat cuihbet de quo dicitur subiectum, quia
tunc non esset dic1 de omm ms1 1n proposiiorubus vens, sed sufieit quod per
talem propositionem denotatur quod nihil sit sumere sub subiecto quin de eodem
dicatur predicatum, et hoc denotatur per omnem propositionem umversalem
affirmativam " Ibid 4, 46r Here Ockham states that propositions of theology,
dealing with the Trinity or with the dual nature of Christ, are not regulated by
the dic1 de omm, because 1n thesc cases, a single thing 13 several really disunct
things, which 1s not the case 1n natural things such as can be objects of fimte
understanding It 15 interesting to observe that the principles and methods
upheld by multi moderm or mults ervantes 1n logic, and certain distinctions such as
the scotist dishnctio_formalus a parte ree, which Ockham crniticizes constantly insofar
as they are introduced into logic or philosophy, apply very aptly to the statement
of theological dogma, as indeed Ockham recogmzes
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a demonstrative syllogism, a topical syllogism, or a syllogism
composed of false statements or of 1mprobable statements or
of articles of faith

The same principles of analysis are applied by Ockham to
the modes of the second and third figures, these being regulated
only mediately by the dictum de omn: et de nullo The methods
of reduction (1 e, by conversion or per impossibile) of the modes
of the second and third figures to the first, and the ‘“weakened
conclusions” that can be drawn through the first and second
figures, are given 1n the traditional manner Ockham ncludes
the so-called “expository syllogism” under the third figure,
laying down the following restrictions- (1) the middle term,
which 1s subject 1n both premuses, must be singular in the sense
that 1t can stand only for one thing which 15 not many—a
restriction which excludes not only terms having suppositio
commums but also certain theological terms (such as the names
of the Persons of the Trinity), and (2) the minor premise must
be affirmative Such a syllogism may be composed entirely
of singular terms, and 1t 1s called expository because 1t 15 a
method of exhibiting two terms as two ways of sigmfying or
denoting some one thing Possibly Ockham would have
given as an example of such a syllogism, had he lived 1n recent
years, the following ‘‘Scott was the author of Waverley, Scott
was the author of Marmion, therefore the author of Wauverley
was the author of Marmion.”’?

A number of rules are given for syllogisms 1n which one
premise is of present time and the other premise of past time
Thus, 1n the first figure, 1f the middle term stands 1n the major
premise for things which exist now, the minor premise must
be of present time and not of past tme Or 1f the subject of

1S tot log, III, I, 16, 50r ‘'sciendum est quod sillogismus expositorius
est qui est ex duabus praemussis singularibus dispositis 1n tertia figura quae tamen
possunt inferre conclusionem tam particularem quam singularem sive indefinitam,
sed non umversalem requiritur quod sublectum supponit pro ahquo
quod non est plures res quaecunque, nec est idem realiter cum aliquo quocunque
quod est plures res sive respective sive absolute " Ibid, sov 'et qua
1n creatuns nulla una res numero est plures res reahiter quaecunque, 1deo generaliter
quando arguitur ex propositioribus singularibus praedicto modo sit sillogismus
expositorius, hoc addito quod minor sit affirmativa
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the major stands for things which have exsted (e g, ‘“Every
thing that was alive two hundred years ago 1s dead”), then
the minor premise must not be taken 1n present time !

The rest of Ockham’s analysis of the syllogism 1s taken up
with a detailled and exhaustive statement of the rules for
constructing uniform and mxed syllogisms from modal pro-
positions, 1n the three figures The distinction between the
two senses of modal propositions (sensus dwwsus and sensus
compositus), adds enormously to the complexity of this analysis,
but brings to light many cases where syllogisms taken 1n one
of these senses are valid, while if taken 1n the other sense they
are invalid The careful apphcation of this distinction to
modal syllogisms, as well as a more exhaustive examination of
possible combinations of modes, and a more systematic state-
ment of rules, 1s all that Ockham’s analysis adds to the work
of Aristotle on this subject In addition, Ockham 1nvestigates,
m a more cursory manner, the vahdity of syllogisms composed
partly or wholly of exponible propositions, such as exceptives
and reduplicatives, but finds relatively few valid varieties of
such syllogisms. Finally, a brief paragraph on the hypothetical
syllogism appears 1n which only the modus ponendo ponens 1s
treated, that this final chapter 1s by Ockham seems question-
able, since the previous chapter ends with the words ‘'‘Et
1sta de sillogismis ad praesens suficiant 2

Prantl, seemingly appalled by the intnicacy of Ockham's
analysis of modal syllogisms, characterizes this part of the Sum
of All Logic as sterile, and as one more 1nstance of the bad
effect on medizval logicians of the ‘“byzantinische Formalis-
mus ”’ Yet if one 15 patient and 1n not too much of a hurry, the
careful reading of this part of Ockham’s work 1s not without
interest, for 1t has the rather good feature of exhibiting, 1n
application to the most complex and subtly varned forms of

1S tot log, III, I, 17, 50v

* This statement comes at the end of cap 67, fal 63v  Prant, pp 399-409,
includes 1n his foot-noles a fairly adequate selection of citations from Ockham's
treatment of the forms of syllogism, which 1s sufficient to indicate the manner
in which he applies the principles and techmque of analysis developed n the
previous parts of his logical Summa, to the syllogism 1n 1ts many forms
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discursive statement, principles of analysis which are intnin,
sically simple and intelligible, and which nevertheless are fully
adequate for making evident the form and construction of
the most complex syllogistic “‘fabrications ”” If the size of
the harvest 1s any indication of the fertility of the seed, we
should, on contemplating Ockham’s thickly planted crop of
syllogistic forms, attribute stenlity not to hum nor to his prin-
ciples, but rather to the modern temperament which 1s appalled
(and even the indefatigable Prant] wavers here) at the thought
of having to reap so great a harvest *

With this brief indication of Ockham’s treatment of the
syllogism as a form of complex signification, we reach the end
of that part of Ockham's logic which deals with terms and
with modes of combining terms into propositions and syllo-
gisms The analysis so far has been, 1n a strict sense, concerned
with forms of discourse, and not with the exstence or non-
existence of things signified, or with the truth or falaty of
statements about such things Where metaphysics has been
brought 1n, as with the “problem of umiversals,” 1t has been
only 1n order to show how to keep from muung metaphysics
with logic and with discursive science; what many of Ock-
ham’s contemporaries looked upon as metaphysical ‘pro-
blems,” Ockham regarded as instances of equivocation with
respect to the supposition of terms Such metaphysics as
15 1nvolved in Ockham’s analysis, 15 1nvolved 1n the existence
of terms—1 e , of acts of understanding which sigmfy things and
which are capable of standing for them 1n propositions  Ens,
unum, aliquid, or the other transcendental terms, are inescap-
able except by complete silence—and although a metaphysics
which consists only of six convertible terms of absolute urver-
sality, may seem like a small thing, 1t cannot be shaken off, and
1t need not be added to

'Cf Prand, p 401 ‘““Wenn wir ber Occam den hingebenden Fleiwss
und die Verschwendung emnes einseiigen Scharfuinnes anerkennen mussen, so
hat derselbe dennoch gerade durch jenen byzantimschen Formalismus das

Ganze derartig ertodtet, dass fur eine besonnene Wissenschaftslehre oder Logik
hieraus keinerler Frucht erwachsen kann " ete. etc



CHAPTER SIX
DEMONSTRATION AND DEFINITION

I

THE analysis of the term, of the proposition, and of the syllo-
gsm as such, which 1n Anstotle’s Organon carnes us to the end
of the Prior Analytics, 15 a dissection of component parts or
factors distingwishable 1n any kind of reasoned discourse,
whether demonstrative or topical Ockham, in the second
division of Part III of his Sum of All Logic, undertakes to make
use of this previous analysis in the statement of the character-
1stics and conditions proper to the kund of discourse that yields
demonstrative knowledge and that exhibits indemonstrable
principles

Ockham'’s treatise on demonstration covers most of the
matenial contained 1n the Posterior Analytics, but 1n somewhat
different order, and with his characteristic language and
methods of statement everywhere evident Anstotle, being
an urbane resident of Athens, makes his doctrine evident
through 1nviting us te investigate and discuss problems and
difficulties, Ockham, 1n medizval fashion, seeks to follow the
order 1n which that which 1s prior 1n the absolute sense comes
first, and hence he defines his terms and sets forth his principles,
leaving 1t to the pupil or reader to apply them in the solution
of problems

The general order of Ockham’s discussion 1s as follows (1)
He states what a demonstrative syllogism 1s, enumerates the
parts (terms and propositions) required in demonstrations,
and indicates the respects in which they differ from terms and
propositions which do not enter into demonstrative syllogisms.
(2) He indicates how universal truths, both demonstrable and
indemonstrable, may come to be known by experience without
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demonstration, and discusses the relation between knowledge of
the fact and knowledge of the reasoned fact (3) He discusses
a pronn demonstration, and the relation between demonstra-
tion and definition, 1n connection with the four questions
enumerated by Arnstotle i1n Book II of the Posterior Analytics
In order to ascertain the conditions proper to demonstrative
science, 1t 1§ necessary to state the meaning of the word ‘‘de-
monstration ”’  According to Arnstotle, a demonstration 1s a
““syllogism productive of knowledge ” What a syllogism 1s,
has already been indicated, but the word “knowledge,”
connoted by the term ‘“demonstration,” can be taken in more
than one sense Insofar as 1t 1s used strictly, as distinct from
faith or opinion, Ockham discriminates three senses (1) 7o
know may mean evident grasp of a truth; and in this sense not
only necessary propositions are said to be known, but also
contingent ones evident 1n the act of perception (2) To know
may mean the evident grasp of a truth which cannot be false,
and in this sense only necessary propositions are said to be
known (3) To know may mean the grasp of one necessary
truth through the evident understanding of two necessary
truths forming the premises of a syllogism, such that the con-
clusion 1s of 1tself capable of being doubted, but can be evidently
known through the premises And 1t 1s 1n this last sense that
"“knowledge’ 1s connoted by the term '‘demonstration 1

1S tot log, INII, II, 1, 63v ‘‘Oportet autem primo scre quod secundum
doctrinam Arnistotehis demonstratio est sillogismus faciens scire, 1sta emm diffinitio,
sal ‘faciens scire,’ est diffimtio exprimens quid normims illius termini ‘demon-
stratio ’ Dico ergo quod omnes de demonstratione loquentes per hunc
termunum 'demonstratio’ non mtelbgunt msi sillogismum facientem scire, sed
qua ‘scire’ 1 diversis locws accipitur equivoce, videndum est quomodo ‘scire’
m hac diffinitione acapitur  Unde sciendum est quod quamvis ‘seire’ diversis
modis accipr possit, tamen sufficit ad praesens dicere quod tribus modis dicitur
Uno modo ‘scire’ dicitur evidens comprehensio venitatis, et sic dicuntur san
non tantum necessaria sed etiam contingenta, sicut scio te sedere et me vivere
Secundo modo dicitur ‘scire’ evidens comprehensio veritatis quae non potest
esse falsa, et sic dicuntur sari tantum necessaria et non contingentia Tertio
modo dicitur 'saire’ comprehensio unmus venitatis necessariae, per evidentem
comprehensionem duarum veritatum necessarium, puta duarum praemussarum
in modo et figura dispositarum, et illae duae veritates faciunt tertiam veritatem
evidenter sciri quae aliter esset ignota, et Bic accipitur ‘scre’ n praedicta
diffinione ' Cf Arst , An Post I, 2, 71b 18-24

Aristotle uses the expression ‘‘scientific knowledge” (¢riorfun or scientia)
in this strict sense, 1n most of the Posterior Analytics (e g, 100b 10-2, where
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Since a demonstration 1s a syllogism, 1t must have three
terms But not all kinds of terms can enter 1nto every kind of
demonstration Terms which 1mply the existence, iz or w:th
the things for which they stand, of things really distinct from
them, cannot enter into affirmative assertoric premuses, for
propositions 1 which such terms appear, if affirmauve and
assertoric, are exponible and contingent Such terms may,
however, be parts of negative and modal premuses Thus,
while the statement ‘“Every body 1s hot” 1s contingent, the
modal proposition “Every body can be hot,”” and the negative
proposition ‘‘No colour 1s hot,” are necessary In the same
way, terms whose nominal definitions include a contradiction,
so that "“being” 1s not predicable of them significatively 1n a
proposition of possibility, cannot enter into affirmative cate-
gorical premises, though they may be predicates in negative
premises 1

The terms which can be parts of demonstratio potissima, accord-
ing to Ockham, are those signified by the following terms of

it 18 contrasted with wois, by which indemonstrable principles are grasped),
but sometimes he uses 1t in the broader sense as in Ockham’s second defimiuon
Ockham as a rule uses scientiz for ériornuy, and cogmitio, or endens cognitw, as
a more general term equivalent to ‘‘scire’ m sense 2, he also uses nofiha
wntuthiva to express vo(s, whereby we recogmze the being ol what 15 signified by
the essential definition

In any case, "demonstranon’ mus. connote knowledge only in sense 3,
of the three senses enumerated by Ockham, for il 1n sense 2, then scaentfic
knowledge would involve infinite regress among necessary truths, and 1f 1n sense
1, sense perception would be a demonstrative syllogism, for a demonstration
could then be defined as a "'syllogism producing sense perception '’ While this
13 not as absurd as it sounds (certamnly not to a pragmatst), 1t obviously 15 not
what Anstotle means by ‘demonstration '

1S tot log, III, II, 1, 63v '""'Omms autem demonstratio componitur ex
propositionibus et propositiones ex terrums Unde qua terminorum et
propositionum ex quibus constat demonstratio sunt quaedam conditiones propriae
non ommbus termims competents, 1deo primo dicendum est de conditiombus
corum, secundo de proposiiomibus requisitis ad demonstrationem, terho de
demonstratione "' Ibid , 2, 63v “Non omnes autem termim pessunt ingred:
demonstrationem affirmativam ex propositionibus mere de 1nesse et de praesent,
Ul enum termum qui de nulle possunt predicari ms: contingenter vel falsis, 1psis
sumphs significative, nunquam possunt esse partes demonstrationis talis
quamvis 1n demonstratione negativa possunt esse, qula 1N negativa possunt
de alus necessano predicari  Similiter quamvis tales terrmm ‘album,’ ‘migrum,’
‘cabdum’ et huiusmodi non possunt esse partes propositionum necessarium
mere de inesse et de praesenu affirmatvarum, tamen possunt esse partes
propositonum de possibili necessarium, 1deo talem demonstrationem ingredi

possunt '
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second 1ntention ‘‘subject,” ‘‘definition,” “‘attribute.” In the
strict sense 1n which these terms are here used, only absolute
terms 1n the category of substance are “‘subjects,” and only
those terms which can stand for individuals signified by genera
and species of substance, are “‘attributes "’ In a broader sense,
mathematical demonstrations can be called demonstrationes
potissimae, even though they do not fulfill these conditions It
15 to be observed that affirmative assertoric premises 1n which
attributes are predicated of their proximate subjects, are
equivalent to propositions de possibils 1n which connotative
terms indicating the actual contingent umty of distinct ele-
ments are predicated of the same subjects Thus “Every body
1s calefactible,” which 1s assertoric and necessary, 1s equivalent
to “Every body can be hot,” which 1s a necessary proposition
de possibaly

Since a proposition cannot be known to be true if the mean-
ings of 1ts terms are not unequivocally understood, Ockham
states that quid est must be understood of every term that enters

1S tot log, III, II, 2, 64r ‘‘Unde breviter secundum ventatemn, demon-
straionum de qua dictur inferius omnes termum aliquam demonstrationem
ingredi possunt, sed non omnes ingredi possunt demonstrationem potissunam
de qua dicitur inferius - Termini autem qui demonstrationem potissimam ingredi
possunt sunt praecise passio, sublectum, et diffinitio sciendum est quod
passio est quoddam predicabile distinetum a subiecto realiter importans
illud 1dem quod importat subiectum, et aliquid plus vel saltem 1illud i1dem aho
modo Et eodem modo est de diffimtione » For the strict meanings of
pasito, subsectum, and diffimitio, cf ante, ch 1w, pp 106-11, 112 and 116 Concerning
the demonstration of attributes of mathematical subjects, c¢f S tot log, III,
II, 40, 73v ' Verumtamen sciendum quod tahs diffimtio sublect: non semper
est proprussima diffimtio talis qualis est praecise subatantbiarum, sed frequenter
diffimtio 1ndicans partes integrales rer quales sunt diffinitiones mathematicorum,
et de tali demonstratione potissima per quam demonstratur passio sive diffimitio
exprimens quid nominis passionis de suo subiecto primo per diffimitionem subiecti
tanquam per medwum inteliguntur multae auctoritates in hibro posteriorum
quamvis omnis sillogismus ex necessarus et indemonstrabilibus faciens
sare conclusionem prius 1gnotam st demonstratio magus large sumendo
demomtratlonem, tal1 eham demonstratione non potest una conclusio nis1 unica
demonstratione demonstrann quamvis alus demonstratiombus  possit  umica
conclusio multis demonstratiomibus demonstrart et per 1illas dustinctiones
et consimiles possunt solvi multa quae praedictis et etiam dictis Anstotelus 1n
dwversis locis repugnare videntur ' Since mathematical attributes can usually
be demonstrated 1n more than one way of their subjects, mathematical demonstra-
tion 11 demonstraiw potissma only 1n a broader sense than u the case with physical
demonstranons  Concerrung the equivalence of “Every man possibly laughs”
to "'Every man 135 nsible,” of ch mw, p 104-5, on the word ‘“property



224 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

into a demonstration, That 1s to say, the meamng of the word
must be grasped unambiguously, by a real definition or a
nominal definition. Furthermore, since a proposition 1s true
or false of what 1s sigmified by 1ts subject term, and since there
can be no evident knowledge of what 1s not true of anything
at all, the existence of something sigmified by the subject term,
as defined, must be understood

With respect to the attribute, 1t is not always necessary to
understand that 1t stands for something that can exist, if the
major premise 1S negative, or equivalent to a conditional
proposition, all that 1s required 1s that the meaning of the word
be grasped unequivocally through a nominal definition. If;
however, the major premuse 1s affirmative and assertoric 1n form,
then 1t 15 necessary to understand that the attnbute 1s a sign
of something whose existence can be apprehended by it, and
for the same reason as in the case of the subject—namely,
because the premuses of a demonstration must be known
evidently, and we cannot know an affirmative assertoric
proposition to be true without understanding that something
per se one 1s signified by both of 1ts terms  According to Ockham,
Aristotle’s statement that sometimes the existence of what is
signified by an attribute 1s presupposed, and sometimes not,

15 to be understood 1n this way ?

'S ot log, III, II, 3, 64r ‘' Non solum autem oporlet 1stos termmos ad
demonstrationem  concurrere sed etam quandoqunque demonstrationem
ingreduntur, antequam conclusio concludatur, oportet eos praecognoscere,
non tamen semper oportet omnes aequaliter praecognoscere De sublecto emim
oportet praecognoscere quid est et quia est Oportet emm praccognoscere de
subiecto, cum sit terminus, quid significat, et haec praecognitio communis est
omni termino cumuscungue sillogism vel argumentatioms 81 autem st
demonstratio affirmativa et caLhcgonca, non oportet tantum de subiecto
praecognoscere quid significat sed oportet praecognoscere quia est, hoc est,
oportet praecognoscere quod esse non impossibiliter predicatur de subiecto
suignificauve sumpte Et ratio est, qua ad hoc quod habeatur demonstratio
oportet pracmissas cognoscere, ergo oportet quod 1lla pracmissa in qua predicatur
aliquid de subiecto sigmificative surnpto, vel econtra, sit cognita, et per consequens
(quod) est vera, et st sit vera et scita esse vera, oportet quod mibi non competat
impossibiliter esse, ex quo propositio est affirmanva  De passione autem, quamvis
mmgrediatur demonstrationem affirmativam, non oportet praecognoscere nisi
tantum quid 1mportatur per nomen, sed non oportet quod praccognoscatur quod
mbi non repugnat esse, et hoc quidem verum est si major 1llus demonstratiorus
st conditionalis vel equivalens tali, tunc erum non oportet, quantumcumgque
cognoscatur 1lla praemissa 1n qua ponitur passio, quod cognoscatur esss posse
convenire passionn  Quando autem major est affirmativa non equvalens
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Of the propositions required for demonstrations, some can
be premises or conclusions of demonstrations, while others,
though presupposed by demonstrations, are extrinsic to them
and cannot be prermuses, Of these extrninsic principles, Ockham
distinguishes two kinds, as follows

(1) Some principles are presupposed, implcitly or expheitly,
by all discursive thought and by all argument, and are such
that their truth 1s recognmized precisely nsofar as any propo-
sition 1s understood to be true or false Such are the “laws
of thought,” and the metaphysical propositions composed of
the convertible transcendental terms

(2) Some principles are presupposed, not by all demonstra-
ttons, but only by those to which they apply Thus every
demonstration presupposes, implicitly or otherwise, the truth
of a proposition 1n which “being” 1s predicated 1n the mode
of possibility, of the subject of demonstration taken signifi-
catively Only 1n cases where the demonstrator enters into
argument with a person who questions the existence of the
subject matter of the demonstration, are such propositions
explicitly assumed—and, as Armstotle says, 1t 1s unprofitable
for the demonstrator to argue with such people, since they
Iiterally do not know what they are talking about More
frequently such assumptions are expressly made in mathe-
matics, as when we expressly assume that a figure of such
or such a kind can be constructed or that 1ts defimtion 1s not
impossible, the reason for this 1s that the subjects of mathe-
matical demonstrations have, strictly speaking, only nominal

conditionall, ita bene oportet praccognoscere de passione qua est, sicut de
sublecto, nec hoc negat Anstotelces, sed vult quod quandoque oportet praecog-
noscer quia est de subiecto quamvis non oportet praccognoscere quia est de passione

‘' Breviter ergo dicendum et quod secundum principia Aristotels, de subiecto
in demonstratione tam cathegorica quam hypothetica, et tam 1n composita ex
una hypothetica conditionali et aha cathegorica, oportet praeccognoscere de
subiecto quid sigmificat et quia est, et hoc est quod sibi non repugnat essc 1ta
quod propositio predicans esse de 1llo non includat contradictionem De passione
autemn, wn demonstratione simpliciter cathegorica et affirmativa, oportet prac-
cOgnoscere tam quia est quam quid est, propter cadem rationem propter quam
oportet de subiecto praccognoscere quia est, sed in aliqua demonstratione non
oportet de passione praccognoscere quia est, de emus autem diffimtione oportet
praccognosccre quia est”’ Cf Anst, An Post I, 1, 71a 11-71b 8, and I, 10,
762 31-6.
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defimitions, so that the meaning of the word can be apprehended
without experience of the existence of things for which it can
stand, and hence the pupil can, 1n such cases, know what he
1s tallung about, without being sure of its possible existence

Other extrinsic principles of this second type are (a) the
axioms common to arithmetic and geometry, which cannot
in their generalized form be premises of demonstration 1n
either science, but must be “appropnated” to their subject
genera, and () propositions which have for their subjects
absolute qualitative terms Thus “‘All heat 1s calefactive,”
which can only be known by contingent expenience, cannot
without equivocation be used as a premuse for demonstrating
“calefactive” of “‘the hot” or of “fire ”’ Yet the proof that all
fire 15 heat-giving, from the major premse “Whatever 1s
hot 1s heat-giving,”’ presupposes the other proposition as a
prior, but extrinsic, truth !

Another distinction among propositions required for demon-
strations 1s that some are demonstrable and some are indemon-
strable The latter kind are called principles (whether extrinsic
or intrinsic), and are subdivided as follows (1) Some are
knowable evidently by experience of contingent fact, without

*» Anst , An Post I, y, 752 99-75b 19, I, 10-1, 762 31~77a 35, and I, 32,
88a 18-88b 29 Ockham, S tot log, III, II, 4, 64r ‘Est autem sciendum quod
propositionum  requisitarum ad demonstrationem quaedam sunt partes
demonstrationis sicut praemissae et conclusio, et quaedam non sunt partes
demonstratioms et vocantur dlgmtalcs et maximae, vel suppositiones quae sub
propria forma non ingrediuntur demonstrationem, wirtute tamen illarum
proposiionum aliquo modo sciuntur praermussae demonstrattorus Vg, i1sta
€Sl una propositio prima praecise nota per cxperientiam, ‘omnis calor est
calefactivus,’ quae non potest esse pars tfemonsu‘al.mms saltem potissimae et
umversalis, virtute tamen istius tenent tales demonstrabones ‘omnec calidum
cst calefacuvum, omms aer est cahdus, ergo omms aer est calefactivus ' Istae
sunt distinctae propositiones, ‘omnis calor est calefactivus,” ‘omne cahdum est
calefacuvum,’ et prima est prior et secunda posterior, et tamen secunda non
potest propric demonstrar: per primam, ct secunda ingreditur demonstrationem
ct non prima, et tamen virtute primac tenent multac demonstrationes quas
non potest mgrcdl Proposiio autemn requusita ad demonstrationem non
tanquam pars subdividitur quia quaedam est tahs quod necesse est quemlibet
docendum eam habere, cuiusmodi sunt tales, * quodhibet est vel non est,’ ‘ quodhibet
cst affirmatio vel negaho,’ et huusmodi Quaedam sunt tales quas non est
necesse quembibet docendum cam habere, sed necesse est ahquos argucntes
eas habere, sicut est de stis ‘aliqud est mobilc’ ", here Ockham adds,
as instances, such mathematical commuma as ““If equals are taken from equals,
equals remain,” ete
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demonstration—and such are the extrinsic principles enumer-
ated above. (2) Others are said to be known per se, by the
fact that the meanings of their terms cannot be grasped without
the necessary truth of the proposition being immediately
known—at least 1f the mind judges of it at all Such proposi-
tions are those whose terms are understood through determin-
ate defimitions, and not merely through nominal descriptions
How terms come to be grasped through defimitions, and
consequently how such propositions come to be known per se, is
the question that occupies Aristotle 1n Book II of the Posterior
Analytics It will be dealt with when we come to that part of
Ockham’s treatise which 1s concerned with the question quid est
and with the relation of definition to a prior: demonstration 1

Ockham next takes up the properties of the different kinds
of propositions required for demonstration, first dealing with
those which are common to all principles and conclusions,
and afterwards taking up those which apply only to conclu-
sions or only to premises Of the common properties, the first
and most obvious 1s that of necesszty From the definition of
what a demonstration 1s, 1t 1s evident that both the conclusion
and the premises must be necessarily true, and since the
extrinsic principles required by demonstrations are required
precisely because they are prior and better known than the
premuses, they also must be necessanly true ?

1S tot log, III, II, 4, 64r “‘Propositio autem quae est pars demonstrationis
subdividitur, quia quaedam est praermussa tantum, quae scilicet est indemons-
trabils, quacﬂam est conclusio tantum, quae scilicet potest demonstrart sed
non PO[ESI €s5€ principium demonstrationis quacdam est praemissa et
conclusio, quae potest demonstrari per ahias praermssas et potest esse principium
demonstrand: aliam conclusionem  Ala divisio potest esse quia propositionum
requisitarum ad demonstrationem quaedam sunt principla, guaedam sunt
conclusiones Principia dicuntur illae propesitiones quae non sunt conclusiones
et tamen requiruntur ad demonstrationem sive sint partes demonsiratioms
sive non sunt partes ews Et vocantur principia prima, quae subdividi
possunt, quiz quaedam principia prima per se sunt nota, qubus sculicet
intellectus statim assentit 1psius termims apprehensis, 1ta quod s1 seiatur quid
significant termini statim sciuntur  Quaedam autem principia pPrima non sunt
per se nota sed tantum per experientiam sunt nota, sicut est de 1sta
propositione, ‘omnis calor est calefactivus,” et de mulus alus quae non
possunt fierl notae ms1 per experientiam, de quibus specialiter loquitur Aristotles
in primo Metaphysicae et in secundo Postenorum in fine ”’

*5 tot log, III, II, 5, 64v *'Istis pracmussis videndum est de proprictatibus
propositionum ad demonstrationem requsitarum  Illarum autem proprietatum
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Necessary propositions are, according to Aristotle, eternal
and imperishable ‘“Therefore,” he says, “‘no attmbute can
be demonstrated nor known by strictly scientific knowledge
to inhere 1n perishable things’* Does this mean that the
subject term of a demonstrative proposition can only signify
something eternal and imperishable? If this were so, then
only God could be that of which a scientific proposition 1s
true, for a term like “material substance,” which means
precisely those things which are changeable and corruptible,
obviously does not signify what 1s eternal and impenshable
Or 15 1t to be understood that the propositions themselves
are eternal and impernishable entities of some sort, or that the
concepts or “ideas” of which they are composed are them-
selves eternal? If that were the case, then scientific know-
ledge would be possible only to an eternal intelligence, since
obviously no human soul that has begun to be and that exists
in time, can of itself be that in which propositions or concepts
have elernal being

Averroes, choosing this second alternative, followed 1t to
its logical conclusion by denying that individual human
souls have any natural power of knowledge beyond sense
perception of particulars, hence he 1dentified both the “active”
and “possible” intellects mentioned 1n the De anima with an
eternal separated inteligence The augustinians tended to
choose the frst alternative, concerving human science of
created things to be true science, or wisdom, only 1nsofar as
created things were referred, like symbols, to eternal exemplars

quaedam sunt communes omnibus propositionibus requisitis ad demonstrationern,
quaedam sunt propriae pracmssis, quacdam sunt propriae conclusicnibus , quaedam
sunt propriae principus non ingredientibus demonstrationem

““Una emim proprietas commums omm proposibiont requisitae ad demons-
trationem est necessitas, nulla enim propositio requisita ad demonstrationem
est contingens vel impossibilis sed quaehbet est necessaria  Quod emim conclusio
est necessania patet ex difimtione demonstrationis, quia demonstratio est
sillogismus faciens scire propositionem necessariam, ergo conclusio erit necessana,
sed necessarium quamvis posset inferri ex contingentibus vel 1mpossibilibus
non tamen potest sciri per 1mpossibiha vel contingentia, ergo necessario
pracmissac propter quas scitur conclusio sunt necessana, sed propositiones
rectificantes demonstrationem sunt priores et notiores praemussis, ergo 1llac

sunt necessariae '’ CI Arnist , An Post I, 6, 74b 5-75a 37
1Anst , An Post I, 8, 75b 23—4
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contamned 1n the divine Wisdom, or understood as symbolic
of the mystery of the Trimity Both of these alternatives can
be understood as developments of the metaphysical point of
view 1mphcit 1n Porphyry’s treatment of the predicables !
According to Ockham, 1t 15 unnecessary to choose either
of the above alternatives, which assume that 1t 1s things or
concepts that are necessary, or impenshable, or mcorruptible,
in their being In this sense, however, only God can be called
necessary, eternal, and 1ncorruptible But according to
Ansstotle, science 1s of necessary truths, and only propositions
can be called true or false—and they are true not by reason
of their existence 1n a rmind, but by reason of the existence
of something signified by their terms Hence 1t 15 1n this same
sense that they are to be called necessarily, or eternally, true 2

1 Cf ante, ch w1, pp B2-94 For the arab doctrine of the separated Intelhgence,
and the illumination theory of science bwilt around 1it, see Aquunas, Contra
Gentiles, II, ¢ 73-8 of espeaally ¢ 74, where Aquinas idenufies this theory
with platonism ‘ Sed s1 diligenter consideretur, haec positio, quantum ad
onginem, parum aut mhil differt a posiione Platoms Poswit emim Plato
formas 1ntelhgibiles esse quasdam substantias separatas, a quibus scientia fluebat
1n animas nostras, hic autemn pomt fscil Avicenna) ab una substantia separata,
quae est intellectus agens secundum 1psum, scientiam 1n ammas nostras fluere
Non autem differt utrum ab una vel pluribus substantns separatis nostra
causetur scienbia, utrobique emim sequetur quod scientla nostra non causetur
a sensibilibus, cuwus contrarium apparet per hoc quod qui carel aliquo sensu
caret scientia sensibilium quae cognoscuntur per sensum i1llum »* Cf also Aquinas,
In Post An I, Lect XVI, where the eleinity of the object of science 15 interpreted
as the invanability of the relation between cause and event, when, as, and if the
event occurs or the cause exists, etc  For the augusttiman view, and the doctrine
of analogy, cf Gilson, La plulosopiae de S Bonaventure (Panis 1929), esp ¢h 1,
w, and vu

%S tot log,III, 11, 5,64v ‘‘Etita patet quod omnes proposihiones requisitae
ad demonstrationermn sunt necessariae, et sicut sunt necessariae ita sunt perpetuae
et incarruptibiles, quod non est sic intelhgendum quod 1illae propositiones sunt
quacdam entia necessaria et perpetua, hoc emim falsum est, solum emim Deus
est perpetuus et incorruptibilis, nec alhiquod aliud a Deo potest esse perpetuum
simphieiter et incorruptibile quin per aliquam potentiam possit fieri non ens
Propter quod sciendum est quod ‘perpetuum,’ ‘necessarium,’ ‘incorruptibile’
capiuntur dupliciter Uno modo dicitur aliguid necessanum, perpetuum, et
incorruptibile quia per nullam potentiam potest incipere vel desinere esse, et
sic Deus est perpetuus, necessarius, et immortalis Alhquando dicitur necessarum,
perpetuum, et incorruptibile, propositio quae, si formetur, non potest esse falsa
sed vera tantum, et illo modo demonstrato est necessariorum, perpetuorum,
et incorruptibihiorum, hoc est, ex proposilionibus quae non possunt esse falsae
sed verae tantum ” Cf Anst, An Post I, 11, 772 59 ‘' So demonstration does
not necessarily imply the being of Forms nor a One beside a Manv, but 1t does
necessarily 1mply the possibility of truly predicating one of many,” etc
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Under what conditions, then, can a proposition be true
i such manner that 1t 1s 1ncapable of being false? The truth
of an affirmative proposition 1s a function of the existence of
that which 1s sigmfied by its terms, according to the indicated
form of supposition exhibited in the form of affirmation As
we have already noted, expomble propositions, such as imply
the actual contingent unity of distinct things, are contingent,
and can become false by motion ex parte rer It has also been
stated that propositions of merely present time, are exponible
and contingent—for they imply not only that the predicate
stands for things sigmfied by the subject, but that such
things exist now, or co-exist with the speaker who affirms the
proposition Hence Ockham states that affirmative assertonc
propositions of merely present time (mere de praesenir), whose
terms signmify corruptible things, are not necessary

Arnistotle, according to Ockham, sometimes speaks as 1if
such propositions could be necessary This may be explained
by the fact that, according to the Stagyrte, the world 1s
eternal, the spheres incorruptible, and mundane things per-
petual 1n kind even though corruptible in their 1instances
Under such circumstances, we could be sure that 1f we had come
to possess a concept of essential nature through experience
of some 1nstance 1n the past, some 1nstance of what the concept
signified would be actually existent now and at any future
time 1in which we might use the concept as subject of a propo-
sition of merely present ttme For Arstotle, knowledge that
a thing 1s capable of existing per se, which we possess 1f we have
actual experience of such a thing 1n any instance, gives warrant
for stating that some instance of suck a thing actually exists
at any given time !

1S tot log, III, II, 5, 64v “'Ex quo patet quod quamvis repugnat dictis
Aristotelis, tamen secundum rer veritatemn nulla proposiio quae wmportat res
corrupubiles mere affirmativa, mere cathegorica, et mere de praesenti, potest
esse principium demonstrationis vel conclusio, quia quaelibet talis est contingens "
Cf 1bid, 7, 65r ‘‘quamvi: secundum opimionem Aristotelis, qui ponit quod
1n perpetuumn fuit et erit generatio, multae propositiones cathegoricae de pracsenti
ct de inesse sunt per se, tamen secundum ventatem tales de terminis importantibus
Ppraecise res corrupnbllcs sive creatas non sunt per se, quia non sunt necessariae
sicut dicturn est ' Elsewhere Ockham makes the same statement, but adds that
Ansstotle would agree to his qualificaon Thus, 5 tot log, I, 26, 1ir  “Est
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But 1n Ockham’s opinion 1t 1s unnecessary to hmit Aristotle’s
intentions, with respect to necessary propositions, in this
manner Arstotle’s discussion of the sense 1n which a scientific
proposition must be necessary, envisages two conditions:
(1) We cannot understand what a thing essentially 1s, without
understanding that 1t 1s something, and hence he says that 1f
a proposition 1s necessarily, eternally, and essentially true
of something, something must exist of which 1t 1s true, and of
which the subject term 1s a sign (2) Scentfic knowledge,
as distinct from sense perception or from the intuition of
present occurrences, 13 of umiversal character; 1 e,, a scientific
proposition 1s true of every instance, at every time, and not
of this or that instance, or of the instances existing at this
or that ime Now 1t 1s not necessary to take this as meaning
that a scientific proposition 1s true of instances which exst
at the time the proposition 1s stated, unless such instances
do happen to exist at that tme Nor is the proposition, pro-
perly understood, false if no instances exist at the time of
predication—for 1f this were so, then a scientific proposition,
however true 1t might be of instances existing at the time 1t
was stated, would not be true of the instances exasting at other
times But Anstotle states that a scientific proposition is true
of every instance, and at every time !

The intention of Amnstotle 1s clear enough But the formal
character of necessary propositions requires, in Ockham'’s
view, a more accurate description A strictly necessary pro-
position, according to Ockham, 15, if assertoric and afirmative

autem sciendum quod quamvis de quocunque, sigmificative sumpta, predicatur
diffinitio, et diffinitum predicatur sigmficative sumptum ct econverso, et quamvis
propositiones cathegoricae de possibilibus equivalentes tali et similiter condition-
alis, ex diffinitione et diffinito composita, sint necessariae tamen nulla
propositio talis affirmativa de inesse et mere de praesenti est necessania  Unde
illa est simpliciter contingens, ‘home est amimal ranonale’ et hot quia
51 nullus homo esset, quaehbet talis esset falsa Verumtamen Anstoteles
qui ponit quod tales sunt necessariae, ‘homo est amimal,’ ‘asinus est ammal,’
poneret quod tales sunt necessaniae secundum sensum 1am dictum "'

1Cf Arust, An Post II, 2, goa 35-9, and II, 7, 92b 17-8, where he insists
that the cstence of knowledge presupposes the ewstence of something known
Cf also 1bid , 1, 4, 732 27-39, and 1, 31, B7b 27-B8a 17, where he inusts that
science 18 not of the *this,” except acadentally and 1n the sense that perception
15 @ nine gua non of our corning to have unmiversal knowledge of perceptible things
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1n form, to be understood as equivalent either to a necessary
proposition de posstbils (1n the sense that its terms stand for
what can be), or to a hypothetical proposition This does not
mean that scientific propositions are equivalent to hypothetical
propositions 1n the sense that they are exporible For they
do not, like expomuble propositions, imply the contingent
unity of distinct things The existence of an individual thing
1s not something distinct from 1ts nature, contingently com-
bined with 1t, rather 1t 1s because they are not distinct, that
the grasp of the essential nature, involved 1n understanding
the terms of a necessary proposition, presupposes, as a necessary
antecedent, awareness of the extstence of such essential nature
in some 1nstance. In the same way, if we take a scientific
proposition as equivalent to a proposition de possibilr, so that
1t 15 presupposed that individual things can exist such as are
signified by the terms, the same condition 1s brought out—
for we cannot recognize or conceive what can exist per se,
unless we have apprehended some actual instance of 1t !
Propositions whose terms stand for corruptible things, are
true only of the kind of things that exist in time, hence they

1S tot log ,III,11,5,64v 'Etideo dico quod nulla tals potest esse principrum
vel conclusio demonstratiomss (1 e , no proposition that 13 affirmative, categorical,
and mere de praesenti), hoc tamen non obstante dicendum est quod multae
propositiones compositae ex talibus termims possunt esse principia vel conclusiones
demonstratiomis quia propositiones conditionales vel equivalentes el possunt
esse necessariae Haec emimn est necessaria simphiciter, 's1 homo est, animal est,’
et 1sta ‘=1 homo ndet, ammal nidet,’ et 1sta ‘omms homo potest ridere,’ sumpto
subiecto pro his quae possunt esse, et propositiones codem modo eis equivalentes
sunt necessariae  Et ex 1sto patet quod non obstante quod genera et species et
quaecunque aha universalia distincta a cognitione Dei sint ssmphieiter corruptibiha
sic quod possunt esse mhil, tamen de eis possunt ficri demonstrationes et scientiae,
propter hoc quod non obstante quod possunt simphliciter destrui, tamen de eis
possunt formari propositiones necessariae quae possunt SCIr1 Sclentia proprie
dicta Ex 1sto etam patet quomodo de contingentibus potest esse scientia quia
secundum quod venwunt 1n demonstrationem sunt necessariae, hoc est, quod
propositiones formatae ex termims importantibus talia contingentia, quae vemunt
in demonstrationem, sunt necessariae, quae non sunt mere de praesenti et de
nesse cathegoricae et affirmativae, sed vel sunt negativae vel hypotheticae vel
de possibili vel aliqua modo ews equivalentes "' Ockham'’s discussion 15 undoubtedly
thoroughly arstotelian 1n its fundamental pont of view, but he attempts, to
a degree Aristotle did not, to state the character and conditions of necessary
knowledge of contingent things, 1n precise logical terms It 1s at one and the
same ume an explicit recogmtion of the relauvity of knowledge to existence, and
an exphat exclusion of particular existence as that which 1s known,
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are true of things which exist in some “present time” But
time is not an absolute entity, according to Ockham, but a
mode of signifying something that i1s 1n motion or at rest,
through reference to limits or divisions of change by which
1ts motion or rest can be measured Now an expomible pro-
position, or a proposition of merely present time, signifies what
moves or1s at rest, by consignifying something distinct from 1t as
simultaneous with 1t—1 e, by indicating 1ts time as measured
by another But a scientific proposition 1s understood as
true of the things for which its terms stand, in their own
time, and not by consignifying the time of some other motion
or rest distinct from them. Thus the time in which things
signified by the subject of a necessary proposition, exist, is
referred to their existence, and not to the existence of the
proposition 1 the mind of the demonstrator—and conse-
quently not to the time of the existence of the proposition

In this way Ockham makes evident the two conditions of
necessity envisaged by Anstotle—(a) that scientific knowledge
15 of propositions whose terms are, precisely insofar as their
meaning 1s grasped, understood by the existence of something
which they mean; and (b) that scientific knowledge 1s universal
i character and consequently distinct from the immediate
perception of present exustence.

That the above interpretation accords with Arstotle’s
mtentions, 1s indicated Fairly clearly in his dic: de omn, as stated
m the Posterior Analytics * ‘I call ‘true in every instance’
what 1s truly predicable of all instances—not of one to the
exclusion of others—and at all times, not at this or that time
only; e g, 1f amimal 15 truly predicable of every instance of
man, then 1f 1t be true to say ‘this 1s a man,’ ‘this 1s an amimal’
1s also true, and if the one be true now the other 1s true now ”’
Which 15 1n itself an indication of Ockham’s statement that
necessary propositions are equivalent to hypothetical pro-
positions—equivalent, that 1s, 1n the sense that they are true
of each thing sigmfiable by the subject term, in the time of
1ts own exstence, so that their truth 1s not a function of the
co-existence or contingent umity of distinct things Ockham
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points out that the dict de omm of the Posterior Analytics differs
from that of the Prior Analyfics 1n that 1t 1s here required that
the universal proposition be true, whereas 1n the Prior Analytics
1t was required only that the major prermuse be umversal mn
form, so that the predicate 1s wndicated to stand for every thing

signified by the subject !
Not only must every principle or conclusion of demonstration

be a necessary truth, but 1t must be true per se—1 e, by the
essential nature of that for which 1its terms stand This con-
dition, of being true “essentially and as such,” is stated by
Aristotle as an nseparable companion property to the require-
ment that scientific propositions be true de omni, or in every
mstance and at every time ? Since the essential nature of
that which 1s signified by a term 1s exhibited by the real
defimtion of the term, 1t 1s by the immediate or mediate
connection of the terms through essential defimtions, that a
proposition can be recogmzed as true per s¢  Following Aris-
totle’s Posterior Analytics and Robert Grosseteste’s commentaryon
1t, Ockham gives the following statement of the property of being
essentially true, and of the two modes of essential predication

Briefly, therefore, 1t 1s the intention of Grosseteste (Lincolmensis)
and of Arstotle, that when the predicate defines the subject

YAnst , An Post, 1, 4,732 27-33 Ockham, S tot log, III, II,6,64v 'Ala
conditio tam praemissarum quam conclusioms demonstrationis est quod tam
pracmussa quam conclusio potest esse de omm " The use of the verb “potest
esse’’ here 1s probably due to the fact that 1t 13 not necessary that there be many
wnstances of what 15 sigmified by the subject, the brevity of Ockham’s treatment
of de omni, 1in the sense of “true of all,” suggests that he preferred to express this
requirement as a corollary of ''necessary,”’ leaving the expression de ommt as
properly expressive of indicated umversality, whether true or not, as in the Prior
Analytics This muight also account for his mild way of stating the requirement,
and the use of the verb " potest esse” instead of *‘debet esse ' or ‘‘oportet esse '
Ibid " Est autem de omm non quando predicatum convenit alicui conrento
sub subiecto et alicu1 non, nec quando uno tempore competit et aho tempore
non competit sibi - Sed quando predicatum competit omm contento sub subiecto
etomni tempore Unde glﬂ'crcnua estinter dic1 de omni de quo loquitur Anstoteles
m prnimo Priorum, et inter dici de omm de quo loquitur in primo Postenorum,
nam ad hoc quod aliquid dicatur de ommi 1n Prioribus non requintur ns quod
per talem proposihonem denotatur predicatum predican de tali subiecto
universaliter, sive vere predicatur de eo sive non Ad dici de omm de quo
loquitur Anstoteles 1n primo Posteriorum requinitur quod predicatum vere com-
petat subiecto universaliter sumpto et pro omni tempore

1 Arst , An Post 1, 4, 738 33—73b 26
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essentially, or defines a term per se superior to the subject (1€,
predicable of the subject i quid), either as i1ts definition or as part
of 1ts definition, or conversely, then it 1s a per se proposiuion And
the first mode 1s when the predicate defines the subject or defines
a term essentially superior to the subject, whence, if such pro-
positions (as the following) were necessary, they would be essentially
true ‘‘Every manisarational ammal,”” *Every man 1s an amimal,"”’
““Every man 1s rational,” “Every man 1s composed of a body and
a soul’—for 1n all these the predicate defines the subject Like-
wise the following would be essentially true if they were necessary
‘““Every man 1s a body,” ““Every man 1s a substance,” ‘‘Every man
15 composed of matter and form,” "Every man has matter”,
because although these predicates do not define the subject, never-
theless they are predicated essentially of terms per sz superior to
the subject, and hence they would be essentally true

The second mode, however, is when the subject or a term
essentially superior to the subject, defines the predicate or defines
a term essentially inferior to the predicate, whence this proposition,
1f 1t 15 necessary, 1s essentially true ‘' Every man is risible,” because
in the defimtion expressing what the word ‘““risible”” means, the
term ‘“man’’ 1s placed Likewise this 1s essentially true if 1t 1s
necessary ‘'Every man 1s susceptible of contrary determinations,’
because 1n the defimtion of the predicate 1s placed “substance”
or “body”, which 1s essentially superior to the subject, the subject
bemng '"'man ” For "“man’’ defines this predicate ' being susceptible
of such contraries,” pointing to some (contrary determinations)
which can only be found 1n a man, and this predicate (scil
“being susceptible of such contraries”) 1s essentially infenor to the
general term '‘susceptible of contraries ’ And thus this proposition
18 essentially true, “Every man 1s susceptible of contraries "

From the above 1t 1s plan that all such propositions are per se
‘“Every man can become white,”” ‘'Every matter can receive a
form,” " Every creature can be created by God,” ' God 1s creative,”’
‘“Heat 1s calefactive,” and so with others of this kund It must
be added that what has been said 1s to be understood of affirmative
propositions ?!

Not only may affirmative propositions be essentially true
i the above two ways, but negative propositions which are
composed of absolute terms, may be per se true if neither
term 1s an element in the defimtion of the other This 1s
the case of “‘atomic disconnection,” as in the proposition

1S tot log , III, 11, B, 65v
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““No man 15 an ass ’ We can also form a per se negative propo-
sitton from an affirmative one that 15 essentially true, if its
terms are convertible, by denying the predicate of any or
all subjects other than the subject of the affirmative For
example, if “‘Every man 1s risible” 1s per se secundo modo and
of convertible terms, then ‘‘Everything other than a man 1s
not risible,”” 15 also true per se !

The 1nseparability of the property of bemng ‘““essentially
true,” and that of being '‘true 1n every 1nstance,” 1s indicated
by Ockham 1n his msistence that no proposition 15 true per se
unless it is necessary Hence, since singular propositions about
corruptible things, and propositions of merely present time,
are not necessary but contingent, 1t 1s not 1 the strict sense
correct to say that a proposition such as *'This man 1s a2 man,”
or “Every man now living is an ammal,”’ are per se true
And the reason for this 1s that such propositions, being capable
of becoming false through destruction of the particular in-
stances for which, to the exclusion of other instances, their
terms stand, are contingent and not necessary ?

It remains to define the meaning of ‘‘umiversal,” and of the
expression ‘‘primary subject’” According to Arnistotle, the
umversal 1s that which 1s de omn: and per s¢, and 1mmediate,

! Anst , An Post I, 15, 79a 33-79b 29 Ockham, S tot log, III, II, 7, 651
**Est autemn sciendum quod ommis negativa necessana, in qua terminus subiectus
et predicatus sunt mere absoluti et non relativi nec connotativi, est per se, unde
haee est per se, ‘omnis homo non est asinus * "' Absolute terms which define each
other were excluded in these words ‘ Nam aliquae negativae sunt per se, 1n
quibus tamen predicatum non diffimit subiectum nec econverso '

?S tot log,IIL II, 7,65r ‘Large dicitur propositio per se quando subiectum
cadit 1n difimtione predicati vel econverso, vel per se superius ad unum diffimt
reliquum vel diffimtur per rehquum, et illo moqﬁ)chacc est per se ‘omnis homo
est ammal,’ et 1sta ‘omms homo est rationalis,” et 1sta, ‘ omms homo est risibilis™"’
ete ‘**Aliter accipitur ‘per se' stricte, et sic cum prioribus conditionibus
ad hoc quod propositio sit per se requintur quod 1psa sit sumpliciter necessana,
ita quod nec potuit nec potest esse falsa Unde sic accepto ‘per se' haec
non est per se ‘homo est ammal,’ quia potest esse falsa, puta posito quod nullus
homo sit Verumtamen propositiones de passibill et eis equivalentes compositae
ex tahibus terminmis sunt per se, unde 1sta est per se ‘omnus homo potest esse
amimal,’ sumpto subiccto pro co quod potest esse requiritur quod sit
predicauo propnia et directa per quod excluduntur propositiones ubi inferiora

redicantur de su1s superioribus particulariter sumpts, et subiecta de suis passioni-
us, et una passio de alia passione, propter hoc quod tales propositiones, quamvis
sint necessariae, non tamen sunt per se strictisnime accipiendo ‘per se’ "
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in the sense that the attribute is convertible with the subject !
Such a proposition 15, 1n Ockham’s terminology, primo vera,
and 1s described as follows ‘A proposition 1s immediately
true (primo vera) when the predicate does not belong more
immediately, than to its subject, to any subject more general
than its subject, nor to any subject not predicable of 1ts subject
And such a predicate, with respect to such a subject, 1s cailed
‘universal,’ and that subject is called the ‘first subject’ of
that predicate, at least if 1t 15 predicable in the second mode
of essential predication.”®

The first requirement indicated in Ockham’s description
—that the attribute be not more immediately predicable of
a term more general than its subject—excludes the three
ways mentioned by Anstotle in which we may fall into error
1n assigming universality to a proposiion The first case 1s
when we attribute the predicate to some single 1mstance,
because of the fact that it happens to be unique, thus we
might ascribe a property of the sun to “‘this sun,” instead of
to ‘““any sun,” because we only know of one instance of a
sun (1e, of a star with satellites) Secondly, the predicate
may be attributed to several species instead of to a common
genus convertible with these species taken together, because

VIt 15 difficult to find Enghsh equivalents for the Greek 1n which Arstotle
states the meaning of ‘“unuversal ” The medizval Latin reproduces the Greek
verv closely, but almost any English version, to be mntelligible, has to be expanded
by the introduction of words which tend to dustort or “colour’ the meaning
I give below the Greek from An Post , I, 4, 73b 26-7 and 32-3, then a medizval
Latin version (the one given 1n the Leomine edition of Aquinas’ commentary),
and finally, the lengthy version of the Oxford edition of Anstotle in English

Greek  xaBéhov 5% Néyw 8 Bv xard mavrés Te Umrdpyn wal xaf’ aird aal f abro
To xafbhov B¢ irdpyer Tére, drav éwl Tol Tuxbrros kal wpurrou SewvimTal

Lattin Unversale autern dico quod, cum de omm sit, et per se, et secundum

quod 1psum est Universale autemn est tunc cum i quolibet et pnmo
demonstratur.
Englshk "1 term 'commensuratcly umversal' an attribute which belongs to

every mstance of 1ts subject, and to every instance essentially and as such
An attribute belongs commensurately and universally to a subject when it can
be shown to belong to any random instance of that subject and when the subject
18 the first thing to which 1t can be shawn to belong "’

1S tot log, III, II, B, 65v “Est autem propositio primo vera quando pre-
dicatum null subiecto cdmmuniori 1llo subiecto, nec alicwm subiecto non pre-
dicabili de illo subiecto, prius competit quam 1lh subiecto  Et tale predicatum
respectu tahs subiecli vocatur universale, et illud subiectum vocatur primum
subiectum 1lhus predicat, saltemn si sit predicabile secundo modo dicend per se '



238 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

of the absence of a name for their common genus. Thirdly,
we may not recognize the difference between a species and
its proxumate genus, and thus attribute the umversal to the
species when 1ts true first subject 15 wider than this species
The requirement that umversal propositions be per se and
necessary, excludes the case where attributes of some common
subject are predicated directly of each other

The second requirement indicated 1n Ockham’s description
—that the attribute be not more immediately predicable
of a term that 1s not predicable of its subject, excludes the
case where an attribute like ‘‘calefactive” 1s predicated of
‘““the hot.”” For since 1t 15 because heat 15 present 1n a thing
that 1t 1s called hot, the property of bemng ‘“calefactive” 1s
more 1mmediately predicable of “heat” than of ‘‘the hot”
—but “‘heat” 1s not predicable at all (unless equivocally)
of “‘the hot ” Consequently the proposition ““Every hot thing
is calefactive,”” though indemonstrable, 1s not primo uvera,
but presupposes as a prior and extrinsic principle the universal
proposition ““All heat 15 calefactive ”*

1S tot log, III, II, 8, 65v  After stauing the three ways 1n which we are
likely to err through attnbuting a predicate as universal to a term actually
wnferior to 1ts first subject (stated by Anst , An Post I, 5, 742 4-74b 4), Ockham
says “‘Ists modis pnmo peccatur attribuendo universale alicutus communions
minus communi, per secundam particulam excluditur concretum ahcuius abstract
cu1 primo competit  Unde s1 nihil esset calefactivus msi calor, tunc hoe predicatum
‘calefacuvum’ non competeret primo ‘calido,’ quia haec non esset prumo vera
'omne calidum est calefactivum,’ sed haec est primo vera ‘omnis calor est cale-
factivus,” qua haec non potest esse vera ‘omne calidum est calefactivum’ nisi
haec esset vera ‘ommis calor est caleflactivus,’ sed econtrario bene potest, et 1ta
est prior et per consequens ‘calefactivum’ predicetur pnimo de ‘calore’ Et s1
dicatur qum:lpcquando predicatur primo aliquid de aliquo, de nullo predicatur
nisi de quo predicatur suum proprium subjectum, sicut de nullo predicatur 'esse
nsibile’ ms de quo predicatur ‘homo,’ sed ‘esse calefachvum’' predicatur
de ‘calido’ de quo tamen non predicalur 'calor,’ ergo ‘calor’ non est primum
subtectumn ‘calefactivi’, dicendum est quod umversale nunquam predicatur
de aliquo mis1 de quo predicatur suum primum subiectum vel contentum sui
prim subiecti, unde de quocunque predicatur ‘calefacuvum,’ de eodem pre-
dicatur ‘calor’ vel ‘calidum,’ s 'calefacuvum' sit universale primo competens
‘calon’ " The priority of 'calor’ over ‘calidum’ 15 due to 1ts being more
abstract—not by predication, but by analogy or generalization A parallel
mstance 1s the priority of ‘quantity”’ over “ number’’ and ‘' magnitude,’ of which
terms ‘‘quanuty’ 15 predicated equivocally or analogically Cf Anst, An
Post I, 6, 75a 2B—75b 20, and II, 17, 99a 4-16
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II

Having stated the properties common both to principles
and conclusions of demonstration, Ockham next states that
every conclusion of demonstration 1s a dubitable proposition,
such that it 15 not known per s¢ without demonstration, by
the mere grasp of the terms through definitions of essential
nature That the conclusion of demonstration must, of itself,
be capable of being doubted, 1s evident from the fact that a
demonstration is a syllogism producing knowledge, for that
which 1s 1mmediately known without demonstration cannot
be made known, at least 1n the same sense of ‘“knowledge,”
by demonstration On the other hand, we may come to know
a demonstrable proposition without demonstration, by expern-
ence—but the kind of knowledge thus obtained 1s not of the
same character as knowledge by demonstration If we gan
knowledge of a demonstrable proposition by experience,
without demonstration, we know the fact but not the reasoned
fact, and though we may not question the truth of the propo-
sition, we can still ask why 1t should be so 1

'S tot log ,III, 11, 9, 65v “‘ommis conclusio demonstrationis est dubitabilis
ita quod non est per se nota Cum emm demonstratio est sillogismus faciens
scire, et nihil facit scire aliquod praescitum, necesse est s1 apprehendatur conclusio
sine praermssis quod 1lla conclusio potest ignoran quamvis autem ormnig
conclusio demonstratioms sit dubitabilis propositio, nun tamen oportet quod
semper dubitetur quousque per demonstrationem certificetur, quia conclusio
demonstratioms duabus vis cognosci potest Aliqua emim cognosci potest per
demonstrationem quando ex notiha praemussarum devemtur in notiiam con-
clusionis Alhia autern non solum sic cognoscl potest sed cognosci potest per ex-

rientiam 1llo modo guo Anstoteles docet primo Metaphysicae et secundo

osteriorum principia cognoscl per experientiam Sicut enim aliquis potest per
experientiam cognoscere quod omms tahs herba sanat, 1ta potest per experientiam
cognoscere quoad luna sit echipsabilis @' (661) ‘' Oportet euam scre quod non
solum omnus conclusio potest dubitan sed etiam aligua principia demonstrationis
sunt dubitabiia quamvis non omnia, unde omnia principia quae non msi per
experientiam cognoscit possunt dubitabila sunt quantumcumque sunt prima
ita quod ex alus demonstrar: non possunt ™

Cf Quodl V, Qu 2 (McKeons Selections, vol 1I, pp 375-8B0) and also
S tot log, III, II, cap 11, 66r ‘'Verumtamen aliquando praescitur conclusio
sine 1psas praerussas, quod dupliciter potest contingere, unomodo quia quando-
que est praecognita per expericntiam, et quandogque per alias pracmissas
Non enim est inconveniens quod eadem conclusio per diversa principia
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Not only can we acquire evident knowledge of the truth
of demonstrable propositions by experience, and without
demonstration, but there are many indemonstrable proposi-
tions which can only become known through experience
Such, for example, are the extrinsic principles presupposed
by demonstrations, which, though they are necessary truths,
cannot become evidently known except through experience
of contingent fact If we have not perceived something actually
moving, we cannot know that '‘Something 1s movable”,
but 1f we do know what 1t 15 to be “'moveable,” we must have
learned this by experience of actual motion, and hence the
principle ““Something 1s moveable” 1s necessanly true

After stating that indemonstrable principles, as well as
many demonstrable conclusions, can become known through
experience and without demonstration, Ockham gives a
brief account of the manner 1n which umiversal propositions
come to be known through experience of particular contingent
fact His exposition 1s based on the last part of Book II of
the Posterior Analytics, and on Book I of the Metaphysics, where
the process of coming to grasp umiversal principles 1n experi-
ence of contingent fact, 1s described genetically

Since 1t has been saird that some principles and some conclusions
can be known through experience, how principles or conclusions
come to be known 1n this way should be briefly indicated Where-
fore 1t must be known that the imagination, when some sensible
thing has been apprehended by the senses, can imagine the same
thing, and not only the imagination but also the intellect can
apprehend 1t And when thus apprehended, the intellect can know
evidently other contingent conclusions, for example, if heat 1s
felt by the senses, the intellect can apprehend this same heat, and
can know that this thing 15 hot and that when 1t 1s approximated
to another thing 1t makes the other hot, and that this other would
not be hot unless this hot thing had previously been approximated
to 1t, and in this way the intellect knows evidently this proposition
“this hot thing makes something hot” This proposiion being

demonstretur * This 15 especially true 1n mathemalics, where various demon-
strations are often equally productive of knowledge, in physics, the same con-
clusion may become evident 1n the act of perception (e g , that the moon can be
cclipsed), or by a posterion: reasoning, or by a priori demonstration
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known, and it being known that when something 13 present in onc
individual 1t can be present 1n others, then the intellect grasps this
universal proposition ‘‘every heat 1s heat-giving,” for there 1s no
reason why one instance of heat should be more heat-giving than
another This proposition being thus known by experience, a uni-
versal proposition 18 known, and 1t 1s the universal proposition
which, 1f 1t cannot be known otherwise than in this way through sense
perception, 1s a principle of art and of science If however it can
be known in this way, and besides this can be known without sense
perception through propositions that are known, stated as syllogistic
premises, then 1t 1s a conclusion of science and demonstration

It 1s however to be noted that sometimes such a proposition has
as subject term a species specialtinima, and sometumes 1t has as subject
a term more general than 1t That which has for its subject a
species specialisnima can be evidently known through the grasp of
one singular proposition, thus, 1t being evidently known that
this heat makes something hot, it can be evidently known that every
instance of heat can make something hot Whence the evident
knowledge of one such singular contingent proposition, such as
““this heat makes something hot,” suffices without other singular
propositions for the acquisition of evident knowledge of the
umversal

If however the universal should have for 1ts subject term some-
thing more general than a species specialissima, then, as a rule or
always, 1t 1s required that some singular should be known of each
of the species contained under 1t;, and thus for knowing such a
proposition several singulars are required It ought also to be
noted that frequently, 1n order to acquire knowledge of the universal
proposition, many singulars are required even though the subject
of the universal 1s a species spectalissima, for 1n most cases a singular
contingent proposition cannot be evidently known without many
apprehensions of single instances, whence 1t 1s not easy to know
that this herb cured a certain invalid and that 1t was not this doctor
who cured him And so with many other cases, for 1t 1s not easy
to grasp that which 1s expenenced, because the same effect in
species can exist through many causes specifically different ?

1S tot log, III, II, 10, 66r Cf Anst, An Post II, 17, ggb 3-5 “We
conclude, then, that the same effect may have more than one cause, but not 1n
subjects specifically identical ” Cf also Exp aur I, 16v  ‘“‘ommnis disciphna
incipit ab indwviduis, unde philosophus secundo Posteriorum et primo Meta-
physicae vult quod ex sensu quod non est nisi singularium fit memoria, ex memoria
experimentum, et per experimentum accipitur universale quod est principium
arus et scientiae, et 1ta sicut omnis cognitio nostra ortum habet a sensu, 1ta omnia
disciplina ortum habet ab individuis, hcet nulla doctrina tractare debeat de

singulanbus signanter, seu nulla scientia proprie dicta est de individuis sed de
umversalibus pro individus >
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Ockham’s conviction that we have intellectual grasp of
singulars, rests on the fact that sense perception (as distinguished
from sensation or from mere change or movement of the sense
organs) 1nvolves recognition, while recognition involves the
grasp of something 1n abstraction from the immediate occasion
which 1s the present contingent fact I cannot perceive that
something 1s hot unless I distinguish two factors whose con-
junction constitutes the contingent fact—namely, heat, and
that 1n which heat 1s present If this discnmination were not
involved, there would be no perception of a fact, for our
apprehension of something as a fact 15 precisely our recognition
of the “being conditioned’” indicated by the word contingent
To discnminate distinct factors whose conjunction constitutes
a contingent fact, 15, however, to grasp these factors as distinct
from each other, and hence as indivisible or individual, in
themselves We may apprehend heat by getting a hand
burned on a stove, but as soon as we form the evident singular
proposition “‘this 1s hot,” an act of discrimination, and of
abstraction from mere immediacy, 1s involved The affirmation
of the singular proposition, which 1s an act of synthesis of two
modes of signifying an existent thing, 1s at the same time an
analysis of the concrete connotative predicate into absolute
terms !

As Anstotle indicates, even i the act of perception the
rudimentary umiversal i1s present—the concept ‘‘individual

1In the selections from Ockham's Quodlibeta translated by R McKeon
(Selections from Medieval Philosophers, vol 1I, pp 360-80), the character of
evident contingent knowledge 15 brought out, neither sense nor mlellect, alone,
suffice for evident knowledge of sensible particulars, but both sense and intellect
are mvolved in the mtwmition of singulars, from which abstractive or universal
knowledge arises The following sentences from these Quodhbeta indicate this
pomnt  (p 366) "I say that our understanding does know sensible things in-
tuitively, because our understanding knows evidently the first contingent pro-
position concerning sensibles  therefore it has an incomplex conception sufficient
to cause this complex conception evidently, but abstractive knowledge of sensibles
does not suffice, therefore, etc ' (p 367) "I say that the sensitive seeing does
not suffice to cause assent to a contingent proposiion however much it may
suffice to cause an act in the sensitive appetite " (p 36B) ‘sensiive sight
18 the parual cause of intellectual sight, but 1t 15 not the partal cause of the act
of assenting without the intellectual seeing, for complex knowledge presupposes
incomplex knowledge in the same subject, just as the will cannot proceed to
acuon, unless knowledge precedes in the understanding, howeversomuch intuitive
knowledge there be 1n sense "’



DEMONSTRATION AND DEFINITION 243

man” 1s presupposed by the expression “this man” as well
as by the expression “every man ! Fact 1s the occasion of
our grasp of meaming, but apprehension of something as
being a fact, 1s 1mpossible except insofar as we have grasped
meaning in abstraction from the particular occasion Hence,
as Ockham indicates, we may have evident knowledge of a
umversal truth, :f our grasp of the constituents of a contingent
fact 15 determinate and unambiguous Thus the two ways
in which we gain evident knowledge of fact from contingent
experience, give rise to two distinct types of ‘“extrinsic prin-
ciples” Where our experience 1s of the presence of a per-
ceptible quality in something distinct from 1it, we acquire
evident knowledge of 1t as the principle by which one substance
contingently affects another, and thus know that heat, for
example, 15 the proximate principle of calefaction But from
the same experience we acquire evident knowledge not only
of the nature of heat, but of the existence of something cale-
factible—or, stated more generally, of changeable substance
And i this way, through experience of contingent fact, we
discriminate that which 1s absolute in our ways of coming
to know (sci/, the qualities by which we percewve 1n the
first instance) from that which 1s absolute in the order of
bemg—scil , substance And thus we acquire from sense
experience a starting point for inquiry, expeniment, and the
dialectical processes which elicit (though they do not produce)
the intellectual mntuition of determinate essential nature, by
which the true middle term 1s recognized in demonstration
The discussion of the grasp of essential nature, and its relation
to demonstration and definition, 1s not relevant at this point,

1 Anist , An Post , 1002 17~100b 1 ''though the act of perception 15 of the
particular, 1ts content 1s universal—s man, for example, not the man Callias "
The distinction between ‘'particular” and "“individual,” though not used ex-
phicitly either by Ockham or Arnistotle, 1s useful 1n exhibiing the meamng of a
statement hike the above We perceive the ‘' particular” in the sense that what
we perceive 15 contingently involved 1n a particular fact or event, yet to perceive
something as a factor or cause of an event, 13 possible only 1nsofar as we conceive
this “something’ as per se distinct from that with which it 15 conjoined in the
fact—and this 15 to conceive the individual (undivided) nature as cause, and as

independent of the particular effect or event through which 1t came to be
apprehended
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but belongs to the investigation of a prior: demonstration and
of 1ts intrinsic principles Knowledge by expenience, as
described here by Ockham, yields evident knowledge of
extrinsic principles, and also knowledge of demonstrable
facts—though where we come to know the demonstrable
without demonstration, our knowledge 1s inferior, for we
do not know the reason of the fact, nor do we really have
determinate knowledge of what the fact 15, or of precisely
what has occurred, until we learn the reason through demon-
straticn !

From the foregoing 1t 1s obvious that not every umiversal
proposition, 1n which an attribute 15 predicated of its first
subject, 1s demonstrable, for 1t 1s not only definitions that are
indemonstrable, and propositions composed of absolute terms,
but also many universal propositions per se secundo modo are
indemonstrable, and knowable only by expertence of contin-
gent fact, or else through intuitive grasp of essential nature,
in demonstration, such as presupposes experience of instances

1Cf Quodl V, Qu 2 (McKeon’s Selections, vol 1I, pp 375-80) on the
difference 1n our manncr of knowing a demonstrable proposition by experience
alone, and by demonstration Since the necessity of a demonstrable proposition
cannot be known without demonstranon, mere experiennal knowledge of 1t
causes us to recognize 1ts truth, but not that by which 1t must necessarily be true,
hence we cannot, by mnduction or a postertor: reasoming, acquire knowledge of a
demonstrable proposition as necessary, without an addinonal intutive act,
on the part of the intellect, by which the principle of the a priort demonstration
15 recognized as the reason of the fact This 15 indicated on p 3Bo, as follows
' the necessary 15 not known through the contingent syllogistically as through
premiscs, but evident contingent knowledge can be the efficient cause partial to
causing evident knowledge in respect of lhe necessary "

CI Sent Prolog, Qu 1, z (cited by Abbagnano, p 58, Note 1) ‘“Nouta
intuitiva rei est talis notihia virtute culus potest sciri utrum res sit vel non
Similiter notitia mtuitina est talis quod, quando aliqua cognoscuntur quorum
unum inhaeret alter1, vel unum distat ab altero loco, vel alio modo se habet ad
alterum, statim wirtute 1illlus notihae incomplexae illarum rerum, sciret s1 res
inhaereret vel non inhaereret, s1 distet vel non distet, et sic de alus veritatibus
contingentibus " The second kind of notitia wntwtwa 1s always involved
in evident conungent knowledge, but 1t presupposes the first kind, at least to the
degree that we apprehend the genus generalissimum of subslance, as something per se
one and distinct from quality More determinate grasp of the being of substances
15 had mntuitively 1n the determinate grasp of essential nature (e g , "‘ammal,”
“man "), but this more determinate grasp cannot be had by sense experience
alone, nor by the intellectual intuition of any one singular instance, but onlvy
when we pass beyond mere interest in fact, and seck the cause or the reason of
lacts already known 1n the other (non-demonstrahive) way
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in specifically different subjects Thus the proposiion ““All
heat is heat-giving”’ can in no way be demonstrated—for if
we attempted to demonstrate i1t with the nominal definition
of ‘““heat-giving” (1e, “productive of heat” or something
similar) as middle term, we would merely beg the question
This 1s evident, because the nominal definition of the attnbute
must be understood prior to the demonstration—for otherwise
we could not know the major premise !

Ockham distinguishes four kinds of commensurately umversal
propositions with connotative attnibutes, two of which are
mdemonstrable a priort, and two of which are demonstrable
The indemonstrablc types are as follows (1) The attribute may
stand for the things signified by the subject, by connoting a
quality or pair of qualitative contraries as potentially existent
in the things for which it stands, such attributes may be said
to sigmfy their supposita as passive potentialities (material
causes) of the qualitative change connoted by them, (2) The
attribute may stand for its supposita by connoting something
distinct from them that 15 not potentially existent 2 them, but
which nevertheless can be a sign of their existence, such
attributes may be said to sigrufy their supposita as active
principles (efficient or final causes) of change

An example of the first type 1s where a term like “cale-
factible” 1s predicated of “body” as 1ts first subject, an
example of the second type 1s where a term like “calefactive”
1s predicated of ‘‘heat,”” or ‘‘creative” of “*God "’ Propositions
of these two kinds, which indicate their supposita as potential
factors 1n contingent events such as involve other factors

1S tot log,III, II, 12,66r ''Ex praedictis patere potest quod non quaelibet
propositio in qua predicatur passio de suo subieclo, potest esse conclusio demon-
strationis, haec enim est talis  ‘omnis calor est calefactivus,’ s1 nihil sit calefactivus
nist calor, et tamen ex quo non potest evidenter cognoscl msi per experientiam,
manifestumn est quod demonstrart non potest Lt s1 dicatur quod 1illa potest sic
demonstrari  'omne productivum calors est calefactvum, omms calor est
productivus caloris, ergo calor est calefactivus,” ubi per diffinitionem passionis
concludatur passio de subjecto—Dicendum est quod haec non est demonstrauo
sed petiho prnincipu, unde umversaliter quando pro medio acapitur diffinitio
quid nomims, in tah illatone est pettio principn Cuius ratio est, quia ante
omnemn demonstrationem et ante omnem conclusionem debet praecognosci
quid normms tam subiecti quam passionis '
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distinct from them, are never demonstrable, and can be known
only by expenience !

The other two types of umiversal propositions, which are
demonstrable and 1n which quia est need not be known of the
attnbute, are as follows. (a¢) The attribute may stand for 1ts
supposita through connoting a synthesis of integral parts, and
something distinct from them which does not exist in them,
eg, “having internal angles equal to two rnght angles,”
which 15 a umwversal attnbute of ‘“tniangle,” connotes the
equivalence of the synthesis of parts which defines ‘‘ triangle”
to the synthesis of the same elements (*‘unit ” and "' magnitude ”’)
which defines ““two night angles *’ (b) The attribute may stand
for 1ts supposita through connoting their parts negatively, as
if they were not per s¢ one; thus ‘‘corruptible,” whose first
subject 15 '‘matenal substance,” indicates the possibility of
substances ceasing to be individual (“undivided”), which 1s
the same as indicating that they can cease to be Thus the
middle term, by which such an attribute 1s demonstrable of
its first subject, is the essential definition of the subject, and
the attribute 1s demonstrable through this essential defimtion
only because 1ts nomnal definition indicates nothing extrinsic
to the things for which 1t stands Such attributes are,
however, rare; and hence the demonstration of an attribute
of 1ts first subject, a prion or by the defimtion of the subject,
1s scarcely ever possible 1n the science of nature ?

1S tot log, III, II, 12, 66r—66v ''Est ergo scaendum quod aliqua propes:tio
1n qua predicatur passio de suo subiecto primo est demonstrabilis et aliqua non

. alhqua passi0 praccise importat 1n recto 1dem quod subiectum et 1n obliquo
aliquam formam realiter sic inhaerentem ut ‘calefactibile’ respectu
su1 sublect primi ahia passio praecise unportat in recto illud 1dem quod
mportatur per subiectum, et in obliquo importat aliquam rem non sibi inhaer-
entem nec essentialem nec accidentalem ut ‘creativum ' Nam ‘ereativum’
nihil importat nisi deum 1n recto, et creaturam in obhquo, sicut patet ex difimitione
exprimente quid nominis quae est ‘aliquid potens creare ahquid’ ”

28 tot log, III, II, 12, 66v ''Alia autemn passio importat idem 1n recto
quod 1mportat subiectumn, et 1n obhquo mportat partes illius, et eam rem non
sib1 mhaerentem exemplum terti, ‘habens tres angulos aequales duobus
rectis’, nam 1sta passio n recto significat tnangulam et 1n obliquo partes eius,
et etiam alios angulos qui non sunt partes eus Ala autem passio importat
idem 1n recto quod subiectum importat et negative 1n obliquo importat partes

subiecct . ut ‘corruptibile’ respectu ‘substantiae’, nam ‘corruptbile’
1n recto et affirmative sigmficat substantiam 1llam quac est corruptibilis, negative



DEMONSTRATION AND DEFINITION 247

Of propositions 1n which attrbutes are demonstrable of
their first subjects nearly all are to be found 1n mathematics;
and these are demonstrated through the nominal defimtions
of their subjects, for 1n the strict sense mathematical terms
have only nominal definitions Mathematical attributes do
not indicate potentialities iz 7e, 1n the contingent order, but
they are intelligible as syntheses of the elements of quanti-
tative definitions, 1n abstraction from change and from any
except the “intelligible matter” involved in the notion of the
potentially, but not actually, differentiated continuum Thus
the indefinable concepts, and the extrinsic principles or
axioms, are sufficient for the defimition and demonstration
of all mathematical terms and propositions, and these inde-
finable concepts (eg, ‘“unit” and ‘“magnitude”), and the
common axioms, can become known through any experience
of contingent fact, through reflection on the formal character
of the proposition by which contingent fact 1s expressed *

Ockham takes pains to point out that when Anstotle talks
about the a priorz demonstration of attributes, through defini-
tions, of theur first or immediate subjects, he 1s to be understood as
referring principally to mathematical demonstration—an
mterpretation that 1s quite consistently supported by the
illustrations offered by Arstotle, which 1n such cases are usually
drawn from mathematics The same holds good of those places

autem vel 1n obliquo significat partes erus quod patet ex diffinitilone exprimente
quid nomimis quae est ‘aliquid culus partes possunt non esse vel cuius una pars
potest ab aha separan’"

S tot log, III, II, 12, 66v In speaking of all four types of proposition,
mn which an attribute 1s predicated of 1ts first subject, Ockham sums up as follows
“De prima passione umversaliter dico quod nulla tahs potest demonstran de
suo subiecto primo, quia 51 talis passio ignoretur de suo subiecto primo, non
potest scirt de eo nis1 per experientiam tantum, patet inductive, et eodem modo
dicendum est de passione secunda Sed passio tertio modo dicta et quarto potest
demonstrarn de suo subiecto, quia potest 1gnorari de suo subiecto primo quamvis
sciatur quid significatur per subiectum et quid etiam significatur per passionem
Postea autemn cognito culus et quales sunt suae partes, sine ulterion: expenenha
de passione, potest eadem passio scin de subiecto, et hoc per difimtionem ex-
prnmentem illas partes quae in obhiquo vel negative smportantur per passionem
Et tales demonstrationes sunt mathematicae propter quod 1n e1s parva vel nulla
requiritur experientia, et demonstrantur de eis semper vel frequenter per diffini-
uoncm subiecti tanquam per medium
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where Aristotle states that we do not need to know the exis-
tence of that for which the attribute can stand, though we must
know that the subject exists, 1t 1s only 1n mathematics, where
we can demonstrate the attribute of 1its first subject through
the nominal definition, that we do not require experiential
knowledge of the existence of something for which the attribute
can stand In such cases, however, our grasp of the primary
elements of the definition must have arisen through experience.
As Arstotle states, all knowledge acquired by demonstration
and argument proceeds from pre-existent knowledge—hence
the starting point must always be intuition of being !

It remains to deterrmine the meaning of the words ‘“prin-
ciple,” and “prior,” and to discuss the distinction between
knowledge of the fact and knowledge of the rcasoned fact A
proposition 1s called a first principle, according to Ockham,
not because there 15 no other proposition prior to 1t 1n any sense,
but because 1t 15 indemonstrable, and hdas no proposttion prior
to 1t 1n the demonstrative order Thus the laws of thought
and the metaphysical principles are prior to any premise of
demonstration, because presupposed by any premise of demon-
stration, but no premise 1s demonstrable from them Simi-
larly, a proposition like ‘‘All heat 15 calefactive” 1s prior to
“Whatever 1s hot 1s calefactive,” though the latter cannot be
demonstrated from the former 2

1S tot log, III, II, 12, 66v *'Et quia in paucis scientus proprie habemus
diffinitiones a priori nisi 1n mathematicis, in quibus communiter passio dumonstra-
tur de suo subiecto proprio per diffinitionem subiecti lanquam per medium, 1deo
frequenter dicit Anstoteles quod passio est demonstrabilis de suo subiecto et quod
difimtio est medium, non quod omnis passio est demonstrabiliy de suo subiecto
sublecto proprio, sed quod omnis passia est demonstrabils de aliquo subiecto,
et 1n mathematicis ut semper vel frequenter passio est deinonstrabilis de suo
subiecto pimo  Nec mtendit Anstoleles quod 1n omni demonstratione medium
sit diffinitio, sed intendit quod 1in omm demonstratione 1 qua demonstratur
passio de suo subiecto primo medium est diffimtio, 1n alus non oportet " Cf
Anst , An Post I, 12, 78a 10-2 Also cf ante, pp 223, 224, text and notes
'S tot log, III, II, 13, 66v ‘“‘Post praedicta videndum de proprictatibus
principrorum demonstrationem ingredientium guae non possunl essc conclusiones
Unde non 1deo dicuntur principia esse prima qua nulla sit propositio
quocunque modo prior eis  hoc enmim non est verum, nam secundum opimoncm
Anistotelis aliqua est propositio necessaria negativa prima, et tamen omni negativa
est aliqua afirmauva prior, per quam tamen affirmativam demonstrart non
potest, cumn non sit processus 1n mfimtum i demonstrationibus ' Cf Amst ,

An Post I, 25, B6b 30-8
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It may be said, furthermore, that to every premise of demon-
stration some truth, which 1s not prior to it in the demonstrative
order, 1s nevertheless prior to 1t in the contingent order, in the
sense that 1t 1s presupposed by the premuse, or in the sense that
the premise could not have become known if this other truth
had not become known Thus the proposiion in which
“being” 1s predicated, in the mode of possibility, of a subject
term of demonstration taken sigmficatively, 1s presupposed by
knowledge of the truth of the premise in which that term
appears For we cannot know that the premise 1s true of
something for which 1ts terms stand, without knowing that
something can exist for which the terms can stand Hence an
affirmative premise, assertoric in form, presupposes as extrinsic
principle a proposition predicating “being,” in the mode of
possibility, of the subject term, or else such a premise must be
taken as equivalent to a proposition de posstbils or to a con-
ditional proposition, 1n which case the form of statement of the
premuse 1tself indicates the antecedent condition without which
it cannot be known to be true. The point, of course, 15 the
thoroughly Arnstotelian one that we cannot know the truth of
a principle except insofar as we grasp the essential nature of
that which 15 signified by 1ts terms, but, as Arstotle insists,
we cannot know what a thing 1s, or 1ts essential nature, without
knowing to exactly the same degree that 1t 15 1

We have, therefore, 2 double order of prionty 1n knowledge
—the condition of our actually knowing the truth of indemon-
strable premuses, 1s our antecedent grasp of the being of that which

YCf Anst, An Post 1,2, 71b 32-3 The premises must be "antecedently
known, this antecedent knowledge being not our mere understanding of the
meamng, but knowledge of the fact as well Ibid , I, 7, 92b 5 'He who knows
what human——or any other—nature 15, must know also that man exists, for no
one knows the nature of what does not exist—one can know the meaning of the
phrase or name ‘goat-stag,’ but not what the essential nature of a goat-stag 1s "
Ockham, S tot log, 111, 11, 14, 67r, refernng to propositions which predicate
merely nominal deiimtions of terms conventionally defined by them, says ‘‘Ista
autern prioritas non habet locum in 1llis propositionibus quarum una accpt
diffinitum et aha diffinitionem exprimentem quid nomums tantum, et hoc quia
significatum voeabuli non potest scirt sine difhmbione exprimente quid nomims
s1 habet quid nomims Potest autem sigmficatum vocabuli haber: sine diffimtione
exprimente quid re1, quamvis habeat diffinitionem exprimentemn quid rei
Arguendo a diffimtione exprimente quid nomimis ad diffimitumn est petitio principn,
non autem a diffimtione exprimente quid reir ad diffinitum
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15 signified by the terms, a grasp which cannot be acquired
except through experience of exasting instances Thus 1n the
order of coming to know principles of demonstrative science,
evident contingent propositions are prior, because presupposed
The discimination of the elements of the contingent fact, which
are signified disjunctively by the terms of the contingent pro-
position, 1immediately yields the extrinsic principle of a demon-
stration concerning the subject—scl, the extrinsic principle
m which “bemng” 1s predicated in the mode of possibility of
the subject term  For example, 1f we have evident knowledge
of the demonstrative premise ' Every body can be hot,” we
must have known an evident contingent proposition, ““This
body 1s hot,”” and hence we knew that ‘“bemng” 1s predicable
de possibili of '"body” and of ‘“hot,” taken significatively.
But this 15 precisely the antecedent condition of our know-
ledge of the demonstrative premise; and if we do not assume
1t as an extrinsic principle of our demonstration, we must
indicate 1t 1in the demonstration itself by taking the premises
as equivalent either to conditional propositions or to pro-
positions whose terms stand for things that can exist 1

On the other hand, demonstrative science 1s of propositions
which state not that something 1s, 1n the unqualified sense, but
which state what such things can be, in the quahfied sense
That 15, we demonstrate attributes of a subject, and not that
the subject exasts ® Hence 1n the demonstrative order one

1S tot log, III, II, 13, 66v *'Oportet autem sarc quod quamvis principia
demonstratioms sint prima sic quod non sunt demonstrabiha, tamen alhqua
Propositio non necessaria quae non est principium demonstrationis potest esse
prima Unde sicut est ordo inter propositiones necessanas quod aliqua est prima
vel prior et aha posterior, ita est ordo inter propositiones contingentes quod
aliqua est prior vel pnma et alia posterior, sicut 1sta ‘Sortes est’ est prior 1sta
'Sortes est homo,” quia sequitur tanquam a prion, ‘Sortes est et Sortes non est
non homo, ergo Sortes est homo,’ et 1ta de alus "

"Arnst, An Post, I, 10, 76a 31-5 The translation, in the Oxford edition,
of apys (“principle”) by ‘‘basic premuse”, and also of Aapfdvery (in Latin
“‘accipi’) by ‘'be assumed,” 15 rather rmusleading It is not the existence of a
premise that 15 presupposed by knowledge of the premise, but the exstence of
the thing sigmified by the subject frm  Arustotle 13 not contrasting '* prermisc”’
with attribute—but subject with attribute And Aapfdver does not mean what
we mean 1n English by “'assume”—i e, “suppose’ or "“take for granted”—but
1t means here that the exustence of what 1s signihed by the subject of demonstration
must have come to be known, or must have been received, antecedently or in some
other way than by argument or instruction
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proposition 1s prior to another because 1t 1s more explanatory
of the nature of a thing, or explanatory of 1ts nature with respect
to a greater number of its attnbutes—its existence being pre-
supposed, as an antecedent condition of there being anything
to be known or explained. In the contingent order, however,
the prior proposition is the one which expresses the existence
of a thing with the least determination or qualification—thus
“This thing 15,”” 15 prior to “This 1s a man,” or to “This
man 1s sensitive,”’ or to ““This man can talk,” for these latter
propositions, though more indicative of what 1t 1s that exsts,
presuppose the first and not conversely !

From the foregoing it can be seen that knowledge of the
reasoned fact, or demonstrative knowledge, always presupposes
knowledge of the fact—but that knowledge of the fact does not
of 1tself involve knowledge of the reasoned fact, though 1t does
mvolve awareness of the existence of some reason To have
scientific knowledge, therefore, 1t 1s not enough to refer the
connection of the terms to a remote or to an accidental cause
—e g, to the existence of God, or to the circumstance that the
connection was percerved to have existed We do not, for
example, have scientific knowledge of the fact that the diagonal
is incommensurate with the side, by using a tape measure or
by trying to find a common unit of length; this may lead us

1S tot log, III, I, 14, 66v “ex hoc quod principia sunt prima sequitur
quod sunt priora conclusione Est autem advertendum quod aliter
accipitur prioritas 1 rebus extra ammam quac non sunt signa, et in termins
incomplexs, et in propositionibus, nam nter res dicitur una prior aha vel quia
praecedit eam tempore vel quia potest esse Sine ea et non econverso, vel quia est
perfectior ea Inter terminos autem incomplexos dicitur unus prior alio quia
est cormmunior €0, vel quia respectu esse existentiae ab uno ad alium est bona
consequentia et non econverso Inter autem propositiones dicitur una prior
aha vel quia una est magis explicativa etusdem re1, vel plurium rerum, quam
alia, qua vel una est ex terrums communioribus quam alia vel quia una
consequentia naturali infert aham et non econverso ”

That the principles should be antecedently known, as Anstotle says, does
not always hold with respect to temporal priority, since we may grasp the principle
in the act of beholding the [act, as in the case of the man on the moon who sees
the earth shutung off the sun's hght, ¢f An Post 1I, 2, goa 26—90, and 1, 1,
712 16-26 That the prermses should be prior in the sense of being causes of
the conclusion, may be understood with respect to all four types of cause—
matenal, eflicient, formal, and final, but in the case of the last three, the premises
are causes of the conclusion only insofar as they are understood together Cf
S tot log, III, II, 15, 67r
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to know the fact, and to wonder why 1t should be so, and this
wonder may stimulate our mental activity to the point where
we consider the nature of figures and angles 1n general, and
then suddenly “see’” why the fact 1s as 1t 15 But we do not
obtain knowledge of the reasoned fact until we grasp the con-
nection through the “ proximate middle ’—and this 1s precisely
to grasp a demonstrative syllogism, whether we express 1t 1n
words or 1n conventional syllogistic form or not

Now 1t 15 possible to know a demonstrable fact without
demonstration, by sense perception or experience, and, starting
with this knowledge, and with other knowledge of the same kind,
to come to know the reasoned fact Thus we may know from
sense perception that the planets do not twinkle, and also, as
another fact of experience, that distant hghts twinkle while
near ones do not These two facts of experience can form the
premuse of a syllogism proving the fact that the planets are near,
thus ‘' Lights that do not twinkle are near, the planets are
lights that do not twinkle, therefore the planets are near ”*  So
far we have proved not the reasoned fact, but a fact whach 1s
only a special case of our major premise—just as when we prove
some attribute to belong to a particular instance of 1ts univer-
sal subject (e g, proving ““mortal™ of “Socrates” through
““‘man”), or ay when we prove that some character found 1n
cvery variety of mammal 1s a character of the class of mammals
These inductive processes do not of themselves produce scien-
tific or demonstrative knowledge, but either exhibit a general
rule as illustrated 1n special instances, or exhibit something
found 1n a vanety of instances as true of those instances
considered collectively

But a posterior: arguments, and inductive syllogisms 1n general,
may be partial or ““material ' causes of an act of understanding
whereby knowledge of the reasoned fact 1s had Thus, after
concluding as above that the planets are near because they do
not twinkle, we may see that the conclusion 1s more explanatory
of the premise than the premise 1s of the conclusion, and when
we grasp the terms 1n this order, we have knowledge of the
reasoned fact, equivalent to the a priorz syllogism ““Lights that
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are near do not twinkle, the planets are lights that are near,
therefore they do not twinkle * It is in grasping the order of
the three terms, and the syllogism as a whole, that we understand
all three propositions to be true per se, which previously were
known only by reason of perception or experience The a
posteriorr argument gave us the relevant facts, but 1t was the
mtuitive act of the mind, or the “quick wit” by which we
grasped the true muddle term, that transformed our knowledge
of the facts into knowledge of the reasoned fact 1

Since, 1 an a posteror: syllogism, the premises are not of
themselves more evident than the conclusion, but only 1n
relation to particular human experience, 1t follows that the
demonstrative character of such a syllogism will depend on
the knowledge of the major prermuse having arisen through
experience of facts other than those stated by the conclusion
Hence the same syllogism may be demonstrative and non-
demonstrative at the same time, with respect to different
people 2

Whether a posterior: syllogisms, whose power to produce
scientific knowledge of necessary truth depends on the circum-
stances under which the premises came to be known by the
person drawing the conclusion, are entitled to be called
demonstrations, depends on the way in which the defimition
of the word ‘‘demonstration” 1s understood If 1t be taken
as a causal definition, which can stand only for syllogisms
that are per s causative of knowledge of a necessary truth,

!V Anst , An Priora 11, 23, 68b 8-36, on the inducuve syllogism on its use
in enabling us to come 1o grasp demonstrative pninciples, ¢ An Post 1I, 17,
99a 16-29 On the similarity of a posterion syllogisms to the inductive syllogism,
and on 1ts character as only partly, or contingently, productive of scientihic
knowledee, cf An Post I, 3, 72b 25-99

*S wt log, III, II, 17, 67r—69v " Oportet sare quod quaedam est
demonstratio cumus praemssae sunt simpliciter priores conclusione, et tahs
demonstratio vocatur demonstrauo a prion sive propter quid  Aha est demon-
stratio culus praemissae non sunt simpliciler priores conclusione, sunt tamen
notiores sic sillogizanti per quas devenit sic sillogizans 1 nottizm conclusions,
et talis demonstratio vocatur demonstratio quia sive a posteriori Ex
praedictis sequitur quod possibile est duos formare eundem sillogismum et tamen
unus demonstrabit et alius non demonstrabit, sicut unus ex praemissis acquirit
notitam conclusionis et aly ex eisdem praemissis non acquirit notiiam
conclusionus, propter quod 1dem sillogismus est uni demonstratio et allert non "
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then any syllogism which does not produce evident knowl-
edge of the conclusion 1n the case of any and every person
to whom the premises are evident, could not be called a
demonstration

But ‘“demonstration’ cannot be defined 1n this way, for a
syllogism 1s not of itself the cause of anything. ‘‘Syllogism
producing knowledge” 1s not a real definition, but a nominal
defimtion, which stands for a syllogism by connoting the
carcumstance of necessary knowledge being acquired Hence
a posterion syllogisms can be called demonstrations if evident
knowledge of necessary truth 1s, in fact, acquired 1n the
process of drawing the conclusion Since this happens in some
instances and not 1n others, such syllogisms are demonstrative
In some nstances and not 1n others A truth cannot, however,
be known both a prion: and a postertor: by the same person at
the same time, and hence there 1s no circular demonstration
through reciprocating premuises !

That knowledge of the reasoned fact 1s more strictly know-
ledge, than knowledge of the fact alone, 1s indicated by this.
a conclusion demonstrated z priorz 1s known 1n such manner
that we do not ask why 1t 1s true, whereas a conclusion demon-
strated a posteriory, unless completed by an intuitive act by which
the true order of the terms 1s grasped, 15 known 1n such manner

1S tot log, III, II, 17, 67v '"ideo ‘scire’ non ponitur in diffimtione demon-
strationis tantum sicut importans causam finalem demonstranoms, sed ponitur
i diffinitione demonstratioms tanquam pars diffiniioms exprimens 1llud quod
significatur per demonstrationem 1n obliquo  Unde hoc nomen ‘demonstrano’
non tantum talem sillogismum significat sed etam  1psam  scientiam
conclusiomis natam causari a notitia principiorum, et quia ita est, diffinitio
sillogismi ‘faciens scire,’ potest esse medium notificand: ceteras diffimtiones de
dcmonstratione quae quidem difhmitiones sigmificant aliquod quod nec 1n recto
nec 1n obliquo significat hoc nomen demonstratio, sicut s1 haec oratio ‘potens
sandere dura’ sit diffimtio exprimens quid nominis ‘ferrae,’ ista oratio potest
esse medium notificandr quod ferra debet esse acuta et ferrea, et sic de alus—et
sic loquuntur mult quando dicunt quod diffinitio sumpta a causa finali est
medium demonstrand: diffinitionem sumptam a causa matenali de diffinito,
et hoc non est verum quando diffinitio sumpta a causa final est diffiniuo exprimens
quid nominis, sed tamen tahs processus non erit proprie demonstratio sed ent
notificatio quaedam ™' Cf Amnst, An Post I, 3, 72b 25-33 What Ockham says
here about the attempt to prove a defimtion of demonstration by matenal cause,
through talung its nominal definition as a defimtion by final cause, applies with

equal force to a posterion arguments 1n general—they do not, of themselves, produce
scientific or demonstrative knowledge, but a ‘“‘notuficano quaedam ™
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that although we do not ask whether it 1s true or not, we can
sull ask the reason why !  Knowledge of the fact and of the
reasoned fact may differ, with respect to the same facts, 1n two
ways, for the syllogism of the fact, as contrasted with that of
the reasoned fact, may be a posterior: 1n the strict sense, as 1llus-
trated 1n the case of the planets being near because they do not
twinkle, or it may be from prior premises which exhibit a
remote and not the proximate cause In the first case the
major and muddle terms reciprocate, in the second they do
not, and this second type of demonstratio quia 1s expressed by a
syllogism in the second figure yielding only a negative con-
clusion Thus we may prove that no wall can breathe because
no wall 1s an amimal and because what can breathe 1s always
an amimal Our proof here 1s not scientific, because 1t 15 not
through the proximate middle—the abihity to breathe 15 not
universally predicable of amimal, and consequently 1t 1s not
because walls are not ammals that they cannot breathe, but
because they are not the kind of amimal that has a circulatory
system or something of that kind 2

Besides these ways 1n which knowledge of the fact and know-
ledge of the reasoned fact differ with respect to the same truths,
Arnstotle states that they may differ with respect to different
sciences, as when one science 1s said to be subalternate to

1S5 tot log, III, 1I, 19, 67v ‘‘illa vocatur demonsiratio propter quid, quae
est ex proposihiombus necessarus prioribus, qua habita cessat omnis quaestio
circa conclusionem Demonstratio autem quia est illa quae non ex prionbus,
vel qua habita non cessat ommnis quaestio circa conclusionem ' Cf Arist, An
Post I, 24, Bsa 12-B6a 3o, also I, 3, 72b 25-732 19

tArist, An Post, I, 13, 78a 22-78b 31 Ockham, S tot log, III, II, 2o,
68r “Acapiendo igitur scientiam primo modo (sal  ‘pro ahiquo habitu uno’),
uno modo cﬁﬂ'erunt demonstratio quia a demonstratione propter quid, in eandem
scientiam sicut scientia quia a scientia propter quid, et hoc dupheiter
Uno modo quia demonstratio quia, licet sit per prius, non tamen per causam
mmediatam, hoc est, non ecst per medwum convertibile, aliquando autem
demonstratio quia est per posterius ita guod 1n pracmissis non accipitur aliquid
importans causam quare sic est sicut denotatur per conclusionem, sed
magis econverso Verbi grata, causa quare planetae non scintilant est quia
prope sunt, tunc s1 arguetur sic ‘planetae sunt prope, ergo non scintillant,’
est demonstratio propter quid, s1 arguetur econverso est demonstratio quia, et
1ta universaliter quando propositio prior scitur evidenter per hoc quod praemissae
posteriores sciuntur evidenter, est demonstratio qua, imo etam sufficit quod
una praemissarum sit posterior conclusione v
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another One science 1s not subalternate to another, according
to Ockham, 1n the sense that the same conclusion 1s demon-
strated by the subalternate science a posterton: and by the subal-
ternant science a priorr  Rather they are so related because a
proposition which 1s the conclusion of an a prior: demonstration
in the subalternant science, 1s exemplified 1 an indemon-
strable premise of @ priort demonstration, n the subalternate
science  Thus the optician uses as a premise of demonstration
a proposition which exemplifies a truth of geometry. But the
geometrical proposition 1s not taken over by the optician as a
premusc, and indeed the optician as such does not know his
prermuse as an exemplification of a geometrical truth, but he
knows 1t as a first principle of his own science  Hence 1t 15 only
i the sense of being analogous that the propositions are the
samc, the proposition proved in the subalternant science
must be “appropnated” to the proper subject matter of the
subalternate science, and hence, 1n the strict sense, the subalter-
nant science 15 only accidentally superior to the suballernate
science  Thus mathematics 1s only accidentally superior to
physics, because 1t considers substances in abstraction from
their essential nature as principles of change, so that 1ts demon-
strations apply only analogously to the sciences of nature
Mathematics does not, like physics, consider the ways 1n
which substances arc essentially changeable, but 1t considers
substances only 1in so far as they are signifiable by mathe-
matical terms—e g, by “whole,” “part,” “umt,” “number,”
‘ equal,” etc !

) ac

S tot log, III, II, 21, 68r * est saendum quod non ideo dicitur aliquae
scientine subalternans et subalternala qua eandem conclusionem seit una
scienlia quia est, et ahia eandem sait propter quid sed ideo dicitur scientia
subalternans ct alia subalternata quia scientia subaltcrnata cognoscit conclusionem,
scientia subalternans scit principium umversale conclusioms ilhus Est
autem adverlendum quod semper vel [requenter principium cogmtum 1n scientia
subalternante est ex termims universalionbus, et st ex 1llo debeat quis demonstrare
conclusionem scitam 1n scientia subalternata, si velit proprussimam demonstra-
tionem facere, non accipiat illud principium in sua communitate sed addit ahew
termino alium terminum ut compositum ex 15sus duobus sit minus quam prius,
et hoc est quod vult Anstoteles et Lincolniensss, quod taha prinapia debent
appropriann quando cx cis demonstratur talis conclusio” Cf Anst, An Post
1, 13, 78b 32-79a 16, 1, 9, 76a 3-30, I, 10, 76a 40-76b 2, and I, 11-2, 772
22-77b 14
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In the strict sense, according to Ockham, none of the dis-
curstve real sciences 1s subalternate to logic or metaphysics
Strictly, only a science whose subject 1s accidentally infenior or
superior to the subject of the other science, 1s subalternate or
subalternant with respect to the other Thus a geometrical
principle 1s only accidentally involved in the physician’s
knowledge that eircular wounds heal slowly, and the applic-
abihity of the properties of the circle to wounds, 1s accidental
to gcometry  On the other hand, a science that 1s per se superior
or 1nferior to another, because its subject 1s a genus or species
of the subject of the other, 1s not subalternant or subalternate
to the other science, but 15 a part of 1t—as biology 1s a part of
physics, 1 one sense of ““part,” and as physics 1s a part of bio-
logy, 1n another sense of “ part '

But logic and metaphysics are not related to the discursive
sciences 1n cither of these ways, for they stand outside of them
Logic, because 1t deals with signs qua forms of signification, and
not with things signified by them And metaphysics, because
1ts subject 1s being qua being, which 15 neither an essential nor
an accidental part of the discursive sciences, nor a whole of
which the discursive sciences are essential or accidental parts
“Being” 15 nerther a genus of substance, nor a species of sub-
stance, nor an accident of substance, and the same apples to
the other transcendental terms Hence metaphysics 1s not
related to the discursive sciences as subalternant to subalter-
nate, and the principles of the discursive sciences are not,
consequently, demonstrated 1n or by metaphysics !

I11

Having indicated the ways in which knowledge of fact may be
acquired, by immediate experience of perceptible quahfications

1S tot log, III, II, 21, 6Br ‘‘Scientia subalternans, stricte, accipitur quando
principium scitur per unam scientiam et conclusio per aliam, et simul eun hoc
subiecturn umnius est per accidens inferius ad subiectumn alterius, et aliquod
subtectum unius mmportat partern sigmficatam per subiectum altenius, el sic
acapit philosophus et Lincolniensis saentiam subalternantem et scientiam
subalternatam, et sic forte logica nullam allam scientiam sibi subalternat nec
forte etiam metaphysica ™
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of substance, or through a posteriorr argument, Ockham
turns to the examination of knowledge of the reasoned fact
Whereas arguments which prove the fact alone, do so by a
middle term that indicates the existence or occurrence of some-
thing not implied by the truth of the conclusion, demonstration
of the reasoned fact exhibits the connection of subject and
attribute as a function of the being of precisely the things of
which the conclusion 1s true, without mdicating the co-exs-
tence, in or with them, of anything else In other words,
demonstrative knowledge 1s analyuc 1n character, while
knowledge which 1s of the fact alone, 1s synthetic

Aristotle’s four questions are taken by Ockham to indicate
the way i which demonstrative knowledge of a conclusion
rests on the intuitive grasp of the essential nature of the things
of which the conclusion 1s true  Taking ‘“middle” to mean a
way of knowing that an attribute 1s predicable necessarily and
essentially of a subject, then a single conclusion has a single
middle—at least 1n the science of nature, and 1n the strict sense
of demonstratio propter quud This 1s evident from the character
of a necessary proposition, for a proposition 1s necessary only 1f
its terms stand precisely for individual substances without 1m-
plying any determinate conditions beyond the essential nature
of the things for which the terms stand Hence the only means
of knowing (medwum cognoscend:) the necessary truth of the con-
clusion, 1s to apprehend the individual being of these things,
by a single univocal concept of essential nature  Such a concept
15 the middle term of a syllogism of the reasoned fact !

'8 tot log, INI, II, 23, 6Bv-6gr '‘Post scientiam et demonstrationemn quia,
sequitur videre de scienuia et demonstratione propter quid ut autern
scatur quid est demonstrabile demonstratione propter quuid, et quid non, oportet
primo scire quot sunt dubitabiha et quaesibihia ad demonstrationem pertinentia
Et est saiendum secundum Anstolelem quod quatuor sunt genera quaesibilium
sicut quatuor genera vere scitorum, hoc est, evidenter cogmtorum Omnis
enun demonstrator, 51 dubitat aliqud quod debet scire, aut dubitat de aliqua
propositione in qua predicatum iunportat aliam rem, vel eadem rem alio modo,
ab illo quod importatur per subiectum, sicut potest dubitare de tali propositione,
‘luna est echipsabilis,’ et tunc potest tripheiter quaerere circa talem propositionem
Primo enim potest quaerere an talis propositio sit vera Secundo potest quaerere,
supposito quod sit certum apud eum guod est propositio vera, quod est medium
per quod potest fier1 notum quod propositio 1lla est vera, et 1stos duos modos
quacrend: comprchendit Aristoteles sub quaestione quia est, 1ta quod haec
comiunctio ‘quia’ non est 1b1 nota quaerendi, ita quod per hanc conunctio-
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The problems which anse 1n connection with the muddle
by which analytic knowledge of fact 1s had, are principally
found 1n connection with the questions 51 est and quid est, and

nem ‘quia’ fiat quaestio, sed magis est nota termunandi ct respondend, scito
autem quod hacc propositio est vera, sicut scito quod luna echpsatur, et scito
quod est aliquod medium per quod certificart potest quod luna echipsatur, et
scito quid est 1llud rhedium utpote scito quod est aliquis effectus vel aliquid
alud per quod certificari potest quod luna eclipsatur, contingit ulterius quaerere
quare et propter quid luna echipsatur Unde potest aliquis sare evidenter quod
luna echipsatur et per consequens habet aliquod medium per quod scitur quod
luna eclipsatur, tamen potest 1gnorare causa quare luna echpsatur, et 1ta potest
quaerere propter quid luna eclipsatur et tunc est alia quaestio, sai/ propter
qud, et tunc quaeritur proprussimum medium per quod potest sciri quod luna
echipsatur

'“ Aliter potest demonstrator dubitare de aliquo an sit, utpote dubitat an deus
sit vel esse possit, et tunc quaent an sit medium deveniendl 1n notitam huius
Hoc autem scito, quaent ulterius quid est, sicut scito quod deus est, quaert
ulterius quid est deus, et tunc quaeritur medium proprussumum per quod sciri
potest quod res est  Et 1stac duae quacstioncs non Ponuntur 111 NUImMErurm, gqulia
subiectum et predicatum non significant res distinctas distinctis modis  Ex
praedictis patet quod omms quaestio vel quaerit s1 est medium devemend: 1n
notilam prius quacsiti, sicut quaestio quia et quaestio s1 est, vel quaent quid
est 1llud medium, sicut quaesuo quid est et quaestio propter quid est

"“Ex quo patet quod omms quaestio est quodammodo quaestio medn  Sed
sciendum est quod medium non accipitur hic pro medio sillogistco sicut dieit
Lincolnensis, sed vocatur hic medium omne 1illud per quod decurnt rabio 1n
notitiam prius 1gnoti, et ita experientia potest hic vocari medium Oportet
etiam scire quod quandoque omnes 1stae quatuor quaestiones exiguntur ad
aliquam conclusionem vel termnos illus conclusionis demonstrabihis, de quibus
non est necessaria praecognoscere quia est, ct in 1llo casu verum est quod dicit
Lincolniensis, seil quod quacrentes duo, sczl 51 est et quia est, non quacrimus
aliud quam 1illud per quod fit discursus inferentia, sl medium sillogishicum
ordinatum nesse debito ad extrema

‘' Patet quod diffinitio exprimens quid nominis passionis praesupponitur
omm quacstion), et quod prima quaestio est quaestio s1 est de passione, quae
quaerit medium vel viam deveniend: in notiham passionis quod est possibilis,
hoc est, quod ‘esse’ de ea possibiliter predicatur Secunda autem quaestio est
quaestio quid est dc passione, quia sicut 1llud quod sua diffimtio exprimens
quid nomims explicat in generall, 1ta quaestio quaent n speciah, quod quidem
quaesitum est generale ad illud propter quid luna eclipsatur, quia corpus opacum
est commune ad terram  Scito autemn s1 est et quad est de passione, quaeritur
ulterius an passio sit predicabilis de 1llo subiecto et quod est medium deveniend:
in notiiam 1ilhus, quo scito guaeritur in speciali causa propter quam passio
competit 1st1 subiecto, et ita quid et propter quid quaerunt idem, sed quaesto
quid est de passione quaerit magis in generali, et quaesuo propter quid magis
1n speciall, et propter ista vult philosophus qued 1n tali processu quaestio quid
est et propter quid quasi i1dem sunt, et quod medium ct causa 1dem sunt, quia
medium sillogisicum explicat causam frequenter 1n tali processu, propter quam
1ta est a parte rex sicut denotatur esse per conclusionem demonstrationis In
multis autem casibus non sunt 1sta vera nec multa alhia quae dicit Arstoteles
circa stam materiam, nec n alus vult ea intelligi generaliter.”

Cf Anst, An Post, II, 1—2, Bgb 21-goa 34 On ‘‘necessary truth" cf ante,
PP 227-33, on exporuble propositions, cf ch v, pp 205-209
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the way 1n which their answers can become evidently known For
in affirmative demonstration the middle term 1s a genus of the
subject term, and 1s 1tself the first subject of the attrnibute, but
to know that the terms are thus related, 1s to know what the
definitions of subject and attribute are—1 e, to understand
them through definitions of essential nature, and not merely
through nominal definitions

Now we cannot, Porphyry to the contrary notwithstanding,
use rules of defimition or the method of division, to prove that
one term 15 related to another as genus to species, or to prove
that a defiming formula 1s a real defimtion predicable con-
vertibly and sigmficatively of 1ts definiendum  As Aristotle says,
never yet by defining anything did we get knowledge of 1t, but
in connection with demonstratio propter quid, we face the paradox
that knowledge of the reasoned fact 1s impossible without
essential defimition, while on the other hand essential nature,
or real defimtions, are not demonstrable !

Ockham does not, like Anstotle, state the question of defini-
tion and 1its relation to demonstration as a problem, but gives
the aristotelian solution by following a different method After
stating the four questions mentioned by Aristotle at the begin-
ning of Book II of the Posterior Analytics, and 1ndicating the
sense 1n which each of them 1s concerned with the existence
or nature of a “muddle,” Ockham sets out to investigate the
way 1n which the answers to these questions, as applied to the
different kinds of terms and propositions entering into demon-
stration, can become known Obviously the main part of his
discussion 1s taken up with the problem of essential definition
—the answer to the question quid est. For once we understand
how the defimition of terms, through the essential nature of the
mdividual existences for which they stand, 1s possible, our
knowledge of the premuses, and hence of the conclusion, of a
syllogism of the reasoned fact, 1s readily explained

The first question dealt with 1s that which asks if a thing can
exist  This question (51 est) 1s, for Ockham, equivalent to
ashing 1f a term signifies an essential nature—for what 1s a thing,

1 Arst, An Post 11, 3, gob 146
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capable of existing per se outside the mind, 1s precisely an
essential or individual nature Now to ask the question st est
of a term, we must have some definite concept, or complex of
concepts, 1n mind, by which the word 1s, for us, distinguished
1n meaning from other words  If the word 1s an absolute term,
we cannot possess the concept corresponding to 1t and yet
be 1gnorant of the existence of individual things or natures
signified by 1t—for an absolute term (or absolute concept) 1s
an act of understanding that which 1s per s¢ one and individual
1n nature, without connotation or implication of any fact or
circumstance or particular time  If a man possesses the concept
“body,” or “whiteness,” he 15 aware of the possible existence
of that which 15 a body and of that which 1s capable of having
whiteness present 1n 1t And 1if he does not possess thesc con-
cepts, he cannot ask whether things signified by them can exust,
though he may ask this question of the words—but 1n that case
he understands the words through nominal defimtions or
complex descriptions !

18 tot log, III) II, 25, 6gv  “Lt est primo sciendum quod quaestio s1 est
termunatur per hoc qued evidenler cognoscitur s res est, quod fit s1 saiatur pro-
positio 1n qua esse existentiac per propositionem de inesse vel de possibil predicatur
de subiecio, 1deo videndum est quomodo talis propositio evidenter cognosci
potest Lt oportel seire quod talis propositio dubitabilis vel habet pro subiecto
nomen mere absolulum affirmativum, vel aliqued aliud nomen pro subiecto,
puta nomen negativum vel connotativum vel respectivum, et propositio mentalis
vel vocalis talt imcntah correspondens 1n qua subucitur nomen absolutum mere
affirmanvum nullomodo cognoscr potest evidenter misi res importata per subiectum
mmtuiive ¢t in sc cognoscitur—pula mm aliquo sensu particulan sentiatur, vel
ms1 sit ntelligibile non sensibile et ab intellectu videatur 1llomodo proportion-
abiliter quo potenba visiva extenor videt visibile

*“Unde non potest quis evidenter cognoscere quod albedo est vel esse potest nist
videnit aliquam albedinem, et propter hoc quamvis credere possit narranubus
quod lco est et quod pardus est, et sic de alus, tamen talia evidenter nou cognoscit
Verumtamen ad saendum evidenter tales proposiliones non oportet sic appre-
henderec ommia significata per sublectum sed quandoque suffieit unum solum
apprehendere, et quandoque plura, et 1la tahs quaestio 51 est non poterit terminari
mist per experientiam, hoc est, per notiham sensitivam quac est principium
expelientiae, et de talh loquitur philosophus cum dicit, 'Qui ignorat quid est
nescit 51 est, quemadmodum habemus gquia est, sic habemus quid est,’ unde
quantum aliqus scit de aliquo tali quid est, tantum scit s1 est et econverso

“Lt st dicatur de deo scimus quod est et tamen nescimus quid est, dicendum
esl quod nullam proposiionem mentalem in qua subucitur terminus omnino
simplex et mere absolulus conveniens deo vel supponens pro deo possumus pro
slatu isto habere, possemus emim scire de eo quud est, 51 sciremus s1 est Possumus
tamen habere propositionem mentalem in qua subncitur terminus communis
deo et alus, et 1dco de aliquo contento possumus scire quid est et s1 est, et quantum
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To ask st est of a connotative term, 1s to ask whether 1t has
a first subject—1 e , whether 1t 1s predicable as property of some
absolute term The answer to this question 1s demonstrable
only in those cases 1n which an attribute 15 demonstrable of 1ts
first subject through a nomnal defimtion—and this, as we have
seen, is rarely possible except in mathematics, where both
subject and attribute are defined synthetically, the elements
of defimition and also the rules of synthesis or axioms being
common to both terms 1n other cases, as where the attribute
stands for its supposita by connoting something really distinct
from them potentially existent in or with them, si est cannot
be demonstrated, but can become known only through
experience of existing things Thus to answer sz est with respect
to the term ‘‘calefactible,” 1s to know 1f anything can be hot—
in this case the question 15 answered at the same time that the
existence of keat 15 apprehended by us, for to apprehend heat
1s to apprehend the hot, and to apprehend the hot 1s to appre-
hend what can be hot—i1 e, the calefactible !

scimus si est, tantum samus quid est et econverso  Ex quibus patet quod tals
propositio nullo modo potest demonstrar: nec a posterior: nec a priori, nisi forte
dicatur quod propositio particularis large sumendo demonstrationem dicatur
posse demonstrari, sicut si haec sit nota praedicto modo, ‘ommnis albedo est
vel patest esse,” et arguatur sic  ‘omms albedo est vel potest esse, aliquis color
est albedo, ergo aliquis color est vel potest esse '’' Cf Arwist , An Post 1I, 8,
932 18-20, and 27-8

1S tot log, 111,11, 26, 6gv ‘‘S1autem propositio dubitabilis 1n qua predicatur
esse exwistentiae per propositionemn de inesse et de possibili habeat pro subiecto
nomen connotativum vel respechivum vel negativumn vel unum compositumn ex
multis nomimbus talibus, quandoque potest demonstrari et quandoque non,
talis emm propositio semper equivalet uni propositiont 1n gua predicatur passio
de suo subiecto saltem large sumendo passionem—sicut 1sta propositio ‘eclipsis
est’ equivalet 1st ‘ahquid echipsatur,’ et 1sta ‘calefactivumn est’ equivalet st
‘albiquid est calefacuvum,’ etc , et 1deo sicut dictum est de propositioribus
quibus equivalent quod sunt demonstrabiles vel non, ita dicendum est de 1stis
51 tamen dicitur quod nulla est demonstratio nist quando major potest prius
tempore cognosci quam conclusio 1ta quod major potest esse nota et conclusio
potest 1gnorari et tamen apprehendi, potest dici quod aliquae tales propositiones
sunt demonstrabiles et aliquae non, puta quando passiones sunt demonstrabiles
de sws proprus subiectis, sunt tales propositiones demonstrabiles, quando autem
passiones non sunt demonstrabiles de suis subiectus prums, tunc non sunt demon-
strabiles—ut 1sta ‘calefactivum est vel potest esse’ demonstran non potest sed
tantum scitur per experientiam sine sillogismo 1in quo major potest esse nota ct
conclusio apprehendi et 1gnoran "' Cf ante, pp 245-7, with reflerence to which
attnbutes are demonstrable of their first subjects, and what types are not
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The question sz est can only be answered with respect to a
term, to the extent to which something that 15 per s¢ one—
te, essentially a thing—is signifiable by 1t. If we leave out
of consideration the word of which the question s est 1s asked,
paying attention to the concept by which the word is under-
stood, the question sz est 1s always equivalent to the question
quia est asked of a proposition 1n which a connotative term
1s predicated of an absolute term or of the word ‘‘something”’
taking the place of an absolute term Consequently, we must
consider whether 1t 1s possible to know that an attribute signifies
existence, without the apprehension of some determinate kind
of essential nature, whose existence 1s implied by the attribute’s
capacity to stand for *‘something,” being presupposed

According to Anstotle, 1t 15 impossible to know that some-
thing exists, without being aware of definable form—ie.,
without grasping, to precisely the degree in which existence
1s known, what exists. Similarly, 1t 15 1mpossible to know
what something essentially 1s, without being aware of its
existence * In view of this parallehsm between our aware-
ness of existence and our awareness of essential nature, 1t
might seem that the words ‘“‘essence” and '‘existence,”’ for
Aristotle, are two ways of signifying what 1s one and the same
thing And this 1s exactly the interpretation which Ockham
adopts, though perhaps the majority of the scholastic inter-
preters of Aristotle were of the opposite opinion As 1s usual
1m such cases, however, the opposition 1s not clean cut, for
the scholastics who 1nsisted on a real distinction between
essence and existence, usually understood by '‘existence” the
“being conditioned” which by Ockham 1s understood as co-
existence or contingency In this sense, therefore, the distinction
between essence and existence 1s equivalent to the distinction
between a thing considered divisim, without determinate refer-
ence to anything else, and the same thing considered together
with something else, as **part”’ of a contingent event or relation

1 Anist , An Post II,8, g3a 18-20 *“‘we cannot apprehend a thing’s definable
form without apprehending that it exsts " (27-8) ‘'the degree of our

knowledge of a thing's essential nature 15 determined by the sense 1n which we
are aware that 1t exists ™
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Now the point of view which is revealed in Ockham’s whole
analysis of terms and of propositions, 1s that ‘‘togetherness”
1s not a metaphysical thing or principle, but that a term which
signifies two distinct things as “parts” of a factual
whole, sigmifies nothing other than the two distinct things,
their ““togetherness” being not a third metaphysical element,
but rather a function of a human mode of signification For
Ockham, there 1s no cause of motion extrinsic to the thing
which 15 moved, and the thing which moves 1t but mover and
moved are of themselves the sole causes of the fact that motion
occurs In saying that they are the sole causes of the event,
it does not follow that they are themselves uncaused causes—
though this inference was usually made by those who objected
to the identification of essence and existence, on the ground that
1t placed created things on a par with the First Cause On
the contrary, 1t 1s because the existence or essential nature of
finite things 15 to act and to be acted upon, that such things
are the immediate and adequate principles or causes of the
events 1mn which they are involved And for precisely this
reason, 1t 15 only the existence and essence of the individual
things for which the terms of a proposition stand, 1if the pro-
position 1s not of present time only, that make the proposition
true If the proposition 1s of present time only, or if 1t 1s
singular or particular 1n form, 1ts truth depends also on the
existence of the muind apprehending something as ‘‘now” or
as a ““this”" But with umversal and necessary propositions,
such as are conclusions of demonstration, the sole reason of
truth 1s the existences for which the terms stand—and since
we cannot apprehend and conceirve what 1s not a thing and a
what, the possibility of knowing a necessary truth by its reason
or cause depends on whether or not our apprehension of
essentia] nature 1s also an apprehension of individual existence

If, as Ockham maintains, the essential nature of an individual
thing 1s not other than its existence, then if we can have
determinate concepts of essential nature we can know facts
by their actual causes—the ‘“1s” which connects the terms
of a necessary proposition, will be certified by the ers which
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1s determinately grasped when the middle term of the demon-
stration 1s understood But if the existence of 2 man 1s other
than his essential nature, at the same time being the cause of
the truth of the proposition ‘‘Every man 1s risible,”” then
the grasp of the essential nature of “man,” through the real
definition, would be possible even if no man ever existed, and
consequently 1t would be possible without any propositions
concerning individual men being true But if this were the case,
the possession of a demonstration of a scientific proposition
would not be knowledge of a necessary truth, and the con-
nection of the extreme terms with the middle would be mediated
by “existence’” as a further, butindeterminate or infimte, middle

Ockham’s treatment of the question of essence and existence,
therefore, 1s exactly parallel, i1n principle and end, with his
treatment of the question of whether genera and species of
substance are connotative terms sigmfying ‘‘umversal things”
inhering 1n individuating matter If existence 1s something
distinct from what exists, so that essences exist by reason of
something that 1s not essentially anything, then the only
reason of existence 1s mere existence—not any kind of
existence (for that would be essence), but indeterminate,
undifferentiated, and umntelligible “thisness” Ockham’s
position, here as elsewhere, 15 directed to the clarification
and simphfication of the relation of science to metaphysics
If all finite concepts, substantial as well as accidental, are
attributes predicable of existence as such, so that the primary
subject of every term 1s other than the determinate form
signified by the term, science becomes identical with logic
and metaphysics, and metaphysics becomes a discursive
process or endless dialectic  Such 15 the philosophy of internal
relations 1mplicit 1 Porphyry’s treatise on the predicables,
and 1n the so-called ‘‘realist’ theories of the universal, when
these theories involve a metaphysical distinction between
essential nature and a principle of individuation, between
form and formless matter, or between essence and existence
i existing things To Ockham, such a position 1s the destruc-
tion of science and of the whole aristotelian philosophy, because
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1t makes motion prior to the mover and moved, predication
prior to signification, and the cause of truth or fact (sc:/ being)
mdeterminate and umntelhigible

Tt 1s to be considered 1n what way existence 1s related to a thing,
and whether the being and the existence of a thing are two things
distinct from each other outside the soul It seems to me that they
are not two such things, and that existence does not signufy anything
distinct from things  For 1if 1t did, then 1t would be either 2 substance
or an accadent, not an accident because then the existence of a
man would be a quantty or quality, etc, which 1s obviously false
as appears by induction Not can 1t be said that 1t 15 a substance,
because every substance 1s matter or form or the composite, or an
immaterial substance But it 15 apparent that none of these can be
said to be existence, 1f existence 1s something other than the essence
of a thing Further, if they were two things, either they would form
an essential unity or they would not If so, then one would have
to be act and the other potentiality, and consequently one would
be matter and the other form, which 1s absurd If, however, they
did not form an essenual unitv, then they would make up a mere
aggregation Further, 1f they were two things 1t would not
involve contradiction for God to conserve an essence 1n the world
without 1ts existence, or conversely to conserve 1ts existence without
it, each of which 1s 1mpossible

Therefore 1t 15 to be said that essence and exstence are not
two things, but that these two words *'thing”* and ““to be” signify
one and the same, but one does so as a noun, and the other as a
verb, and for this reason one cannot conveniently be used in place
of the other, since they do not have the same funcuon Whence
““to be”’ can be placed between two terms, as in saying that a man
15 an armumal (hominem esse amimal), and 1t 1s not thus with the word
“thing” or ‘‘essence ”’

Hence ‘““to be” signifies the thing itself But “beng” (entitas)
signifies the first simple cause when 1t 1s said of 1t 1n sigmfying 1t
as not dependent on another When, however, 1t 15 predicated
of others 1t signifies those very things that are dependent and
ordered to the first cause, and this 1s the case because those things
are not things unless they are thus dependent and ordered to the
first cause, just as, at some tumes, they do not exist Whence, at
a time when a man 1s not dependent, and thus does not exust,
so at that ume he is not 2 man, and therefore 1t 1s no more to be
immagined that the essence is indifferent to existence and non-
existence, than that it 1s indifferent to being an essence or not an
essence , hence such arguments as these, “'an essence can
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exist and not eust, therefore existence 13 distinct from essence,”
and "an essence can be under opposites, thereforc essence 1s
disunct from existence,” do not hold, any more than does the
following ‘'an essence can not be an essence, and 1t can be an
essence, thercfore essence 1s distinct from essence

Existence and essence are no more two things than essence and
essence, and this 1s the opinion of Grosseteste when he says, 1n his
commentary on Book 1I of the Posterior Analytics, that ““everything
said of the first cause proves only that the essence 1tself of the first
cause 15 entirely simple, but what 1s said of other things proves
only their order and dependence on the first essence which exists
per s5e, and this ordering or dependence does not multiply anything
in the essence which depends on the first Being, whether 1t 1s
inquired concerrung the first Being or concerning a thing dependent
on the first Being, 1f 1t exists ”

The reason, however, why the saints and others say that God 1s
his own existence and that this 1s not the case with creatures, is
because God exists 1n such manner that he cannot not exist, but
rather he necessarily exists and does not exist by reason of anything
else A creature, however, exists 1n such manner that 1t 15 not
necessary that he exist, just as 1t 15 not necessary that he be a thing,
for he 15 a thing by the agency of another And thus 1n God there
1s nothing other than God by which God exists, butin the creature
these differ, because that which 1s the creature, and that by which
he exists, are disunct simpliciter just as God and creatures are
distinct t

Having thus indicated that things are not rclated to them-
selves, nor to other things, by a third principle called *‘exsst-
ence,” Ockham takes up the question of how we come to
know the answer to the question quid est, and to possess the
concepts of individual existence or nature that are mvolved
as ‘‘middles” in demonstration of the reasoned fact As
Aristotle states, the nature of the thing and the reason of the
fact are 1dentical, hence if we can determine how we come to
recognize essential nature, we will thereby determine how
demonstrative science 1s acquired 2

Essential definitions are of two kinds the most proper kind
(dffimtro quad rer proprie dicta), which may be called “intrinsic
essential defimtions,” are distinguished from defitations per

1S tot log, INI, 11, 27, 7or ?Anst , An Post, II, 2, goa 14
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additamentum, which may be called ““extrinsic essential defim-
tions ' An example of the first kind 15 ‘'rational ammal,”
as defimuon of “man”, an example of the second kind 1s
““act of an organic natural body,” as defimtion of “soul ”
The first kind of defimtion 1s proper to material substances,
for only things sigmfiable by parts forming a per se unity, are
definable 1n this way Extrinsic real defimitions can be had of
absolute qualitative terms, as when we define ‘‘whiteness”
(albedo) as ‘“the colour most dazzling to sight !

Intrinsic essential defimtions are composed of genus and
differentia, the genus being an absolute concept indicating
precisely the undivided being of the things signified by 1t, and
the differentia being a connotative term which stands for such
individuals by indicating a determinate or abstracted part of
their individual nature It 1s to be considered how the parts of
an essential definition are known to be predicable per se primo
modo of the specific term whose definition they constitute 2

1S tot log, III, IT, 28, yor ‘“videndum est quomodo termunatur quaestio
quid est, hoc est, quomodo potest evidenter cognosci propositio n qua predicatur
diffimuo de diffimto Diffinitio exprimens quid rer est 1lla quac non est
necessaria disputant saienti significatum vocabuli, sicut ad hoc quod ahquus
stial quid significat hoc nomen homo’ non est necessarium scire quod homo
componitur ex tot partbus vel ex tahbus partibus - Unde quilibet potest disputare
cum ahio quamvis ignoret diffimtionem exprimentem quid rer sed 1gnorata
dilinibone quid nomims exprimente, non potust quis cumn ahio disputare
non est igitur diffinitio exprimens quid rei necessana disputanti, quia tals diffimitio
non tantum exprimit quid nomen signihcat sed exprimit ctiarn quid res est

“Talis autem diffinitio duplex est, quacdam emim diffimiuo tals est quac nihil
importat extrinsecum ret, alio modo quam importat rem vel partem rci, et tahs
diffimbo vocatur diffinito proprussime dicta, quac non potest esse nisi substant-
arum vel nominum substantiarum, quia talis diffimtio non potesl esse nist com-
posilorum tanquam illorum quorum esscntia eXprimitur per orationem, cutusmodi
composita per se una non sunt msi substanuae  Tals et diffimtio ‘amimal rabon-
ale,” cum sit ‘anumal’ genus et ‘rationale’ diflerentia, quia ‘ammal’ importat
totum hominem et rauonale 1mportat pariem homimus sicut suum abstractum
Alha est diffiniuo importans quid rei, quae simul cum hoc quod importat rem
importat vel exprimit aliquid aliud quod non est de essentia rei, sicut est diffinitio
ariimar quae est 1sta  amma est actus corporis physier orgamer, etc ,’ ut habetur
mm 2 D¢ amima, quae mmportat animam cl corpus quod non est pars aniunae
nec amma, et 1sta vocatur diffimno per additamentum, et tales diffimtiones
importantes quxd rer convertunlur cum nominibus mere absoluus afirmanvis ”’

¢S ot log, III, 11, 29, 7or ‘“'Duffimtio exprimens quid rer non data per
addilamenturn semper conunet pro prima parte aliquod genus diffiniti, et pro
alia parte vel alus partibus continet differentiam vel diffcrentias essentiales vel
aliquos obliquos sigmificantes per se et primo partes rel, et 1stae partes (sal
genus et differenuae) sunt diversae Nam genus importat totum, aliae partes
significant seu 1mportant partes determinatas rei sive partes distinctas Pruma
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Since there 1s no ‘“middle”’ between a thing and 1ts essential
.nature, and since both genus and differentia signify nothing
other than the essential nature of a thing, 1t 1s obvious that
a prior: demonstration of such a definition 1s 1mpossible In
the case of the genus, according to Ockham, a posterions proof
1s likewise impossible, for if a property commensurate with the
genus were used as middle term of an a posterior: syllogism,
st est would have to be known of 1t prior to the inference,
(for properties of substances are not demonstrable of their
first subjects)—but to know s est of the property 1s to possess
a concept of individual nature convertible with the property,
and this 1s to conceive the genus Hence a proposition such as
““Man 1s an animal”’ can 1n no way be known through demon-
stration, since both terms are absolute, and incapable of being
understood significatively except through experience of the
existence of individuals signified by them Ockham describes
the process as follows

This 1s the process, that first a man is apprechended through
some particular sense, and then the same man 1s apprehended by
the intellect, this apprehension giving rise to a general notion
common to all men, and this notion 1s called a concept, intention,
or passion, this concept being common to each man Once 1t
exists 1n the intellect, the intellect immediately knows that a man
1s something, without argument, subsequently, some ammal
other than a man, or some other amimals, being apprehended, an
idea (nofifiz) common to every amimal 15 ehicited (elzcitur), and this
general notion 1s common to every ammal, and 1s called a passion
or intenuon of the soul, or a concept common to all animals
When this exasts 1n the soul, the 1ntellect can combine this concept
with the previous concept, and when they are compounded by
way of the verb “1s,” the intcllect immediately assents to that
proposition without any reasoning And thus any such proposition
in which a genus 1s predicated of a term which 1t properly defines,
15 had without syllogism, and this 15 umiversally true of every
genus with respect to the species which 15 of absolute character,
because such a proposition 1s immediately known if the terms are
clearly apprehended ?

pars diffinitionis, puta genus, nec 4 Prior nec a posterior: potest demonstrart de
diffinito, sicut quod homo sit amimal demonstrart non potest, sed propositio talis
sine sillogismo acquiritur mediante notiia intuttiva ™'

'S tot log, I, II, 29, 701
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Against the objection that propositions mm which a genus 1s
predicated of 1ts species, are not as a matter of fact immediately
evident to everybody, Ockham replies that if anyone possesses
simple and proper concepts of existence corresponding to
the words of such a proposition, then 1t cannot be doubted
but must be immediately evident But where a person under-
stands such terms only through descriptions, or by complexes of
accidental notions none of which 1s proper to the thing
though the whole complex 1s convertible with the specific
term, 1t 1s possible to doubt such a proposition—and the reason
for this 1s that such a person does not actually know that such
a thing can ewst, though he may have faith that 1t does,
on account of his belief 1n what others have told him But
if such a person, after using a specific term hke “lion”” without
having any single concept proper to 1t, but only a descriptive
concept or complex of accidental concepts of what the word
means, later comes to expenence the existence of individual
lions, he will then know that a lon 1s essentially an animal
—assuming that he has a proper concept of ammal, acquired
from experience of other ammals Thus his newly acquired
proper concept of “lion”” would, 1n a sense, be 2 middle by
which “‘ammal” would be known to have belonged to his
previous ‘‘descriptive notion” of what the word “‘lion”
meant This, however, would be only a verbal demonstration,
though according to Ockham Anstotle sometimes speaks of
demonstration as proving the genus to belong per se primo
modo to the species Where he does speak in this manner, how-
ever, 1t 15 such cases as the above that he has 1n mind—for our
grasp of the existence of things sigmfied by an absolute term,
mn abstraction from contingent fact or circumstance, cannot
precede our intuitive apprehension of what such terms mean 1

A proposition 1n which an essential differentia 1s predicated

IS tot log, IN, II, 29, 70r ''Ad secundum dicendum est quod quaelibet
talis propositio mentalis 1n qua subnciuntur et predu:antur tales conceptus mere
absolull, est per se nota, quia statim sciuntur cognitis terminis, lamen non qual:h-
bet propositio vocalis est per se nota, nam ex quo voces significant ad placitum,
voces mere absolutae possunt 1mponi eodem de quibus habemus vel alu habent
tales conceptus, et tunc aliquis qui tales conceptus non habet potest scire significata
vocabulorum et simul cum hoc potest nescire eam, eo quod alios conceptus men-
tales non habet, sed habet conceptus meniales plures quorum aliqui 51 componan-
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of 1ts species can, 1n some cases at least, be demonstrated
a postertors, though never a priorn  Thus a man, being himself
a sensitive being, could have a concept of ‘‘sensitive soul,”
and might also be aware of certain effects or actions whose
occurrence would presuppose the capacity of sense perception
in anything performing such operations Then, seeing some
living bodies (such as those sea creatures which are near the
border line between plant and animal), and wondering
whether they are sensitive or not, he might prove that all such
living bodies as these are sensitive, by some observed behaviour
or reaction such as presupposed the capacity to feel It 1s by
such a posterior: reasoning, according to Ockham, that Aristotle
made evident the fact that all perceptible substances have
materiality as an essential principle or part of their undivided
being—their capacity to change and to be generated and
destroyed, being the middle terms of the induction !

tur ad nvicem, totum resultans ex eis erit convertibile cum 1illa voce, et 1ta talis
propositio vocalis non erit per se nota, quia non quaehbct notitia qua seitur qu1d
termum sigmificant sufficit ad sciendum talem propositionem, et sicut 1lla pro-
positio vocalis non est per se nota, 1ta 1lla mentalis quae componitur ex concephbus
compositis non est per se nota, quia potest haber1 quamvis nesciatur  Unde ego
modo de facto scio quid significat hoc nomen ‘leo,’ et scio quid significat hoc
nomen ‘ammal,’ et lamen 1gnoro 1stam proposiionem ‘leo est ammmal' quamvis
credam eam esse veram, et habeo propositionem mentalem culus subiectum est
unum compositurn ex multis notitus 1ncomplexis quarum nulla est simplex et
propnia leon, sed propositionem mentalem curus subiectumn est simplex et mere
absolutum proprium leonibus non habeo, quia s1 talem propositionem mentalem
haberem statim sine sillogismo scirem eam  Sed nunquid propositio mentalis 1n
qua subuicitur tale compositum, et etiam propositio vocalis, sunt demonstrabiles
ex quo sunt dubitabiles® Potest dict quod large accipiendo demonstrationem
tales sunt demonstrabiles, et hoc quia conclusio potest esse 1gnota et dubia, et
postea, scita propositione majore in qua predicatur 1dem predicatum de conceptu
mentali acquisito per notitiam intuitivam rei, et scta minore m gua predicatur
idem conceptus de sublecto conclusionis, potest conclusio fiert nota, et ita tahs
propositio large accipiendo demonstrationem potest fieri nota per demonstrationem
ex quo polest concludi sillogismo faciente 1llam conclusionem esse evidenter notam
quae prius erat dubia vel apparuit esse falsa ” Cf ibid , ¢ 31, 7171 *Verumtamen
de subiecto quale nos habemus de facto non est forte inconvemens diffinitionem
posse demonstrar saltemn large capiendo demonstrationem  Et per 1stum varium
modum proband: possunt expomi multae auctoritates Aristotehs, quae videntur
tam imter se¢ quam praedictis repugnare, quandoque erum loquitur de uno modo
demonstrandi et quandoque de alio, et quandogque loquitur de predicatione
diffimtionis de diffinito simplier et proprio, quandoque loquitur de predicatione
diffimtionis de diffinito composito et proprio tantum "

1S tot log, III, II, 30, 71r “‘Quamvis propositio 1m qua predicatur genus
absolutum de specie mere absoluta, composita ex conceptibus simplicibus,
demonstran non possit nec a priorl nec a posteriori, tamen propositio in qua
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From the foregoing 1t 1s apparent that no ‘defimtion of a
species or genus can be proved to be its essential defimition,
for although a posteriors proof of the differentia 15 1n some cases
possible, the genus can only be known by expenence and
mtuitive abstraction The order 1n which we may come to
acquire the concepts from which an essential defimition 1s
formed, may be two-fold for we may come to have an intuitive
conception of some of the essential parts, without being
aware of the undivided nature of the whole, and 1n such a case
we do not grasp the essential nature of the thing, nor possess
a real defimition, until we have abstracted the genenc concept
through expenence of existing instances of individuals signified
by the term which 1s defined Or we may first recognise the
generic character, later coming to differentiate the essential
principles or parts by which the species 1s disinguished from
other species ordered under the same genus, and in this
process of building up the definition, a postertor: inference may
be wnvolved 1n our recogmtion of the differentix !

predicatur differentia de specie tali a posterion demonstrart potest  Nam
differentia, sicut dictum est prius, imporlat unam partem in obliquo, cum igitur
per eflectus demonstran potest talem rem habere 1alem partem, ideo per effectum
demonstran potest differenta talis de specie tali Verbt grana, s1 aliquis habet
nolitiam propriam animae sensitivae, et per consequens sciat quuid significat hoc
vacabulum ‘sensitivum, el videat aliquod corpus cuius habcat notiiam simplicem
et propriam talibus corporibus, el tamen 1gnoral an habeat animam sensiivam—
ite, per aliquos effectus cuilibet tali corpor1 competentes, potest demonstrative
probare quod omne tale corpus habet animam sensitivam, et per consequens
quod est sensinum, et per talem modum probavit Aristoteles per transmuta-
Lionem et motum quod m 1stis generalibilibus et corrupubilibus est materia dis-
tincta a forma, et per consequens quod sunl materialia, cum tamen maleriale
est differentia essenbalis eorum ”

1S 1ot log, III, 11, 31, 71ir  ‘'Est ergo duplex modus deveniend: 1n talem
difimiionem Upus est per nouham wmntwtivam partium lius ret Qui emim
mtuitive cognosceret partes rei statim posset formare conceptus demonstrabiles
importantes illas partes in obliquo et importantes totum 1n recto  Sed adhuc
non est necesse quod habeat diffinitionem, quia defficeret sib1 genus quod non
potest haberi mus1 per nottbam intwitivam alicwius singulars, aut ews specier
vel aliquorum singularium diversarum specierum, gquo habito potest intellectus
illum concepturn praeponere alns conceptibus demonstrabilibus et sic habetur
difimtio, quod s1 predicatur de diffimlo ert illa propositio evidens sine omni
sillogismo et ita indemonstrabilis ent

* 51 autem partes non omnes rer intuitive videantur sed totum videatur
mntuitive, non tamen videns possit discernere 1nter omnes partes totus, s1 tamen
hoc sit possibile tunc illa pars quae est genus acciprtur per notiiam 1llam et per
notitiam alter1 vel aliorum singularlum ~ Alu autem conceptus demonstrabiles a
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While there 15 no way 1n which essential definitions can be
demonstrated to be essential defimtions, since the undivided
nature by which the defiming formula has sigmficanve unity
can only be apprehended 1intutively 1n experience of existing
mstances, Ockham points out that the rules given 1n the
Topus can be of much assistance 1n organizing the materials
presupposed by the abstractive or intuitive act which 1s the
grasp of essential nature or of the explanatory ‘‘middle”
Dialectical eriticism and synthesis are also useful in eliminating
urelevant lines of inquiry, whereby we can distinguish the
accidental from the peculiar predicates, detect ambrguuties,
and make distinctions Our grasp of essential nature, and of
the reasoned fact, 1s not an inference nor a process, but an
act of intelligence, on the other hand, the materials must be
provided, and hence controlled experience and systematic
methods of mmquiry, such as are developed in the Topucs,
aid us 1n making an unambiguous statement of each separate
problem, and thereby tend to ehcit the intuitive act by which
the explanatory and essential principle 1s “seen '

The art of defimtion (ars definiendt) 1s the method of division,
whereby the parts of an essential defimtion are checked and
properly ordered Ockham states the two methods of division
mndicated by Anstotle, and shows how they presuppose, and
mm no sense demonstrate, the knowledge that such or such
terms sigmify the essential nature of the things defined All
that the method of division proves, even 1n a broad sense
of the word ‘“prove,” 1s that a certain group of words stated

posterior: concluduntur a diffinito et 1ta accipitur diffinitio sic quod una pars per
notilam mtuihvam et ahae per effectus, et tunc 1stis habitis est tahs propositio
nota in qua predicatur diffimtio de diffinito, nec hoc negat Anstoteles, sed intendit
Aristuteles principaliter hoe probare quod per nullum sillogismum a prion potest
fier1 evidenter notum quod talis diffinitio predicatur de diffinito, et quod sufficienter
exprimit essentiam diffimt

Y5 tot log, III, II, 31, 71ir ‘' Sic ergo apparct per quem modum pars
diffinitioms saitur de diffinito et per quem modum diffinitio scitur de diffinito
Et ad 1stum processum multum faciunt regulae datae in VII Topicorum, per
1stud tamen non habetur ars diffiniend, sed ars diffiniendi acaipitur per divisionem
Unde quamvis aliquis sciat evidenter omnnes propositiones m quibus predicantur
partes diffinitionis de diffinito, 51 tamen nesaat illas partes 1n una oratione recto
ordine ordinare, nesait diffinire nec habebit difimtionem  Unde qui sic ordinaret
partes diffinitionis hormins ‘rationale animal mortale,’ non haberet diffinitionem "

CF Arst , Topica, VII, 3, 1532 6-154a 12.
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m a certain order has the logical character of an essential
definition; hence the definition 1tself 1s taken non-signifi-
catively 1n the procedure of division, so that what we prove
by it 15 a proposition hike this ““The expression rational
amimal 1s a defimtion ’ But we cannot prove, by division or
by the defimtion of what a defimtion 1s, that “Man s a
rational animal,” the terms being taken significatively or with
personal supposition ?

Extrinsic essential defimtions (diffimitiones per additamentum)
are formed from an absolute term which signifies the essential
character of a thing, plus one or more terms predicable

1S tot log, III, II, 31, 71r “Est ergo ars diffimend: per quam partes
diffimtionis debite ordinantur et hoc est per divisionem, ut prius ponatur genus,
deinde dividatur genus et accipitur illa differentia quae seitur competere diffimitio

uamvis hoc nesciatur per divisionemn sed aliquo modo praedictorum modorum,
gemdc adhuc subdividatur et sic procedendo et addendo quousque perveniatur ad
orationem convertibilem Duobus autemm modis contingit sic 31vmvc procedere
Unomodo ut primo dividatur genus, secundo accepta differentia quae competit
diffinuto, dividatur illa differentia vel genus convertibile cum 1lla differentia,”
etc "' Aliter contingit per divisionem procedere ut semper idemn dividatur et
non diversa, sicut s1 debeat diffiniri ternarius, et accipitur primo genus ternaru, puta
numerus, et dividitur numerus prius sic ‘et numerorum alius par alius impar,’ et
addatur 1sta differentia ‘impar’ st genen ‘numerus,’ sic ‘numerus impar '
Deinde dividatur idem genus, sail ‘numerus,’ et non hoc totumn ‘numerus impar,’
nec aliud convertibile, sic ‘numerus alus utrobique primus, alius non utrobique
primus,’ etc , et addatur 1sta differentia *utrobique primus’ 1st1 toti ‘numerus
umpar,’ etc” Ibid , 71v  "'In primo processu non solum oratio lota est converti-
bilis cumn diffinito, sed etiam una differentia est convertibilis cumn diffinito, et de
tali modo aceipiend: diffinihonem loquitur Aristoteles VII Metaph , 1n secunde
processu nulla pars diffinitionis est convertibilis cum diffinito sed quaelibet ent
n plus, et tota oratio erit convertibihis  Sed hoc generale est quod nihil scitur de
diffinito per divisionem mis1 dicas quod tota oratio nunc satur per divisionem
propter hoc quod intellectus primus non compomt talem propositionem, sed
quicquud scaitur de diffinito scitur per altam viam  Hoc tamen haberetur 1n fine
quod scitur quod haec oratio est diffimitio tahis diffimti  non tamen per hoc
scitur quod haec diffinitio sigmificative sumpta predicatur de diffinito significative
sumpto, et hoc vult Anstoteles quando probat per divisionem non sillogizatur
nec demonstratur diffimuo de diffimito significative sumpto, inquantum scilicet
explicat quid est res, sed hoc potest praecedere artem diffiniend:  Sed per artem
dl&nltndl paries difimtioms debile ordinantur et per hoc seitur quod tahs
oratio est diffimtio tals diffimu, et hoc intendit Lincolmiensis quando dicit
methodus diffiniiva concludit orationes tales, ‘animal rationale mortale est
diffimtio homins,’ et haec est oratio composita ex secundis 1ntentionibus et non
cst haec oratio orano diffinitiva solum explicans quid est homo, sed haec est
oratio predicativa hwwus secundae mtentiomis ‘diffimtio’ de hac difimitione
‘amumal rationale mortale’, propter quod Aristoteles et Lincolmensis volunt
quod nunquam diffinitio potest demonstran de diffinito per diffimtionem diffini-
tionis, quia per tale medium non potest demonstrar: diffinitio sigmficative sumpta
sed semper praccise de propria diffinitione supponente pro se et non pro suo
significato "’
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per se secundo modo of the term defined. While these differen-
tiating properties may 1n some cases be demonstrable of the
termn defined, the genus 1s not, and hence defimitions of this
kind cannot be demonstrated of the definiendum, since the grasp
of the genus 1s always presupposed and 1s had only through
mtuitive apprehension of exasting 1nstances Thus, 1f whiteness
were defined as ‘‘the colour most dazzling to sight,”’ the
genus could 1n no way be demonstrated and could only be
known by the intuttive grasp of the common character of the
different colours, nor could the extrinsic differentia placed
in this defimtion become known without experience of white-
ness having this effect Hence no kind of essential definition,
by which an absolute term 1s defined per se, can be known by
demonstration to be the defimtion of that which 1t defines, be-
cause the genus 1s never demonstrable of 1ts species, but 1s formed
m the mind through intuitive apprehension of the undivided
existence of the things signified by it Consequently essential
defimtions—i e , defimitions of things which, 1n Arnistotle’s words,
have no ““cause of their substantial being other than that being
1tself,”” are indemonstrable statements of essential nature !

'S tot log, III, II, 32, 71v  “‘Diffinitio data per additamentum non solum
explicat essentiam rei sed etiam sunul cum hoc explicat ahiquid aliud a re et hoc
vcl negative vel affirmative, et ideo tals diffinitio non solum componitur ex
aliquo predicabili per se primo modo sed eham componitur ex aliquibus predica-
bilibus secundo modo, quae sunt passiones diffimti, etideo ad sciendum quomoda
diffinitio talis scitur de diffinito videndum est quomodo diversae partes diversimode
sauntur de eodem  unde 1illa pars quae explicat essentiam rei, quae est genus,
non potest scint de diffinito per sillogismurm sed per notitiam mntuitivam alicuius rei
tantum, sicut dictum est prius Alae autem partes diffimtioms diversimode
sauntur de diversss diffimtionibus secundum quorfchv:rsac passiones diversimode
sciuntur de diversis subiectis  Sicut quaedam passiones demonstrantur de subiectis
swis prumiy, et quaedam non possunt demonstrart de subiecus suis primus sed
tantumn possunt per experientam scirt de sublectis, 1a partes tales diffinitionis
possunt demonstrari vel demonstrative proban de diffimitis, et quaedam non
possunt demonstran de eis, et sicut quaedam passiones possunt demonstrari a
prion: de sublectis et quacdam a posteriori, 1ta quaedam partes tahs diffimtionis
possunt probari de diffimtis a prion, et quaedam a posterior1 Verbi grane, s1 haec
sit diffimtio ‘albedinis’, color disgregativus wisus, prima particula quae est genus
albedinis nullomodo potest demonstrar: de albedine sed tantum potest fier1 eviden-
ter nota per notitiam intuitivam et non per sillogismum, et secunda autem particula
potest fieni nota per experienuiam  S1 enum nullus experiatur albedinem disgregare
visum nullus sciret an albedo esset disgregativa visus Constat 1taque ex
praedicts nulla diffinitio alicuius mere absolutt affirmatvi et simplicis potest de
diffinito demonstran quia semper una pars est indemonstrabilis de tsli diffinito ™

Cf Anst, An Post II, g, g3b 21-8
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Connotative terms, such as may be attributes in demonstrative
syllogisms, are described by Anstotle as ‘‘things which have a
cause distinct from themselves,” or which have a ‘‘rmddle ”
All such terms have, in Ockham’s terminology, nominal
defimtions, besides this, some of them have, in a sense, real
defimtions The first distinction between connotative terms
1s between those of which ““being” 1s predicable in the mode of
possibility, the term being taken as having personal supposition,
and those of which being cannot possibly be verified Thus latter
type includes such words as ““goat-stag,” ““vacuum,” "“infinite
body,” and 1n general, words whose nominal definitions 1n-
clude a contradiction or an absolute negation Such terms
have nominal definitions predicable of them only if they are
taken non-significatively, e g, the word “*vacuum” 1s defined
properly as ‘‘a word equivalent to the expression absence of body "

Other connotative terms are such that they, and therr
nominal defimitions, can stand significatively for individual
exasting things Such terms may be said to have two sorts of
defimtion—{a) merely nomunal (quid nomms tantum), as when we
define ““white” as ““that 1n which whiteness 1s present”, and
() what 1s called a “matenial defimition,” as when we define
“calefactive” as "“a body receptive of heat,” placing 1its first
subject 1n the definition as material part It1s a defimition of this
kind which 1s, 1n certain cases, demonstrable 2 priori—namely,
in those cases where the attribute defined 15 demonstrable a
prione of 1ts first subject The reason 1s that these determinate
nominal defimtions, which include the first subject as material
part, differ only 1n form from propositions per se secundo modo,
and hence 1f the corresponding proposition 1s immediate and
indemonstrable, so 1s the material definition of the attribute 2

'S tol log , 111,11, 33, 71v  *“'Non solum autemn diffimita absoluta diffimuntur,
sed enam diffinita connotativa, et illa sunt 1n dupher differenuia  Quaedam emim
sunt tahia de quibus significative sumptis impossibiliter predicatur ‘esse,” culusmoda
sunt chymaera, hircocervus, vacuum, corpus infinitum,’ et huiusmodi  Alia sunt
de quibus non impossibiliter predicatur ‘esse,’ sicut 'album, migrum, nisibile,
calefactivum, creauvum,’ et huwsmodi  Prima habet praccise diffimitiones
exprimentes quid nominis, sicut ‘ chymaera’ habet diffinitionem exprimentem quid
hoc nomen ‘chymaera’ significat, sed non habet difimuonem experimentem quid

est illa res quam ‘chymaera’ significat, quia nulla talis res est, nee esse potest "
18 tot log, III, II, 33, 71v-7ar  ““Aha autem connotativa, hoc est 1lla quae
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The distinction was generally made by Ockham’s con-
temporaries between the ‘‘formal defimtion” of a connotative
term, and 1ts ‘“material defimition >’ The former 1s one
which stands for the things signified by its definendum
through 1indicating a qualitative form, or a final cause,
extrinsic to the essential nature of the things for which 1t
stands Such would be the definition of '‘calefactive” as
‘““something receptive of heat,” in which the essential nature
of that which is receptive of heat 1s not determinately
indicated  Simularly, an extrmnsic final cause may be indr-
cated, as when we define a “saw” as ‘“‘that by which we
can cut wood,” 1t being immaterial to the meaning of the
word, whether the saw 15 made of metal or of anything
else, so long as 1t fulfills its purpose But 1n some cases we
can prove that some determinate kind of matenal 15 a sine
qua non, or material cause, of the existence of that which 1s
formally indicated 1n the nomnal defimition If] for instance,
nothing that was not metallic could cut wood, we could prove
from the formal dcfinition of a saw that every saw 1s a metallic
substance, and thus we would have a guasi-demonstration of a
material definition of *‘saw ”’ The syllogism would be as follows
“Everything by which wood can be cut 1s metallic, sharp, and
of such or such shape, etc , every saw 1s something by which
wood can be cut, therefore every saw 1s metallic, sharp, and

significant diversa vel idem diversimode, hoc est affirmative vel negative, 1n recto
vel 1n obliquo, vel aliquibus talibus diversis modis, possunt habere duplicem
diffinitionem, unam quae expnmit quid nomims tantum, et alhlam diffimitionem
quae exprimit qud ra Illa autem quae exprimut quid nomums tantum est
propritssima diffinitio tahs diffinit, propter quod vocatur a non nullis diffimto
formalis et diffinitio secundum specien  Alia exprimens quid rei, quae non est
proprussima diffinitio talis diffimti, propter quod frequenter dia quod tale
connotativurn non habet diffinitionem misi exprimentem quid nomims tanlum et
non diffiniionem exprimentem quid rei, qua talis oratio non est proprussima
diffimitio talis diffimiti, 1mo forte non est diffimtio sua, et propter hoc tahs diffimua
vocatur diffimtio matenialis ab aliquibus  Verbi graua, hoc nomen ‘ferra’ potest
duplhciter diffinini, uno modo sic, ‘ferra est aliqud quo possumus dividere
hignum,’ 1ta quod haec sit sua diffimttio quid nominis exprimens quid debemus
intelligere per hoc nomen ‘ferra’, ita quod 51 sit aliquid cul non convenit haec
oratio, eo 1pso non significatur per hoc nomen, saltemn 1n recto "' The other
defimition would be *‘Ferra est ahquid ferrea et acuta, quo possumus dividere
lignum"’, but this would not be the proximate definition, because 1t 15 immaterial
to the meaning of ‘'ferra’ whether 1t be made of iron or of something else—
eg,1ce
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of such or such shape, etc”” The conclusion of this syllogism
yields one definition of “saw,” and the syllogism as a whole 1s
equivalent to a complete defimtion expressing both material
and final causes, differing from the demonstration only in
form—scif , a saw 15 ‘‘a sharp metallic substance, of such or
such shape, etc, by which wood can be cut” Such quas-
demonstrations of definable form are confined to connotative
terms whose formal definitions can be understood without the
material part being apprehended, as 1s the case with all names
of artificial things But the defimtions of absolute terms, or
of the concepts corresponding to them, are indemonstrable
statements of essential nature, and cannot be demonstrated
but come to be grasped only through the intuitive appre-
hension of individual (1 e, undivided) nature actually exsstent !

The balance of Ockham’s treatise consists 1n a brief indica-
tion of the ways in which the questions quia est and propter

1S tot log ,1II,1I, 34,72r '‘videndum est quomodo istae diffinitiones possunt
cognosal de diffimitis, et est sciendum quod generaliter diffinitio exprimens quid
nomuims non potest demonstrar: de diffinito, sed illa praesupponitur omm demon-
stratiom vel omm sillogismo 51 talis diffimitio sit vocalis vel signum ad placitum
msttutum fantumn scitur per doctrmam in addiscendo ab alus loquentibus
significata vocabulorum vel instituentibus talia signa ad significandum, et 1deo
de talh difimtione non est magna difficultas, quamvis propter 1gnorantiam tahum
diffimtionum multae difficultates et infimitae opiniones et multae opimonum
varictates tam in philosophia quam 1n theologia consurgant, sed de aha diffim-
uone est major difficultas

"“Et est sciendum quod tales diffimitiones possunt esse diversae, quandoque
emum praeter diffinitionem exprimentem quid nomums potest a qualibet causa
sum diffinitio, s1 1bi sint quatuor causae et s1 1bi tantum sit causa finahs et
efficiens, potest ab utraque illarum sum diffimtio, et illae diffimtiones quae
sumuntur a causa formah et finali vocantur diffinitiones [ormales, 1illae autem
quae sumuntur a causa materiali et efficiente vocantur diffinitiones materiales
Et illae difimtiones sic se habent quod diffimitio matenialis potest demonstrar:

r diffimuonem formalem, v g, supposito significato vocabulh hwus termim
domus,’ ct pracsupponatur diffinitio exprimens quid nominis, qua nota, acqurritur
sine demonstratione diffiniio sumpta a causa finali ‘domus,’ ut seiatur quod
demus est coopenimentum prolubens nos a frigore, ventis, et pluvia et caumatibus
et hulusmodi, quo facto potest demonstrari quod domus componitur ex hignus,
lapidibus, et sic de alus huiusmodi, per tale argumentum ‘omne prohibens nos
a fngore, pluvia, etc , componitur ex hignis, Japidibus, etc  (ex quo scatur quod
talia possunt resistere [rigorn et pluviae etc), sed domus est cooperimentum
prohibens nos a frigore, etc , ergo domus compomtur ex talibus ’ Ista ergo
conclusio 1gnota fit nota non per experientiam sed per propositiones notas dis-
positas in modo et figura, et 1ta una diffinitio demonstratur per aham de diffinito,
sed hoc nunquam verum est msi quando diffinitum est connotativum, sicut sunt
ommua nomuna artificiala” Cf Anst, An Past, II, 10, g3b 28-94a 13 Cf
also Aquinas, In Post An, I, Lect XVI, and II, Lect VI ?
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quid est are answered—1 e., of the types of a prior: demonstration
of the reasoned fact, according to the different ways in which
definable form 1s revealed in the premises Not only can we
demonstrate conclusions through syllogisms whose muddle
terms are absolute, but the middle may indicate an extrinsic
cause or condition, the premises bemng grasped as necessary
and per se through defimtions indicating efficient or final
causes Such types of demonstration are discussed by
Arnstotle 1n the eleventh and twelfth chapters of Book II of
the Posterior Analytics. After enumerating these types of demon-
strative ‘‘middles,” Ockham again 1ndicates the contrast
between physical and mathematical demonstrations, pointing
out that the latter involve attributes of which sz est need not
be known, since proof 1s through nominal definitions regulated
only by the common axioms and consisting of syntheses of
common defining elements, such as “umt,” ‘‘magnitude,”
“part,” and ‘‘whole” While the answer to the question
quia est, asked of a proposition whose terms are not imme-
diately connected, may be had by demonstration, Ockham
indicates the equivalence of the question propter quid est to the
question quid est 1n the following respect 1ts answer can never
be had by g prior1 demonstration, but only through experience,
mtuition, and by a posteriorr demonstration 1n those caser
where the convertibility of middle and major Las been estab-
lished from other principles than the one which appears in
the conclusion of the a posteriors argument Thus all demon-
strative knowledge reduces to indemonstrable principles and
defimtions grasped intwitively through experience of the
actual, and infinite regress 1n a priorz demonstration, as well as
arcularnity 1in arguments through reciprocally related prermises
and conclusions, are excluded !

1S ot log, III, II, 35-41, 72v—74r On the difference between physical and
mathematical demonstrations and attributes, cf ante p 223, Note 1, pp 246-8,
PP 255-6 (on physics as subalternate to mathematics) S tot log , 111, IT, 41, 74r
"*Quaedam enim principla nec a priori nec a posterior) demonstrari possunt
et quaedam sunt alia principia prima quae non nisi per experientiam et nullo
modo per effectus evidenter sciri possunt Quaedam autern principa, licet a
posteriori possunt demonstrari, tamen tahs demonstrans per illua principium
nist alunde acquirat notibam eiusdem non demonstrabit conclusionem et
ista de demonstratione sufficiant ™
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The foregoing discussion of the questions sz est and quid est
indicates the manner 1n which definable nature is presupposed
by all inquiry, and the sense 1 which 1t 15 the means or ““middle”
of all knowledge of the reasoned fact We cannot question
nature or existence, but our questions and our doubts are
inevitably concerned with things of our own doing—with
syntheses, or ‘‘fabrications” which, 1n the case of discursive
thought and sigmfication, are composed of terms or concepts
Existence 1s not a problem of human thought, but 1t can, and
does, terminate problems and doubts which anse concerming
our syntheses of signs, for no argument 1s as convincing as
the actuality of the thing

The things which we can be said to know, 1n the strict
sense of this word, are the things which can be questioned,
and since the bemg and nature of an existing thing needs no
witness of 1tself to make 1t what 1t actually 15, our uncertainties,
and consequently our proofs, are concerned not with the things
that exist by nature, but with our ways of signifying them
In short, knowledge 15 of the true—of proposiions—and 1t 1s
distinct, as regards 1ts object, from that act of recognition of
bewng, which 1s ntelligentia (vois) or intuitive apprehension,
by which we grasp the object of delinition

Ockham’s analysis of terms, propositions, and arguments,
like that of Arstotle, exhibits science as a human activity
which, though requiring motion and material change as
antecedent condition, is constituted as Anowledge, by the act
of intelligence or of recognition of that which 1s intelligible
and actual It 1s because the actual 1s only recogmized and,
as 1t were, received or comprehended by us, to the extent
that we seek to signify 1t and communicate 1t, that speculative
science must 1nvolve the '‘fabrication” of propositions and
syllogisms ~ We must prepare the cradle for the baby to be
born But we are not certain about the cradle’s adequacy
until the baby 15 1n 1t It 1s much the same with knowledge
of the fact alone, and knowledge of the reasoned fact—the
former expects, or presupposes, what the latter reveals



CHAPTER SEVEN
THE CONSEQUENTIAE—CONCLUSION

I

THE demonstrative syllogism, considered not as an inferential
process but as the act of knowing a necessary truth through
recognition of the individual nature of the things for which 1ts
terms stand, 1s the form and expression of scientific knowledge
In such a syllogism, a truth concerning individual existents
that are principles of change, 1s known 1n such manner that
no contingent circumstance or extrinsic time reference, and
no factor attributable to the personal history of the man who
knows the truth, 1s involved as a part of what 1s known Such
contingent conditions are of course presupposed by the con-
tingent fact that this particular man did acquire this knowledge,
but his way of coming to know a truth, and his act of judgment
by which the proposition 1s formed in his mund, are not the
things that he knows in knowing such a proposition to be
true

Science, for Ockham, 1s neither a history of events nor a
biography of the soul, but rather 1t 1s the grasp of a svnthesis
of sigmificant terms as an adequate sign of individual things
gua principles of change or of theirr own becorming It 1s
knowledge of the reasoned fact, of the truth of a proposition
by the nature of the things of which 1t 1s true, for according
to Arstotle, the reason of the fact 15 identical with the nature
of the thing This conviction of Ockham’s, that the reason
of fact 1s individual nature, and that knowledge of truth 1s
the recognition of a complex of terms as an adequate sign
of what 15 individual in nature, 1s fundamental to his entire
exposition of the logic of terms It underlies his treatment of

- 2081
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the problem of umversals, of the Categories, of the necessary
proposition, and of demonstrative principles

Perceptual judgments yield evident knowledge of contingent
fact, the cause of assent bemng the intuitive apprehension of
distnct things existing together In evident knowledge of
truths which are necessary, on the other hand, the cause
of our assent 1s not things of distinct nature apprehended to-
gether, but individual things grasped by their own nature in
abstraction from particular environment or conjunction with
other things When we have evident knowledge of a necessary
truth, 1t 1s the truth of a proposition that 1s known, and not
the 1ndrvidual things of which the proposition 1s true, what
we judge to be true 1s not the existence by which our judgment
1s true, but a proposition formed 1n our mind as a sign of that
existence The object of knowledge 1s always a proposition,
but though our assent 1s to the proposition, the reason of our
assent, and of the truth of the proposition, 1s not the synthesis
of terms that 15 the object of knowledge, but the being of the
things signified by the terms so compounded

The difference between knowledge and opinion 1s not a
function of different kinds of propositions, but of different
causes of assent In knowledge, our conviction that a pro-
position 1s true, rests on nothing other than our recognition
of the being of what 1ts terms stand for, without implication
of anything other than the essential nature of just such things
But when we do not have knowledge, but only opinion, our
conviction rests mot on an intuitive recognition of what i
15 to be an 1ndividual such as 1s signified by the subject term,
but on our belief that other true propositions imply the truth
of this one !

It 1s possible, therefore, for a man to apprehend a demon-
strative syllogism, with proper concepts corresponding to 1ts

1 Anst, An Post I, 33, 8Bb 30-Bgb 9 Anstotle classes as objects ol opinion
those proposittons assented to as true, but nol av wncapable of being other than
they are Evident contingent knowledge would, by this criterion, be knowledge
rather than opinion, nsofar as the connection was recognized as true only for
the immediate present time  But for seienulfic purposcs, such immediate contingent
judgments are pre-logical, the real difference being between evident knowledge
of universal propositions, and opinion concerning propositions of the same form
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terms, without thereby having demonstrative knowledge
of the conclusion For he may assent to the conclusion 1n
the manner 1 which we assent to propositions through opinion
or belief, by referring the truth of the conclusion to the truth
of the premises, by way of the implicative relation expressed
in the rule of syllogistic construction In such a case the con-
clusion 1s not known to be true per sz by the beng of the
imdividual things for which 1ts terms stand, but assent 1s
given to 1t by reason of a consequential relation of logical
character of which this particular arrangement of terms and
propositions 1s an instance. A consequential relation between
propositions or terms, however, is not attributable to things
in re, but only to human ways of synthesizing or ‘‘fabricating”
complex signs from incomplex signs Hence, if real science
1s distinct from logic, and a true proposition something more
than an instance of human synthetic activity exemplifying
a rule of discursive construction, 1t 1s evident that a syllogism
taken merely as an inference 1s not a demonstration, and 1s
not productive of knowledge but only of opinion !
Ockham’s treatise on the conditional proposition (the
Consequentiae) 1s concerned with precisely this way of assenting
to propositions, 1nvolving reference to other propositions and
to an implicative connection attributed to them because of
the logical properties of the terms or of the form of statement
The conditional proposition 1s, 1n Ockham's view, the appro-
priate form of non-demonstrative argument, because the
“*middle,” which 1s the reason of assent to the connection
Y Arnist , An Post I, 33, 8ga 16-24 “'The truth perhaps 1s that if a man grasp
truths that cannot be other than they are, 1n the way in which he grasps the
definitions through which demonstrauons take place, he will have not opimion
but knowledge, 1f on the other hand he apprehends these attributes as inhering
1n their subjects, but not in virtue of the subjects’ substance and essential nature,
he possesses opimon and not genuine knowledge, and his opimon, 1 obtained
through immediate prermses, will be both of the fact and of the reasoned fact,
if not so obtained, of the fact alone The object of opinion and knowledge 1s
not quite identical, 1t 1s only 1n a sense identical, just as the object of true and
false opmnion 15 1n a sense 1dentical ¥ Ibid, Bga 35 ‘‘the apprehension thar
ammal 15 an element 1n the essential nature of man 1s knowledge, the apprehension
of amimal as predicable of man but not as an element 1n man's essential nature 15

opinion man 15 the subject 1n both judgments, but the mode of inherence
differs
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asserted, 1s not a term of first intention taken significatively,
but a term or proposition taken mnon-sigmficatively as an
exemplification of some kind of logical form If, for example,
a demonstrative syllogism 1s taken merely as an inference,
and not as a significative unity, 1t 1s properly speaking a
conditional proposition, the two premises forming a conjunctive
antecedent, the conclusion a consequent, and the ‘“‘middle”
which 1s the reason of assent to the conclusion, being the
dictum de omm or rule of syllogistic form 1!

Ockham makes an exhaustive classification of the kinds
of consequential relations that can be generalized from the
examination of the logical properties of the terms and pro-
positions used 1n the demonstrative sciences His treatise
1s almost entirely concerned with formal implication—that
1s, rules developed on the basis of the previous analysis of the
logical characteristics of statements of demonstrative principles
and conclusions, and hence i1t may be said that Ockham’s
treatment of implication and inference presupposes throughout,
as the foundation for its rules, the logic of terms and of the
analysis of meaning, exhibited in Anstotle’s Posterior Analytics
and 1n the preceding books of the Organon While Ockham
seems to be aware of the possibilities of constructing a logic
of material implication, such as 1s found nowadays in the
symbolic systems, such a logic does not appear to interest
him very much, since 1t 1s of httle or no practical use as an
mstrument of scientific investigation or of significant argument
and discussion

The most important of the many distinctions among con-
sequential relations enumerated by Ockham at the beginming

1 Ockham, § tot log, 1II, II1, 1, 74r '‘Habito de sillogismo in commun: et
de sillogismo demonstrativo agendurmn est nunc de argumentis et consequentus
quae non habent formam sillogisticam, curusmod: sunt Enthimemata  Et primo
pracmittendae sunt quaedam distinctiones de consequentus ex quibus omnibus
faciliter patere poterit studioso quid de omnibus sillogisrmis non demonstrativis
estinteligendum ' Cf 1bid , 37, 92r **Sciendum est quod totum quod praecedit
consequens vel conclusionem diatur antecedens Et 1deo antecedens aliquando
est una propositio cathegorica et aliquando continet plures, ut patet 1n sillogismo,
ct tunc quamvis una illarum propositionum sit vera conclusio potent esse falsa,
sed st quachbet illarum sit vera, conclusio non poternt esse falsa s1 sequatur ex
e ”
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of his treatise, are the following: (1) Some consequences
hold only ut nune, or for a particular time, while others are
simplex, such that the antecedent could at no time be true
and the consequent false, (2) Some hold by an intrinsic middle,
and others by an extrinsic muddle, (3) Some consequences
are formal, and others material, (4) Some consequences
are composed of terms having simple or matenal supposition,
and others of terms having personal supposition The dis-
tinction between intrinsic and extrinsic middles, by which
antecedent and consequent are connected, 1s given by Ockham
m the following words

That consequence holds by an intrinsic muddle when 1t holds
because of some proposition formed from the same terms, such as
this consequence, ““Socrates 1s not running, therefore 2 man 1s not
runmng,”’ which holds by reason of this middle, namely ‘*Socrates
1s a man "’ But a consequence holds by an extrinsic middle
when 1t holds through some general rule which does not refer to
these terms rather than others, such as this consequence, ‘‘Only
a man 1s an ass, therefore every ass 1s a man,”” which holds through
the general rule ““an exclusive affirmative and a umversal affirma-
tive, with terms transposed, are convertible” and through
such an extrinsic middle every syllogism holds And if 1t 1s said
agamnst this distinction that this consequence ‘‘Socrates 1 not
running, therefore a man 1s not runmng,” holds through the
extrinsic middle “'from singular to indefinite and from inferior to
superior, a negative being placed after the copula, 15 a vald
consequence,”’ and that therefore 1t does not hold by an intrinsic
muddle, 1t 15 to be said that 1t holds through the extrinsic middle
mediately and as if remotely or insufficiently, because by that
general rule something additional 15 required namely that Socrates
15 a2 man, and hence 1t holds more immediately and sufficiently
through the middle,’* Socrates 15 2 man,” which 15 an 1ntrinsic
middle *

'S tot log, 111, III, 1, y4r “‘Prima distinctio est 1sta quod consequentiarum
quaedam est ut nunc, et quaedam est ssmplex, consequentia ut nunc est quando
antecedens pro aliquo tempore potest esse verum sine consequente, sed non pro
Isto tempore, sicut 15ta consequenha est bona ut nunc, ‘omne animal currit ergo
Sortes curnt,” quia pro 1llo tempore pro quo Sortes est anunal non potest ante-
cedens esse verum sine consequente et tamen pro aliquo tempore potest antecedens
esse verum sine consequente  Consequentia sumplex est quando pro nullo tempore
potent antecedens esse verum sine consequente sicut 1sta consequentia est simplex
‘nullum animal curnt ergo nullus homo curnt,’ quia nunquam poterit antecedens
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Formal consequences are those which hold by an intrinsic
muddle immediately and an extrinsic middle medately,
or which hold by an extrinsic middle only Material conse-
quences are those which do not hold in either of these ways,
but merely because of what the terms stand for Matenal
mmplication 1s 1llustrated by the consequence, ‘‘A man runs,
therefore God 1s,” the principle being the followng a
necessary proposition is implied by any proposition, since in
such a consequence the consequent cannot be false (being
necessary) when the antecedent 1s true

Ockham first states a number of rules for consequences
which hold by an intrinsic middle exemplifying a predicative
relation between the terms that appear in antecedent and
consequent Thus, from the truth of a proposition with subject
distributed, we can infer the truth of a proposition whose
subject 1s inferior to the other by predication, and also dis-
tributed, eg, ‘“Every animal 1s mortal” imphes ‘‘Every

€s5¢ Verum sine consequente alia distinctio consequentiae est talis quia
ahquando consequentia tenet per medium ntrinsecum, ahiquando per medium
extrinsecumn  Illa consequentia tenet per medmum intrinsecum quando tenet
virtute alicuius propositionis formatae ex eisdem terminis sicut 1sta consequentia
'Sortes non curnt, ergo homo non currit,’ tenet virtute 1stius medn, sal  ‘Sortes
est homo’ Sed tunc consequentia tenet per medium extrinsecum quando
tenet per aliquam regulam generalem quae non plus respiait illos terminos quam
alias, sicut 1sta consequentia  ‘Tantum homo est asinus ergo ommis asinus est
homo,’ tenet per illam regulam generalem ‘exclusiva affirmativa et universalis
affirmativa de terminis transpositis convertuntur ’ et per talia media extrin-
seca tenent omnes sillogismi, et s1 dicatur contra 1stam distinetionem quod ista
consequentia ‘Sortes non currit ergo homo non curnt,’ tenet per 1llud medium
extrinsecurn ‘a singulan ad indiffinitam et ab inferior1 ad superius posposita
negatione est bona consequenlla,’ €t per consequens non per medium mtrinsecum
—dicendum quod tenet per illud medium extrinsecumn mediate et quasi remote
et insufficienter, quia per illam rcgulam generalem requiritur plus, sal quod
Sortes sit homo et 1deo magis immediate et sufficiens tenet per lud medium
‘Sortes est homo' quod est mediumn intrinsecum ' A consequentia malerialis 1s
“quando tenet praecise ratione terminorum et non ratione alicuius medn
extrinsect respicientis praecise generales conditiones propositionum’’—e g |
““homo curnt ergo deus est " A consequentia _formalis 15 (g) when 1t holds
solely by an extrinsic logical rule, and () when 1t holds “Fcr medium ntrinsecum
immediate et mediate per medium extrinsecum™, e g, ' Sortes non currit, ergo
homo non curnt

On matenal consequences, cf 1bid , 37, g2r ‘‘necessarium sequitur ad quod-
Iibet, et 1deo sequitur *tu es asinus ergo tu es deus,” et sequitur 'tu es asinus ergo
deus est trinus et unus,’ sed tales consequentiae non sunt formales, ideo illae
regulae non sunt multumn usitatae ™
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man 1s mortal,” the mtrinsic middle being the proposition
"“Every man 1s an animal ” Such a consequence 1s an enthyme-
matic equivalent of a syllogism Other rules of the same sort
indicate that defimtions, descriptions, and synonyms can be
substituted for the equivalent terms defined, described, o1
related as synonyms, without altering the truth value of the
proposttion  Symilarly, if one term 1s predicable convertibly
of another, as property or differentia, we may infer the
proposition whose subject 1s thus convertible with the subject
of the other!

Sirmilar rules, equally obvious for the most part, are stated
for other affirmative consequences, and for negative ones
Some of the illustrations given for these consequences are of
interest For example, 1n illustrating the rule that the conse-
quence from inferior to superior, without distribution and
m affirmative propositions, 1s vahd, Ockham pomts out that
the application of this rule shows many generally accepted
propositions to be false, since they imply false consequents Thus
the statement, ‘A white man 1s an accidental aggregation,”
1s false since 1t implies the obviously false proposition. that

15 (ot log ,III, III, 2, 74v—75r ' a superion distributo ad inferius distributum
est bona consequentia quando emim predicatio superioris de inferion est
necessaria, tunc est consequentia simplex "' Since every consequence uf nunc
holds only by reason of a present occasion of synthetic judgment, Ockham states
that of consequences ut nunc onc does not differ formally from another, though
one may be equivalent to more true singular proposihons than another This
15 precisely the situation 1n tontemporary systems of material implication—
Ockham's discussion of consequentiae exhibits a perfectly conscious grasp of the
possibilities of developing a system of matenal implication, but since he 1s primanly
interested 1n logic as an instrument of science and for the determination of truth
and falsity, the possibilities of divorcing 1t from this use and of developing a self-
sufficient mathematical calculus of equivalences, witho t reference to determinate
signification, did not appeal to him

The numerous rules regulating various kinds of consequentiae, being for the most
part of technical interest only, will not be ciled in these notes, since a sufficient
sampling of them, in condensed form, has been offered by Prantl, pp 4119,
Anm 1016-42 A detailed study of Ockham’s Consequentiaze, concerned with
1ty character as a well-integrated dialectical system exhibiting the apphcation of
generalizations regarding forms of synthesis of terms, to problems involving the
recognition of differences 1n forms of signification as well as 1n forms of attribution
or synthesis, should be both interesting and profitable to those who conceive
logic as a calculus Such an mmvestngation 15, however, beyond the scope of the
present study, hence 1t seems hardly worth while to do again what Prant has
already done—1 e , gave a bare, and condensed, citation of the rules of consequen-
tiae without discussion of their import as parts of the system
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‘““A man 1s an acadental aggregation”, or the statement that
‘“Prime matter 1s without form,” 1s false since 1t imples the
obviously false proposition, ‘“Matter is without form.”’!

Another rule of similar character states that from a pro-
position whose subject 1s modified by an adverb or by a word
preceded by a preposition, we may infer a proposition without
this modification of the subject Though this rule 15 qualified
m 1ts application, 1t exhibits the falsity of a number of pro-
positions upheld by the modern:, and especially by the scotists
Thus it was often said that ‘‘Every created thing 1s of utself
nothing,” which, by Ockham’s rule, imples the following
manifestly false proposition, ‘*Every created thing 1s nothing ”
Simularly, ““All matter of uself 15 without form™ cannot be
true 1if the following proposition, 1mplied by 1t, 15 false ““All
matter 15 without form ” This rule has special application
to propositions with reduplicative subjects, such propositions
always 1mplying similar ones without the reduplicative ex-
pression If 1t were true, as some moderm: of scotist and neo-
thomist tendencies maintained, that “‘Socrates qua man 1s not
distinct from Plato,” it would follow that ‘‘Socrates 1s not
distinet from Plato” Or if the scotists—who held that the
specific nature 1s not really distinct from the individual nature
but distinct @ the thing by a ‘‘formal distinction”—state
that “*The specific nature 1s realiy the individual differentia,”
they must concede the consequent that ‘' The specific nature
5 the mdividual differentia 2

Consequences holding by extrinsic middles, are regulated
by whal may be called ‘‘analogies of proportion ” Thus where

1S tot log, IIT, III, 3-6, 751—75v T he examples referred to are from cap 6
(y5v)  “ab inferiori ad superiws est bona consequentia sine distnbutione et
affirmauva, el talis est ssimplex Ex 1sto patet quod omnes tales sunt falsae,
homo albus est aggregatum per accidens,’ ' asinus intellectus est ens diminutum,’
‘materia prima caret forma,” ‘homo albus differt ab homine’ quia tllae
inferunt 1stas propositiones falsas  *homo est aggregatum per accidens, ‘asinus
est ens diminutum,’ ‘matena caret forma,’ ‘homo differt ab homine,’ per
1stam regulam quac nunquam deficit  ab inferiori ad superius sine distributione
est bona consequentia s1 termim supponant personaliter et sigmhcatve "

*§ tot log, 1II, III, 6, 76r ‘'‘'a prepositione sumpta cum suo casuali vel a
terminatione equivalenti adverbio vel prepositiont et suo casuali, ad ilam sine
tali addito, est bona consequentia, sicut sequitur, ‘homo necessario est amimal,
ergo homo est amumal,’ ‘homo dat demarium cum trnstita, ergo homo dat
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two abstract terms bear the same logical relation to thewr
concrete counterparts, then if one of the abstract terms 1s
predicable of the other, 1its concrete counterpart will be pre-
dicable of the concrete form of the other For example,
“If justice 15 a virtue, then the just are virtuous’ Another
rule 1s equivalent to the mathematical principle that if equals
are added to equals the results are equal, e g, 1f 1t 1s valhd
to mnfer ‘“A man runs, therefore an amimal runs,” then 1t 15
valid to infer ‘A white man runs, therefore a white ammal
runs ’ This rule 1s apphcable only when the added term 1s
fully categorematic, either adjectival or substantival, and
not equivalent to a syncategorematic term or expression !

Other consequences that hold by extrinsic mddles, are
those based on relations of opposition between terms or
between propositions Thus the negation of one predicate
may be inferred from the affirmation of its contrary with
respect to the same subject Or from the affirmation of a
positive follows the negation of the privative, and vice versa
As an 1llustration of this rule Ockham uses one of his favourite
examples ‘‘Matter 1s not deprived (prwata), therefore matter
1s informed by a form 2

denarum ’ Ex 1sto patet quod omnes tales propositiones de virtute sermors
sunt falsae ‘quaelibet creatura de se est non ens,’ ‘quachbet materia de se carel
forma,’ ‘idem sub una ratione est prius et sub alia ratione est posterius,” ete —
for all these 1mply propositions of the same terms without the adverbial modifica-
tion, such as are manifestly false and impossible  Ibid  “ Quicquid etiam predi-
catur de aliquo cum dicttone reduplicativa absolute sine talr dictione vel ahquo
equnvalenu predicatur de eodemn  Ex quo patet quod omnes tales consequentiac
sunt bonar ‘natura specifica est realiter differentia individualis, ergo natura
specifica est differentia individuahs’ et sic de mulhs alus quae tamen
consequentiac negantur a moderms "

'S 1ot log, INII, III, 3, 779vr “‘dicendum est nunc de regulis mferentibus
affirmauvam ex affirmativa per medium extrisecum st principale de
principaly, et coniugatum de conlugato, et casus de casu, et econverso, et vocatur
coniugatum concretum et principale abstractum, et casus adverbium sequens,
unde sequitur, ‘lustitia est virtus, ergo iustus est virtuosus,’ et ‘qui 1uste aliquid
facit, ahquid virtuose facat ’ s1 aliqua consequentia sit bona eodem addito
ulroblque, adhuc et consequentia bona, sicut s1 1sta est conseguentia bona,
‘homo currit ergo amimal curnit,’ 15te consequentia est bona, ‘homo albus curnt
ergo ammal album curnt’ ' A fortiorn arguments rest on the same rule, bul
Ockham brings 1n many qualifications, since 1n such arguments tl ere 1s always
danger of the fallacy of figure of speech

S tot log, III, III, g, 78v "ex affirmatione contraru sequitur negatio
alterius contrarn, sicut sequitur ‘Sortes est albus, ergo Sortes non est miger'
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From the relations of opposition between propositions rules
are formulated for other consequences, the discussion of
equipollences, repugnances, and impertinences being enriched,
1in Ockham’s customary fashion, with the distinctions between
the two senses (diwwsus and compositus) in which modals may
be taken Most of this material 1s derived from Arstotle’s
treatment of the same subject 1n the De wnterpretatione, Ockham’s
restatement being more detailed, systematic, and academic !

The major portion of the Consequentiae 1s devoted to an
exhaustive statement of the four modes of predication which,
according to the Topics of Arnstotle, are exhibited 1n every
problem or proposition that 1s a subject of argument Recog-
nition of these modes of predication 1s presupposed mn the
application of the rules for all those consequences that hold by
intrinsic muddles—for 1 such cases the intninsic mddle
indicates that one term 1s either inferior, superior, or con-
vertible, by umiversal predication, to another term In
establishing such a relation between terms, we are not talking
about things signified by terms of first intention, but about
such terms themselves, as elements of propositions believed
or conceded to be truc Hence the rules governing the 1denti-
fication of genus, differentia, property, and accident, indicate
consequences whose terms have simple or matenal supposition,
for the consequential relations are between terms, and not
between things that exist by nature apart from human
discursive operations

The section of Ockham’s treatise which deals with the
predicables 15 extremely detailled The treatment 1s positive
mn character, and not merely concerned, as in Ockham’s
exposiion of Porphyry, to remove the metaphysical imph-
cations of the porphyrian introduction to the Categories

. Et ex 1sto patet quod 1n motu 1dem subrectum primum non est simul sub
contrarus A ncgauone contrarn ad posiuonem alterius est bona con-
sequentia’"—this rule 15 quahfied as holding only when there 15 no mntermedaate,
and 1t 15 also stated that such consequences are uf nunc only, unless ‘‘being’ 1s
predicable necessarily of the subject Ibid A positione habitus sequitur
negatio privationis el econverso ", eg, "'Sartes est videns ergo Sortes
non est caccus,” ‘materia non est privata ergo materia est informata forma’' ”’

'S tot log, I1I, III, 10-6, 79v-Bar
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Following the Topiws with a microscopic eye, and with in-
exhaustible patience, Ockham states sixty-mine rules for
identifying a term as a genus with respect to a subject He
then differentiates between the broad and strict usages of the
term ‘‘property,” and gives many rules for identifying this
mode of predication The whole problem of definition 1s
again discussed, this time from the dialectical point of view,
1e, 1n order to indicate how, from the way in which a term 1s
predicated of different subjects 1n propositions whose truth
1s conceded, it may be shown to be, or not to be, part of the
essential defimtion of some subject term The predicable
‘“accident” recewves very cursory treatment, mndicating that
Ockham, hike Aristotle, conceived the subjects of dialectical
or topical inquiry to be universal propositions and not
contingent truths !

On the question of the different senses of '‘same” and
‘‘diverse,”” Ockham notes Arstotle’s distinction between
numerical, specific, and generic 1dentity, but takes exception
to the scotist notion that things numencally diverse are
speaifically 1dentical except through signification For if we
say that Socrates and Plato are identical 1n species, we mean
that a numerically identical specific term or concept 1s pre-
dicable of the numerically diverse proper names “‘Socrates”
and ‘‘Plato,” taken significatively Or if we say that in the
contingent proposition ‘The white thing 1s heavy,” the terms
are numerically 1dentical, all we mean 1s that they stand for a
numerically identical thing, though they, and their definitions,
are numerically diverse Nothing, in short, 1s one without
being numerically one, if we say that what 1s numencally
diverse can be specifically one, we only mean that a single
specific term sigmifies more than one single thing, and not
that a single thing 1s 1tself not a single thing ?

The discussion of induction, or of inferences establishing a
universal proposition by the truth of singular propositions, 1s

18 tot log, III, III, 17-28, B2r-B7v
*Cf Anst, Topica I, 7-8, 103a 6-103b 19, and VII, 1-2, 151b 27-1532 5
Ockham, S tot log , III, III, 29, B87v-88c
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bricf, and would scarcely be encouraging to those who hoped
to find 1n Ockham an anticipation of Sir Francis Bacon or
of J] S Mill, with respect to inductive method As was
indicated 1n the examination of Ockham’s theory of demon-
stration, and of the way in which indemonstrable universal
truths come to be known by experience, the umversal pro-
position 15 not derived by way of inference from a synthesis
of singular propoutions Rather it 1s by concewving the
constituents of a contingent fact 1n abstraction from each
other, that we grasp the individual nature of a thing through
a umversal concept Universal propositions are functions of
univocal terms or concepts, and not of a process of adding
singular contingent propositions together by a synthetic
operation assumed to bc prolonged indefimitely ! The only
form of inductive consequence from singular affirmatives to
a umversal affirmative, 15 that of ‘perfect induction” 1n
those cases where the universal subject 1v restricted to a
limited number of things signified 1If, for example, we wished
to establish by argument from singular propositions, the
universal proposition ‘" Every person mn this room 1s wearing
glasses,” 1t could be done 1n this way But such a method 1s
of small use for cstablishing scientific truths, and most of
Ockham’s discussion 1s concerncd with the ways in which
umversal statements can be overthrown by singular pro-
positions which contradict them 2

10l ante, ch v1, pp 242—4, also ch v, pp 189 g2

S tot log, 11, IIT1, 31-5, Bgr—gir ~ For asscrioric propositions of present
or past umt, the following rule 15 given ‘ Quachbet universalis affirmativa vera
dc praescnu non equnvalns proposttiom de futuro, et de nesse, habet aliquam
singularcm veram st autem it falsa non oportet quod habeat aliquam singulaiem

falsvam sed sufficit quod nulla singularem habeat s1 omnes singulares
alicuius propositionis sint verae, universalis est vera st umiversals affirma-
tina sit lal\a oportet quod aliqua singularis sit falsa ad hoc quod ahqua

singularis sit alicutus unmiversals requintur quod subicetum uniersalis predicatur
de subiccto singulars * On propositions ol future ume Ockham notes that
according to Anstotle no future contingents or singulars can be delerminately
forcknown, and heunce there (an be no induction of future universals from
tuture singulars  1he induction of modal unnersals from modal singulars 1s
regulated by rules sumlar to these [or asserloric propositions, except [or the dis-
tinctions founded on the sensus diisus and sensus compositus Modal universals of
possibility are not capable of being inlerred from singular propositions of possibility,
even 1if taken in any hmite number of instances, the reason 1s that not everything
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After giving a number of rules, drawn from the Topus, by
which equivocation can be detected, Ockham concludes his
discussion of implicatton with the statement of the most
general rules for consequences These are the rules which
abstract from all formal conditions apphecable to terms, and
consider nothing beyond the ““truth-value” relations between
any two propositions The rules are as follows (a) a true
proposition never implies a false one, (b) a false proposition
may 1mply a true one, (c) if one proposition implies another,
the contradictory of the consequent imphes the contradictory
of the antecedent, (d) whatever 1s implied by the consequent
1s 1mphed by the antecedent, (¢) whatever implies the ante-
cedent 1mples the consequent, (f) a proposition 1n the mode
of possibility does not imply a proposition in the mode of
impossibility, (g) the impossible 1mphes any proposition, and
(h) the necessary 1s implied by any proposition These general-
1zations have a familiar modern sound, as if from Cambridge,
but after stating them Ockham says ‘‘such consequences are
not formal, hence these rules are not much used !

that 1s possible when considered by 1tself, 15 compossible with other possibilities
Ihus we can say ' 1his future contingent 1s possible,” successively with respect
10 all future contingents, and yet we cannot nfer that ' All future contingents are
possible,'” because taken together they are not a single possibility, but some may
render the others impossible  In the same way, singular conungents do nnt
imply a uni c1sal conlingent proposition tn sensu composilo, NOF Vice versa

1 he ugnihcant and quite artistotelian point of Ockham’s discussion of induction
1s that 1t can take place only msofar as the subject of the universal 15 known to be
a univocal sign of the things for which the subjects of the singular propositions
stand Hence, il the umversal proposition is of scientific character (de omm, per se,
and necessary) its subject will be an absolute term, and the identification of
singular subjects as signs of the things for which the umiversal term can stand,
will presuppose recogmuon of the universal term as 2 more immed.ate subject
of the attribute than the singular Thus definition end abstract signification s
presupposed by induction, and the collection of particular facts s an aid primanly
Lo the act of abstraction or analysis by which the consutuents of the parucular
fact are distinguished, we could not infer that all animals are mortal from the
observation ol the death of millions of dogs, horses, ctc , unless 1n each instance
we recognized the singular subject as something essenually signified by *'amimal”
—but 1l we grasped this, we would already have recognized that the unwversal
term “‘ammal'’ was a more immediate subject of the attribute **mortal’’ than the
term ‘“‘dog” or than the term this horse,” etc Ihe grasp of the umversal,
through expenience, 1 not a funchion of synthests, except accdentally, but of
analysis of the conungent fact by rccogniion of the essenual character of its
constituents, a recognition which 1s of itsell the grasp of a universal reason

1S tot log, III, I1I, 36-7, gir—92r
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A short discusston of obligationes and insolubilia, in the
accustomed manner of fourteenth century logicians, appears
at the end of Ockham’s treatise on Consequentiae. As Prantl
points out, this has all the earmarks of an interpolation,
appearing 1n the text rather abruptly as if added to the end
of Ockham’s treatise, and ending with an incomplete dis-
cussion of paralogisms and ways of dealing with them. The
obligationes are forms of agreement concerning things to be
assumed for purposes of argument, and the exposition indicates
how to state such agreements without leaving loop-holes
which would afford one’s adversary the chance of gaining
an advantage in the argument This topic 1s not very relevant
to logic, and since the treatment of 1t 1s probably not from
Ockham’s pen, 1t can convemently be passed over !

The Sum of All Logic ends with a fairly brief treatise on
fallacies, which follows Anstotle’s De sophisticis elenchis 1n the
traditional order and manner. Ockham contests the statement
made by some of his contemporaries, that fallacies 1 dictione
are distinguished from fallacies extra dictionem by the fact that
the former are fallacies of thought or speech, and the latter
fallacies a parte rer Rather the first kind are those which would
not occur except for the fact that our thoughts are expressed
by written or spoken signs, while the second kind of fallacy
apphes not only to our modes of synthesis of words, but of
concepts as well 2 It 1s worthy of note that the one form of
fallacy to which Ockham devotes many pages of detailed
discussion 1s that of ‘“‘figure of speech” This 1s perhaps the
most frequent source of error 1n philosophy, for 1t 1s 1nvolved
mn the attribution of characteristics and distinctions that
belong to signs, to the things of which they are signs This
habit, which 1 the long run reduces to the equivocal use of

1S tat log , I, III, 38-43, g2r-g3v Cf Prantl, p 419

2S tot log, IIL, IV, 1, g4r “‘Et 1deo falsum est quod dicunt ahqui quod
fallaciae 1n dictione sunt a parte vocis, et fallaciae extra dictionem a parte rey,
quia non plus sunt 1stae ex natura rer quam 1llae  Sed debet dici quod fallaciae
n dictione sunt illae penes quas secundum omnes modas peccant sophistica
argumenta composita ex sigms voluntanae institutis  Fallaciae extra dictionem

sunt 1llae penes quas peccant argumenta tam composita ex sighis voluntarie
institutis quam composita ex sigms naturaliter sigmficantibus
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terms with respect to their significative and non-significative
forms of supposition, results in the confusion of logic, natural
science, and metaphysics, and gives rise to what may be called
indifferently a ‘‘logical realism” or a ‘‘metaphysical nomin-
alism ”* Whatever name may be given to 1it, 1t 1s what Ockham
opposes as the worst error in philosophy, destructive of all
truth, reason, science, and of the whole philosophy of
Anstotle !

The foregoing sketch of Ockham’s treatment of hypothetical
inference will perhaps be sufficient to indicate his thoroughly
non-metaphysical conception of dialectic and of the materials
(relations between signs) with which 1t 1s concerned The
treatise on Consequentiae 1s a long one, and was perhaps
influential, among Ockham’s nominalistic followers of the
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, to a degree disproportionate
to 1ts importance 1n Ockham’s logic as a whole Nominalism,
1n the sense 1n which this term 1s generally used with reference
to late medizval philosophy, might in fact be described as
the kind of philosophical attitude which results from too great
an 1nterest 1n the subject matter of Aristotle’s Topics, combined
with a tendency to forget that the Topiwcs 15 preceded, 1n
anistotellan logic, by an analytic treatment of incomplex
forms of sigmification, and of the demonstranive syllogism

Fundamentally Ockham’s treatment of the dialectical
method 1s that of Anstotle, for 1t presupposes, as the raison
d’étre of formal relations of implication between propositions,
the demonstrative order and definable form There would
be Iittle jusufication for the distinctions between genus,

1S tot log, III, IV, 10, ggv-109r, 13 devoted to the fallacy of figure of speech
Cf Ockham's remarks concerming those who attribute the properties of lerms,
as predicables or as parts of propositions, to things signified by them, ch u, p 47,
Note 1

The Summa totius logicas ends, 1n the 1508 edition (106v), with the following
‘“expheit”— shghtly laudatory by medizval standards, though perhaps not by
the standards of the 16th century

Explicit magna constructio logicae fratns Guielmm Occham Anghel sacrarun.

htterarum Magistn ac omnium logicorum acubssimi, Inviclatae scholae

mnvictisimorum nominalum 1nceptoris ex professione fratrum Minorum, n

omnium disciplnarum genere doctorss plusquam subnhis, quam noviter

correxit Marcus Beneventanus Monachus Celestinorum Beati Benedicu,

Sacrarum htterarum professor, ac Rerum Mathematicarum Amator
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definition, property, and accident, if there were no such thing
as a demonstrative syllogism, or if predicative relations between
terms did not rest ultimately on the nature of things sigmfied
by them, rather than on the mere capacity of the human mind
to combine them into propositions

The rules of formal implication rest, for the most part, on
the assumption that the things signified by a single subject
term are signifiable 1n certain definite ways by other terms,
analogous to the ways 1n which the terms involved in demon-
strative syllogisms sigmify the things of which the demonstration
1s true In demonstrative knowledge, our grasp of what the
terms sigmfy enables us to state necessary propositions composed
of such terms, such propositions being either immediate and
indemonstrable, as 1n the case of principles or premuises,
or else demonstrable through such immediate truths Once
1n possession of such a nexus of necessary propositions concerned
with a single subject of demonstration, we may reflect on the
logical relations exhibited 1n the syllogism between its parts,
and formulate rules by which such logical relations may be
discerned 1n other statements which are believed to be necess-
anly true but which are not known demonstratively or through
recognition of essential nature

In this way Amstotle’s division of propositions or problems
mto those which indicate a genus, definition, property, or
acadent, 1s exhibited by Ockham as dependent on his previous
analysis of signification and demonstration It provides a
systematic method of inquiry and criticism through which,
from knowledge of fact alone, we may come to grasp the
principles by which those facts can be explamned and known
demonstratively Dialectic 15 not, however, a method by
which first principles can be demonstrated or constructed
according to rules of definition, rather 1t 1s a method by which
problems can be distinguished and stated unequivocally,
relevant facts gathered and orgamzed, and the requisite
materials provided for an act of intuitive recognition of essential
character and individual nature to take place—if we have
“quick wit.”
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II

The character of a philosophy 15 not adequately revealed
by a summary statement of 1ts most general concepts, nor by
indicating 1ts resemblances and differences with respect to
other philosophies, but rather by following 1t step by step 1n
its detailed statement, measuning 1t by the adequacy of 1ts
own principles and methods to the analysis of each problem
The unmity and force of Ockham’s exposition of logic, and the
philosophical implications of what 15 called his nominalism,
become evident only 1n the detailed examination of his
discussion of terms, signification, forms of statement, and
demonstration It 15 by such a method that we have sought
to exhibit the philosophical character of Ockham’s logical
nominalism, and the realistic and non-discursive metaphysics
underlymng it In summing up, we may draw a few conclusions,
of general character, concerming the import of Ockham'’s
philosophical discussions as they rmight be viewed historically,
aganst the background of the medizval tradition 1n which
they arose

For better or for worse, Ockham made a profound mark on
the thought of the later middle ages, precipitating a conllict
of philosophies which 1n the eyes of many historians was the
death struggle of the scholastic tradition That Ockham’s
teachings 1n logic and physics had considerable influence 1n
encouraging scientific investigations along new lines, destined
to lead to the interests and methods of inquiry that have
predominated 1n the modern period, can scarcely be doubted
But to what degree Ockham’s own conception of the prin-
ciples and methods of natural philosophy, was perpetuated or
developed by the later nominalists, and to what extent Ockham
can be considered a ‘‘forerunner” of the modcrn sciennfic
spirt, 1s a problem that cannot be settled even with a remote
degree of historical accuracy, until the available but largely
unexamined sources of the late period of scholasticism receive
adequate and accurate study
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To appreciate the powerful effect of Ockham’s logical
teaching on the fourteenth century, we must try to determine
1n what basic respects his conception of science and of scientific
principles, differs from the pomnt of view which predominated
in practically the whole medizval pertad  What single
problemn, we might ask, was omnipresent in the twelfth and
thirteenth century scholastic discussions, and 1 the pagan
and christian philosophers and commentators that inspired
these discussions?

In St Augustine one question 1s always present—that of
the mode of dependence of the temporal on the eternal,
of changeable things on the unchangeable, and of the soul
on 1ts creator.! While the influence of christian revelation
on the speculations of the scholastics 1s not to be overlooked,
these speculations were nevertheless philosophical construc-
tions, paralleled outside of the christian realm, among arabs,
Jews, and greeks Socrates’ precept, nosce te 1psum, has been
taken as a point of departure for speculative thinking 1n every
age of philosophy, and the augustiman quest for the actuality
and unity which can measure the potentially infinite range
of human understanding and of human thirst for the good,
gives rise 1n the chnstian tradition to epistemologies and
cosmologies of a philosophical content and method, whose
equivalents are found 1n classical, infidel, and modern secular
philosophies as well

That augustinism, from a philosophical pomnt of view, was
not alone in 1ts 1nterest in the soul’s relation to God, or in 1ts
conviction that the exploration of this imphat relationship
1s the method of discovering the foundation of all scientific
certitude, 15 not hard to show Even before St Augustine
was born, the fifth chapter of the third book of Arstotle’s
De amma began to be expanded, by commentary or paraphrase
and by new analogies and distinctions, 1nto a metaphysical
cosmology It 1s 1in this chapter that Arnstotle touches on the
act of intelhgence, or voiic, and 1n spite of the fact that 1t 1s

1 CI Gulson, Introduction a I'dtude de S Augustin (Paris, 1931), ch 1 and n, for an
excellent exposition of this central theme of St Augustine’s thought
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to this immediate or mtuitive umty of the soul with the
substance of things apprehended by sense, that all scientific
knowledge 1s referred at the end of the Posterior Analytics,
Aristotle can find scarcely anything to say about 1t It would
be naive to consider this comparative silence an accident,
and 1t would seem nisky, from the viewpoint of accurate
interpretation, to make Aristotle’s cautious suggestion of a
possibly analogy, with respect to the distinction of potentiality
and act, between intellect and sense perception, the basis
of a literal cosmological system Yet this 15 what was done
by the neo-platonists, by the whole line of arab and jewish
philosophers, and by those of the scholastics who sought to
accommodate an averroist or avicennist interpretation of
Arnstotle to the augustinian tradition

Anstotle seems fully to have appreciated the futihity of
trying to go behind that which 1s presupposed by all discursive
thought—the act of apprehending determinate being Hence
he does little more than indicate that the act of understand-
mg something that 1s undivided or indivisible 1n nature, 1s
mmmediate, as though the soul actually intelligent were
1dentical with the nature actually understood But we have
only to turn to Alexander of Aphrodisias and Themistius,
to see the beginnings of a long series of attempts to make
intelhgence continuous with the intelligible, through inter-
mediaries Alexander distinguishes material intellect, possible
intellect, active 1ntellect, and ‘‘adept intellect”; the neo-
platonists expanded these degrees of continuty and difference,
within vode, Into a whole hierarchical order of emanations
and illuminations linking the human soul with a prmordial
Absolute, an Absolute which 1s indeterrminate and infinite,
hence suitable as a principle of continuity between the soul
and all finite objects of its understanding The pseudo-
Dionysius, with his celestial hierarchy and ascending stages of
illumination, christiamzed the neo-platonist realm of intelli-
gences And among the arabs, hke Al-farabi, Avicenna,
Averroes, or the jew Avencebrol, as well as among those
scholastics who borrowed theirr anstotehanmism from these
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sources, the same preoccupation 1s found; all were concerned
with the dialectical regress from the soul as it 1s de jfaclo, to
the source of its intellectual light, and to the warrant, 1n
eternity, for 1ts knowledge of reasoned fact concerning inferior
or sensible things!

That man should be able to know true umiversal proposi-
tions, or to desire a good transcending any and every finite
thing, was what aioused the wonder and interest of the
medizval thinkers who had inhented greck philosophy and
the hebrew and chrnistian theological traditions Their interest
in natural philosophy was metaphysical—to explain some
kind of change by reference to fimite causes of motion, was not
a satisfactory explanation for them They wished to compre-
hend the reason of fact as such, referring all instances of true
knowledge to a First Truth prior to these instances and prior
likewise to the determinate things sigmified by the terms of
such propositions Such a first truth could be found nowhere
in the realm of perishable and finite things, but was to be
sought through reflection on the soul’s acts of knowledge
and of assent to truth, in abstraction from any determinate
objects of understanding or of assent Psychology and logic
were thus made mstruments, and 1n a sense media of expression,
of a metaphysics which sought to reveal continuity between
the human soul and an actually infinite intelhgence Physics,
likewise, was not mecrely a science of things chargeable, 1n
which kinds of motion were explained by the existence and
nature of kinds of moveable things Rather it became a
cosmology and metaphysics as well, the custence of fimite
causes being referred to an absolute source of finite existence,
and the explanation of change being linked up with the
story of creation ex ni/ulo

In the thirteenth century this problem, of the relation
of the finite to the infimte, and of substances to a single and
infinite Substance on which they are dependent, was central

1 The laun version of Alexandir of Aphrodivas’ treause Ilep! Nof, together
with an interesting discussion of 1ts influrnce on Al-lundi, Al-farali and Averrocs
15 published 1n  ‘Alexandre d'Aphrodise,’ by G Thery, OP (Bibliothéque
Thomuste, VII, Kain, 1920)
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to all discussions  Due to the influx of the anistotelian writings,
the field of debate was greatly widened, and the older solutions
underwent considerable modification Thus St Thomas,
criticizing the arabs for robbing finite substances of their
proper causal bemng, and cnticizing them also for denying
to the human soul any essential power of understanding,
opened up a naturalisic approach to physics and logic that
had been lost for the most part during the previous thousand
years Yet the context of St Thomas’ discussion was the
traditional one Although he argued against the notion that
human science nvolves an illumination or regress to an
mtelligible realm above the soul, he tempered his arguments
with a parallel exposition, 1n analogical terms, of the augusti-
nian pownt of view, adjusted to the literal treatment derived
from Aristotle

In Duns Scotus we find a synthesis, under the =gis of the
older tradition, of the elements which Aquinas had so carefully
distinguished For all his intricacy and subtlety, Duns Scotus
presents a symmetrical and fully conscious treatment of the
whole range of philosophical subjects, cemented together
by the concept of infimty—a concept literally applicable to
God, and involved analogically in the existence and under-
standing of all finite things Every finite thing 1s exhibited
as a uruty of metaphysical ‘‘parts” which are neither 1dentical
nor really distinct, their mode of existence being a reflection
of the Actual Infimte which sustains them 1n existence and 1n
therr changes “‘Being” 1s predicable, for Duns Scotus, not
only analogically but also umivecally, of all things, hence to
refer a truth to the being of a fimite natuiz involves reference
also to the Being which 1s infinite  Similarly, for Duns Scotus,
every finite concept must be resolved to a concept of infinite
potentiality and a concept of completely abstract and impotent
form—as 1f reflecting, 1n each act of human understanding,
the synthesis of creative power and unrealized form, involved
1n creation ex mihilo, as represented in discurswe thought *

1 Cf F-X Maquart, *“Faut-l reviser les jugements des thomistes ¢ oncernant la
doctrine de Scot®'’ in Revue de Philosophie, N S IV, Nos 5-6, Sept -Dec 1934,
PP 400-35 Also the discussion in Gilion, ' Avicenne et Ie pownt de depart de



302 WILLIAM OF OCKHAM

The contrast between the attitude, interests, and methods
revealed in Ockham'’s discussions of science and 1ts principles,
to those of s medizval predecessors, 1s marked He not only
restores to deterrmnate concepts of essential nature their
absolute primacy as principles of science, but he defimtely
repudiates the whole 1dea of trying to account for the being
of such natures, by absolute principles distinct from them or
prior to them The whole programme of seeking for some
single supreme ground of certainty, some first truth present
to the soul or capable of being discovered through reflection
on forms of thinking as such, 1s cast aside, and science 1s exhibited
as a purely analytic grasp of determinate fact by determinate
principles of explanation.

Ockham’s basis of criticism of the augustinian programme
mught be expressed 1n 1ts most general form as follows

(1) We cannot explain the existence of finite substances as
such, by trying to conceive what they would be if they were
non-existent, and then adding to the result the notion of
exsstence as such—for out of the indeterminate, added to the
non-existent, we can derive nothing

(2) We cannot explain the existence of determinate concepts
or acts of understanding, 1n human mnd, by first assuming

Duns Scot” (Archwes d hutare doctrinale et lLitieraire du moyen ége, 11, 1927, pp 89—
150) Duns’ notion of the concept ens as a univocal sign of pure potentiality,
metaphysically distinct from every form, and also his method of indicating parallel
‘“real-formal’’ distinchions corresponding to logical distinctions among concepts,
are indicated m the following passage from Opus Oxon I, Dist I1I, Qu 3, art
2,1 “'Sicut ens compositum 1n re compomtur ex actu et potentia 1n re, 1ta con-
ceptu’ compositus per s€ unus compomtur ex conceptu potentiall et actuali, sive
ex conceptu determinabili et determinante  Sicut igitur resolutio entium composi-
torum stat ulimo ad simphciter simphcia, scilicet ad actum uliimum et potentiam
ultimam, quae sunt primo diversa, 1ta quod miul unius 1includit aliquid altenus

1ta oportet 1n conceptibus omnem conceptum non simpheiter sumplicem, et
tamen per se unum, resolvi 1n conceplum determinabilem et determinantem, 1ta
quod 1sta resolutio stet ad conceptus simpliciter simplices, scilicet ad conceptum
determinabilern tantum, 1ta quod nihil determinans includat, et ad conceptum
determinantem tantum, qui scilicet non mcludit ahquem conceptum determin-
abilem Ille conceptus tantum determinabilis est conceptus entis, et determinans
tantum est conceptus ultimae differenuae, ergo st erunt prumo diversy, 1ta quod
unum mhil includit alterius
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individual things to be per se umntelhgible, and individual
human beings to be per s¢ unmintelligent, and then adding a
Iight from Infimty to these mcapacities If the human mind
15 not of 1tself able to apprehend the nature of exustent things,
insofar as such things are experienced through the senses,
then no extrinsic illumination, and no synthetic procedure
of compounding phantasms or brain-images, will make the
human mind intelhgent, or make individual thngs intelligible
to a man

(3) The essence of God, “creativity,” and the absolutely
unconditioned or infinite, are not pnnciples of human
knowledge, the principles of our knowledge, which Armstotle
says are indemonstrable and must be ‘““received” prior to
demonstration, are the concepts of essential or individual
nature by which we grasp the objects of defimtion These
are the first principles, and metaphysics 1s the science of first
principles not in the sense that its terms signify principles
prior to these, but in the sense that its terms sigmfy these
principles gua first, analogously

If we consider the different questions, raised in various
parts of Ockham’s logical works, on which Ockham differs
radically from the scotists, the contrast between his conceptior:
of science, and that of the earhier medizval wiiters, is brought
out forcefully Logic 15, for Ockham, an art and not a
speculative science, for Duns Scotus 1t 1s speculative, and
deals with a conceptual order that parallels a synthetic
structure 1nternal to things. But according to Ockham, the
logician 1s interested 1n the discursive operations of the mind,
not because they reveal a common structure internal to things
qua adequated to mind, but because an accurate grasp of what
15 constant in human modes of apprehension and of complex sigmfication,
makes possible an accurate differentiation between things apprehended
or sigmfied

If we can know the order in which the coloured glasses are
held up to our eyes, we can determine whether the landscape
itself has changed colour or not Simularly, if we catalogue
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all our ways of apprehending and signifying things, we can
distingwish differences due to the nature of different things
signified, from differences due to vanations in our mode of
signification In short, Ockham does not conceive logic as an
instrument of metaphysics, or as a science of the soul which
exhibits the order of partial exemplifications of truth to a
Truth by which all things are true, but he conceives 1t as an
analysts of the forms of signification and statement used 1n
the sciences of nature, useful because 1t enables us to distinguish
the charactenistics of discourse attributable to our ways of
signifying  things, from the elements whose character 15 a
function of the essential nature of the things sigmfied !

Ockham’s discussion of the vartous theories of what the
concept or intention 1s, illustrates the same basic attitude
The act of understanding (vois) 1s presupposed by any
explanation of the act of understanding that we may try to
give, henee we might as well define the concept as the mind
recogmizing something, and dispense with the useless (and, if
taken literally, dangerous) paraphernalia of active intellect,
intellectual “‘light,”” and intelligible form, as intermediates
between the man actually intelligent and the thing actually
understood Ockham’s distinction between natural and con-
ventional signs, and his view of the concept as a natural sign
of the 1ndividual existences for which 1t can stand, 1s pertinent
to his criticism of those who would make human intelligence
dependent on a third and extrinsic element apart from the
individual things signified 2

Again, in discussing the categories of quantity and relation,
Ockham’s principle 1s similar One thing 1s not related to
another thing by a third thing called a relation, nor i1s one
thing equal to another by a third thing called equality—
once this step 15 taken, 1t has to be repeated indefinitely, and
then every event and every co-existence becomes unintelligible
except to a mind capable of comprehending an actual infinite
The same applies to terms which signify one thing as potentially

1 Cf ante,ch u, pp 3138
®Cf ani¢, ch u, pp 47-52, and ch 1w, pp 82-89
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determined or conditioned by another, the potentiality of
laughter, for example, 1s not anything distinct from the man
who 1s said 1mproperly to have this potentiality—he does not
have 1t, but he 1s it Science, for Ockham, 1s not of the
contingent, not of the ““togetherness” of distinct things—nor,
for that matter, of indistinct things Rather 1t 15 of propositions
whose terms signify what is per se one and individual in nature,
without deterrmnate 1mplication of the co-existence of any
other things, what seems to carry the most weight with
Ockham, 1n his reading of Aristotle, 1s the statement in the
Posterior Analytics that the reason of the fact 1s wdentical with
the nature of the thing

Is Ockham’s pomnt of view anti-metaphysical” To those
who concerve metaphysics as a discursive science, and as a
cosmological system explaiming the existence of the world of
fimite things by exhibiting 1t as a construction or concretion
of formless potentiality and 1impotent ‘‘eternal objects,”
Ockham’s cnticisms of his contemporaries are criticisms of
metaphysics  On the other hand, metaphysics may be con-
cewved as a non-discursive science, whose principles are not
contrartes or factors 1n synthesis, but rather concepts which
sigmfy every determinate actuality as analogous, gua actual,
to every other actual thing If metaphysics 1s concewved 1n
this way, then Ockham’s criticaisms of his contemporaries
constitute a defence of pure metaphysics against a dialectic
which confuses forms of discursive thought with the things
discourse 1s about, and which exhibits judgment (or synthesis
of distinct elements) as prior 1n the absolute sense to the
recogmtion of actual being.

If there 1s no other object of thought, or reason of truth,
than the structure of discourse itself, reflected back to the
thinking mind by an undifferentiated ‘‘receptacle” or sub-
stratumn of existence, then Ockham’s distinciions between
signs and things signified, or between truths and the individual
natures of which they are true, are specious distinctions If,
furthermore, the principles of metaphysics are identical, or
parallel, with the principles of logic or of discursive thinking,
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as they appear 1n the scotist statements attacked by Ockham,
the word ‘‘nominalism” loses its philosophical significance,
since 1n this context the predicative relations between concepts
are formally indistinguishable from the “factual relations”
which are taken as constitutive of what we call ‘“‘real
things ”

Against the background of Ockham’s non-discursive meta-
physics, however, the word ‘‘nominalism” 1s sigmficant
Ockham takes logic as a statement of the ways 1n which human
beings fabricate complex signs, and true proposttions, from
incomplex concepts significant of individual finite natures
He 15 2 nomnahst 1n logic precisely because he recognizes
as first principles of knowledge things which are prior to,
and distinct from, the forms of synthetic construction with which
logic deals As we have indicated before, Ockham 1s a
nominahst in logic because he 1s a realist in metaphysics
and 1 his conception of the sciences of nature—the forms
of discursive signification are to be attributed to the nature
of the human soul, as 1its charactenistic mode of activity qua
ntelhigent, but the truth of discourse 1s exhibited as a function
of the nature and being of things distinct from 1t, sigmfied by
the concepts of which discourse 1s composed In this way
Ockham refers knowledge to determinate and finite causes;
to individual things intelhgible to individual men, and to
mndividual men capable of signifying such things and of stating
true or false propositions about them

In one sense Ockham’s naturalistic conception of science
was not an 1nnovation 1n the scholastic world Much of the
work of St Thomas was designed to show how science of nature,
composed of literal universal propositions, was possible without
positing any intermediate factor between the individual
human being—with his sensory equipment and the 1ntellectual
capacity of grasping essential nature mm abstraction from
particular contingent occasions—and the individual perceptible
things of which human sciences are true But the interest of
Aquinas was 1n adjusting this view of science to the augustinian
tradition, and 1n stating the relationship between what we
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know by expenience and reason, and what we know by faith
and revelation. St Thomas was a theologian primanly,
and a man of science only secondarnly; as indicated in his
discussions of the averroust theory of knowledge, 1t was largely
because the illumination theory of science endangered vital
chrisian dogmas, that he attacked 1t ?

The novelty of Ockham’s position was 1ts full separation
of the sphere of natural knowledge from that of faith, and
from the metaphysics that took God as 1ts starting point and
the relation of the finite to the infinite as 1ts problem Ockham
was a man of science, whose theology was neither incompatible
with his philosophy and metaphysics, nor confused with 1t
His method was analytic, and his principles those yielded
by analysis of deterrminate subjects of investigation—each
problem being distinguished and stated through reference
to the kinds of things involved in that single problem, and 1ts
solution sought 1n 1ts own terms, or by its *‘ proximate muddle
Ockham was an emprricist, but not of the seventeenth century
type, he referred knowledge to experience, but not to expen-
ence of the unintelligible by man deprived of his intelligence
He was a secular philosopher, at least 1n comparison with his
scholastic predecessors, not in the sense of those later secular
philosophers who dealt with problems of theology without
revelation, but 1n the sense that problems of theology and of
the pnmordial genesis or absolute cause of all things, werc
not 1n his estimation scientific or philosophical problems

Ockham’s influence on the mterests, methods, and attitudes
of fourteenth and fifteenth century investigators of nature,
was undoubtedly important The whole tendency of his
discussions, 1n logic and physics, was against the notion that
to have any specific certitude we have to have certitude of

! Gilson, The Philosophy of St Thomas (transl by Bullough, Herder, St Louss,
2nd ed 1929), ch 1, brings out very clearly the notion that 5t Thomas' chief
preoccupation was 1n defimng and harmomzing the autonomous realms of faith
and reason It could be said, indeed, that Aquinas’ defence of the autonomy of
reason, and of man’s natural power to know, against the averroist demal of the
possibility of man knowing neccssary truths without illurmination [rom above,

was prompted just as much by the fact that the christian scheme of things demands
1t, as by an interest in science of nature for 1ts own =ake
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existence 1n general or of some absolute and supreme truth
which guarantees, once and for all, yjudgments that we may
make about fimite things. Thus he gave confidence to those
who wanted to take up specific problems, one at a time, and
solve them 1n their own terms Ockham’s logic was a2 warrant
for the constancy of human forms of signification, sufficient
as an instrument of analysis 1n scientific iInquiry, but 1t neither
assumed, nor required, any metaphysical guarantee extrinsic
to the proper principles of the real sciences—1 e, extrinsic
to the natures of whatever things those sciences were concerned
with Logic, for Ockham, was not a set of scientific principles,
but an art concerned with the ways in which the concepts
proper to any natural science can be distinguished, and
exhibited as principles, with respect to the propositions or
truths that are the conclusions of that science

It 1s not hard to see, therefore, how Ockham’s followers,
talung this attitude and adopting this method, went 1n
for physical investigations of an empirical character,
looking for principles only in relation to specific problems
suggested by experience of definite types of natural occurrences
A rather striking instance 1s found in Nicolas of Orésme, an
immediate follower of Ockham, who set out to investigate
the planetary motions of the solar system After stating both
the geocentric and heliocentric solutions of the problems,
he indicated that in relation to the observed facts making
up the conclusions of the demonstration, either hypothess
was explanatory of the problem, being stated as a mathe-
matical problem, 1t called for a mathematical solution, and
two different solutions were equally possible, at least until
further observation should yield facts that might alter the
statement of the problem ?!

The development of mathematical physics, starting in the
fourteenth century and continued until our own times, took
a direction that had been opposed by Ockham on the same

1 Cf Duhem ‘'Un précurseur frangais de Copernic Nicole Oresme (1377)",
in Revue géntrale des saences pures et apphquées, 15 Nov 1909, also *‘Frangois de Mey-
ronnes et la question de la rotation de la terre,” 1n Arch, Franc Hust | 1913, 23
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grounds that he had opposed the confusion of logic and
physics His whole discussion of the category of quantity,
and his constant contrast of physical demonstrations with
mathematical demonstrations, aimed to show that quantitative
terms, and their defimtions, do not signify primary causes,
but are ways of sigmifying substances or qualities contunctim,
as elements of analogous contingent facts To give a metaphysical
mmport to the rules of synthesis regulating mathematical
construction 1s, from Ockham’s point of view, as destructive
of the science of nature as was the scotist conception of logic
as a speculative science of metaphysical import The object
of Ockham’s cniticism was the augustiman notion of the
created world as nothing but a system of partial, and
hierarchically ordered, exemplfications of a First Truth by
which all truths are true, equally opposed to Ockham’s
position 1s the modern conception of the universe as nothing
but a system of relations exemplifying principles of mathematical
synthesis as such What 1s nowadays called ‘‘nomimalism” 1s
far closer to the logical realism and discursive metaphysics
upheld by the scotists and criticized by Ockham, than to
the philosophical position which earned for Ockham the title
of nominalst !

Since Ockham’s professed aim, 1n his logical works, was to
give an accurate interpretation of Arnistotle, and a statement of
logic punfied of metaphysical implications ahen to the
philosophy of Anstotle, we may consider the question of how
good an interpretation of the Stagyrite his exposition of logic
was Obviously only Aristotle himself 1s qualified to say who
15 to be called an authentic arnstotehan, and he 1s beyond
the reach of our appeals On the other hand, we may state
the problem 1n another way, and ask if Ockham’s conception
of the principles and methods of science 1s not closer to that

1 At what pomnt, 1n late medizval or early modern umes, the sucressors of
Ockham abandoned his qualitauve conception of change for a quantitative theory,
13 a problem of considerable historical interest  The cartesian dichotomy of being
into res ¢ogitans and res extensa 15, obviously, far removed from Ockham's point of
view, though it revives, in a new form, most of the metaphysical " problems"’
of the older augustiman tradition, which Ockham regarded as purely dialectical
problems irrelevant to science
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of Anstotle than the pomnt of view which had predominated
in earlier medizval statements and which in Ockham’s time
was upheld by the scotists The answer to this question also
involves the assumption of an interpretation of Arstotle, as
the measure of later statements, but without presuming to
be 1n possession of any special revelation as to the intentions
of the founder of the peripatetics, we may at least point to a
few factors relevant to the question.

That Anstotle concerved logic as an analysis of forms of
discourse, seems to follow from the language he uses 1n each of
the treatises composing the Organon  The Categories 15 con-
cerned with ““forms of speech that are 1n no way composite,”
the De wnterpretations with distinctions between noun and verb,
affrmation and demal, sentence and propositon  The Analytics
deal with syllogisms, or ‘“‘reasonings’ and with ways m which
the predicative connection between two terms can be exhibited
as a function of a *‘muddle” Ockham’s thesis, that the
categories are not classifications of things which exist by
nature, or of “parts” of them, and that predicative relations
between terms are not to be referred to similar “‘real” relations
distinct from the things related, i1s at least a thoroughly
defensible position 1n the interpretation of the Organon While
Anstotle never seems to mention what kind of a science or
art logic 1s, this very fact gives more support to Ockham’s
conception of 1t as an analysis of forms of discourse, than to
the scotist conception of logic as a speculative science Further,
if Ockham’s 1interpretation 1s the more accurate, Anstotle’s
apparent lack of concern with the ‘‘problem of universals”
n the Categories or Analytics 1s explained quite easily; only one
who 15 a2 nominalist 1n logic can be excused from dealing with
the problems of logical realism, or from leaving metaphysics
out of logic.

Another interesting pomnt 1s the fact that Ockham, in
discussing what a ‘“natural sign’’ 1s, or what the act of under-
standing 1s as such, 15 just as lacomic as Anstotle 1s 1n the De
amma, or at the end of the Posterior Analytics—where he
(Anstotle) indicates the primacy, with respect to discursive
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science or knowledge of demonstrative prermuses, of intelligence
(vois) Since there 1s no prior “middle” connecting the
understanding of deterrminate being with the determinate
being that 1s understood, a cosmological explanation of
human intelligence as such is neither given nor required;
in this Ockham seems to return to the attitude of Anstotle,
and to depart from the attitude which had predominated
throughout the medizval period

Most of all, Ockham’s anstotehamism 1s indicated by his
complete adoption of the thesis that the reason of the fact 1s
the being of the things of which the fact 1s true It 1s mn
defence of this principle that Ockham opposes the traditional
‘“‘real distinction” between essence and existence within
finite things, and the scotist “‘formal distinction” that 1s more
than a logical distinction The augustiman conception of
knowledge, 1n all of its many statements, involves reference of
determinate truth and of finite existence to an infinite and
superior reason of all truth and of all exstence, and as a
consequence 1nvolves, as condition of Iiteral demonstration,
infinite regress Aristotle’s Postersor Analytics, on the other hand,
15 very largely concerned to show that science and demon-
stration do not involve infimte regress or circulanity Here
again Ockham seems closer to Anstotle than the moderm
whose logical realism he opposes

The principles of each science, for Ockham as for Arstotle,
are proper to that science, indemonstrable, and grasped only
through 1ntuitive recogmition of determinate nature The
orniginative source of knowledge and of abstract concepts
15 exhibited as sense experience of existing things Yet
science 1s not identified with sense perception, nor with
the intuitive recognition of being; 1t presupposes these, but
1s 1itself an act of assent to the truth of a proposition, by
recognition of the being of things signified or “meant” by
1ts terms

Such 1s the “nominalism” of Wilham of Ockham For
Ockham there was no problem of knowledge uberhaupt, as
there had been for his predecessors, and as there was to be
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for his seventeenth century successors, nor was there any
problem of existence as such, as there had been before him
and as there was to be for the seventeenth century Problems,
as Anstotle indicates 1n the Topiwcs, are propositions, hence
exustence, and our awareness of what exists, are not problemns
to be solved, but means of solving our problems
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