‘m mﬁ at oniy to the extent necessary

t&m&im poaition on the nature of 1«:@&@ moles an apprecishle differes
in his deotrine

That 1t doss seke such o 4ifTevence !

thomas® ststements that eategorics can be considersd |

ares ond o renlities, cod thet 11 is necessary to divide being
siotge of m@&g@mﬁa}

- beTorys 58 he considers it, is m‘km:ﬂg but an crgenizat
sredieables in & categoricsl order,” A% the end of his lsst trestise on
categordes, Pessudo-Toomes sumesrizes what be has dones. The categow
m:, he says, pertain %o the Pirst opevetion of the intellect, in which
there 2 no cemposition by means of o copals. HNow, the things which bee

3 to this first opovation can be consldered in two wsyss fivst, with
respect to the very things undevetoods second, with respsct to the modes
ﬁf‘ﬁimm thone The Tivet, he says he hss nov completed, for overyw
wim which pertains to the first operation is signified through the ten
categories. The second remeins to be dome in the treatises on the propo-

2

Yrr, 11, chape de Prosme e,




&#iaﬁ, the argument,; and &mm%m@iﬁml

s his treatise on the last eix
dencninatione=thnt iz, cano of the
lm{?m of zrediests mﬁ These ctatenents geen strsnge, bocsuse wo supect
“! m@% Peeufo~Thomau, in these trestises, will consider thinge which are une
derstood im the first not of the intelleot rathcr than yrediestion. Yot
his siatewents indicate that he unes yredicaticn ss o point of departure
for his treatment of [Tedicsbles and cafegories. Ie he placing predicae
‘tion prior to things simply understood? If he doos hold that predication
| ¢anding of it elewents, is he not relating
banding to the complexes of discourse for suplavse
tiﬁzﬁ, rather than mlmmg then to principles more elementury than theme
selvea?

Tow 4% seomd to me that Peeude-Thomas' trestment is intelligible if
we sttend cavefully ¢o vhat he says and to vhat he does. The statemenis
m the treatiscs on the categordes, in referring predication, refer
zm&s %o the vredicebles,? for vhen Peendo-Thomss dogins

m; inrediately alfter he divides the three mofes of predication, his
first statement io that becsuse they ure supreme genera, the vatsgories
@m‘x be considersd in clther of two ways: as to the thing which founds the
m#@mmﬁ, and 58 to the intention of wniverselity itself.® e hesrt of
mp prebleon, then, lics in the firet freatice. IT we exanine thetl trene

howower, w6 discower thaot the definitione of the predicadles in

1&@» VI, chop, xvitl, The mofes of signifying simple objects unler-
congidered m%&mm&’ in tr. m’ chapes Mﬁ«, on the noun =nd

?%’a I; chap. ide }%’t II, chaps i. v%ﬂ}o TI, chaps e
1he reference is explieit dn tr. VI, o2hap, i
ﬁmv JI,; chap. &




‘mm, m are what he atlempis 1

1-9&?‘83 ge: "In cxder %o ses the Mﬁ of this ﬁmw&yﬁm e «”3‘ Similer-

'33'*. inzediately after defining species, he ssyes "Although this desoripe
ﬁm@i species can be undevstood from what I have said previcuslys stdill,
‘f@p a forther declarotion of some of the things I have oald, it zust be

, that although the principle of individustion yroperly is Trom sige
m#@ zatlers « » v”ﬁ

 Prefication is prior to the things simply unders
iﬁ prior to its paris; it is for this resson U sendoeTh
| demanstration in ovder to discover what to treats’ On the other
‘hend, in logleal mm@a. things sisply wnderstood rredicas
’m.mm&mmmmmmmg for this reascn, Pscudoe
Thozss treets the definitions of predicebles, which ore given in terms of

predication, @ prodless for analyeis. Objects of mnderstanding are aige
nifm by the perts of & propositions mmfm, these objocts must be wne
ﬂn#aﬁmﬁ in ovder m explain the propositicns In hiz treatment of the
eategorics, then, Poewdo~Thouss does not use predication it explain the
categeries, tut to discrininste the things understvod end signified for e
trestuent whese loglenl relevance is gusrssteed by the way in which they
are indicated. The treatment itself must expladn the cbjcets understood
by showing how they ere comstituted Ly the first sot of the intellects
hovaver, to show how chjects wnderstocd are constituted by the first act
of the intellect, stutements must be vade about its presuppositicnse-ihe
natere of thinge and the noture and workings of the inteliect itself,

Prow this point of view, the difference in the aeontemt of the First
hapters of the firet two trestises ie significunt, Both the treptise en
ﬁ?mémqm znd the trectises on the catepories refor o kaowled
to beings however, the former begins its explensd the
ture of the intellect, wmm the jatter begins its esplanstions in terus
af\a diviedon of mm, The two 4iffer in enmphesis, then, sinece the Gige

Ypr. T, chupe id. ®ria,, chap, $id. Jrven.

s 4y Chupe &3 tre 11, chap. ie




s rst use the wkﬁWaim @m&iﬁm of thinge m"
isdon and inter-relations of the objects underw
X Elobnid h!"g? the ﬁma

‘ Trprensed mmderetood have o double
causes things cutside the mind ond the intellect iteelf. Thimge cutside
w}mmm & solid nuclous=ibe resl mature., This is posited in the re-
m@iw intellect ﬁmﬁ@ by the &M‘& mmnmt MW the nature ale
a«a:{m «m mmM% mmam The indeliect then degins to sad, Tfor it
yeilects vupon what it beej dn this firet amekending, it sees doubly, for it
seas *ho nature in Ltself snd 4% s1so sess the natwre in meny things cut-
side, The nature in itself now is an object for the intellect-mthat is,
8 ﬁmﬁ intention. 7o vepresent the condition of the naturs understeod as
% it the charmete: YL

It soems to we o follow that the objiect understond
the noture and the second intentions which the mmmm has attoched
amxd tlonahip with the individusl thimgs in shich 4t is

Y, 5, chap. 5. For the veelity of the natuve which is first ine
mm, tre I, chape 3 for the identity of the matwre in the intellect
and in things, tr. T, chap. dv; for the distinction beltween the naiure
; sed by the intollect and the nmture as chbject, tr. VII, chap. dv,
L y in mind thet the form posited in the intellect is treated (tr. I,
hepe i) indifferontly as form and act of underatanding,



In tresting the predicables, then, Psoudo«Thomas dose not consider
the effocts of ihe maotures themselves on ihe crganisation of the intellege
tunl m&m but he considers the distinet objecis unierstord just se ghe
toodeethat i, he refers them only to individual things, vhatl-
ever theose individuals wight be, sud to other objects wdersicud. Hows
ever, the veference io cther ohjecis understocd is miy insocfar ap they
o0 are considered in the sure wageethnt is, sccording secad 4o
ticns. Wow we mast cee bow he doos thise

and &&@fmﬂm& i@, he ammsm how the intellect Fforme these sscond
inteutions and clothes the firet-intenticns]l nstures in thm.z The btasie
sreoment with coch ctherg the inlelleot secs this as grounded in
the notures 1% secu to be there in them, If & nsture fs one which the e
tollcet sees only ome individeal %0 have, the intellect cssigne it the e
tention of sirgulority; if the notwro 1o ove vhich ewry individvals have,
but these do not agree in suy lese comuon wvaiverssl, ithe infelleet assigns
4t the intend O
have, and they elso have different species,
gorus, If the nature is one which n

ividusle with which they have o more v plee it
intellect assigns thet nature the intention of difference

Som, all this iz quite simple ond 14 would go well ensugh, except
that the units with which the intellect is dsalingw-thnt ig, the Tirst ine
tenticns in the intellect--do not aamsgm fo the units outeide--that
is, the individual things  PaoudoeTl souming thet the fora
fo reslly the same in the things and in the intsllect.d Conseques
mast explain how each mature in the Intellect ean be dlatriduted 1
individuals aal how w nateres in the intellect can Le in the same indi-

ntrofuces thres principles. Firet, the dcvelrine
plains that any nature mere than specifically come

“Tuide, ohep. it

e, I, chap. ive



reglly de not & conplete nature--that is, the speeific neture ie the
resl unity--znd that specific naturss really ave ouly pavts of individual
taings.! Second, the distinotion between the form of the port snd the form
of the whole explaing that the specific nature as it s understood corvew
spinds o & cosplets iudividual in such o way that it needs ouly be linite
ed o this or that to become fully singular, but the form in the thing has
sothing realeethot is, & sattore-in shich it 1s.° Third, & distinotion
vetweon thres different wage in ehich the susee fors can be considered exe
plains how it cun be signified abstracily, or by & couere
nomn. IL the form is just consideved in the intellect, it is aignifi
suvrastlyessiaeo it is not then isken se limited {0 any metiery if it is
coasidered in the things es perfeching them, it i@&i@%ﬁ.ﬁ@ékﬁvamm
agasg if it is counsidered : ssereed then,
signifiod by o concrete adjsotive.”

eneral genus %o the most special speoies. A% the top,
il an individusl weve not to egree with sozething in m%%m, thern it
gres only in entity; however, siace being camnet be a genus,
3¢ genus, ﬁaw&ﬁma@’b@me@m@tﬁaam@ the

stases iz the highes
season is thot a genws sust have éﬂ@mﬁvﬁmiﬁmﬁﬁam&a
ready include it in m understanding, but there are ac differences
s not include h@img I think there sre two implications in this. PFirst
sudowThomes spparently thinks of individusl substonccs os the most resl
poond, be aﬁmﬁw considers being a nature which is couson fo
bhiings sumnon not by beiag mgm% from and deterninable by other
nam'aa, it by m diffussd throughout the othar nstures and included
in each of thenm,

ooid Ha m&&im that real being as.viﬁaﬁ %@m&
chder %; but he does not wish to freat the predicables from that point of

ment would bring ints consideration

oy chope $iie  CIbid., ohupe iie
Ihid,, chale V. %ﬁ_g oy chupBe vieviii,




smegamﬁy, FPoeudowhoaas
| wedications by which sccidental matures may be o éscrinfonted.) e
expletne thew asccording %o the way they are reisted to the somsality
of mair subjectss Froperties are caused bWy the principles of heir eub-
joctas” however, thelr susjects do not dopend on them s upon ouuSes, bub
m fw,a sonething without which they cennot %05 Acgidents ocre m
by ﬁm&fﬁe prineiples of thelr subjecls; bemce, things having
tm#w can be without them, at least so far as their speeif
soncerneds” Thawe explanations shos why things can be siuply unders
withoat thelr peoperties or aceidents, vhy they esumot be unders
hout their mmmm, and Wiy they cen de unders e without
reidentawat lzeat, vhen they are undoreteod speelfically, ﬂlﬁim
aceidonts caused by indivifual principles belong %o those individe
 an though they were mmmﬁ The one thing Preud

put &mwa@pmmmammmmw wmgmmmmnmm

*‘rma s gpecifie nature w&m&ﬂy seen 40 be in n gromp of individvals 2pee
aﬁﬁmﬁy the maﬁ on socident is a natura seen to be rresent
retindaratond ﬁ%@ﬁ.ﬁﬁ netores ot not as following O

. Peeudo-Thomns thus hes explained the objects wnders
‘t;h;m c¢hjects are formed by the intellect clolhdng vetures in seccnd ine
tenticnes A8 I undewsiand this explansticn, he hes not appecled to ine
trinsic differsnces in the matures, bl sduply to the relaticn of the noe
tures to {ndividual things and to other matwres similarly considered. By
this - he has been oble to e@m certain differences in rredication

Setgen commenst mgnet
Felek o cc%m@n% sminetil."”




Jootive ways of signifyling notures. We slso hes been able 4o distinguish
the objects inte twe groups: the substantial =nd the cceidental ones. %The
puistontial objects are derived merely %y ecomparing statie individonls
with sach other and following thelr agreensnts snd @%ﬁf@mm in o gtven
Notures The cooildentel objecta are Cerived by comparing dynomic individe
uals with vae awther--that is, taking into asccunt cuwesalifyessod followe
ing the cgveemonts and dissgrocnents im o glven noture by 2 group of indi~
viduale already kanown to Be of o certain subaiantial mature. In this
trontices, being has oot Been treated extonsivelys I think that Fesudoe
Thomns has only dealt with it sufficiantly to show thal considered ag o
nature, it iz ol sdeguately distinet fren the other natures; but since it
{5 included in all the nstures, boling dose net recelive o sevond intention
gl its owie

Baving treated the objeots understood insefar as they ave forwed by
the intellect, FseudesThosas must next consider thea imsofor ae they ars
orgenizefeethet fs, ploced intc reluticm to ench cthore-nccording to thelir
gwn iutrissie roquircoents. In other words, the goint of view nowr ghiflts
fron second intonticns to firals fron the discovery of the distinct che
Jeuts by the intellect o the discovery «f the esfogeries] erder of thuse
Ghicetes and from explansiion withoul considering the inivinslic 2iffer
ences of <he ¢bjects to oxplensiicn of these ¢ifforences inm ferme of the
centributions shich things weke to the objoute vndeveotool@esmthat i, the
netures theuselvede

The date which require explanaiion here are three aodes of predis
cation. Thezxe ie univocal predicstions in shich & single word is applied
to many individusls with the same m&mﬁ@aﬁ i@, with the seme definie

cudo-Thomee means here by "ratdo essentiaruws” an

objeet understood that imwelves an cosentisl muture. Theve Lo equiveesl
predication, in which the word ic 1he sape but the defimiticn is differ-
ente In soze eguivesal jredicuticns,; the prefiestion is snelogousy this
4s the cuse whon the Gefinition signified by the pere is not in the thing
te vhich the e s ayplied, Mut is in scaelhing eromally reluted %o 1%,
Pinally, thcre is denoninstive predication, In shich the »oxd is the same
wnd the definition iz the same, but the mature 8 an sccidental mther
than an cosentinl voe, the cuncrete name belng ferdved foom mm chafract




A12€rant subatantial and acsldentsl aalurzes.

ite mm usiversaiity. The vesult of the mmum sooms to me m
be g%m%tﬁ%ﬁ@wmmm@mmw ﬁm,mamg,mmm
aeberized by aelidity in itself snd the possibility of being possessed by
something =6 by u subject, &t lenst by the intelleot; second, m%m@
seasony which is chamscterized Uy being s mere object of thought,
o solidity in m@m and being incepable of being in anything
P — wedous of the object of thousht, the wsture, which is
£irnt taken from things and tlaced in the Intellect, is & resl beingy the
intentione in whioh that sature has been clothed avre mare objeols of
theueht,

Simece 1t s the oxplanstitn of the objest undewst
of view of the poture thet concerne Peeudo-Thouas
how resl being vhich is cbjectively in the seul is Mmﬁ.
is pecessary {or o scientific imowledge of the celegories. The aawm:;m
cannot be by differences, minvce there are no differsnces conitracting
ing. Deing mmet be divided by modes them, Thess modes sze things
codved~ein one may in relation to themsolves end in snother way in that
%!:w 808 m@aﬁmﬁ, they ave not devived from diffareni beses in on existe

. 1T, ahape ia

.- , The follewing is a awmwwary of the division Pseude~Thomss
gives, "Ene per se” is divided, since cartain de in the soul and cortein
cutside it, Being is in the soul either effectively, subjectively (as in
3 subjeot), or objsotively. In the Tirst iwo waye, delug in ibe soul is
real-wthat s, "recl® mesning “res,” not from “reor; verias,” Wi fron
“patus, rata, ratum.” mmmm,mmmmmmwm
Hwaly, it oon be oonalfeved eliver ss 6o what is undsrstood or as o what
belongs to it in this conditiom, m:@‘mmm@%m; the latter is am
datention. Hothing snswors t0 an intenticon outside the soul except as a
ramate foamdationg in mm waye Tda® iz atfributed to nonebelugs. Intenw
tional being is not anywhere in & subjecty IT 4% were, 4t womld he an
atoidents




under vhich it is underatoof.
divide mm are

ing thiag, but from the Aifferent habitudes
T think Paoudo.Thomas mesns by this that the modes which
ratvres in the intellect, the resl corponen

7he patures oen be locked at either in thomselves or ivsefar as they
ars cooeived-=ilial ig, lusofur as they contriluie %o the @ka%m undere
stupds It is the latiter that Pseude Iesolor as they
sontribute to the canespt, the modes ave distinet; however, the things are
not zeally 4ivided according to these nodes, for the uodes ouly are
srounded in ddverss habitudes of things.. I thirk this meons that each of
the netures is rolated 4o complete individeals; the iundividuals are not
ddvided among the estegories, twi ithe nstures are divided, inscfer 28 they
contridute to the concept, boccuse the individusnls cam be consideved in
Aifferent relationshipu.

The nodes aves 1) to be iy itselfe-subsionge; o be in znotbereeacs
cidextsy 2) to Be to ilself-wsubatence, guatily, and gualitys o bo o ane
otherewths othar soven salagoriss. o prowises $o explein bow these dife
for and he remsrks that veling primarily is soved in subslance, and is seid
of the cthers only iszomch as they sre something of the substznos. For
this reason, "ieing” is predicated anslopously of the mﬁegmf.g*

How, PecudosThomes seens to have bepmn b considering the realities
nponenty nderstood as to what t&wy all

eiple of commmitys it pervedes all individual uimz@ and all the natures
thesseivess Thus ho explaing, at the begioning of his treatment sl sube
stanoe, $hat being primarily is undesstood of everyihing.” 7o explain how
the natures differ, therefors, he canvwd appeal to diflerenves of %mﬁmg,
since belng is Mmﬁﬁam in iteelfs 1If I have not mdowunders

him, he appeals to semething dn individuals cuteide the wind., Individue
ale, however, sve unite vhich do not corvespond to the division of the nae
turese Consegusnilys be nust explain the growsding of the division of the
oatures by eppesling to different relationships in vhich individusis cun
be considoved.

A -

Jov—
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-On this basis, Fseudo-Thumus next treste substunce in details. Sube
gtance is being existing by itself, The definiticn is expleined Wy
pating that belng is wdevetood fivety and then substonce, and then wf.
end 8¢ on. "By iteelf” meone not in another as in & svbject of inherence,
It negntes bedng & part end 1t cleo negates being o nature consideved 3
fn itoelfemthnt is, shotractly. The existance to which the defimition
fera is the setual existence of an individuals mm&mﬁaamnx
@iverse thing from the essential being or reallty of the nature. The nee
6lity of its owmwsthat is, the actuslity of essential being.®

The poiat of thic anulysis scouws fo W thot & substentlal nuture is

To perforn the ane
s Peani it s toing ond distinge

tion both with mum% to the individuals outside and wiilh respect
natures in the intelleet. Real being, then, seems o have o amm@mw
ability, for it con be treated as o noture iteelf, as & eonstitient of all
m ench &&m snd in their mxﬁm of natures which
ave divided ian the intellest.

iﬁazmlm, without a:a;,r conparison €

Thowss nexwt oxplains primsry gubstonce »8 vhet ie nelither in
F:S s&%&mﬁ: nor predicated of a subjeets The explanction is In torms of two
substandinge~tc accidente ond to wmiiversels. Primry sube
stenoes sve first in both mswwfm they sre wnder ell of the wniversals
DTODOY In thig saslgeies 1t seens fo me thot
«Thomng wg;z:flg follows out the results of his treatment of subatante.
To the extent that individval things are fteken to be subetosses, they have
in thommelves 51l the notures, and they pround 11 of the fzntenticne the
intellect forme, To the exfont that substantisl individusls eve rnified,
in thelr own boing, thoy have the accidents. Substantial matures in the
intellect sye divided from accidental notures, oniy to be unified with
thon By reference to individuals.

The {isml point in this dis

cussion is & rvefevence

ingg, rvia,, chap. 14i.



traes A% the bolttom of ths tres, Paoundo-"hox
4ndtvidusl serathing, the subsinntial thing, and the determina

3@." The primsry substonge, which inclvdes existence and is m of unl=
veresl being, hers syposrs 1 doubly relativew-te other individuals
m 4tee1f ond to fcm m«m&m, which con designate it a3 s singalay

PsendonThomas finally treats the proporiies of substance. ATZU0E
that it 19 not amgﬁim o heing vore or lose o8 $het 4% camnot h&@a
& contranywethnt is, sonething opposite itselfl in a otumon
et 1t can reseive @mmi% by mm The arguent ¥

mﬁ ‘M*-:;« t&m w&m&z&m ﬁm&m & Surther vee of the vrinciple
ﬁbﬁ%%fm%%&%mfm eon e move @rlmmm
gubisote and ofthern cannot.” The analyeis is fimdacental

of the properties of the other ecotegories; comseguon

amined very corefully in o full mm into Peeudo=Thozas

M&M.
The treatise ou gm‘*&%y oxrries on the explanntion of the chjiocts

mpm on :giim is & gond w,mpm, Plage s defined ce the surlooe of on
@mﬁm&m body. Since there is no vooum in matore, every body
he auryounded by another, ewcept the lest spheve, vhich PeendowThomee
Mﬁﬁi@ﬁﬁa The irmer evrfece of the confainer, then, is g:lmw.
plage may vot be the nesrest svrfeee of the newreat ccuisiner, for 1P thet
is moving, it cannet locate whet is in 1%, Conseguently, i the universe
sphere eontedrniug only one enell dody, ond all the reot were vaoum,
that body wvould etill be in place,; since it wvould be looated =ith wospeet
to the am 3 Peoudo~Thonus, then, not culy reduces the caterories to
taphyeical wriuvcinles in genernl, bul oven in their syecific divisions,
To begin the dlscussicn of @mmw, after laying down o division

and definitions, Psendo~Thomas distinguishes betweon the wnity shich is
the indivieion of belns ond the umty which is maltiplied Ly @wmm&m

‘Thid,, chap. ive Sme, TIT, chap. vie
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ing bas the latter wnity, for the guantitative umity w.w to
TESOUE aswsher. However, the ﬁwﬂmﬁm w

?tm that am%@ﬁm mﬁ@ is o TRoBDUTC B i
distinot mﬂm&, as a m&k@y in the ﬁ&;ﬁ% end dise

dal mm,

dynomie mm %mim; takan into m&ﬁmm.

It seoms to we thot the mm for the distinction, then, is thet guantitow
enly i subaisntial uatures sre underatood and

anly 47 some csusal asyect is consideored. In this cnoe, the dynaslsc

wind #ith & foundation in t’mm, for

romda somtiag. 4 oontinuons

LpseutouThonss 18 s7plataed rrevicusly that mw esunot be undere
etood without the contimmm, shich is its propertye (Tr. I, chep. viii.)

Zppe IIT, chaps ie Spp, TI, chape Lo
4pe, 11T, chap. i. S1vid,, chap. 4ii.




: enple ave 251d %o be suchelile. The point of this definitien is
tim: refuotion of the abstrent "guality? to the predinshle, concrete “uucie
re," PsewdsThomas then trests the four species of qml&em
m:ch in some detail, and showing ferance ;
plos in’ wm@a.g Pinally, he explains hos gulity is ;,mi%ﬁm&ﬁ
mww. T 8o not helleve there is any egecial difTiculiy in this trece
tise, far the deseriptios of the wrioug species of quallify ssen o dife
ferentiate them Yy wefarence to wirious species of things and $o separutls
ynanic tions. It iz intode
SHas ceoms {4 &W@%@ denoninntive yredicstion ¢o
predionted in the sbotract. His

upon whether i ia BOnE:
pathenntios ae & formal
nouninatively,

idered so a purve nature o nebt--thic would ground
ionnowebug that @z&iﬁ.&y Mm i pro :
tors which separate guntitative nstures from substance eve outside the
things, although growmded in them, while the dynamic factors which sepe-
substance slwaye are in things themselves,

relations Trom velations of renson and relations acesrding to being from
relations zmmiag to statenont. The latter ave ustures of any cutesory
legorized as relations, Teal relations sccovding to
being are those which things have without any sct of the mmzmﬁ The
necesaity for these distincticns here is cbvioue Peevio=Thomes is
analyezing en intallectuzl universs vhose structure conelste in relations
which ere not in the thinge at sll. Yoreover, he is tweating ell of the
natures as ml&%iﬁ@ for the very besis of the dietinction of the catee
mim is some velationship of the ivdividuslsy comsequently he must dise
tinguich between relations understood ss such, and the things unders
to Kkiﬁh ralations ave applied.

chaps, ileve  Ibide, chape vie
415140, cbape Lo %-. Vy cheps fe



explaining how relations ave founded in the three absolutely
orized sets of m&mf sxplaining that the estegorized relation one

¢3¢%ers from it fomdation by its term,> nt explatuing st o voing
of Telatives is M from their Powndstions’ Finally, PeeudowThomas

ions and terms. 5 Mgm, then, are veduced

1233', for they sre reduned
sls and, for their essentisl being, te the prior categories

erudo-Trome corries his annlyeis into the last sizx entogeries; o¥e
@mmg each of them ot mmé e considers that these m%g@&m inre
wolyvs no new natures, but that they indieste things seoewd

which renlly are in thinge other then thomsslves. e ceem® to be in some
doubt how to porfornm tho bosic reduction, for he gives two 4ifferent opine
jens noncerning the relotionships vhich are fnvolved, The problem is come
pliontod beeanse the relaticns threatem %o develop sm dnfinite regress &f

des themselves hoth invelve wnd ure based upen thome!

wEe, which merely is to illustraie how PsoudoeThomas'
these treatises, this caclyeis
Peeudo-Thonns here veduses the objucts of undere
standing, which ave &mfi&ﬁ hy torme in propos
aiglaﬁ of the intellect snd individual thinge
wtion, Posulo-Thowpes explaine many distinetions of predics
13» does b amm the nature of the object mﬁm@m&g 48 & COnos
nd for each dimtinetion of




cmen of the ag:mmmm stsble limits il the m&w
Jocts wdorsiocd, which ini¥ially ooem siable, ave seen %o bo relatlive to
srinciples. The natures in the intellest, vhich howve the @%b&liﬁy
theless velative o smxmm aad thedr

bgr the inmnm, t?my are m&aﬁw %o the primary
stsnoe, Wow osn the primsry svbsisnce bo disorininated? Tt con be row
farred to by belng; mt 4t secems t0 be disovininated only Tor experd
end by & postulated real vrinciple of spatisl-temporal determine
flowever, swoh principles ave themselves within the entegoriesl

Porhaps the laet thing thed onn bo said about Pocudo«Thomas

then, is that 4t caonot ba anid, but mwat de seeny vhen the intellsct re.
nlizes itself and mskes fully explieit the content of heing, which it bas
underatood from the Tiret, them pevhaps all of the distinctionse-including
those detween subject and objeci, between essentisl '@m and existence,
This seoms o oo o be the sppropris

Ockban, the simple elessnis of s propositicon ave wot pwimsrily
thjects wnderstocd, tul ave incouplex acts of knowing things distinet from
ﬁhemlmeﬁ Of courses these simples can become objects of kuowledgs
theamselves, but for thal they mist be hnown by ancther knowledge, distinet
Conpeguently, Ockbam'e trestment of Serms eould not Be
an saalysis of objests understoed; since his terms are sals of mmdersianie

*’m. I, chape ig efs chape. ¥y vhore he seoms 16 say thsl the dige
4o by other sccidents,

8 &mﬁa Wi&m do zzm smm the terms @f %w mental wami-
tion to which they corrsepond, ut linguistic terms signify by convention
the same things thet mentsl terme signify saturslly.

1014, of. sugre, p. 48,
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fvg or signe of chjecte understeod, they connot be trested as Foeuloe
Phomee trestes terms, vofueing them b6 principles in thing: and m:wm
¥hich jointly csuse the object understocd. Ockham, rather, examines
beesvee they sve ysrts of propoeitionsesthat is, they are mmmw from
which are copsiructed the proveositions whese construction logie directs,
if they ere first intentions; or they sve the elemenits fros which ave
formed the rulss ehich sve the logleion's special province, 1f they ave
gescnd intentioms,’ Conmequently, Ockham makse the genersl distimctions
smang terse, the spocial distisctions among

the W @istinctions among

E@@m m‘% Jxm% an an onginear

basis for his art, of the aveilable kinds of naterdals and 4ools, so the

fogician must hove a speculetive knowledge of first and second Intentions,
pmeng them, which are relevant to thofr mse ss logie

ditions of those ustures in the intellect, since there are no such natures.
Two careful treatuents, that of the distinetion betwesn sbetrect cnd cone
erete terms and that of the nature of the wniveresl, make thie shundantly
gloate

The sbetracteconerete distinction, for Ookhem, dees not reet ob dife
ferant conditions of a resl noture, but on 4ifforences in what the texns
sionify and con stend fory or £¢ is refely verbal. Thus, "ehite”™ and
?ehitenese™ sre distincet beceuse the former ﬁgﬁmm a sebstonce which
hae en dnbevent gurlitative form, while the latter aignifles
tmlfc Similorly, "eoul" ond “animste” sve distinct be
gignifies a part, vhile the lutter signifies s vhole,
%@QE&Q& to & humn m and “mam® aye éi@ﬁm%,

the @m@‘ﬁﬁﬁg m i ﬁf lﬁmf srgprand £ 8
| % chape Vs



B

eaning between abstrsel snd concrote
%sm in the same gmmégm, 86 lmg g8 they eignify couplote individusl

< fference between “nan® m hurenily,” aud
”@mw sng “gmt@%y,‘* Bfather” and ﬂg&mmw. Of course, il cne
Qi’ the forms is taken to inciude zome syncotegovemutic elementewthiot is,
i'w. slevent vhick does not 1tself signify auything, but detersines the term
to which it atiaches to o specisl uscewiben it cen be distinguished from
the other,” This is the cage with "man® end "humnity" shen the latter
weans "mam inscfer as be is man,”

ks for the rature of the universal, the ters "umiversal” itself is
& second intention; it i3 a sign of all the first intenticns which signify
meny individusls. To say that bumonity is universal, then, nevely zesas
that the firsteintentional concopt, men, signifies oy men.” Individuals
Bre more or less slike, mevely by themselves, not by any nature which
eoudd be posited in the intellect, Universale sre not things, m‘my signile
fy things; they themselves, a9 concspts in the wind, all are singulax
gualities, As gualities, universal concepts sTe acoidents, @mﬂm they
fo not signify accidente., Thus, it is true in o eense that suboilence is
san eecident, for the intention which signifies all individusl eubstawces
ie a cuality in the mind; howsver, when we say that an individusl is =
subetancs, we 40 not pean he is 2 quelity in the mind, eince the conospt
then 4o boing used to stsnd for the things 1t signifies, not for itself,?

It is iuportant to uotice, however, that in trenting tezwms of second
intention, Cckhem does nol omlt to uwentlon Tirsit intoations snd individusd
%Mm.ﬁ Tikewise, in tresting terzs of first inteniion, he does not omit
t0 menticn terms of second mmﬁmﬁ The twe treatoents sre ddeiinet in

"m;@;., chapee vieviie
chape. vilis chep. v for "smestegorematic,”
% chaps. XivexVe 41ha4,, chap. xvil,

“Ibid.s chape xiv, he begine his Ivectnent of wmiveraul, %%i:ieh itw
self :is = ferm of second intenticn, by explaining thet the universals
that is, the ferms of Cirst intenticn whieh “wﬁmi“ MWM

poomuch a8 they are signs of meny

such only by sigeificatlone-that is, inaow
mmﬁm thingne

Wpam-




M

parpase, howavsy, singe tho treatmamt of second intenticns is direcled to ’
&istinmuishing thon from each othar, whils the trentmont of first inten- ‘
ticms iz dirented toward Adstinguishing then from each others althonugh !
the former case, the Alstinctions cammot deo onde without referviag o the
Pirst intontions simified by the socond intontions wnier considoration,
whils in the seeond case the distinctions ssong Pirst intentions comnot

be mode vithout reforring te them by zesus of sscend intentionsg,

Conseguantly, alibough Ookhea does not trent seornd intentlons bo-
fore tresting [irst intentlons for the veanon DsevdowThouas doeswethnt is,
to explein how objects understocd cre constituted by the iatellect, before
explaining hew they are crganized sceording to the demande of realily--he
nevertheless doen troct seccnd intentions, incleding the predicables, bee
fore Piret lntontions for good zessoh=-namely, that severnl of the second
intanticns aze tob to use immediately te refer to f1ret intentions,:

Dokham is careful, as he beglns to tiwat the predicables, to distin-
ruish the second Sntentions he is Wﬁm@; from the first intentions m
things the firet im%ﬁmm signify." BTe
‘gim the olassio delinitione of genus and agmi%, but bo explains that
‘ difPerence between them 18 in cozmunity, and that this consists in hgwe
many things the fivet latentioms signify. 4 e hus previously rendeved 4he
notion of "substantive” predication imccuous by explainiag 3% so the kind
of predieation invelved when tho questions "Mt is 1877 is anewered shomt
scmething podatod at,” Tuoh of tho treatment wnalywes sesmingly reslistic
statomants; they turn out io be statements about signseefor exsmple, "%
nus iz a part of the thing,” ic explained to meom thet a gemerie intention

MY

oomus® 19,
11%%, the w@m Mamm m’ Suniverssl” end ”ﬁmmlmﬂ‘ 28 sceond
intentions is presuppesed throughomt; “species” snd "gonus®™ ere used in
fetining %mmm anily” am *’W unity” 2, chape XEXIX) mube
Seet of predicaticn” is used in trenting svhotomes (Ihid., chap. x1ii)s
anf 80 One

3% chep. Exe

, A genus is what is predicated substantively of momy things 2iffere
ing in zpecies (Ihmo }t szeeles is what ie predlionted substantlively of

many ikmg:ﬂ differing in susver (Id4d., cbap. =xide
“maa, PIbide, chaps xwild.
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is part of s definition, which is o comp

The other three Mmm are treated in sisdlar
that ave diffeventisl, proper sacidenta s
their subjects, since they &
ences signify as intrinsic parg of the @kmg;
spacies but signify m%m real or in m wind mm to

gently ¢r non-convertibly m:mms’%

prediecation of the Tirst meh&nh@eya%f%&s!mm@ W
m Mmm in the treatwent of m@m ~

nify, 3&@5@3 things, not by predice

tween substaniive and adjeciive predieation vests on o distinction between
sonnptative terme. Absolute terms s $3

thinga for which m@ ean a%m.@ uot efgnifying anything
bliguely. Coonot terms alwm amm aumw S0me-

WV ﬁ@mﬁ fm however pontions]
but individusl WD ﬂm there ave oo othey thi

which are mmm, m the last two, which are acel fm- he ia
in the individuals first or not; and with vhether it is compared in them
onsidexing coussl factors or note Ockhsm divides the fivst two Mo
mmm, which gignify absclule terms, from the last m, which signify

mﬂ chep. xxidi.
11d,, onap. wxv.
179 OBs 0ites PP F6=106.
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sonmotative termw, for he 4s conecerved with whethor (he firvst intentics
#ignilfied by the ymﬁwm.m thewsolves &&gmﬁfy Méﬂmm &W’iy o
connotatively,

It is tvue that Cokhem's treatmsnt, like FseuloeThomes', invelves o
reduction of the predicsbles to prior principles, fer Ogkhem ezplains the
secondeintentional predieables by the firete-intentionsl sigas vhich they
M@ﬁfg and which mﬁmﬂw eaase thems this explsuation le net cnly in
gemeral, but it slso sceounts for the distimetion of the predicst

%B; fop
shed by whether the first intenticns ﬁm& Wg‘ are

whether the things
party on inhovent uality, or gm%ﬁn@ extrinsic. @fgm*& trecinent
thus presuppeses resl distinctions between whole snd perd, botweon sube
stonce sud quality, and between precuy

tions in fivet intentional s tneen diveet and cosmotutive simmifie
eation end between more end lese genersl simificction. Fovever, the two
reductions differ from ecach other. In the first plece; Ockham |

cut to vedues cbjects undsretocd to prior principles, for he deee not
tentionss in any cane, the reduoti a oocure is not the &M‘% of
the trestment, ut happans iistine GHONG

ple elemonts ave bedng exanined ss o basie for using thew $o m@l@a 00
structions or in wmhm emmﬁm.

How, 8t iz not difficult to see why his redoction should hava o0=
thongh Ocidmer wes oot aiming st 1%. Ookhan treats knowledgow
impies of mmmm ﬁﬁﬂim in the soul, which are
&é@ m@i&%&y $naofer o %:w are ﬁimmtmﬁ is, insofar an m@y are
relative to their causes.> It folloss that all second intemticns, which
signe of signs ss such,” will have commctative significance themselves,
sinece all relative terms are conn mﬁ In this case, however, for the
ddstinctions between the spoond intentions to be clarified, they must be

%1big., enaps. 21 and 144,




can mp but they am must be reduced

mM*ﬂmw. fhus, the m &ﬁs@@eﬂm
between wholes and their parts, end between subst
resented in intuition, mxm

M&mﬁa xmmmx &m without determining any Mﬁm mzum,
end without designating individusls by sny sign of limited significonces
m, he @:&m@h refers to "the %MW in en sbsolutely genersl =n
525 Pasnio«Thomnas dootrine of Mi% a9 & haw
ture, & common @mmt of all the natures, and a pervasive ground
vidunl things. Jowever, Ockham has none of these difficulties, becsuse
the eoncept of being, for Ockhem, can meintain its own wnity in cignifying
pvorything, even imcluding both real mma and signs, without reguis
in the things it mmxm. The resson fovr this is
being nost common aign, mot e nature. At
mms the word "being” equivocsl when it is wsed %o
ponjunetion of individuals and & growp of individuals dise

I’”ﬁ‘- iioodyy Ops Site, PPe 172-175 end paspin
qm@:ﬁm.




ple first mmﬂm, It alse is a@bﬁgﬁm, sines it zesns aﬁtm 2 most
coumon term in 5 geoup, or a whole group of vore and less common ternmd.

En the {irst sense, every category is 2 siuple of firet intention. In the
second sense, & colegory inclndes simples elther of first or of secoond ine
tention, for concepts are included in the category ¢f quality or relation.
This dogtyrine, however, seems to cause a Aifficuldy, sinve it mmﬁ
that Pirat intentions be supericr 1o ssoend intentimne. Ookhem reuoves
the difficuity by mﬁmﬁag ocut theee things. %m%ﬁ %ﬁz@ is a first dne
tention, but it wiwm sooond inteaticns. Secend

can be predicated of seoond intentions 4 hoth ave taken for the thinge
they simify. m econsidering them as things knowa, 21l the mﬁm
are gualities, tut considering enowing
ave of sabetences, seme of guslities, and so mme The distinction between
real beding and being of rescun, m. does not divide them ageinst sach
other, aincs all bolngs are veal, Yulb bolings havpen to be kncwledzes
of @Mﬁg

Clearly, hod Ockhom consider
could not bave solved his gfmﬁm in this way, 3
exders of nore and less conmo wmon tops

"heing™ and ”m,“ which aigmify everyihing, Iﬁ' Ookham

posit unreal entities, thon, cecond intentions sust be found in one of the
eatezerion; ond they swet algnify fower things than aone firet intentione
His solution is $o consider the seoomd imtentions as %0 their objects and
to piace them in the eslegory of guality or relstions Octhum's wualegories

les ofe Ookhum, Efp. oux
Pe 132, fh Je

gmkfm Dunme 107es Iy ohap. Els

sp Ls 16ry guoted in Toody,; 20. Gikas
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Cokban's way of &MM the colee

gmm is i@ m@mma the &%ﬁﬁm words which introduce gnestions

TR individual svbatences. Thus, "slat,” "vhatelike,” "how wmuch,™
’@ﬁ‘ @%Ms,” fahon® avd se on indicate distinct cetooories, izeluding in

would be suitadble as move or less definite ane

knoeladge of individusls. The ostegories, than, divide gemoral simple
knowledges. All ithe signs in the %W&% sisnify real thingo, since
. answer guestione denonairable immﬂﬁmh‘
To the m&%y @f mmmm of individusl mg which ia the prisayy
knowledge, there corresponds a multiplicity of common bnowie
priginal wnity of intuition is not divided by the cosmen !
mmm&mamum&mxm@mamma&wmwm The
ways in which cimple terms can sigmify individusl things @am}a%w or
ool = mataide the mw’ and so %.4 ot tacoriog
&WW%MWMW&MMWMMQM*&M&WW@
the soul are related to the things thoy signify; uxmmw, vhat
differences ave, oan bs known by intuition, cnd 1% is unme
Perences bo explsined.

Yivgd,, chape xlie  “Zbide, chap. avild,
%ee, voody, ops cit., pp. 130-133,



%ﬁm; Cokhem argues at lengdh B din each
gories do not signify cnythine reslly distinct in things.”

dGowavery in the widst of the redwetion, Cckhan

n gualitiss~=those, vamely, which do not come snd go mewely :
mrmitted to remain ss things distinet from the m%@%mmﬁ
of course, when these ave sdamified YWy concrete torms, whick are ¢ ;
tive, the things for vhich they siand are individusl substamcsss howeve
abotract abaolute terme, like "whitenecss,” directly signify gqusliiles
#hich are realities dimtinet from

Yo may wender why Cokhan parmitied this ezception %o his otherrise
conziote reduotd tegoriesl distinctions to dlstinetione beteeen
wodes of mmm Of course, it 12 ;ossible %o point to the facte o
intuition. I 4o mot think that this feotor is sufficlent to cxplain why
Cokhan mainteins the reality of quality, howewer, 2lthough 4% is eulflie

show that within his syster, no explansticn iz necessary
regervation of the mmty of mlﬁ@% in distinetlion from m’@aﬁm,

in order to peorvidf acme ke Tho olimination @8 q,muw &6
&maw& from substance v lokhents positiom, sinee all asols of
snowledze are qualities im o subsiantisl seul, ceused by things

from thompelves. The mseintensnce of quality, conseguentily, is ceseniisl
te Cokhan's logie amm, since cthormise thore omuld bo no knower to pOS-
ses3 knovledge and to mmmm aimmm to fors conplexas, Oolkham
knowar do0se

In sum, Cokhan'a treatment of the categories provides for distinte

sules 11, 59%, quoted $n Foody, 9P ¢lltes Pe 148, ne 24
; hopse 5144, Divexlvii, 11114, Ivii-lxii,

Ofs Uooldyy 2P Ciles PPe 161170,



@mmmwwm f&amﬂ, the mmtmma&m

ibzprsion of both natures and mmmz
ks\s ﬁﬁamm&w reduction secms mmm of eoning %o an enls Cokhamt
‘ khaip con achisve the degree

newledgewas agning The fact that he

s patod te » first intention shows that he wop aware of the Aiffieu

@,mmmemmmzmmmzum So for as I
Qokhan st consider the prodlem §n the form in which I think it

signify mms sore Sasdcally, bov does the Sntontica "oing” SAGuAfy
efioxivew-that i, m m m

guaible, fer there would Em ne wny to mi@zxy
ied without signifying it by & dofinite adgn,
mﬁ theve would be no way of signifying every guality in dietinetion from
pubstoness Ockhen perwits thie degree of refilexivity, tut I do not see
!:m he can do 80

For both FeeudosThomes and Ockhom, the irestoent of the eatogorics
invoives vedusticn. For Poevdo«homas, ihis reduction io the purpese for
the congiderationg it aims to explsin the erigin of things wuderstood, end
their dictinctions, in sols of the inteliect exd in similerities, Aiffere
enves, :né relstionckips of things. For Ockhom, this refucticn oocurs oge
eidentally ic his gpurpose, vhich verely iz io murvey the muterials end
toele which the logiclon hee ot kis disposel. The reduetion which does
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g and seeing firet intontioms to sigeify individual thi

%Mw, which ave siven os & smltitede in intuie
m, results in aw@m distirotion Tor subelance and gualilty, which can
e Mﬁ%ﬁ zbsolutely, aund o legser distinsticn for the remaining cate
goriss. courses in eitbor case, the calaguries a&m zeal M&m or
otep further removed from vesl being then the sbaclw
reductive order of the nstures, while Ockhem's
gianily any distinet reslities vhich are not signified acve dirveelly W

the category of substonce ave comorete end sbsolute. Substance is necesw
udomihonast loglesl thesyy in two wayss first, it serves as

makes pessible the division beiwmeen real being, whieh
m ba dn e mmﬁ, and mzx@ of ressch, which ia only an object; second,
if 4% is not lost in being, it zales possibls the 1imit of the wmelaphy:
esl reduction, since everyihing ie referred to the substantiel nstures and
their meal foomdationse Substsns: aleo is usoessapy o Jckbam's logleal
theory in fwe anclogous wayss first, it serves as the subjest which cen
have guadities, incinding lnoslodge of encthexy sesand, 1% zskes possible
& linit o ludirent signification, sisce abssiube ferms can signify it




Herey azain, then, we have the two opposed haring
sidevable commor grownd. FreudoeThomeo, with his m&&m of i‘wm, secks
reesons for the diztinstions smong catoperies in things: his reduction
tends toward vltimste unity. Ookham, with hic realisu of dlvect knowl
¢dee, distinguiches tho catogoriss slmply sccarding ¢o ihe ways ia which
eigns siomify things. Por PsevlowThouas, objocts waderyt

tions, dividing signification,

place in logic end thet it is conce
act of the intellest. 2 These staten




It is not difficult to understsnd why this should be so. When
hguines doee sention the five predicables, he treats them as 2 divieion
of uwaiveoal mﬁim&im} In one place, Aguinne refere to irietotists
four prodicaments or Torphyry's five wilversals; socording €o these, he
pays, "acoident®™ does ast oignifly somsthing divided asninet subslance, but
e socidental relation of 2 predicets fo 1o aubject or of & coruon eofie
capt o those contsiued under Mz.a Apparently, fquinas vse quite swave of
the significance of Porphyry's Jsssoges ho not only noticed hat Porphyry

prodicabls, but clse that he wes ordering conceptions mtm
than dividing moles of yredicsting, es Avistotle had done.

In one of his cerliest works,’ iquinse ressvked ¢

fosen't care sbout worde,” and ho was still mmtm the ro

wks. Appsrently, he took this saying eericusly, beo
ramnrkable econsistency. “Hature" hes many mex
e saunings fmﬂ which fquinss often usee ity is onything thet m unfere
stood ot allesthet i8, ony intelligible aspeet gresped by the intellecte®
Conpoguently, "asture® ie used throughout liis works to vefer to intelli-
gitle sspects in & way thot mskes Aguinus! position seem vlira-vealistic
to = careless vesfer., Sinilarly; he uses "wniversal®™ in several sencess
in sne of these 1t dencles every intelligibility stiained by the intellect
fn fts Tirot acl, since the intellect understands wﬁm@«é Hozpver,
in thic sonse, "universal® is s negative termy it weans that fthe intellent
doon vot merstend things os they ave evpordenced-sthat is, eg individu.
elgewbut it doos net mean that the fntellect underei=nds a unlversel es
sache Properly spoaking, universality dees not belong to saything merely

Tic m mﬁé@m m W@aﬁi& @a& coumune est noven g
mﬁi finen socidentalen praedicati ad mm. vel ¢ :
- i mﬁmm.




fnsofer ss it is understeod, but only inscfar ss thet understanding

ferred to the things of vhich &t is en urderstonding.” - reference

not cvour o the firet aet of the mmma, fw%&mi&mm&w
fuvolved in siople understuuding, but wnly in the second act, when the ine
tellect reflexively tecomes awewe of its own m%‘? Froperly, then, the
fantention of universalily camnot arise wntil the second sety nor is it
even immedintely derived from the first cot; since 4% presupposes & koowle
edge not attnined pricr to wﬁwﬁmﬁ

Consequently, when Aguimas ssys thet “mmiversal
the word, meams what ie predicsted wniversally of wﬁ
oun view of logionl universslity, even if it is not Porphyryt

: gorus® technienlly, referring m the g»%ﬁi%@lﬂ
rather than te en Intelligibility predicated, he insis wdfng
predication in the notien of genus.? "Substentive,” referrise to credica
tion, is explained purely by the fact that some terms sre a suitable ree

ponse to & cuastion beginning *‘mtgﬂs The m%mm of a 4ifference

‘s}m gméiea&im 0 fm, rather then pxtond 4 orwnlly
sofines pomus as what & put in firet place in o definition.’ ¥ ses ths
stinotion mede in one of his earliest origimal mm, for he cone

ant., II, dist. 3, que 1, arts 2, ad 3; Do ente, chep. iii;
- I, lects x.
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siders species to Ye uaiversal inssmuch ss they are likenesses of many ine
Aividusls, but he defines genus by predication.” Whuile he indicates that
strictly, o individual is predicable eosentially just of iteelf,” iquinss
doos adeit thet the gpecies eun b redicuted essentislly of an iudividue
el,® The ground on shich this cen be edulttcd, however, is that tho spee
eifie inteiligiVility of the thdng weuld be inclulded im its definiticu, if
individuale were &@ﬁm@mﬁ Tn other words, the logicel notion of uniw
vernality properly derives from the weys in which predicetes can bo ape
riied to & specific notion,

Once this is undersiteod, it is easy to see why Aguinas seldom actae
3133 refers te "prediccbles” wnder that wame. Tn plase of the Forphyriem
divieien, he constantly uses the Aristotelisn distinection botween essene
t4a1 end scoidents] rredieation.’ Lecording to this diviefen, sscidental
predication pecurs vhen the predieste is not redicuted of the m‘tﬁm aCw
poprding to its veper mtmigihm&ﬁy,@ while essentisl predication cocurs
shen the preficste is yrediecated of the subject accordimg to its proper
fintellizibility, The latter cocurs in twe modes, for either the gredicste
is of the indelligibility of the subjechetlmt fs, i1 weuld B included
$is definitioneor vice mm.? The former mode of esgential predi
fncludes the definition itself, the genus
is gmm@% Specien dosn not appear in thisc clespifics

&8 ouch, nor can these be known without the ms@nm reflecting fu
than its own sot to the continnity of that sct #ith ite experiontial

In contrast with Peendo-Thomus, fyuines reatricts mﬁi&%ﬁ%@ 8%

img 10, "pur se® wad "per aooilens.” Sce,
§e %; ﬁ%“ﬁc 33 G



ring sig s w !x;z aeans @f e mmzeera,
jalking shout tasse Mm a8 they ave paris of mmm, ané
o sots @ﬁ the :m@msm which aves "to ;}Mﬁ%@a of many o

hmr second intentions ave mmm. tut he ouits to nention words snd prodi-
cation, end introfuces an ewphesis
ticns m&mﬁ m, in the trus Porphyrian

plain the siaple objests undersiood belors predicabion. lcve
Aquinss divides predicability into essential smd eceidental

that propeviies arve essential m&ﬁmﬁ%, Poeuwdo=Themas

sals in such e way §het both properties snd accidents bocome aceidentel.’
This difference in division is an m&mm enes both positions cone
trast with Cokhem's which treats genus and species together since they

signify absclute mmsa, end the other three predicsbles together since

M‘t predicables to be pleced before the categories
@1@3@3 fm' the wﬁwﬁm of the categories to rrior

mm in the intellect and mmum, mp@li@ﬂ to those natures by o
fm%@%%%f@mdm%mmﬁmammmww
ﬁﬂm& Gokhamts fashion of reduoing differences anong

igns to ways in which intentions, csused by things dn the mm;im, ig-
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be the proper one, since it sgrees yieb Aquines® position that the logle
predicating,.  He explains that fiverse intollisie
;;. tiea, which ere gemerie, determine diverse mofes of dm
Even nmore clearly, he says that diverse modes of predicating sre due the
@iverse senera, Wt uct to thelr epecies 4 genars® here, se may be
seen more easily in the pluce cilted first, xefers to the lntelligibvililies
ﬂw@ﬂm, set to gemeric sredicates as suche In this sense, Aguinus
smmmamwmmwwgm@um@mmmwmmm
% for be wishes to point out thut the oriaia of universal
is in the mﬁ%y with which we simply vnderstand meny things.
Sugh diverse intellisibilitiss ave whal ere wnderstood sbout Ehings in the
Mﬁ act of the intelliect. 6 The ostegorien,; therefore, eve diverse modes
ef mdm py dorived from the primavy diversity asomg the intelligidile
terninote the first act of the intellieet. The swdes of predi-
{ heve in that the 1iaits of

wﬁ#l this m&t&m, Aguinas speaks ranscendents
- not 1imited 40 a Mﬁ b

Sneh M' mmg mxﬁg" zﬂgﬁé § s BNEE

predicables (op. cit., e T2) snd explaing closrly

: edueing the mm&m e podes of signifisation (p. 99),

:- mt $o have guificientiy mt&wé% that Cokhum treats all five

 the same (Ockbam, Sume log., I, chap, xwiii) so that he too
ceducing the categories to pricy MM?&MW, indesd, of predicaw
mz dm&w kuowledge W, BPe H8-100, rightly insists on this

poin t)g et of signification and intuitive knowledge,

Hotas, Vy loots ixs In Phve., 11X, lect, dv,
5 Vatne, VII, luct. xvii.
In Sent., Xy diste 32, que 1, arbe 1, o
ifley diats By gue 4y avle Jy €
180ley Iy Gie 664 art. 2, ad 24

y 49 Ginde &, qus 1y 578 5y ey ofs
3 i chape. vil, loct, v.

W $Be ?g m« 9, 8s3 "Secmds outen intelloots ddowmbur ive
._&m mm nedun intelligemdi.”

hool., Ip us 30, arte 3 o

% .
.___A.N.l.u : w\ Nk:“ >

Iy chape




For Aguinssg, cuy mﬁﬁmﬁm&m BrGceeds
Matbilities townnd terminate and restricted oness’ lAccording %
th‘w opdor, the first m«m&w&m&; we understsnd is that of beling, and
tha %Wi%l intelligibilities ave m@% a8 the firet modes ih

Lying e calogovical ﬁ%@i&@%ﬁiﬁm; coRseguen
reforrad to the nolien of being firet unders
tefined, since their Aifferentistion is primary,’ ‘
iy opinciplos e@ differentiation ave diffevent of %&a&m&m, not by
mﬁm @1&&:6 Beceuse of this, Aguinse often sulos use of the estegorie
ision %o indicate the seuning of “boing® signifying the intelligible
ily understood as tm% the teuth @f & Wgﬁﬁi Oz i

iguines uees the m@es of predica
lecause reality fs prior to our knowledge ﬁim%ﬁ&y fa things
presupposed by the &imraity of sur Wt&a&n& howover

M not ke ﬁﬁm without knowing them, the éﬁm@% grivarily present
in sivple understanding must be used ss a principle for discovering 4
versity in things, not as & fact which could bs explained by mmg
battor knozn to us.

sguinas? action of the catagories, then, is that they ave diveree
mﬁm @? predicating deriving from the initial diversity smong inteilie
gmge wspeets greaped in the firet act of the intellect. The latler die
wveraity &a&ﬁ ne prineiple better known €0 ues cithough it is geounded |

@ ddversity of modes of belng, the discovery of the diverse nodes of Dew

ks C0ia e s0be & ed 8§ the word io “elrow
» Vs locts dxy the word is "figurs.®
6key Is Die 8%, arts 5y Ce é@ ¥ETss Ge 1, avhe Lo
G Sentes I, flote 2, oua 1, avte 3, co
m‘r 8, cite 1, axvts 2, ad %,
ente, chap. &.
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predicating, ?&ﬁmﬁmi this de 2l I hsve @a sny about fmw #0Ce

i%-n-i now mat discuss seme of theee points,

~ The first rvoblem is €t fgoinss almost consteatly refers m the

catogovies us @mml and zosetines sa the wmost general gmm.g Horew
over, although he makes wany distineticns in the meaning of Pgonus,” none
of theae seen to diserivivate the vategories from the uoticn of generice
predicsbility,’ The distinction he often uakes setween "logiesl genus®
and "natural gemue” places the categories on the side of logle, dividing
ther ageinot natural classes which sgree in acue real principleeefor exe
szple, in having the same metter.? Tt sight ceem, thenm, that squinas prie
m&zy considers the calegories 4o be generae-that ie, clessifications of
baings. Tha sclutien to thiae a&fmw is thet the eategorical intellie
@kﬁitm are pvedicoted genericnlly; consecuenily, they cen be called

eneTs tasefar cs they are the prisary cutlines of definite intelligle
ﬁﬂﬁ.m&; t&@ categordcal fatelligibilities are determined in every define
ition, one of then is predicsted subsiantively of vhatever is delived; and
they properly divide into species 3 fiowever, inscler a8 the mﬁmim
intellizinilities terninate sicple wnderstanding, they
since the notion of genug includes predicetien,




mfwmmﬁefmmtﬁmewm@w@aﬁfmmmgw

mmmm m mofes of M&mﬁm, bt mwim with his geverne

mmmmm that Aquinne not only seys thet the mtier treate

ed in the logleal tuonk of estegories periains to the fivet act of the

&nmmat} but he alse saye that this part of logic subserves the firet
2

mﬁm@mmnm. i@wm&ém ﬁmz, m&mmwm

but to the divection of the first uct of the
ihe ters of the first set of the intellect !

poncerning them is that they mg mm be m a8 wmm in achieving
tion of ths function tegories hes any M in mm* logic.
Polloving ﬁrﬁa@ﬁ@g Agwinza' proper desipnation for the first aet of the
intollcet iz "undevstending of simples"-w"intellegentis indivisdhilium, ud
For, & definiticn reunhed by directed inguivy procisely iz not an LnCOBe
plex underetanding.” loveover, s diveeted aperaticn of the intellest rew
guires the intellset’s wderstaniing of 1ts own act, since the crder logie
cousiders, anly is ineefar as it is cowidered,; amd the intentions logis
conplders are known aaly when the intellect understands itself fo wndore
&mﬁ Boeever, the Tirst ast of the intellect is not sz} Gt
mmﬂ?, the izt act of the intellsct in itself connet Be divected by

m@@, ant definitions attained by divected inguiry ave not in themselves

§~ﬁg Ghe %' art. 1, ad 2,

JPost. anal., Proem ’ smeu, Afguinae vefers to the first
' wit  exprescion, contrasting It with the conpo
aim a& é&v&m of ﬁiw s@e@s& m; ke doas not mention “defiaition.”
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bdons of the fivat :m% of the intellect.

¢ rgﬁmmrsfwm%m@fﬁwﬂmtmtﬁ% m%mm@aam

&mcﬁmﬁsﬂm@ Mm%«mﬁ%%
mderstond cosonddsl ﬁiffﬁmm at m»é The soluticr
w’.‘i@ is &WW thiss "definition” can aignifly the tera of the Tiret ach
the intellect, precisely bocsuse the “intelligidility signif

3 ip o m&mﬁ flowe the source of this saying
ment fros the faot that wonds have some &eﬁai
n that thers is scowthing definite in &%Iiiwa significance
gailing the texm of evory slmde wnderstending thnt is m&m& ad m, &
“ﬂaﬁ’m&mﬁ then, is sioply that overy simple wndersiending ie of 2 defe
$n8somthat in, 1inited, o8 well oo determinetowsintelligible sspect of
reolity, The intediigibility signifiefd by o word i the defliniticn of ihe
pord, 128 definite meaning, ond 49 o definition of 2 thing, s genvine afe
peot of it, From all this, I conclude thet, for Aguines, = logicel treae
tize on oategories cennot svbesyve the Tirvst set of the intellect, dy ore
derving 1t in iiself, sinse the purported tevs of the first act--dofinie
tion-=oither is a sivple fatelligibility grasped without reflexive direce
p or e not obtuined in the first ant at alls So far as the ovigiesl
gesticn io concermedewshat squinas wesns by saying that the stuly of the

ezories subserves the firet act of the intellooteeths most likely one
4 is that oategories rmat Ve studied heocavee thsy sre modes of @m&m
cating, dsriving frem the first sct of the intelleet; alihough simple
derstanding in 1%e0)f genmot be guided by logie, it om de served aa,y m
to the sxtend that ity torninations onter into the second sct and achieve
their omn fulfilinent ihers,

1

sential m&ammﬁ Tn fact, Aquices

“Tu_Tosts onnls, 1, lect, vii-viii,

2y 8oy Dumy theol., T, aus 13, oTbs 1, e ond 6, e

5In Ponte pul., IT, lects vidde 9B, ge, Ibids, lect. xiid,

e £hool,, x, gu 13, ert. 1, o, and
staphysies iv, 1012%23,

1Y ~ m’ ; .u e




tho

% this that Paendo-Thomap

bout the lest six. mo i? the 1@&'

gtudy of the sstesories is & reduetion to price srinciples, such a
} m, if it %5 & study of zodss of pwede

enora of being, W@wzw of Sefinition, or

: probles of interpretaiion avises from Aguines' veferemce %o
%WM&: ag the apsois]l modes that 4dvide real b@mg.x 1% seews
really does not differ meh frowm fgvines vhen

lﬁa VeTey (e 1, arde 1, Co
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The fivet zoint to be noticed hers i thet lcuises Inaiets on the
smbigulty of the expression, "beimg of iﬁa@‘m’ﬁa he doom 7ol ifreat ifs die
rision into real belug snd being of reseon sg a division of ﬁmﬁﬁz&g nove
mft@, as Posudo-Thosns does. In ome way, "being of itaelf™ aignifics
what iz divided by the 4en cotegories, it vefers only o realities, and it

rresponds nuestion: “That s 127" In the obther way, %m of
smw aﬂgﬁiﬂ% everything of which a trus proposi armed,
smmm pegntions and roletions of veastm, s well s Pesl entities, and
it correspends to the questiums "Is mwg From the way Aqutmas mkes Wl

thing mﬁ How, the Tirst ach of the intele
pinstes in mﬁi’@@' with ﬁm thing, isscfer ss the thing is wnderm
Jonssquently, there osu be no m&w in the first =zot of the
B3] shich is not knowledge of maﬁi%@’o In raflscting on itesl?,
rever, the intellsct not only kmowe linits which do not beleng %o things,
buti sleo knows aogetions and the ovder proper o 1toelfy therefore, whnd

1 wiersteod es « sivple intelligidility con rewertheless become the
sulbj of s proposition which is twrue end afTirmativoe-for axauple: "Sone
veing s nonebeing,® wx‘, “ﬁmm is vnderstood by conirast with being,®

ragts "heing® which mignifies the fivet intelld.

PO evarything, shich is dtvided primerily Yy the oate-
gorienl m&nﬁm&m. @M@h are the first outlines of definite intole

ible stiuctures, with “being®™ which signifies the truth of 2 proposin~
ﬁ@m he considers the fivst to signify weality, Wt the second to simify
m%f Truth e in the intelleet and is introduced hy the intellects

! m’ te. 1L, chap, 1.
| m chaps &3 In Sent., IX, dist. 34, gu. 1, arts 1, o
ey 1ly Gist. 34, gu. 1, ards 1, Qe




bowever,; insofar as the true composition of the intellect cam be a knowle
a@@ that reslities are or o knovledge thet negntions end Sntenticns ave
L * signifying ﬁmﬁh denctes ell that the other seaning
m end m" In contvest with Pocufo-Thomss® notfon of universal
paines® yrimary division of "‘imimg” iz 2 distinetion of

fquines does apesk of the ton categories as gevews which oéd to bee
erainste node, fowmied upon the very essance of the thing. 2 Seee
ond, he saye that “ens," signifying levived from “eaae,y™
mammamﬁ third, he rofers %o negations, privitions, cad
gical intentions as "beings ef mamﬁ and he eonbreste these =ith mal
@ Mamm o evigtence. ?W mﬂ% he seye that ﬁ.ﬁ is of
m m&xﬁgzmwwmmm to subsigtethnt o, te be of itself,”
ain asys that the %mmg of = yelation iz o be to o wm’ﬁmaﬁ Fifth,

e inherent fm, anl Mﬁmmiﬁ A ONONAT
There sosus, then, to be 1ittle differonce botween PusudoeT

b g xg diat. 5@@ Giie 1¢ 28%e lg Cs
s T Ly o¥be Ly nef qus 21, o781, @
ity Iy Giate 3; e 1, arte 1y 5. o0d paosin




position and that of Aguinsg hiuself,

wvge of %sma; &aama ean madntadn mﬁ e ﬁa&mm of
pemgiihgtonce and relatione-but that Cod is

3 "Eesence,” in other wemm, rafers %o o &ammm intelligibhd
%Mﬁg auch 28 can he grosped sinply in the firpd %’@ of the intellects
for thia resson, he 2loo rofors %o essence v “guiddity=since what the
thing is, is the proger object of tho Pived m@aﬁ Soooriing to such 2 dam
berpinste intslligibility, for which the cateseriesl intelligibllities are
the fivet outlines, chjects subseguently sre elsssified in geners and arge
cice, insofer ae genmevie and specific predisations eccour. Consegvently,
hguinas can call the categordes Ygencra which 284 %o being privwerily me
ﬁ@mm& diverse modes founded in the very essence of the thing,” sinee

‘ orical intellicibilities sre the outlines of the determinate

=peeks of the relstion between belng and

the cstegories % ¢ stricter ways
The egeivocnl, the cnalogous, «nd the wniveesi ave not dlvided in

The mﬁwm" is divided acoording %o the thinge sige

mivor ivided svcording to diverse diff 33 by

@ smslogons 4o divided mwrﬁmg o Qiverse sodes. The
Mmg 18 “m&&mm analegieally of the ten pemersy ¢ is M:ﬁ’i@&ﬁ into
then sccoriing %o diverse zwdes. Therefore, to evary genus
proper node of predicating.d

;1. i Is Gdnke By que 4y o0be 25 o ond avte By Co Aguinas ol

jes logieal ggmm‘ .m mwlw I, que 88, arte 25 od 4.
zi% @“ﬁ > chapse 3o Shid, Wihs LRl iy one 35@ arte Gy Ce
41n Sente, T, diste 22, que 1, axt, 3, od 2 "54 secundun dicendun,




In other worde, the division of being by the estegories

tiong the categoriesl intelligibilities add to and deteswine

ammm of boing, it follows that each of the categeriesd mwzmnzxu

iﬁﬁm becomes o proger lismit of prodfcoting. Hecouse the categorionl fne

mnmmm iinit bedng, they iizmit predicstion vhem they eve predie
generically or when amything of vhieh they cen be prediceied, ie

L for the fivet point, then, Aquinss does divids being stw

cording to the ten mmgm, shich add diverse modes, founded

rediestion acoording G mmugzm
fizat act of the intellect.

beipgs It might svem from this point that for iguinss,

ice *m mz@gi% é@éem mﬁm m&w ia ea
. @%ﬁi}t de

s arde 1y Gs 21%& Bey DG DN,




‘ ] %im;s out that "ens” in the first sense is deri
ﬁ‘wm *‘m,‘* ke typlically contrasting it with “res,” which refers move
—_— in such @w%mﬁ@m; m peint is thet the various ;
soand 1 intelligibilities de vot add any recl determinmaticn to the fn.
mmmnw of being oriserily-grosped, but only scoe mﬁm OF T8lae
tiom of Such aﬁﬁaﬁmg of cowrse, csn be made only through
gocond set of the intellect, eince there is ne dirvect wnderstonding
anything not meal. In the seoond mot of the intsllsct, heweve
givilities whioh o b conddtioned by intelleciual cempazrdson
trust are josited uwoconditionsily. “Dvery amm&a m&%@g signifise
mﬁs&m@ existing in the natuve of mﬁx@. Consegusntly, wo take the
word we use o eignify the primery intelligibility from the set of being
Binee, however, ihat intelligibility is predi
tellizibilities and is lluited lbevely, ue we hove seen, wo cun odd to the
iuitinl intelligibility the relation to determinate cssential structures
thus, o form the transcendontul notion algnified iy mgﬁ squinas’
statenents to the offoct that wo devive "ens” from “esse,” therofore, cxe
plain etymoiegy, not the cognitive process. Just by iteelf, withoub suy
sddition, the first act of the intellect is ordered to the seoamds in the
mm act, we kaow that things existy thevelove, the aimp)m mﬁl&i@hﬂ«-
ity of being, without any addition, is 2 common kaowledge
t&s&m&, aithough these ave not knowa to oxist by ﬂ&mﬁi@

mﬁw is in mﬁym to a thing's act of mmg."g mm

m to beingr conseo ; he ﬁm W‘ﬁ mmm cpenitive criority of exe
istantiad mm@n o %‘l’m ghjects understoed in the Pirst aot of the ine
tallect, Por souinas, we do not know things withovt keowing them in ovder
to grovnd cup mowledpe in the things themselvess; raiber, wo begin e hnow
%mm, and provesd ic lmow thom sove-first snierstsnding mwmm%m
popects of them, them bmowing that they arve.

48 to the third points Aquinas vefers tc negations, privations, snd
logicad intentions o "beings of reaseny® he conirests these with resl bee

e _VBTepy GUe 3, arte 35 Cof 2B Sonikey 1
L)

“De Vere, GBe 1y arte 1, G

4ibid,, aue 1, srts 1, co




meing in the nsture of thir
fies the truth of & mmiﬁ@m.z

&m amiy for the intellecd ﬁmw. Peeudo=Th
wss in the firvet act of the imbellect; it presup tinotion
‘ gtabldlity of what can Yo ponsesced %y & subject znd the mmm
ity of wvhat caly oan be an ebject of thowghts FPoeudoeThomag' division ale
turpe could be koown %o be in things cuteide by imtuition. Per this reas
sences, and considers actual existence %o be on addition to eseence

thing to thing evd individusl %o common beings Aquinas does am.?”

A8 to the fourth points Aguinas seems %o accept definition of pave
ios by reference to exisience. The boelc answer
zplenation siveady given in vespect to “ens™
pgorieal mmx,mmmm Wiy cannot

to us, : ‘ itieronce it make
knowledge. It fo mmw mm%m that mm Mﬁﬁiﬂ&m
nortod shatance-="being existing by it-

m 1, dist. 24, que 1, azds 1, Co

2& YBFes GRe 21, arte 1, €.

PPe 59-60.
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I,ﬁ"!‘ g@m@nmtammmmm@ammwmmmmmm

2o of mﬁvﬁ.ﬁmﬁ, azmmm. 3@% an Zm mm in
AN i.ﬁ m w ﬁs.? an %mm @ vaflootion

bility from others.

“hat does discrisinate the aceidental intelligihilities from sube
stancs, for Aquines, is thot they include & determimation fo the intellfe
EiBility of substamoe such that they comnot bo defined nor nosited through
predication without rafevence to 4%, 21though thoy swe grasved sscarately
and estegorised independently,” According to this, Aquinas distingnishes

ezistonce and the 1ntelligibiliiy of an accident; evnmy acoi-
€éent is in itz subject, hut the precise intellisidility of the aceldamt
@oee nct inelude the subject. 5 Sometimes, Aquinss expresses this point by
saying that cooldents have o double intelligibility, one as an aceident,

s acoording to their particunlsy mm;g at other tines,; he distine
puishes betwesn the existence snd the intelligibility, pointing m*!; that
th@ ageident is in the svbject, but hus its om mmmgmuﬁw. Relaw
tions, for instonce, have their being in thelr subjects, but their intele
ligibility is wholly in vefevence to ancther; the spparently existentisl
definition of relation be soumslizmes zives i3 a veference to its intelligie

360Ley Tp dints 27, g 1y arte 1, 0., ad 2,
p Hotn., VII, leet. i3 Do en ente, chap. vie

*In Sent., I, diste B, qe 4, a2t < 3y oo ddot. 10, art. 2, 00 5y
W; 1igte 12y QUs 1y arts 1, qutia. 3, ad

‘;m_,,. I, dote 8, Gue 4y arte 3, o
% diat. 2@' gue 1, art. 1; ¢e



bility, which he divides agsinst existence.® So far as this point is
serned, m& there is ne basis in Aquinas, other then his locse fermine
oy for Poeudo«Thamest &%ﬁwg& to define the categories by refersnce 4
existential condi § morecwer, theve is no possibiiity in ‘quinas' doce

; groending intelligibilities end thedr 2istinetions in ¢
hy mmxw m&mf:im, since there is no intelleotun]

these points hove boen grmsped, the measages in which Aguinas,
@m&aﬁa@; on Avistotle, spparently derives ihe categeries and thelr Qlsw
M%m by reforenee to the msm, inhavent forme, cnd oxternal denonie
“ rregsent no grest @immﬁ.ﬁy. The point of these snalyses
‘ things sre in various waye. It is not €0 redvee some of the
waye in which we thirk of thinge to rrior principles, tut to discover the
various mofles in which thinge sre, working from the different woys ccorrde
ing to which we predio sate, snd presuppesivg the diverse categori
lﬂgibzu%% which determine these nofes of predication. Conseq
then Acuinas podnts out thet we predicate according te relaticn by the
mmrm of one thing to something else, he is not reducing
@m;m principles, tut he iec showing that things avre W mmmm to
things, not merely by whet they definitely sve in themee)
p in then as & forme Horeover, when he poinis out that wa
d sories an extringic émm%m,

i Lying ings, but he is pointing out that things ave,
mm,wmww@mmsmmmm M@mmmmmm
mm, when fm, to %llﬂ,m inte absclute mw-—m Ookhan®
verge of sbsclute individunls, Aguines' world is a scedety of things
tim% secopding to what @:&my are in themselves, but also interdependent

concepts intuitively=

m‘, ddste 35, que 1y aThe 1, ad 1o
%@ PaStnaet sras My HI. ient. Vi % %’ ’é’, lect. i%e




it is never the case in a oreature thut theve is real identity botween
what belongs to diverse r and thet moticn &8 (e sawe suoordd
amm, although it is asetion for the opent eud jassion for the poe
tient,” Tnsofar as action ond passion are diverse moles of being, the di-
versity iz real, oven though ths vrocese only ds in the potient as in a
subject, Comsequently, overy creatad mmmy belongs to & predicament.
nothing which is ot mal iz in o predienmen begories ar
ew@la%}y exclusive of one anp' considers the lest six or
! govies ne less resl and no lese veally distinet than subsiance,
gm&mtg, mﬁ quality.

In sun, Aguinnss conaidern the oxtesories 4o be modes of rredicating
deriving from the primory diversity of sizple intellizible asvects syasped
in the firat act of the intellect. For Aquinss, these modes of predicaw
tiom are orior to the Aistinction of trediesbility, which derives frem the
setunl relation of & prodicste to n subjeet in the second ect of the ine
%@}1@%. The %‘%@g@ﬁm ave meither common natures, noy are m AL efore

sgovery of diverse modes of being and they function m ﬁmﬁ&m
wprdered experience of the world, making distinetions in

noorning the eotegoriege
thelr nature and mm@im in the thyee @Wmmﬂ &mﬁ%i theoriat.

‘ oy Pseudo-Thomas, the categories ave gepersw-that is, classifice-
‘kzmm of the @’&3@% wndevotoed in the first not of the intellect, These




zed in thinge, their diseriminetion i the intellest
snalysis in shich several degrees of rewowal from the
Mﬁ?ﬁm exiating by t&m&m asre distinguished, The most sisnifie
enn sorimination is botwesn subatantial notupes, which ave ddrectly oxe
&awm under spatial-temporal linite in individuasle, ond accidentsl maw
m, whish only exist #ith and by veans of substenidal natures; the next
importent diseriminafion is between absclute patures, which are gremde
in mm individusle, snd the relative natures, which are grommded

m absclute natures and voferonces emeng individusls. FasudoThomes
mm of the cetegories resupposes s troatmont of the wmm.
The treatise on the prodionbles explaing how objects suitedle for olassie
fication @ﬁ@m@ %a@r the fm&m and applyving

M@Fmof@mm M@ and m@nmmx mmmmm M3mm~
qmﬂmm. Sueh & reduction io essentisl 4o Poendo~Thommst logie,; sinee

ﬂ@im@sagmmsgmwm@mmsmmmmmmmm

s Teatogory® itaslf is = ee

cond-Intontional sign of carw

mm sinples of fived immm, or groups of fivet end sccund intentions
0 " o y i .‘ v o o N8 T e fm &Wm @f

fizet intention ave &ﬁﬁm m ench @m heoause

in aifferont ways. Mseouse the AifTeremt waps of eignifyin,

@@mpm 4o different naturss or different individual m,m, o GRelye
sach other for the constructive logician, who regulates the uwse of the
simples in the forma complexes, The zoat hasie distinotion io boe
tween absolute signs of individual things; which fall in the cstesopy of
comotative @W of those seme things, shiech f21l in the
agories ravar, Ockham slisc distinguishes a rertain sroup of
mmm qmmm%m terms which ave abaolute aﬁm of canlities distinet
from and inherent én in@dvidual substances; concrete aualitative terms ave
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sigpe lances wnd the really
ﬁimsimt gealiities, mmﬁm &gy @bmha&@ torme of one Kind or the other,
thus are real and yveclly distinet frox esch other; other distivetiuns
M@ﬁg the estegordes are reduced o 4ifferent mofes of signifying. This
trestmont of the cstegories presupposes an examinetion of the diffevences,
grownded in medes of signifying, between the groups of intentions signis
fied by such seocnd intentions ss “individusl,® "universal,” "gemus,"”
Pgpecies,” and @0 cn. The purpose of this treatment is not te explain the
origin of the simple signs, uit mevely to clarify meaning

ond intentions and the distinctions among the first mmnm; however

in poking the veguired clarificsticms, » reduot

physical and cognitive distinctions, kmown by intuition, ccours. e
treatzent, which imvolves this reduction, is essemtial for Ockham ,
sinee withont it the logiedan would net heve o suitable dmovledre of hie
waterials and fools,

For Aquinas, the loglesl treatment of the catesoriss doss not ine
¥olve & veduction to yrior principles, since the estegoricsl iutelligidile
ities sre atwple, divectly rmderstocd, diversified of themselves, and
principles of diverse modss of predicating, Fredicable relatlonships ave
not presuppose® W the calegories, nor ds sn intuition of imdividunl
things presupposed by the distinction of the categories. The logieal
funetion of treating the categories iz to observe how rredications sre die
verpified Yy the primary divereily of sirple intelligibdlitiss; in such a
m@m&, mesns ave indlcated for discerning eases in which gredicstion
is poowring scecvding to the variows modes, The primary intelligibhility
of being is divided by the cotegories, since it is messuved by them in e«
inz predicated of then snd scoording ¢o them, ¥Thile Aguinss, wnlike
Ockhen, considers the intelligibility of being firetegrasped te Yo & come
dition of the definite undersiending of things and a principle for @ige
erininating »hat can be posited wnoonditionally from vhet conmot be posite
ed sxeept Tor knowledge, he dves not treat being e o covmon mature Pove
ticipeted in and divided by other matures snd iadividuais, nor does he di-
Ma reality Trom inteniional being sccording %o 2 4ifferenes within sine
ple understonding, For iquinos, mono of the cotegordes io less traly real
or less truly dAistinet then another, although the modes of being, discove

......



erad by the examinntion of instomese of gredieation sooording
farent categorics waddcs:

st defindtien, scbateses 1o mga 1% fancticns both as & 1isit of defie
nition and es & mesne for dieerimiveting Jefinite chbjecte in experience

s o me to oveid denpere of uallisited Wﬁi@a,
which I thirk are irhevent in PeeuloeThomse' work, snd dangers

S%m% ﬁiﬁ%mms;m, vhich I think ere inhevent in Wm'& wotk. I do
net find & commayable &

However, I think this exeminastion of the three deelrines o the eate
egordes le sufficient to chow that the oppoeiticn concerning the motuwe
ignificant differvencee in the actusl destrines
ategories. Yo suppose that these three logiosl trestments of the
ew&wm éﬁr not significantly differeuorely bocsuse they all refer to
substanes, quantity, relatien, qmﬁ&y, enf 6o on--gecms o e to suppome
that all three positions are merely verbzl. The thves positions do 4iffer
in i‘.?m:if noticne of what the categories are, in thelyr trostment of the
asuy zie of the eaﬁe@ariw, in what
trectuent in ths zeg%, in ¢their division of the categordes
relation of then %o individuals =zed to being oUurse
gued that this entive Jisegroement nothing to do with logicwthat 4t
is & mestaghysical end psychological debete with no bearing on the real ise
sugs of legie., 7o such an objeetion, I can respond ooly by pofinting out
that the disegreements bave considersble ef
frstances define ”1@@@5’5 moreover, the disagreesents BHCED
mm&mmmmmia@mammmm mmm. To
mmgmx%e, maﬁm&mm&‘*w m&h&gﬁm hot-
ever, aeny ‘reatment of 4ifferent logics should examine 383
twoen the varicus positions, not nevely essume thot one of them Gefines
"logie” and thet the others csn be nessured by its standardn.

It seems to s thet there are certain vespecis, vhich mﬁﬁ be gigs
aificant for hases of epyosition other than the cne I am considering,
which the three deoivines on the categories agree b




m mmmwm other mw&a, to emm some ground for ﬁ&mﬁw and
defiinite significance prior te the complox whick com be true or filse.
Althoughs th&ir notions of substance differ greatly, all thres try to age
Bign it s funetion a3 a limit of underetanding ond o ground of discursive
thoughte Fasude~Thomns and Ockhem are dipestiy eouse ,

euce of objecte understood or ﬁm@ intentions ¢o existing individuale
Asuineg aleo 48 conger
sithough the relationship between logical distinctions and smetaphysiesl
&S&é&‘fiﬁ@ﬁﬁ is vevorsed in his case--modss of bofng ave prior to the catew
gorias, cevtainly, but eur kaovledge does mot follaw the same srdor. The
reraris ¥ made in the comelusion of the luet chapter concerning the 24ffere
euces bhelwesn the three positiono in metophysics and theary of mowledoe
also are spplicsble here; noresver, the different views of rveflexivity inw
volved in the thewe positions explain why the jrocedurss used in treating
the categories st be ifferent,

| ievange of my ecnolusdong to Johm of St. Thomas
logie, litile needs be said. I I an undepstending Aquinss, it io clear
thot John of 5%, Thouee does noty hwwever, since I sm not engaged in o
primarily historical stuly, I oliall not assert a definite conclusion in
this watter,

John holdas that the study of the csntegories is necessary to find the
ar3 sential matterw-that is, eignificsnt tersu~for coientifie
tegories to be olusses, ordering these sige
nificaut terms. Mo treats the properties of the categuries 56 real prope
erties, and ke is forced %o distinguish the logieal tvactnent from the
Mﬁm scionces by Mgm*s %W ’%immy, he thivke

tevprs pages in vhich iquiness rofeve to %ivmﬁi%y in
%@ first sot @f the intelleet in asccorfance with Tescufo-Thomas

Thows, e Cite, Is 25%%%&%‘
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irection,” fe thinks there is formal universality in the firat act
@ft&e%@i&a&&yam&i&mmﬁe&m&mﬁmtmc Far this point,
he cites certain suthentis works of ﬁgma, but he depende mimm

gk imi&” He @gl@im that m i3 not e strict a@%ﬁi%m, since
substance supreme genus, Lut he claims 1%t to be o m&w intelligh
bility neverthalesss 3 Hie interprets

Johe ezplaing Aguinas® mmm
M@n of m!&ﬁm fran thelir foundaticns in mza% in eszveemcnt

mﬁ je not éimﬁy reiam*k.

. V. shonid BRETDREDe it hes ton paris: ancient i o aval
:ismmg on the one hand, cnd modorm mathonsticsl syotoms 2s 8 mm, on
the other. He thinks thet logie bemen with o stuly of longisge, procecded

to Mﬁmg i? mﬁm m&m'@, bk ﬁa H
(@wm %@?mﬁy ;ﬁ’l‘l‘\vv?;‘:;— e ‘

oL1ove : & 8 @ﬁ%ﬁmﬁm maﬁm' In jerd bevme,

Srpia %5%% 20. e vafers to § . ﬁ; chape i1 for
1P ~ ﬁ?@mﬁa@g en am%hengﬁs m&age n a%m@ with 4¢3

N %é&z?« 19. It s beve thet Jcbn uckes his rearkal
gg&g =3t defense of the enthentieity of S, £, 1.3 of. Ws Bﬂr 120




- The bedy of Father Clark's book consiets in & very selective history
of mgi@; veginning with Lrchytes, Plato, and iristotle, and procceding
through Boethive, (sssicdorus, ﬁammg Poter of smm, Albert the Gueat,
ﬁwm, and Ocklam, Fether ema@ tchnde heming
these suthore made stste
e, ean be fit fnto the mofern colouli, Hio a@msmim which he a
inesoapable, is that one comnot be en exponent of scholastic Iegic end &
repudintor of the provesitional caloulue st the same ,M that anyone
who saye he is “dose not knov statenents, docee not Xmow the logieal prie
w&‘tzx of statonent caloulus to the theory of the syllogism, and shove all
@mmmmmm@mwa Wis gereral conclusion akout logle
seems to be that theve really fs wo Jifferarce botween troditional and
modern logle exsepie 1) 4n what doss not peréain to logie, and 2) in the
mach grester completensss, techniosl perfectien, snd cvernll satisfastorie
m of the sofdern m&ﬁ

- It seems to ms thot Pather Clark in his ocutline of the history of
loglo, concsives all traditiomal logie %o be of my firet type. 4t the
seng time, he himself seoms to censider Ingic really fo be @ymtoxs Vhile
there is foo little ovidenco in his work to be ceriadn, I suspect his omn
peaition is of ny scoonf typeelosie is on art. 5o far a8 I can £ind,
Pather Clazk dees not montien the ontepories in his entive book, slthoneh
the thwee logieianz I on examining ¢rest them ss an eosentisl paet of loge
fo. Rather, he trests am logieolly relevent only those parts of trodie

Yorarte, on. sits, po. 87-8, i, 7 59
}ﬁsiéq ppe 1=2, 60, 85 (comsont en and ewototien foom Miller),




15 RILNPoaan, e T Ee) vy ,4‘* mﬁ m 58
EEneernsd wi%& wrlidity, rather thon with truth, and that the fivet
nts #ith ehich logie desls are propusiticesl fuiws, yuther than oatee

oncerned with i@ that Father mm :&m act seen 0 Yee
seption of 1@@2@ is mm other than the one he age

, MO FOaCHSS &5 m%ﬁﬁﬁ Mﬁ mm
sut by the moterisl he coosiders. For the lust poind, considex
Father Clavk comeludes thet the statement caloulue ie xs«mm' to the ﬁmm

; iehdy than tz‘m other mﬁ&mla;

In & puxt of his logie before that in which ave found the formlas

Clask does m@k&m} Zince Ockhan was not performing o mg@mﬁw malym

gis of walidity, it secms siremge that he did not know enough ebout

was prior in his own logle to trent i% firvet. Hore important,

4s the fact that Pather Clark has m&@m the main amtm in bis analy

ﬁis of the relations betwoen traditional o : Loglow-namns

m traditionsl logic thet doss not tronelate into thevrers of the salene

wweparded as logicnlly irvelevand. Thother it can or not
pends ugon how oue defines "logie;™ hwm, if 1% is the omse th

aii%mi logiclens such as those I am exsmining ETEE




Peendo=Thoms, m and Aﬁwﬁm all am hove put theze teche
niques to wss, slihough the parts of logic in which they would be used
mmm be only "2 emsll end velotively insigni portion of the whole
of logic.*

Professor Veatoh, by contruet, recognizes sowe of the dongers ine
wolved in %&ﬁm mmﬁsal &asmﬁim about i@gﬁ@; He does wot claim

: a&iﬁa?szs fo the reguire-
m of g%&%éh@%mm mnm In hig mm.} there is one book wh
he mﬁm; & beok on which he velied hoavilyewlohn of St, Thouss? Axs
Logica. He soems to take the position thet meteglyslcs s prisr to Yoge
&e, and that logieal entities must be known by o aetaphynica) reduction,s
s position is that dntentional logie is the real logie; rathomatics} loge
ic is perhaps mathomatics, but §% is not really logic 3 in intontional
loghc i3 one which coneidors iutentions, rathar thanm veal things; intone
tions ave forual signs-that is, things whose whole Yoing v in being aige
niflcant of something other them f&ﬁm@mﬁ

Profeseor Vestch's objection to mathematical logie bedng called
"logie” is thet it ic noneintentionaleethnt is, 1% deals with resl entities
or velations, not =ith formal m'ﬁ He bulilds hie argument by exsnining
Bussellts realistio treniment of prepositionsl forms., He realizes that
thet these too Geal with Yealweas againet intentionslerelsticns, even
though those relaticas are only possible, not sctusl. FProfessor Veatch
does not meution Dewey's logle, or any similer system, doubtliess b 9%
he fakes mathematicnl logic as auch to be his He does iadies
that he censiders the losc of the categories, including substenee, in
matheseticsl logle, to Le very cbjestionsble,

§% 9 ;ﬁf@% if & i@gi,s ¢e to be an instrupent of knovile
TR, W 5o :é" EXE 4 thaby "h‘;;;“é#, @mﬁ h@ W&&m W
%iﬁ%@tﬂ@fﬁ&@%@h&&%k&%ﬂ%&%ﬁ@i@@%&

‘Ibids, Pre 393395  “IbiGe, pPe 20-20,  Ibide, chup. §ite
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On the basis of these few points, I do not procume
mant on Professor Veateh's avgument. It does seem ¢o me that he hms DOT-
haps not developed the type of logic he wanted, because he has msde the
logical ontities into terms of krowledge in themsolves snd has pet himeelf
ia the mtm af requiring a vetaphysicsl redvotion. The question dee
‘ rofessor Vestoh's logic intemiionsl?™ ¥ell, it may be, but “fntenw
%&m" i® highly cubiguons, and 1t moy turn out to Bo none-intentionsl 4n
wvery much the ssme way that fussellts logie is conefntentionslesbut with
mpee{: tc concepts, rether tham propesiticns. I wonder, in other worde,
whether Crofessor Veam‘ﬂa has given sufficient attention to the different
positions pessibtle concerming the reletion of = logie to 1ts subject mate
ter sné bas fivnly esteblished himself iu the ome he wunte,

Another questicn concerning Frofesser Vesteh's work is whether he
is not mixing two distinct sets of opposents, with 111 effest for hie own
ergument. (n the one hand, all of the %&%mlﬁ I an studying
the priorily of the categories %o the propesition and on the necessi
substanes as e limit. On the other, none of the modeyns %o whom I have
reforred sesms eoncermed with simples prior to the simplest propositions,
or at least; nome of thes is concermed with using wnything like sudstance
ag o 1ivit of significance. I augpoet that some bread differcnces between
traditional logic znd modemm logle might be clarifiod by ifnvestigating the
relation of both to substanoe, and by trying to detoraine the sigmificsnce
of the sppavent shift in emphusie frem truth to validity end from the PP
mecy of temms to the primsey of propositiens. Iy owm investigstion doos
ot omecern this guestions howower, it would be relewsmt to such an e
vastistion 4o mmiﬁ ecanfuaing tvo distinet cetn of opposit I sus-
pect that Profleasor Vesich has fellon into ewch a confusion; howaver, I
Mm his work 'md respect his breadth of visien nnd modecty.




