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Iv TR PROPCSITICN

PeeudceThomee! Objectifiontion of Truth

Logic gxanine Poendo-Thomeet treatise on ﬂm gﬁﬁ@w%ﬁ.@g Cnce u@ﬁf&‘&g
I mm not attenpt e conplete anglyeis of the treatise, Wt e censiderse
tion sufficient to show the effect of PeeulosThouss® aelion of mm a8 &
seience of secientific knowiedge en bis dectrine comcerning the proposi-
tiom., This Gcctriue io necessary o his logle v orfer to understend the
syilogizm, of ehich propositions sye ports. 1t rests firsly on the foune
@ution of his mamt of the rpredicebies and the estegevies, where he
ined origin of the :;bjm% Wr@%ﬁﬁg whieh are signified Yy

iug trestlees 10 tuo wayB.

mtamwmwmmmﬁ Second, the previous treatises
' neerned ceriained o the Pirst operation of the intellest,
ending, in m&.@ the thiug is kuowa as o its sssence; this
second operation of the intelieet, conposie
tion and @iﬁﬁ% in vhich the intellect joims one thing with sacther, or
sg fron another, by "to be* end “mot o be."

@ﬁm%mﬁmﬁﬁmm&

lﬁm E@z. VI, chap. xviiis tr. VII, chap. v
Spp. V1L, chope ie



city of the first, this simplicity only is velative., Ve have seen alveady
how he explsine the constitution of the sinple cbjeet underatood

joot is & compound of & firste-intentional mathwre ond secend
doterminations; it alvesdy has beon elothed in the prediesbles, which To-
lute the natupe in the soul to ether natures aceonding to thelr relations
to things outside, ant in the ealegorical mmm, which relate the e
devatood nadture to other @h&m% underetond socoriing 10 ronuivonen
of the natures mzm, grovndef on mw@aﬁm mimmﬁm of m

@ tho ﬂm@ ect of m intellcot. Second, Pesulo-Thone

of the -exformames of the sccond set of the intellect as
things by "to Ye” snd "mot to L™ s an acoue
mm m&m&m of his view, I shall mm thie point directly. Thixd,
t@lm trestises s a &&m to m view of the relations beleeen
erations of the intellect, for it infieates his notion of signif

What T meen by sspisg thot Poeuvdo~Thomes' initial deseription of the
FEPRATION » seoond set of the intellect fe sn acouwrate indlcation
wM&ﬁm; w&ea&m&e&%@ﬁm&%%@ theary of the cormula. Fe
expleine that s categorical proposi $ion, which is one abselulely, bus
three partss two of these, the subject and the preficute, ave primeipsl
ports, while the third io ammmm trost Prom bis stntemant,
» evemple b wooe-tHan e on onioal"e-it spoesre thet he conelds
are the mmﬁ m gm&&mtﬁ to be povme ond the coyulo & verds coreover
&%?m&%smmﬂ the eopule is predicated es o third pard, it cocus
weifers the m@x}&s to be distinet from the reredicete as well as
Faeudo«Thonss s.mm to the verd "tosbe,” in its




roeulosThomas® expliclt trestment of the vorb bears out this intere
mm%‘ mammmm that verta eignify aotion as such, he ine
nherence of sction in s m&m ag the ressen why verbs NoTw
ed to the pmzm@-ﬁm He is perticulerly interw
motion as nouns, in the subject-

and gmim, or its inherom
then the verb hos the force of a sowi. FPaoudo
& vorb beloags in the predicutee-pliccs, not ouly becoume
thon s such whieh Lsheves in ¢ suhjeet, but glso boususg 4 red]
eation here must be & vordb, "sinse o verb luports the composition B;:
ghisk the sabjeet fs couposed with the | rmﬁﬁa&t&.“g Iz this contaxt, the
prplansdion sesmg o mo o oesn that an unvesclved verh sust be in predle
catewplace, since it inclefes in it mesning the copula, whose proper
fonetion is o evpress thy composition of the noun vhich io ineludsd im
the sesning of the waresolved varb, with the soun in svbjecteplace. The
eopuls §s by iteelf o pawt of the propesition, then, slthough it is s less
prineipal purte
Hy saclyeis clec is borne out by Peeudeih

he drews on cnslogy between the subject, prodiccte, and copuls
body, soul, and fom of the wholes-wthat is, the concrete component:
end hanity.’ fow the form of the whole, while £t inclules both parts,”
4o éistivet from then, fer it is shat the Intellect understonds of the
thing, while they sve componenis of the congrefe ﬁhﬁn@ﬁ “Hrwnity”™ sig-
nifics the form oxistisg chjectively iu the intellocts! the copula, therse
fore, significs the twa prineipal ports inacfar nz they become cme object
for the intelleet. There sre, three saets of a %?ﬁ@ﬁﬁiﬁm; tﬁw
gubject and pradicaie survespond te two thinge which y
each wt}sarg vhile ‘he copula corresponds to the unily of tm torme of

arison, insofar ss it becomes an ohject ¥mown, Conmaguently, o

thing,” and
puThonas ales explaing that
it &Wm Bipm

e in 6 m&:m, as it m a cartain
2 A i
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Pgoudo~Thomss says the sccond operaticn of the intellect is that by which
things are composed another, by "to be® and "not to
he.“l ho means precissly thal pre-snistent contents ave jolned or diwided
in & single object of unferstanding. The reasons for tiis view of the
proposition will eppeer when I enplain Psewdo«Thomest doctrine en truth
gnd w&m&

PeseudowThomset restriction of linguieti
proposition, ond those following
‘ of amgm words o their ﬁmﬁ% a8 gm @f' a proposition.

} ere amamm@, but reither true nor m,

tha and am which are trae or mﬁ
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do not, and positive cnd negutive prepositions ave twue or false, az%mgh
neither their parts sor csriain other kinds of sontence sve true or m
Aristotls i iusistisg upon the eignificance of the parte of & yroposition,
as well as upon the siguificancs of sentonces which ave not vropositiona,
and distingaisndng thic significmnce from triath sud D2lelty s eharply o8
possible.

PasudowThomas does vemark that nouns ond verbs have sipgnificance,
althaugh their parts do not,> and he contrasts them with sentences shose
ignificent %m%mﬁ hewever, he doss net diresily contrest

the significsnce of esparnte terms with their lack of truth and fulsity,
&2 Aristotle doss. We peints cut t&&%maﬁam@,&@mmﬁfm
of "to be," do not sigaify truth er felsitys” howsver, ho Goes mot insist

tonificence of verbs in this context, and seems to indicote thal

the eases of the nown ave not properly m@@m&ﬁ In hie first dee

&sﬁyﬁm of the proposition ke does mot mention truth and M#&g;é in

/ pcond description, he mentions £t only to contrast the propositicn
m&mw’l%rwﬁ%m; not to contyest it
u&mm’f It 0 1n this same context, hosever, that he divides due

ﬁﬁa other sentences

| m is or ie not in soscthingethust
sxplaing the distinction b@ the iﬁm@f& fon
in the mind of the hvaver. He then ex@mﬁm mg ﬁﬁm the use of 3%&
; communionte, {4 ie well that perfect and fuperfect speach are dee
fined by “to cwiss sense, or o eignify,"° Thus be ldentifies perfect
significance with the propositien snd fmperfect significenge wiih the
tomss, vhich osa be cousidered only insofar es they ave parts of the props
osition.

[oid s%@ﬁm mmﬁim éﬁ.ﬁ&w m&a gﬁmimitm, guia




mee and truth, end his cen restriction on the signifie
¢ SRR mﬁm of WMM@ his
notion hae m mm ?&mt@ %w iﬁmﬁﬁm agignification »ith the come
pundoative value of lanzusgew-that is, to eignify le te couse sense in the
: Second, he considers significatien o be relsted to the
m&m ;gam of o significent ezpression as fomm is related tv mate
iy signification is the structure of speech !w vhich it come

which makes letters or syllsbles Snto to somn.’ The nom and vorb signify
objects understoed, such cs have been mw& in the zm%m mﬁmﬁ
¥hy, then, does he net gront the neun ecmplete significoncs o dref
somsmnicative of a &imgie object mmmari? It seems
ghie and the ?RM@ of a treatise on the proposi

mmim&aﬁmwmﬁm%wam

PeeulosThomea' notion of logle ds thaot it iz & roflexive eamlyeis of
éammm econclusions trennforms ther inte that possession of the
intellect which is mﬁmﬁ&m knovledge. 7 In this wnderdizking, the trese
tise on the pmm&ﬁm plays e vital role, for it expleing the parte of &
m;m which, in appropricte metter, is dezonstreticn. Wot enly ore
w m the formsl @yn@m &mﬂy mﬁﬁm& hsve inscfer

?% PP 18-21, 36-41.
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sidered in the game way, for UseudoeThomas seys that in denm onsteative scie
gnce, "by the esys of msm, he is led through mw&m to considering the
mm&mm@kmmp@mma&mﬂ Hotice that he does not
ssyr "to finding the true® or "to sgreeing to the true,” but “to considere
ing the true,” a8 if the truth alvesdy were presen
bs considered with respect to its origimstion from what is proper to the
ng koown, Desenstration, then, ie mgﬁmﬁ iv order that one man, who
maaéy is awave of the twuth, can cowmunicate his aewarensss o snothery
44 does not add to what is known sbout $hings, but it adds to the intele
1@@%03 explicit awsreness iready inowe., The legical trestuent
of the prepesition sust explain how to reduce knowa trutbe-that is, truth
58 objective in the intelloctw=ts objects understcod, eince what is come
smodaated §u demenstrative disesurse will be reduced through this middile
to content slveady in the grasp of the dntellsci. Exnel
®honse porforms this reduction will be chown by exa

sudo=Thopas? notice of the cbjects undersicoed is that they are &
povipound @@f 6 peture end intentionz. ¥e hove seen clresdy how he explains
the origin of these c’ajw%s in the things outeide and in the intelleet ite
rins ite action by roflecting upon the vature posited in it
geifs I heve pointed out that PecudosThomas never sepavates the nature
" but trests the mzwmﬁ 88 & anlt vhich cannot be
though various fmﬁm in its derivation

oms to me that

minlex of nstuzes and intentions, individusls end their habitudegwn]
ded in the one mature of m fowever that may ’m. it is clear

jnsofer as it &s an @hjm of the mnm; this m@ ig rofuced
the intelleot's prie

t leanst, uot in ordinsyy scientific discourse-sines
nddng of thew ss chjscte 1s presuppo




ﬁﬁkmﬁm%iﬁe@ﬁmﬁaﬁmmmﬁmﬁﬁmwmm For
PoeudosThones, we do beve on intuition of indfviduel thirge independent
@f our kmwleﬂm of thems however, the thinge are mot known éxoept insoe

mderptand the %‘ﬁm‘ @%&mﬁ%lynﬁmﬁ iay @W in the chject
itoods consen opsunicste on objevt tndeTe
st@aﬁ to m&am, since the other mﬁm not have ammg to shich €0 roe-
duce the esmmication, 4f he 444 not elready waferstend the obleel.

Given thie notion of logic an@ this thesry of objsots wmderstood,
single noup ev verb cannct be granted complete significance, since it cane
not by itsel? comnumicete snyihing. I a potential ewidl

eps of the ways iu =hich what he understanis
yo can be compunicsted te hime If ke uwnderstands Qb
44fie knowledge of thely crigin in his own ialellege

tual possosalonBe-thet s, if he hus read the earlicr trestises of this

lcgiomethan dononetrat rodused to groepositicns, propesitions
ghisets wndercicsd, end demonstration therely bocoues sciencawethat is,
@@@a@ﬁ%ﬁ% Aowaver, that such s raduetion is possidle fnpliss that the
propeat denamstration do not add to the cunbent of kuowisdge,
&x&t m to the smreness of what io fmplielt in the suntent alvesdy pode
pesaad words, %o know propesitions sdds te reducible ebjects

m 4% does not 2dd to frrceducible ohjects ?mm, nox doce 4% add fo

M@iﬁ@ the tvue oo i‘&lﬁs‘ O
tending this definitionss 1) ehat the true or f‘a&s@ 4o 2) m it boe
nly to the ?mmﬁ% to signify the frue or gm; The excite
e 9% imnifying the true or false, here, must e
thint mm uot to inemmplote sentences, for Fseudoe
¥ n the next chapter

& s hes et mede this dietinoticn ﬁ:@:‘i he will begd




cle.t
oroity must be & relation of veasony otherwice
would be mm tec one ocategory. The conformity is m% betwesn sozething

ﬁmmmm%mwmmu M@mmm what it wm
m&mmms@m& i, and not ta&em&m;&@%mg@mm the
oppesita; sinse truth consiste ; sprehsnd
the intellect, just as it is in the nnture of things.
urelily couses ; of iw He slse
mmgm&ﬁ@mmwmmtﬁm intelieot, Finally, he
saye that ocoe Bold that truth is the cenformity of the thing tc an intels
lect informed by a likensss of the thing, while folsity is the disagre
went of en intellect so-informed with the thing, This opinion
cludes, grebably cen be held.”
m«gg& truth #nd E&Iﬁi@mm the proposition? Truth is uot in
&n - &s&% am signa eignify conveptions of the iﬁmﬁmg the trus end
falee ave seid to be in them, since conceptions of the intelleet sye true
or folse, Truth is feound in both operations of the intellset. In the
' ellect underaiands the {rue, not %zx the sowme fhat

%ﬁ% es it ie, 5@ s dgnorant @ ﬁ% %ﬂ?@t
onl eperstion of the mxm; for have the intellect apsrehends
coparing one thing to ane




But what is faleity? Fseudo-Thomas says: "I say it is similer
¥ oss falaity ocour when the intellect does net apprehend the
Febenss & mﬂ@mmm Ory; when &% SPPTe~

thut be does say, is that 1% will be clesrer scooxding gacong
jone If truth is the caformity of the thing %o an mmm% wm
dkenees of 1%, then there will be truth in the Lirat Mﬁ%
Sm there will be such conformity, but the intellact mz not know &
mm. To koow the truth, the intellect muet coumpose

| I%MMM®WWM@M@&M¥%%MM %?wmma

Mmm, the mwwa m& stand for the M the Wﬂm will
%mﬁ for the object wmdersteod, and the copula will express the wmity of
he m&imm with the subjeot through the knowm relationship of truth.

prdd of the funetion of this trostise in the lege

are mm for tha firet operation of the mmam%, with the
Pemim of the swargness of the conformity iteelf, I shall indicote later
emainder of the treatise desls with waricus forme prepos

teedlons %o say, this account of the netaphysics of trath and ,
WM@@ of 3@&%@@ is not parellel to enything in Aristotle’s m

— 2mﬁ'_
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un sffirmation is made, tut he is trying to show ropesit!
tnowne The only clarifioation | eoneerning what constiintes s sine
1o proposition du the statesent thnt o calegorieal propositicne-in which
there is a subject, a predicate, cad o copulae-is sizple.. 4 eimple prope

ition, them, 18 ome in which thewe is a dirset compsviason tutween o ohe
sset uaderstood and & thing. The vesson fovr Paoeudo-Thomua' luck of empha-
sis oo Aristotle’s istinction between truth and significance also appesrs
fron hie doctrine on truth, Por If truth 1s present in both opevatiens of
J&m intalleot, Wt is conmunicable only insofer o8 it becomes an 0BJetie
prosupposing it
Tthm significance

‘ Thomas gives o threefold division of the zxoposition. First,
Aivides 1t betwoen ostegurical and hypotheticalewthis is s division of
anslogun into its onslogates. Second, he divides it, =5 o gemus, dnte

sffirmetion and negation. Thivd, he divides it into umiversel

indefinite, and eingular. Ho grounds this diviaion ca the division of the

Fm& thres categorles. Since everything that is, is becsuse it is ome in

nusdar, it sust be cousidered shether the proposition ds one simply or by

ceajonotione-this pertaing fo the substance of the propesition. Sinca the

#wamw i3 the formel parts this portaine 10 guelityeethat is, sssential

guality, Finally, the predleability of the subject must be eousiderody

since quantity follovs matter, this division perteine to quantitys’

M it has in the sculs osuch predication is absclute, and ne gquantity de
e\a&uﬁm» for it. Somothing cen be predicated of the umiversal according

4&0 ‘the bafing it has ia things outeide-esither by reason of ilself, or by




reason of o singnler in vhich it ds, In the former case, the predies
will be either en essentisl zmmm or & properiye signif
predicationw-or &t will be incompa
wedicetion. In either case, the m@@m@w will be inelude
: varything falling ander the universal. “dome” and “scne «

lar emwmt as m“

it by seven conditions m@w in mmﬁ tions poourences T
s nothing notable in his treatzent of eppositions and mmmxm, singe
these merely indicate how the varicus linguistiec forme fit into the
mmmwmsm. mmmmeﬁmmmafwﬁ
sropoeitions to truth and falsity, however, Peeudo.Thomas agsin introduces
m distincidon between something mxmw& of ¢ universal sccording
Stself snd sccording to the simgalazs in which 4t is, He calls the i‘m'ﬁ
"accescary satter,” and the second "eontingent matter.” In necessury
ter, cone of the universal propositions ie true snd its eontrary !
the subsltern particulers follow thelr universsls. In contingent matter,
both of tie universals ave false and toth of the particulsrs are trues’
PssudowThonas saye thet his explanation of this point is different frem
helototletsy bo sayes thot Aristotie explained the velstiouship by the ine
esupetiviliity of the jJeind presence
of their joiut sbeence from one aubject. He does not comment wpon
fact that ke iz act taking inte account the poasibility that ithe matter
tingant, but that the prodicate mizht apply to all or aene of
 partieulers. Ippavently, he considsre ﬁmﬁ every vossibility is fule
filled in at lzast one instaonce,




begine by listing six modal words: Sirue,”
\ a8 m’“ M ﬂm “,‘ il

MMmm "@m@&a@nﬁ, mﬁ% that 1% mevely mosp aﬁﬁmr mim”
TROCBRSATY 3 Flow, this elininat agroes with e treantpent of nonesod
a1 categoricals, in which ho considers the particulors tingent
&!' both true, for if it is dup "1 M‘k any mﬁbﬁi&@ Mﬁ b& U=
fulfilled in every actual case, ig ales is POPOB! '
spoasible that a mm%m should de huown % be

vinete way it s ’ﬁmy aiso %ﬁ.@g knoan

mm*mmm@ Wmmm ﬂmammmmﬂ@wﬁam—
POTeE] other difference ie that the subjeet of a catew

predicates this ds not the sense of &8 hye

,@mgmﬁ‘&m &m&»@m the sense of a Wm%%%l is that thore

‘.xm.,. chape. wiexiil, My chope xia
1b3d,, chap. xili. "Ibid, Smnid., chspe xiv.
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M%mmmmaw%@faum@mﬁﬁl; although he does net say

‘m exolieitly, be soenms to consider the connectives to be copulae in Bypoe

| ,

L:‘ma}a, a9 "is" 4o 5 copula in enlegoriesls, IT this i his viem, then
eonditionsl proposition an & whole exyresses & wnified 6bjoet of conie

Li&umﬁi@ﬁ, and the eonnechives express the reletions of ressvon which fove

faamy ewnstitute the wnity of the object considered.

i, @gsgmwﬁm, and mjmtﬁm. ropesiticn, &
. ioined by "if." It eom be conditional either with re=
';:;ami; to the subjects or with respect %o the pred Several other
orms are rofuced to conditiomalswfor example, raticmals, in shich the
- tamporals, in which the conjuncti

ce of the terms. By thie reguirement, Fseudo-Thomas
uiresent for the truth of & conditional
that the antscedent curmot be trus without the conseguent belng trve; -
&:sis statement holds bacanse the neceessry releticn of the conseguent to
 antecedent is such that the censeguent smat be disposed in the same
#zw ss the antecedent. Dvery true mﬁiﬂmﬁ, t&@m, is necessary, =nd
Mx@' false one is mmi&hﬁ Pgeudo-Thonss does not accept the roe
ﬁﬁ&mm% it the sntecedent cannct be true without the conseguent being
true as defimitoryy rather, he oxpiains it by the seosssary soguence of
ﬁmm, he does not propese what seems an obvicus excepticn to
#:m sairsnante-nonely, vhen the antecedant is mmﬁ and there is ne

how this vngualified esseriion cam be msintained forsally, ezecept by are
zaing thet & troe cunditionsl expresses necessary scquence, and o false
nidd purports 10 express nocessary soguence, However, if the pure
ported seguence is not neneassary, it is ispossibleoe-that is, it is impose
ble that it should sessarys. From this, it would follow that every
tional either is necessary or impossible; howewer, it alse would Tole

*Tuid,, chap. vie 21h4d., chap. xive
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low thet 4f there is no ssquence, the conditionsl
then, that PeeulowTi pregupposing certain material @m&iﬁ@m for
the formation of ﬁmﬁﬁm&m

PooudoeThomng naxt treats the disjunctive, interproting 1t strictlpe
that 48, ons alternative must Be true aad the other false. It seews fo
follow from tais, he caye, that 2 disjumotive~"Tither he is healthy, o
he s sick,"=is valid cnly inssmch a8 & certain conditionale"If he is
not nealthy, tasn he is sick,"~dis valid, However, while the eguivalense
belds in this matter, PsendoeThomss explains thet 1t does mot hold in all
untber, since the conditicnmal osn be valid when the torms are cither cohe
tradictery, contrary, or dicparate, btut the disjumstive is mot true im all
these cases. He gives this example: "If he is white, he is not black,”
fe Zrue; bet "Either he is white or black,” je act trve, ainee the torme
ave cvutrsrys the same thing holds if the tewms sre dﬁ@g«%mt@.x Poouloe
Thowae does not noties thet esncording to his own methed, the digjumctive
fosrin for the given conditionmul should bet "Bither he iz nct white, or he
fs not black,” sinee he has transgforased the cornditionsl to disjunctive in
the valid czse by negating the sntecedent. L yair of terms is dispers
ii’ rﬁh&y eould not be predicated of the gsme thing st the ssme %m, even
though they eve not contredictory or technicully contrarye-for cxsumple
Toan® and Ygoat.® Pseude-Thoses ssoms to atiend @ﬁ&g te the pﬁiﬁ% that
pair of contradietory, comtraxy, or dispersie lorme, su€ & conseguent noge
sting the others but thet there 4s not cleays & disjunciticn between & puip
of propesiticns in which both such terme ove predicated siternstively,
since twe m pm;m&i%gm awn bo filee tegetber,

onijunctive proposition, thers ie no conditional relationg Loth

m@a of the conjunction suat be true. oubd Ly pes
of hypothetiesl propositions differ in this wny, thet & conditionsl cun be

false, and a conjunctive ceanot be true uniess both parts
conjunctive, however, hns been reducsd to the truth of the extagordo
composing it, while the eonditional 2nd disiumetive have note

Irpia, 21v10,



If this discussion of hyppthetical propositions . peduced
rutheconditions, it would be easy to understand its place in this tress
tim. for thea they would be merely complex linguistic forws, completely
futelligible in teras of the mmam Pegudo-Thonas bas established in
rdement, ond the categoriesl proposilion. Howaver,
tended; even in the case of the siuple cvnditioneles
"I€ comething is & mun, 1t 48 an animal,"=he has denied a@ﬁm&m&a to
the corresponding ontesjoriesl, sines “animal®™ fe not predicated of "men.”
PecudosThamas dees not egplein clesrly what the mecns for reduction to
pricy principles iz, However, thore cre o clues in the discuselioti.
Fivet, he seems %o think that bypothetical jropositicus alwiye involve ree
leticnships hetween terws in noccssasry metter, as he bas previcusly defined
it, for cven in the case of dispavcis terms, us be treats them, thelr jolst
W&m‘%}ﬁ&w of the sere cubject ie noceesaz Secend, he spuetises
refors %o Lypothetienl mveopesiticns ss velid, rether thun true, and he em-
phaciges tho seguence of terus.

t&z&n that exgmme& by mﬁ&gwm fropositions,. m;n for the csse in

which some
intellect, his tresiment of @&%@g@rzm e
mhgaet stend for e universal in things ingular
mw smet stand for an object understocd. memrg wm

mm are refuced by truth.conditions, this treaiment of k@ﬁ%ﬁ@ﬁm
gmp@aiﬁm seoms e vecuine that the two texwms which are necessarily re-
lated be either two universals iz things or twe cbjecte wndersiood; the
mﬁt@v which becomes chjective for the imtellect im & hypothetical proposie
k&m is not the conformity of en object underatood $o & thing, but the

nee of one universal in the thing tc snother, or of one obe

thing is predicated of ¢ universal w&@i&g to its m&% in the

If this interpretetion is correct, two things follow. First, a
treatment of hypotbetieal propo: itions is essential to this logle, for
they espress ceriain §nteliligible reluticns which arve distinet {rom the

&Imi’ chap. vii,
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sonformity expressed by a eategoricel proposition, and which smat bo ex-

pressed Wy hypotheticals., In other words, the seecond cperation of the ine

tellect not only functions in the objectifiontion of truth, but also in
:ifioation of other mm&%mhw@. m, ¥ thege velatione

.mmm in those things as they ave mmm. and the cornsciicns
‘ 5 mst be in these objeets s they cre undem
ons in either case must be comsideved for

Trom this it follows that whem un objoct wndevstood fo predicated
of & thing in 5 categorical, what reslly is jwedicated is an fuplicit come
*m of all the vatures apd intentions thot conform o thet thiag, by
srnections with the nature @xﬁlﬁ.@%&g considered. Troam the vaniage

Porvence, thai gonus amm. and diffevence all Wﬂ@iﬂy signify ¢

form of the whole when they are ;m&wm of an individual, Mthmagﬁ D=
iy the species sigpifies it m:pmeﬁmy. The whole seriss of sasential
notures, with their sscond intentions, therefore must be presont, although
izplicit, in e wailied complex, whenever any one of them is predicated of
an individunl. Ue also says, in treating adeident, that zhile a cudjeect
be vnderstood aimplyesthat is, in the first act of the intelloote
provert mdsretond to be without themwthat

. in the eecond operation of the iatellects moreover, while an individue
al ean e vnderstood simply without its inseparsble sccidents, it camot
be snderatood to be without @&wm.z

4 eomplex predicated of things aceording to o universsl, them, wust
include not only all the essential natures, but alss zll the sccidental
netures necesssrily commseted with themy siailerly, a complex rredicated
of an individual must include sll the essentisl and accidental matures
hioh ave insepavable frow that individwsl. ¥ow, if =y interpretation of
PseudowThomas' doctrine of the categorical propesition is correct, "to be®

1%0 Iy chap. div. , chape. viide
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éeeé net vefer to existence, but to the conformity of the intellsctual
with 2 thing. %hst be is soying, then, is that no confermity of
@ objeet understood with o universel in things seccording to itself can
e known without knowing s.@p:mmy 211 necessary

¥y interpretation in the next ohapter of Fseudo=Thomss® deetrine on
; will depend on this position. However, 1t slse hzs an ime
38 euring en tweo topdes which are aémmm related to any do0w
ning the proposition: snaelogy end necessary truthe Text I
thing about cach of these; (hen I ehall conclude this geow

He axﬁ&am that some mmm sredicates
Mﬁ%@@ﬁ w Anglogues arve predicsted of many msec’@s,
nsgnuch s they are prefdicsted with reference t¢ o common torm, Pis oxe

le is "healthy,” which is predicated primarily and rroperly of “anieal,”
since heslth really is present in snimels, but alsc 1s predicated of
urize® snd "medicine,” since urine is & eign of heslth, and sedictine s

L cauge of 1t. The rmmm;mm, he says, is that slthough the word "healtl"
#B yradionted of “urine® snd "medicine,” its definition 28 not, for urine
M medicine do net possess mm, but signify er cause it, From this,

iication, a8 ¥ have m&a, and in esother way with univoesl predica
tior reason iz that although “health” is predicated of "urine,” it
not mean ite own Gfinition--thnt is, 8 roportion of BEBOUIGw~e-in
rine; nor yet does 1% mean snother mm. bt it nesng the ssow prde
sortion of mumours of shich urine is s zam. Ho epplies the motiou of
- redication ot the end of the chepter, where ho says that "boe
ing” js predfcated of the ten gemern anslogicully, since it ie predlicated
primarily of substance, in which its reslity echlefly 4o aaved, and is

“mag.
; && I heve tronsleated “ratio” by "definitien” here, since he
g eems to equste the zatlo of health with the dofinitions "ratic™ is not

h veed dn g $s 1o

IT%’G HQ chaps ie
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mimbor of related t&&‘m@aﬁ ean he signified
are related %0 the one %%m:qg M!;g thet psture. However
sons could not be made, 4 the commectiohs sithin the sotual
plex were only implielt; therefors, anslegical predication only cccurs if
connections among obiecis wndsreloed within an intellectmwal ecmplex are
nowne In other words, %he proposition: "dedicine is besalthy,” could not
be known, unless this eomditionsl wore knowns "IF medicine is taken under
nppropriate conditionz, people heocws heulihy;” analegiesl predication,
sonsequently, oply expresces what wlwaye ocould e expressed without analoe
exemple, "edicine causes henlih in patiente who take it under ap-
BI ;- riate conditione,™ eliminates the need for analegy in this case, Ina
similer way, the trostisss on the categories have eliminated the noede-but
not %!ae 1insuistic efficicnoy-—of predicating “being” enalogically of the
sategories, for they bave shown precisely the way in which each of tho cate
paories is related to cubstence, in which the resiity of being chiefly
savedwethat 18, in which the nsture of baing ie presemt.

mmw in a twofeld m&a&i’&h E’im%, there is the neceseit
pressed by & true conditiomal, ohich deponds on the necessary conme
universals merged in singnlar things or joined in an amnmm complex
> objects wnderstood. Second, thore is the necescity sxzpressed by & vnle
eronl categoriesl proposition, which depsnds em the conformity of the ¢be

‘e,
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Jeot wderstued to o waiversal in things, lzsofur w8 the ebject untersitosd
mm% ra that neturn, or is nocsscarily commected with an dhject underctood
m&z sontoins it. This twofcld neceselly is stated explicitly in the
treatise ou the proposition, although I as formlating it ia the teras of
uy inmzm%m@m‘ Iz neither cuse does %he necessity precisely depend on
¢r yefer to the sctuel existonce of the individunl, since existence belongs
primerily to the individval s suchj it belongs to the mature anly second-
arily. Howsver, in categoricel recessity, the sunjeat of the covpewiason
is in en existing thing. Tt ceems to follow Uit the exfstence of en tndie
wﬁémi heving & notore is a condition of categorically necessery truth
However, such & condition would mot reduse cotegeriesl wecessit
negessity in Peeufo.Thomss' own tevws, since the gcempurisen would
romsdn prodicntive~thst is, & compsrisen between sn object undevstood amd
a @m@. Peeudo«Thomns® view of cxistence a8 & thing diveree fror ecsede
t»i@& being seems to reguive that it e comsidered & conditiony however, he
spesre net to have noticed ihis noed, for he takes the fulfillment of the
exzfmnsm eendition for grented., %o hove seen an example of thie in his
mgmi‘aim that every povsibility must be fulfilled in at less$ one cese.
&mﬁmﬁm categoriesl necessity prosupposes existenes as o confition
eluays fulfilled; 1% never has fo be considered. Yo propositicnmsl kaonle
W& et lesst, no propositicsn with satentific relovanoow=Contemns
: as guch. In this cowme %ﬁ@ng it is significent that thero is no
twcwepart, existential prepositien in g&m entire treatise,
though such mgmi‘%ﬁm are ireated by mmmm‘ T4 &s not 4i0Cionlt
immadiste mmmml mm&m of ma%ns mawamm ﬁmmga-

~ In sum, the second operation of the intellect is a knowledge of the
velation of truth betvswn objects understood and things o certain other
m{aﬁws&qm. Thase rolations are proswnt in the objsets of the
zfzs%a% operstion, Yud then thoy are not known as objestss 411 that beeouss
kmown in kmowing oropositions, then, is fwpliedt in the objects attslned
by the fired set of the intelleet; the sscond act does met odd to the son-

t30n 1971417,

i S
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The funetion of this tretment of the proposit

knowledge when it coowrs ﬁ.a appropria

seurges of all oup | the i:hiﬂ@ cutside and the intellect

: things. On the basis of this

& of the gﬁ@%iﬂ@ﬁ. analogical Wﬁm@;ﬁ@m ean be eliminnted
@ éﬁﬁw. and the twofold necessity expressed

letions betwesn longuses and ﬁakmam, nor by @x;;lmmmg the nature of
#mm and the srocess of judgment. Dathey, he begins directly by laying
own several non-suboréinsted divisioms of rrogositicns; in the resainder
the trestise,; he exponnde what is reguired for the trath of roposie
icns in the varicus fm&.x Firat, he treais singular m
cond, partionlar and indefinite rropesitions;® third, wnlverssl proposi-
ions, with o subsidiery treatment of “both,” "meither,® epd “"whole;™t
A neernivg the M% and ‘ﬁkﬁ‘m'ﬁ Hoxt be mentions
dlows arising from the wee of » term in an chligue emmﬁ
2 nop-nodal categorieal propositions, he next treats modal
mgwmimj This entirve treatment has sseumed that the rveposition is
really onge-that is, that it iec not exponible inte two or more ;roposie
ions. Hovever, many apperently simple propositions arve exponible, Since
2very cempound of two or more simple propesitions is 2 hypothetical sropoe
: %&&m,@ Celkham treats exponibles undsr the hending: "On propositiocns

ocinam, Bum. log., IT, chap. id. 3%

1h4ds, chape S8l Ibid,, cheps. dvevi. m__,, chap, vid.
®mad,, omap. viis.  TInid., chags. dzez.  CIbid,, chap. xaxs
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mmmmm;mmmummmw terms, fiotive terus,
GROUNS are Wm;’ to these are added gmm&tim in

In thie mzm, Ockhsn does not diseuss the question of the opposie
tions and equivelences of propesitions as suchs however, the eatire treate
mbafem&m is, in a cense, an explanation of the eguivalence of
conjunctive hyrotheticals, end he does menticn cecssionslly the
ment of hypotheticsls. 7

¢£ ammm tw formel econditions in the firet M

division of propositions snd the trestment of conversioms

mﬁm on the mﬁmﬁ@@, Ockham says explicitly, is devoted to sitating
necesgary ond sufficient conditions for the truth of propoes

sn but he ctates the formel conditions

2&"_;' hap. Ei.
ﬁ%& chaps, ViR,

Ibid,, sh;gyg. x-rxavii,

easﬁmt&w of the @m&méiewrm of part
ﬁﬁﬁ“ﬁsﬁﬁ h@l&s h&mﬁa Jckran takes &m&mﬁm m@ﬁu«.

O g % chep. XXV,

My nic urief discussion of conditionsls (Ibids, ohap. =xxd), he
é@@# that,
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éiﬂm%@mm@t@ftmmg&kmmwwammwmm

, bment, his ﬁﬁa&wtﬁm Ho-
m cntegorenmatic and synestegovematic m. snd his doctrine ]
s&t@m mest be recalled. The etyeology of "syncutegorenn
reogts what the distinction is, for some m 211 inte o

whils others do nob. OCokham drew the distinction nesp the bogimming
ﬁm\ firat part, hosever, snd presupposed it in his treatnont of the catee
q@wi%. The dictinction is defined in this way: categoremuiic derms have

ted and fized signifivetions mw@mﬁa terms do uwets howsver,
3@&#@& with o estegerematic tevm, they lioit its signification, or detere
mine it to stand or supgose for things in s eortain way.® Thus, nlthough
svicategevesntie teros sech as "all," *hesides,” and “inassmch 26" uve
tew‘%-nsszﬁ are slenifisant imasouch ss they alfect the sigmificstion and
i it4on of other toraBesthzy are mol praperly called %ﬁmﬁ&mﬁg
they are nwt capable of Yeluy subjects or jredieates except in catericl op
stmple suppesition,” and "to signify" doss mot signify them taken by theme
mﬂmﬁﬁ Synestesoranatic terms ean zlter the muy in ohich other torss
&ié&iﬁ for exanmple, "not" atlached %o o ﬁmﬁmﬁ torn makes it mm-
5 recatively what 1t otherwise elgnifies mmﬁvezg‘ Their more CoNEOR
fwﬁ%ﬁm is to determine the suppoeitien of

» Supposition is & properiy which belomgs 0 terms, but enly issofer
they are subjecte or z;m&iemm.ﬁ The suppopition of o term, COBSee

Feraontd, S5t
i supooition vhen ¢ stands for
gorewatic terms canme$ be used
m&mﬁm is used

11:&& 2 Ty cho. i, “Ybid., chaps. xi-xit,
31uig,, chaps. f=ii, xxE-xsxi, ond leviielxviii,
iy, chape xxxifis “1nad,
1., chape 1xiid, ?% chape lxive




si@ﬁimﬁwxx. ond no term can be used with porsonsl suppesition unless
it sradics things for which ¢ stande .1. 4 tersm hes
suppesition @m it stands for an intention of the soul, although
it @m not oizuify itefor example, "men” in, "Han is & species

t@rm suppesition s siviler to simple supposition, but comceras linguis.
t40 inotead of mental sigms.’

Given this foundntion, Ockham states the conditions whick are necese
sary and sufficient to the truth of ropositions of various forme, Tere
is the firet such statements
raing a&mg@&r propositione, m@a ave m& mx, ’E?ﬂ.@h

in an @%&m m@ smﬁ whi@h axe not ﬁ@ﬁiﬂ&}mﬁ te a xy-x.
proposition. About this it should he asid thst for the @mﬁ& @f
guek & Wﬁm; which §s not eguivalent ¢o wany prog i&mg
1% s not mecessary that ihe subjeet and peedicete be really the
samey nor *&mﬁ ﬁm predicate be prosent en the pert of the thing
in 2 cubjeot; nor that it really be im the subject mm PP
‘Emt i?; ic uceessayy and sufficient thet the subjeot and predics
pooae for the same.’

s proceeds to argee at length
W&MW@* example, “Soerates is o mun,"e=in such
mm&m Soerates and the proposition immml&bamm&w
ths proposition to be true. He explicitly oxciudes Scotus' forsmlisng
generally, be is excluding any position which holde that there is & nsture
or mi wniverssl in things or in knowiedge.

fotice that Ockham first indiestes the rropositicsm] form for vhich
RGBaL thegonditions, In this

ezmﬁhlmy he etetes this condition m. He then states certain
onfitions vhich need not be fulfilled for the truth of the propesiticn.

2% chap, Ixiv,

Ibid., chupe. vy be says thet the subjeet end
don nead not really be the sase.
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. Thevefore, he ssys that i% i5 not necessary that the subjeet and the
Mﬂm& really be the same, to exclude the view that predics
mmmﬁm of o thing with iteelf. He says thot it ie not necessny
ﬁmﬁ ¢the predicate be present on the side of the tzxm.g ic & wﬂz%&% w [+
ﬁlﬂﬁ@ ¢he visw thot the redicate expresse
maﬁ zsam signified by the subject. He says that the ;,,;mmﬂ. - noed

sresent in the subject itself, to exelude the wiew that Ammtmz i

inelusion of ene thing in anether in the cwxder of kuowledge.

seusery end sufficient condition iz that the subject and predie-
mﬁe gtond for the same objeateetbat iz, the subject and predicate must be
m& in such 2 way that they stend for the sane thiag, cr intentlom, ov
mJﬁ In other words, the subject and predicateo sve two signs vsed insow
ﬁaﬁ as they are signs, vhether they be used significatively-ethst is, in
g@%ﬁ@&l suppositioneor not, to stand for semething for which they csn
S@n&; their ability to stund for anvthing presupposes thet they are aigns
by igmmsi

! In this stetement 2od in the remsinder of this pert, Ockham dees net

ase the diwtinoticn between mental snd linguistic signs.” The resscn is
that while the distinction betwmeen linguistic end memtal signe is inpore
tent in the fivet part of logle, sinoe they veseive their significance in
é&ﬁfmﬁ ways, it is sot fsport.nt vhem eonstructions formed from given

materials ave being considered, simce the clements of langusge which af-

m%g truth and faleity heve corresponding wentel elements; the two sete of
si%m do noct 2ignify different sets of chieots, nor does longusge cignify

| Lm@. I, chaps. wxxiid ond Ixiid.

|

Ea the treatsent of egponibles, perhaps he ie uveling 1%, since he
wéa “word,” “voeal @xw&mgm,” saé other like words yepeatedly, but withe
out indicating thet he thinks crpomibles sre merely linguistie. Poseibly
i conasiders =il distinations mﬁing froe eonnotative eignificetion
ts@ be mevely linguietics he says eoauncistive ’e@m have eﬁxy @&iﬁ&l defi-
MW and he defines “nominsl deofinition® 88 & diseourse expressing o¥e
gi;eim what fa imported Wy e diction., (Ibid., X, chaps. x and zavie)
However, this would zake gont e;f‘ lwie 14 aﬁe, including the distince
tion of categories. This Ockhem dony. (Iidd,, chap. =zliv.) I
have found nothing in Mecdy w Zeokmer $o @tﬁ.@ this questicng 1t should
be investizated carafully, but I am not prepaved to dc so. The sclutiom
14 make & great difference in the interpretatien of COcthem's position,
mzf I 4o not think it wonld affect %he posulis at which I an aining.

M



W way of the eigns, but HW%&& signs signify the ssme thiags

end in the ssme forms, slthough subordinately, since the wite of
& e conventionsl sad the units of thought sxe natusul.. Whether
the complexes formed of simple sisme eve linguletic or mentel, then, will
depend cnly ¢n the materisle; in either case, they will be cbjects cone
&tmfc%eﬁ or judged, en? the requirements they must meot will bo the saze,

Ockham®s treatment of the copule will help to clsrify
his notion of the structure of the proposition Ockhem maintsing that the
mnm@f “to be® &s & wgaam is distinct both from “to exist” and from
predicate is the «r a together with what follows iﬁ, but that this is
merely & question of words.® He himself holds thet only meuns ean be sube
swfe or predicates.’ He doubts whether the verbal distingtion betrson
m@a snd psrtieiples corresponds to a montal distinctiony elthough he
secems to reduce participles to verbs, his requirement that the parts of a
rop rouns indicates that he eliminsted verbs pather than parti-
susly connot be & categorematic term, for it
ng by itself, E@m&r, Cokham does not list it

ples is a&@, i€ the oopula is mw@mmﬁ Perhape the ressen for

the omission ic that the copuls is not syneategorematie in the same way as
#511" or "not.” Such syncategoremetic terms either nlter signification or

ée@?m suppesitiony but what slierntion or deternminstion does the copue

lclos, Dh. Mﬁ ﬁh@& %&%“ is mﬁ&m@i@f ms 0
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1a meke? It does not make anys it mersly determines the other slements of
the preoposition to stond togethar. In other words, the funetion of the
eop 7&1{, iz to imdicate that the subjeot snd ;redicste ave cuonjoined snd
&ivim the supposition they oam haove according %o the restrieticns set hy
the smeategoramatic termo attached o thesm.

- If this interpretation is corvect, the fruthecondition for any prope
@ai&im iz the conpossibility for itz elevenis to bho uped in €the vy that
theldr om sigmificstions «nd the syneotesorsmetie terms joined vith them
indfcate that they are being wesed, I this is sc, the copula 19 & GOU=
plings it joins the elements togother, henos it relstes them to euch othe
er, hence §¢ mokes them gubject and prediczie with reference to each othe
er, henee it gives them supposition.

Dekhanm formally defines “subject™ and “predicate,” he dis-
tinguiches them by their yosition bofore or after the copils b e
himlf geene to heve besu ruseled by the way twe rropceitione @ﬁ%ﬁm

v in order could be distinguished in the mind; be offered two solutioms,
&M?rﬁing to one, the yropositions would be simply different single nots

of ledge; acoording to the other, esch would be cowpcsed of two nots
fering in syaon

temorenatic deterninations.
\ Proz Oekhomts concern with this pecblem, zs mell as fyom his theory
ef m copulae, it follows that he mokes no functional distinetion betzeon
tiw’ éﬂ&kéﬂ%ﬁ and rredicate. 3By "functionnl distinction,” I mean one such

Thy, then, aro not all sropositions siaply convertible, even whan
sategoresatic teves are held with the significant terms? Clearly, they
are ;m; %2311 wen are mvsak,“ mﬁ,@m eonverts to, "&11 anissle sve men,"

z; ohaps. IRX-ZEXE.
: ¢ chip, iy 1673 U, ed. Foehner, Traditie IV
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not to, "inimsls ave all menj” the first is evidently fulse, and the other
mWsmmms there ig at lesat one sndmal which is every man.

The respon ie thet the two places thoumselves function gynestegoremeticsily:
they set formal requirements, which might be set equally well by adéitions
&l bmm@rwﬁm terms. How this cen be ém. ie gathered frop Cckham's

Zi.

2ove, since the subject sod ém&.mm eve not functionally

éi t, there is no reascn why propositions nsed be limited to ths sube
Jectepredicate formg beth the order snd number of oignificert torms is ire

ant, 80 loug ss esch tevm s sepavated frem the rest, conpletely de
wmﬂ in suppesition, and sll the conditions set by the ferus erc come
;m*wze.

‘ But Goes it not follew thaet all propositions sye exponible ings cohe
Suncbives? This Qoes follez in the semse I have just now indicstednames
ly, that the truthecondition of auy categoricsl proposition is the compate
1bility of the cenditiens set by ite perts.. However, in two senses, ot
&H’ propositions are ifmplicit lypotheticals. PFirst, it iz not true in the

that theve ie ne differsnce between catsgorical propositions and et
least certain hypethetical progositions, for although Ockhem determines
copulative and disjunctive trutheconditicus truthefunctionzlly, ke cere
taihiy éves met determine the truthecondition for a caussl propesitien in
emJP wv2ye® Secend, not 211 prepesitions sre laplicit hypotheticale it the -
@F that every propesiticn ic ezponiblew-thet iz, reducible to a cenjume-

3t

mwmfmtmai@mmﬁ ,

l %emﬁmmw :ﬁéhﬁii@' in facte-thet iz, joint s:tice
fmh@&; I am reforring @13 %@ &m&s& won-iodal ceopesitious Tor the
aak# of simplicity.

%Iﬁ,m xxxifezzxive It doeos uot geen te me ho deters
trutheoondition fef @ mﬁ&tﬁ@m}. %ﬁ%@@ﬁ%&l@ either
SEUT ;;a@. 31%53,) m areusd that he doss,

LA T gzma.y mg,ﬁ&mg The eausel wropesition (ppe 325-32%).
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sinpler propesitions, since sowe propcaiticon is as eisple in form
as gsaeﬁim. Por this reasun, Ockham iz incistont on the distinction bee
tmpn eatezarical propositions chich ave not exponible, and these vhich
67¢e In contrast with FseudceThomas, for whom s simple propesition merely
iz XLTEBses one mf‘mﬁﬁa—m&&tﬁm@. Cckham'e simple woposie

' cpress an atemie conpatibility of the conditions determined by
t%m‘ aaym&ﬁm of significant torms~ethnt is, 1% will have the awg&mt
thecondition, and the propositions whose truth-condd

ﬁmbﬁmal #ill be verified through

. The sinfoum proposition clearly must have two significont tevmsg
m%mma, there either would be no gusetion of competibility, or more than
Ocithan exclulies exponible
propositicns when he treats the truth-conditions of simple estegoricals.
in 211 cases in which a proposition is exponible, cither thrae terms are
inw‘glwﬁ. or the determination of the supposition of ome or both terms La
ﬁwﬁaiﬁe with respoot to satisfaction. %i exasple, & proposition
i ¢ 8 velative pronoun hae three turmsy o proposition - Thge
¥ determines the supposition of one term in such g way that §t is die
ble with respect o satisfuction. “Sourstes bogins to 9o whiles® ine
Plies both that bo wus not vhite and that he now is shites these can he
satisfied indopendently.” For Ockham, the sase thing holds for sll propoe
ai%#@m custaining comnotutive or relative torme-ethat i, terms which sige
rify indirectly scmething ether then the precise individual things for
they con stamd.” It ie uot difficult to see shy this should be so ia
¢ages whers? ancther individual thing, sn inhereat guality, or something in
:I sannoted, since sboolute things can exist spart snd o thiog
ean exiet without being knom., It iﬁ@t%@%@%m%@@ﬂéwg@
the parts of an individunl) sre commoted; howmever, Colham explains ¢
Sousntity® ccunotes gerts distinct in plsee, 4 Siace place is extrinsic to
the thing in §‘M;§ the problom is sclved &n thic csse. I¢ followe that
tue absolute torms, used with detorminstions indivisible in thelr cendie

one question of compstibility. For this resson

@iﬁ

GARNRD, Ohs ‘ ng m Vs 2%5; mﬁé m0
’m&ip ching. ﬁ? I, chep. =. %&-Q; IT, chap. zi.

I, chap. Ix.




constitute an stonic compatibility; hence, not sll

for satisfection,
nduced %o still simpler propositions for verificae

ingular propositions such as, "Sovrates is
varenl propo such as, ®All men are animals,” before
propositions such as, “Socrates is »hite,® or, "All men are cole
”1 The latter require both that the subject should be and that &
mality shonid be present inm 4%, while the conditions for the truth of the
formey ave indivisible. This concl howover, scems inadeg * LIy s}
sen evs :mm, goems o vequire the trath of an Andaflinite mjmm
of ind srepositicus sbout singulasr things. Hoveovar, "Socrates iz a
man,” geenms $0 reouire ﬁm‘& that Soerates be aud that the concept of =zan be
sent in an intelleet forming the proposition. I these objeotions were
allowed, two things would follow. TFirst, there would be nc differsnce bee
tween signification and supposition, since "man™ would have mo fized rongs

¥OU. sonething vithont the existemnce of m@&. inlivide
sl men could exist, or it mlﬁ bhave to be used sizultsnecusly both for
m ond for scomathing else imnowmch se it stends for sen--that is, a sigm

declare the meaning of "to sigmify" by reference

IM&' I, chape., id-iv ond xi,
%“m refers to categore instances of variables" in

. Qolle lg8; PP 22262234
aammmmwwwmwwmw# t ‘

Bﬂ@ course, "man” often is Wmﬂ m ording
ﬁm ﬂm@‘% m W%W@; BliNe 0T ey

%mg,, ohep. xxxiii. For aboolute terms, m@mmtm belongs to
thet stonde or naturally can stand for e thing in such o =y that
st be predicated of it, when the thing is indicsied with & deoonsirne
pronoun, either in the present or in asnother tense.
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& deuo strative g‘,ﬂnmol vover, he holds thed simple intaadiong ave

' ties 4n the mind shich are indivisible cots of knowing many individue
C RN

stifen , Parther, he suecifically dendes thet gvery
aniversal proposition is egponible inte singnler -roepeaitions, giving cs &
zeon that euch = proposition osm Be true 40 there is only one thing for
wmfm the terme can stand.t

ese enswers hardly seem gufficient, uowever, sines they do oot ex-
o the %mm& mémmm@ of demonst -

; ,t ite terms csm etand, Uith mamt e the Tirst of these ﬁiﬁi&@-

" and he considers linguistic signe sube
) ¥5%: LR é&& m

mowing Soorates; such an intultion wonld net We & &mgﬁmﬁm, in the
we that it eould be mm@ﬁ. nor would 1% reguire sn act of ceeent

3OERneT, Miﬁ‘ﬁ& Coneeptualien of ¥illiasn Oukham,® Traditic
IV (1946), DPpe 308-312; universal eigns s well as diserote ones are indie
13 fmsedin zg. 210, n. 9)0

5@@ 1., T, chap, iiie Int
| 7

| ea?@m zocms to ssy thic in Suodlibet V, gu. 63 IV, qu. 17 (McEoon,
Selections o o o s II, PPe 380-386).




70

ginee 211 of them sre ogqually divect snd indivisible sete of knuwing.
i#‘f’i’ h respeet to the second problem, the solution pechaps iz in part the

nsmoly, that the m&qm&& of the verifisstion-condition fs kmoen

Howpwer, this does not seem sufficient, since ¢
et from esch other, cud the fact that one thing couses
rep vhen both sre a&w&n@a m—»ém el 4 seen & sufficten
&mw position on %:&g seems to be that the fntellect immedictely sccepts
%Em’ univergal from ene purticuler cese, "singe there is uc tetier resson
m‘\ it should ng fo cne individusl of o species ther
m&wr vords, given en individesl and two universsl intentionc, one of
which ie the least wniversal mwmm direetly coused by cboclute indie
?‘iﬁm’%ﬁ and nothing else--gupposing ell this to be Imown Yy intuitichi-the
&ﬁt?nm% irmediztely aceepts that the cther will be cauged by eny indie
vidusl which couses the &iﬁ@ﬁﬁfﬁ@ @a&o‘?’ Te me, this does not ceem v he &

Gekham's mim, it is clesr that he mainteins the prieri
gation te supposition by holdiug that at least some intontione

@1 k&m & é@ﬁ’mﬂ@ range, withont any operation detevmining
sequently, on this acoount, Cobham esn maintuin his josition thnt there

ém atomic mymm@, both sing and unfversal., Siace it §s clesw

EP TR




i

it k‘ailm that he dous mot hold that «ll jrepusitions ure exponible, ale
ﬁw#@, 2 he deew boldeil I huve inteepreted his pocition correctlye-ihal

| bon for & proposition i the conpetilility of the condie
%iﬁms‘ st by ithe suppositicns of its temmes from thiag, it follogwed that
the crder and mumber of significmt torms is irreleovent,

Given this aceoumt of the struslure of Oct

| khan's prescuviticss, feirly
{;imgzla angeery f¢ the other questions with vhich I s concerned follow.
i

Ockhem holde that the truth of e groposition is the rroposition ife
m}.r and he tells us that “trueY iz & conmotative ml Horeover, he

t8 "true” as a second-intentionsl term, for he ssys it is o ucdewethat
is, o term predicable of propositions es its subjects.- In terms of my
interpretation, these statements meam that truth is the unity of & set of
‘ t terse having compatible determinate aamim Insofer es

m dopend on it, eince the aﬁ.ag).a e&éﬁﬁm of m@@tﬂbﬁiﬁy is mmﬁed
t satiefied according to whether things
i@ﬂ.ﬁ:mmme mmmmmammwmmwmgm&
#z smthat is, of terms used together; but propositions sre trus € end
tely signified %o be. This stetement doce not apply to propositions
piving tenses other then the present,; slthough it does spply to negow
tive propoeitions, fnsefsr as pegation is syncstegoremeties however, "are"

be replaced by “are amfw were" or "are snd/or will be" with respeet

| , -

|
I

) Tbid,, chepe ¥1idd.
| “1nia II, chaps df of. B
ticlen, yp. 254«267.

éﬁ s not cousider the mental a@aimie&% af evary liﬁgaim‘sie
mﬁ.ﬁ.m %o '@e Gne m*t wm mg;ff &&fiﬁ; ecuetines,

sebmer, "Ockham's Thecry of Suppoeition,”




aaunot &ﬁm," “mist stand,” "ere known to otand,”
#nd so on, with reepect to the terms; =ll sveh special ecomditicns helong

@#.gn—-ﬁm% is, they are mm acte of knowing real mm. but their
complexity as knowledges of things is not celence, since selentific knowle

Ba A0y mﬂﬂ’ m&%g i and v

ﬁamt mnw treate ﬁtﬁa @maﬁm at Imgﬁ&@
 to m hilosophic et f ;




atinguish @m ucts. mm, the g’mmwim is
ehondsds third, sesent is given o xz.‘ From bis

smﬁ, &% ies epm
&awwim, it seems that the process is termimated by aspentwesn

to k&e torme o o commitiment to their umity; this wnity wust be approhend
eé; such, by en act knowiag i%, not its objects; the unity mact
iwy F&m simultenecus ocoursnce of several simple scts of know Prom
thmmmmm@mmmmmmﬁm I thivk they would
w %mg the goeond of these three ascte.
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s concerning possibilitien, it is necoses This, of esurse, is
to say that the preposition is not true whenever o man Torms 4% nor
it to oay that it is not atouic. The veguiremen evoposi
vingent things De deterained to whst osm Le, or asseried
o pothesis that the sisnotes ave, is nesszasry for the necessary
?m h of m prozosition, not for itas tauth. Thess remsyis sboul the cone
' necessary truth show that aclestifiec hkeowladgm -

econditions for the verifie

In swm, Ockhem compidors propomitions to be forms of signifl
mided of intantions or of lingnistic signe. These twe ";m‘.ual gach

»thers progositions are formed only of signas, not of things
Thomnat W&m, the terms 44ffer in %meﬂmg the terms of Ockham
lovaver, Ockhem, like Psoudoe

8 coupling of @&m, while Pacudo-Thomes® verbal cepula inpo

jectificstion of ihe conformity of en object undersiou
r doctrine on tiuth differs socordingly, since Feeudow-Thonss

bhe mmw 1m3:£, while Ockham identifies it with :&fmgsmim
trutheconditions ave satisfied. Ockham®s simple propesition is en

wnd of signe; PooudowThomas' simple proposition is the

_ expressl avarenees of a single relatien. Wedther considers

of mwmﬂm to wbich legic dizects we to be an m&i‘kﬁm to
ledge concerning thinge, since PYecude-Thomas treats

ns an explienticn of our m&a@w of gbjects wderstood, whils Ockhsm

tre iedge of the complex itself ehich logic regulatos.

Thug, Pscudo-Thomng® view of the ywopositicn s aptly summarised in my

gﬂ s "The Objeclification of Truth,” and Ockhan's in my titie, "The Fabe

s (GRe 2i8s, Pe 127 and gussis) treats the qusstion thore




sary truths, but neither cermite amﬁ ?‘ﬂ?@:@ﬁ&ﬁiﬁm to be dirvectly
w&ﬁ@ existence. Finslly, neither tveatment of the proposition
ves any distinctive slace for seslogys Ones again, the twe poaitioms

Adguines peither limdits ths oonsidersticon of language to the pard @f
¢ conegerned with the proposition and msmmmz&, as Foondowe

e the Wi-

A1l thres parts of mm, for gfw ave as.ma of @m@m xmzmmmm

nart of logie, %ﬁem, inmofar as ﬁmy M@mify w:‘mym m@n@émm aspactcy
but only 4nsofapr as they signify parts of o complex intelliglbilityw-tha
senposition or division--which tervinntes the second not of the intellects
fin the other hand, 4iffsrances heteeen lingmistic and logiesl sfrusture
par be igpored: ®isY in mn emmoiction, Tor owanmple, is & third woxd
mmmtasmmm@fm@mtmﬁ

Generally, tquines restricts tho wse of “sign” to semaible thinges®
he seldom appldes %, and only in an extended semae, to oogmition.” 2
iseussion of signification, thevafore, is a discuasion of lengunge.
sneusge would be wmacesssry i1F zan lived as a m&m;f The principal

nea langusee, then, is in the conmmication of kmowledges 211 worde ime
medistely signify cones

neaptions of the soul, nmot things in zmxmﬁ By
noaptions of tho eoul,” here, we must not understand the acts of know

DT § E' 1‘&@% ﬁii




mmmmﬁmwﬁmm«,aﬁmmwm On

e of & W@%@ @éign can
ﬁm Misﬁmm 18,
way, it z@m

somstriag other thes maxfﬁ the significsnce

In oz eny, it s

WMW treats MW@%@ @W as fueedis
spticns and melflisle slgns of things. This is vedereientabl
semsiders simification to lelong ¢o & word ad
ﬁﬁnﬁ@%ﬁi@f aud considors thoe iﬁﬁelm&iﬁﬁy OF COnge
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IIly e 5. qe 1y o8 Gy O»

%Qg m*haggﬁammm%ﬁe"w&m%
S : A disislin 3 xﬂug qts 3&; arte




anosption.? 7o the srgusest that e single

e by gmm, in that the =ind of cae Wﬁ it dose

sie Shat the wind of tha aﬁﬁﬁm duen rest in ite first act, although
econd aoted The diatination botoon siwim and truth,

@w&sﬁ st the iﬁﬁ«szﬂmﬁi ginas the {iret ie a defiaite
thing, but without trath or felsity, ohile the second
tivision in which truth or felsity is present.

: Aguinas dogs not often use the word “aymesiogoress

mmﬁﬁﬁammm %wmmwémmo

significant by thesselvesy he polu
vaxka, sat net of eynes
%& habitude of cue to w%wcs

yaibs as vhite™ does vith man, whon we say
-"““6 The distinoticn, them, e velevant in the context of predie
tegorenstic word ¢su %o mm%ﬁg Wt a

Wﬁe@ with o cerlaln supp
wmw $ e ¥

wmm modas of m&mﬁ%
. Bather then vedusing m te soune or peraitiing only noung

bide, loct. Sv.




saterial part.” Nouns and partioiples can e on the stdo of the eubject

geeg is taken mmxw-mg is, it otands fe

R»'{.»‘;;;g:«f‘ in the Mﬁm&, m, aince the compoot
suboriinution o Lteell,

~ Aquinzs treats the @mt&&a of the infinitive in the subjoet ss en
i%lf& iﬁ i sienified

nifien m iﬁ; as it m’ &

, gan be WM
hends i signifies the process

ranee in & oubjeot, ae % s

m not mﬁm m ﬁm&, m ke concluded that actior
W’ [w infinitive since our intellevt “mpprehends

leg TIX; 9ue 16, avie Ty ad 4o
m; Gisd. 1; %ﬂo @; 2% i 53 ad sc
xmey 1, lects Ve s, ¢ 1., tr. VII, chap. i1,
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ugmm;m ;%@a the m@m@& ef @Wmﬁg, RSN
aﬂi@?mﬁﬁff o a BT

jrbering i &*ﬁ%@ﬁ@% an i@fﬁﬁiﬁm, whieh ifies
&2! m@m in the mémg can be taben
drotososseethit 18, vith the subjectwmand sl
fﬁﬁm an it were a certain ﬁ&i&% The use of the W@&m a8 o subject
{herafore, doss But , dlogeam the polnt that varbe are slwsys prods
cﬁmmm, it dossm not wesken or monove the dlstim hotwesn Do
m W, %mm, i% shows hat oven conorate process snd Ivhersnce

m &7+ 1, chop. 4v3 f. tr. IV, chep.
sufleehoyns tveste $¢ se o forms %’ tr. m chape

15 nis eualysiss k., v, VI, chage &

oum thesl, Ty e 13, arte 2, 0 2 ip aate

selas Ty qta 13, oxfs 12, 6




s

deulnas orplielily rejects e roduetion of propvsitions) form. Inm
nencietion eued ss, "Jverates lo m&%ﬁ the wm ®ia” is 2eif %o o

L _'»,‘7, W5 S ;.ﬁf'
it 1s ﬂmﬁﬁ%@ be @Mmﬁ nod emm 3t ifs 3 %M m@ﬁm&wg %m% sinos

agf mﬁmﬁ% @m@w standss Like other

‘I’,;..;J in dnsa Wm @*i*. nm 16 tren."




13 3

e k<3 95 *3\ that come ﬁ‘m o aet @mm
usaamm,m&mmmmmm.l

m sowoalled Wﬁiﬂ “in," then, hes & wimry significence of its own.
uplmary sesning pompering of ohject wndsrstood with a naw
m in s,mr. nor o coupling of aw, but "what falle in the intelleset

To w Bt mﬁw thesselves sre reficsted sod econole yredication
senpgsition they i&s@&mﬁma t"x‘m, means hat verte

)-f, o mm bt becavee

P

‘ %im, for iruinss, the shructure of gn ewmelation ifvoludes ouly
%@‘; sarte, the subjeet apd the predicnte, we umet eee obet is the zelaw
'Sseﬁmzige beivosn thege. The guestics is move SfTieult San it z{am F5em,
3%*& aﬂﬁ e Wm%d

 On the coe hand, he says thet in & true affirsstive on
ﬁ@ﬁﬁ@ﬁ and preficatle wust signify «hat ie scuchow scoardias
thing, Wut diveres iﬁ futeliizibility. This hulds both an to &a@&@&tﬁ
fmé %8 to essential predicntion, sincs in en accidental zredies

‘ mzw in mgm snd in on ezsendial predication theve io mmmv

m«m wmm% wﬁa prino $ilud m wﬁiﬁ m ilcetu per
m%%iiw absolute;. :ma m%, sigpliicitar distun, @W‘Eﬁ&% iz a@% 33085
, , ger sodum verbi. Quis vere setuslitas, quam ;rincipas




ormed abont ﬁ@:&, @%ﬁ%@ fe m not cowplexn
«m&m the mode in which 4t undevatands things %o the things thorselives,
mropases the unity of the thing @g & werbel complex, which is s mogk
m@&i@s thus, the diversity in the composition ﬁa
Mﬁ}&m&, while ite wity s veferred to the mm,.
wfhi the sawe anslysisc is made is by soying that the infelleet in fmﬁ%
an widon takes shat is two cccording to node, but one according

ﬁmi t&sw. It forms the subject and sredicste seoom

ddng o the @&mﬁw
of intellisidilities, ond composas thenm seeording %o the identity of the
thing,” In the lest tatosnnt, 1t io cloar thet the subjeot and sredicate

M ible aapectoestme @gz@mt},@n hng intervened, “hisc analysie is in ogree
with Aquinag? ,;‘zﬁﬁiﬁi.m that words oimmify things sceording to concepw
ﬁ&ms what is voguired for the truth of an affivoetive mmmi n 48
'tmt the distinet intelligibilities zccording %o which ths two words sige
ify must be aspecis of o real wnit. The identification is not of things
binct in themselves; ‘quinss tokes an spparently coatyayy ¢ose $0 ile
itmtmm this point. Then we say, "ian is vhite,” we mean that a wan has
ihiteness, sincs it iz ona thing which is o man snd whieh has whitensss.’
'is sepect of Aominas? treatmant of ihe structure of the yroposition is
Mlm‘ to that of Cokbam, since hoth the subjoot =nd the ;vedicste ave
Mmmm& 3o atand for something one socording to 2iffevent meaningss Of
» there are differences, since Uckham's Eﬁmﬁmﬁe sisns @mm
L directly, snd hie intentions sre not inteilipible uspoets, oo ave
@W' rationna,

‘ However, there is snother stotement of the role of subject and prefde
dcate, In copposing snd dividingeethot iz, in forming any sropositiches

the intellect either agplies 4o or removes Prem the thing siznified by the
éﬁh&%& & Torm signified Yy the umﬁa;mmﬁ s inplets on this some point

1:’39 @0

SF a¥te 1g 2@ le
4 umy m&., T, Qe B3y a¥te 5 o 30 OTbide, ue 16, orbe 2 0o




@ distinguishing ve
fied us thot in which something inhewes, vhile dhe verd algnifies
tm ns guch, accerding %o whese mt@miﬂim&%f it i that 4% m;m;
:m ofore, verbs are slweye en the side of the ,wm@m%@} This oaslysis
of the structure of the rvovosition night be interproted fo agpee with
sandowThomas, 50 that tho subjset would indicnte s certain thing, in

" which the form understood either uas jresent or not. ignim, however,

would be important differences, since both subject snd rredieate
T% e simmificont of things aceording to intolligible sspeets, for
u:ﬁims, while the zediente of iscude~Thames' emuneisntion iz not so much

#i@ﬁm& ef & Ydng, =8 of an @M@@% undarstoods

‘ “agudmes' pesition, shich resolves the aprarent inconsistency between

bey two stotanmonts of the reletion betwpan the subjeet and predicule, is
t&m‘g the two parts of the enumeiaticn are signs of twe ;zvts of o wnified
ternination of tie intelloots® inssmueh 56 thst unity 1o ome term of knowle
o8, iis parts comnot be the seme in funetion, but wwest 4iffer functione
ly »ith respeot %o each e:sthm'.g The two intelligibilities connot bo Une

evstood simultonocualy insofar o they are distined, since the intellect
Em—s act understand many a8 mny, bt only inscfay as one of them can be

tood through tho cthore-one being us 1t were formsl, and the other .
mtortal? The subject ig token meterdclly; the sredicate is taken formale
33.5 A noun has the simmificance of the intelligibility from vhich it is
mam@m; however, placed in the subjecteplage, it is used %o etend for
a %mm-mz imy it denctes or has aﬁm‘wﬁaﬂnﬁ A m, on the other

F. te, @Jm, doas not stand for e &Mnm mthw. it is the precise intele
a,zwngw through whiich the thing is knosn i the Wﬁtﬁmﬁ

herie e iy loctks Ve & vg G0 2¢ o7ts T Co
aThe 18, € 0d 2d Ge Yreia,

am, 1y m:. e 16y 5Tte Ty Oo

«@m@,, 11T, ddot. Gy qRe 1, arte 3y 2o and ad 3,

Toun, thegl,, IT1, oue 16, arte 7y 24 4o

&MM%% arte 14, . and sd 6.
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 Then Aguinss expleing that the truth of o propositien is founded en

ths dispeniticn of the thing, he gemng to say that the subjoctepredicate
ﬁﬁm of the prosoniticn corresponds directly %o the mattor«form, sube
stancewsocidont, or sove siniler ctructure in things,> That this ds his
position weuld seem to be bome cut by ene respect in which the wnnlogy
definitely holdse=namely, thot motter wnd form are ong in the thing withe
out o medium. Just as the "ig" of predicetion is nesumed into the rredie
cate, ond o thres=pert structure in the sreposition is rejected, so the
conjunotion of satter and form is conpleted by the form, oud the votion
t!m’s there ie znother principle, Jjoining the two, is m&m@@.? Such CoPe
respondence does not necessarily hold, however; it chviously dees not holé
in fdentityeststements,” nor does it hold in assertions sbout God, yet the
subject cnd rredicate meintain the sume mla@imﬁ Foreover, even when
there is 2 oo vegspondenss, the dlsposition of the components of the progo
gition does not precisely correspond t¢ the conposition of the thing, since
the terms of the propesition cimify the thing nceording to its unity, not
ording to ite parts.’ The pxttereform cnalysis of the ctructure of the
gmépmﬁﬁim, then, s only an soanlogys the eubject somehiow is determdne
by the predieste withinm the emmoiction. The two parts of the emumocistion
m net two things, tut two intelligibilities, cne of vhich is wnmderstood

wesrh the ﬁst&&rﬁ Consequently, vhen he spocks strietly, Aquines says
t%zzi% the verb is gg it were the formol pard of the emumciotion, since it
is the rert which campletes fiiz.?

In agrecvent vith this restriction on the anslogy of sropcsitionsl
to raal strueture, Aasinee does not consider the subject of the propoeie
ticn to te o more syrbolesthnt ig, & were indienter of things tc be wiers
stood, without any intelliszibility of its owm. lather, the proper intele
1igibility from which the subjeet iz formeé remaine present in the euwbject
of %i;%@ provositiong concequontly, the subject can deternd

segopdin

Ytn ueta,, IZ, leot. xie Do ente, chep. ife

5@ Uotae, VI, loobe ive  Tum. theel., Ty que 13, arte 12, ce
6&_,, Qe 85, aXte 5y od Se

D ¥ere, e By arte 14, c. and od 6.

?Ixz Ferd herme, I, lect. v.
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cotes ¢o convene Go ftoelf of mm@&&fzy} sovar, thet there can be

vouns loged in the jrediezte in subordinstion to & vez%g inddoates that
fin the propositionsl structure thore oun he further distincticns within
the qunsisform,

ying Aquinss' sooount of the structure of the pesoposition is
mecrning the seeond et of the intellecteetho act iu vhich
‘ t&w\y intellect coopoasce and divides through its Juigrenteegnd his dootrine

mm?mmmg the tvuth shienr iz mown in the term of that act,

In tho first sot of the intellcet, we hnow rmony intelligible sspects
of tningug however, nome of these acpecte is rroeisely the thing which is
to be known,’ In understiniing this multiplicity of sopeete, we fulffll
to some extont both the potentianlity of the thing to be knowm, cnd cur poe-
tmtimli%y to knowy however, the m&x&m@ is not comsliete, inasmuch us
it exhovste neither mﬁmﬁiﬂﬁ@yc The intellicible aspects which we ulie
derptand separstely neeld not be diveyme in the @hj%%.g Thefr sultiplicie
tv, then, need not covrespond to a raltiplicity din the thing. /6 wo heve
geen in ezamining fouinas® decteine en the catogories, some of these ase
peciﬁ ore of the essence of the objeet, others ere of its sceidente and
reletd In sioply understanding whot suything is, wo do not wnder=
stind what i@ and vhat 46 not in it.! Horeover, although the very being
of the thing is its witioste sctun alﬁv, we never hknow whether cmything is,
in any sspect we simply wﬁm‘&m@. This is not o say that we do not
wmderstand being, Tor isquinse holde thot belng is dhe primsry intelligie
bility which we nchfiieve concorning mry&hingﬁ rather, it iz €0 say thet
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we do not aﬁ&mm that anything ioeethe setuzlity of o thinge=in &
sinple intelligibility of it.) For this ressom, iquines distingeishes the
two cots of the intellest by eayimg that the Fivet o concerned with ege
sencem-uhict the thing fse=while the sccend is conserned with the very be-
ing of the thingeethat is mﬁ In short, for jguinse, we do not immedie
ately know, in the firet set, sn sisolute metaphyefeal srineirle-wchother
ﬁm wetorhyeionl absolute by concelved e 2 meture o o8 on checlute indie
viduole Oup firet knowiedee of things is an understending of aspects
shose distincticn or unity snd chjective status are not yot imown; in this
semse, the tormiusticn of the first sot of the intelleet is not o eomplete
kanowsledee of things

. The second operation of the intelleet, them, is not o meve rejoining
of diastinet intelligibilitiecs in order to constitute o complex undersiande
ing of things. ‘eide from the difficulty inhevent :m & notion of mony
gistinet intelligibilities boing underetood toscther,  which we have acen
M*ﬁiil’% e functionsl differentiction of the parts of & spopoeition, o
. mere conjmeticn of intelligible scpects eonld not result im o knowledge
#hi{sﬁ none of then containse=thot is, o knowledge of the very being of the
thing, 7he seeond set of the intelleet, therefove, uakes un sdvance in
Kuowing the things widch sre knowng" it does not mevely mske the intellect
eware of the juplicaticons or erpunization of the Imowledge it elweady has,

Hany intelligivilities con be known ae one only insefar cu thay are
eonpared togethor, reloted, or w&@m@.ﬁ The vnity of the propositiong
tﬁ@mi’am, does not come obout by o mere joining of distinet intelligibile
fties, but by mderstanding ot ence the intelligible centent of both 4n
m & way thnt the infellect cohiovesn & new ?@m&mmmé in which there
fs an sddition to cur kuowlelze of things. The net ie called “ecmposition
and division,” because vith refercnce to the object, the intellect knowe

lf»;a ante, chape ive
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either o unity or division of things; however, considered simply with

reference o the term of the eet itself, the operaticn always s o compo.
%tﬁim‘x It iﬁ, in fect, n conposition of momy intellizibilities into one
mﬁenigihﬁity.

But vhat is snown &km&@h guch < composition thet is act kuowm n a
g¢iople 1atelligibility? sguines glves twe sngeers, which ceem quite dise
tinct. On the one hand, that a thing fa, Is not fscluded in aony elimple

» mwmm&ﬂmy,, the very being of ths thing, vhich fo it %t‘mmw. fe

Iown only &n the camposition, not by siovle M@mtmﬁiﬁ& 0a the other
mﬁﬁ. he exploing thot the fivet set of the intellect doss not ivelude an
understanding of ey comparison or cdeguatice to thingss sweh edegustien
$a l‘m@m m;.y when the intellect copposes and divides, forming the LTOHO-
&iﬁm InGeed, there is nc adeguation in the first acl, sinee theve is
nothing in the term of that act which is yvoper to the intellect itselfy
the intelligibility mevely is o likeness of the thinge’ Notise that
squinss refers to the siuple intellisibility =s o likeness, for he io cofie
sidering it in the context of the second acts considered just in itself,
the intellect's ginple uwnderstanding iz identiasl #idth whet is understood,
fnsefor as it is mﬁamm.é

These two ways of stating whet lo knosn throush the sesond sot ove
act exclusives muther, they sre tve wags of saging thut the Intelleect
achieves & knowledge of truth Wy its necand cperatiom. To shew this, I
wucth Wﬁi@\iﬁ noext what squincst dectrine of truth m. and how he $euaches

i

i Peri hoerme., I, leel. 1if.
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In g%@ zmg H‘E, leote x&; In Weta., VI, loot, &vi Conts (onte, Iy
%&;‘3‘ iz o theoles Ly Q% 16, art, 3, Cef D0 VOFey (le Ly 2¥%e 3¢ Cu

5 Vel'sy e 1g 7TEe Gy € Thus, lor jculmes, the confernity is
mzﬁ Wﬁ% in the Tirgl act, only to become hueem in the second, ae &
the ease for PeeudosThomes {(tvr. VII, chap. v}, especislly acoording to
th@ seoond ar “alearer” opiniom. The treatvent of truth in fguines com-

In Feri he¥m., I, lect. 1ii; vwas given not $o reduse truth to o

prior conforaily, Tut in defense of the voint that troth only is foumnd da
composition and divisiunm,

Gutne sntellest in act and the intelligible in sct are one,”
@e %‘t; ”‘ ate 1y arte Z¢ Co




| The intollizible capect signified by tho word ”ﬁ*m*w‘ i = genewal
wode of beingewsthat is, = tronseondental mmzzwxms@. It ig m a
c@ssglax, et o siople intelligibility; it «ldds zothing reslly to the seale
:}mg of being, Wb cnly o relsotion which rerely is vrderstocd--the relotion
of belng to intcllest,” Since everything com be waderstcod insssmeh
_ gaa it hoe some propoviiom fo intelleaty msmg*mg con be called %m,
end 13 ¢ sonsidered to be intelligible scoording to this nspect.” Howsve:
& nod mm veguived for imowledge baoa %0 be known belove anye
ng elge is known, tho intellizibility of belng cam be mﬁ@m*&wﬁ withe
underatanding that of the true.

"Badng” mﬁ “true™ are convertible, ﬁmﬁz they are convertidle in two
ifferent ways. "True” can o used to zefer to anything according as it
adenuated $o Jodts Imowledge and cnn be adenusted to curs. In this
nee, "irue® sod "belng® are yredicoted conwertibly of snything vhatever.
On %m other heond, since the sgreement in which truth consists is fTule

the sceond act of the intelleet more thom in the first. Truth reguives

thers i nothing sroper 40 the intellect itself, differomt from the
ing, to correspond to it. “lhen the intellect begins to judge comeryning
wm . 4% has apprehended, then the very judgrent of the intelleet is gropew

%5 such judgment oocurs ohen the intellect composes or divides, coying

‘ hings, inessuch a3 a tvwe ov false ccmposition is implicated in them; 4t
belongs in the third plage to things inasmuch se they arve adequated to the
ae intellect and can be adeguated to our Impedictely ofter exploin.

U2 WoTey e 1, arde 14' Te Qg% e ﬁmw ﬁgbiéa. ad 3.
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3 Tﬁhﬁa; Aguinas enswerc sn objection to the effect that truth is more
1 ipally and properly found in the fivet et of the intellect. s oays:

1 Although the formetion of quiddity is by the first operation of the
intellect, still the intellect does not have anything else of its owm
by that act, which %m ve adecusted to the tﬁi@s therefore, truth is
not there properiy.

Properiy, them, theve i no truth in the firet act of the intellect, in the
sense in which there 4o truth in the second acty truth belongu to the firet
aet m in that 1t conduces to truth in the second seot, or omly inscfar as
the nformed intellest iteslf ic & certain thing.” Whem it is ssid thet

thore is truth in the firet set of the intellect, them, thic sust be under-
stood oither to moon that "trus” can be sttributod to 1% eccording ss it e

the intellest accepting the being of the thing just sc it s, by o certain
iikening to 1t." This operation, of ecvuree, is the sccond act of the ine
ll%t, in which the propesiticn is foxmed.’ In this ast, the intellect
“eouprehiends the belns of tho thingy” 8¢ doos thic by conpesing end aivide

But how f¢ thic dene? Aquines explains thet the intelleot kmoue

i %&1&5, arte 3, 24 s YQuonvis fermatic quidditatis sit prim: oporae
tio intellectus, ¢amen per cam non hebet intelleetus eliquid sliul proprie
qm possit red ednequsri)y et ideo non est ibi proprie veritas.”

‘ Eﬁfzﬁﬁ.ﬁm states this clearly in In Jota., VI, lect. iv, wbere
says thet faleity is in definitions in the same cense it is in %;hm.

%m toxte in shich jquisag insiote on th point that the fizet cot
brus ! a a@t, c:«ﬁ be mﬁ@mt@@& ia %M..s way, providing
,.m. - that ”f%&&iw 4t the proper sense can be denied of the ﬁmt @eﬁ;,
: compooition and division® can be denfed of it.

Suntes Le Ginte 19 (Ge i n7te Gy Ce
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wance ¢f its acts It i o consequence of tho scl, inose
rach wdgment of the intellect 49 of o thing as the %&iﬁg ise The
intollect imows this according os it reflects on it om ¢ knoeing

and its *‘mmﬁi&% to the thing., The latier is lmomn inscomeh

e imows the netuzes of ite act snd of 1tcelf.
Tud m&&a’fm%@y in one resyectw=i% doos nmet reguirve that the intelleet
know i%s confornity ¢o things by first Wwing conformed without imoving 4%,
nd then eomparing whet 1% lnows with what it does not lmow. However, it
strange since 1% sccoumts for the intellect's knowledge of ids m&&-

seen, this @x@lm%m—r&wn a8 an wnslified accoumnt of the way the
theemmint explain how the intellect comprehends the being
i end dlviding,

| Sowe other texts can clorify the explenation. Although Aguinas oOMBe
ipes speaks se though it wore the aet of the intellect=that is, the judge
r 158010 or the operation of composing end dlvidinge-which 4 true end is

to be aé@qmm to the %Mg,g he states emm*ly and without specisl

tion, 4% is m?:. true or felse. Truth ond falaity are in the = m&%ﬂu.
as% a2 the "go be” which eignifics the truth of the proposition is in the
Jiimm, not added %o mﬁ

| ‘ Horeover, the intellect attaine the knowledge of truth by composing
and dividing through ite judgments 4f the Judgment is ccmsoment with thinge,
it will be trme, tut it i falve if juldarent s discordent with the @hwﬁ
How, coupling the uee of the word “throwh"e="por swm fudiciun®==here with
the fact thet the twuth knomn is in tho ferw of the apt, the relotiomship

: etscen the two can be clervified, "Thwough” expresses some csvsel velae

% ToTage Tlle 1’ arte By Cs
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$nehige s wicment, them, is the mesns by vhich the propesitiom, i
hich truth is, ic 'mowng if judomemt do consonant with the thing, the ine
ellicet %41l bo trusesthat is, the propocition in which the sot terminades
%m be trues

. O3udement” can be used with respeet o eny of the cogniitive povers
h@%} there is e question of discrimination. For exmple, an extermal

£ :u«: only to ressem to Judge its omm jJudgmon
m? refleet on its om wt} Truth end falgity ase in the sccond act of
the intellect, precissly beesuse $t not coly hes & likeness of sonething,

but it can reflect on that very likenoss, knowisg and discriminating itﬁ

. New, this discrinination is not the division which is oppssed to
compositions in fact, Aquines emphasises the discrimination of judgment
with vespeot to on exsaple of en affirmative propositione-‘lon s an cole
tal.” Yet how is it to be weconciled with his statement thet the act of
he intellect alweye d¢ o composition on the part of the imtellect,; even
thoush i% can be either compesition or division with respect to the obe
ject?? Recall that the operation procseds by @ reflection of the intellect
on ’rm o acts® Recall too that there is no adequation of the intellect
‘@@m thing in the first act, for them the imtellect has mﬁng proper to
mx@; it has something proper to Ltself only vhen it begine judginge!
Pinelly, recull thet ¢he intaileect in this reflection is @xﬁgﬁw iw own
set of the intellect, then, iz o discriminetion between what io kmowmn and
its being kmoong in the term of this eperation, the thing is known in diee
?ﬁﬁ;jﬁ;%iﬂ% from its bedne knowm, Acuinas explsing this by eaping that to

Uil :ﬁ, Gi2e 5‘69 arhe gg Lo

®rbide, que T8s arts 4y Gs

308 vyers, que 24, orte 2, o

gm%% s VI, lect. ive Aquinse is not catisfled in this place to
i "fudicando,” which slrecdy implics dis nation or discern=-

gent, ‘%;@I;s "dluticendo,” caghnotaing the elsorinination by o word
Lok draws o plobure for us of the cutbing.
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know the velation of conforndty precisely is to judge it "o be so” or
"ot to be S0 in the things this 35 to compese mnd divide; consequently,
the m@ﬂﬁ@% mows trath only by capesing apd dividing throngh its judge
‘ 01 In sther woris, to achiove s fermineticn of the socond cot of the
intelicot, which 4o to hunow truth, jrecisely iz to kuow the thing in dige
primination frum its being known; this is not to knov the thing without
2ty rsg it tut is to Inow o conposition or divieion in discriminstion

- the sot of the intellect itself-=thui i, to Imow that it iz not

1@ an intellectusl construction. The intelleot com kwow tho latier,

m it kmowe itself by reflecvicn, “his now terwminstion, alweye s s

peitdon fron the side of the intellocty since 4% is o wnifield content
thought fo be sdegeate %o o thing: the veyy dicorimins

ation belween the

3‘ dog of that thing snd the thing, is ingcluded im the erminati

20te I% is precisely this knovledge of the thing in discrimineticn from

tsl being kaom, vhich is a knowledse thet the thing i, since the rolow
n of sdeguationm-shich is truthe-iz oonpleted in the very opexetion by

shigh the intelleet accepis the being of the thing, just an it is, by o

ertain likening o ite”

Pros this peint of view, we cen mndorstond why jguinas treats the
copuln a8 pert of the yredicate, snd assigns it the primary mesalng of the
vezy actuelity of every form snd actewthe seteslity which falls abeolutely
in the intellect.” Then = yropositien is known $o Be true, the cbjiectivie
ty of the being itoelf is knowneethat is, its intellicibility is posited
u# it in o vnity thet is discrimiueted from the =t of the jntellect ite




the soul mukesy it is nothing in the noture of things.® It is divided

azadnet “to Lo sesning the set of every entitpw-that is, the act by vhich

4% io denominsted & boing in sot in the nature of thinge. In this conse,

'to be® only is atiribveted to things in the wem « nberorioss ﬁx@mﬁ’ﬁm.

4 be&ng” said from this “"to be' ig divided inte the fem m‘mmﬁwa Hetw
sortain thet not oll propesitions are existential, in the scnae

Propoecitions vhich poait indie

»v shile iquinaes requires two terme for o pmgm@%i@%.g Then we say
that Socvntes is white, howewsr, the point ds not o scsert his sxistonce,
put to fndieate thet whiteness bolonge to Wime? oveover, it doss mot
goot necessary rropasition in concerned with existence, for
quﬁme Buys %E;ﬁliﬁiﬁl;? that the jroposition, " :;m is rationsl,” can be
rue even &f thove are no iedividusl wen eﬁxi«sﬂﬂg. It seams, then, that
it e impossible to sy that fowinas considers the knowledge of truth,
which terminutes the seconf cot of the intelleat, %o be s knowledso of the
exiotence of things.

. These supavent inconsistencies, howover, csn e resolved. Considore
ed pinply by itself, the "to be® which signifies the truth of o proposie
iaa& noed not signify that anvéhing existe opert fros the intellect, since
rropositions can be forved with reopoot Yo whet is understocd
1 or contrast with the eivole ;&ff&@ﬁiﬁ%}iﬁ%% wvhich are une
Sho T Howover, overy obsolute positing signifies acmething
xisﬁrag in the sature of thingz. 7 in ebmolute truth s ene vhich ree

sition or conditione’ fny sisple intelliginility that is

phinas,? not by 1tself, tub vhen it is yrediested witheut conditions.
Thu s the "to ket zhich sizmifies the tyuth of the ragmiﬁ% gignifiesn

Y uode I, qu. 2, a5te 2, o Thides De enta, chap. s
%n Peri homm., I, lect. iii. @ma Yoot $1.

Sqand, VIIT, que 1, 67t 1, Ge 0e_onte, chape e
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rrimarily what falls in the intelieet a5 ciwolute soiwality, since those
Praepo zﬁﬂaﬁ which rogit sopething in rec zi%g aope opimapily tvoe, while
?39%@ which do unot, ave true iy inssouch sp the infellect undersionds
al beings ond forme necations end polcotions by contrsst snd comparisc

|

| The intellesct introduces “&mﬁ&& by joining the predicste with the
%Fw@; eonsequently, to kuow thet sonething exists, 4o not to undere
stond ite existence, but %o josit it,' Thie not enly holds with respect
to God, bub also with respeet o Socrates. ‘hen we soy, "Soorates is," we
- m thet he 38 o beingethon the rropceiticn is nocesserily
2 ey yean that the nropesition is true--then the vrovosition s not Dol
apily true, sinee it ceans that Soovates oxisls inm the nature of
The texts im which Aaninas a;gg%;:;m*«m the zesnings of "4 be" sige
fying truth and signifying existence, then, hove twe meaningse. First,
r indicate that “to be® can be used without its full significance, to
$ignify propositions shich are true enly om comdition that the indellect
& w"- things in o certnin way. Second, they indicate that the “to be'
sus of the proposition is not an intelligible sspect of things
nddng »ith o thing,

g

Tith respect to the rvoposition, "icorates io white,” 1% is not the
ease that the point is that Socrates exlsts. Ueverthelese, ths ;ropcsie
ion is not wholly irrelevant to ewistence. Rathew, its precise point ie
o nosert thot whitensse ia present in Jocwrntes, zpart from ouy kmowing

Tﬁfw he neither 38 white nor anything cloe merely Ly ossence, Wt one
7 by the netuality of owery form and noteeezistmes, “hen ve socert that
dan is rationcl, this sssertion cun be true, not boowuse 4% is necesssyy
hat individusl wen oxist, but because spnrt fron our peculiey way of

P .
knowing, which divides the fwo imtelligibilities, they are one. Aquinng

hing 4tself, apart from owr knwwledge or the oxistonce of individuals
ecouse 1t io founded on divineg mmmﬁg@ﬁ :

, X, Hlie 5, arte 4@' 0, and nd 2

3 zﬁeﬁﬂﬁ 29 % ioche, img I Perd herTmes x:’s. is a’% ida
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Yith respoct to the probles concerming the appavent lack of composie

don in & siople existontisl propocition, 4% scoms ¢ me that thie cen be

ered by caying that the lsck of composition is cnly spparent. The ine
tellect lmows ihe sinmuler divectly-ess it were by mmm%ml But eince
‘ he veflective operation involves a point of depsrturs in siuple ender-
stending, there ave bvo tovme in such oo ooteswhat hos boon understood die
tectly, end the intellect's contimity with the esgerience cu which its
ic found to depend. The very act of kmeving e singular, therefore, is
& judsment terminsting in e nroposition, kmowing that the thimg is. Simple
Inteiligindlities never cna be posited absolutely by themselves, for thoy
nm; have objectivity emcept Tor the intellectetihe thing understosd ine
sofar as it is undoratood. Oaly o determingd unity can be posited uncondie
tionellyewan intelligibility simified by the predicate accerding to o de=
roined subject, end o subject only onder a certsln intelligfbility. It
8 precisely for this vesson that it is necessary to take the modes of
dicating into accounty the proposition bears §%e owm reguivements for
ruth within itself snd £ulfills these reguirver ot the sams timeweif
¢ fs unconditionnl.

Aguinas? commentery ca Aristotlets Qa Interpretation, thomefore, is
13 made of 4% Aquinas

SIS ﬁ&ﬁi@ﬁl iu not ins

of un sbeolute truth, not & conditionsl cme.. He follows Aristotle i his
emphasisc on the guestion of the unity of the simple emunciction, explaine
thot the exposition is in terws of gpposite modes of gfmwﬁ In
¢n ehsolutely simple eouncistion, cne mmet be predfcated of cneesthst is,
mmtmm%@ torms, each of vhich con be greeped in e simple iNe
tollicibility, After the trentment of alenification and the definition
nd diviston of emumcintion, the tre:fuent begiss by taking e twofold die
rersity of emmeistion, ome Trom the very affirmative or negative wode of
the emmnciation iteslf, the other from its possible truth or falsity. The
ermmeiation through these modes are thon ﬁ%ﬁi@ﬁﬁ The

2
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dis tion of mecessary and condingent watter is not introduced in the die
vicion of quontily, but only in the txeatment of the mﬁm of foture cone
t &a} The eatire question of quontity is o metier of the diverse
sedes of attributing, and the signg of these mw;;.g The evidant inpode
tonee of the two modesescomposition and division=-is vnderetendable, siace
{% iz by those modes that the intellect either spprehends ddentity ov Qi
*'s!‘mﬁs with reapect o the %mg}

Three £inzl points will complete this enalysis. First, Aguines holds
thers s an abesolute nocessity in orestures, in that there are absge
Y 1y nacessary consequences of certain cuusen, even thowsh 21l creaturss
nd on the will of Sod for existence.” In the sense in which a univere
W@@mitﬁ% ic existenticl, therefore, there ean be o DocessHry
‘ ime of exioting things other thon Gofde Second, we have seon that in the
progese in which the intellect lnews » trath, Judoment 4o within the act,
#ile the proposition is the term of the act. Unlese an emmelinticn ds
gffered ready.mede for consideration or inguiry, consejuently, there is ne
fon of cseent. Ve have seen the dewelopoent of Aguinas' degdvine on
ludgment ond the proposition in many textes in nome of these is he comw
with assent. e dose spesk in terms of nesont when ho deals with
patters of faithy it is in thio contont thet susont zost often io mone
tioned.? The reasen for this sgposrs to be that whem & propositien is
‘ m 2ivectly, assent is identicel vith the juidgrent through
proposition 1o known. 6 Thind, analogy ccours beoause of d,ﬁ,wm%y of the
s of prediaatings’ consoquently, ansloguss are divided seccniing
diverse modes of Wmm Since the mofdes of medicating cromot funge
5.% except within the sropositiom, knovledge in which smolegy is present

& Fe3
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1%%., lecte Ziiie

xg., loct. %e Ousntification of the predicete is vuled eut, sinee
a ,,,s of predicuting 1o dncompatidble with the mmmm.
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there can be mi@@ in mﬁc@i‘sm which achue 11,4, adde to our w
E things.

In sums Aguinss treats the proposition as o wnified term of the sege
gnd act of the intellect, This act is necesesry to perfect the limited
mowledees of things sogmived in the first scte In if, the thing is knom
‘ though this imovledge 211l iz inmperfect, 2% lesst o line

¥nowing this wnity, truth iz knowm, ut it iz schieved only according
the linite and determinstions of the modes of predication. Tho prepesitic
Hos o 4rowpart oteucture, congeguently. The proposition of individunl oze
iotence is an extrene gase of vwhat cccurs in svery unconditionsl judsment,
v or this is simply knowing $he twuth of & proposition which is o mowledge
ﬁ?nwﬁﬁwﬂ@Mw.@%@gmm&%mmwM%am%@@@ﬁﬂw@,
u~ their content in the nature of things, not morely supposing oxice
-. fm?a, nor serely on the condition of existonce, but declaring » vnity
;i bolds true for ozistonce. In ¢onsequence of this dootrine, the

tion of the mity of & simple propesition remsins an important one,
ko “’f‘se studded in terms of ooposite modas of plurslity. In easen 4n which
3 preposition is knowm, aszent to the propoeition is not o conseque

lenous predieation can pley an dmportent rvole in $his view, since
the diverse modes of predicating, which determine a pomiine sddition to

gur imonledge of things, divide an intelligibility, making ite predication
el 0o0Ns.e

Gonelusion

I have expmined thres distinct dectirines concerning the propositione

itz logical structure, the wnderlying theories of propositionsl knowledge
and truth,; and certain aspects of the logiesl treatments of propositions,

Por Peoeundo-Thomas, the proposition has three parts: the subject, the
gopulas and the predicsate. He initially describos the second set of the
intellect 25 that in which it joins cne thing to ancther, or divides one
thing from snother, by meoans of "to be™ or "not o be.” Ny anclysis of
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8 treatosmt of the noun and verd rosulted in two concluciouns: firat, the
b metually i reduced to o nous with a copulag ecand, both parts of
the proposition arve trested in such o way that the ddotinction between the

%&mifim of sincle words and thoir lack of truth or €alcity becomes
‘%i@mﬁ. The acpuln simifies the twe prineipsl pavis, inscfar se zm
‘%{a% & single ohject for undorstanding. GSignificonce reguires communicew
ion of cuch cbjective unities cnd presuppeces the object knomn, which ale

iy has been emalyzed end reduced to prior primciples. Pusudo-Thomas
miﬁem truth to be o conformity betumsen an objeet understood cnd somee
i in the nature of things. 4t lesct according to the ssoond of his
iTw theories, it is clear that the conformity itself pree-exists cur cbjoce
tification of 1t end that the second cot of the intelleet is net an ade

wrd ﬁi& the m’&m of the most sinple fwzmiﬁiﬁm, his treatuent of categore
iczl propositions and reduction of wodal to nonemedel cateporicals, ond
is;mtmé of &istincuishing oategorical mropositions from hypotheticnl
M& thoase depend on bis view of propooitional otructure ond his e
derlying theory of the second operation of the intellect.

Jckhum's purrese and yrocedure in treating the propcsition in the

s@; the necessazy nnd eufficient trutheconditions for wopesitiens of
;331 “; form. Both principsl terms in & proposition must be noumsy fov they
1ve sigms used with deterwinate suppoeitionethe supposition portly io ine
‘ ategorenatie terms, snd partly by the form of the rropesie
insofer s 1% doos not have
gionificancs T % éﬁ@@ not 1imit the supposition of othe
tm, tut irﬁiwﬁea that they are Leing used with thelyr determinote
guppositicn. Ockham does not enphusize distincticae botveen cognitive and
‘iﬁmﬁie strusture in his trostment of jropusitions, since the two cove
g:eaﬁ fnsofay ns truth and feleidy sre coucerved, given the materisls
vom which rropositions are formeds It sesms to fellow from Ockhemts
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riment of gmﬁmi%ml structure that the subjocherredicate Tovm s
?3 is not secessary; novertheless, Ockhem offers sn noube view of the
m&iﬁm for a am@m@ﬁ nropesition, cccoxding to which it is one hove

ing on indivisible truthegondition. Truth e identified with the sroncsie
iot itselfy the knowledge of toutha, inscfar 29 logic com eonduce €o it,

: knowledes having prosositions, not things, ns 1ts direct ohjocts.
ham nodther reduces modal proncsitions to nom-nodel ones, nor does he
e&?&t all hypotheticosl prosositions %o be reduced 0 outegorienl ones,
ts ontire logic of the ~rvoposition rests on the distinctioms and
& f@iﬁi@m he has set down in the fivet port of his logiog mowsover, it
in sgrecment with his notion of logie o8 an ort ddrscted to the cone
aetion of ecorplex forms of oignifiention,

Aguinast trostment of gimificetion reguires that lingeistic conside
2“ icns be given s owincipel plece in «ll three parts of logie. The line
mrﬁc structure of the cmmeiotion does not indicate its logicil siruce
ture, for although boith terms signify things acconiing to coneeptions,
they ore gci.md in o functicoal ity in signifying the yropositicn which
tecpinates the sceond oot of &he intelleet. The woposition, then, hos
‘&m‘ wrtse not three; the copila is lneluded in the wedicaete. The copue
L B tb& #3a” has a primary significange of 1ts oum, for 43 prineipnlly sige
nifies vhat falls dn the intellect in the mcde of aboolute sctuclity. The
‘mﬁmimﬁn torninates an omeration of nowledge in vhich thore 18 o getie
adwenoa ia kmowledge of thinges this advomce i ngeompliched through
S «u for by droont the truth of the propesition itsclf becomes
wm snd the existonce of the thing therchby i kmownewnot by being undere

stond, but by being posited. Oinge the intellseil introluces the composi
tion of the proposition, it introfuces the simpleo intellisibilities which
snter the sroposition as intentions aud it indroduces additional mofes of
conpesition fron the fwo torms, The business of ihe logicism is o ataly
hese nofdesy for the fruth of “he sroposition roculres that judgment judge
itaelf, taking the sodes of urediestion into account, In the second port
of logie, the modes which ore intrefuced preciscely in the rrToeces of judge
montemeapeoinily, affirmmtion ond negation--cre exmnined by comtrmats.
Aguinsst view neither redueces the propcsition ¥o srlor principleswjudge
fent takes inte account wintewer is necgesoaryenoy stotes the trth-condie




m for mmiﬁm in terme of the things for vhich they stand. The
procedure, however, hue ite mwlogm in W@' consideration of

Concerning ceriain pelints, the thuee theories of the proposition
Fooh of the three censiders the gropoeition on the lusis

‘ tment of the ecteguries. ‘Tthe distinction Letween the subject
snd the rredicate is roluted §n coch case to o dootrime of subetantial une
@y; far PoeudoeThomas? subject siznifies ¢ thing or 2 noture in = thiag,
aihants irveducible ters is a specific sign, and iguines’ subject stands
f @ri the conorete supposils or cubjects with Which the pwediesnts is undere
-tfmﬁ to Do joloed. iAgsin, cach theoory is velsted ¢o o dootrine on truth
i:%m operation of the iatellact in vhieh truth iz objectified, truthe
‘zw foreed, or truth is fntrcoluced. Considering the theories with respect
G E@ﬁ@i@ﬁ@ of objeets, however, they are diffevent; ‘guinas esphapises
coutinulty of the proeess of knowledge concerning the same objects,
cmme snd Ockham in different waye cunsider the direct
m#l@ég@ vepresented in a rroposition o be displeced from things prie
parily knowaeethe former loonting ita cbjest in the conforcity which proe
oxists juignent, the latter locsting its cbjeot in the propositien itself,

L fow reunvks concerning Johm of Ste Thomas? troatommt of {he propos
gition ave sufficient te indicate the Qiveotion of his enalysis. He cone
siders the diviedon of the propositicon inte cotegordesl and hypothetical
“m by recson of the copulation ov mjwmm} fis treatoont of the
gitrueture of the categerical proposition expliedily distingul

B FWM“ copula, and predicntoeecnd indiestes Gifferent kinds of

_ ;ma. In tresting the verh, however, John insists on the sigaificonce
@?ze@ copulative “ie;*‘ in fact, he cssigne it & proper &&‘3&&;}‘&;5 Hias exe
‘ ngept 1o thot 4t e of oxistence; since the existence

oannis & Sonete Thomas, oDs Cites Is 1577518, (He refors to
‘e?o mg g};‘g@%&. ﬁs)
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ie & oreature 1s o term of action, it con have the mode of sction of trane
tentness in signification.’ In defining the cnuneietion, John esrefully
excludes both truth end judgrent from the cmmeletion itself. ‘n enunci-
gtion is a rerfect discourse expressing o complex ebjeets Judement can be
mﬁ with respect to this; therefora, 1% foliows that 4% signifies the

e o gamﬁ h ne faithedin which there

t ws Cizat &5 forved and mmmm, thom it 48 ga@mﬂﬁ Teuth or foleity

ﬁmmelm are agcidents of the rroposition end judgrents emmedation
fected by the simmificetiom of a complex object, on which an 8860

demomnt can fall, 4 “hnt John seems 40 d0, i;m,

“*4—»4 n*a and apcerted
ﬁm&e& The i.‘em for g@m@@m imm@ of o proposition would not
éim@iy the emuneistion itself-"Jobn ¢ o mn"—but the sasertion of
the mmﬁ@im—-“xt ic the cuoe that John I8 o son."

I the eombext of those conclusicns comcerniag the relevance of the
gsﬁ@i%@m of the thres logicel theoriss %o tholr treataonts of tho orops
'iﬁm, it is nteresting to astice cortain snnlogiss in the three cone
bemporary ghilosoghers to whos I huve referred. Omoe agnin, I do not ine
m! to oxtond =y conclusions, but merely %o indicate mmlegles «hich suge
the velevence of ry investigzation, The poluts I shall nention, then,
3 e#miﬁ@r to bo suitable for investisntion, not for sesertion.

truthe has an opposife-=nsmelys errovs In thio chapter, he preposes o
fnvestigate the question: "7hst do we meen by fruth ond £olsity?" prosupe
;m» this distincetion, »ad @eﬁﬁ%@&aﬁ&@ the guestion esncerning how we
kaow whether o gim belief is true, L theory of fruth must adnit falsce

|
|
1
\
\
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soognine that truth and falsity cre preperties of beliefs
nd etatementss and it sust reeognise that truth snd falsity ave relotione
o1 groperties of Loliefs, not o quality intrinsic to them.® Tussell's
ﬁaﬂ:&mﬁm botveen knowledge of truths and Imoeledge of thingm 15 sonte
what 1ils the distiscticon T understand isecudo=Thame to meke botegen the
gecond act of the intelleot snd the diveel kuowledge of things vhich has

1 funetion in both the firet 1nd second sete, Pis yequirement thet truth
Bo #ammwm& a relational proserty of beliefs, 1o smslogoue to U'soudoe
Thomas? treatuont of 1% se a relation of veason,

flussell argues that the secessity of sllowing for foloehood demands
zm‘ belief be & veletion of tho mind to move than cne objest, cince if it
«:rz-: & valotion %o one objoet, it would always bo fruowif the @bﬁ%ﬁ eXe
.&%&E—-ﬁr it weuld not be possiblowmif there were mo object.” Conses
1y, he defines belief or judpmont s o relotion of & wind to seversl ﬁxﬁxgg&
T gmgmg rind is the subject; the other terms aro cbjecte; the act of
ig the relntion uniting thom. The subjeet and objects temethor ave
h@ oonstituents of the judgments the relation of bellieving sefs thess in
g @{ermm apder, or glves them s ceritain seuse or &imatim.?’

- imong the objects of the belief, there rust be ot lesst cne relstion.
ls it enters the bolieferelation, however, this cbjecterelation is mervely
e coustituent; it is the belieferelstion vhich wnites il of the cone
%ﬁ#mn&e inte o single vhele. “hen » belief is true, theve is o complex
i@, diatinet from the bhelieferolaticn, in which the rommining constitus
ante ove joined by the velation which is incluled in the cbjecteconstitve
ante, Timeg, o bellef is true vhen it corresponds to a distinet complex
uh ':.  hag ite object-torms umilted in the ovder and by the reletion vhich
mhﬁm cmong thems Tt followa thet the truth of the belief is ite
mtiﬁmi vroperty to the feet to whiech 1% correspouds; it da feolse vhem
it lacks o corvesponding frot, The wind does not creste truths, but only
velicfa, which ere true cor false bosmuse of f@gmﬁ This part of Tusseli's
waory, while it cmpheatzes n complex propositional structure, like John
Ste Thome®, wlse has sumething einiler to FeoudosThomaat notion that

3‘:@3@.; 5pe 12021714 é‘fm&% 5e 1240 21
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andereteod is forwed by the ndnd in cne a0ty and conmidered in
son with the nature in things by o second ccle

On the cther hand, Pather Boshner hes pointed out that @@%msm'a
tﬁe@m of truth, resting on nis deotrdne of supposition, io reloted not
te srdstotle, tut slsc to the econtewporary, semantic comecept of
mﬁ%} If we look at Carncpts Introfuction to Sexsntics, the sualogy is
%rzikm. 4 semantical system is & mmmwmtm ma ﬁﬁ’ reles detorwine

soary and sufficient eonditions for the tvuth of every sene
2

Fam formulated dn the objoctelansunge to which it refers.” Cormop di=
inguishes betwaon code systens, in vhich & truth-oondition is given sopae
ately for each sentence, snd lumpuege systous, in which gonewal zules are
1‘%§ In o sieple exsople, he establishes siums for propertiecs and for
bjects, and states the truthecondition: o sentence joining no objecte-gipgn
ith o property-sign s true 17 and only if t&w designotum of the objocte-
i@z has the deafsmetun of the m?wﬁgr-ﬁi@s

‘ From this and other cxamples, be says thet & semantical gysten oy
mw@m a8 follosas Flrst, & classificstion of aigns ia giveng
mmx, rales of formation ore laid dowmg third, rules of desicmaticn ave
iﬁ doeng Tinally, voles of truth are l:id down. Ty the rules; "sone

nees" "designntions” end "true” are defined for the cysteme This dofi-
iti@n of “grue" is the ainm of the whole ng@m.g Cornap explaine how he
8 using the vord "true." To csoart that o sentence is $rus is the same
a; te asoert the sentonge iteelf, This le nel a delinition of “true,” but
eriterien socording te which a twepcaed dafinition will be judged ade-
; ’ba or insdeguate~-thot i, in sgreement with his intention or m@zﬁ

The anslogy hardly - commente Cawmap considers tho sentence o
needs condition

ctice is thet the designota fulfill the condition which the et
requires. The need for o clessification of sigws ond the rules of

signation arises frem the fret that (arnap considers omly linsuictie

& unity of cione voed with dofinite supposition; the trutt

31948, Dpe 73024,
Thides Do 26e
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signe; be does wot suppose omy of them to be gliven with detercinate signie
ficouse, s rules of formation corvespond to Ockhonts ctutenent of prope
ositionsl foras; his rules of tyuth correspond to Ockhanm'e statevsnt of
the nesessayy and sufficient conditions for the tvuth of srogositions of
ﬁx&m forms.

Demay'a notion of the structuve of the Judgront depends on his treate
nt of inguiry. Inguiry is o directed tronsforontion of em indeteruinate
situction inte cue vhose constituents ve determined in such a wy ae to
sonvert the originsl elements into o unified whole.t “Sitastion” here
loets not mesn an cbject or set of chisets but sn entire context.” Antee
sdently, the situation itsclf io wnsettled; it ovokes the question sud
he precedure of inquiry.’ The knower 15 mot merely subjootively doubtfuls
dth@r. he is faced with the situstion, aad he inter-acts with it through
‘ 8se The inler-sction becomes inguivy vhen there is anticie-
: uonces, and on sotive dirvection of the situation toward a
ortain cutcone, within the potentislities of the ﬁi&%ﬁt&mﬁ lewmay's no=
ion of the nrocese leading to judguent, them, involves nction in an exe
racl matter by o divected progran of overt opsratioms. In Aquince!
Twm, this would be called "art” in the strict sonse.

g

Judgoent is the cetiled cuteone of ingulrys 4t is to be distinguished
roin Jropositions, vhich funetion within the ivoesss that lesds te judge
ﬁ.ﬁ Judgrment is individual, but not sinpulore-that ig, 1t has o situse
don a8 ite subjeet mutier, not o slagulse e’&m%é The Judgront hos &
wubjectepredicate structure.’ The subjeat refers to the situstion s 1%

chsorved to conetitute the problem snd to provide foots mhout ilesif,.
n the first instonce, it is meither o nmeve this, nor en antologicsl sube
twnea, %t an inclusive situsticn in which cingulars mey be discriminated
 properties noted, begsuse of thedr significance for the probles
gredicate refers to the uvomings or ideatiomal contonts which constitute
ai proposed solution o the azml&*:%g The oubject ond the redicate, then,

Jaeyy ODs Cites pPe 104-105. Ibides pe 666
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#m functionally distinet fron each otheresthe terwms in the aubject awe
held miberially, those in the ;redicate sre beld formally. OF course, the
snalozy 4s only an analogy, since Dewsy's ferme have a tlme-differential
and sroseasive relation o each other, while ‘quinas? terms do not.

| The corula is not o seysrnte elesend; 1% affects both terms and 1€
xg;%e%aa oredicaticn. It indieatos the operctions by which the subject
s selected and the rwedicnte aprlied te ite The uwulty in diversiiy it
doplies is nod self-contradictory, for the copuls stands for operatione
ﬁrfm& in a temporal process tronsforming the aﬁ&mﬁm} Anwinns?
‘ﬁ:mfea@tmi reoonstitution, then, is pavelleled by an operational tranefore
gation in Doweys in oither cose, the sepaerate terms do nol express a o
11@%@ unowledge of o metophysienl -winelple, ut an aspeet of n thing.

In 2 jodgment, the "ia” has tempowel Torce and inherent oxistential
refevence, In @ mere conparisen of reanings, on the other hand, it does
not hive cuch significence., The situstion to which the sentenco refers
feternines the meaning of "is.” Hot sn iselable constituwent, the eopula
really ruts the subject and predieate to work on eaeh other.” Ohjocts,
mlang, are subject-putters transformed cecording to jedsmentss they ave
'n oubeoms of the rrocess of imwix*gﬁ erizination of the object
from the "voeess of knowing in Aguinns' rroposition is analogous to the
constitution of nn object for Dewey, sinee the chject is the outcome-winot
iz, there is an object 2t the poiut at wvhich inguiry termine

The yemnrks on =11 thres of these theories have besn by seclected
refercnces; oven 50, the differsnees nye o8 apparont se the analecies.
Revertheless, thnt there sve wrnlogies seoms evident, and this io sufe
Ficiont o $ndicete that the epposition aneng logiezl theories s not 4w
rolevints
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