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04 THE FOURTEENTH CENTURY

of Auxerre and Nicholas of Paris. Bt the most popular and
influential work on logic was the Summulae logicales of Peter
of Spain, a native of Lisbon, who taught at Paris and later
became Pope John XX1. He died in 1277. At the beginning
of this work we read that ‘dialectic is the art of arts and the
science of sciences’ which opens the way to the knowledge
of the principles of all methods! A similar statement of the
fundamental importance of dialectic was made by Lambert
of Auxerre. Peter of Spain goes om to say that dialectic is
carried on only by means of language, and that language
involves the use of words, One mnst begin, then, by consider
ing the word, first as a physical entity, secondly as a significant
term. This emphasis on langnage was characteristic of the :
logicians and grammarians of the faculty of arts.

‘When Peter of Spain emphasized the importance of dia-
lectic, he meant by ‘dialectic’ the art of probable zeasdning;
and in view of the fact that some other thirteenth-century -
logicians shared this tendency fo comcentrate on probable
reasoning as distinct from demonstrative science on the one
hand ,and sophistical reasoning on the other, it is tempting
to see in their works the source of the fourteenth-century::
emphasis on probable arguments. No doubt there may have
been a conmeckion; but one must remember that a thinker
like Peter of Spain did not abandon the idea that metaphys.
ical arguments can give certainty. In other words, Ockham
was doubtless influenced by the emphasis placed by the pre;
ceding logicians on dialectic or syllogistic reasoning leading
to probable conclusions; but that does not mean that one
can father on his predecessors his own tendency to look on
arguments in philosophy, as distinct from logic, as probable
rather than demonstrative arguments. :

A number of the treatises in Peter of Spain’s Summulae
logicales deal with the Aristotelisn logic; but others deal with
the ‘modemn logic’ or logic of terms. Thus in the treatise
headed De supposiHonibus he distinguishes the significatio
from the suppositio of terms. The former function of a term
consists in the relation of a sign to the thing signified. Thus
in the English language the term ‘man’ is a sign, while in the
French language the term ‘homme’ has the same sign-func
tion. But in the sentence ‘the man is running’ the term ‘ma
which already possesses its significatio, acquires the functi
of standing for (supponere pro) a definite man, whereas
the sentence “man dies’ it stands for all men. One must this,

kis attack on all realist
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says Peter, distinguish between significati itio,
inasmrnch as the latter presupposes gthf fonie?.n 4 suppositio,
) Nmy; this logic of terms, with its doctrine of signs and of
standing-for’, undoubtedly influenced William of Ockham
who took from his predecessors much of what one might call
his technical equipment. But it does not follow of course,
that Ockham did not develop the terminist Iogi’c very con-
siderably. Nor does it follow that Ockhants philosophical
views and the use to which he put the terminist logic were
borrowed from a thinker like Peter of Spain. On the contrary

Pete{ was a conservative in philosophy and was very far from
showing any tendency to anticipate Ockham’s ‘nominalism’
To find the antecedents of the terminist logic in the thir
teenth century is not the same thing as attempting to push
back the whole Ockhamist philosophy into that century: such
an aftempt would be futile, ‘

The theory of supposition was, howeves, only ane of the
featu{es of fourteenth-century logic. 1 have given it special
mention here because of the use made of it by Ockham in
his discussion of the problem of universals. But in any history
of mediaeval logic prominence would have to be given to the
theory of consequences or of the inferential operations be-
tween propositions. In his Summa Logicae® Ockham deals
with this subject after treating in turn of terms, propositions
and sy]loglsms. But in the De puritate artis logicaet of Wal-
ter Burleigh the theory of comsequences is given great promi-
nence, :jlnd ﬂ}e author’s remarks on syllogistics form a kind of
appendix to it. Again, Albert of Saxony in his Peruiilis Logiea
treats syllogistics as part of the general theory of con-
sequences, ‘ghough he follows Ockham in starting his treatise
with a consideration of terms. The importance of this devel-
opment of t13e theory of consequences in the fourteenth cen-
tury is thf-: witness it bears to the growing conception of logic
as formal‘xstxc in_character. For this feature of the later medi-
acval logic reveals an affinity, which was for long disregarded
or even unsuspected_, between mediaeval and modem logic.
the Ilnsttory o}f1 nﬁediaeval logic has not indeed
‘ ¢ point at which an adequate zecon
subject becozlnes_ possible. But further ]iges for reﬂegifio(;f :Illlg

aeval Logie, which is mentioned in th Bibli
the reader ;s referred to e Sphy. And

: this work for further information
- 3. I turn now to Ockham’s logic, with special attention to

theories of universals, ‘What has been
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said in the preceding section will suffice to show that the
ascription to Ockham of various logical words and notions
should not necessatily be taken {o imply that he invented
them,

(i) There are various kinds of terms, traditionally dis-
tinguished from one another, For example, some terms refer
directly to a reality and have a meaning even when they
stand by themselves. These terms (‘butter’, for instance) are
called categorematic terms. Qther terms, however, like ‘no’
and ‘every’ acquire a definite reference only when standing in
relation to categorematic terms, as in the phrases ‘no man’
and ‘every house’. These are called syncategorematic terms.
Again, some terms are absolute, in the sense that they signify
a thing without reference to any other thing, while ofher
terms are called connotative terms, because, like ‘son’ or ‘fa-
ther’, they signify an object comsidered only in relation to
some other thing.

(ii) If we consider the word ‘man’, we shall recognize that
it is a conventional sign: it signifies something or has a mean-
ing, but that this particular word has that particular meaning
or exercises that particular sign-function is a matter of con-
vention. This is easily seen to be the case if we bear in mind
the fact that in other languages homme’ and ‘homd’ are
used with the same meaning, Now, the grammarian can rea-
son about words as words, of course; but the real matedal
of our reasoning is not the conventional but the natural sign.
The natural sign is the concept. Whether we are English and .
use the word ‘man’ or whether we are French and use the.
word ‘homme’, the concept or logical significance of the term:
is the same. The words are different, but their meaning is the .
same. Ockham distinguished, therefore, hoth the spoken word .
(terminus prolatus) and the written word (terminus scripius):
from the concept (terminus conceptus or intentio animae),
that is, the term considered according to its meaning or logica
significance. .

Ockham called the concept or terminus conceptus a ‘natu
tal sign’ because he thought that the direct apprehensio
of anything causes naturally in the human mind a concep
of that thing. Both brutes and men utter some sounds a3
natural reaction to a stimulus; and these sounds are natura
signs. But ‘brutes and men utter sounds of this kind only.to
signify some feelings or some accidents present in them:

selves’, whereas the intellect ‘cam elicit qualities to signify
any sort of thing naturally’ 4 Perceiving 4 cow results in the
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iz}r;;lfst)iop oé] the .saé-ne idea or ‘natural sign’ (terminus con
. og I the mind of the Fuglishman and .

] of the French.
man though the former wifl express this concept in worgccl:r

guages.

To anticipate for 2 m
' oment, one may point out that
Ockham is called g ‘nomina}ist’, it is not meant, or sl?grlﬁg

of ‘standing for’ (su,ﬁfmsitio).

! ( or example, in the state
by ‘Edme;n is .rupnlng" the term ‘man’ stand; for a IJILG(:J'SIEI;l ?1-1:
div sléa#télggni Is an instance of suppositio personalis. But in
IE man Iy a species’ the term ‘man’ sta ‘
nt a spe stands f
fﬂ aﬁe?s‘ ;Thnlg ];;’supﬁo_mtzo suinplex. Finally, in the statemegi]j
s .one s speaking of the word ifsel is i
Is;t;%i;}%?o Mmaterialis. ‘Taken in itself the term ‘m;’T};mcells
! Cxercising any of these functions: but it i g
f : it is o
proposition that it actually acquires a d,eterminate ﬁ%éno?
e fmoti question. Suppositio, then, is ‘4 property
_ ) gu}g 0 4 term, bui only in 4 proposition’ &
whi?l? n the statement ‘man i mortal’ the term ‘man’
- Whi wili’icf Ewrrg Illlaze ﬂfeen, Ia sign, stands for things, that is,
_ L, g Ot themselves signs. It is theref )
-of ‘first intentiop’ {pri i jonis). But in the o
_ s . tnde intentionis). But in th -
Eréznt sEecues are subd-wisions of generzfl’ the term “:p:ﬁg’
-selvisms)i g;:an:lt 1Snt1m3d13ftely flor things which are not them-
 signs: ands for classnames, like “uan’ ¢ !
selve , like ‘man
'adggrﬁWI?Ch aredthemse]ves signs. The termn ‘5pecie;’ i}sméizs’
Ot second intention (secundge ; tentioni
words, terms of second i { or o of o Other
: 1d ntention stand for termg of first i
‘tentl?;l and‘ are predicated of them, as when it i sa'éStthm-
~man” and ‘horse’ are species. ot

In a2 broad ‘ i i
sense of ‘first intention’ Syncategorematic termsg

may be called frst intentions. Taken in themselyes they do
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not signify things; but when conjoined with other terms they
make those other terms stand for things in a determinate
manner. For example, the term ‘every’ canmot by itself stand
for definite things; but as qualifying the term ‘man’ in the
sentence ‘every man is mortal” it makes the term ‘man’ stand
for a definite set of things. In the strict sense of ‘first inten-
tion’, however, a term of first intention is an ‘extreme termy’
in a propositon, one, that is, which stands for a thing
which is not a sign or for things which are not signs. In the
sentence ‘arsenic is poisonous’, the term ‘arseni¢’ is both an
‘extreme term’ and one which stands in the proposition for
something which is not itself a sign. A term of second in-
tention, strictly understood, will thus be a term which natu-
rally signifies first intentions and which can stand for them
in a propositon. ‘Genus’, ‘species’ and ‘difference’ are ex-
amples of terms of second intention.®

(v) Ockham’s answer to the problem of universals has
been already indicated in effect: universals are terms (fer-
mini congepti) which signify individual things and which
stand for them in propositions. Only individual things exist;
and by the very fact that a thing exists it is individual, There
are not and canunoct be existent universals, To assert the extra-
mental existence of universals is to commit the folly of as-
serting a contradiction; for if the universal exists, it must be
individual. And that there 1s no common reality existing at °
the same time in two members of a species can be shown
in several ways. For example, if God were to create a man
out of nothing, this would not affect any other man, as far
as his essence is concernéd. Again, one individual thing can
be annihilated without the annihilation or destruction of an-
other individual thing. ‘One man can be annihilated by God
without any other man being annihilated or destroyed. There-
fore there is not anything common to both, because (if there
were) it would be annihilated, and consequently no other
man would retain his essential nature.’? As to the opinion of
Scotus that there is a formal distinction between the com-
mon nature and the individuality, it is true that he ‘excelled
others in subtlety of judgment’;® but if the alleged distine-
Hon is an objective and not purely mental distinction, it must
be real. 'The opinion of Scotus is thus subject to the same
difficulties which were encountered by older theories of
realism, '

Whether the universal concept is a quality distinct from
the act of the intellect or whether it is that act itself is

teptualism differs from the position of St. Thomas. After all,
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question of but secondary importance: the jm a i
is that ‘no universal is anything existing in H_le%') ;;afgu%?iiget
the soul; but cverything which is predicable of many things is
of its nature in the mind, whether subjectively or objectively;
and no wniversal belongs to the essence or quiddity of ény’
substance whatever'® Ockham does not appear to have ai-
tached very great weight to the question whether the uni-
versal concept is an accident distiuct from the intellect as
such or whether it is simply the intellect itself in jtg activity:
he was more concemned with the analysis of the meaning of
terms and _propositions than with psychological questions
But it is fairly clear that he did not think that the universal
has any existence in the soul except as an act of the under-
standing, The existence of the universal consists in an act of
the undqrstandmg and it exists only as such. It owes its ex.
istence simply to the intellect: there is no universal reality
¢corresponding to the concept. It is not, however, a fiction in,
the sense that it does not stand for anything real; it stands
flr:]ri J:d;ﬁ%ll{al n}il_ ﬂu’ng% though it does not stand for any
1S ing, It is, in short, 2 wa Vi i
indiv_idual thiigS. t, a way of conceiving or knowing
_ (vi) Ockham may sometmes imply that the universal
15 a confused or indistinct image of distinet mdividual thingsr
but he was not concerned to identify the universal concepé
with t}w Image or phantasm. His main, point was always that
there_ 1s no need to postulate any factors other than the inind
and individual things in order to explain the universal, The
universal concept arises simply because there are varying de-
grees of similarity between individual things. Socrates and
Plato are more similar to one another than either is to an
ass; and this fact of experience is reflected in fhe formation
of the specific concept of man. But we have to be careful
of our way of speaking. We ought not to say that ‘Plato and
Socrates agree (share) in something or in some things, but
that they agree (are alike) by some things, that is, by t,hem-
seives and that Socrates agrees with {convenit m;m) Platg,

not in something, but by something, namely himself’ 10 In
gther words, there is no nature commoy to Sociates and Plato
in ‘:VI'!I(;}I they come together or share or agree; but the naturé
which is Socrates and the nature which is Plato are alike, The

icl)undathn of generic concepts can be explained in a similar
anner,

(vii}) The guestion might well be raised ‘how this con-
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when Ockham says that the notion that there are universal
things corresponding to umiversal terms is absurd and de-
structive of the whole philosophy of Aristotle and of all
science,1* St, Thomas would agree. And it was certainly St,
Thomas's opinion that while the natures of men, for example,
are alike there is no common nature considered as a thing in
which all individnal men have a share. But it must be re-
membered that St. Thomas gave a metaphysical explanation
of the similarity of natures; for he held that God creates
things belonging to the same species, things, that is, with
similar natures, according to an idea of human nature in the
divine mind, Ockham, however, discarded this theory of di-
vine ideas. The consequence was that for him the similarities
which give rise to universal concepts are simply similarities,
s0 to speak, of fact: there is no metaphysical reason for these
similarities except the divine choice, which is not dependent
on any divine ideas. In other words, although St. Thomas and
Wilkam of Ockham were fundamentally at one in denying
that there is any universale in re, the former combined hig
tejection of ultra-realism with the Augustinian doctrine of the
universale anie rem, whereas the latter did not.'?

Another, thongh less important, difference comcerns the

way of speaking about universal concepts. Ockham, as we

have seen, held that the universal concept is an act of the
understanding. ‘I say that the first intention as well as the
sccond intention is truly an act of the understanding, for

whatever is saved by the fiction can be saved by the act.’1¥
Ockham appears to be referring to the theory of Petrus Aure:

oli, according to which the concept, which is the object ap-

pearing to the mind, is a ‘fiction’, Ockham prefers to say that

the concept is simply the act of the understanding. “The first
intention is an act of the understanding signifying 1”:h1r.1
which are not signs. The second intention is the act signifyin

first intentions.1* And Ockham proceeds to say that both

first and second intentions arc. truly real entities, and th

they are truly qualities subjectively existent in the soul. That
they are real entities, if they are acts of the understanding,
is clear; but it seems rather odd perhaps to find Ockham

calling them qualities. Flowever, if his various utterances g

to be interpreted as cousistent with one another, he cannot
be supposed to wmean that universal concepts are qualities

really distinct from the acts of understanding. _‘E_veryi‘h:
which is explained through positing something distinct £
the act of understanding can

be explained without positing
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:z;c?a]:il( distinct thing¥ In gther words, Ockham is content
to talk élunpl}{ about the act of the understanding; and 611;1
ngb . e pnnc;pl'e of. economy to get nd of the a arat .
¢ ia1 stracting species intelligibiles. But though therlgpi o
Oe% n g I?hdzﬁ:eyence between the theory of Aquinas ands tiert-
ol ncas am in this respect, it must be remembered thgt
Aquita o{;?zgttff ff(?ﬁlgég t.hgtt.th'e species intelligibiles is
2 quod o ge: 1t 15 id qguo intelligitur and not

” :O.WVZE Se::r'e now in a ppsitioq to consider briefly Ockham’s
theors dlenc.e. He c'll.wdes science into two main types, real
scienc rﬁ;! a(nil rational science, The former (scientia realf’s) ?s

o Wci] il:nttlzl real thmgg, in a sense to be discussed pres-

A e latter (scientia rationalis)is concerned with
stand immediately for real things.
species’ and ‘genus’Z 'is a rational science. Tt is important to
fumtein ction between these two types of science:
gehenwise 1onc_?pts or terms will be confused with things-

VT cxample, 1f one does not realize that Aristotle’s intem.

t]"ici ﬁ?ﬁ?’d}s activity; it deals, therefore, with mental ‘“fab-
fo un.i SEI? eatlier that Ockham did not much like speak-
versal concepts as fictions or fictive entities; but the

that Ockham objected to the

b}: means of a universal con-

(_r]ciprogfl’eciog?rofﬂlogic, as ‘fﬂb_rications’, because these terms do

o presﬁgpﬁs::(s) ;eE:II things. Bfut logic, which is rational
science; for + ]

0N presuppose terms of first inéenﬁone.nns of second inten-




