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FACTS VS. THINGS:
ADAM WODEHAM AND THE LATER MEDIEVAL DEBATE
ABOUT OBJECTS OF JUDGMENT

SUSAN BROWER TOLAND

Drawing on Aristotle’s discussion in ti@ategories medieval philosophers
generally take for granted that reality is fundataliyr constituted by entities of
two basic kinds: individual substances (such asestotrees, human beings)
and their accidents (such as this stone’s hardtteststree’s height, Socrates’
pallor). And, as a rule, they find the analytitmls afforded by a substance-
accident ontology perfectly adequate for addresghigpsophical and
theological problems generaflyBut, as with most rulesiere too there are
exceptions. In this paper, | examine one suchpia® namely, that provided
by a fourteenth-century philosopher, Adam Wodehean 1298-1358), who, in
the course of developing a theory of judgment—inipalar, a theory about
the nature of thebjectsof judgment—is led to challenge this standard
medieval-Aristotelian paradigf.

As with nearly every other figure in the historyroédieval philosophy, the
recovery of Wodeham'’s legacy is still in its eastgges; indeed, his writings
are only now becoming available in reliable Latilitiens® Even so, it has

! Although the basic correctness of the substaocielant framework itself is usually taken for
granted, medieval philosophers often disagree guestions about just what a substance is,
about the number and types of accidents that doghe allowed, or about whether there are
universals (in either the categories of substam@ecadent). For an overview of this
framework see Scott MacDonald, “Medieval Philosgphry Routledge Encyclopedia of
Philosophy ed. Edward Craig (London: Routledge, 1998), 28%7d Alfred J. Freddoso,
“Introduction,” in Francisco Suare@n Creation, Conservation, and Concurrence:
Metaphysical Disputations 20, 21, and, 2ans. Alfred J. Freddoso (South Bend, IN: St.
Augustine’s Press, 2002), xxix-xlii.

2 Interestingly, similar challenges arise in conitwelfth-century discussions of judgment
as well. See Gabriel Nuchelmareories of the Proposition: Ancient and Medieval
Conceptions of the Bearers of Truth and Fal§iynsterdam: North Holland Publishing Co,
1973), ch. 9-10 and Norman Kretzmann, “Medievaliti@ms on the Meaning of the
Propositiq” The Journal of Philosophyo. 67 (1970): 767-787.

% The recent publication of the critical editionwbdeham’sNorwich Lecturen Peter
Lombard’'sSentenceAdam Wodeham, ectura Secunda in Librum Primum Sententia®t
Bonaventure, NY: St. Bonaventure University Pré890)) and of hiJreatise on Indivisibles
(Adam WodehamTractatus IndivisibilibugDortrecht: Kluwer, 1988)) constitutes a signifita
advance in the recovery of Wodeham'’s philosophigitings. Nevertheless, until a critical
edition of his most important work, ti@xford Lectureshas been prepared, much of his



been clear to scholars for some time that Wodehamanphilosopher of
considerable stature—standing at the center ofrebeu of important
philosophical, theological, and scientific contrmsies in one of the liveliest
periods in the history of late scholasticism. Aefal student of William
Ockham and John Duns Scotus, as well as an indepeadd original thinker
in his own right, Wodeham was a highly regardedrigooth at Oxford and at
Paris throughout the fourteenth centtinAlthough Wodeham'’s philosophical
corpus covers a wide range of issues, he is bestrkio historians of
philosophy today for his contribution to the lateedieval debate about the
objects of judgment.

The significance of Wodeham’s views on this issag to do with the fact
that, in the course of developing his theory ofgjumént, he appears to
introduce a newype of entity—one which he himself refers to usihg
expressionsic esse(“being such-and-such”) and which came to be known
among his contemporaries and successors@smglexe significabile
(“something that can be signifi¢dnly] by a propositional expression”).
Although it is generally recognized that Wodehaatsount of objects of
judgment is highly innovative, commentators disagreer the proper
interpretation of this account. In general, thaydbeen inclined to see
Wodeham either as introducing items that are s@peent on—and nothing in
addition to—ordinary substances and accidentslseras postulating some
type of abstract object (e.g. abstract meanings,aasome other intentional

philosophy will remain largely inaccessible.

* The most complete introduction to Wodeham'séifel times is William J. Courtenafdam
Wodeham: An Introduction to His Life and Writingeiden: E. J. Brill, 1978). See also
CourtenaySchools and Scholars in Fourteenth-Century Engl@rihceton: Princeton
University Press, 1987). Other discussions of Wiadeinclude: Rega Wood, “Wodeham,
Adam,” inRoutledge Encyclopedia of Philosopleyd. Edward Craig (London: Routledge,
1998); “Adam of Wodeham,” il Companion to Philosophy in the Middle Aged. Jorge
Gargia and Timothy Noone (Cambridge: Blackwell, 20007-85. A fairly comprehensive
study of Wodeham'’s views on cognition can be foum@norato Grassintuizione e
significato: Adam Wodeham e il problema della caeoza nel XIV secolMMilan: Jaca Book,
1986).

®> Wodeham'’s discussion of objects of judgment i@sexample, among the first of his works
to appear in critical edition (see, Gedeon Gal,dfdWodeham’s Question on the ‘Complexe
Significabile’ as the Immediate Object of Sciemtifinowledge,Franciscan Studieso. 37
(1977): 66-102) as well as to be translated intdeno languages (see, Adam Wodeham, “The
Objects of Knowledge,” iThe Cambridge Translations of Medieval Philosophitexts ed.
Robert Pasnau (Cambridge University Press, 1994 Daminik Perler Satztheorien. Texte
zur Sprachphilosophie und Wissenschaftstheoriedinddhrhunder{Darmstadt:
Wissenschaftliche Buchgesellschaft, 1990)).



entity)® In what follows, | argue against both sorts déipretation: against
the first, | argue that Wodehantemplexe significabiliare asui generidype
of entity really distinct from individual substarscand accidents; and against
the second, | argue that, like such substancea@ndents, they are concrete
(rather than abstract). Indeed, Wodehamosplexe significabiliare, as | see
it, best interpreted dactsor concrete states of affair. If | am right abtus,
his account of objects of judgment constitutesiryfeadical departure from
the standard medieval-Aristotelian substance-aotiiamework. As | will
show, Wodeharhimselfsees his account of the objects of judgment as
involving an importantorrectionto the standard interpretation of Aristotle’s
Categories

® An example of the first sort of interpretatiorDeminik Perler, “Late Medieval Ontologies

of Facts,”The Monistno. 77 (1994): 149-169. The second interpretda@uggested early on
by Gabriel Nuchelmans, “Adam Wodeham on the Meanirgeclarative Sentences,”
Historiographia Linguisticano. 7 (1980): 177-187 and subsequently taken g toymber of
other commentators such as Hermann Weidemann, é5&ettz und Satzverhalt: Zur
Diskussion tiber das Objekt des Wissens im Spataittte” Vivariumno. 29 (1991): 129-47,
Katherine Tachawision and Certitude in the Age of Ockham: Optifisistemology and the
Foundations of Semantics 1250-1348iden: E.J. Brill, 1988), and Paul Spatdlapughts,
Words, and Things: An Introduction to Late Medielvagic and Semantic Theofyersion 1.0
available in PDF format at http://pvspade.com/Lod@96). Spade, it should be noted,
discusses Wodeham’s accountomplexe significabil@nly in passing. In general, however,
he supposes that the “theory is the closest tke Middle Ages came to the present-day notion
of a proposition—that is, a bearer of truth-valaled entity that is not a sentence or statement,
but rather what is expressed by such sentencatenstnts” (166). See also Richard Gaskin,
“Complexe Significabiliand Aristotle’s Categories,” ina tradition médiévale des categories
(X1I°-X\* siécles) ed. Joél Biard and Iréne Rosier-Catach (LouvAditions Peeters, 2003),
who, while not specifying thatomplexe significabiliare abstract entities, nevertheless
suggests that such entities are truth-bearersthadhey are introduced by Wodeham to serve
as the meanings (for both true and false sententeis)important to note, that the research on
Wodeham'’s theory afomplexe significabili@re not extensive and what does exist is
pioneering in nature. Indeed, none of the disousslisted above are dedicated solely to
Wodeham’s account—all of them treat his views asia those other medieval figures (very
often those of Gregory of Rimini who, until recentivas thought to have originated the notion
of complexe significabilip

" This is significant since, in general, the ratliwature of Wodeham's conclusion about
objects of judgment seems to have gone largelyticeth This owes, no doubt, in part to the
influence of Gal’s initial characterization (“Adavodeham’s Question on the ‘Complexe
Significabile’ as the Immediate Object of Scientifinowledge”) of Wodeham's position as (a)
a kind of careful, “via media” between Ockham'’siaaalist account of object of judgment and
Chatton’s realist account, and (b) a view “mutitditby Rimini, whose own discussion of
complexe significabiligprovoked a largely negative reaction among higeraporaries

because of its apparent ontological extravaga@z's characterization has been repeated
many times in the literature. See, for examplek Zupko, “How it Played in the Rue de



In order to make this argument, | rely on Wodehadmssussion of
judgment in Book I, Distinction 1, question 1, A&fg 1 of the second set of
lectures on Peter Lombard3entencethereafter, simply “d.1, q.19. It is in
this context—namely, a discussion about the naifitke objects of
judgment—that Wodeham first invokes the notiorcamplexe significabilia
and it isonly in this context that he provides any positive act@f such
entities? Yet, even here, the account is rather limitetlis Ts because
Wodeham'’s primary aim in d.1, g.1 is not so muchrwvide a positive theory
of complexe significabilias to force his opponents to acknowledge the
necessity of positing something over and abovetanbss and accidents to
serve as the objects of judgment. Accordingly,thik of Wodeham'’s
discussion in d.1, g.1 is devoted to demonstratiegnadequacy of standard
Aristotelian theories of judgment. The detail$tf own account are left
largely undeveloped.

It is, no doubt, for this reason that commentahange had soméifficulty
assessing the precise nature of the entities Waodéattaoduces to serve as
objects of judgment. It is possible, however,gconstruct much of
Wodeham’s own, positive account from a careful eéxation of his
discussion and criticism of the main alternatived.t Indeed, as | hope to
show, the sorts of criticisms Wodeham makes ofthadard Aristotelian
accounts of judgment reveal a great deal aboudkispositive conception of
complexe significabilia In what follows, | refer to the two standard
Aristotelian alternatives in response to which Watte develops his view as
‘Aristotelian realism’ and ‘Aristotelian anti-rean’ respectively (or just
‘realism’ and ‘anti-realism’ for shortf Aristotelian realists hold that the

Fouarre: Reception of Adam Wodeham's Theory of@benplexe Significabile in the Arts
Faculty at Paris in the Mid-Fourteenth Centur&nciscan Studiero. 54 (1994): 213, 217-
218; Tachauyision and Certitude in the Age of Ockhabhris Schabel, “Oxford Franciscans
After Ockham: Walter Chatton and Adam Wodeham Miediaeval Commentaries on the
Sentences of Peter Lombasgdl. Gillian Evans (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 2002), 33%7; Wood,
“Adam of Wodeham,” 80.

8 Apparently Wodeham lectured on Lombar8&ntencethree times: at London, Norwich,
and Oxford. Théectura Secundas Wodeham’s Norwich lectures. For details ondhéng
and context of theectura Secundaee Rega Wood, “Introduction,” in Adam Wodeham,
Lectura Secunda in Librum Primum Sententiafi@n Bonaventure, NY: St. Bonaventure
University Press, 1990), 30. All references arthocritical edition of théectura Secunda
(hereafter justl.sec’). All translations are my own.

® Wodeham mentions entitiesignificabile per complexuhelsewhere in his.secas well as
in his later Oxford lectures, but the discussiod.ih, g. 1 is his only direct treatment of the
nature of these entities in thectura

19 This debate between Aristotelian ‘realists’ anisivtelian ‘anti-realists’ over the nature of



objects of judgment am@rdinary things ies—namely, substances and
accidents—whereas anti-realists claim thatabjects of judgment are a type
of mind-dependent entity. Wodeham begins his disicn in d.1, q.1 by
setting out each of the standard Aristotelian jmsst** he then proceeds with
a lengthy discussion and criticism of each, singdlgwing his own view to
emerge along the way. In order to appreciate dsstige account, therefore,
we must trace these criticisms in some detail.oBefurning to this task,
however, a few preliminaries are in order.

Because Wodeham's theory of judgment presupposegthnical
apparatus of late-medieval logical and psycholdglstussions, it will be
useful to start with a sketch of the framework grthinology underlying his
discussion in d.1, g.1. Having done this, | thesvgle a summary of the sorts
of considerations driving his rejection of the stard Aristotelian accounts of
judgment.

I.1. Background and Terminology.ike many medieval philosophers, Wodeham
takes for granted that the representational sy#itatrunderlies human thought is
semantically and syntactically language-like. Agssult, his theory of judgment
is framed in terms of this broader conception efriature and structure of human
(intellective) cognition or thougHht

The language of thought, as Wodeham conceivesisfadmprised ofwo
basic types of mental act: apprehension and judgfiefcts of apprehension

objects of judgmerghould not be confused with the well-known medielebate between

‘realists’ and ‘nominalists’ over the naturewfiversals The two debates are utterly
independent of one another.

1 Wodeham describes these two positions at thebatsis discussion in d.1, g.1. “It might
reasonably seem to some,” he says, “that an extiing is the object of an act of knowledge

or of any other sort of assent...and, similarly, tieeos it might seem that the object of assent is
a thing in the mind.L.sec, dist.1, .1 (I: 181)

2 There are, however, some late medieval authoesresist the notion of mental language, most
notably, William Crathorn and Hugh of Lawton. Subinkers are exceptions to this general rule.
See Dominik Perler, “Crathorn on Mental Languade ¥estigia, Imagines, Verba. Semiotics and
Logic in Medieval Theological Textsd. Constance Marmo, (Turnhout: Brepols 1997}-334

and Hester Gelber, “I cannot tell a lie: Hugh Lamisocritique of Ockham on mental language,”
Franciscan Studiero. 44 (1984): 141-79.

13 1t is worth noting that while it is standard fmedieval philosophers to speak of belief,
knowledge, and other such attitudes as mental™abtisy don't mean by ‘ac#ctivity or

action, but rathelactualization This is because, on their view, to believe dkriow



are mental states in which the mind representstertains a given content—
be it propositional or non-propositional. Thestsarovide the basic
components of mental language. The simplest aats$) namely, “simple
apprehensions” (i.e. non-propositional apprehersgjdanction as the atomic
units or “terms” {ermini) of the language; as such they can be combined via
the mental operation of “composition” to form compl sentential
expression$? Wodeham refers to the simple terms of mentallagg
variously as “concepts’tonceptuy “simple understandingssimplices
intelligentiae) or as “simple ideas’s{mplices notitiag™ The sentences of
mental language are, as he characterizes them plegrapprehensions” (i.e.
propositional apprehensions). Although Wodehanskifirefers to these
complex, propositional states as “mental propasstigpropositiones in
mente)or just “propositions” ¢omplexapropositiones)in what follows, |
shall refer to them simply as ‘mental sentencesisto avoid confusion with
the contemporary notion of proposition.

In addition to acts of propositional apprehensidiodeham also
recognizes another type of propositional act otualit.—namely, judgment. In
keeping with the interpretation of thought as arei) mental language, we can
perhaps think of judicative acts as metsdertions—that is, mental sentences
that carry a kind of assertoric force.

In general, late-medieval philosophers divide gatlve acts can into two
main categories: assent or dissent—though, as atesge, Wodeham suggests
a third category, namely, “hesitatindigesitandum™® Acts of assent and

something is just to actualize certain cognitiveational capacities. Thus, an act of judgment
or of cognition generally is to be understood reaanental activity per se, but rather as an
actuality—an actuadtateof intellect or mind. In this regard, even disitiosal states (what
medievals call “habits”) are mental acts—they ast fctualities.

14 As Wodeham, explains: “no [mental] sentence il without composition, which is an act
conjoining @ctus collativuy something to something elséd.’sec, dist. 23, g. unica (lll: 311).
The operation of composition is, according to Wadehthe mental equivalent of using a
copula in natural language. As he says, “Wherntatlect forms a proposition, it composes
one thing with another...by means of the [menigh ¢nota) of composition, which is indicated
by the word ‘is’. This mental word is a certaimcept that conjoinccbnceptus comparativys
either by the conjoining of one thing to itselfelse to some other. And this is either
affirmatively in which case it affirms one thing be the same as itself or as another; or
negatively (by attaching a concept of negationyliich case it denies the identity of one thing
with itself or as another!’.sec, prol., g. 6 (I: 147).

15 Although the Latin expressiondtitia’ is often rendered as ‘knowledge’ in English, it
should be clear that, in this context, such a tegios would be misleading since typically
knowledge is taken to be a propositional attitu@éearly the state Wodeham is referring to
here is non-propositional in nature.

16 Apparently, however, there was some debate itatie fourteenth century (perhaps



dissent may be further subdivided into more spegifopositional—or, we
might say, ‘judicative’—attitudes such as beligipkledge, doubt, opinion,
faith, etc. Thus, when one takes a given contemtee (say, by believing,
knowing, or opining) she is said &gsento it; when she takes it to be false
(say, by disbelieving, or doubting) she is saidissenffrom it. Wodeham
describes such attitudes of assent and disserkiad af mental “nod”
(adnuerg. This is because, as he explains, mental sthfjesigment (that is,
assent and dissent) are a kind of “mental concesbipwhich one “can agree
or not agree as if by mentally saying ‘yes’ or ‘no¢ by hesitating [between
agreeing and disagreeindf.” Importantly, however, he goes on to suggest that
an act of assent should not be thought of ddiad” (caecu¥ mental nod. In
other words, we shouldn’t think of acts of judgesyamerenodding or, as it
were, an empty cognitive attitude, but rather adlg representational stafé.
Thus, Wodeham insists that in some sense “evegnafs dissent] is a kind
of apprehension although not every apprehensian &ssent or dissert”As
he sees it, acts of judgment are a kind of meetatesice, but unlike
apprehensions, such sentences are, as it werenpaneed by something akin
to an assertion sign (or what Frege aptly callsjtlitgment stroke’).

In addition to taking for granted the distincticareong these different
types of mental states (namely, apprehensionsislgments, and simple vs.
complex apprehensions), Wodeham also presuppasstasn analysis of the
logical and psychological relations that obtain agnthem. In this respect,
Wodeham is following his predecessor, William Oaktf8 According to this
analysis, judgments always presuppose for them#tion the (logically) prior

beginning with Gregory Rimini) about whether asdsmeally distinct type of act from dissent.
Rimini argued that there is really just assent givan content and assent to its contradictory.
See Gabriel Nuchelmandydgment and proposition: from Descartes to K@mhsterdam:
North-Holland Publishing Company, 1983), 90-91.

7 L.sec, prol., g. 6 (I: 173).

8 |ndeed, Wodeham even goes so far as to suggestdts of assent or judgment may be
classified (as with acts of apprehension) as intuibr abstractive acts. (Skesec, prol., g. 6

(I: 174.) Elsewhere, Wodeham also suggests thatodavill (i.e., “of seeking and avoiding,
and thus enjoying"gppetendi et odiendi, et ita fryii3hould also be understood as intrinsically
representational states. (Sessec, dist.1, g.5 (I: 278.) Insofar as this way of @d@erizing
such acts is fairly non-standard, Wodeham tendi&tcautious in his statement of such views.
9 |.sec, dist. 1, q.5 (I: 278, 280).

20 Ockham'’s discussion of the divisions and ordednmng mental acts is in the Prologue of
his Ordinatio, g. 1. See William Ockhan@pera Philosophica et Theologi¢&t. Bonaventure,
NY: St. Bonaventure University Press, 1967-83h 1, 16-22; 51, 58ff. Ockham says that
every act of assent presupposes a prior complesehppsion corresponding to, and “partially
causing” it.



occurrence of certain simple and complex apprebasgwhich ones exactly
are determined by the content of the judgment &stjan)?* Thus, on
Wodeham'’s view, in order to form the judgmeCRATES IS PALE we must
first have not only the simple apprehensions ocepts ®CRATESand
PALENESS but also form the complex apprehension whichésrmental
sentence involving both of them (namelpcBATES ISPALE).? It is clear that
we can't form the judgment unless we possess theart concepts. But
neither, Wodeham thinks, can we form a judgmentouit first formulating
the relevant complex apprehension—that is, meetaiesice—from them.
This, he says, is because “a simple awarenessioepbnever suffices for
causing an assent unless a propositional actrisefbfrom it.** As Wodeham
sees it, merely thinking about Socrates or the gntygf being pale will not
suffice to generate the judgment that Socrateales pOn the contrary, in order
to form this judgment we must first entertain tloenplete thought SCRATES
IS PALE. Indeed, on Wodeham'’s view, this prior act ofgmsitional
apprehension is causally necessary for formingtnesponding judgmefit.
The foregoing analysis of the ordering among meattd has an important
consequence for thabjectsof judgment. What it entails is that that we can
determine a given judgment’s object just by detemg the object of the
complex apprehension (or mental sentence) whighdddly) precedes and
causes it. Thus, in order to determine the olgétiie judgment that
SOCRATES IS PALE we need only determine the object of the preagdin

2L This is the case at least in the ordinary coafshings—Wodeham, like other medieval
thinkers, makes exceptions foasesof divine intervention.

2 Here and in what follows, | use CAPS to mentimpressions in mental language (and
single quotes plus CAPS to mention a mental exfmeshat, in turn, mentions another mental
expression). | use single quotes to mention expyas in natural language.

% |sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 189).

2 Wodeham is very explicit in claiming that a judgmnis (at least partiallausedby the
formation of a mental sentence. He argues forlthigointing out that in the case of certain
self-evident truths, the act of forming or appretiag a self-evident truth (i.e. by forming a
mental sentence which expresses it) will immedyatause a corresponding act of assent.
Such evident propositional apprehensions are ‘Budaecessitate the intellect in which they
exist to assent that it is the case as that semt&gnifies.” Wodeham’s notion of ‘evidentness’
is a fairly technical one: he distinguishes thregsvin which a mental sentence might be called
“evident” (see his discussion insec, prol., q. 6 (I: 163-4). In the first two of thieree ways,
the evidentness of the mental sentence is suclitsfatmation isnot sufficient to bring about
an ensuing act of assent (in most cases an adtl & aiso required or the formation of other
mental sentences). In such cases, however, thmafimm of such a sentence is still counted as
apartial cause of the ensuing judgment. In the case ofaheahtences evident in the third
way, the mere formation of the sentence is, byfjtsafficient to produce an ensuing act of
assent.



propositional apprehensiod8RATES IS PALE And this is because they share
the same contefit. Because this consequeraactions as a kind of rule in
Wodeham'’s thinking, it is worth setting out exptigi

Wodeham’s Rule the object of a given act of judgment is the sasi¢he object of the
mental sentence that precedes (and causes) tigatéund.

Although this rule figures in Wodeham'’s reasonihg aumber of points in his
discussion, he expressly states it only towardrsérg end of his discussion in
d.1, g.1. He initially states the rule in connextwith a specific type of assent
(the details of which we can here ignore), but thees on to formulate it for
assent more generally:

Speaking of acts of assent that are unqualifiediyemt, the immediate object of the act of
assenting is the total object of the [mental] secgethat necessitates the assent. Speaking
of acts of assent more generally, the immediatd tdtject [of an act of assent] is the total
object or total significate of the mental sentetiad immediately corresponds, co-causes,
and is necessarily presupposed Y it.

In addition to containing a statement of WodehaRude, this passage
contains two further features worth pausing ovérst, notice that in stating
the rule Wodeham speaks of the object of judgmeftassent” as the “total”
object of the prior apprehension or mental senteitg2does so in order to
distinguish the object of the judgmeaken as a whol&om what he
elsewhere refers to as its “partial” objects—namitlg objects of its
constituent concepts. The distinction is importaetause Wodeham wants to
emphasize that the object of a judicative attitisd@etotal object of the prior
complex or propositional apprehension—and not thjeats of any of the
simple apprehensions from which it is composed.

It is also worth noting that in the foregoing pagsaVNodeham
characterizes thebjects of judgment by speaking of them not @d\ythe total
objects of the mental sentences that precede arse them, but also as their
total “significates” §ignificatg. Indeed, throughout his discussionin d.1, q.1,
Wodeham habitually speaks of the object of judgnmresemantic terms, as
that which “is signified” both by the judgment aloglthe mental sentence that

% Although they share the same content the twodiffes with respect tdorce

% «Sexto conclusio est quod immediatum obiecturnsessentiendi est obiectum totale
complexi necessitantis ad assensum, loquendo dasassimpliciter evidenti. Vel generaliter
loguendo, eius obiectum immediatum totale est abmdotale seu significatum totale
propositionis immediate sibi conformis, concausaifitim et necessario sibi praesuppositae,
vel obiecta totalia multarum propositionum taliurh.8ec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 192).
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precedes it. As he says elsewhere “the whgdctof assent is the total
significateof the mental sentence necessitating the as&emtithough the
medieval notion of signification does not precisglgp onto any single notion
in contemporary semantic theory, it is clear fréva tontext of Wodeham's
discussion as a whole that he understantishie a broadly referential relation
(where by ‘broadly referential’ | mean only to digfuish his notion of
signification from contemporary semantic notionsefise omeaning)f®

Thus, as will become clear, tegnificatumof a given sentence or judgment
does not function for Wodeham as its representatioontent or meanirfg.
Instead, as he characterizes it, the ‘total sigai&’ (and, so, total object) of a
judgmentis that entity which is uniquely identified or pexdk out by a judgment
as a wholgas well as by thenental sentence preceding®).

.2 The Motivation for Complexe SignificabililVe are now in a position to
see why Wodeham thinks it necessary to go beyond sudbstances and
accidents to account for the objects or signifisatejudgment. Consider again
the judgment (or mental sentenc@®Cc8ATES ISPALE. Taken as a whole, this
mental state is clearly not just about the indigidsubstance, Socrates, (though
it is partially about him). Nor is it just about® of his accidents, namely,
paleness (though here again, it is partially altioat). Nor again is it plausible
to say that it is about the aggregate of Socratdse pallor. On the contrary,

27 .sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 193).

% 0On the notion of signification in medieval seniesitsee Paul Spade, “The Semantics of
Terms,” inThe Cambridge History of Later Medieval Philosopbdg. Norman Kretzmann,
Anthony Kenny, and Jan Pinborg (Cambridge: Camilaridgiversity Press, 1982nd Earline
Jennifer Ashworth, “Medieval Theories of Singularis,” (2003) inThe Stanford

Encyclopedia of Philosophed. Edward Zalta (Spring 2006), forthcoming URL =
<http://plato.stanford.edu/archives/spr2006/entpiepositions/>. As Spade and Ashworth both
make clear, the notion of significatieannotbe assimilated to our contemporary notion of sense
or meaning, despite its psychological overtonesigoify something, as medievals often
characterize signification, is to ‘make it knowm’'to ‘bring it to mind’). Of course, this is nai t
say, as Ashworth rightly points out, that mediawaikers lack the notion of sense or meaning,
but only that, as a rule, they don’t think of tlmse omeaning of an expression as some kind of
entity—i.e., one to which the expression somehelates.

% see section 3.3 below where | argue that Wodesaim fact, committed to distinguishing
between theignificatum(i.e. referent) of a judgment and its represeoitati content.

% Interestingly, although Wodeham refers to obje¢isidgment as the entities “signified” by
judgments (and by the sentences which express tlmeralso claims that these same entities

are what a judgment and sentence (or rather tbeiinalizationssuppositfor. (Supposition

is the semantic function an expression has whed insthe context of a given sentence;
whereas, by contrast, signification is a semamnperty an expression has independently of its
use or its occurrence in a sentence.)
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the judgmentas wholeas aboutSocrates’s being paleBut, it is hard to see
what this entity or object could be if not a facttoncrete state of affairs
involving Socrates and paleness as constituents.

Wodeham himself develops this line of reasonindploysing on certain
syntactic features of the expressions we use iraldnguage to express a
given judgment. As Wodeham points out, when weesgpthgudgment
SOCRATES IS PALEWe employ not just a subject and a predicate term
(‘Socrates’ and ‘pale’, respectively), but alscopwala. That we do so, he
thinks, constitutes grounds for thinking that thedgment expressed by this
sentence is not merely about Socrates or palelbassabout something
further—namely, the obtaining of a connection datten between them. As
he explains,

[The expression] ‘to be'essg—which is the signr{ota) of composition—signifies either
something or nothing. If it does not signify (@msignify) anything, there is no reason for

it to appear in an expression. If it signifies stiing, it doesn’t signify any one thing

more than another since it relates indifferentlalideings éntium) whatsoever and can

join any one of them with any other. Thus, wheihsignifies inherence or composition,

or the unity or identity [that exists] in realitgtween the terms of the sentence (or, rather,
the things signified by those terms), it will alvgdye the case that the sentence [as a whole]
signifies some thing or things not signified bystsbject and predicate expressidhs.

According to Wodeham, the best explanation forptesence of the copula in
speech is that it introduces something in addittotine entities designated by
the subject and predicate expressions flankinitien its unique contribution
to the semantic value of sentential expressiortd) a8 ‘Socrates is pale’ it
follows that the referent of such expressions (&kewise, the object of the
judgments they express) is something other than—-etuny in addition to—
the individual substance and accidents to whichutgect and predicate terms
refer.

3L “ltem, aut ly ‘esse’, quod est nota compositipmisuid significat aut nihil. Si nihil

significat nec consignificat, frustra ponitur iratione. Si aliquid, et non magis unum quam
aliud, quia indifferenter respicit quidlibet entiuet quodlibet potest copulare cum quolibet. Et
sive significat inhaerentiam sive compositionenagtgrei, sive unitatem et identitatem inter
extrema vel significata per extrema propositios&nper habebitur quod propositio significat
aliquid vel aliqua quod non significatur per sulbime vel praedicatum.l'.sec, dist. 1, g.1 (I:
185). Although this passage is drawn from a sadtiovhich Wodeham is presenting the anti-
realist’s view it is an argument he returns torate in his discussion when defending his own
position. As will become clear, the anti-realisiaVodeham agree with the conclusion of this
passage—viz. that what is signified by a senteac@ifigment) is not the entity signified by its
subject or predicate expressions, but rather bgéngence as a whole. Where they disagree is
over whether such an entity is mental or extranienta
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As Wodeham puts it, the referent of sentences ¢aneigments) must be
something “complexely signifiablet¢mplexe significabile}-that is, it must
be something that can be designated by—and onlysbgemplex (or
sentential) expression.

Although Wodeham takes these sorts of considemtmshow that an
adequate theory of judgment requires the introdnadf a type of entity distinct
from Aristotelian substances and accidents, hesisaware that Aristotelians
have resources available to them for resistingabimlusion. Thus, in order to
appreciate the complete case he develops for évg, \@s well as the specific
nature of the entities he means to introduce, veel te turn to details of his
discussion in d.1, g.1—the bulk of which consistam in-depth consideration
and critique of the two standard Aristotelian acdswf judgment. | begin with
his criticism of Aristotelian anti-realism.

As indicated earlier, Wodeham divides his oppongrtstwo groups—
realists and anti-realists—depending on whethey tihiek the objects of
judgment are mental representatiosigrii) or things es). We can think of
these two positions as corresponding to two diffeserts of response that
Aristotelians might take to the semantic and syitamnsiderations Wodeham
adduces in favor afomplexe significabilia The Aristotelian anti-realist, for
example, is willing to grant that the syntactic aetnantic complexity of
judgment (and corresponding sentences) impliesragimonding complexity in
its object—but rather than take this as groundgéstulating a heretofore
unrecognized type of entity, they take it as aoedse deny that judgments
(taken as a whole) refer to anything in extramergality. By contrast,
Aristotelian realists will simply insist that thgrgactic and semantic structure
of a given judgment (or of any sentence used toesgait) is perfectly
consistent with its referring to a simple substamcaccident.

Aristotelian anti-realists, as Wodeham depicts tham willing to concede
that the object of the judgmendb&RATES IS PALEIS not merely Socrates, or his
pallor or even the aggregate of the two; ratheolijgct isSocrates’deing
pale Unlike Wodeham, however, the anti-realists ditray Socrates’$eing
paleis a new type of object, or something in additiordinary substances
and accidents; on the contrary they think it isiadvsdependent object—a way
of thinking about ordinary things such as Socratgsallor. Thus, according
to the anti-realist, to believe or judgeRATES IS PALES not to assent to
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Socrates (or to some property or feature of him rather to assent toway of
thinking about hinm?2

Although a number of Wodeham’s predecessors antéoyporaries defend
some version of anti-realism, Wodeham himself aases the view primarily
with his Franciscan predecessors John Duns Sadtd808) and William
Ockham (d.1347). He not only mentions both exghicbut also relies heavily
on them for his development and discussion of Atidtan anti-realisni>
According to Scotus and Ockham—at least as Wodehtarprets them—acts
of judgment are not in the first place acts thatdirected at ordinary extra-
mental things, but are rather directed at mentalesees, which are themselves
about such things. Thus, the judgmeatBATES IS PALE is a mental act or
state that takes as its object another mentalresthite, namely, the act of
apprehending (i.e. the mental sentena@)rRATES IS PALE According to the
anti-realist, therefore, judicative states sucbelgef and knowledge turn out to
be what he refers to as “reflexive” states—or, whatmight call “second-
order” states—that is, they are mental statesrétate to other mental states as
object. Accordingly, when Wodeham summarizes Scand Ockham’s view,
he says: “to assent thaistsuch-and-suchn reality is, according to those [who
hold this view], just to assent to a mental sergehat signifies as much*
Thug,5 on their view as Wodeham interprets it, “g\agsent is a reflexive
act”.

Wodeham raises two different kinds of objectioth® anti-realist position.
The first focuses on treheer implausibility of the anti-realist account of
judgment—that is, on what appears patently or imately false in the view.
The second sort of objection goes a bit deepepaiticular, Wodeham thinks
he can demonstrate that anti-realism, at leastdér@on developed by Scotus
and Ockham, is internally inconsistent. Let ussider each of these

32 Accordingly, the anti-realist position is perfgatompatible with the standard Aristotelian
substance-accident scheme. The anti-realist deglhtify ways of thinkingvith entities falling

in the category of Quality—namely, a mental quafibhering in the mind or intellect).

% |tis by no means clear, however, that Wodehasgoa Scotus and Ockham right—that is,
it is not clear that he’s correct in characterizirigheir views as ‘anti-realist’. | shall ignore
this complication in what follows.

3 .sec,dist. 1, q.1 (1:198).

% For, on his view, when the intellect forms a jo@mt it does so by first forming (i) a simple
act of apprehension directed at some extramenjatplsaya, and then forming (ii) a
propositional act of apprehension—i.e. a way afkinig about that object, sag F, and then
finally (iii) “there is another act, a reflexive @hby which the intellect assents to the
propositional act—viz. to the act of thinking I8 F'. See,L.sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 198).
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objections in turn beginning with the first sinds briticisms here are fairly
intuitive and can be summarized relatively quickly.

II.1 First Objections to Aristotelian Anti-realismlo begin, Wodeham notes,
the anti-realist account of judgment conflicts watlr own introspective or
phenomenological experience of judging. In genevhken we form a belief or
judgment we don’t take ourselves to be judging &ber, in most cases, even
to be aware of—our own mental statsAs Wodeham explains,

experience shows that one’s assent usually redessrhething’s being such-and-such
reality (sic esse a parte rei. it is not as if assent bears on a mental seatenther it is
obviously [assent] directly to something’s beingtsand-suclin reality.*”

There may, of course, be cases in which we ateiedit own mental states and
form thoughts or judgments about them. But sudesare thexception
not—as the anti-realist supposes—the rule. Whaiaee, we typically
suppose that what we believe, know, understandgaruh) obtains
independently of the mind. Thus, in general, wiverform a judgment, we
take it to be directed &ow things really stand in the external world—not
about our ways of thinking or representing it. \WWbam himself puts the point
this way:

The object of, for example, [the judgment or spokentence] ‘God is God’ i5od’s

being God Likewise, the significate of ‘a human being &g (or ‘paleness inheres in a
human’) isa human'’s being paléor paleness inhering in the humarBut these objects
are not mental sentences, since if no such senexisted in the natural realm, God would
nonetheless be God, and the human being woull] fibale (or paleness would [still]
inhere in the human). ... And from this | argue for tinesis: namely, that something’s
being such-and-sucki¢ essgin reality or its not being such-and-susic(non esgedoes
not depend on an act of the mind or on any reptaen &igng.*

% Wodeham does go on, however, to note that Setesipts a response to this sort of

objection. (Sed,.sec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 187.) As we shall see, howeVéodeham’'s whole case
against anti-realism does not rest on these firdha facie objections.

37“tem, experientia dat quod frequenter assensuisstgua ‘sic esse a parte rei’, puta assensio quod
vos sedetis ibi, et quasi non fertur super comptegad potissime [et] directe ad ‘sic esse in re’sec,
dist. 1, g.1 (I: 186).

% “puta, obiectum huius ‘Deus est Deus’ est Deuse &eum; et huius ‘homo est albus’ vel
‘homini inest albedo’ significatum est hominem eak®im vel homini inesse albedinem. Nec

hae sunt propositiones, quia si nulla propositgees rerum natura, nihilominus Deus esset

Deus, et homo esset albus vel homini inesset albedBx hoc arguitur ad propositum: sic

esse a parte rei vel sic non esse non dependetabramae vel ab aliquo signd.’sec, dist.

1,9.1(l: 193-4)
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This point about the mind independence of objetjadgment is,
Wodeham thinks, especially significant when it certeeobjects of
Aristotelian demonstrativecientia(which, we may recall, is the attitude in
terms of which Wodeham specifically frames his vehadiscussion in d.1, g.1).
This is because the kind of knowledge yielded bigtatelian demonstrative
science is supposed to éeplanatory that is to say, it is supposed to provide
insight into the very nature or essence of thingsn the Aristotelian
terminology, into their ultimate “cause$”. As Wodeham points out,
however, ifall judgmentgincludingscientig were second-order states
directed at other mental states then,

in that case, knowing would not be cognizing thesesof a thing. ... The inference here is

clear: since a mental sentence is not the cauaehifig, merely cognizing a mental

sentence would not be cognizing [of something] thistthe cause..®

Ironically, therefore, Aristotelian anti-realismrche ruled out on the grounds
that it is incompatible with the dictates of Aritgban science.

Although the foregoing considerations might seeanentharsufficient to
dispense with anti-realism, Wodeham is willing targ, for the sake of
argument, the anti-realists’ claim that all judgitisesre reflexive in order to
show a further problem with their view. (This islaaracteristic strategy of
Wodeham’s—namely, to call attention to, and thdras&le, certain
implausible features of a view in order to identigeper, internal difficulties
for it.) In the case of anti-realists such as 8s@nd Ockham, Wodeham
thinks that he can show that they are committetheir ownprinciplesto the
view that somethingther thanmind-dependent entities serves as the object of
judgment. Because Wodeham'’s argument here tuthsdomohis analysis of
the details of Scotus and Ockham’s account of juglgnmand on his particular
conception of what it is for something to & object of judgment, it requires a
bit more development than this first set of ob@ts. Nonetheless, because it

% Scientific knowledge, according to tResterior Analyticsis a kind of inferential knowledge
arrived at through a demonstrative syllogism. Thi®wledge producing syllogism" is, on
Aristotle's account, the vehicle for knowledge Wwhie necessary, universal, and deeply
explanatory. Although his conception of how knadge is acquired is certainly not Platonic,
Aristotle's characterization of knowledge revea®atonic influence, for it concedes—or is at least
clearly intended to capture—Plato's notion that®edge is stable, of essences and their
definitions, and is of causes. @bsterior Analyticdl, c.2 (71b10-34).

0 “Tum quia tunc scire non esset causam rei cogmescConsequentia patet, quia
complexum non est causa rei nec cognoscere conmplpraecise esset cognoscere quoniam
illius est causa...L.sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 185-6).
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is both interesting in its own right and sheds aderable light on Wodeham'’s
own views about the objects of judgment | will exaenthis further objection
in some detail.

II.2 Second Objection to Aristotelian Anti-realishWodeham’s second
objection depends on certain details of the speptiilosophical psychology
presupposed by Scotus and Ockham'’s account of jedtfth As we shall see,
this account is similar to that presupposed by Wadehimself but, as
Wodeham goes on to show, this account is incomgigtith the anti-realist’s
view about the nature of the objects of judgmeéntorder to show this, he
begins by summarizing their account of the protgsshich the intellect
forms a judgment.

On this [anti-realist] view, the process is asdal. First, a thing is apprehended in a
simple act of understandingihpliciintelligentia). Second, a complex thought
(compositig) is formed—one that is evident in the third vfayThird, that complex
thought (or mental sentence) is apprehended bygleireflexive] apprehension. Finally,
one assents to that mental sentence, and doessotira way that although the assent
itself is acertain sort of apprehension (not, of course, phhededing] apprehension by
which it is caused), it is not an apprehension seatethings such-and-sucfes the
mental sentence signifies) ... but is rather an dpgrsion only of the mental sentence.
By means of this [assent] one apprehends the [insgiéence’s] correspondence to that
which is apprehended through it (namely, througt thental sentence)—and [does s0]
throug{g the simple awareness that mediates betiliessonceived sentence and the
assent:

Although the details of Wodeham’s description hexuire some unpacking,
the overall picture of the judgment-forming procissslear enough. The
process starts with “a simple act of understandinggy the act of

*l Seel .sec, dist. 1, q.1 (I: 186-188).

2 As noted above (see n. 24), Wodeham distinguities ways in which a given act might

be ‘evident’. The details of this account needmiwever, concern us here.

3 “Slecundum istam viam quod iste est processtsigapprehenditur res simplici intelligentia;
secundo formatur compositio evidens tertio moddiat@pprehenditur apprehensione simplici illa
compositio seu complexum; et ultimo assentitur demy ita quod licet assensus sit quaedam
apprehensio (non illa quidem qua mediante causatan)tamen apprehensio quod ita sit sicut per
propositionem significatur...sed tantum ipsius complguo apprehenditur conformitas eius ad illud
qguod per eam (propositionem scilicet) apprehendéuper notitiam simplicem, mediantem inter
propositionem quae concipitur et assensumsé., dist. 1, .1 (I: 188). Wodeham'’s descripti@neh
looks to be an attempt to explicate some of Scetiesharks on the formation of a judgment. Indeed,
just before this passage, Wodeham rehearses selana$ Scotus makes in his commentary on
Aristotle’s Metaphysicsabout the nature of judgment. (Cf. ibid., 186-Wpdeham is, however, also
clearly assuming that the account here fits Ockbangws as well.
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apprehending a house or whiteness—followed bydhadtion of “a complex
thought” Compositig or “mental sentence’tdmplexum, propositiongrm-say,
THE HOUSE IS WHITE here | use an example to which Wodeham himseliyeas
shall see, appeals a bit later on). These firstdiages of the process account
for the fact that every judgment presupposes,erfitht place, the possession
of certain simple conceptions on the basis of wiinehmind is able to
formulate or entertain complex, propositional thiotsg

These first two stages are not, however, suffidienthe formation of an
act of judgment. For, if all judgments are reaéflexive as Scotus and
Ockham assume, there must be a further apprehesdiveone by which, as
Wodeham points out, “the complex thought or mesgaltence is
apprehended.” This third stage in the processecand-order, or reflexive
apprehension: it is an apprehension of the priopgsitional act or, in the case
of our example, an apprehension of the mental seat®HE HOUSE IS WHITE
Wodeham assumes that there must, on the antifraafisunt, be such a
second-order act, since if judgment is about aratiéd at an act of thinking as
its object, there must first be some awarenespreaiension of the act toward
which the judgment is directed. In other wordgréhmust be an act of
apprehending the mental sentence about which ajedyis formed. For just
as one has to have an act of apprehending Soanateser to judge about him,
likewise one has to apprehend the mental sentéseéif one is to judge
abouitit.

The fourth and final stage of belief or judgmentiation is the judicative
act itself—that is, the act by which one assentsligsents) to the mental
sentence thus apprehended. Now it is importanotize precisely what
Wodeham says about the act of judging or assesit itkle says,

although the assent is a kind of apprehensionis.nibt an apprehension that something is
such-and-such...rather it is an apprehension onfgeomental sentence.

In saying this, Wodeham is highlighting the faattlaccording to anti-realists
such as Scotus and Ockham, the object of a givdgment or assent is not an
extra-mental entity, rather it is something mentamnind dependent. It may be
useful to summarize the four-stage process, asengov it so far, in the
following way (see Figure 1):
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Figure 1: Judgment formation according to Scotus and Ockham

| (4) Second-order Judgment(i.e., an act of assenting to thédrder complex act)
| (3) Second-order Simple Acf(i.e., a reflexive act of apprehending tieotder complex act)

A (2) Complex Act (i.e., an act of apprehending or forming a mesgatence—e.g.,HE
HOUSE IS WHITB
(1) Simple Acts(i.e., non-propositional acts of apprehending—&gs HoUsE and
WHITENESS

As Figure 1 makes clear, the first two stages dfjjnent formation involve
first-order acts directed at items in extramergality, whereas both the
judgment itself and the apprehensive act that piecé are reflexive or
second-order states taking as their object adimdér “complex act”—that is,
the mental sentence depicted at stage 2.

This much of Wodeham'’s description is of the aatilist psychology is
clear. What is puzzling, however, is that immegliaafter claiming that the
judgment is, on the anti-realist view, an apprelmm%nly” of the mental
sentence, Wodeham immediately goes on to add llyathfs assent one
apprehends [the mental sentence’s] correspondengkdt is apprehended
through it.” But what can this mean? How canjtiitgment simultaneously
be an apprehensiamly of a mental sentence and at the same time be an
apprehension of that sentence’s correspondenealicy?*

Wodeham'’s point can, | think, be made clear ifdkew a distinction
between the judgment’s object or referent (nantbbt entity which it picks
out or represents) and its representational coiamely, the way in which it
represents that entity). For if we read it wittsttlistinction in mind, we can
say that when Wodeham speaks of a judgment as baiagprehensioonly
of a mental sentence, he is calling attention ¢cethti-realist’'s account of the
objectof the judgment—namely, his account of that ertttyhich the
judgment refers. On the other hand, when Wodehmeaks of a judgment’s
being an apprehension of that mental sentermeigspondence to realityve
can interpret him as calling our attention to ti@égment’s representational
content. If something like this is right, it folls that on the Scotist and
Ockhamist account the only way a judgment can lame¢her mental act as an
object—say, the mental sentenaeéE HOUSE IS WHITE—iS if the judgment’s
content represents that mental sentence in some-gay, as being true or as
corresponding to reality. It's not hard, moreoversee why Wodeham might

** Wodeham'’s characterization of the assent heemiles Ockham’s account of reflexive
assent aQuodlibetlV.16. See, William OckhanQuodlibetal Questionslrans. Alfred
Freddoso and Francis Kelly (New Haven: Yale UniigRress, 1991), 311)
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think something like this is what the anti-reahsts in mind. After all, if one is
going to assent to a mental sentence (that is, makental sentence the object
of one’s assent), one would do so only becausgualges that the mental
sentence in question is true or corresponds taye&What is more, given that
judgments are always judgments that such-and sutteicase, it must be the
case that the judgment involves predicasogiethingpf the mental sentence
in question.) And provided we have the distincti@ween a judgment’s
representational content and its object in min@, and the same judgment can
accomplish both of these things. The content @ftldgment is that the prior
complex act—that is, the mental sentence—corresptmckality, whereas the
object of the judgment is the sentence itself.

Having set out the anti-realist’s account of judgifermation, Wodeham
now attempts to show that it leads to trouble—irtipalar, that itentailsthat
the object of these second-order judicative siatast merely first-order
mental sentences, but rather a fact or state afrafhat contains the mental
sentence merely as one of its constituents. Higmaent proceeds in several
steps. He begins, in a first step, by arguing thait stands, the account of
judgment formation is psychologically inadequafes we’ve seen, on the anti-
realist’s account, the act of judging (see stageMgure 1) is immediately
preceded by a “simple act of apprehending the rheatdence” (see stage 3)
to which assent is given. The idea is that, omzeis aware of the mental
sentence, one is in a position to form a judgmetit respect to it. It's
precisely this claim, however, that Wodeham findgctionable. For
Wodeham insists that

a simple awareness never suffices for causing tastsss a mental sentence is formed on
the basis of it. ... But [on the foregoing picturedtters are such that the simple
understanding [that precedes the judgment] is anfamgnizing the mental sentence as
object in just the way that a house or whitenessisbject [of a simple act of
understandingf®

On Wodeham’s view—and here he takes for grantednhierealist will
concede the point—the mere awareness or appreheoisibe mental sentence
is not by itself sufficient to generate an act sgent with respect to it. To see
why, we need only recall our earlier discussiotheflogical ordering among
mental acts (namely, in section 2.1). As we ntlede, every act of judgment
or assent presupposes a corresponcamgplexor propositionalapprehension

5 “nunquam simplex notitia sufficit ad causandurseasum nisi ex ea formetur

complexum...Modo ita est quod illa simplex intelligi@nest actus cognoscendi propositionem
ut obiectum, sicut et domum vel albedinem ut obiect L.sec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 189).
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(as illustrated in Figure 2 below)—the object ofiethwill be the same as the
object of the judgment.

Figure 2: Logical ordering of mental acts

(2) Complex Act (i.e. Mental Sentence)

(3) Judgment
T (1) Simple Act

Notice that, as it stands, the account offereddnti® and Ockham has
judgment following asimpleapprehension, not a complex one (see again
Figure 2). In order to see why this is problematie need only consider a
parallel example involving a first-order judgmentaythe judgmerntHe
HOUSE IS WHITE We cannot, as Wodeham points out, form suclilgment
merely on the basis of a simple apprehension aiugd or of whiteness (or
even both). On the contrary, we must first forpredication on the basis of
these simple apprehensions. That is, we mustféirst the propositional
thought:THE HOUSE IS WHITE Now the same thing holds whether we conceive
of judgments as a first- or second-order mental Astit stands, therefore,
Wodeham thinks it is clear that Scotus and Ockhamé®unt is incomplet®.
For, as he puts it, the account as it stands lgrjant being preceded by, “a
simpleunderstanding—that is, an act of cognizing a niessiatence as object
in just the way that a house or whiteness is aaappf a first order simple
understanding]”.

Thus, Wodeham thinks that, in order to make thewaatcpsychologically
acceptable, it must be revised. This brings wgtat we might think of as the
second step in Wodeham’s argument. In the sedepdo$ the argument,
Wodeham introduces the modification that he thiiketus and Ockham’s
account requires. In particular, he argues theat ticcount requires the
introduction of another mental act into the prodeasling up to judgment:
namely, a second-order, “complex” or propositicenetl For, as Wodeham
argues, just as we cannot form a judgment or asdenit the house, without

6 Wodeham assumes that his anti-realist opponehtsomncede the point since, as noted earlier
(see n. 20 above), his own views about the logiodéring of mental acts are informed by
Ockham'’s own discussion of the issue. Thus, Wonrteta&kes himself simply to be drawing out the
implications of Ockham’s (and, he assumes, Scatosim account of the psychology of judgment.

In particular, he seems to think they have simpigrimoked the point that a reflexive judgment
requires not only the formation of a first ordernta sentence, but also a reflexive mental sentence
(namely, one which predicates truth of the firgtesrmental sentence).
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first forming a mental sentence or predication lawg it—e.g. THE HOUSE IS
WHITE—SO0 also we cannot form a judgment or assent abmental sentence
without forming a further sentence or predicatiovolving it—e.g.THIS
THOUGHT IS TRUE(Or THIS THOUGHT CORRESPONDS TO REALITY So, according
to Wodeham, in addition to the second-orsierpleapprehension of the
mental sentence assented to, there must alsodm®adsordercomplexor
propositional apprehension, which will be an agbi@&dicating something of
that mental sentence. Accordingly, we may thinkfdeham as emending
Scotus and Ockham’s account by introducing an extdit act, namely, the
sort of act described in Figure 3 below:

Figure 3: Wodeham'’s emendation to Scotus and Ockham’s atcou

Introduce an additional act (viz. the one depicted at step 3.5) into the account

4) 2" order Judgment
g

(i.e., assenting to the predication at 3:5DCRATES IS WISE CORRESPONDS TO REALITY
(3.5) 2™ order Complex Act

(i.e., a predication involving the mental senteat2: ‘S)CRATES IS WISE CORRESPONDS TO REALITY)
(3) 2" order Simple Apprehension(i.e., an awareness of the mental sentence SOZRATES IS WISE)
(2) 1% order Complex Act (i.e., a predication involving concepts had aBACRATES IS WIS
(1) 1% order Simple Apprehensions(i.e., acts of thinking: SCRATESandwiISE)

This brings us to the third and final step in Waalafs argument. For,
once this further act is incorporated into the-asdilist account, Wodeham
thinks it is easy to see why the object of a judghoan’'t merely be a first-
order mental sentence (and, hence, something lgntired dependent as the
anti-realist assumes). To see this, simply rad@teham’s rule. According to
Wodeham rule, whatever the object of the asselritna)st be the same as the
object of the apprehension that immediately preseahel causes it. Thus, in
order to identify the object of a judgment, onechesly consider the object of
the act that precedes it. On the emended acdoowgver, the act that
precedes the judgment isn’t a simple act or awasedgected at a mental
sentence. Rather the act that precedes judgmetitiecemended account, is an
act of apprehending or thinking that the prior raésentence (namely, that
formed at stage 23 trueand, hence, that @orresponds to reality But clearly,
the object othis apprehension (assuming it is true) is not goingganerely
the prior mental sentence by itself, but ratheexdna mental situation—albeit,
one that involves the mental proposition as a doestt—namelythe factof
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that sentence’s corresponding to redlftyAnd, given Wodeham's ruléhe
object of the judgment is, therefore, not the miesgatence itself but its
correspondence to realityits-being true We can, once again, represent
Wodeham'’s point in diagram form:

Figure 4. Results of Wodeham’s emendation plus applicatiowodeham’s Rule

4) 2" order Judgment
g
i (e.g., assenting to the predication at-3’BHE HOUSE IS WHITE'CORRESPONDS TO REALITY

o & (3.5) 2" order Mental Sentence
Or, f@s (e.g., a predication involving the mental senéeatc2: “THE HOUSE IS WHITE'CORRESPONDS TO REALITY
,00/7 = (3) 2" order Simple Apprehension(e.g. awareness of the mental sentence at- HDUSE IS WHITE)

@/7*‘ (2) 1% order Mental Sentence(a predication involving concepts had al E HOUSE IS WHITE)

1) 1% order Simple Apprehensions(acts of thinking about a house and whiteness)

Wodeham himself expresses all this by pointingtbat, if the account of
judgment is emended, the judgment will arise

in such a way that if, a [second-order] mental esece is formed (on the basis of that prior
[apprehension of the sentence])—say, for exampig, TTHE MENTAL SENTENCE
CORRESPONDS TO REALITY—then, in that case, given that the assent intipresas for its
object thetotal objectof that propositional apprehension by means othitiis caused
(after all, why would it have more one part thaothaer?), one would immediately
apprehend through that assent that sometkisgch-and-such reality [namely, that the
sentence corresponds to realfty].

Thus, by applyingvodeham’s Rule, in the third step of his argument
Wodeham is able to demonstrate that, even if we weconcede the anti-
realist’'s assumption that judgment is a kind obselzorder mental state, an
act of judgment still cannot plausibly be said &vé as itsotal object a first-
order mental state, i.e., a mental sentence.

*" Indeed, the prior mental sentence itself could woenbe the total object of the judgment
than a house or whiteness could be the total obfatie act of judging fiE HOUSE IS WHITE

Of course, if the judgment is false there is nd faavhich it corresponds, and hence no (total)
object for the judgment in question.

48« _ita quod si ex illa prius formetur complexum,tatistud ‘ista propositio est conformis

rei’, et assensus habet pro obiecto obiectum totaigplexae apprehensionis mediante qua
causatur—quia quare magis unam partem quam aliaigits+immediate per assensum
apprehenditur sic esse a parte réi.5ec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 189).
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What all of this shows, of course, is that the-egulist has failed to
provide a genuinely mind-dependent entity to sas/éhe object of
judgment—or at least to do so without presuppoamgradequate account of
the psychology of judgment formation. For evenpmging that all acts of
belief and judgment are second-order mental actsi)liturns out that the
objects for such acts cannot be merely other;dirder acts, but are rather
states of affairs or facts involving such first-er@gcts—for example, the fact
of theircorresponding to reality And though such states of affair include
mental sentences as constituents, they are noséteas entirely mind-
dependent entities. Thus, as it turns out, a mental sentence canpat, only
be apartial object of a judgment, that is, it can at most leemstituenof the
(mind-independent) fact that is the judgmemdtl object. As Wodeham
insists,

no mental sentence is the total object of any pssissent whatsoever. For every
possible assent whatsoever corresponds in objélcetmental sentence by which it is
caused, so that the total of object of the memalence is the total object of the assent.
But no mental sentence is the total object of aaptal sentence. Therefore, neither is it
the total object of any assefit.

I1.3 Implications of Wodeham'’s critique of Anti-Rem. Before turning to
Wodeham'’s discussion of Aristotelian realism, wiarth pausing briefly to
consider what Wodeham'’s rejection of Aristoteliani-aiealism reveals about
his own views. First of all, note that it's cldewm his discussion that he is
committed to some form @éalismabout objects of judgment. Indeed, as his
remarks about introspection make clear, Wodehankshthat most judgments

9 Whether or not a given mental proposition coroesfs to reality does not itself depend on
any activity of the mind—or at least, none beydmel activity required to preserve the
existence of the mental proposition itself.

% “Quinta conclusio est quod nulla propositio @sieatum totale cuiuscumque assensus
possibilis, quia quilibet assensus possibilis esfarmis in obiecto alicui complexo quo
mediante causatur, ita quod obiectum totale istiumplexi est obiectum assensus. Sed nulla
propositio est obiectum totale cuiuscumque projmsg, igitur nec cuiuscumque assensus.”
L.sec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 192). Wodeham does allow, hesve“a mental sentence is certainly a
partial object of some reflexive assent (but odasent which it does not necessitate). It is, for
example, [the object] of an assent by which onergisghat the mental sentence is true, or that
it corresponds to the signified thing’s being sacd such, and other assents of this sort. For
whatever is apprehended by the mental sentencedhassitates one to some assent is the
partial object of that assent, as is clear fromtighzeen said. And, since the first mental
sentence is apprehended through the mental senteatagecessitates the assent by which one
assents that that mental sentence is true, therfifat first mental sentence is a partial object
of the reflexive assent].1bid., 192.
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are non-reflexive mental states—and so don’t exsem Imental entities as
partial objects.

Second, Wodeham's criticisms of anti-realism rétieat he takes the
extramental entities that serve as judicative dbjexrstand in a broadly
referentialrelation to the judgments corresponding to thdrhis feature of his
account emerges most clearly from his second abjetd anti-realism—in
particular, from the distinction he draws in thense of that discussion
between the representational content of a givegmueht, on the one hand, and
its object, on the other. If Wodeham does not eosecof theobjectof a
judgment as its representational content, it's r@@tio suppose that the relation
between a judgment and its object is one moretakiaference. Thus, it
would seem that, for Wodeham, the object of judgneejust that entity to
which the refers—at least when the judgment in tjolesstrue. The added
gualification here is crucial, for as Wodeham’scdssion of the second
objection also makes clear, he is operating withesbing like a
correspondence theory of truth (as we’'ve seenghbates a judgment’s
“corresponding to reality” with its “being true”yd so identifies objects of
judgment with the extra-mentadlata of the relevant correspondence relations.
On his view, therefore, the object of a judgmerarentity to which a true
judgment corresponds; it is, in other words, thiesarental grounds or
truthmaker for the judgment.

Of course, this raises a question about the objdeise judgments. As |
read Wodeham, false judgments do ntakenas a whole—have objects; that

*L Thus, objects of judgment as Wodeham conceivéiseni are not truth-bearers, but
truthmakers. Indeed, at one point in his discus%imdeham explicitly states that the entities
that serve as objects are trith-bearers He makes this point toward the very end of his
discussion when he returns to an objection thetdtatian anti-realist brings against the view
that objects of judgment are extramental. The&atiist objection runs as follows:
1. “What's believed or known by means of an Aristateldemonstration is true”
2. “The true and false are not found in thingss[, but in the mind” (Sed,.sec, dist. 1,
g.1 (I: 181)).
3. Therefore, “the object of an act of knowledgeasfound in external things, but in
the mind.”
Wodeham responds to this argument by denying thegiemise. Thus, he argues that what's
believed or known, viz. something’s being such simch, is not true. As he explains:
“Something’s being such-and-sueis the conclusion [of a demonstration] signifisgyue
[only] by extrinsic denomination—by means of [itsnnection to] an act of the soul [namely,
to the mental sentence, which is the conclusiah@flemonstration and which signifies it].
But the conclusion itself is what's true formalnd the conclusion is not [identical with]
something’s being such-and-suatreality (as that conclusion signifies).”sec, dist. 1, .1 (I:
208).
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is to say, taken as a whole, they do not refer @egignate anything. This is,
presumably, just what it is for them to be falsanGely, to lack a truthmaker).
Indeed, this view seems to betailedby his view that the objects of judgment
are truthmakers—that is, the entities that grounexplain their truth. There
may, of course, bpartial objects for false judgments—there may, aftertl,
entities corresponding to their subject and/or joad terms—but there is
nothing corresponding to the judgment taken as@evh

In this respect, my interpretation differs fromtteaggested by other
commentators who, while sharing the view tb@atplexe significabiliare fact-
like, also maintain that there azemplexe significabili@orresponding to false
judgments? For according to these commentators Wodeham adht
existence of non-obtaining states of affairs. Aeé it, however, there is
insufficient evidence for such an interpretatidkdmittedly, Wodeham does
allow that there areomplexe significabili@orresponding ttrue negative
judgments (e.g., MBRIEL DOES NOT EXIST MAN IS NOT AN AS9.>® But this is
not tantamount to admitting non-obtaining stateaftdir; it is only the
admission of obtainingegativestates of affairs—i.e. negative facts. It may be,
however, that commentators have been led to thelwsion that Wodeham is
committed to non-obtaining states of affair assaulteof the kinds of linguistic
considerations he advances for the introductioroaiplexesignificabilia—
considerations which may seem to count in favdhefintroduction of a
complexe significabileshether the judgment in question is true or falss.
important to see, however, that nothing in Wodelsaanguments from the
syntactic structure of judgment (in particular, bsenments about the semantic
contribution of the copula) entail the introductioicomplexe significabilia
corresponding to false judgments. After all, wAaddeham says is that the
copula signifies or refers to “the inherence or position or the unity or
identity [that exists]n reality between the terms of the sentence (or, rather, the
things signified by those terms)*. It's natural to suppose, therefore, that in
cases in which no such “inherence”, “compositidahity or identity” obtains

2 See Gaskin,Complexe Significabiliand Aristotle’s Categoriesdnd Perler, “Late Medieval
Ontologies of Facts,” who, while occasionally clraeaizingcomplexe significabilias “facts” or
“truthmakers”, nevertheless, seem to think thatetaecomplexe significabili@orresponding to
false judgments.

>3 Seel .sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 194).

* L.sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 185).
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“in reality” the copula simply does not ref&r.As | see it, therefore, if
Wodeham’s argument does reottail the existence of non-obtaining states of
affairs, and if there is likewise no positive ingion that he intends to admit the
existence of such entities, there is no reasottribate to him a commitment to
such entities.

That Wodeham takes the objects of judgment touibrhakers is
significant—and for two reasons. First, it is sfgpant because it is, in the
end, this conception of objects of judgment thed &t the heart of his
disagreement with the Aristotelian anti-realistsdjaas we shall see, with the
standard Aristotelian realists as well). Indeediséby now clear, it is
Wodeham’s conception of judicative objects as safes and truthmakers that
makes anti-realism seem so utterly implausibleito MAfter all, most
judgments are not directed toward our own intenna@htal states, but refer
rather to how things stand in extramental realityhat is more, mental
entities—that is, entities such as mental sentercasnot function as
truthmakers for judgments about extra-mental nppaMor indeed can they
function—at least by themselves—as truthmakersdéoond-order, or
reflexive judgments about our own mental acts atest For, as we've seen,
the object and truthmaker in such cases is natntgal sentence itself, but
some concrete state of affairs involving it. e #nd, therefore, mental
sentences—mental entities of any sort for thatenatareby their very nature
incapable of functioning in the role Wodeham assignentities that serve as
objects of judgment. As we shall see, moreoverstime issue is at stake in
Wodeham'’s disagreement with the standard Aristmelealist—namely,
whether individual thingsrés—substances and accidents—can function as
truthmakers and, hence, as objects of judgment.

The second thing that is significant about Wode€bamommitment to
treating objects of judgment as referents and tnatters (rather than as
representational contents or truth-bearers) isitimakes clear that in
introducingcomplexe significabilido serve as objects of judgment he is not
introducing any sort of abstract or intentionalitgntindeed, insofar as the
entities which serve as objects of judgment musttion as both the worldly
referent and ontological ground for judgments—irttjee some cases, for
Aristotelianscientia—about the nature of the extramental world, abstyac

5 Of course, given that Wodeham recognizes a distim between a judgment’s representational
content and its referent or object, he can allaat, tim the case of false judgments, the copula make
a contribution to the representational content—the.cognitive significance—of the judgment in
guestion.
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intentional objects are ill-suited to serve theotleéical or explanatory role
Wodeham associates with ‘objects’ in his broadeoti of judgment.

Given what we’ve now seen both of Wodeham’s antofithe linguistic
structure of judgment and of his critique of am@lism, it should be clear that
he takes the objects of judgment to be not onlyetbing extramental, but also
something fact-like. As he repeatedly insists, mehpidgment relates (or, as
he puts it, “signifies”) isomething’s being such-and-suatreality Sic esse in
re). As Wodeham realizes, however, it is this latiarm that proponents of
standard Aristotelian realism will deny. IndeeslVdodeham himself goes on
to point out, the standard Aristotelian realidiksly to respond to any such a
claim by simply insisting that

Whatever you, [Wodeham], will have posited as ttaltobject [of a judgment], that
thing is either something or nothing. If it is hiotg, it follows that nothing is the
object of an act of assent. And that is certafialye. But if it is something, it is either
God or a creature. And regardless of whetherthidsone or the other, it is a
substance or an accident. And all such thingseasignified by the subject of a
sentencé®

As the realist sees it, there just isn’t anythitigeo than substances or accidents
to serve as objects of judgment. So whatever Wadhtroduces to serve as
object of judgment, if it is anything at all, it sibe a substance or accident
(and, thus, is such that it can be signified byrgke, subject expression as
well as a complex, sentential one). After allttesrealist insists, everything
that exists is “either God or a creature, and iilgas of whether it is one or
the other, it is a substance or an accident”.

Taken by itself, however, the realist’'s responsés$oquestion-begging.
It's one thing tosaythat reality is exhausted by substances and adsidamd
hence that if the objects of judgment are somethhmgy must be substances or
accidents; it's quite anoth&w showthat substances and accidents can actually
serve as objects of judgment. As it turns outréadist thinks he can do this as
well. Indeed, the realist goes on to offer a twlatHargument aimed at
establishing just this conclusion.

5 “Quidquid tu posueris eius obiectum totale, ilugt est aliquid aut nihil. Si nihil, igitur nihil

est obiectum actus assentiendi. Certum est qusahfeest. Si aliquid: vel Deus vel creatura.
Et sive sic sive sic. Igitur est substantia velidenss. Et omne tale potest significari per
subiectum alicuius proposititionisl’sec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 193).
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The argument begins with an attempt to dischargéiriguistic evidence
Wodeham offers in support of the existenceahplexe significabilia The
realist argues that, despite differences in syitacid semantic structure,
complex expressions (such as the sentences usegress judgments) and
simple expressions (such as the subject and pted®ans of such sentences)
can both refer to the same type of entity—namalgividual substances and
accidents. Accordingly, there is no need to pastubsui-generisentity to
function as the unique or distinctive referentjt@gments, or sentences. As
the realist (or, rather, Wodeham, arguing on bebfdlfie realist) explains:

As you, [Wodeham] say, whatever can be the tot@attof a mental sentence can be the
object of assent or dissent. But a simple thirguish [that it can be the total object of a
mental sentence]. Therefore, [it can be the mwiigct of an act of assent or dissent as
well]. Proof of the minor [i.e. the claim that inple thing can be the object of a mental
sentence]: it seems that anything—however simplerbeasignified both by a complex
expressiondomplexg and by a simple expressiangomplexg Therefore, it needn’t be
the case that there is a difference in what isifsggh[by each], rather there need be a
difference only in the mode of signifying.

In this way, the realist counters Wodeham’s comberthat the best
explanation for the difference between simple, scijpredicate expressions
and the complex expressions formed by joining theth a copula is a
difference in the ontological type of object re&ethito by each. Faccording

to the realist, there is another, equally plausedelanation: the difference in
the syntactic structure of such expressions coeldhéerely a function of a
difference in the way thevo types of expression represent or “signify” amel
the same type of object. Thus, the complex syiatacid semantic structure of
the sentences used to express judgments needalta&obrresponding
complexity in the object of such judgments. Qtiie contrary: according to
the realist, the entity that serves asttital object of a judgment is such that it
“can be also signified just by the subject ternagkentence” expressing that
judgment®

*"*Quidquid potest esse obiectum totale proposisippotest esse obiectum assensus vel

dissensus, per te. Sed simplex res est huiusigidr,. Probatio minoris: quia quaelibet res,
guantumcumque simplex, videtur posse significamgiexe et incomplexe. lgitur non oportet
quod sit ibi differentia in significato sed in modignificandi tantum.’L.sec, dist. 1, q.1 (I:
193). A more literal translation would render ‘qoexe’ and ‘incomplexe’ adverbially rather
than adjectivally (as my translation does). Thipof the argument emerges more clearly, |
think, from this, less literal, translation.

8 This is the position held, for example, by WalB#matton, whose views are well known to
Wodeham. See, Walter Chattéteportatio et Lectura Super Sententi@sllatio ad librum
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The realist then goes on to argue that not ortllyase no need to postulate
complex, fact-like entities to serve as the unimgferent for judgments, there
is also no need to appeal to such entities to exfgte truth of such judgments.
As a way of defending this claim, Wodeham imagithesrealist offering the
following sort of argument:

Leaving aside every imaginable thing and positinty &od, GdD ISGOD [is true].
Therefore God’s being Gods nothing other than God. Accordingly, there thi@se
(namely, Chatton and Reading in RisodlibetV—in the course of undertaking and
proving his third conclusion) who suppose that Gadne] is the significate of the mental
sentence (though not the uttered dtie).

Although highly condensed, the argument here rb/fatraightforward. The
realist (here Wodeham names his contemporariesew@katton (d. 1344) and
John of Reading (d. 1346)) asks us to considerrédwioat contains God and
only God®® Now, at such a world, the judgment or mental esece @D IS

Gob will be true®® If the judgment is true, however, there mustdraething
corresponding to the judgment—that is, somethinghach the judgment

Primum et PrologugToronto: Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Stusje.989), where he
argues that “the external thing [which serves gsatlof judgment] is cognized through the
subject and the predicate and through the copuote ghose terms of [the mental sentence] are
cognitions of an external thing. Therefore, thitomgt the whole time in which the mental
sentence signifying the external thing is formethim mind, the external thing is cognized—
sometimes by the subject of the sentence, somebigndse copula, sometimes by the
predicate” (Prologue, g. 1, a.1, 24). In gendralyever, we may think of the realist as merely
claiming that the object of judgmec#n be the referent of the subject term of a sentémate
expresses the judgment in question. It neednthbease, however, that the object of the
judgment is the referent of the subject ternewdrysentence expressing that judgment. After
all, there may be a number of sentences that expiescontent of a given judgment—
sentences which have different subject terms.

%9 “Circumscripta omni re imaginabili, posito sole® Deus est Deus, igitur Deum esse Deum
non est nisi Deus. Et ideo concedunt isti quod EEtisignificatum illius propositionis
mentalis licet non vocalis, scilicet Chatton et &eg, Quolibetsuo, quaestione 5, tractando et
probando conclusionem suam tertiamn$ec, dist. 1, g.1 (1 196).

%9 Medieval thinkers typically suppose that God right have created and so are willing to
allow for a possible world containing only God.

61 One might wonder how, if only God exists at saakorld, there comes to be such a
judgment or sentence. Though answering such aigoéstnot central to Wodeham'’s point,
there are, nevertheless, two ways we can thinkeostenario: we could assume that the
judgment is God’s or produced by God; or we coirapbdy appeal to the distinction between
truthin a world W (which requires the existence of thegjueént or sentence in question in W)
and truthat a world (which does not). In this latter case,ame simply evaluating the truth of a
given sentence (say, one existing in the actualdyarith respect to a world in which only God
exists.
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refers and irvirtue of whichit is true. Perhaps as a kind of concession to
Wodeham, the realist is willing to call whateveisithat serves as the object
and truthmaker of this judgmer®od’s being God But since,ex hypothesi
only God exists at the world in question, it must®od alone that serves as
the worldly referent and truthmaker for this judgrmer mental sentence.
Hence, the realist concludes: “God’s being God"-tthathe entity that serves
as truthmaker and, therefore, object for the judgn®D Is Gob—*is nothing
other than God".

The realist’'s example is, of course, well chosEar in this particular
case—that is, in the case of a judgment about @qefectly simple being)
and about self-identity—it is in fact quite plausilbo suppose that the
judgment’s truthmaker is an individual substancemely, God. But can this
conclusion be generalized? If the Aristoteliarlis¢#s to succeed, he will
need to show that, in general, it's plausible topgse that individual
substances (and/or accidents) are, by themselviisjent to explain the truth
of judgments and sentences pertaining to them.

The foregoing passage does, in fact, provide alfasthe more general
claim. Indeed, the argument contained in it restthe perfectly general
principle about the nature of truthmaking—one tiqgtlies equally to any
judgment or sentence. The principle (call it TM fouthmaker”) is just this:

(TM) If the existence of an entity E necessitatedriitd of a given judgment J, then E is
the truthmaker for ¥

According to TM, truthmaking is simply a matterrafcessitation. Thus, what
the realist seems to be supposing is thatgenerat—the truthmaker foany
sentence oanyjudgment just is that entity whose existence fé@ant for its
truth. And this principle is not without plausibji—at least in the case of
certain judgments. As we have seen, it is pesfeitusible to suppose that
God himself is the truthmaker for the judgmemo3s Gob and presumably
something similar could be said about identity jueégts in general. What is
more, among contemporary philosophers, TM—or soemsion of it—is often

62 Given that there may be some cases in which thareone entity is required for the truth of
a given predication, we can allow that a truthmakay be an entity centities It should be
noted, moreover, that despite any connotation sigdey its name (viz. truthake), the
necessitation in question is not causal but iserdbnoadly logical. Indeed, contemporary
philosophers habitually speak of truthmakeremisiling the truth of certain statements or
predications. See, e.g., David Armstrofgyth and Truthmaker@Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press, 2004), 5-7; John Bigeldwhe Reality of Numbers: A Physicalist's
Philosophy of Mathematiq®©xford: Clarendon Press, 1988), 125.
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regarded as a plausible analysis of truthmakinkpaat for contingent trutts.
Hence, given TM, the Aristotelian realist has batlrima facieplausible, as
well as a perfectly general, defense of the vieat thdividualthings(that is,
individual substances and accidents) function eyiselves as the truthmakers
for—and, hence, total objects of—judicative attaaff

Now if the Aristotelian realist is right about #tis—that is, if individual
substances and accidents are indeed adequatectmfuas both the total
referent and truthmaker for judgment—then they w@dem to be in a good
position to resist the introduction cdbmplexe significabiligfor reasons of
theoretical parsimony, if not others). Even se,tkalists do not succeed. For,
as Wodeham'’s response will show, their argumentesonp short on both
counts. It fails to establish that individual thefes) are sufficient to function
as the truthmaker for judicative attitudes and sheth things can serve as their
total referent. Let us begin, however, by focusindhis criticism of the
Aristotelian realist’'s account of truthmaking.

[11.1 Against Things as Truthmakers for Judgmemodeham’s strategy for
responding to the Aristotelian realist’'s accounthofigsas truthmakers has
two parts. He begins by arguing that the notiotrthmaking on which the
account rests, namely, TM, is implausible. He thmteeds to show that,
even setting aside considerations of its indeperalaasibility, granting TM
creates internal difficulties for the realist’'s oak account of objects of
judgment. The bulk of his argument for both claisisontained in the
following passage, which is worth quoting at length

Leaving aside [consideration of] any specific tiamel positing [the existence of] an angel,
[it will be true that] the angel is created or cengd. But thengel's being createtbr
being conserveds not [identical to] the angel. And, neithemisangel’s existing

[identical to] an angel since, if it were, an argebt existing would include an outright
contradiction. And yet, provided we posit onlyangel, [it will be true that] an angel
exists.

| say, therefore, that it is one thing to ask “wisahat thing which when posited, [makes it
true that] God is God or [that] an angel existg get another thing to ask “what is
God’s being Go&nd arangel existing” With respect to the first question, one must

8 E.g., David Armstrongd World of States of Affail&Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press, 1997) antruth and Truthmakers.f. also the discussion in Bigelolhe Reality of
Numbers

& Although all the examples the realist consideescases in which substance serves as object
and truthmaker, it is consistent with his ontolagyallow for cases in which an accident serves
as truthmaker.
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respond “God”, or “an angel”’. But to the secondsheuld not reply in this way. Rather
we should reply with another expressidicfum)—one composed on the basis of a
description of the prior [expression]. Thus, altgb God is such that when he alone is
posited by that very fact [it is true that] Godded, and although an angel is such that
when it alone is posited [it is true that] an angpbts, nevertheless, God is not [identical
to] God'’s being Godand an angel is not [identical to] angel's existing Indeed, God is
no more [identical tofsod’s being Godhan an angel is [identical to] angel’s existing

or toan angel’s existing and God'’s existing Or again, just as God is such that when he
alone is posited [it is true that] God is God, Emdod is that which when he alone is
posited, an angel does not exist. Therefore, faiog to the realist’s theory,] God would
be anangel’s not existing®

There is great deal going on in this passage dvuts begin with just its
first couple of sentences. Here Wodeham appedrs taking issue with the
realist’s analysis of truthmaking in terms of sciffncy. His challenge takes
the form of a counterexample to TM:

Leaving aside [consideration of] any specific tiamel positing an angel, [it will be true
that] the angel is created or conserved. Buttigel's being createfbr being conserved
is not [identical to] the angel.

Wodeham’s argument is obviously intended to mitherrealist's own—
though his example involves not God, but an ang@l him ‘Gabriel’). In
effect, Wodeham asks us to consider all the passibrlds in which Gabriel
exists. Now clearly with respect to all such weritwill be true that Gabriel
is created (or conserved), since he is essengalhgatur@® Hence, the mere
postulation of Gabriel himself is by itself sufcit for the truth of the

85 «___circumscripto omni tempore et posito angelogelns creatur vel conservatur, et tamen

angelus non est angelum creari aut conservarimgelas est angelum esse, quia tunc angelum
non esse includeret repugnantiam aperte, et taolerangelo posito angelus est. Dico igitur
quod aliud [est] quaerere quid est illud quo poBitus est Deus vel angelus est [angelus], et
guaerere quid est Deum esse Deum aut angelumassgadm], quia ad primam

respondendum est quod ‘Deus’ vel ‘angelus’; ad isgam non sic, sed respondendum est per
unum aliud dictum, compositum ex descriptione [sioEt praeterea, licet Deus sit illud quo
posito eo ipso Deus est Deus, et angelus quo pasielus est [angelus], tamen Deus non est
Deum esse Deum’ quam angelus ‘angelum esse [anpedlimuam angelum esse et Deum
esse. ... Item, sicut Deus est quo solo posito BsuBeus, ita Deus est quo solo posito
angelus non est; igitur Deus esset angelum non’eksgec. dist. 1, q.1 (I: 196-97).

% This is because Wodeham assumes that Gabriglriatbre a creature. Whether he’s
created or conserved will depend on which momehiéxistence we are focusing on: at the
first moment of his existence he is created, wheatall subsequent moments he is conserved.
Evidently, Wodeham himself is not concerned withicihmoment we focus on as his remark
about “leaving out [of consideration] any specifine” makes clear.
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judgment GBRIEL IS CREATED (Or GABRIEL IS CONSERVED. But, then, given
the realist’s account of truthmaking, it followsatrGabriel is the truthmaker
for this judgment and, therefore, tl@abriel’s being create@which, as we’'ve
seen, is just a neutral way of referring to whatetvis that serves as
truthmaker for the judgment) is nothing other tkzabriel himself. But this
seems obviously false. It is not at all plausiblstippose that Gabriel alone is
the truthmaker for ‘Gabriel is created’ (or for 1&&el is conserved’). After
all, Gabriel's being createds a relational fact involving at least two
individuals—as is clear from the fact that ‘Gabrgetreated’ is elliptical for
‘Gabriel is createthy God. Thus, even if it is true that Gabriel's existens
by itself sufficient for the truth of ‘Gabriel is&ated by God’, Gabriel is not
what makes the sentence true—he is not what expi@itruth®” (Indeed,
what seems much more relevant to the explanatiais tfuth is God’s
existence, and God’s activity of creating (or consy).)

Now, even if Wodeham'’s first objection to Aristogal realist’s account of
truthmakers were decisive, his argument does ribhere. On the contrary,
he proceeds to show that, if we grant the truthMf Aristotelian realism
faces internal difficulties—indeed apparent contoin. Wodeham offers a
number of examples to illustrate this point, batsithe first follows
immediately upon the objection we've just been abering (regarding the
angel’s being created or conserved), we might dissteet with it. Here again
is whatWodeham says:

Nor is an angel [identical t@n angel’'s existingsince then [the judgment that] an angel
doesn't exist would involve an outright contradicti And yet, provided we posit only an
angel, [it will be true that] an angel exists.

The argument is highly compressed, but we can tegimake sense of it by
observing that Wodeham is presupposing a caseichveBomeone judges that
an angel—Michael, say—exists. Now, for the sakargbhment, let us grant
that the realist’'s acceptance of TM is unobjectimb@aln that case, it will
follow that, sinceMichael’s existence alone is sufficient for thettrof this
judgment, Michael is the judgment’s truthmaker dmehce, also its total
object. But now comes the trouble. For if thakabject of the judgment
MICHAEL EXISTS is just Michael, it follows that the expressioMichael’ and

7 |t's significant that Wodeham’s example not opigvides a counterexample to TM, but
also provides one that shows its falsity even éndhse of contingent truths. As | noted above
(see n. 64), contemporary philosophers often fictdplausible, at least when restricted to
contingent truths. But Wodeham’s example suggstseven this sort of restriction is
problematic.
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‘Michael exists’ refer to one and the same thing+raby, Michael (since, after
all, the total object of a judgment is likewisetiigal referent or “significate”).
Now, while the Aristotelian realist will be happy &ccept this result—since,
as we've seen, he explicitly allows that the tstghificate of a sentence is
such that it “can also be signified by its subjectn”—Wodeham argues that,
in fact, it runs him into “an outright contradiatibin the case of the assertion
or judgment MCHAEL DOES NOT EXIST For the subject term of this negative
existential would have to refer to aristing Michael

A bit further on in the passage Wodeham goes @mndeide additional
examples intended to make the same point—that shdw that a judgment’s
total object and significate cannot simply be ided with that entity whose
existence necessitates its truth. This is, fongda, the upshot of Wodeham'’s
remarks toward the end of the passage where he says

God is no more [identical td}od’s being Godhan an angel is [identical to] angel’s
existingor toan angel’s existingndGod’s existing... Likewise, just as God is such that
when he alone posited [it is true that] God is Gmlalso God is such that when he alone
is posited, the angel does not exist. [Thus, onmehést’s theory,] God would, therefore,
be theangel’'s not existing

The point Wodeham seems to be driving at is thisie object and total
significate for a given judgment is, as the reaigbposes, just that entity
whose existence is by itself sufficient for itstiiithen certain absurd results
follow. The realist will be committed to sayingyfexample, that the judgment
Gob ExisTshas the angel Michael as its object—or, similahHgt MCHAEL

DOES NOT EXISThas God as its object. To see why the realsbmsmitted to
this we need only note that just as the existehddichael is sufficient for the
truth of ‘Michael exists’, it is also sufficientfahe truth of ‘God exists’ (after
all, Michael’s existence entails, as we've seeat Michael was created by
God which, in turn entails that God exist$)Given this, however, the realist
is committed to the view that Michael is not ortig tobject and truthmaker for
the judgment McHAEL EXISTS, but also for the judgmentd@® EXISTS®

% Obviously, there are substantial theological agsions lurking in the background of
Wodeham’s argument here, but it's worth noting (aatthese are not assumptions at which his
opponent would baulk and (b) the point he’'s makingerfectly general (and can be made
without appeal to any theological assumptionsfiebdd, all Wodeham is calling attention to is
the implausibility of saying thathatevemecessitates or entails the truth of a given juddrise

its object or referent. After all, if this wereetlease, then it would turn out that (to take a non-
theological example) anything whatsoever is thectfor the judgment that 2+2=4 (since this
is a necessary truth and the existence of any#nigls or necessitates its being true).

%9 Wodeham himself expresses this point by sayiag tin the realist's account, the angel will
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Likewise, Wodeham goes on to argue, in any workdtich God ananly
God exists, it will be truat that worldthat Michael does not exi&t. Hence,
according to the realist, “God would, thereforetlieangel’s not existing—
that is to say, God would be the truthmaker aneéal)f the judgment
MICHAEL DOES NOT EXIST But these results look absurd: Michael is obsipu
notthe object of the belief or judgment that God &x¢isor does God seem to
be the object of the belief that Michael does xudte

What all of this shows, is that even if we grardttm individual substance
(or perhaps even a given accident) is sufficientie truth of some judgment,
this does not warrant the realist’s claim that saiclentity is also serves its
object. Indeed, what Wodeham'’s response as a vihdksigned to show is
the importance adlistinguishing betweetie entity that necessitates the truth
of a given judgment and what serves as its objectuthmaker. As Wodeham
himself puts it:

it is one thing to ask “what is that thing whichevhposited, [makes it true that] God is
God or [that] an angel exists?” and yet anotherghd ask “what i$50d’s being Godnd
anangel existing” With respect to the first question, one muspmnd “God”, or “an
angel”. But to the second we should not reply ia tay.

Thus, the central problem with the realist’s sggieas Wodeham sees it, is
that it assumes that one can answer questions alhadft is in extramental
reality that corresponds to a given judgment byatyadentifying entities that
are sufficient to secure its truth. Indeed, insafathis assumption is
demonstrably false, the realist has not succeedesdtablishing that substances
and accidents are, by themselves, adequate tadaraed the truthmakers and,
hencetotal objectsfor judgment.

[11.2 Against Things as Referents of Judgméumst the foregoing objections
leave the impression that Wodeham'’s entire cas@stgaristotelian realism
rests on the question of truthmaking we shouldforgtet that, from
Wodeham'’s point of view, the most direct evidermetle existence of facts or
complexe significabili@omes from reflection on the semantic and syntactic

turn out to be identical with both “the angel'ssitig andGod’s existing”.

0 This example is a bit more puzzling, but | takénat Wodeham'’s idea is that God’s

existence at any world iwhich he aloneexists is sufficient for its being true (at thaind)

that Michael does not exist. Perhaps we could Isapgnt the example by saying that it's

God'’s existence together with certain of his volig (say, to not create Michael) that is
sufficient for this truth. Even so, Wodeham's argunt seems less persuasive in this case given
the difficulty of determining the referent (and@gject) of negative existentials.
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structure of judgments (and of the sentences tiragégpond to them). As he
insists once again:

We should say that the total object of a [judgmamt] mental sentence is its significate.
But its significate is either somethinddging such and suabr not being such and such
(according as the sentence in question denotegind while every entity of this sort can
be signified, it cannot be signified by any simpiental act (that is, not by a simple
understanding); therefore, it can be signified sans of a composed or divided sign—
that is, by means of an affirmative or negativetesere’*

As this passage makes clear, Wodeham maintaing teaimply implausible
to suppose a complete sentence or judgment antbongore) of its
constituent terms refers to one and the same thiings is because, as we've
already seen, Wodeham thinks the copula (the “rehdomposition” as he
calls it) makes a distinct contribution to the satiavalue (viz. the significate)
of the sentence—it introduces something not inditdty either the subject or
predicate expressions.

It is to this point about the semantic contributadrihe copula that
Wodeham specifically returns when responding tditisepart of the realist’s
argument—namely, to his claim that “anything—howesienple—can be
signified both by a complex expressi@aoihplexgand by simple expression
(incomplexg’, and, therefore that there need not be “a diffee in what is
signified [by the two types of expression], rattiesre need be a difference
only in the mode of signifying”. In response, Wbdm has the following to
say:

it is true that any givething [i.e. substance or accident] can be signifiest 6ignificabilg
in both ways, [that is, either by a complex expi@ssr by a simple expression].
Nevertheless, | claim that it cannot be signifigdalcomplex sign that is wholly fitted
(adequatpto it. This is because the sigma) of composition (or any other sign
equivalent in its mode of signifying) belongingany complex sign consignifies at very
least a present, past, or future time—which timeoisco-signified in this way by any
simple {ncomplexg expression that signifies the thing at least miénif not vocally”?

1« . .dicendum quod obiectum totale propositioniseigs significatum. Eius autem

significatum est sic esse vel sic non esse siaupq@positionem denotatur. ...Et omne
huiusmodi est significabile, et non per incomplexuentale, id est non per simplicem
intelligentiam, igitur per signum compositum velidum, id per est propositionem

affirmativam vel negativam.l.sec, dist. 1, q.1 (I: 193-194).

2 «“Ad probationem: verum est quod quaelibet resigsique [modo] significabilis. Sed dico
guod non est significabilis signo sibi adaequatmgiexo, quia nota compositionis cuiuscumque
(et omne signum aequivalens in modo significandijsignificat tempus praesens, praeteritum
vel futurum ad minus, quod non sic consignificgiar quodcumaue signum significans
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In this passage, Wodeham’s aim is to underminedalést’'s argument by
calling attention to the fact that the copula deatgs a feature @xtramental
reality not indicated by any expression that lacks it. ddes so in order to
show that the difference between an expressiorasong a copula (or
something equivalent to it) and one that does anhot possibly be explained
as merely a difference in the way one and the sattramental reality is
represented. As he says, “any sigat§) of composition (and any sign
equivalent in its mode of signifying) co-signifiasleast a present, past, or
future time, which is not consignifed in this waydny simple expression that
signifies the thing.” As Wodeham sees it, the tahevhich something exists
(and exists as pale, or as wise, or as self-idgnsay) is not merely a function
of how we to represent, or think about thing—ihat merely a function of
“the mode of signifying” that thing. It is rathan objective feature of the
extramental realities about which we judge and lspeafeature, Wodeham
emphasizes, uniquely indicated by the coptila.

If this is right, the realist’s attempt to dischare linguistic evidence
Wodeham offers focomplexe significabiliaand thereby to resist the
postulation of such entities—holds little promidaedeed, according to
Wodeham, the realist has made very little progt@ssrd showing that an
adequate theory of judgment can be developed frahmnithe standard
Aristoteliansubstance-accident framework. Insofar, the relaéistfailed to
show how substances (and/or accidents) can seeithas theotal referent or
the truthmaker for judgment (and mental sentenoeds)as provided very little
reason for thinking such entities can serve as tigect.

V.

In the end, therefore, it would seem thatghena facielinguistic evidence
Wodeham offers for the existence of facts@mplexe significabilias what'’s
driving his conclusion about objects of judgmenhe fact that both of the
standard Aristotelian alternatives are unable fera better, or indeed even a
tenable, explanation of judgment shows, Wodeharnalades, that there is no
choice but to revise the standard medieval-Ari$mesubstance-accident

incomplexe tantum mentale licet non vocalesec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 196). Here again, | render
the adverbialcomplexéand ‘incomplexéadjectivally.

3" Although Wodeham'’s argument here rests on whadvwgadays a controversial notion of
time, it is less clear that this conception wouddéda proved controversial among his own
contemporaries.
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ontology so as to allow for the introductionaaimplexe significabilia-that is,
for entities that are uniquely designated or “digai’ by complex expressions
such as sentences and judgments. As he seesittbduction of such
entities provides not only the most natural, but &sns out, thenly viable
explanation for the complexity in the way we repréaqi.e. judge, apprehend,
and speak about) the world: namely, that the witsklf is so structured.

As Wodeham himself is well aware, the most presguestion for his
account—at least from the perspective of the stahafedieval Aristotelian—
is this: “What is it that you are calling the totddject of a sentence’?”
Although Wodeham'’s initial response to this quest®just to reiterate that
the object of judgment—say, of the judgmentAN IS AN ANIMAL —is neither
a mental sentencedmplexumas the anti-realist maintains, nor a simple,
extramental thingificomplexumas the realist maintains, he himself
recognizes that such an answer is not likely tisfyat After all, on the
standard interpretation of the Aristotelian catégdramework these two
alternatives are exhaustive, and thus to anyorsengag from within it
Wodeham’s answer is not likely to prove illuminatinAnd so, Wodeham
continues (harking back to a point made earli@annection with standard
Aristotelian realism):

But you will say:a man’s being an animas either something or nothing. | say,
however, that neither alternative is to be grantiéds not something, but is rather
man’sbeing somethingas was said. ... But you will say: if it is not hitg, then it is
something. ... Accordingly, you will say: So whaiti® (Quid igitur est} To which
we must reply that it ia rational animal’s being a sensing animate subs&arOr
more properly, we reply that man’s being an animalot a whatduid), but rather a
something’sbeing what And so the question is ineft.

™ L.sec, dist. 1, .1 (1195). This s, in fact, the very first “doubt” th&/odeham considers
when he turns to a discussion of likely objectitmkis view.

5 “Dices: hominem esse animal aut est aliquid éit. iDico, quod neutrum est dandum, sed
guod non est aliquid; sed [dandum] est hominem &l&geid, ut dictum [est]. ... dices: si non
est nihil, igitur est aliquid. .Dices: quid igitur est? Respondendum [est] quacueisnal
rationale esse substantiam animatam sensibilemisM&gen proprie respondetur quod
hominem esse animal non est quid, sed est essé fusdc, dist. 1, g.1 (1195). The passage
goes on: “In the same way, a question by whichk &sked ‘What is man is an animal?’ would
be ill-formed quibbling. For, setting aside eveentence [or thought], man is an animal in
reality. [Therefore, man is an animal is not aseoe.] And we should not allow [the reply]
that man is an animal is a substance, or an adgidethat it is something or that it is nothing
as none of these replies would be intelligible—gresay anything. Such questions
presuppose something not true.”



39

Becauseomplexe significabili@annot be located within the “standard”
Aristotelian ontology, Wodeham thinks the line ofegtioning pursued by his
opponent (insofar asiiresupposean interpretation of Aristotle which
excludes such entities) is “inept”. If Wodehanoal$ that acomplexe
significabileis a somethingaliquid), or more literally, “some”dli-) “what”
(quid), this would imply that it is the sort of entitymweh answers to the
Aristotelian questionQuid est?—a question whose answer identifies the
definition or essence of any givenbstancer accident’® But since, as
Wodeham has now argued, no substance or accideibecthe total object and
significate of a judgment or sentence, he is fotceshy that @omplexe
significabile“is not a something” and, therefore, that it “t @ what quid)”.
And yet, Wodeham insists, it is not nothing. Indige infer from Wodeham'’s
claim that acomplexe significabiles nota somethindin the strict Aristotelian
sensejo the conclusion that it must, therefore, be m@ghsimply begs the
guestion against him, for such an inference rasthe assumption that,
contrary to the evidence Wodeham has now addulerkt ts nothing in
extramental reality besides substances and acsident

Commentators have tended to interpret Wodeharaismahat acomplexe
significabile“is not a something” as an indication of some kafidhesitancy on
his part to ascribe genuine ontological statusi¢odbjects and significates of
judgment and sentences—at least of the sort actoodaerdinary Aristotelian
substances and accidents. Indeed, in general, Ndads introduction of
complexe significabilidnas not been regarded as posing any serious mhalle
to the standard, Aristotelian categorial framewadirkstead, the general trend in
the literature has been to suppose that it is whisn Wodeham'’s theory is
adopted and developed by later thinkers such ago@ref Rimini that
complexe significabili@ome to be seen as conflicting with the standard
substance accident framewdfkThis is because, Wodehanesmplexe
significabilia are typically treated either as sufficiently otnerldly as to
mark no significant intrusion into the concrete ldaf Aristotelian substances
and accidents, or else as ontologically derivativesubstances and accideffts.

% This explains why Wodeham is willing to substttite definitions of the subject and
predicate terms (viz. MN and ANIMAL , respectively) in the judgmentvAN IS AN ANIMAL .

For such terms do designate substances and sty@danit of a definition (and hence, an
answer to thequid estquestion), but the sentence or judgment takesn\@hole does not and,
as a result, no Aristotelian definition may be pded for it.

" See for example, Zupko, “How it Played in the ReeFouarre”; Nuchelmans, “Adam
Wodeham on the Meaning of Declarative Sentence&8-186. C.f. note 7 above

8 For examples from the literature, see note 6 abAm exception to both sorts of
interpretation may be found in Elizabeth Karger,iffiam of Ockham, Walter Chatton, and



40

As | indicated at the outset—and as is by now dag@an what we’ve seen of
Wodeham'’s discussion in d.1, g.1—both sorts ofrpretation miss the mark.

Commentators who advance the first of these twis £ interpretation,
infer from Wodeham'’s claim that@mplexe significabiles not a ‘thing’ or ‘a
something’ that he intends to distinguish this sbeentity fromconcreta—that
is, fromgenuine objectsvhich are classified by theéategoriesand which can
be named. According to such commentatoospplexe significabiliare not
named by sentences or judgments, but are meretgssgd by them.
Accordingly, they tend to read Wodeham as introdgigome kind of non-
objectual, abstract entity—meanings, say, or oy of intentional entity?
It should be clear enough by now, however, thatsuoh interpretation rests
on a failure to appreciate the ontological or erptary rolecomplexe
significabilia are called on to play in Wodeham'’s theory of juégni® As
we’'ve noted already, Wodeham distinguishes betvagedgment’s
representational content and the entity that seasets object—what is more,
he also explicitly denies thabmplexe sigificabiliare truth-bearefd. Given
this, it is a mistake to suppose that the entiiegleham introduces to serve as
objects of judgment are intended by him to funcagmmeanings or intentions
expressedby judgment$? What is more, given their role as truthmakers, as
objects of Aristotelian science, and as temportties—that is, as entities
obtaining at times indicated by the copula in egpi@ns which refer to them—
it is simply implausible to think thaomplexe significabili@re anything other
than fully-fledged constituents of concrete realtyat is, of the realm of
individual, concrete substances and accidents.

Not only docomplexe significabiliaas Wodeham is conceiving of them,
belong to the realm of substances and accidentshéy also constitute a
significant ontological addition to theff. To think otherwise seems not only

Adam Wodeham on the Objects of Knowledge and Beléf/ariumno. 33 (1995): 171-186.
9 See, for example, Weidemann, “Sache, Satz urev&#alt.”

8 1t's worth observing that even if this interpriasa were right, however, it would still follow
that Wodeham’s account of objects of judgment dtutst a fairly significant departure of the
standard Aristotelian substance-accident framewaifker all, medieval adherents of this
frameworktypically suppose the division between substances and ateidexhaustive—that
is, that there is nothing else, concrete or abistrac

8. See note 52 above.

8 |ndeed, Wodeham explicitly claims tramplexe significabilizan benamedin just the

way any ordinary substance and accident can. Alaogpto Wodeham, subject expressions
formed from the nominalization of sentences sappositfor complexe significabilia“homo
esse animal’ potest supponere et sumi pro isto gicipositionis ..vel pro eo quod per
huiusmodi dictum significatur.l’.sec, 1.1.1, 1:194. C.f. note 84 below.

8 pace Perler, “Late Medieval Ontologies of Facts,” wiheists that Wodeham does not
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to ignore Wodeham’s own repeated insistence odigtaction between
substances, say, God, and entities suchaabs being Gogdor likewise
between Michael anlllichael’s existingbut also his own positiveasons for
introducingcomplexe significabilian the first placethingsbelonging to the
category of substance and accident are simplyhedypeof entity suited to
serve the ontological roles Wodeham ascribes tectbjf judgment; hence,
the need for an altogether new type or categobeifg®*

That Wodeham intendsomplexe significabilias entities distinct from and
additional to individual substances and accidentaade perhaps even clearer
by his own remarks on the proper interpretatioAmdtotle’s discussion in the
Categories Like other medieval philosophers, Wodeham vidvescategories
as a classification of the fundamental types ofi¢penade on the basis of an
analysis of the fundamental types of expressiomd&tiam goes on to argue,
however, that just as there are different typesntity corresponding to each of
the different type of non-complex expressions,|so & there yet another
distinct type of entity corresponding to compleypmessions. As he explains:

This [conclusion, namely the introductionafmplexe significabilipagrees with Aristotle
who, in theCategories says that each [sort] of non-complex expressgnifies a
substance or a quality or a quantity’ etc. Butdbes not say that each and every [type of
expression] signifies a substance or quantity, Eta. some signs do not signifyecisely
(adequatg a substance, but rather sigréfymething’s being a substan@and so on for the
other categories); other signs signifymsething’s not being a substan@ad so on for the
other categories). Likewise, elsewhere in@agegories [Aristotle says]: “a statement [is
said to be] true or false, becauwsthing exist®r does not exist But he does not say [that
a statement is true] ‘because a thing or non-thiAgain, in the chapter of th€ategories
that begins “Often what is customarily opposed”shgs: “For in just the way that an
affirmation is opposed to its contrary negation—fasgxample, ‘he sits’ is opposed to ‘he

intend to “reify” complexgand that such entities supervene on and arengpiiaddition to
substances and accidents on which they superideeely saying thatomplexe significabilia
“supervene” on substances and accidents doesit$ddf/guarantee that they’'re nothing over
and above them—there must also be evidence fdkitigirihat Wodeham thinks what
supervenes is reducible to what it supervenes on.

8 That the introduction of such beings carries lmgizal commitment to a new class of beings
is also signaled by Wodeham'’s insistence thatehéesitial nominalizations “supposit” for
(where supposition is universally taken to invodxéstential import) precisely those entities
signifiedby the sentence in question. For example, Wodehanks that the expressions ‘Man’s
being an animal’ and ‘man’ and ‘animal’ all hasgpposita but he also is also explicit in saying
that theirsuppositaare distinct. Sek.sec, dist. 1, .1 (I: 194). (Karger calls attentiorthis
same point in “William of Ockham, Walter ChattomdaAdam Wodeham on the Objects of
Knowledge and Belief,” 192-93.)
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does not sit'—so also for the thing posited as dgite each—that issitting versusot

According to Wodeham, what Aristotle’s various reksan theCategories
show is that the world Aristotle envisions is ohattnot only includes
complexe significabiligbut even includes them as in some sense fundament
entities. For, as Wodeham sees it, whaiGhtegoriegells us is that the
extramental correlate for claims about waaistsis not anything (that is, any
substance, quality, quantity, etc.), but is ratireexistential fact-a thing’s
existing(where the latter is understood to be somethihgrahan or distinct
from the former). What this suggests is that, coddéham’s view, the
substances and accidents are not only distinct, foaindeed function as
parts or constituents ekistentialcomplexe significabiliavhich are, in turn,
the fundamental structures comprising reality.

Although Wodeham proposes a fairly radical departtrom the standard
interpretation of the Aristotelian substance-aacideamework, it is important
to note that he appeals to (and, indeed, find suppoAristotle’s discussion in
the Categoriedo support his views. Yet, whether or not Wodelsathéory of
complexe significabili@oes in fact possess the Aristotelian credertials
claims for it, the theory does clearly run agathstgrain of the dominant
medieval interpretation of Aristotle’s ontology.iveén this, it should be clear
that Wodeham'’s account of objects of judgment in d.1 constitutes both a
significant departure from and challenge to thestarce-accident framework
presupposed by his contemporaries. In fact, ieappthat Wodeham is not
merely arguing for the addition of one more catggirbeing to be included
alongside (or somehow dependent on) the categoirsbstance and accident
but is rather re-conceiving the “standard” Aristiate framework itself—re-
conceiving, that is, the very building blocks céligy. *® The world, at its most

8 “Et hoc congruit Aristoteli, qui in Praedicamendicit quod singulum incomplexorum
significat substantiam aut quantum aut quale etapn dicit quod omne singulum significat
substantiam aut quantum etc. Aliquod enim signomsignificat adaequate substantiam sed
significat aliquid esse substantiam, et ita desadit aliquod significat aliquid non esse
substantiam, et ita de aliis. Item, alibiRraedicamentis’Eo quod res est vel non est, oratio
vera vel falsa [dicitur esse],” et non dicit ‘eocogures vel non res’. Et iterum, isto capitulo
PraedicamentorunfQuotiens autem solet opponi’ dicit sic: ‘Sicutim affirmatio adversum
negationem opposita est, ut quod sedet ei quodedet, sic et res quae sub utroque posita est,
id est sedere ad non sederé’8ec, dist. 1, q.1 (I: 195).

8 Having acknowledged that Wodeham does make an tamtdsreak with the standard
medieval-Aristotelian tradition in introducing facit would be a mistake to suppose he means
to offer anything like a fully developed accountfaéts. Still, it is worth noting that we can
glean the beginnings of such an account from whatdes say over the course of his
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fundamental level, is not, according Wodeham, ddwoirthings—that is, of
substances and accidents, buttbfrigs being such-and-suehkthat is, a
world of complexe significabiliar, as we would put it nowadays, a world of
facts or concrete states of afféir.

discussion in d.1, g.1. For example, unlike masttemporary philosophers who endorse a
fact ontology, Wodeham doesn’t attempt to reshistontology just to positive facts, but is
willing to countenance negative facts as well. sTihisuggested in a number of passages we've
already considered, but is perhaps most clear fismemarks in the following passage: “Just
as | have said for affirmative [judgments] so | f§aynegative ones. The object of [the
judgment]MAN IS NOT AN ASSis man’s not being an asqL.sec, dist. 1, g.1 (I: 194) In
addition to negative facts, Wodeham also allowsfwts of different orders (i.e. both first-
order facts such as Socrates’s being pale, asawaécond-order facts as the fact that the
sentence ‘Socrates is wise’ corresponds to thet-@irder) fact of Socrates’ being wise);
existential facts (e.gMichael’s existinj—including negative existential facts (such as
‘Michael does not exist’); and, finally, relatiorfakcts (e.g., Gabriel's being created by God).
Of course, much more is required before we getramytike a complete theory. For
example, although Wodeham seems to think theraegative facts, it's not at all clear what he
is going to take the constituents of such factsete-especially in the case of those negative
facts that correspond to judgments about the nistemce of some individual. Likewise,
Wodeham has told us nothing about the facts thaertrae disjunctions, conjunctions, general
statements, and the like. Does he want to sag ter distinct kinds of fact corresponding to
each of these types of statement—or, more gengetiadlythere are distinct kinds of fact for
every distinct kind of statement? Wodeham's disimrsin d.1, .1 provides no answer to such
guestions, nor even any indication for how suctstioes should be answered. But this is not
surprising. Such questions among the most diffimutiecide (indeed, they are at large even in
contemporary discussions of facts), and are faoheyhe scope of Wodeham’s project in
articlel. After all, his aim is not to developtmand down a fully worked out ontology of facts,
but merely to establish the need for such a theory.
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