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INTRODUCTION 

Peter of Aillyl wrote his Concepts and Insolubles, 2 according to the best 
estimate, in 1372.3 He was at that time only about twenty-two years old. 
He was born around 1350" in Compiegne in the De de France, although his 
family name associates him with the village of Ailly in Picardy. 5 In 1364 he 
entered the University of Paris as a 'bursar' (i.e., the recipient of a scholarship) 
at the College de Navarre. He received the degree of Bachelor of Arts in 1367 
and taught there until 1368, when he entered the Faculty of Theology. He 
became a Doctor of Theology in 1381. In the years that followed, Peter was 
very active in the 'conciliar' movement and in negotiations to bring about the 
end of the Great Schism of the West. He was elevated to the rank of Cardinal 
in 1411 by Pope John XXIII, the successor of Alexander V in the 'Pisa' line 
of Popes. He took an active part in the Council of Constance (1414-1418), 
which ended the Great Schism and elected Pope Martin V. Peter died on 
August 9, 1420. 

Most of the secondary literature on Peter of Ailly concerns his role in 
church politics, his writings on the Schism and on ecclesiastical reform, and 
various aspects of his theology. But Peter was active in a number of other 
areas as well. He wrote several works, for instance, on geography and astron
omy, including an Imago mundi read by Christopher Columbus.6 

There has been very little modern work done on Peter's strictly philo
sophical positions,7 and almost nothing on his logic.8 This is unfortunate, since 
Peter's logical views, and in particular those in his Concepts and Insolubles, 
were not without influence. In the early fIfteenth century, for instance, Paul 
of Venice spoke highly of Peter's doctrine of 'insolubles', and mentioned at 
least one 'imitator'. 9 Peter Tartaret, writing at Paris in the late fifteenth 
century,10 describes Peter's position on 'insolubles', together with Gregory 
of Rimini's,l1 and says that he will confme his own discussion to these two 
positions because they are "the more common and more subtle ways". 12 

Hieronymus Pardo's Medulla dyalectices, published in Paris in 1505,13 
discusses the claims Peter makes in par. 204 and par. 212 of the translation 
below.14 Thomas Bricot, whose Treatise on Insolubles was fust published at 
Paris in 1491,15 discusses Peter's views in the last of the three main questions 
into which that work is divided.16 In the same text Bricot also adopts Peter's 

1 
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claim, in par. 226 of the translation below, that God is a true sentence. I ? 

That claim was also taken up by Fernando Enzinas, Juan de Celaya, Juan 
Dolz and Domingo de Soto/8 all Spaniards at Paris in the early sixteenth 
century.19 Other authors who made use of Peter's Concepts and Insolubles 
include Pedro Sanchez Ciruelo,20 Jodocus Trutvetter and John Eck.21 

The Concepts and Insolubles does indeed represent significant develop
ments in late mediaeval logic and semantic theory. It concerns (1) the theory 
of 'mental language' and (2) semantic paradoxes like the famous Liar para
dox. Aristotle was to some extent at the origin of both these late mediaeval 
concerns. In a famous passage of his De interpretatione, Aristotle suggested 
that the relation between written language and spoken language is in some 
way like the relation between spoken language and thought: "Now spoken 
sounds are symbols of affections in the soul, and written marks symbols of 
spoken sounds" (16a3-5).22 This suggestion was transmitted to the Middle 
Ages by Boethius, in his translation of and commentaries on the De inter
pretatione. 23 If one takes the suggestion seriously, then just as there is 
written language the 'matter' of which (if I may call it that) is the written 
mark, and spoken language the 'matter' of which is the spoken sound, so too 
there is a mental language the 'matter' of which is thought. 24 

Among fourteenth-century nominalists, there was a new and intense 
interest in this third kind of language, mental language. Although writers 
from Boethius on had been compelled to say something about it in their 
commentaries on the De interpretatione, it was Ockham and his nominalist 
followers who seem to have been the frrst to develop the notion of mental 
language to a high degree and to have given it an important place in their 
philosophies. For Ockham, the terms of mental language were concepts; its 
sentences were judgments. If semantics in general is the theory of the relation 
between language and the world, then the semantic theory of mental language 
in particular will be important for epistemology; it concerns the relation 
between thought and the world. 

It is not hard to see why the nominalists should have had a special interest 
in mental language. The reason lies in nominalism itself - the theory that 
there are no 'common natures', no universal or general entitles metaphysically 
shared as a whole by several individual things at the same time.25 The tradi
tional problems for realism are always metaphysical ones: How can a single 
entity be common to many things in the way a realist's universal or common 
nature is supposed to be? What 'principle of individuation' can account for 
the fact that the universal or common nature is 'contracted' to the individual? 
Whether these problems are ultimately solvable or not, they are the traditional 
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ones facing realists. On the other hand, the traditional problems for nomi
nalists are epistemological ones: If the world is the way the nominalists say 
it is, how is it possible to have any general knowledge of it? How can our 
general terms and concepts have any real grounding in the external world? 
Once the emphasis is shifted in this way to the question of the possibility 
and extent of human knowledge, it is easy to see why there was a special 
interest among the nominalists in mental language, of which that knowledge 
consisted. 

One of the ways Ockham and his followers used the notion of mental 
language was in an attempt to reduce the number of metaphysical categories. 
Aristotle, of course, at least according to one standard interpretation, had 
distinguished ten mutually irreducible kinds of entities, ten 'categories'. For 
Ockham, this was metaphysically wasteful. He argued that an adequate meta
physics needed only two basic kinds of entities, substances and qualities.26 

To save the authority of the Philosopher, he interpreted Aristotle's tenfold 
division not as a division among entities but rather as a division among terms. 
All terms in categories other than substance and quality could be eliminated; 
all sentences containing such terms could be reduced to sentences not con
taining them. The vehicle of this reduction was a subtle theory of 'connota
tion'.27 Such eliminable terms were said to be 'connotative terms'; spoken or 
written sentences containing such terms corresponded to, or expressed, fully 
reduced mental sentences not containing such terms.28 The theory of mental 
language thus played an important role in Ockharnist philosophy, a role that 
provides suggestive parallels with more recent 'ideal language' theories, the 
notion of 'logical form' and the linguistic notion of 'deep structure' .29 It is 
in this Ockhamist tradition that Peter of Ailly is writing in the work trans
lated here. 

The second main topic discussed in Peter's Concepts and Insolubles is the 
Liar and related paradoxes - the so called 'insolubilia'.3O In the mediaeval 
literature the paradigm of an 'insoluble' went like this. Suppose Socrates says 
only the sentence 'Socrates is speaking falsely'. What Socrates says in that 
utterance must be either true or false. But on the one hand it cannot be true. 
For if it is true, then, just as Socrates says, he is speaking falsely. Now by 
hypothesis he says nothing but 'Socrates is speaking falsely' . Hence if what he 
says is true it is also false, which is contradictory. On the other hand neither 
can what Socrates says in that utterance be false. For if it is false, then, 
contrary to what Socrates says, he is not speaking falsely. Yet by hypothesis 
he says 'Socrates is speaking falsely', which if it is not false, has to be true. 
Hence if what Socrates says is false it is also true, which is likewise contradic-
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tory. There seems to be no way out; Socrates' claim must be either true or 
false, and yet it cannot be true and cannot be false. 

The importance of paradoxes like this lies in the fact that they seem to be 
cases in which an impossible conclusion is derived from a possible premise 
(it is after all quite possible for someone to be saying only that he is speaking 
falsely) simply by the mechanical application of logically valid rules of 
inference - rules said to be logically valid in the ftrst place partly because 
their application would never allow one to derive an impossible conclusion 
from a possible premise. Such paradoxes strike at the very heart of logic; it 
is the whole enterprise of reasoning that is at stake here.31 

The mediaeval literature on these paradoxes was quite extensive.32 The 
discussions seem to have been prompted by a cryptic passage in Aristotle's 
Sophistic Refutations (180a27-b7), in which he is treating the fallacies that 
arise from confusing things that are true simpliciter or 'absolutely' (some
times better translated as 'on the whole') with things that are true only 
secundum quid or 'in a certain respect'.33 Thus (167alO-13) an Ethiopian is 
simpliciter ('on the whole') black, but secundum quid white insofar as he has 
white teeth. If one ignores the distinction, one might fallaciously conclude 
that the Ethiopian is both white and not white. 

In 180a27-b7, Aristotle asks "Whether the same man can at the same 
time say what is both false and true". It is not at all certain that what 
Aristotle has in mind here is an 'insoluble' or paradox of the Liar type. Never
theless, the mediaeval discussions often took this passage as a starting point, 
so that many writers, particularly before 1300, tried to 'solve' the paradoxes 
by treating them as fallacies secundum quid et simpliciter. 34 On the whole, 
these attempts were not very satisfactory. The distinction between truth (or 
falsehood) simpliciter and truth (or falsehood) secundum quid did not apply 
very well to the insolubles. 

The other early approaches to the paradoxes were equally unsatisfactory. 
The view known as 'cassatio', for instance, held that one who utters an 
insoluble sentence 'says nothing,.35 While this view has had its modem 
supporters,36 those who held it in the Middle Ages seemed unable to explain 
adequately what they must have meant. The view was abandoned after about 
1225,37 and was mentioned thereafter only to reject it. Thomas Bradwardine, 
for instance, writing between 1321 and 1324,38 observes that when Socrates 
says that he is speaking falsely, he says syllables, words and a sentence, and so 
cannot be said to say 'nothing'. 39 One can hardly suppose that the cassantes' 
view was so naive that this refutation is a fair one. The fact, therefore, that 
later authors simply repeated Bradwardine's argument, apparently regarding 
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it as decisive,40 indicates how badly the cassantes defended their view. 
Similarly, the view of the so called 'restringentes' was inadequate. This 

view denied the possibility of self-reference (and, in some authors, of various 
other kinds of referential 'cycles' as well).41 There were two versions of this 
view: some denied the possibility of self-reference across the board,42 while 
others denied it only in the case of insolubles.43 As Bradwardine observed, 
the fITst view was too strong; it ruled out innocuous as well as vicious cases of 
self-reference.44 On the other hand, in the absence of any independent 
account of the pathology of self-reference, the second view was ad hoc. 45 
Unlike cassatio, however, the view of the restringentes did not disappear; it 
found adherents well into the fourteenth century. 

For roughly a hundred years after the fITst mediaeval discussions of the 
paradoxes, authors confmed themselves to variations of these views, or to one 
of a very limited number of others. It was not until the 1320's, mainly at 
Merton College, Oxford, that new and original work on the paradoxes began 
to be done. In the third quarter of the fourteenth century, Ralph Strode, 
surveying the history of the paradoxes up to his time, wrote46 : 

For the above opinions47 were those of the old [writers), who correctly understood 
little or nothing about insolubles. After them there arose the prince of modem philoso
phers of nature, namely, Master Thomas Bradwardine, who was the flISt to hit upon 
something worthwhile concerning insolubles. 

Bradwardine seems to have reasoned as follows. A true sentence is by 
defmition one that signifies only as is the case (tan tum sicut est); a false one 
signifies otherwise than is the case (aliter quam est).48 A sentence, therefore, 
that signifies itself to be false is not a true sentence. For suppose it were true. 
Then since it signifies itself to be false, it would not signify only as is the case, 
and hence would fail to satisfy the defmition of a true sentence. (Bradwardine 
assumes that such sentences cannot be both true and false.) By the Law of 
Bivalence,49 therefore, a sentence that signifies itself to be false is in fact 
false, and so signifies otherwise than is the case. But it does not signify other
wise than is the case insofar as it signifies itself to be false, because that is 
indeed the case. It follows, therefore, that a sentence signifying itself to be 
false does not signify only that, but also something else that is not the case. 

On Bradwardine's view, such a sentence also signifies itself to be true. 50 
Thus, where k is a sentence signifying itself to be false (e.g., let k be the 
sentence 'k is false'), k is true only if both (1) k is false and also (2) k is true. 
Since that is impossible, k is not true but false. 

Bradwardine's view, the roots of which may be traced back at least to 
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Bonaventure, if not earlier, 51 was a very influential one. It was taken over 
more or less intact by a long line of mediaeval authors, and was occasionally 
combined with influences from other traditions. 52 One significant variation 
on Bradwardine's theory was developed by Gregory of Rimini53 and Marsilius 
of Inghen.S4 The difference between Marsilius' view and Bradwardine's may 
be illustrated thus. Let k be the sentence 'k is false', and let 'j' be another 
name for k. Then, on Bradwardine's view, k is true if and only if both k is 
false and k is true. Note that the ftrst conjunct on the right side of this bicon
ditional appears to be the insoluble sentence k itself. 55 Marsilius in effect 
revises this view in two ways. First, he replaces the insoluble and problematic 
ftrst conjunct on the right side of the biconditional with the innocuous 
sentence 'j is false', which is not an insoluble. Whereas the former is false, the 
latter is true. Second, Marsilius replaces the second conjunct on the right of 
the biconditional with one that says not that the insoluble is true, but that 
the first conjunct is false. Thus, for Marsilius k is true if and only if j is false 
and the sentence 'j is false' is also false. 56 The grounds for these revisions 
need not concern us here. They do not affect the main lines of Bradwardine's 
approach. 

Peter of Ailly certainly knew Marsilius' work on insolubles, and indeed 
must have had Marsilius' text close at hand while he was writing his own 
tract.57 Nevertheless, a more direct antecedent of Peter's theory may perhaps 
be found in the work of Gregory of Rimini. Gregory's position was much like 
Marsilius', with one important difference. If I may be pardoned the 
anachronism,58 Gregory moved the conjunction on the right of Marsilius' 
biconditional into mental language and at the same time conftned insolubles 
to spoken and written language. 59 Thus, where k is the spoken or written 
insoluble sentence 'k is false', it corresponds to, or expresses, a mental con
junction the ftrst conjunct of which is a non-insoluble mental sentence 
Signifying only that the spoken or written insoluble k is false, and the second 
conjunct of which signiftes only that the ftrst conjunct is false.60 This theory 
allows one to reduce spoken or written insolubles to conjunctions of mental 
sentences no part of which is insoluble. Insoluble sentences for Gregory, like 
connotative terms for Ockham, disappear in mentallanguage.61 

Perhaps Gregory was led to make this move by reflecting on the position 
of the Mertonian logician and physicist William Heytesbury. 62 In the ftrst 
chapter of his famous Rules for Solving Sophisms written in 1335,63 Heytes
bury argued that in insoluble circumstances sentences do not signify just as 
they ordinarily do. Indeed, the assumption that they do so signify is, 
Heytesbury said, exactly what is responsible for their apparent paradoxical-



PETER OF AILLY: CONCEPTS AND INSOLUBLES 7 

ness in those circumstances.64 The details of the argument need not concern 
us here. But if Heytesbury's claim is correct, it follows that insolubles cannot 
arise in mental language, even though Heytesbury himself did not explicitly 
draw that conclusion. For one of the features of mental language is that the 
signification of its sentences is fIXed by nature once and for all, not by 
arbitrary conventions in the way the signification of spoken or written 
sentences is determined.6s Hence the signification of mental sentences cannot 
be 'shifted' in the way Heytesbury requires of insolubles. In short, there can 
be no insolubles in mental language. 

Whether Gregory of Rimini took his lead from Heytesbury or not, we have 
no evidence that anyone before Gregory explicitly appealed to a mental 
language in which insolubles cannot arise in order to explain how they can 
and do arise in conventional language. With Gregory, therefore, the two 
themes, mental language and the paradoxes, are brought together. Mental 
language is put to a significant new use. 

This is the context in which Peter of Ailly wrote the work translated 
below: Concepts and Insolubles. Although in fact the Concepts and the 
Insolubles appear to be distinct works, they complement one another nicely 
and may be regarded as a unit. The focus throughout is on mental language; 
although both tracts discuss spoken and written language, they do so only to 
show how it differs from and is grounded in mental language. The Concepts 
is about terms in general, although as the name implies, it is primarily about 
mental terms. The frrst two chapters of Insolubles are about mental sentences. 
Chapters Three and Four are applications of the general principles of the first 
two chapters to the particular problem of the paradoxes; it is only here that 
spoken and written sentences are discussed. Thus the Concepts and Insolubles 
together constitute a complete treatise on mental language, including both 
terms and sentences. 

Peter's views are not always original with him. Frequently he plagiarizes 
whole discussions almost word for word from other authors.66 In the 
Concepts and Insolubles, he relies heavily on Gregory of Rirnini, and although 
the only passage I have been able to identify positively as consisting largely of 
verbatim quotations from Gregory (pars. 100-111) is explicitly attributed by 
Peter to a 'subtle and solemn Doctor', one wonders whether other passages 
have been lifted without mention from Gregory or other writers.67 However 
this should turn out, Peter does have a nose for interesting arguments and 
insightful theses, whether they are originally his or not. Thus his realization 
that all terms in mental language must be in 'personal' supposition (par. 68), 
his claim that categorical mental sentences properly so called have no parts 



8 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

(pars. 99-137), his criticism of the common theory of truth conditions in 
terms of supposition-theory (par. 145), and his view that God is himself a 
true sentence (par. 226) - these are exciting and provocative claims. They, 
and others like them, make this text a rewarding one to the modern reader. 

One should not expect a fully coherent doctrine to emerge from Peter's 
discussion. His flair for the clever argument does not seem to be accompanied 
by an equal sensitivity to overall consistency. For instance, his view that 
categorical mental sentences properly so called have no parts seems to make 
it hard to speak of the supposition of terms in mental language at all, so that 
one wonders what the claim that all supposition there is personal amounts to. 
These lapses in a sense make the work all the more interesting. We are left 
with a number of provocative arguments and theses that are not always com
pletely reconciled; the reader must sort them out for himself. 

The Concepts, to be sure, is not primarily an argumentative work. In it, 
although Peter maintains positions and distinctions that might well be 
disputed, he does not - with two minor exceptions (pars. 18-20 and 51-54) 
- defend his views or consider objections. Perhaps the most obvious case of 
this is his failure to argue for the claim (pars. 1, 10) that concepts are mental 
acts, not the objects of mental acts. Ockham of course had already maintained 
this.68 Perhaps therefore the lack of argumentation, both here and at other 
places in the Concepts, can be simply explained by the fact that Peter was 
probably writing for a sympathetic audience of a more or less Ockharnist 
persuasion.69 The Concepts should thus be regarded as a kind of compendium 
of definitions and distinctions common, or at least useful, in a basically 
nominalist theory of terms: what a term is (pars. 1-7), various kinds of signs 
(pars. 8-9), the distinction between categorematic and syncategorematic 
terms from the point of view of either signification or function (pars. 11-15, 
69-73), proper and improper mental terms (pars. 16-20), the proper and the 
general senses of natural significantion (pars. 32-33), absolute and connota
tive terms (pars. 41-54, 81), ultimate and non-ultimate Signification (pars. 
63-68). 

In two passages (pars. 35-40 and 82-88) Peter replies with some heat 
to the theory of 'modes of signifying' associated with the so called Modists. 
The Modists had maintained that certain grammatical features, such as case, 
number and person, did not belong to terms by nature, but rather were more 
or less accidental features added to terms on the basis of properties of the 
realities those terms express.70 Peter claims that such a doctrine is simply 
unnecessary and that those who maintain it are "wasting their time" (pars. 
83,88).71 Even here, however, he does not really argue his case or consider 
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the objections the Modists might raise. Instead he is satisfied to point out 
that, on the theory of terms he has proposed without any real argument, the 
Modist doctrine is superfluous. 

If on balance the Concepts is more expository than argumentative, the 
Insolubles is filled with arguments. After distinguishing spoken, written and 
mental sentences (par. 93), and after dividing mental sentences into proper 
and improper ones (pars. 94-96 - the distinction goes back at least to 
Augustine,n although Peter takes his remarks almost verbatim from Gregory 
of Rimini73 ), Peter turns to the main topic of Chapter One: are mental 
sentences properly so called composed of parts - for instance, of a distinct 
subject, predicate and copula (pars. 99-l37)? Ockham seems to have held 
that they were.74 Gregory of Rimini, on the other hand, held that they were 
not.75 Peter sets out Gregory's view and explains the arguments for it (pars. 
100-111), but then strikes a middle course between Ockham and Gregory. 
For Peter, mental 'hypothetical' (i.e., compound) sentences properly so called 
are indeed, contrary to Gregory, composed of parts (pars. 113-118), but 
proper mental categorical sentences, contrary to Ockham, are not (pars. 119-
124). 

Still, like Ockham, Gregory and Peter are willing to call proper mental 
sentences 'complex' in a certain derivative sense. Gregory had suggested two 
reasons why this was legitimate (par. 111): (1) such sentences are equivalent 
in their Significant ion to spoken or written sentences, which are indeed 
literally composed of parts; (2) they signify a composition (or division) on 
the part of reality. Peter argues against both these alternatives (pars. 129-
134), and suggests his own (pars. 135-136): such sentences are 'complex' in 
the sense that, although they are really simple, they are equivalent in 
signification to several distinct mental acts - acts that do not literally enter 
into the structure of the mental sentence at all. 

In Chapter Two, Peter turns to the question of truth and falsehood. 
Boethius had said that a sentence is an expression signifying what is true or 
false.76 Peter first argues against an erroneous interpretation of this claim 
(pars. 140-143),77 and then against the position of those who, like John 
Buridan,78 had defmed the truth and falsehood of sentences in terms of the 
supposition or reference of their terms (pars. 144-147). We should expect 
Peter to reject this view, since we know that for him proper mental cate
goricals, at least, do not literally have distinct terms as parts. Moreover, Peter 
argues that such a view would be circular, since supposition is defmed in 
terms of the truth of certain sentences, so that truth cannot in turn be 
defmed in terms of supposition (par. 145). 
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After considering his opponents, Peter sets out his own view. First, spoken 
and written sentences, and improper mental sentences, derive their truth or 
falsehood, as well as their modal quality (possibility, necessity, etc.) from 
mental sentences properly so called (pars. 148-157). The question then is 
how mental sentences properly so called can be true or false or have a certain 
modal quality. In pars. 158-178, Peter discusses his rules for such proper 
mental sentences - rules that appeal to an 'adverbial' notion of signification, 
according to which proper mental sentences not only signify things but also 
signify that such and such is the case. 

These rules lead to a further problem. According to the notion of signifi
cation Peter used in his rules, the sentence 'Every man is an animal', for 
instance, signifies every man to be an animal. By a simple active/passive 
transformation, it follows that every man to be an animal is Signified by 
'A man is an animal'. The conclusion of this inference is an affmnative cate
gorical, so that if it is true its subject, 'every man to be an animal', must 
supposit for or refer to something. But what?79 

Considerations like these led some authors, such as Gregory of Rimini, to 
hold a doctrine of 'complexly significables'. 80 According to Gregory, such 
complexly significables were real, but were not 'things' in the sense that 
tables and chairs are thingS.81 Such complexly significables were the 
mediaeval version of the modern notion of a 'proposition'; they were the 
significates of sentences and served as the objects of knowledge and belief. 
Furthermore, other considerations supported the view. Thus, before the 
creation, and so before any sentences existed (for Peter, 'sentence' means 
'sentence token'), it was true that the world was going to exist (par. 181) and 
that no sentence existed (par. 182). But what could those truths have been? 
Not God, because God is necessary but those truths were contingent. There
fore, they must have been something else - and 'complexly significables' 
come to mind as plausible candidates. 

Peter spends considerable time on these questions. First, he explains 
Gregory's view (pars. 185-189) and then argues against it at length (pars. 
190-209). For instance, he argues in part that Gregory's theory entails the 
heretical consequence that something besides God is eternal; at least some 
complexly significables would' have to be eternal too (par. 193). 

Peter thus rejects the theory of complexly significables. He also rejects the 
position of those who try to fmd some thing (in the ordinary sense, not a 
complexly significable) to serve as the referent of 'every man to be an animal' 
in the above argument, and of similar locutions in general (pars. 206-209).82 
Such expressions have no referents (pars. 204-205,211). As for the argument 
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above, Peter simply rejects the active/passive transfonnation in such cases 
(par. 212). He goes on to legislate certain rules governing the proper use of 
inf"mitival phrases (pars. 213-220). With respect to the question about truths 
before the creation, Peter suggests that God himself was those truths, so that 
God is a true sentence (since sentences need not have parts, this does not 
violate the divine simplicity), and argues that the claim that the contingency 
of those truths is incompatible with the divine necessity is based on a fallacy 
(pars. 222-234). 

In Chapter Three, Peter fmally turns to his main topic: insolubles. He 
takes an insoluble sentence to be one that signifies itself to be false (par. 242). 
Peter argues against the view stemming from Bradwardine83 that all sentences 
signify themselves to be true; that would make all sentences self-referential 
(pars. 244-246). For the same reason he also argues - in the first of several 
disagreements with Marsilius of Inghen, whose lnsolubilia Peter had nearby84 

- against the theory that every sentence has both a 'material signification', 
what it says about the external world, and a 'fonnal signification', what it 
says about itself (pars. 247-249). 

In a long series of distinctions and corollaries (pars. 253-271), Peter 
analyzes various kinds of self-reference. He then asks which kinds of 
sentences can be self-referential in these ways (par. 272). To answer this 
question, he introduces two kinds of signification: (a) to signify something 
'fonnally' is just to be a concept of it; (b) to Signify something 'objectively' is 
to produce a concept of it (par. 274).85 Anything whatever can Signify itself 
objectively (par. 275), but nothing can 'distinctly' signify itself fonnally (pars. 
276-277).86 On the basis of this distinction and the other machinery Peter 
develops in pars. 273-336, he concludes that self-reference is impossible in 
mental sentences properly so called (pars. 307-310), although it can arise in 
any of the ways distinguished earlier (pars. 253-261) in the case of spoken or 
written sentences or mental sentences improperly so called (pars. 327-336). 
Since self-reference is a hallmark of insolubles, it follows that insolubles can 
arise in spoken, written or mental language improperly so called, but not in 
mental language properly so called (par. 329). 

So far, Peter has given an elaborate justification for one of the main 
features of Gregory of Rimini's theory of insolubles, described above. In 
Chapter Four, however, where Peter fmally asks whether insolubles are after 
all true or false, he distinguishes his view from Gregory's. Since insolubles 
signify themselves to be false (par. 242), they are in fact false (par. 345).87 
Therefore, since spoken, written and improper mental sentences derive their 
truth or falsehood from corresponding mental sentences properly so called 
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(par. 148), it follows that insolubles correspond to false mental sentences 
properly so called (pars. 350-351). On the other hand, since insolubles 
signify that they are false, they must correspond to a proper mental sentence 
that signifies in the same way (pars. 340-342). But these cannot be the same 
mental sentences. For the insoluble is in fact false. Thus the mental sentence 
signifying that the insoluble is false is true and not false at all. (That mental 
sentence is not insoluble, and is in no way semantically problematic.) 

It follows that insolubles correspond to two mental sentences, one true 
and the other false. We have just seen what the true one is. What is the false 
one? Peter argues roughly as follows (par. 352)88: The insoluble signifies 
itself to be false. But for it to be false is just for it to correspond to a false 
mental sentence properly so called (par. 148). Hence the insoluble in effect 
Signifies some corresponding mental sentence to be false. But it cannot so 
signify unless it corresponds to a mental sentence that signifies the same way 
(see pars. 340-342 again), namely, that some mental sentence corresponding 
to the insoluble is false. Hence, the insoluble corresponds to a true mental 
sentence signifying that the insoluble is false, and also to a second mental 
sentence signifying some mental sentence to be false. Now, although other 
possibilities will satisfy all these requirements, Peter adopts the simplest 
alternative, the one that avoids a needless further multiplication of mental 
sentences corresponding to the insoluble: this second mental sentence is the 
false one, and it is false because it signifies the first mental sentence to be 
false, whereas it is in fact true. 

Thus the two mental sentences corresponding to the insoluble turn out to 
look like the two conjuncts of the conjunction Gregory of Rimini had said 
corresponded to the insoluble: if k is the insoluble 'k is false', it corresponds 
to one true mental sentence - call it m - signifying that k is false, and to a 
second, false mental sentence signifying that m is false. But whereas Gregory 
thought these two mental sentences were conjoined to form a single false 
mental conjunctive sentence, so that the insoluble in the end corresponds to 
a false conjunction and is itself simply false, Peter argues that the mental 
sentences are not conjoined (pars. 354, 356), so that the insoluble is strictly 
equivocal (par. 357), and is both true and false at once (par. 359). It is in 
these respects that Peter's view differs from Gregory's. These differences may 
appear to be minor, and perhaps they are. Still, we possess Peter's text, 
whereas we do not seem to have Gregory's,89 so that Peter's presentation is 
the fullest available for this kind of 'solution' to the paradoxes. 

Peter's theory has a certain attractiveness about it. It is, for instance, the 
only theory I know (including Gregory's) that explains the undeniable 
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psychological fact that we feel a certain mental 'flip-flop' when we contem
plate an insoluble or paradoxical sentence. Now we see that it 'must' be true; 
now we see that it 'must' be false. It is at least arguable, in simple cases at any 
rate, that once we get the right 'focus' on an insoluble, this effect is quite 
direct and immediate, and is altogether different in kind from the effect of 
more elaborate sophisms in which argumentation is required in order to see 
the force of the apparent paradox.90 Peter's theory would explain this. 

On the other hand, I should not want to push this very far. For Peter's 
theory is in the end unsatisfactory. One of its central theses is the rejection of 
all self-reference, innocuous as well as vicious, in mental language properly 
so called. Hence the difficulties of the old view of the restringentes (see 
above) emerge anew in mental language. Indeed, Peter's own written 
sentences ruling out all proper mental self-reference across the board must, 
if they are to do their job, correspond to mental sentences properly so called. 
And those mental sentences, if they are in turn to do their job, must per 
impossibile signify that no proper mental sentence is self-referential -
including themselves. Hence if Peter's theory is correct, it cannot be stated; 
it cannot even be thought. Note that the adoption of a kind of theory of 
'types' or 'levels of language' in mental language, analogous to a common 
modern approach to the paradoxes, will not avoid this consequence. 

One might try to avoid this problem by allowing some self-reference, but 
not all, into mental language. This would be a delicate matter. Not only 
would one have to guarantee that all the pathological cases were kept out, 
one would also have to do so in a manner that is plaUsible and not ad hoc, 
and that satisfies not only the requirements of semantics but also of the 
philosophy of mind. I doubt that all that can be done. 

It is surprisingly difficult to locate manuscript copies of the Concepts and 
Insolubles. There is a 1412 copy of the Insolubles in Turin, Biblioteca 
Nazionale, MS G. III. 12 (pasini, lat. 449), fols. 205ra-216va,91 and a second 
copy in Cracow, Biblioteka Jagiellonska, MS 2116, fols. 174vb-193va.92 But 
I have been unable to locate any other manuscript of either work.93 There 
are, however, several incunabula editions, in all of which the two works are 
found together.94 

The translation below is based on the Turin manuscript and two incunab
ula editions: 

ed1: Conceptus et insolubilia, Paris: Pierre Ie Dru, for Durland Gerlier, 
[ca. 1495]. (Copinger 391; Goff A-470.) Copy at the Walters 
Art Gallery, Baltimore. 95 
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Destructiones modorum significandi, Conceptus et insolubilia, 
[Lyons: Johannes Treschel?, ca. 1490-1495].96 (Hain 833; 
Goff A-472.) Copy at Bryn Mawr College Library. 

Through the courtesy of Professor Jan Pinborg, I have also seen in photo
copy, through fo1. 7rb (the middle of par. 97 of the translation): 

ed3 : Conceptus et insolubilia, Paris: Andre Bocard, [no date]. 
(Copinger 392.) 

Professor Pinborg was also kind enough to send me a copy of his partial 
edition (through par. 25 of the translation) of the Concepts, based on ed2 , 

ed3 and: 

ed4 : Conceptus et insolubilia, Paris: G. Mercator, 1498. (Copinger 
393; Pellechet 536.) 

eds : Conceptus et insolubilia, Lyons: Carcain, [1495]. (pellechet 538.) 

The editions for the most part agree closely. Where they diverge, ed l , ed3 

and ed4 tend to agree against ed2 and eds . The former group sometimes 
omits short passages found in the latter, but otherwise the readings in the 
former are usually more reliable. I have accordingly followed edl for the 
most part in my translation. Where I have preferred the reading in ed2 , I have 
noted the fact. I have not used ed3 , e~ or eds for the translation, except 
occasionally as signalled in the notes. The Turin MS disagrees with the 
editions in many places. Sometimes the readings in the MS are to be pre
ferred, but very often the editions have a much better text. I have noted the 
most significant MS variants, and a few minor ones, but an exhaustive listing 
would have been cumbersome and inappropriate for a translation. 

I have marked all the emendations I think are required. Square brackets in 
the text indicate words or expressions I have added in order to make the 
meaning clearer; they do not signal an emendation. Where the Latin is partic
ularly obscure or where the reader needs to be warned about a certain word 
or phrase, I have inserted the Latin text in parentheses immediately after my 
translation. I have also occasionally done this the fIrst time I translate a 
technical term; I have tried as far as possible to translate such terms con
Sistently. The notes contain a running commentary on the text. I have tried 
to make this commentary as complete as possible. In order therefore to 
reduce an already large number of footnotes, I have where convenient inserted 
Peter's explicit cross-references parenthetically in the next itself (the 
references are by paragraph numbers). To facilitate cross-references, I have 
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numbered the paragraphs of the translation and all of the footnotes consecu
tively from the beginning. The footnotes may be found at the end of the 
translation. For the sake of readers who might want to consult the Latin, I 
have inserted parenthetical folio references to edt and ed2 • Neither edition 
numbers its folios; I have counted the title page as fol.lr. In the translation of 
the /nsolubles, I have also inserted parenthetical folio references to the Turin 
MS. 

Pointed brackets have been used to signal headings or chapter titles that I 
have supplied; they do not appear in either the editions or the Turin MS. 



TRANSLATION 

Concepts and Insolubles 

(Concepts) 

(1) (Ed 1 fol. 2ra, ed1 fol. 8vb) One kind of tenn is mental, another kind is 
spoken and another kind is written. A mental tenn is a concept, that is (sive), 
a mind's or intellective power's act of understanding.97 A spoken term is an 
utterance (VOX)98 signifying by convention (ad placitum).99 A written term, 
on the other hand, is an inscription (scriptura) synonymous in signifying with 
an utterance significative by convention. Hence a 'tenn' can be described with 
complete generality as follows: A tenn is a sign that [either] from the 
impositionlOO it actually has, or else from its nature,l°1 is apt (natum) to 
signify [either] (a) something, or (b) some things, or (c) somehow, to a 
cognitive power by vitally changing it (eam vitaliter immutando). 

(2) [The phrase] 'from the imposition it actually has' occurs in the 
above defmition because of spoken and written terms, and [also] mental ones 
improperly so called, which signify by imposition (ed1 9ra). [The phrase] 'or 
else by its nature' occurs [there] because of mental tenns properly so called, 
which signify naturally.10l Now to 'signify' is to represent (a) something, or 
(b) some things or (c) somehow, to a cognitive power by vitally changing it. 103 

(3) The word 'something' is included in the above descriptions because 
of categorematic non-collective tenns in the singular. [The phrase] 'some 
things' is included because of collective tenns in the singular, and [also] 
because of plural non-collective tenns.104 [The word] 'somehow' is included 
because of tenns that are syncategorematic by reason of signification. 105 As 
an example of the fust kind, the tenn 'man' signifies something. As an 
example of the second kind, the tenn 'a people' or the tenn 'men', in the 
plural, signify some things. As an example of the third kind, the tenn 'every' 
signifies somehow. 

(4) Now the kind of 'vital change' (vitalis immutatio) that concerns us is 
a cognition or actual act of knowing (actualis notitia) , (a) efficiently 
(effective) caused in part by the vitally perceptive cognitive power, and (b) 
inhering in that vitally perceptive cognitive power. From this description it 
follows that in order for some thing or some quality to be called 'an act of 
knowing that vitally changes a cognitive power', or a 'vital change', it must 

16 
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be related in two ways (ed l 2rb) to that cognitive power. First, it must be 
-' efficiently [caused] by that cognitive power, at least in part. For this reason, 

if God produced in a stone an actual act of knowing a man, that is, that 
quality which is an actual act of knowing a man, the stone would not on that 
account be said to be vitally changed. Neither would that quality be a vital 
change of the stone. For the stone is not vitally perceptive by such an act of 
knowing,l06 and it does not concur with [that act] as an efficient cause 
(effective) of it. 

(5) The second relation is that such an act of knowing must inhere in 
the cognitive power as an accident inheres in its subject, and must inform that 
cognitive power. For this reason the divine essence, or God, even if he were to 
represent everything to a cognitive power, still could not be a proper vital 
change or an act of knowing some thing. For the divine essence cannot inhere 
in a cognitive power or inform it, since God or the divine essence informs 
nothing and does not inhere in anything. 

(6) From this it is clear that no thing is essentially and intrinsically a 
vital change. Rather being a vital change accrues to a quality through a 
relation to something extrinsic, as was explained (pars. 4-5).107 It can be 
inferred further that a vital change is able not to be a vital change. This is 
clear because a vital change - that is, that thing which is a vital change - is 
not essentially or intrinsically a vital change. Consequently, it is not neces
sarily a vital change, but rather accidentally, extrinsically and contingently. 
Therefore, it is able not to be a vital change. lOS 

(7) This can be clarified by an example. I assume (pono) that a is an 
actual act of knowing a stone [and is] now vitally changing Socrates' intellec
tive power. Under this assumption, a is a vital change (ed2 9rb). Now let God 
conserve a without its depending via efficient causality (effective) on 
Socrates' intellective power and without its inhering in [that power]. That is 
possible, and once it happens, a is no longer a vital change. This is clear from 
the description of a 'vital change', above (par. 4). Hence the corollary is 
proven: A vital change is quite able not (edl 2va) to be a vital change. 

(8) Next it must be noted that to 'signify' is the same as to be a sign of 
something.l09 Nevertheless, a thing can be called a 'sign' of some thing in two 
senses. In the first sense, because it leads to an act of knowing the thing of 
which it is a sign. In a second sense, because it is itself the act of knowing the 
thing. In the second sense we say that a concept is a sign of a thing of which 
such a conceptllO is a natural likeness - not that it leads to an act of knowing 
that thing, but because it is the very act itself of knowing that thing, [an act 
that] naturally and properly represents that thing. 
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(9) The first sense [can be divided] again into two. For one thing can 
lead to a primary act of knowing another thing, so that it causes the first act 
of knowing that thing. And in this way every thing is apt to be a sign of itself, 
because it is apt to cause a cognitive power to know it for the first time.1l1 
So too a thing that has some natural relation to another thing - as an 
accident [has] to a substance or a creature to the creator - can lead to a 
primary act of knOwing that [other] thing, and consequently be a sign of that 
other thing.112 In another way, something is called a sign of a thing because 
it leads to a secondary or rememorative act of knowing - which presupposes 
a fust act of knowing. In this way a footprint as such leads to an act of 
knowing the thing of which it is a footprint. In this way likewise, terms 
instituted 113 by convention lead to a secondary or rememorative act of 
knowing the thing signified - and that presupposes a first act of knowing the 
thing signified .114 

(10) Note further that a mental term, a concept or act of understanding, 
and an act of knowing that apprehends a thing are [all] the same. And yet an 
'act of knowing that apprehends a thing' may be of two kinds. One kind is 
complex, the other incomplex. An incomplex apprehensive act of knowing is 
an incomplex concept of a thing. On the other hand, a complex apprehensive 
act of knowing is a complex concept of a thing. Once again this may be of 
two kinds. One kind is complex by a 'separating' connection (complexione 
distante), the other is complex by a 'non-separating' connection (complexione 
indistante)Ys An act of knowing [that is] complex by a 'separating' connec
tion is [an act] the extremes116 of which are separated by a verbal ll7 copula, 
which in the mind is in fact nothing other than an act of understanding, 
syncategorematic in signification,118 that connects and unites by way of 
separating the predicate and its subject. 119 On the other hand, an act of 
knowing [that is] complex by a 'non-separating' connection is [an act] the 
extremes of which are not separated by such a copula, (ed l 2vb) that is (vel), 
between the extremes of which there does not occur such a copula making 
the extremes stand apart. 120 Note that an incomplex apprehensive act of 
knowing is, properly [speaking], the incomplex mental term or (ed2 9va) 
concept itself, which naturally signifies something or some things or some
hOW. 121 

(11) Nevertheless, it must be noted about mental terms that one kind of 
mental term is categorematic and another kind syncategorematic. Further
more, a categorematic mental term may be of three kinds. One kind is cate
gorematic in signification alone, another is categorematic in function (officio) 
alone, and a third kind is categorematic in Signification and function together. 
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Likewise, one kind of syncategorematic mental term is syncategorematic in 
signification alone, and it coincides with the mental term categorematic in 
function alone. Another kind is syncategorematic in function alone, and it 
coincides with [the kind that is] categorematic in signification alone. A third 
kind is syncategorematic in function and signification together, and it stands 
in a relation of opposition to the term categorematic in function and signifi
cation together. 122 

(12) A mental term categorematic in signification alone is a concept that 
naturally signifies something or some things and is unable to render a supposit 
to a personal verb in a fmite mood 123 or to be apposited with respect to a 
name124 in the nominative case. l25 A merely adjectival mental terml26 is like 
this, or a mental term in an oblique case, 127 or an impersonal verb.128 

(13) A mental term categorematic in function alone is [one] that by its 
nature signifies no thing or things, and yet can be apposited with respect to a 
name in the nominative case. The verbal copula in a fmite mood is like this in 
the mind.129 

(14) A mental term categorematic in signification and function together 
is [one] that naturally signifies something or some things and can be a 
supposit with respect to a personal verb in a fmite mood or apposited with 
respect to a name in the nominative case. Substantive mental names130 or 
adjectival verbs131 are like this. 

(1 S) On the other hand, a mental term syncategorematic in function and 
signification together is an act of understanding that naturally does not (ed l 

3ra) signify something or some things but rather somehow, or is an act of 
understanding that naturally does not signify something or some things but 
rather somehow132 and is unable to render a supposit to a personal verb in a 
finite mood or to be apposited with respect to a name in the nominative case. 
Names and pronouns taken merely pronominally 133 in the mind are like this, 
as well as the signs of universality and particularity, 134 conjunctions and 
many other [mental terms].135 

(16) Again, one kind of mental term is a mental term 'properly so called' , 
another 'improperly so called'. 136 A mental term 'improperly so called' is a 
concept of an utterance, or of an inscription synonymous with such an 
utterance.137 A concept like this is called a mental term 'improperly so called' 
because such a concept, even though it naturally [and] properly l38 signifies 
the utterance or the inscription of which it is a natural likeness, can yet at the 
same time signify by convention, and be subordinated 139 to another concept 
that signifies only naturally. For instance, the concept of the utterance 'man' 
naturally [and] properly signifies the utterance 'man', because it is its natural 
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likeness. But by convention it signifies every single man, (ed2 9vb) and so it 
is subordinated in signification to that concept which is naturally [and] 
properly representative of all men. 

(17) It follows from this that the same mental term improperly so called 
is significative [both] naturally and by convention. This is not hard to under
stand with respect to different things - that is, matching the term with 
different significates. 14O But it is also true with respect to the same thing, 141 

as is evident from the following: It is clear that one can form in himself a 
concept of the utterance 'being'. Once this is done, that concept properly 
represents the utterance 'being', since it is its natural likeness. And [yet] the 
same concept by convention signifies all the things in the world, because it is 
subordinated in signifying to that most general of concepts which naturally 
[and] properly represents every thing in the world. 142 Now, since the 
utterance 'being' is one of the things conceived by that most general of 
concepts [which is] representative of all beings, it follows that the concept 
of the utterance 'being' by convention signifies the utterance 'being', which 
it also signifies naturally [and] properly, as was said. Therefore it is clear that 
the same mental term improperly so called signifies the same thing (ed, 3rd) 
naturally [and] properly that it signifies by convention ultimately. 143 

(18) Suppose someone argues that this is impossible. For it seems to 
imply a contradiction [and] is therefore impossible. The antecedent l44 is 
proven as follows: If a term signifies some thing naturally [and] properly, 
it necessarily signifies that thing, and is unable not to signify that same 
thing. 145 But if the same term signifies that same thing by convention, it 
signifies that thing not necessarily but rather contingently, and so it is able 
not to signify that thing. Therefore, it is (both] able not to signify and 
unable not to signify the same thing, which is a manifest contradiction. 
Therefore, that from which it is inferred 146 is impossible. Hence the 
[objection is proven] . 

(19) The reply to this argument is to say that one part of the antecedent 
fails, namely, where it says 'If such a term signifies that thing by convention, 
it is able not to signify that thing'. That conditional is absolutely false. On the 
other hand, if it said 'If such a term signifies that [thing] by convention, it is 
able not to signify that thing by convention', that conditional would be 
true.147 For the concept of the utterance 'being' signifies that utterance by 
convention, because it is subordinated to that concept which naturally 
represents every being in the world. And because it is subordinated to that 
concept by convention, it is able not to be subordinated [to it]. Therefore, 
it is also able not to signify that utterance by convention. Nevertheless, it 
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naturally [and1 properly signifies that utterance in particular, and is unable 
not to signify it. 

(20) To make this solution of the argument clearer, one could say that 
even though it is inconsistent (inconveniens) for the same term to signify the 
same thing both naturally and by convention ultimately, and [yet1 in both 
ways adequately, nevertheless it is not inconsistent for the same term to 
signify the same thing both naturally, properly and adequately, and [also 1 by 
convention, ultimately [and1 inadequately. For instance, in the present case 
the concept of the utterance 'being' naturally, properly [and1 adequately 
signifies the utterance 'being', because it is its proper and adequate concept. 
But the same concept by convention (ed2 lOra), ultimately and inadequately 
signifies the same utterance, because it [falls1 under the most general 
concept, [which is1 representative of all beings, but [is1 inadequately 
[representative 1 of anyone [in particular 1.148 And so too in other cases. 149 

(21) Again, one kind of mental term properly so called is a fust intention 
and another kind is a second intention.l5O If sometimes a mental term prop
erly so called is said [to be1 (ed1 3va) 'of fust intention' or 'of frrst im
position',151 that is an oblique and figurative (transitive) - which is [to say 1 
an improper - [way of speaking1. Such oblique [and1 flgUrative locutions 
ought to be taken for direct and literal (intransitive) ones, so that their sense 
is 'Such a term is the fust intention or the second intention itself'. 

(22) Now a fust intention is a concept or act of understanding that 
signifies only naturally a thing that is not a sign [of another thing1 152 - or 
[at least1 does not signify [that thing1 insofar as [that thing1 is a sign of 
another thing.153 For instance, the concept by which I conceive the thing 
that is Socrates is a fust intention. 

(23) In the above description there occurs [the clause1 'that signifies only 
naturally'. [A fust intention1 differs in this respect from a mental term im
properly so called, which not only signifies naturally but also can signify by 
convention, as was said (par. 1).154 

(24) After this [the clause 1 'is not a sign of another thing' [occurs in the 
above description1.155 That is, it is not a sign instituted by convention. For 
even though the concept by which I conceive another concept naturally 
signifies a thing that is a sign of another thing, nevertheless it does not signify 
a thing that is a sign instituted by convention. 156 

(25) [The clause1 'or [at least does1 not [signify that thing1 insofar as 
[that thing1 is a sign [of another thing1' occurs [in the description1, because 
even though the concept to which the term 'utterance' or the term 'quality' 
is subordinated signifies naturally a thing that is a sign - and even [one 1 
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instituted to signify by convention· - since it signifies157 all utterances, 158 
nevertheless because it does not singify a thing or things insofar as they are 
signs, therefore that concept is despite all this a first intention. Now it is clear 
that the concept [in fact] does not signify those utterances insofar as they 
are signs. For [even] before the utterances are imposed to Signify, the 
concept naturally represents those utterances, as is perfectly clear. 

(26) A second intention is a concept or act of understanding that signifies 
only naturally [either] (a) a thing that is a sign of another thing, insofar as it 
is a sign, or else (b) a thing insofar as that thing is signified by convention by 
another term.159 

(27) [The clause] 'that signifies only naturally' occurs first in this 
description in order to exclude the mental term improperly so called, as was 
explained [above] in the description of a first intention (par. 23).160 

(28) After that, [the clause] 'signifies a thing that is a sign [of another 
thing] ,161 insofar as it is a sign' occurs [in the description]. Of this sort, [for 
example,] there is the concept by which I conceive the terms 'man', 'ass', 
'lion', and so on, insofar as they are imposed to signify things of the same 
species, differing only in number.162 A concept like this is a second intention, 
naturally signifying those terms. 

(29) [The clause] 'or else signifying a thing insofar as that thing is 
signified163 by convention164 by another (ed2 IOrb) term' is also inserted in 
the above description. Of this sort, [for instance,] there is the concept by 
which I conceive the things (ed1 3vb) signified by the term 'man' insofar as 
they are signified univocally [by convention] by the term 'man', and also the 
concept by which I conceive the things signified by the term 'dog' insofar as 
they are signified equivocally [by convention] by that term. 165 Concepts 
like these are of second intention. 166 

(30) From all this it follows that in order for a mental term to be a 
second intention it need not signify a thing that is a sign of something else 
insofar as [that thing] is a sign. Rather it is enough that it signifies a thing 
that is signified by another term, insofar as [that thing] is signified. This is 
clear enough from what has been said (pars. 26_29).167 

(31) It also follows from the above that a mental term properly so called 
is a term that signifies naturally only.168 

(32) But note that 'to signify naturally' may be taken in two senses: in a 
proper sense and in a general sense. [For something] to signify naturally in 
the proper sense is [for it] to represent - by itself, and not by means of 
something else - something to a cognitive power by vitally changing [that 
power] . Thus we say that a concept that is a natural likeness of some thing 
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represents [it] properly. In the above descriptions, 'to signify naturally' is 
taken in this sense. 

(33) On the other hand, [for something] to signify naturally in the 
general sense is [for it] to represent not by itself, but by means of something 
else, something to a cognitive power by vitally changing [that power]. 169 
And this pertains to any thing whatever. For any thing is by its nature apt to 
cause a concept of itself in an intellective power. Thus, by means of such a 
concept, it is apt to represent itself to a cognitive power. From this it follows 
that every thing signifies or is apt to signify itself naturally in the general 
sense. But to signify naturally in the proper sense pertains only to mental 
terms. This is clear enough from what has been said (par. 32). 

(34) Note further that, just as the mental terms properly so called [that 
are] categorematic in signification naturally signify something or some things, 
so too mental terms [that are] syncategorematic in signification naturally 
signify no thing or things. 170 

(35) Again, some mental terms properly so called naturally signify 
nominally, and they are natural names. Others (ed1 4ra) naturally signify 
verbally, and they are natural verbs. And so on for the other parts of speech. 
Therefore, mental terms are not said to be properly of this or that part of 
speech because of some superadded 'modes of signifying'. Rather they are in 
themselves, of their own nature, of this or that part of speech.l71 

(36) Again, one kind of mental term properly so called naturally signifies 
adjectivally, and so it is a natural adjective. Another kind naturally signifies 
substantively, and so it is a natural substantive. 

(37) Again, one kind of mental term is naturally in the nominative case, 
another kind is naturally in the genitive, and so on for the other cases. 

(38) Again, one kind of concept or act of understanding is naturally in 
the first person, another kind is in the second person, and yet another kind is 
in the third person. And (ed2 lOva) so on for the other accidental features of 
the parts of speech, although not for all [such features]. On this see 
Ockham.l72 

(39) From all of this it can be inferred that one concept or act of under
standing naturally needs (exigit)l73 another one and governs (regit) it.174 For 
example, a verbal concept naturally governs a nominal concept and needs it. 
And one concept is naturally joined to another transitively or intransitive
ly.175 Hence it follows that it is by nature, and not by some 'modes of 
signifying' added on,l76 that 'governing' and 'construction' pertain to mental 
terms properly so called. 

(40) It follows also, speaking [now] in terms oflogic, that every concept 
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is naturally predicated of another [concept] - [either] essentially or 
accidentally , [either] directly or indirectly, 177 [either] truly or falsely. 

(41) It must be noted further that one kind of mental term properly so 
called is absolute, and another kind is connotative. l78 An absolute mental 
term is one that, besides that for which it naturally supposits, does not 
connote anything either ( a) intrinsically or (b) extrinsically, [either] (b I) 
positively or (b2) privatively.179 For instance, the concept absolutely signify
ing men, to which the spoken term 'man' is subordinated in signifying. 

(42) A connotative mental term is [one] that, besides that for which it 
naturally supposits, connotes something [either] (a) intrinsically or (b) 
extrinsically, [either] (b I) positively or (b2) privatively. It is of two varieties. 
One kind is intrinsically connotative - that is, besides that for which it 
supposits, it naturally connotes an essential and intrinsic part of the thing 
(ed 1 4rb) for which it supposits. For instance, a mental term that is an 
essential difference 180 is called an intrinSically connotative term. 

(43) Another kind is the extrinsically connotative mental term. Besides 
that for which it supposits, it connotes something extrinsic to the thing for 
which it supposits, or [connotes] something after the manner of what is 
extrinsic (per modum extrinsecz), as in the case of concepts conveying only 
that their significates are related in some way. And this happens in many 
ways. One kind [of extrinsically connotative mental term] connotes positive
ly that something extrinsic inheres in the thing for which it suppositS.181 For 
instance, the concept to which the spoken term 'white' is subordinated in 
signifying signifies and supposits for a white thing and connotes positively 
that the thing or quality that is a whiteness inheres in the white thing. 

(44) Another kind of mental term connotes something extrinsic privative
ly, that it does not inhere in the thing for which [the term] supposits. For 
instance, a mental privative term, such as the concept to which the mental182 
privative term 'blind' is subordinated in signifying. For it signifies and 
supposits for a blind thing and connotes that sight, or the act of seeing, does 
not inhere in that thing. 

(45) There is another kind of extrinsically connotative mental term. It 
connotes something extrinsic to the thing for which it supposits - not indeed 
connoting that that extrinsic [thing] inheres in the thing [for which the term 
supposits] , or connoting that it does not183 inhere in it, but rather connoting 
that the extrinsic [thing] is related in such and such a way to the thing for 
which [the term] supposits, according to the different ways in which relative 
terms connote. For instance, the (ed2 lOvb) relative mental term 'father', 
which is itself the relationl84 to which the spoken term 'father' is sub-
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ordinated in signifying, connotes that some extrinsic thing - namely, the 
thing that is the child - is generated by the thing that is the father, for which 
the term supposits, and that the same thing exists. 185 

(46) Again, the mental term to which the spoken tenn 'located' is sub
ordinated in signifying, in addition to the thing for which it supposits, con
notes that something extrinsic - namely, the thing that is the location (locus) 
- accompanies (assistere), surrounds and contains the thing for which the 
tenn 'located' supposits. So too, examples could be given of other kinds of 
connotative terms, each in its own way (et sic suo modo posset exemplijicari 
(ed l 4va) de aliis terminis connotativis) , according to the different and 
various modes of connoting. 

(47) Now the mode of connoting that goes with any [given] connotative 
term is apparent enough from the nominal deftnition of that term, if it is 
correctly formulated. l86 For if the term 'father' is defmed by its nominal 
defmition, we get 'A father is a certain animal that generates from its 
substance another animal which is a child'. And if the tenn 'located' is 
defmed [by its nominal definition], it will run 'The located is a thing that a 
location accompanies, surrounding and containing the thing that is said [to 
be] located'. And so it goes for other cases [too], according to the different 
modes of connoting. 

(48) From all that has been said it can be inferred that any connotative 
term has several signiftcates - at least two of them, one fonnal and the other 
material. The material one is the one for which it supposits.187 The fonnal 
one is the one it connotes. ISS 

(49) It follows also from what has been said [above] 189 that one kind of 
mental term naturally signiftes absolutely, and another kind naturally signiftes 
connotatively or relatively (respective). And so one kind of concept is 
naturally absolute in signifying, and another is naturally connotative or 
relative, even though a concept is a single absolute entity, since it is a quality. 
So too, one kind of concept is naturally common in its signifying, suppositing 
and predicating, even though every concept existing in the soul is a singular 
entity in its being (essendo ). 

(SO) To understand better what has been said [above], note that a 
concept is an actual act of knowing some thing [and is] caused in the soul in 
part by the object - that is, by the thing conceived or known (cognita) -
and in part too by the cognitive power, [and that it] formally changes that 
cognitive power vitally. Thus [the terms] 'concept', 'actual act of knowing', 
'act of understanding' [and] 'vital change' [all] supposit for the same thing 
or quality. Nevertheless, the terms connote [different] relations (habitudines) 
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of that quality which is named by those names to something extrinsic - for 
example, to the intellective power or to the understood thing, [to the] 
cognitive [power] or [to] the know (cognitam) thing. 

(51) Enough has been said in the description of a vital change (pars. 4-7) 
about (ed 1 4vb) the connotation of the term 'vital change'. Now, however, 
something has to be said about the connotation (ed2 llra) of the term 
'concept'. For [the term] connotes that the intellective or cognitive power 
grasps or understands the understood or conceived thing by means of the 
quality that is the concept 190 inhering in the intellective or cognitive power 
itself and informing it. Hence it follows that just as no thing or quality is 
essentially and intrinSically an actual cognition and a vital change, as was said 
above (pars. 6-7), so too no thing or quality is essentially and intrinsically a 
concept. From this it follows further that a concept is not necessarily a 
concept. And consequently, a concept is able not to be a concept - which is 
to say, the thing that is a concept is able not to be a concept. This is clarified 
by the follOWing example. 

(52) Let a be that quality which is a concept of a stone, which now exists 
in Socrates' intellective power, [and] by means of which Socrates' under
standing grasps and knows (capit et cognoscit) the thing that is a stone. 
Further, let God separate a from Socrates' understanding, and let a remain, 
even when Socrates does not remain. When this is done, a is not a concept. 
For Socrates' understanding does not grasp and know the stone by means of 
it, since by hypothesis Socrates does not then exist. It is clear therefore that 
a concept is able not to be a concept, and [that] a concept remains in such a 
situation, even when it does not remain a concept. 

(53) Suppose someone argues as follows: It pertains naturally to such a 
concept to signify to the understanding the thing of which it is a natural 
likeness. Therefore, it pertains to it essentially and intrinsically, and con
sequently necessarily, and is unable not to pertain to it. It seems therefore 
that a concept naturally and necessarily is a concept, and consequently that 
it is unable not to be a concept. And so the things said above (pars. 51-52) 
do not seem to be true. 

(54) One can respond briefly to this argument by saying that the 
inference (consequentia) is not valid, since it commits a fallacy of the con
sequent. l9l For 'naturally' is broader (est in plus) than 'necessarily'.I!12 Thus 
it correctly (bene) follows 'This pertains to this thing necessarily; therefore 
(ed l 5ra), it pertains to it naturally'. But the converse is not valid. We should 
have a similar argument if we argued as follows: 'To the thing that is a father 
it pertains naturally that he be a father; therefore, it pertains to him 
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necessarily. Consequently, the thing that is a father is unable not to be a 
father.' But this last consequent is false. For a father is able not to be a 
father, and the thing that is a father - even though it is a father naturally -
nevertheless is not necessarily a father. So too the quality that is a concept -
even though it is a concept naturally - nevertheless is not necessarily a 
concept. Hence a concept is able not to be a concept, as was inferred above 
(par. 51). Let these things suffice for mental terms. 

(55) We must now speak about spoken [terms]. A spoken term is an 
utterance that signifies by convention. Hence if 'utterance that signifies by 
convention' is described well enough, 'spoken term' will be sufficiently 
descnbed too. Now an 'utterance that signifies by convention' should be 
described as follows: An utterance that signifies by convention is [one that] 
when apprehended by hearing is apt, by the imposition it actually has, (ed2 

llrb) to represent to a cognitive power, by vitally changing it instrumentally, 
something or some things or somehow, other than itself or [things] like itself, 
and [other] than its speaker or than [its own] parts - unless it signifies some 
[one] of these by imposition. 

(56) In the above description [the phrase] 'when apprehended by 
hearing' occurs. For, before a spoken term - that is, an utterance that 
signifies by convention - signifies its significate to a cognitive power, the 
utterance must first be perceived by hearing. From there a species193 of that 
utterance must be delivered to the cognitive power. By means of this 
[species] the cognitive power itself is reduced to a rememorative act of 
knowing the thing, of which it first had a primary act of knowing. 194 

(57) [The phrase] 'to a cognitive power' is included [in the above 
description], and not '[to an] intellective [power]', because it is not only to 
men that something is signified. Something can be signified to brute animals 
too by means of utterances instituted by convention.195 

(58) [The phrase] 'by vitally changing it instrumentally' is also included. 
Now enough was said above about what a 'vital change' is (pars. 4-7). But 
'instrumentally' occurs here because (ed1 5rb) the intellect itself efficiently 
causes in part an act of understanding in itself, or an actual act of knowing 
the thing, and in part efficiently changes itself vitally. Now the actual act of 
knowing, or act of understanding, vitally changes the intellect formally, 
because it is formally the vital change itself, as was said above (par. 4). But a 
significative utterance vitally changes it instrumentally. 196 

(59) Next, [the phrase] 'something or some things' is included because of 
spoken terms categorematic in signification, such as 'Socrates', 'man', 
'people' .197 [The word] 'somehow' is included because of spoken terms 
syncategorematic in signification, like 'every' .198 
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(60) [The phrase] 'other than itself or [things] like itself' occurs [in the 
description] because every spoken term is apt to signify itself, or [what is] 
like itself, naturally in the general sense - indeed, every thing is [apt to do 
that], as was clear above (par. 33).199 [The phrase] 'or [other] than its 
speaker' is included because an utterance is also said to signify its speaker, 
either naturally or else by the custom (consuetudine) of those hearing it,200 
and it is not for this reason that it is called 'significative by convention' 
in the case at hand. [The phrase] 'or than its own parts' is also included 
because an utterance signifies itself and its parts naturally in the general 
sense.101 

(61) Similarly, [the phrase] 'unless it signifies some [one] of these by 
imposition' is included [in the description] because whenever a significative 
utterance signifies' its speaker by imposition - for instance, if Peter mouths 
(profert) the utterance 'Peter' - the utterance signifies its speaker by con
vention and by imposition, and it is for that reason that it is called significa
tive [by convention] . The utterance could also be imposed to signify itself, 
or [things] like itself, or its own parts. And when that is done, it is called 
significative [by convention] .202 

(62) To understand all this more fully, note that to signify by convention 
is nothing other than an institution203 set up by the will and by the con
vention (placitum) of some entire community, or of someone who has 
authority and takes the place of the whole community, 204 to represent some
thing or some things or somehow. 

(63) But nevertheless, a spoken term may be said to signify by con
vention in two ways: in one way by convention ultimately, (ed2 11 va) and in 
the other way (edt Sva) by convention non-ultimately. A spoken term is said 
to signify by convention ultimately that thing which it is imposed to signify 
ultimately - that is, a previously conceived thing. And it is said to signify by 
convention non-ultimately that concept, or mental term properly so called, to 
which it is subordinated in signifying.lOS For instance, the spoken term 'man' 
signifies by convention ultimately all singular men, and it signifies by con
vention non-ultimately the concept [that is] naturally representative of all 
men.206 

(64) Note further that an ultimate significate is [either] a thing signified 
by some term that is imposed to signify it, or else [it is] that for which [the 
term] supposits [and which it both] naturally [and] properly signifies.207 
[The phrase] 'that is imposed to signify it' is included too208 because of 
spoken or written terms, which ultimately signify the thing they are imposed 
to signify, as was said (par. 63). [The phrase] 'or else [it is] that for which 
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[the term] supposits' is also included, because of mental terms properly so 
called, which ultimately signify the thing for which they supposit, because 
they signify that thing naturally and properly. 209 

(65) A non-ultimate significate, on the other hand, is a thing signified by 
a term, which the term is not imposed to signify; neither does [the term] 
naturally [and] properly signify that thing [and] supposit for it.210 [The 
phrase] 'which the term', etc., is included because if a spoken term is 
imposed to signify a concept existing in the soul, such [a concept] will be the 
ultimate significate of such a term. The spoken term 'concept', which by 
convention signifies every concept, is of this kind. 

(66) It is clear from all this that a spoken term does not properly211 
signify the concept to which it is subordinated in signifying. For it does not 
signify it as an ultimate significate, but rather as a non-ultimate significate, 
since it is not properly imposed to signify such a concept,212 but rather to 
signify a thing by means of the concept, which presupposes the concept's 
natural signification. It is also clear that a spoken term signifies itself as a 
non-ultimate significate, because it signifies itself neither by imposition nor 
naturally [and] properly (ed1 5 vb), but only naturally in the general sense, 
as was said above (pars. 33, 60). 

(67) In order to recognize the suppositions of terms, it can be inferred 
from what has been said above that, when a spoken term in a spoken sentence 
is taken (accipitur) or supposits for a concept, or for a mental term properly 
so called, to which it is subordinated in signifying, then it is taken or 
supposits for a non-ultimate significate.213 Also, when it supposits or is taken 
for itself, or what is like itself, it is taken for a non-ultimate significate.214 
In these cases, some people say it has 'material' supposition.215 But when it is 
taken for the thing it signifies ultimately by imposition, it is said to have 
'personal' supposition, because then it supposits for its ultimate significate.216 

(68) It can also be inferred (ed2 11 vb) that, because a mental term 
properly so called in a mental sentence is always taken naturally for the thing 
that it ultimately signifies naturally [and] properly, therefore it always 
supposits for its ultimate significate - it always supposits personally and 
never materially.217 These things must be looked at in depth in a special 
treatise on suppositions.218 Therefore, let these few points be enough for 
now. 

(69) Note further that to be categorematic or syncategorematic in 
signification or in function applies to a spoken term taken significatively and 
personally219 in just the same marmer as [it does] to a mental term properly 
so called. For all [the characteristics] that apply to a spoken term taken 
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significatively and personally apply to it by means of its relation and sub
ordination to a mental term properly so called,220 which naturally [and] 
properly signifies in the one way or the other - namely, categorematically or 
syncategorematically - in the manner explained above (pars. 11-15). Thus a 
spoken term is called categorematic in signification if, significatively and 
personally taken, it signifies some thing or things by means of the supposi
tion221 it actually has. For instance, the spoken term 'man', or 'people', and 
so on. In describing such categorematic (ed1 6ra) or syncategorematic terms 
one must speak after the pattern of what was said about mental [terms], 
always adding the phrase (complexum) 'significatively and personally taken'. 

(70) There is still one thing, [however, that has to be said about spoken 
terms and] that was not said [about mental terms] . One kind of spoken term 
is merely categorematic, like the term 'man', [and] another kind is syncate
gorematic, like the term 'every'. [But] a third kind is a spoken term partly 
categorematic and partly syncategorematic. It is 'mixed', and is such that it 
can be resolved into two terms, one of which is purely categorematic and the 
other purely syncategorematic. The spoken terms 'nothing', 'nil', or 'some
thing' are like this - and in general all the signs of universality and partic
ularity [when they are] in the neuter gender and do not express substantives. 
For instance, 'everything' (omne), 'something' (aliquid), and so on.222 These 
terms are said [to be] 'mixed' out of a categorematic [term] and a syncate
gorematic one. 

(71) In the mind, as a matter of fact, there corresponds to such terms a 
complex concept [made up] of a syncategorematic act and a categorematic 
mental term, into which [the 'mixed' spoken terms] are mentally resolved. 
For instance, when the word 'something' (aliquid) is said, it is resolved as 
'some being' (aliquod ens). It is clear that [in this case] there is in the mind a 
connecting (complexio) of terms, one of which is purely syncategorematic223 
and the other purely categorematic.224 

(72) It also follows from this that all adjectival verbs225 - such as 'read/ 
reads' (lego/legis), 'run/runs' (curro/curtis), and so on - are partly categore
matic in signification and partly syncategorematic in signification, and so are 
'mixed'. In the mind there in fact corresponds to those [verbs] a complex 
concept that embraces the concept of the verbal copula, which (ed2 12ra) is 
an act syncategorematic in signification,226 connecting and uniting by way of 
separating the predicate and the subject.227 Such an act, even though it is 
syncategorematic in signification, [is] nevertheless categorematic in 
function.228 [The concept corresponding to one of these mixed verbs] 
embraces also the concept of its participle, which is categorematic in significa-
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tion. So from all this it is clear that an adjectival verb in the mind is not one 
incomplex concept, bur rather is a complex concept embracing two concepts. 

(73) Some spoken terms too are categorematic terms in signification, but 
are (ed 1 6rb) syncategorematic in function. Other terms are syncategorematic 
in signification and categorematic in function.229 As an example of the fIrst 
kind, [there are] adjectives taken merely adjectivally, such as 'white', 'black', 
and so on.230 Also, some adverbs, like 'well', 'badly', 'strongly', 'quickly', and 
so on.231 As an example of the second kind, [there is] the verb 'am/are/was' 
(sum/es/fui) tertium adjacens,232 which is called a substantival verb233 and 
is subordinated to a concept that connects the predicate with the subject. 
It is purely syncategorematic in signification because it signifies no thing or 
things. On the other hand, it is categorematic in function because it can be 
apposited with respect to a noun in the nominative case. This accords with 
what the Philosopher says in the fIrst part of the De interpretatione, "If you 
say nothing but 'is' (est purum), it is, to be sure, nothing" - that is, it 
signifIes nothing - "but it signifies a certain composition that cannot be 
understood without the extremes.,,234 

(74) Again, one kind of spoken term is of fIrst imposition or of frrst 
intention, which is the same thing. Another kind is of second imposition or of 
second intention.235 A spoken term offrrst imposition is a [spoken] 236 term 
that, in virtue of the imposition it actually has, signifIes (a) a thing that is not 
a sign of another thing, or (b) [a thing] insofar as it is not a sign,237 or (c) a 
thing signified [by convention] 238 by some term,239 insofar as it is not 
signified [by convention] by another term.240 For instance the spoken terms 
'man', 'ass', 'lion', and so on. A term like this is subordinated in signifying to 
a mental term properly so called, which is called a 'first241 intention'. That 
was discussed on another occasion above (pars. 21-25). 

(7S) Terms like this are called 'names of things', and are said [to be] 
'of frrst imposition' because their imposition does not presuppose the im
position of another term.242 On the other hand, they are said to be 'offtrst 
intention' because there corresponds to them in the mind a concept that 
is a frrst intention. 

(76) But a spoken term of second imposition or of second intention is a 
[spoken] 243 term that, in virtue of the imposition it actually has, signifies (a) 
a thing that is a (ed 1 6va) sign of another thing, insofar as it is a sign, or (b) a 
thing signified by another term, insofar as it is signified [by convention] 244 

by that term. As examples of the frrst kind, [there are] the terms 'genus', 
'species' , 'universal' , 'predicable', 'characteristic property' (proprium), 
'argumentation', 'noun', 'verb', and so on. Terms like these are called 'names 
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of names'.245 As an example Of the second sort, the terms 'univocal', 
'univocalled', 'equivocal', 'equivocalled' (univocum, univocatum, aequivocum, 
aequivocatum) are terms of second imposition because, in virtue of an 
imposition made by convention (ed2 12rb), they signify things that are not 
signs, [but] nevertheless insofar as those things are signified by convention 
by other terms.246 Terms like these are said to be 'of second imposition' 
because their imposition presupposes another term's imposition and 
signification.247 

(77) This can be clarified as follows. If the term 'animal' were not first 
imposed to signify things differing in species, the term 'genus', which is of 
second imposition, would not signify the term 'animal'. For this reason, if 
'animal' were to fall away from its signification, 'genus', in virtue of the 
imposition it now has, would no longer signify that term. Hence it is 
deservedly said to be 'of second imposition'. The same term is said to be 'of 
second intention' because there corresponds to it in the mind a concept that 
is a second intention,248 to which it is subordinated in. signifying. 

(78) Two things can be inferred from all this. First, no mental term 
properly so called should be said to be of first imposition or of second 
imposition, because none of them is imposed to signify, but rather it signifies 
by its nature, as was said (par. 31).249 

(79) Second, it can be inferred that if the same spoken term is said to be 
'taken [both] first intentionally and second intentionally' (primae intention
aliter et secundae intentionaliter) - that is to say, to be 'of [both] first 
intntion and second intention' - that cannot be done univocally. Rather 
every such term that is able to be taken in this way is an equivocal term. For 
it is subordinated in signifying to several non-synonymous whole concepts. 
Therefore, it is impossible (ed l 6vb) for the same spoken term, taken 
univocally, to be of [both] first intention and second intention. 

(80) Many other things could be said. They will be [simply] assumed, 
[however] , since they are clear enough from what has been said above about 
mental terms.250 

(81) Again, some spoken terms are absolute, while others are connotative. 
Now being absolute and being connotative apply to a term by imposition, 
that is, because it is subordinated in signifying to a mental term properly so 
called that is naturally absolute or connotative in signifying. Hence one has to 
say the same thing about such spoken terms as was said above about mental 
terms (pars. 41-48). 

(82) Certain things follow from all this. First, the whole reason why a 
spoken term signifies this or that thing is that it is subordinated by con-
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vention to a concept or mental term properly so called that naturally [and] 
properly signifies this or that thing. 

(83) It follows as a corollary from this that a significative utterance's or 
word's (dictionis) reason for signifying is nothing but the concept or act of 
knowing that apprehends the thing signified. Thus, those people are wasting 
their time and working to no purpose who try to posit, as a reason (ed2 l2va) 
for signifying, some251 entity existing in the utterance, in virtue of which the 
utterance is formally significative. The reason for signifying is not in the 
signifying utterance, but rather in the understanding that apprehends the 
signified thing.252 

(84) Second, it can be inferred that a spoken term is said to signify in this 
way or that - nominally or verbally, adjectivally or substantivally, absolutely 
or connotatively - because it is subordinated by convention to a concept or 
mental term properly so called that naturally signifies in this way or that -
nominally or verbally, adjectivally or substantivally, absolutely or connota
tively. 

(85) I infer from this furthermore that the whole reason why a spoken 
term is a noun or a verb, or belongs to another part of speech, is that it is 
subordinated by convention to a concept or mental term properly so called 
(ed 1 7ra) that naturally is a noun or verb, or belongs to another part of 
speech. Hence no 'modes of signifying', distinguished according to the 
number of the parts of speech, are to be maintained for significative utter
ances. For there are no such things added on to those utterances.253 

(86) Third, it follows that one spoken term is said to govern or need 
another term - for instance, a verb its name (nomen), or one name another 
name - and another spoken term is said to be united to another term 
transitively or intransitively insofar as such terms are subordinated by con
vention to concepts or mental terms properly so called to which these 
[properties] apply naturally - that is, to govern and to be governed, and to 
unite and to be united transitively or intransitively. 254 

(87) It follows from this also that it is unneeded, unnecessary and in fact 
useless to posit, in the case of words, modes of signifying added on to utter
ances in such a way that they are the cause of governing or construction in 
speech.255 Rather governing and construction apply to spoken terms through 
a subordination, made by convention, to mental terms properly so called. 
This subordination is nothing but the subordinating Will256 or understanding, 
or else the spoken terms themselves that are subordinated to mental ones.257 

(88) Finally, I infer from all this that those people are completely wasting 
their time and working to no purpose - they throwaway their effort - who 
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try to posit modes of signifying added on to utterances so that those utter
ances signify in this way or that, or so that they come to belong to some part 
[of speech], or [so that] one may govern another or be construed with 
another.258 

(89) Let the above suffice for spoken terms. What must be said about 
written terms and menta1259 ones improperly so called conforms entirely to 
[what was said] about spoken terms, because they [too] signify in this way 
by convention.260 



<Insolubles> 

(Jntroduction> 

(90) (ed1 7rb, ed2 12vb, MS 205ra) Now261 there is such a great difficulty 
with so called 'insolubles' that the human understanding, wandering around 
in it as if in the labyrinth of Daedalus, is scarcely strong enough to fmd a way 
out. Rather, claiming to attack [this difficulty, the understanding] is 
observed to enter into it; [but soon] it may seem that [there is] an equal or 
[even] a greater [difficulty] coming back OUt.262 Thus - although many 
people have held differing and opposed views on this issue263 - I at any rate, 
searching among such a great variety of opinions for a way of avoiding and 
getting rid of the difficulty, found that no [solution] that does this has been 
demonstrated by anyone to my complete satisfaction. Therefore, I proposed 
to compile this264 brief treatise, God leading, in which I shall try to explain a 
likely way out, a way through which the root of the difficulty, and the 
solution that goes to that root, will be easily visible to all ingenious people 
who pay diligent attention. 

(91) Now since there are two major difficulties here - (i) one a general 
difficulty about the cause of the truth and falsehood of sentences, (ii) the 
other a special difficulty about the truth and falsehood of sentences having 
reflection on themselves265 - therefore we must treat them in order. 266 

With respect to (i), we have to see two things: (a) fust, what a sentence is, 
especially in the case of a mental sentence, which is properly called a sentence 
(pars. 92-137); and (b) second, what a true or a false sentence is, and why 
(pars. 138-238).267 With respect to (ii), we must also268 see two things: (c) 
fust, what a sentence having reflection on itself is, and the different kinds of 
such [sentences] (pars. 239-336); (d) second, what and how one is to reply 
to the sentences that are generally called 'insolubles' (pars. 337-383) (ed1 
7va). Thus, in accordance with all this, the present treatise will contain four 
chapters.269 

35 
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(Chapter 1: What a Sentence Is> 

(92) Therefore, among the fIrst items of business, in order to proceed from 
what is better to what is less known, we must see what a sentence is. On this 
point, I shall frrst270 set out some important premises (pars. 93-98). Second, 
I shall solve a diffIcult point of doubt concerning the mental sentence, which 
alone is a sentence properly so called (pars. 99-137). 

(93) First therefore note that the term 'sentence' is applied by analogy 
to the mental, the spoken and the written sentence. It signifIes the mental 
one prior to the spoken or written one.271 Thus the spoken sentence and the 
written [sentence] are subordinated to the mental [sentence]. 272 On the 
other hand, a spoken and a written [sentence] need not be subordinated to 
one another, as many people claim.273 For if one reads a written sentence 
(MS 20Srb), or understand it,274 [either] he understands what is ultimately 
signified275 by it or he does not. If not, then such an inscription is not a 
sentence to him, just as the utterance corresponding to it does not signify 
anything to him.276 If he does, then the written sentence (ed2 13ra) imme
diately represents the mental one to him. It need not represent the spoken 
one.277 But in order for an utterance or an inscription to be a sentence, it has 
to represent a mental [sentence] ,278 and by means of that whatever and 
howsoever [the latter] signiftes externally. It is always this way, although the 
understanding does not always perceive whether it is this way or not, or 
notice this kind of subordination. 

(94) Second, note that some mental sentences like this signify purely 
naturally, while others signify not only naturally but [also] by convention, 
just as all spoken or written [sentences] always signify by convention.279 
Thus, mental sentences that are not likenesses of utterances or inscriptions 
signifying by convention do not differ among men in accordance with the 
differences among those [utterances and inscriptions]. Rather they are280 

speciftcally the same for all [men] 281 insofar as they signify naturally and are 
sentences naturally, and not by convention. For instance, the mental sentence 
corresponding to the spoken [sentence] 'A man is an animal'. 

(95) On the other hand, there are other [mental] sentences that are 
images or likenesses of spoken or written ones. They are either drawn into 
(ed 1 7vb) the soul from exterior utterances or inscriptions or else are 
fabricated (fictae) by [the soul] itself.282 They are not of the same kind 
(rationis) for all men. Rather some are in Greek and others, signifying the 
same [way], are in Latin. In the same manner, the spoken or written 
sentences a Greek utters or writes283 outwardly are other than those, signify-
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ing the same [way] ,284 that a Latin utters or writes. Anyone can observe 
sentences of this sort when he keeps silent with his mouth but speaks with his 
heart by forming likenesses of what he would utter outwardly if he were to 
speak with his mouth.28s Therefore, although such sentences are naturally 
representations of utterances or inscriptions, they nevertheless represent by 
convention what is signified conventionally by such inscriptions or utterances. 
Thus, like utterances or inscriptions, they signify by convention, and are 
sentences by convention just as those [utterances or inscriptions] are.286 For 
instance, the mental sentence that is a natural representation of the spoken 
[sentence] 'A man is an animal', when it represents by convention whatever 
the spoken [sentence] signifies. This is clear to anyone who considers it. 

(96) Now [mental sentences of] the first kind287 are properly288 
sentences, but those of the second kind289 are not. Neither are spoken or 
written [sentences]. This is what I shall understand when I speak below of a 
mental sentence properly so called.290 

(97) Third, note also that since the term 'sentence' is an analogous term, 
as was said (par. 93), it should not be described in complete generality, but 
rather in different ways according as it is restricted to one or another of its 
signfficates.2!H Thus a mental sentence properly so called can be described as 
follows: It is a mental expression (oraOO) [that is] naturally true or false. A 
spoken or written sentence, on the other hand, (ed2 13rb) can be described 
as follows: It is a spoken or written expression (MS 20Sva) Signifying by 
convention [what is] true or false.292 The same thing can be said analogously 
about a mental [sentence] improperly293 so called as was said about a spoken 
or written sentence. Thus it can be defined as follows: It is a mental 
expression signifying by convention [what is] true or false. 

(98) Hence in general every sentence signifying by convention, whether 
mental or spoken or written, should be described by means of [the phrase] 
'to signify [what is] true or false'. For every such [sentence] signifies (ed l 

8ra) a true or false mental sentence properly so called. On the other hand, a 
metal sentence properly so called should be described by means of [the 
phrase] 'to be true or to be false', 294 because such [a sentence] need not 
signify [what is] true or false,29s as will be more apparent later on (par. 
163).296 One must pay dilligent attention to these [three] important 
points297 in what follows.298 

(99) With these things as premises, there arises a most serious point of 
doubt about what was said above: Is a mental sentence essentially put 
together out of several partial acts of knowing, one of which is the subject, 
another the predicate and another the copula? In general, it seems to every-
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one to be SO,299 because of the fact that every sentence is an expression, as 
was said (par. 97), and every expression - [or] at least [every] complete 
(perfecta)300 one - seems to be put together in this way. First, because every 
expression is complex, which does not seem to be the case unless it is 
put together in the way described. Second, because it belongs to the 
[very] notion of an expression that every expression has parts each one 
of which, when separated, signifies something of what is signified by the 
whole.lOl 

(100) Concerning this doubt, I shall first explain one opinion (pars. 
100-111) and then set out a reply (pars. 112-137). One has to know, there
fore, that there was one view held by a subtle and solemn Doctor302 who 
takes the negative side on this question. First, he claims that no mental 
sentence of whatever kindlO3 is put together in the manner described. 

(101) To prove this, he gives the following line ofreasoning: Otherwise 
it would follow that there could be two mental sentences signifying naturally 
and not by convention, completely alike and of the same specific kind 
(rationis),304 such that one of them would be possible [and] indeed true 
while the other [would be] impossible. The consequent is false, since all such 
[pairs of] sentences adequately305 signify the same, and consequently if the 
one is true and possible, then the other one is too. 

(102) The [above] inference306 is shown [as follows]: The mental 
sentence to which the spoken one 'Every whiteness is an entity,107 is sub
ordinatedis possible and in fact true. But that to which the spoken [sentence] 
'Every entitylO8 is a whiteness' is subordinated is impossible.309 Now (ed2 
13va) if they were put together (ed l 8rb) in the manner described, then the 
parts of the one would be completely like and of the same species as the parts 
of the other. And they would be in the same first, indivisible subject.3lo Con
sequently, the parts of the one could not differ from the parts ofthe other in 
their order,311 or in [any] other relation among themselves or to their 
wholes.312 Hence the sentences would be of the same specific kind. It is not 
(MS 205vb) intelligible that there should be two wholes, of which each part 
of the one is like some part of the other and conversely, and however one 
[part] is related to its whole or to the other parts of its whole, so [too] the 
one like it in the other whole is related to its whole and its parts - unless 
those wholes are alike and ofthe same kind.313 

(103) Second, there does not appear to be [any] possible way for such 
a putting together [to take place] . For if someone who is not affirming or 
denying anything should [nevertheless] have some simple acts of knowing, 
and thereafter form a sentence [out of them] , it is not apparent what change 
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has taken place in them by which they are put together with one another 
any more than [they were] before.314 

(104) Third, there is no apparent reason why the one part will be the 
subject or the predicate of the whole any more than the other [part will], 
or conversely. For they are in the same first subject.31s Thus, either neither 
one will be the subject or predicate - and if that is so, then no mental 
sentence316 will be a composite in the sense described - or else both will be 
the subject and317 the predicate - and so numerically the same sentence will 
be true and impossible,318 just as one of the subordinated [sentences] will be 
true and the other one will be impossible, as is clear in the example above 
(par. 102).319 This seems completely false. Therefore, [no mental sentence 
is put together in this way] . 

(10S) But perhaps someone might say to all this that, although the parts 
of such sentences are alike and in the same first subject,320 nevertheless 
because of the different order of their production, different sentences result, 
and specifically the same part is not the subject in one [sentence] and the 
predicate in the other. Rather in one it is the subject, [and] its like is the 
predicate in the other. For the subject of the one is specifically like the 
predicate of the other, and conversely.321 

(106) Likewise, the part of the sentence produced earlier is the subject; 
on the other hand, the part produced later is the predicate.322 

(107) The above opinion takes exception to this reply (ed1 8va). First, 
because there is no reason to maintain a succession like this in the production 
[of a mental sentence] . 

(108) For first, it would be strange indeed if the understanding were 
unable to produce a whole sentence all at once, since that is its perfection.323 

(109) Second, God at least could produce in the understanding the parts 
of such sentences all at once. And then the above difficulty would remain. 

(110) Third, [even] given such a succession in the production [of a 
mental sentence], the argument is not blocked by that fact. For, insofar as 
the parts of each are completely alike and the subject [is] the same,324 the 
succession in production will not make different wholes result. For whether 
an animal's hand is generated before (ed2 13vb) its foot is, or whatever other 
order there might be in generating its members - provided that the members 
are not unlike one another, but that similar ones are generated - specifIcally 
distinct kinds of body would not result.32S Clearly the same thing holds for 
natural cases and for artificial ones. For instance, it is also clear in the case of 
the production of house. And so it seems to be in the present case. Hence 
[the objection is irrelevant] . 
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(111) Furthermore, the above opinion326 claims and infers from what 
has been said that an affirmation (MS 206ra) and a negation in the under
standing should not, as many think, be called 'composite' or 'complex' acts in 
the sense that they are essentially put together out of such distinct partial 
acts of knowing, one of which is the subject and another the predicate. 
Rather, according to this opinion, they should be called 'complex' because 
they are equivalent in signifying to the several utterances or inscriptions that 
make up the spoken or written sentence, or because they signify a com
position or division among beings, after the fashion of the Commentator's 
remark on Metaphysics VI, comment 8,327 who says that a true affirmative 
signifies a composition among beings, and a true negative a division.328 Thus 
this opinion's reply to the first doubt and difficulty329 is clear. 

(112) But, even though the above opinion (pars. 100-111) can be main
tained and given persuasive support, nevertheless it does not seem to me to 
contain the truth completely. Therefore I shall set out, according to my own 
view (ed J 8vb) certain conclusions (pars.113-l37) bearing on the above doubt. 

(113) The first of these is: Every mental hypothetical sentence is 
essentially put together out of several partial acts of knowing. 

(114) Proof· Some hypothetical is put together in this way; therefore, 
every [other one is] too. The inference holds because there seems [to be] no 
greater reason for one [to be so put together] than [there is] for [any] other. 330 

(115) The antecedent is clear.331 First, because of 332 the copulative 
hypothetical to which there corresponds a spoken [sentence made up] of 
contradictory parts - such as the sentence 'Socrates runs and Socrates does 
not run'. A sentence like that signifies Socrates to run and Socrates not to 
run. But no simple act of knowing - that is, one not put together out of 
several specifically distinct parts - can signify in that way. For just as it is 
opposed (repugnat) to the concept that is the natural and proper representa
tion of a man that it should be the natural and proper representation of an 
ass, so [too] it seems to be as much or more opposed to the concept that 
naturally represents Socrates to run that it should naturally represent 
Socrates not to run.333 Therefore, the mental sentence in question is put 
together out of several acts of knowing, one of which signifies Socrates to run 
and another Socrates not to run. Thus I have my point. 

(116) Second, any conditional mental sentence is an inference,334 and 
any inference335 has an antecedent and a consequent out (ed2 14ra) of which 
it is put together, in such a way that the antecedent is not the consequent or 
vice versa. Therefore, [some mental hypotentical sentence is put together in 
the way described] . 
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(117) Third, any [mental] syllogism - indeed, any mental inference -
is a hypothetical sentence.336 And it is certain that any such syllogism is put 
together out of premises and a conclusion that are distinct parts. For it is 
possible (stat) to assent to one and not the other, as is clear. Therefore, [some 
mental hypothetical sentence is put together in the way described] . 

(118) It is clear from all this that the above opinion is not true for just 
any mental sentence in general, as he seems to claim. Neither - meaning him 
no disrespect - do his reasons sufficiently prove it to be true in general, both 
for the categorical sentence and for the hypothetical. Nor do they work 
against the above conclusion, as can easily be made clear.337 

(119) The second conclusion: No categorical mental sentence (MS 
206rb) is essentially put together out of several partial acts of knowing, one 
of which is the subject, another (ed l 9ra) the predicate and another the 
copula. I understand this [to apply] to the case of a simply categorical 
sentence to which there corresponds a spoken [sentence] with a simple 
subject, predicate and copula. I say this because of sentences with a hypo
thetical extreme. For some of these, perhaps, the same thing has to be said on 
this question as [has to be said] for the hypotheticals correlated with them 
(sibi proportionalibus).338 

(120) [This second] conclusion is proven first of all by the line of 
reasoning [given] (pars. 101-110) for the above opinion, which seems to 
yield this conclusion obviously enough.339 

(121) Nevertheless it is possible to attack that line of reasoning by 
saying that the two mental [sentences] to which the two spoken ones 'Every 
whiteness is an entity' and 'Every entity is a whiteness' are subordinated, even 
though they are put together out of several parts, still the parts of the one are 
not completely like or of the same species as the parts of the other. Rather 
the subject of the ftrst [sentence] is the concept of whiteness representing 
whiteness confusedly and distributively. And the predicate of the second 
[sentence] is the concept of whiteness representing whiteness merely con
fusedly. It would be said that two such concepts differ in species.340 

(122) But whatever happens about that, it does not avoid the difficulty. 
First, because the [difficulty] 341 (pars. 101-102) cannot be effectively 
disproved.342 Second, because the proof [of the objection] (par. 121) is not 
apparent. Third, because there still remains the difftculty of the second and 
third reasons and their confrrrning arguments (pars. 103-104).343 

(123) Second, the same conclusion (par. 119) is proven because if it 
were not true it would follow that several accidents, belonging to the same 
most specific species344 and not essentially making up [something that is] 



42 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

naturally and by itself a unit (non facientia unum per se naturaliter),345 would 
be in the same subject346 at the same time. The consequent is false and con
trary to the intention of the Philosopher in Book V of the Metaphysics347 and 
in the De sensu et sensato. 348 [It is] also against reason. For two accidents 
belonging to the same species [and] existing in the same understanding - for 
instance, several degrees of delight or of cognition - make up [something 
that is] by itself a unit, namely, one [act of] cognition or delight, either 
more or less intense.349 This is generally held. Neither does there appear to be 
[any] reason (ed2 14rb) why it should be so for some accidents and not be so 
for some others that exist in the same understanding350 and belong to the 
same species.3S1 Therefore, the [above] consequent appears [to be] false.352 

(124) But the inference353 is proven, because if the two mental 
sentences to which the two spoken ones 'A man is (ed1 9rb) an animal' [and] 
'A man is not an ass' correspond are put together in the way my adversary354 
says, then they will have subjects355 that do not make up [something that is] 
by itself a unit.356 And yet those subjects will be two concepts belonging to 
the same species and differing only in number, as is noted.357 Therefore, 
[the inference is valid]. 

(125) From the above a third conclusion is clearly inferred: An affirma
tion or negation in the understanding - or [for that matter] any mental 
expression - should not be called 'complex' because it is essentially put 
together out of several partial acts of knowing. 

(126) Proof: Any [mental] sentence is called a complex act of knowing. 
But, as has been said (par. 119), not everyone of them is put together in the 
way described. Therefore, [they ought not to be called 'complex' for that 
reason] .358 

(127) Second, whether every mental sentence is put together in that 
way (MS 206va) or not, it nevertheless is not contradictory or inconsistent 
that God should be able to make some simple act of knOwing - that is, one 
not put together in the way described - equivalent in signifying to several 
acts of knowing. For that is not inconsistent with [the notion of] a simple 
act of knowing.359 First,36o because many people claim - and it can be 
supported with quite persuasive arguments (val de probabile est) - that the 
concept to which the utterance 'white' corresponds is a simple act of know
ing, and yet is equivalent in signifying to several acts of knowing,361 since it 
Signifies whatever its nominal defmition (quid nominis) or any part of it 
signifies.362 Hence it is generally conceded that [that concept] amounts to 
the same thing as the expression 'thing having inhering in it enough whiteness 
to denominate it,.363 
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(128) Then too [it is not inconsistent with the notion of a simple act of 
knowing], because God's act of knowing, which is most simple [and] re
presents364 every man to be an animal and in general any truth whatever, is 
equivalent in signifying to several acts ofknowing.365 For it signifies as much 
as the sentence 'Every man is an animal' does - indeed, in general, as much as 
any act of knowing does, whether complex or incomplex. That is clear. 
Therefore, it is [also] clear that it is not inconsistent for some simple act of 
knowing, equivalent to a sentence in signifying, to be produced by God. And 
yet it is certain that if there were such [an act of knowing] , it would be a 
sentence. For it would be a true or a false act of knowing (notitia). Neither 
does there appear [to be] any reason why it should not be called a sentence. 
Therefore, [it is not inconsistent for a single act of knowing to be equivalent 
to a sentence in signifying] .366 

(129) The fourth conclusion: A mental expression should not (ed 1 9va) 
be called 'complex' because it is equivalent in signifying to the several utter
ances or inscriptions that make up a spoken or written expression in the way 
described. 367 

(130) Proof: If SO,368 it follows that no mental expression would be 
naturally complex, but only by convention. For any such369 [mental 
expression] is signified370 by convention by an utterance or inscription that 
is put together or complex in the way described.371 But it could [also] be 
signified by convention (ed2 14va) by an incomplex utterance just as it is 
signified by a complex one.372 Thus the mental expression could be complex 
and incomplex at the same time. All of this seems unreasonable. 

(131) The fifth conclusion: Neither should a mental sentence373 be 
called 'complex' because it signifies a composition or division among beings, 
understanding by 'composition or division among beings' some composition 
or division outside the soul. 374 

(132) The conclusion is proven: For there is some mental expression 
that is called 'complex' and yet is not a sentence. For instance, the 
[expression] to which the spoken definition 'animate, sensitive, rational 
substance,375 is subordinated. Such [an expression] does not signify a com
position or division, in the sense [required] by the opposite conclusion,376 
as is clear. Therefore, [the fifth conclusion holds] .377 

(133) Second, the conclusion is proven for the case of a mgntal expres
sion that is a sentence. For the sentence 'God exists' signifies no composition 
in external reality any more than [does] its contradictory.378 Neither does 'A 
chimera does not exist'. It does not signify some division in external reality 
any more than its contradictory [does] .379 For I ask, what is this kind of 



44 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

composition or division, and where is it?380 It does not seem that a sufficient 
answer can be given. This will be clear in the second chapter (par. 160), where 
I shall say what the Commentator understands in Book V of the 
Metaphysics381 (MS 206vb), when he says "a true affirmative signifies a com
position among beings, and a true negative a division". 

(134) Therefore, the above conclusion is clear. From it, and from what 
has been said, it appears that the above opinion does not provide a sufficient 
reason why an affirmation and a negation in the understanding should be 
called a 'complex' act ofknowing.382 

(135) The sixth conclusion (ed 1 9vb): An affirmation or negation in the 
understanding, or [indeed] any mental expression,383 should be called a 
'complex' act of knowing because it is equivalent in signifying to several 
!qJecijically distinct acts of knowing. 384 

(136) Proof: Looking over all the cases (inducendo omnibus), any 
mental expression and only [a mental expression] 385 is equivalent in signify
ing to several acts of knowing. And there does not seem to be any other 
reason why such [an expression] should be called complex, as is clear from 
the above (pars. 129 and 131). Therefore, [the sixth conclusion holds] .386 

(137) From all of this it appears that a mental sentence or expression 
and a spoken and written sentence or expression387 are called 'complex' for 
different reasons. Neither is it necessary that, just as a spoken expression has 
several parts out of which it is put together and of which each one separately 
signifies something, so too a mental one also has several such parts properly 
so called. But it is indeed equivalent in signifying to several acts of knowing 
that can improperly be called its parts. Yet I do not say that this is by reason 
of a composition, but rather only by reason of signification. For these acts of 
knowing signify part by part all those things that such a [mental] expression 
signifies all at once.388 In this way too logicians say that singular terms389 are 
parts of a quantitative whole, not because a quantitative whole is put together 
out of them, but rather because a quantitative whole signifies all at once and 
confusedly all the things that the singular terms signify particularly and 
singularly.390 Therefore, sometimes below I shall use a like manner of 
speaking (ed2 14vb), when I talk391 about the 'parts' of a mental sentence -
both for the sake of common usage and for the sake of the brevity of my 
discourse. And let the above suffice for the first chapter.392 

(Chapter Two: Truth and Falsehood in General> 

(138) Having seen what a sentence is (pars. 92-98), and why it should be 
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called complex (pars. 99-137), we must now see what a true or a false 
sentence is and why. On this point, I shall first set out some conclusions 
(pars. 140-178). Second I shall resolve certain difficult doubts (pars. 179-
238). 

(139) With respect to the first task, notice that the term 'true' is taken 
in two ways. In one way, according as it is a proper attnbute (propria passio) 
of beings. Aristotle takes it this way when he says that 'being' and 'true' are 
converted.393 In this sense nothing is false, taking 'false' (edt lOra) as 'not 
true'. In the other way, [the term 'true'] is taken according as it is a 
differentia of sentences. In this sense logicians say that something is true and 
something is not true. [The term] is taken in this [second] sense in the 
present discussion (MS 207ra). 

(140) First conclusion: A sentence is not true or false because it signifies 
[what is] true or false externally. 394 

(141) Proof: Nothing distinct from every sentence is true or false out
side the soul. Therefore, [the conclusion holds]. The inference is evident39S 

and the antecedent will be apparent below (par. 224). 
(142) Second, assuming that there were [something] true or false out

side the soul [and distinct from every sentence],396 I ask why it is true or 
false. One could not say it is because it signifies further [something] true or 
false. For if there were [something] true or false like this,397 it would signify 
nothing.398 Also, if it were the case [that things true or false outside the soul, 
and distinct from every sentence, signified other things true or false outside 
the soul], there would be an infmite regress, as is clear. Hence, no reason 
could be given why [such a thing] is true or false unless the same reason 
would allow it to be said of a mental sentence that it is true or false, without 
its being said to signify such a true or false [thing] outside the soul.399 There
fore, [the conclusion holds]. 

(143) Third, those who posit such true or false complexly significables400 

outside the soul - [and] their view will be refuted (pars. 191-205) - say 
that such complexly significables are true or false because they can be 
signified by true or false sentences.401 Therefore, one cannot say conversely 
that such sentences are true or false because they signify true or false com
plexly significables.402 Therefore, [once again the conclusion holds]. 

(144) The second conclusion: A sentence is not true or false because its 
subject and predicate supposit for the same, or because they do not supposit 
for the same, whether it is an affirmative or a negative [sentence].403 

(145) Proof; Those who defme a true or false sentence in terms of 
suppositing or not suppositing for the same404 - [and] the above conclusion 
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is directed against them - also give the defmition of supposition (ed2 15ra) in 
which it is said that [supposition] is the taking of a term in a sentence for its 
significate or significates, of which the term is (ed 1 1 Orb) verified40s by 
means of the copula of the sentence in which [the term] occurs.406 Thus 
they defme supposition in terms of verification or in terms of a sentence.407 

They should not, therefore, define the verification of a sentence conversely 
in terms of supposition or in terms of suppositing or not suppositing for the 
same. For circularity (circularisatio) should not occur in the case of defmi
tions. Neither should the same thing be defmed by the same thing - at least 
not in the case of absolute [terms], although it is different for relative 
[terms] .408 Therefore, [the second conclusion holds]. 

(146) Second, there seems to be an exception to the above view409 in 
the case of mental sentences. For, according to what was said above (par. 
119), not every [mental sentence] has a subject and predicate distinct from 
one another. This view assumes the opposite. Therefore, [the view cannot 
apply generally] . 

(147) Third, there is [another kind of] exception to this same view in 
the case of sentences having reflection on themselves,410 as is clear. Hence 
[the view] does not provide a universally applicable cause of the truth or 
falsehood of sentences. Therefore, [it fails] . 

(148) The third conclusion: Any sentence signifying by convention is 
true or false precisely because there corresponds to it a true or false mental 
[sentence] properly so called. 

(149) Proof: Such a sentence signifying by convention is a sentence 
because there corresponds to it a mental [sentence] properly so called. 
Therefore, [the conclusion holds] . The antecedent is clear and conceded by 
all. And the inference is clear, because a sentence is denominated411 'true or 
false' in virtue of the same thing by which it is denominated 'sentence' 
(MS 207rb). 

(150) It follows from this conclusion first that the same spoken or 
written or mental sentence improperly so called can be true or false at the 
same time. This is clear because since each such [sentence] signifies by 
convention, there can correspond to it two mental [sentences] ,one true and 
the other false.412 Therefore, [this first corollary follows] . 

(lSI) Second, it follows as a corollary that the truth or falsehood of any 
spoken or written sentence, or of a mental [sentence] improperly so called, is 
a thing distinct from such a sentence. [This is so] because the truth or false
hood of any such sentence is the mental sentence corresponding to it, which 
alone is properly or naturally true or false.413 Therefore, [the corollary 
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holds]. The inference is clear. The antecedent is clarified as follows: The 
truth or falsehood of a mental, spoken (ed1 lOva) or written sentence signify
ing by convention is that in virtue of which [the sentence] is denominated 
'true' or 'false'. But that happens in virtue of the truth or falsehood of a 
mental sentence properly so called. This is clear from the conclusion (par. 
148).414 

(152) Suppose someone raises an objection to the ftrst corollary (par. 
150), on the grounds that if it were true, it would follow that two sentences 
that contradict one another could be false and true at the same time, which 
violates the law of contradictories.41s I reply by conceding the consequent 
in the case of sentences signifying by convention. The law or rule [of 
contradictories] is not understood [to apply] in those cases. Rather it is 
understood (ed2 15rb) [to apply only] in the case of mental [sentences] 
properly so called and in the case of other [sentences] signifying by con
vention each of which is such that there corresponds to it [exactly] one 
mental [sentence] properly so called. All these things are clear to [anyone] 
who is paying diligent attention. 

(153) The fourth conclusion: Every sentence signifying by convention 
is possible or impossible precisely because there co"esponds to it such416 a 
mental sentence properly so called. 

(154) The proof is like the one above (par. 151).417 The same things 
may be said about contingency and necessity as were said about the truth 
and falsehood and the possibility and impossibility of such sentences (pars. 
148-151). 

(155) It follows fust from this conclusion that the [spoken] sentence 
'No spoken sentence is true'418 is possible. This is clear because the mental 
sentence properly so called corresponding to it is possible. For if there were 
no spoken sentence, that mental [sentence] would be true, as is clear. like
wise, the contradictory of the mental [sentence] is not necessary, as is [also] 
clear. Therefore, [the mental sentence] is not impossible [and so, in virtue 
of the fourth conclusion (par. 153), neither is the spoken sentence sub
ordinated to it] . What I say about this case can [also] be said about 'Every 
spoken sentence is negative' ,419 'Every spoken sentence is particular' ,420 'No 
spoken sentence is universal' ,421 and so too for many other caseS.422 

(156) It follows second that some sentence is possible but nevertheless 
cannot be true according to the signification in virtue of which it is 
possible. 423 This is clear in the case of the spoken [sentence] 'No spoken 
sentence is true' .424 Even though that sentence is possible, as was said (par. 
155), nevertheless it cannot be true according to the signiftcation it now has, 
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and according to which it is possible. For when it exists, it is false425 (ed1 
1 Ovb). Yet it cannot be true unless it exists.426 Therefore, [it cannot be true] . 
What I say about this case can be said [too] for many other cases. Therefore, 
[the claim applies to several cases] .427 

(157) But if someone should ask whether the inference 'Every spoken 
categorical sentence is afftrmative; therefore, none is negative' is a good 
one,428 there is an argument that it is not. For the antecedent (MS 207va) 
can be true without the consequent.429 Therefore, by the definition of a good 
inference,430 it is not a good one. The reply is that the inference is a good 
one. I concede that the antecedent could be true without the consequent. In 
fact, it is able to be true, whereas the consequent is not able to be true 
according to the signification it now has.431 But that does not violate the 
defInition of a good inference.432 Nevertheless it is true that the antecedent 
of the inference cannot be true if its consequent is formed at the same time. 
For with the consequent [so formed], the antecedent cannot be true, as is 
patently clear to [anyone] who looks at it. 

(158) Thus we have seen why sentences signifying by convention are 
true or false. After this, we must see about mental sentences properly so 
called, which signify naturally. There is a greater difficulty in their case. Now 
because they are of many different kinds and no one general rule can be given 
for them all, therefore: (i) First, I exclude from the present consideration all 
hypotehtical sentences433 (ed2 15va). For what must be said about their 
truth or falsehod depends on the demands of their parts, as must be seen 
elsewhere.434 (ii) Second, I exclude sentences that do not have a simple 
verbal copula. For instance, 'Socrates is or is not', 'Socrates is and is not'. For 
they are not simply negative or simply affurnative, but rather mixed. What 
must be said about them is perhaps the same as for the hypothetical sentences 
correlative (proportionalibus) with them.435 (iii) Third, I exclude categorical 
modal sentences. Anyone will be able to see easily what must be said about 
them, once we have seen what has to be said about the assertoric cases. There
fore, for the sake of brevity, I shall speak only about simply categorical 
assertoric sentences. 

(159) The fifth conclusion will be this: Any affirmative mental sentence 
properly so called that is simply categorical (ed 1 lIra) and assertoric, ifit is 
true, is true because howsoever [the case] is Signified to be, [or] to have 
been, or to be going to be, by [that sentence] according to its total significa
tion, so it is, [or] was, or will be [the case]. And any such [sentence], if 
it is false, is false on account of the opposite cause, namely, because some
how, according to [the sentence's] total signification, [the case] is signified 
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to be, [or] to have been, or to be going to be, in a way that is not, [and] was 
not, and will not be [the case]. On the other hand, any negative [mental] 
sentence [properly so called that is simply categorical and assertoric], if it is 
true, is true because howsoever [the case] is signified not to have been, [and] 
not to be, and not to be going to be,436 by [that sentence] according to its 
total Signification, so it is not, [and] was not, and will not be [the case] . And 
any such [sentence], if it is false, is false on account of the opposite cause, 
namely, because somehow, according to [the sentence's] total signification, 
[the case] is signified by it not to be, [and] not to have been, [and] not to 
be going to be, as is, [or] was, or will be [the case] .437 

(160) The proof of this conclusion is by looking over (inducendo) 
all such sentences, affumative as well as negative ones. For it appears that 
the reason [given in the rule] is sufficient to conclude that a mental sentence 
properly so called is true or false. (MS 207vb) And no other reason can be 
provided, as is clear from the first and second conclusions (pars. 140 and 
144). Perhaps the Commentator had this conclusion in mind in Book VI of 
the Metaphysics, in the place mentioned above (pars. 111 and 133),438 where 
it was said that a true affmnative signifies a composition among beings, and a 
true negative a division. Thus by 'to signify a composition among beings' he 
understands nothing else but to signify [the case] to be in some way, as [in 
fact] it is. And to signify a division among beings is nothing else - and he 
does not understand it [to be anything else] - but to signify [the case] not 
to be in some way, as [in fact] it is not. And so the conclusion is clear. From 
it there follow some corollaries, as I show below (pars. 161-164). 

(161) First it follows, contrary to what some who speak [about this] 
say,439 that there is not the same cause why an affirmative sentence is called 
true and the negative one opposed to it is called false. Neither is there the same 
cause in all cases for the truth of the affirmative and for the falsehood of the 
negative opposed to it, or for the falsehood of the affirmative and for the truth 
of the negative opposed to it. This is so, taking 'cause' as we speak about it 
here.44O [The corollary] is clear because, according to them, the affmnative 
'Every (ed2 ISvb) man is an animal' is true because by it (edt llrb), accord
ing to its total signification, it is signified44t that every man is an animal 
(omnem hominem esse animal), and that is [the case] . Now it is certain that 
it is not on account of the same cause that 'A man is not an animal' is false. 
For by [the latter sentence] , according to its total signification, it is not 
signified that every man is an animal, but rather that a man is not an animal, 
as is clear. Therefore, [the sentence] is false because it signifies [the case] in 
some way not to be as [in fact] it is - namely, that a man is not an animal. 
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(162) Second, it follows that no mental sentence properly so called can 
be true and false at the same time. 442 This is clear from the above conclusion 
(par. 159). 

(163) Third, it follows that for no mental sentence properly so called is 
its trnth or falsehood a thing distinct from that sentence. 443 This is clear, 
because if it were [a distinct thing] , that truth or falsehood444 would be 
[either] (i) a thing 'outside the soul', as it is said, that is, something com
plexly significable.445 But we cannot say that, as is clear from the first con
clusion (par. 140)446 and as will appear more clearly below (pars. 185-189 
and 191-205). Or else (ii) it would be a thing in the soul, that is, an absolute 
or relative (respectiva)447 thing inhering [either] in a true or false [mental] 
sentence or else in the soul itself.448 But we cannot say that, because it is 
quite unreasonable, as can be proven very effectively in many ways. But for 
now, the following reason is enough for me: God can destroy that absolute 
or relative thing, [even] while the sentence remains.449 And then the 
sentence would still be true or false,45o [but] not by a truth or falsehood that 
is distinct [from the sentence]. Therefore, the truth or falsehood [would not 
be a thing distinct from the mental sentence properly so called. And if this 
can be so in one case, there is no reason to claim that there is ever a distinct 
truth or falsehood]. What I say about truth or falsehood can also be said 
about possibility and impossibility.451 

(164) Fourth, it follows that even though the reason why a mental 
sentence properly so called is true or false is expressed in a different way than 
the reason why it is possible or impossible, as will be clear in the following 
conclusion (par. 165), nevertheless, when we speak about 'cause' properly, 
the proper causes are completely the same for the truth (MS 208ra) of such 
an expression and for its possibility, or for its falsehood and for its impossi
bility, if it is impossible. This is clear because, since a sentence like this is the 
same as its truth or falsehood, or its possibility or impossibility,452 it follows 
that, speaking properly about 'truth', the causes of a sentence like this453 are 
entirely the same as [the causes] of its truth and (ed1 11 va) possibility, or its 
falsehood and impossibility.454 Therefore, [the corollary holds] . 

(165) The sixth and last conclusion is that any simply categorical [and] 
assertoric affirmative mental sentence properly so called, if it is possible, is 
possible because howsoever [the case] is signified to be, [or] to have been, or 
to be going to be, by [that sentence] according to its total signification, so it 
can be, [or] have been, or be going to be [the case] . And any such sentence, 
if it is impossible, is impossible on account of the opposite cause. What must 
be said about the possibility and impossibility of a negative sentence like this 
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is analogous to the case of (ed2 16m) the truth or falsehood of a negative 
sentence, as that was explained in the preceding conclusion (par. 159). 

(166) This conclusion is proven like the preceding one (par. 160). And 
what has been said about the truth and falsehood (par. 159) [and about] the 
possibility and impossibility (par. 165) of such sentences can be proven 
analogously for their necessity and contingency as well. 

(167) Now in these [last] two conclusions (pars. 159 and 165), we 
encounter three phrases. First, note that the phrase 'simply categorical 
sentence' occurs [there. This is] because of sentences like 'Socrates runs or 
Socrates does not run', 'Socrates is and Socrates is not'. Earlier (par. 158), we 
excluded these from our present consideration because they do not Signify 
only that it is [the case] somehow or that it is not [the case] somehow, but 
rather both at the same time. Therefore, [that is why the phrase 'simply 
categorical sentence' is included in the ftfth and sixth conclusions] . 

(168) Second, note that the phrase 'according to its total signiftcation' 
occurs [in those conclusions (pars. 159 and 165). This is] because perhaps455 
some people would say that the sentence 'A man is not an ass', even though it 
is true, signifies a man not to be, and the [sentence] 'A man is an ass', even 
though it is false, signiftes a man to be. It does456 not, however, signify one 
of these in this way according to its total and proportional signiftcation. 
Rather it is only according to a partial [signiftcation], that is, by reason of 
its parts, that each of these [sentences] signiftes a man to be and also an ass 
to be.457 

(169) Third, note that I put the disjunctive phrase 'to be, or to have 
been, or to be going to be' [in the last two conclusions (pars. 159 and 165). 
This is] because of the different kinds of assertoric sentences, some of 
which are about the present, some about the future and some about the 
past. To this extent, they signify in different ways. 

(170) I do not include here the phrase (edt llvb) 'it is signifted for 
now' (pro nunc), which some people add in order to rule out the ampliation 
of the verb 'is signifted' .458 For, since we are speaking here about a mental 
sentence, which naturally and always signiftes in the same way, the phrase 
'for now' would be a superfluous addition. 

(171) From the above (MS 208rb) conclusion (par. 165) and the fourth 
one (par. 153), other corollaries follow. The ftrst is that this spoken sentence 
is an impossible one: 'This is true: 'A man is an ass',' indicating459 the mental 
sentence properly so cailed to which the spoken sentence 'A man is an ass' 
co"esponds. This is clear because the mental sentence properly so called that 
corresponds to it460 is impossible. For every sentence signifying that the 
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mental [sentence] 'A man is an ass' is true signifies [the case] to be somehow 
as it is impossible for [the case] to be, since it is impossible for that [mental 
sentence] to be true. Therefore, it is clear that the inference 'This is true: 'A 
man is an ass'; therefore, a man is an ass' is a good one when we understand 
the antecedent in the above way.461 For just as the antecedent is impOSSible, 
so [too is] the consequent. 

(172) Second it follows that this spoken sentence (ed2 16rb) is a 
possible one: 'This is true: ~ man is an ass', ' indicating the spoken or written 
sentence, or the mental one improperly so called to which [sentence] ~ man 
is an ass' corresponds. 462 This is clear because the mental sentence properly 
so called that corresponds to it463 is a possible one. Therefore, [so too is the 
spoken, written or mental sentence improperly so called]. The inference 
holds.464 The antecedent is apparent, because that mental [sentence] signifies 
that a sign like this,465 signifying by convention, is true. And, even though 
that is not so under the signification the sign now has according to which it 
[now] signifies, so that the mental [sentence] is [now] false, nevertheless it 
is quite possible for it to be so. Indeed, that mental [sentence] will be true 
tomorrow, if we stipulate that tomorrow the signification of the sign 'A man 
is an ass', signifying by convention, will be changed, and [that the sign] will 
be imposed to signify just as the sentence 'God exists' does. Then it will be 
true.466 All this is clear. Therefore, [the corollary holds]. 

(173) Suppose someone argues as follows: This is true: 'A man is an ass'. 
Therefore, the mental sentence that corresponds to it (ed1 12ra) and is 
properly so called is true. Furthermore: The mental sentence properly so 
called that corresponds to it is true. But the mental sentence like that is the 
[mental] sentence 'A man is an ass'. Therefore, [that mental sentence] is 
true. The consequent is impossible, as the frrst corollary says (par. 171). 
Therefore, the antecedent [is impossible too]. But there appears to be 
nothing impossible there except [the step] 'This is true: 'A man is an ass'.' 
Therefore, that will be impossible.467 

(174) The reply is to concede both inferences and to concede that the 
consequent468 last inferred is not possible. But I also say that the 
antecedent469 is impossible not on account of the impossibility of some 
[one] of its parts by itself, but rather on account of the impossibility of the 
parts [taken together]. For these two [sentences] are incompossible: 'The 
mental sentence properly so called corresponding to the [sentence] 'A man is 
an ass' is true' and 'That mental sentence is this one 'A man is an ass',' 
indicating the mental [sentence] that now corresponds [to 'A man is an ass']. 
For, even though the frrst [of these sentences] is false, yet it is not 
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impossible.470 And the second one [is] possible - in fact [it is] true. Never
theless the one is not consistent with (non stat cum) the other. Therefore, the 
possibility of the fust antecedent [above]471 is clear.472 Hence it is [also] 
clear why the inference 'This is true: 'A man is an ass'; therefore, a man is an 
ass,473 is not valid, when the antecedent is taken as in the second corollary 
(par. 172).474 For [quite] simply, the antecedent taken in this way (MS 
208va) is possible, while the consequent475 is impossible. From all of this it 
is clear how the [sentence] 'This is possible: 'A man is an ass" must be dis
tinguished.476 

(175) Third it follows that the sentence "Creator' signifies whatever is 
not a creator' is not possible, if we take the subject in simple supposition, 477 

insofar as it supposits for the mind's concept, signifying naturally and not by 
convention, that co"esponds to the utterance 'creator'. This is clear because 
in that case the sentence signifies that the concept mentioned signifies what
ever is not a creator - which is not possible, as is clear (ed2 16va) to 
[anyone] who looks at it - [and] therefore from that [sentence] 478 the 
[sentence] 'The creator is not a creator' correctly follows. Yet the latter is 
not possible.4'19 

(176) Fourth it follows that the sentence (ed 1 12rb) , 'Creator' signifies 
whatever thing is not a creator' is a possible sentence, if we take the subject 
in material supposition, that is,480 insofar as it supposits for the spoken or 
written term signifying by convention. This is clear because 'creator' is taken 
personally on the side of the predicate,481 and [so] is taken for the significate 
it now has - namely, for God alone. On the side of the subject [the term] is 
taken materially, as was said.482 Thus the sense is that such a term signifying 
by convention signifies everything other than what is now a creator, that is, 
[other than] God. Now that is quite possible by means of a new imposition, 
as was said.483 Hence, from [the above sentence484 so taken], 'The creator is 
not a creator' does not follow, where both terms supposit personally according 
to the signification they now have.485 For the latter [sentence] is impossible. 

(177) Now it has been shown that the fust [sentence] 486 is possible. 
Yet, even though it is possible, I say that it cannot be true, however [the 
term] 'creator' is imposed to signify. For if 'creator' is imposed to Signify 
creatures, the sentence "Creator' signifies whatever is not a creator' is still 
false. In that case [the term] 'creator' on the side of the predicate would 
[also] be taken for creatures,487 which it would then signify by imposition. 
Thus, [the sentence] cannot be true if we retain the signification of the 
negation 'not'. For it is impossible that a fmite term and an infmite term -
for instance, 'creator' and 'non-creator' - should be converted with one 
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another.488 Yet this follows 489 if [the sentence] could be true when, as we 
said, we keep the signification of the negation 'not'. 

(178) But suppose someone objects against what I just said - namely, 
that some mental term signifies by convention490 - as follows: If so, it 
follows that mental terms could be equivocal like spoken or written terms. 
And that is generally denied.49l The reply is to concede the inference. And I 
say that it is wrong to deny [that mental terms can be equivocal] . For the 
mental term that is a natural likeness of the term 'dog,492 signifies equivocally 
the same thing that the utterance 'dog' signifies.493 This is clear enough from 
the second point noted in the fust chapter494 (pars. 94-95) (ed l 12va). 
From the above it is clear how [the sentence] (MS 208vb) "Creator' Signifies 
whatever is not a creator' must be distinguished.495 

(179) Now that we have proven these conclusions (pars. 140, 144, 148, 
153, 159 and 165), it remains to generate and solve some difficult doubts 
concerning them.496 The fust occurs when it is said in the fifth and sixth 
conclusions (pars. 159 and 165) that a mental sentence properly so called 
Signifies 'according to its total signification' that such and such is [the case] 
(aliqualiter esse), or such and such is not [the case]. The question then is 
what the total or adequate Significate is for such a sentence.497 For instance, 
the sentence 'Every man is an animal', according to its total signification, 
signifies every man to be an animal.498 The doubt is over what, in that case, 
the whole significate is, or for what that utterance499 supposits. Now one 
argues as follows: The sentence signifies every man to be an animal. There
fore, every (ed2 16vb) man to be an animal is Signified by it. The inference 
is a good one.5OO And the consequent is a true affirmative. Therefore, its 
subject supposits for something. 501 But it does not supposit for a man, since 
no man is every man to be an animal. 502 And consequently,503 neither [does 
it supposit] for an ass, or for any other incomplex thing.S04 Therefore, it 
supposits for a true complexly 505 significable existing outside the soul. This 
violates the first conclusion of this chapter (par. 140).506 

(180) The second doubt arises because it seems that, in addition to 
every true or false sentence, there is something true or false, or some truth or 
falsehood, outside the soul. First, because God and God's knowledge is a 
truth, and yet they are not a sentence. Therefore, [there is something, besides 
sentences, that is true outside the soul] .507 

(181) Second, because before there was anything besides God, it was 
true that the world was going to exist (mundum fore). And this true [thing] 
was not God, because it was a true contingent, whereas God was a necessary 
being. Therefore, it was a true complexly significable. s08 
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(182) Third, because if no sentence existed, still it would be true that no 
sentence existed. Therefore, in addition to every true sentence, there is some
thing true, or some truth, outside the soul. Therefore, [once again one must 
grant the existence of complexly significables] .509 

(183) The third doubt arises because in the sixth conclusion (par. 165) it 
was said that an impossible sentence signifies [the case) to be somehow as it 
is impossible for [the case] to be. Therefore, it follows that such a sentence 
signifies [something] impossible (ed 1 12vb). Hence it follows that [something] 
impossible is signified by such a sentence. 510 Now the consequent is an affIrm
ative categorical, and the subject of any true affumative supposits for some
thing.511 Hence, I ask, for what does the term 'impossible' supposit [in that 
sentence] ?512 Now it is clear that it does not supposit for some sentence or 
for anything513 outside the soul except only for a complexly significable. 
Therefore, [there are complexly significables]. Thus it seems that the 
first conclusion (par. 140) is inconsistent with the last two (pars. 159 and 
165).514 

(184) These doubts are difficult ones. Hence, concerning them we must 
proceed as follows. First, I shall relate and refute a certain opinion (pars. 
185-209) (MS 209ra). Second, I shall give the proper solution to each of 
these doubts (pars. 210-238). 

(185) Thus there is one opinion515 that claims that the adequate and 
total significate of a sentence is a true or false complexly significable. If some
one should ask whether that is something or nothing, this opinion says516 
that the name 'something', like these others, 'thing' and 'being', which are 
like it,517 can be taken in three senses. In the frrst [and] most general sense, 
insofar as everything complexly or incomplexly significable, whether truly or 
falsely, is called a 'thing' and 'something'. And so the Philosopher51S says in 
the Categories, in the chapter on 'prior' and on the term 'thing', "From the 
fact that a thing is or is not, an expression is called true or false". 519 There he 
takes the term 'thing' for the total significate of a sentence, which according 
to this opinion is a complexly significable. 

(186) In the second sense, 'thing' is taken for everything [that is] 
significable truly - that is, by a true statement (enuntiationem) - whether 
complexly or incomplexly.520 What is (ed2 17ra) signified only falsely is 
called a 'non-being'. The Philosopher takes it in this way in Book V of the 
Metaphysics, in the chapter on being, where he says that the false is not a 
being.521 Ukewise in the first book of the Posterior Analytics. 522 

(187) In the third sense the names mentioned are taken in such a way 
that they signify some essence or existing entity. 
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(188) Thus this opinion says that, taking these terms in the first or in 
the second sense, the total significate or complexly significable, [whether] 
true or false, is something. But if [the term 'something'] is taken in the third 
sense, it is not something. Hence for a man to be an animal is not something, 
but is523 rather to be a rational,524 sensitive,525 organic substance. If one 
infers 'Therefore, for a man to be an animal is nothing', this opinion concedes 
the (ed1 l3ra) consequent if 'nothing' is taken in a way opposite to 'some
thing' taken in the third sense.526 

(189) Further, this opinion says that such complexly significables are 
called true or false for a different reason than sentences [are]. For they are 
called true or false by a certain extrinsic denomination from the true or false 
sentences themselves. He-nce that complexly significable which is significable 
by a true sentence is called true, and that [is called] false which [is signific
able] by a false [sentence]. S27 Such true or false [complexly significables] 
are the objects of science or opinion, of faith or error - and not the sentences 
themselves, according to this opinion.528 Therefore, it is clear what this view, 
which has been sketched enough for our purposes (satis apparentem), has to 
say to the above doubts (pars. 179-183).529 

(190) But this opinion appears to me quite unreasonable and unintel
ligible.530 I would not deem531 it necessary to argue against it, except that 
certain subtle Doctors532 maintain it. For since this opinion concedes some
thing to be an object of science, and yet nothing - that is, no (MS 209rb) 
entity533 - to be that object, which seems to include a contradiction, it is 
therefore hard to argue against this opinion except by begging the question. 
For it would be hard to lead it to a greater inconsistency than the one it 
concedes for free. 534 Nevertheless, I shall set out six conclusions against it 
(pars. 191-204). 

(191) First conclusion: There is arul can be no complexly significable, 
whether true or false, in the sense of the above opinion. 

(192) Prool First, because that opinion has to concede that such a 
complexly significable would be, and yet it would be nothing, and that it 
would be neither a substance nor an accident,535 neither God nor creature.536 
This seems to be absurd. 

(193) Second, that opinion has to concede that those complexly 
significables would be eternal. At least some [of them would]. But this is 
false, because only God is eternal, absolutely speaking. The inference is 
clear. For, according to them,537 there were from eternity for the world to 
be going to exist and for God to exist, [and] they were not God. This is false 
and contrary to the article condemned at Paris, in which it is said "To say 
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that there were from eternity many truths that were not God is an error". 538 
(194) Third, (ed! 13rb) I ask where those complexly significables are.539 

It cannot be said that they are here more than there, or vice versa, because 
there is no apparent reason [for the one any more than for the other].54O 
Neither can it be said that they are everywhere, because that pertains to God 
alone. Therefore, they are nowhere, and so do not exist.54! 

(195) Fourth, if the true sentence' A man is an animal' signifies some true 
complexly significable, [then] for the same (ed2 17rb) reason this opinion has 
to say that the impossible sentence' A man is an ass' signifies an impossible com
plexly significable.542 Thus just as543 it concedes [that] outside the soul [there 
is] something true [that is not a sentence] , so too it has to concede [that] out
side the soul [there is] something impossible that is not a sentence. But this is 
unintel1igble.544 Therefore, it is clearly absurd and altogether superfluous to 
maintain such complexly significables - especially since sentences are not de
nominated true or false by them, but rather conversely, as this opinion says.545 

(196) The second conclusion: Whatever is or can be is complexly 
signijicable. 

(197) This is clear, because whatever is or can be can be signified by a 
complex sentence. For God is a complexly significable in this way by means 
of the sentence 'God exists', and so is any other thing by means of some 
other sentence. From this it is clear that everything incomplexly significable 
is [also] complexly significable, and vice versa. 546 

(198) The third conclusion: Nothing is the adequate or total significate 
of any mental sentence properly so called. 547 

(199) This is clear. For any such [sentence], by reason of its parts to 
which it is equivalent in Signifying,548 signifies several things distinct from 
each other, as is clear to anyone549 who looks at it. Consequently, nothing is 
the total or adequate significate of such a sentence, because nothing is every
thing signified by it.55o Therefore, [the conclusion holds]. 

(200) The fourth conclusion: Whatever is signified by some mental 
sentence properly so called according to its total signification, 551 the same 
thing is signified too by some (MS 209va) part of it or by some part of the 
important552 sentence to which it is equivalent in signifying. 553 Yet somehow 
it is signified by [the sentence], according to its total signification, as is not 
Signified by [any] part of it. 554 

(201) The frrst part is clear from what has been said immediately above 
(par. 199). The second part is apparent from what was said in the fifth and 
sixth conclusions (pars. 159 and 165). For the sentence 'A man is an animal' 
signifies (ed! 13va) somehow according to its total signification - namely, 
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for a man to be an animal555 - as is not signified by any part of it. Therefore, 
[the second part of the conclusion holds too] . 

(202) The fifth conclusion: All mutually contradictory [mental] 556 
sentences properly so called signify entirely the same thing or things, 
although in different ways. 55? 

(203) This is clear enough from the above (par. 200). But suppose 
someone should object to these conclusions558 that, among the articles con
demned at Paris against Master Nicholas of Autrecourt, one is "To say [that] 
the sentences 'God exists' [and] 'God does not exist' signify the same thing, 
although in different ways, is an error" .559 I reply that many of his theses 
were condemned (multa fUerunt condemnata contra eum) out of jealousy, 
and yet later on were publicly conceded in the schools.560 Nevertheless, out 
of deference to the article, I say that it is true for mental sentences improper
ly so called, and for written ones or spoken ones signifying by convention. 
Such contradictories do not signify entirely the same thing. Rather they 
signify mental [sentences] one of which is affIrmative and the other 
negative.56! But that does not violate the above conclusion (par. 202). There
fore, [it has nothing to fear from the authorities] . 

(204) The sixth and last concIsion: For no proper mental sentence562 

does the dictum co"esponding to it, that is, the expression (ed2 17va) in the 
infinitive mood co"esponding to it,563 supposit for any thing when taken 
significatively.564 For instance, this dictum or expression in the infmitive 
mood 'for a man to be an animal' (hominem esse animal). This corresponds 
to the sentence 'A man is an animal'. [But] even though when taken 
materially it supposits for the sentence to which it corresponds,565 never
theless when taken personally or significatively, I say it does not supposit for 
any thing. 

(205) This is clear. For since such an expression so taken signifies several 
things, namely, all those the sentence to which it corresponds signifies,566 
there would be no greater reason why it should supposit for one of those 
significates any more than for another.56? Therefore, [it supposits] either for 
each [of them] or for none.568 But no one would say [it supposits] for each 
[of them], because then the expression 'for a man to be an animal' would 
supposit for an ass.569 Therefore, [it supposits] for none.5?O What is said in 
this case can be said in any other. 

(206) From this it is clear that certain people's opinion is false. They 
say that for God to exist is God, and for a man to be an animal is a man.571 
The above reasoning goes against (ed! 13vb) them. 

(207) Again, by parity of reasoning, for every man to be an animal 
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would be a man. This is false because for no man you indicate is it true to say 
that he is for every man to be an animal. 572 

(208) Again, by parity of reasoning, for a man to be an ass would be a 
man.S73 This is false, because there appears to be no greater reason why it 
would be a man any more than an ass.574 

(209) Again, by parity of reasoning, for a chimera not575 to be a 
chimera would be something.576 This is false, because one cannot say what it 
is - unless perhaps someone says it is God.577 For, by the same reasoning, for 
a chimera not to be a chimera578 would be anything in the world.579 This is 
false and ridiculous. Therefore, [the opinion mentioned in par. 206 is false] . 

(210) (MS 209vb) Now that these things have been set out, I reply to 
the above doubts (pars. 179-183). As for the first one, when it asks what the 
total or adequate significate of a sentence580 is (par. 179), it is clear from the 
third conclusion set out immediately581 [above] (par. 198) what has to be 
said: Nothing is the total significate. 

(211) Again, when it asks for what the expression 'for every man to be 
an animal' supposits when it is taken significatively (par. 179), it is clear from 
the sixth conclusion (par. 204) what has to be said: It supposits for nothing. 

(212) Therefore, when it is asked what it is for every man to be an 
animal (par. 179), the reply is that, if the expression is taken significatively,582 
that is a ridiculous and ill-formed question. [It is] just as if someone asked 
'What is it for every man?' (Quid est omnem hominem?). Hence, when one 
argues 'The sentence 'Every man is an animal' signifies every man to be an 
animal; therefore, every man to be animal is signified by it' (par. 179), I say 
that this is not a good inference. So too this one [is] not [good] either: 'The 
expression 'every man' signifies every man (omnem hominem); therefore, 
every man (omnem hominem) is signified by it.' The first is well-formed; but 
the second is ill-formed.583 

(213) Now to make these things clear, I set down some conclusions584 

(pars. 213-220). The fust conclusion: Any expression is ill-formed in which 
there occurs on the side of the subject a verb in the infinitive mood, taken 
signijicatively as the whole subject, and taken verbally. For instance, [the 
expression] 'To sit is'. 

(214) This is clear because a verb taken significatively cannot render a 
supposit to a verb.585 Hence 'I sit is' (Sedeo est) is ill-formed, and by parity 
of reasoning, so too is 'To sit is'. Now notice that I say (par. 213) 'verb taken 
personally 586 and verbally'. For sometimes a verb in the infmitive mood is 
taken significatively [and] nominally, in the place (ed1 14ra) of a verbal 
name,587 and then it is a name. For instance, 'To sit is to rest', which 
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amounts to 'One sitting is one resting' (Sedens est quiescens) (ed2 17vb). 
[So) too in 'To read and not to understand is to neglect', and in many similar 
cases that are found in the authorities and are to be expounded in this way. 

(21S) From this it is clear that the question 'Whether to generate is the 
generating' (Utrum generare sit generans), which588 some people argue about 
in quite a curious manner,589 is utterly superfluous. For if 'to generate' is 
taken verbally, [the question] is ill-formed. If [it is taken) nominally, then 
that is to ask. whether the generating is the generating. The answer is obvious
ly yes. And so from all this, I have my point. 

(216) The second premise590 : Any expression is ill-formed in which 
there occurs on the side of the subject, as the whole591 subject, a verb in the 
infinitive mood together with an accusative,592 [the whole construction) 
taken significatively. 

(217) This is clear from the above. Hence 'For every man to be an animal 
is signified by 'Every man is an animal' , is ill-formed, if the expression on the 
side of the subject is taken significatively.593 But notice that I say 
'significatively'. For every such expression with an accusative,594 taken non
significatively, is well-formed (MS 210ra) and so true or false. Thus 'For every 
man to be an animal is true' is well-formed, and consequently true or false, 
if the subject is taken materially, either for itself or for the [corresponding] 
sentence, as was said (par. 67).595 

(218) From this it is clear that such an expression, or anyone like it, 
in which an expression in the infmitive mood taken materially is made the 
subject, has to be distinguished. For either [the infmitive expression] is taken 
[materially] for itself, or else materially for the sentence of which it is the 
dictum. Nevertheless, it is not usually [so) distinguished because [the 
infmitive expression] is usually understood to supposit materially in the 
second way, as is clear enough.596 

(219) The third premise: An inFl1Iitive taken verbally, or an expression 
in the infinitive mood, or even a sentence taken significatively, is never 
construed597 with respect to the verb 'is' taken personally, whether before 
[that verb] or after it. Hence these too are ill-formed, 'To read is good', 'To 
kill is bad', speaking significatively or personally. [They are ill-formed] unless 
the infmitives are taken materially or nominally for the verbal names 'reading' 
(lectio) and 'killing' (occisio)598 (ed l 14rb). Likewise 'For a man to be an 
animal is the same as a man is an animal', [and] 'For a man to be an animal 
is the same as for a man to be a sensitive, organic substance' are ill-formed. 
This is so when speaking properly. 599 But improperly, and for the sake of 
brevity, such sentences or locutions are admitted in this sense, that [for 
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instance] it is inconsistent that it be the case that a man is an animal without 
its being the case that a man is a sensitive, organic substance. 

(220) The fourth premise is that an inFznitive taken personally [and] 
verbally, or significatively, should or can be construed600 only on the side of 
the predicate with such words with which the incomplete expression 'that 
such and such is [the case] 'can be construed. For instance,just as it is well· 
formed to say 'I want it that Socrates runs,601 (Volo quod Sortes currat), 
'I know that a man is an animal', 'This expression signifies that God exists', 
so too it is well·formed to say 'I want Socrates to run', 'I know [how] to 
argue', and so [too] for the others. Hence 'I see Socrates to run' [and] 'I 
sense fire to be hot' are well·formed.602 

(221) By means of the above four rules (pars. 213, 216, 219 and 220) 
many of the fanciful ideas can be resolved that make for a great difficulty in 
metaphysics as well as in (ed2 18ra) theology. From all this the solution to 
the first doubt (par. 179) is clear. 

(222) As for the second doubt (pars. 180-182), 1 set out some pre· 
miseS.603 The first is: There is something true, or some truth, outside the soul 
in addition to every created sentence. 

(223) This is clear. For God is truth, and his knowledge is true. Yet 
[neither] he nor his knowledge is created. Therefore, [the fust premise 
holds] . 

(224) The second conclusion604 : There is nothing true, or there is no 
truth, outside the soul in addition to every created or uncreated sentence. 60S 

(225) This is clear. For just as a created truth is the created sentence 
itself, which we form,606 so the uncreated truth, which is God, is a true and 
uncreated sentence, which is God.607 

(226) The third conclusion, which 1 do not608 assert but set out as 
probable609 in order to understand the preceding: God or the divine act of 
knowing is to the divine understanding itself a true sentence. 

(227) Proof" If the divine act of knowing by which God knows (MS 
21Orb) Antichrist to be going to exist is not conceded to be610 a true 
sentence, this can be for no other reason except that in order for something 
(ed1 14va) to be a necessary611 sentence it is required that it be something 
complex, and consequently put together out of several things, which is in· 
consistent (repugnat) with the divine simpliCity. But that [reasoning] is not 
valid. First, it is not on account of that cause that a mental sentence is called 
complex, as was said in the frrst chapter (par. 125). Thus the reasoning 
assumes [something] false. 

(228) Second, suppose it were true for every created sentence [that it is 
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called complex for that reason]. Nevertheless, it should not on account of 
that be denied of God that he is a sentence. For example, even if it is true for 
every created sentence612 that it is inconsistent for it to be an act of knowing 
and not be a thing distinct from him for whom it is an act of knowing, never
theless we do not for that reason deny of God that he is an act of knowing or 
a cognition, even though his act of knowing or cognition is not distinct from 
him. Hence, the same thing will hold in the present case. Therefore, [there is 
no reason to deny that God is a true sentence] .613 

(229) From all this the reply to the arguments for the second doubt is 
clear (pars. 180-182). As for the fIrst [argument] (par. 180), I say that just 
as God is an uncreated truth, [so] he is an uncreated sentence.614 

(230) As for the second [argument] (par. 181), where it says that 
before there was anything besides God, it was true for the world to be going 
to exist, I concede that. But the expression 'for the world to be going to 
exist' is not taken personally6t5 but rather materially, and not for itself but 
rather for a sentence. And I say that [what was] true [then] , that is, the true 
sentence, was God. 

(231) Now when it is argued that [what was] true [then] was con
tingent whereas God was necessary (par. 181), I say that [what was] true 
[then] was a necessary being like God,6t6 and nevertheless [what was] true 
[then] was contingently true, just as God's knowledge (scientia) that Anti
christ will exist is a necessary being and yet it is contingently knowledge that 
Antichrist will exist. This has to be clarffied elsewhere.617 

(232) As for the third [argument] (par. 182), where it says that [even] 
if no sentence existed, it would still be true that no sentence existed, I 
concede the conditional. For the antecedent is impossible, because just as it 
is impossible for God not to exist, so it is impossible for God not to be a 
true sentence. Nevertheless I say that if there were no created sentence, it 
would still be true that no created sentence exists.618 But [what would be] 
true [in that case] , that is, that truth, would be God, just as a moment ago 
I said (par. 230) that for the world to be going to exist was, from eternity, 
GOd.619 

(233) But suppose someone objects as follows: For the world (edt 
14vb, ed2 18rb) to be going to exist was true from eternity. Therefore, for 
the world not to be going to exist was false from eternity. The inference 
holds, because whenever one of a pair of contradictories is true the other is 
false, and conversely. Therefore, there was from eternity something620 that 
was not God (non fuit nee erat deus). For God neither is nor can be a 
falsehood. 
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(234) I reply by denying the inference.621 Nevertheless it is true that, 
just as for the world to be going to exist was eternally true, so for the world 
not to be going to exist, even though it was not eternally false, nevertheless 
would have been eternally false if it had been signified by a false sign,just as 
for the world to be going to exist was eternally signified by a true sign.622 
Therefore, the sentence is conceded, namely, that from eternity there was 
some truth to which there was no contradictory falsehood. This is clear 
enough from what has already been said. Thus the solution to the second 
doubt, and to the arguments for it (pars. 180-182), is clear.623 

(235) As for the third624 [doubt] (par. 183) - where it says that an 
impossible sentence, like 'A man is an ass' ,signifies [the case] to be somehow 
(MS 21Ova) as it is impossible for [the case] to be, namely [in this instance], 
for a man to be an ass, [and that] therefore it signifies [something] im· 
possible, and [that] further, therefore [something] impossible is signified, 
and then it asks for what the term 'impossible' supposits - I say fust that 
one way of replying is by denying the fust inference and its consequent.625 
The reason is apparent enough from the above.626 

(236) Second, I say that another way of replying quite plausibly is by 
conceding the first inference and its consequent, '[Something] impossible is 
signified'. For since ''the will pertains to impossibles" , according to Aristotle 
in Book III of the Ethics,627 it seems that the understanding can understand 
[something] impossible,628 and consequently that '[Something] impossible 
is signified', and '[Something] impossible is understood', and so on, are 
possible.629 

(237) Third, I say that, according to this way [of replying], the truth of 
an affrrmative sentence does not always require that the subject supposit 
for something.630 For this is not needed in the case of verbs designating an 
interior act of the soul, such as 'to will', 'to understand', 'to signify', 'to 
conceive', and so (ed1 ISra) on. 

(238) Fourth, I say that the fust solution (par. 23S) is more plausible 
than the second (pars. 236-237). I agree with it more, even though the 
second one does not appear especially implausible to me. I pass over it 
briefly, however, since it does not pertain to the present inquiry. 

(Chapter Three: Sentences Having Reflection on Themselves> 

(239) Now that we have seen to the fust difficulty in this area, [the 
difficulty] about the cause of truth and falsehood of sentences in general,631 
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we still have to discuss in particular the cause of the truth and falsehood of 
sentences that have reflection on themselves.632 We have to inquire (i) 
[about] what a sentence is that has reflection on itself, and (ii) about the 
different kinds of them.633 First [as to (i»), we have to see the nominal 
definition (quid nominis)634 of a sentence that has reflection on itself. On 
this point, I shall set out some (ed2 l8va) descriptions of terms63S (pars. 
240-252) and [some] distinctions (pars. 253-271). Second, [as to (li»), we 
have to see to what [kind of] sentence that nominal definition mentioned 
[above] can apply. On this point I shall set out some assumptions (pars. 
273-280) and conclusions (pars. 282-336). 

(240) As for the first pOint,636 the first description is of the term 
'signification' or 'to signify'. Now (a) to signify, or (b) signification, is (a) to 
represent something, or (b) the representation of something, to a cognitive 
power. 637 I say 'cognitive' and not 'intellective' power because something can 
be represented or signified not only to an intellective power but also to a 
sensitive and non-intellective power. 638 

(241) The second deSCription is of the term 'sentence that has reflection 
on itself. I say that a sentence signifying itself to be or not to be thus and so, 
for instance, to be affirmative or negative, or universal or particular, has 
reflection on itself Now although the signiflcations of terms do not admit of 
proof,639 nevertheless (MS 2l0vb) it is clear that this sense (acceptio) or 
description of the term is a reasonable one. For, in general, all concede that a 
cognition is reflex when it is a cognition of some cognition. Likewise, a 
volition is reflex when it is a volition of some volition. And if there were 
some cognition or volition [that were a cognition or volition] of itself,640 
it would be reflex, or would be said to have (ed i l5rb) reflection, on itself 
Hence likewise it is said that every sentence is reflex, or has reflection, that 
Signifies some sentence to be or not to be thus and so. If it signifies that way 
about itself or with respect to itself, it should be called 'having reflection on 
itself. Therefore, [a sentence that has reflection on itself is one that signifles 
itself to be or not to be thus and so] . 

(242) The third64i description is of the term 'insoluble sentence' or 
'insoluble'. I say that an insoluble sentence is one that signifies itself to be 
false. Now for present purposes [a sentence] is not called an 'insoluble' 
because it can in no way be solved.642 For if that were so, no sentence or 
argumentation would be insoluble, so far as it itself is concerned - unless it 
is demonstrative.643 Neither, for present purposes, is [a sentence] called 
'insoluble' because it can be solved [only] with difficulty, as a certain Doctor 
says.644 For there are many things like this that we do not call insolubles.64s 
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Rather [a sentence] is called an 'insoluble' because it can be solved [only] 
with difficulty, where the difficulty arises from the fact that the sentence 
Signifies itself to be false.646 Therefore, it is clear that every insoluble is a 
sentence that has reflection on itself. But the converse does not hold, as is 
clear from the second description (par. 241). 

(243) Some corollaries follow from these [descriptions] (pars. 240-
242). First, this important rule follows: No sentence has reflection on itself 
unless there occurs in it a term appropriately647 signifying a sentence, such as 
the terms 'true', 'false', 'universal', 'particular', 'affirmative', 'negative', 
'doubtful', 'believed', 'known' (scitum), and the like. This is clear because no 
sentence can signify itself to be or not to be thus and so, unless there occurs 
in it a term that signifies [the sentence] itself. For a sentence does not signify 
except by reason of its terms.648 It is also clear enough by examining cases. 
Nevertheless, it is not necessary that every [sentence] in which such a term 
occurs has reflection on itself. For instance, the sentence 'This is true', 
indicating [the sentence] 'God exists', does not have reflection (ed2 18vb) 
on itself, as is clear. But it does indeed have reflection on the sentence it 
indicates, as is clear from the above (par. 241). 

(244) [As a] second [corollary], the falsehood (ed 1 15va) of a certain 
famous opinion follows. This opinion claims that every sentence signifies 
itself to be true. 649 It is clear that this is false. For [first], if it were so, it 
would follow that every sentence would have reflection on itself. The con
sequent violates the preceding corollary (par. 243), and is generally denied by 
everyone. Yet the inference is apparent from what has been said (pars. 241 
and 243). 

(245) Secondly, it seems to be contrary to experience. For everyone can 
experience that the sentence 'A man is an ass' can represent to him650 with
out his conceiving (MS 21lra) or understanding it to be true.651 

(246) Thirdly, if it were so [that every sentence signifies itself to be 
true] , it would follow that the sentence 'A man is an ass' would signify as 
much as "A man is an ass' is true' [does] .652 The inference is clear. And the 
falsehood of the consequent is apparent. For the second sentence653 is 
irrelevant (impertinens) to the first,654 since [the second] neither follows 
from [the first] nor is inconsistent with it,655 as is clear enough from what 
was said in the second chapter (pars. 171-174).656 Consequently, if [the 
first sentence] Signified as much as one that is irrelevant to it signifies, then 
by parity of reasoning, the other [sentence] 657 would signify as much as 
'A man runs' [does], or any other irrelevant [sentence]. For no reason can be 
provided for the one any more than for the other .658 
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(247) [As a] third [corollary], it follows that a certain Master's opinion 
is false. He claims that every affinnative categorical sentence signifies itself 
to be a sentence659 and signifies its subject and predicate to supposit for the 
same, and [that] every negative sentence signifies its subject and predicate 
not to supposit for the same. 66O Now it can be proven that this is false, for 
the reasons already given (pars. 241 and 243). Again, if an affirmative 
signifies itself to exist,661 then by the same form [of argument] a negative 
signifies itself not to exist.662 This is absurd, because then every negative 
sentence would be false insofar as it would signify somehow as is not [the 
case] . 

(248) Nor are this Master's reasons valid. He assumes that every afirma
tive sentence signifies its extremes to exist, and Signifies its predicate to be 
put together with the subject, or to be said of the subject.663 All of this is 
false, as is clear from what has been said (pars. 241 and 243). Hence one 
should not take the authoritative text from the first part of the De inter
pretatione in this way, namely, "The verb 'is' signifies a certain composition" , 
etc.664 Rather, one has to look at the context to see how it should be under
stood. 

(249) Fourth (ed1 15vb), it follows that something that Master said is 
false - meaning him no disrespect - namely, that an affinnative categorical 
has two signijzcations, one concerning the external thing, which is called the 
material signification, and the other concerning [the sentence] itself and its 
own tenns, which he calls the fonnal [Signification] .665 For instance, 'A man 
is an animal' Signifies by material signification that a man is an animal in the 
external world (ad extra), and it signifies by formal Signification that the 
subject and the predicate - namely, 'man' and 'animal' - supposit for the 
same. He makes an analogous (ed2 19ra) claim for a negative [categorical] .666 

He also claims that these two significations are conveyed by a sentence, not in 
an unconjoined manner, but copulatively.667 From all this he concludes 
several things that are in general false.668 That they are all false is clear 
enough from the above (pars. 241 and 243). 

(250) Likewise it is clear that it is not in general true that any affirma
tive categorical sentence has two such significations. For the sentence 'This is 
true', indicating itself, does not have the Signification he calls material, since 
it signifies nothing about an external thing but rather only about itself, as is 
clear. Hence, [not all such sentences have both Significations, as he claims] . 

(251) Fifth, it follows, contrary to this Master, that 'Socrates will throw 
Plato from the bridge' is not insoluble, and does not signify itself to be 
false. 669 We assume the following situation: Socrates said that anyone who 
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asserts a falsehood will be thrown from the bridge,670 and only such a person, 
and that one who utters a truth will cross the bridge. Now Plato will come and 
utter the above sentence671 to Socrates. It is clear from the above, and espe
cially from the fIrst corollary (par. 243), that in this situation the sentence is 
not insoluble (MS 211rb), and does not falsify itself. For no term signifying a 
sentence occurs in (Plato's sentence). Hence it does not have reflection on 
itself. Therefore, I say it is in Socrates' power to make [Plato's sentence) 
true. For if he should throw Plato off, Socrates,672 sentence will be true. And 
if he lets him cross it will be false. Nevertheless, it is true that it is not in 
Socrates' power to make Plato's sentence true, or even to make it false, while 
preserving the truth of what he himself says. For what Socrates says is in
consistent with Plato's sentence, as is clear to one who looks at it.673 The 
same thing can be said analogously (ed l 16ra) in many other cases. 

(252) Sixth, it follows that many sentences that are usually counted as 
insolubles are nevertheless not properly insoluble, because they do not 
signify themselves to be false. This is clear for 'Socrates knows himseW74 to 
be in error' ,675 'Socrates pretends he is a sophister' ,676 'Socrates curses 
Plato' ,677 'Socrates chooses evil for Plato' .678 So too for many other 
[sentences) that commonly occur in practicing insoluble sophisms. For they 
do not signify themselves to be false, as is clear to anyone considering it.679 

But I do not want to insist [on this point) here. 
(253) Now that we have seen these things, I set out some distinctions.680 

The fIrst is that some sentences having reflection on themselves signify them
selves to be false, and others do not. As an example of the fITst kind, there is 
'This sentence is false' , indicating itself by 'this' . As an example of the second 
kind, there is the sentence 'This sentence is true', indicating that very 
sentence by 'this' . Both of these have reflection on themselves. 

(254) It is true, however, that there is no greater diffIculty over 
sentences having reflection on themselves that do not signify themselves to be 
false than [there is) over other [sentences) that do not have reflection on 
themselves [at all).681 Hence in general those who talk about insolubles 
understand by 'sentence having reflection on itself precisely and in particular 
(appropriate et gpecialiter) only a sentence that signifles itself to be false.682 
Thus the rule is generally adopted (ed2 19rb) that every sentence having 
reflection on itself is false because it falsifIes itself.683 Therefore, although 
the following distinctions could be presented analogously for all sentences 
having reflection on themselves, nevertheless I set them out only for 
sentences that falsify themselves or signify themselves to be false. For there 
is a special difflculty about them, and not about the others. 
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(255) The second distinction: Among sentences signifying themselves to 
be (edt 16Tb) false, some signify themselves to be false all by themselves 
(de per se) - that is, independently of every situation. Others signify 
[themselves to be false] by accident (de per accidens) - that is, from the 
assumption of some situation. As an example of the frrst kind, there is the 
sentence already given (par. 253), 'This is false', indicating itself by 'this'. As 
an example of the second kind, there is 'Socrates speaks falsely' , which would 
not signify itself to be false unless a situation is assumed - namely, that 
Socrates says that and nothing else.684 

(256) This distinction makes clear the error of certain people, who say 
that no insoluble sentence - i.e., one that falsifies itself - is false except 
under a situation.685 

(257) The third distinction: Among sentences that by themselves signify 
themselves to be false, some signify directly. (MS 211va) They are those in 
which the tenn 'false' is affirmed of a term suppositing for themselves. 
Others, on the other hand, signify indirectly or consecutively.686 An example 
of the frrst kind has already been given (pars. 253 and 255). An example of 
the second kind can be given by 'This is not true', indicating itself by 'this'. 
It directly - that is, from the proper signification of its terms - Signifies itself 
not to be true. But by consequence (consecutione) and indirectly it signifies 
itself to be false. 

(258) The fourth distinction: Among sentences that indirectly or con
secutively signify themselves to be false, some so signify immediately, that is, 
only by themselves. Others [so Signify] by means of another, that is, by 
means of other sentences. An example of the frrst kind has already been given 
(par. 257). An example of the second kind can be given by the sentence 'This 
is true', indicating its contradictory .687 For it signifies itself to be false, not 
by means of itself but by means of its contradictory. So too in many other 
cases. 

(259) The fifth distinction: Among sentences that signify themselves to 
be false by means of other sentences, some so signify by means of other 
sentences they themselves signify. Others so signify by means of other 
sentences that they do not signify, but by which they are signified - that is, 
by which they are signified to exist. An example of the frrst kind has already 
been given by the sentence 'This is true', indicating its contradictory (par. 
258). It signifies itself to be false by means of its contradictory, which 
(edt 16va) it itself signifies. An example of the second kind, on the other 
hand, can be given by the sentence 'Every spoken sentence is false', or by 
'No spoken sentence is true'. Such a sentence 688 signifies itself to be false 
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consecutively and by means of a sentence that signifies [the former 
sentence] (ed2 19va) to exist. It does not otherwise [signify itself to be 
false consecutively], because from it alone it does not follow that it is 
false, as is clear to [anyone] who looks at it, and as will be said later (pars. 
262-271). 

(260) The sixth distinction: Among sentences that signify themselves to 
be false by means of sentences they themselves signify, some so signify by 
means of sentences of which they are not parts, and others by means of 
sentences of which they themselves are parts. An example of the first kind 
has already been given (pars. 258-259).689 An example of the second kind 
can be given by the copulative690 'God exists and this copulative is false', 
indicating by means of 'this' the copulative itself. Thus the second part [of 
the sentence] signifies itself to be false by means of the copulative, which it 
signifies to be false and of which it is a part.691 All the hypothetical insoluble 
sentences in the world belong to this second kind, as is clear to [anyone] who 
looks at it. 

(261) It is apparent from these distinctions (pars. 253,255,257-260), 
therefore, how insoluble sentences are of many different kinds. All insoluble 
sentences can be reduced to the above kinds. Therefore, once we have seen 
the solution of the above insolubles, which will be clear in the following 
(MS 211vb) chapter (Ch. 4), the solution of the rest will quite easily appear. 

(262) From the above distinctions, however, and especially from the 
fIfth (par. 259), it is clear first of all, contrary to the Master mentioned above 
(pars. 246-261),692 that the sentence 'Every spoken sentence is particular' 
or 'No spoken sentence is negative', or any other like that - for which, in 
the old way of speaking, the act exercised is inconsistent with the act 
signified,693 that is, the existence of which is inconsistent with its truth - is 
insoluble and signiFres itself to be false. This is clear from the above (par. 
259). The Master [mentioned above] even concedes that the sentence 'Every 
spoken sentence is false' signifies itself (ed 1 16vb) to be false, and falsifies 
itself, even with no situation assumed.694 But there is no reason why this 
[sentence] would signify itself to be false any more than the other just 
mentioned. For just as this [sentence] consecutively signifies itself to be false 
by means of a sentence signifying this [sentence] to exist,695 so the others 
[do] too. Therefore, [they are insoluble and signify themselves to be false 
just as much as 'Every spoken sentence is false' does]. 

(263) Second, it follows that some sentence signifies [the case] to be 
somehow as it does not follow [rom that [sentence] that it is [the case] . This 
is clear from the sentences [given as examples] above (par. 262). Thus, the 
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spoken sentence 'Every spoken sentence is false' or 'Every spoken sentence 
is particular' signifies itself to be false,696 and yet it does not follow from it 
that it is false. For this inference is not valid: 'Every spoken sentence is false; 
therefore, this spoken sentence is false', indicating by 'this' that very 
[sentence] 'Every spoken sentence is false'. For the mental [inference] 
corresponding to it is simply invalid, as is clear to [anyone] who looks at 
it.697 

(264) But suppose someone objects that if the spoken sentence 'Every 
spoken sentence is false' signifies itself to be false, then it signifies as much as 
'This spoken sentence is false' signifies, indicating ['Every spoken sentence is 
false']. The inference holds, as was argued in the beginning of the chapter, 
the second corollary (par. 246).698 And the falsehood of the consequent699 ill 
proven just as (edz 19vb) [was argued] in the same place (par. 245). For the 
second sentence is irrelevant to the first, since it neither follows from nor is 
inconsistent with it, as was said just now (par. 263).700 Consequently, if the 
[rllst sentence] 701 signified as much as the other one does that is irrelevant 
to it, then by parity of reasoning it would signify as much as any other 
irrelevant sentence would, as was argued in the same place for the two 
sentences 'A man is an ass' and 'This is true: 'A man is an ass" (par. 246). 

(265) I reply to this and say that that case 702 and this one 703 are not 
alike. First, because in the former case the second sentence 704 is absolutely 
irrelevant to the first sentence 70S - that is, neither following [from it] nor 
inconsistent [with it].706 But here it1°7 is irrelevant [as far as] following 
from the first [sentence708 is concerned] but not irrelevant [so far as] being 
inconsistent [with the rllst sentence is concerned], because it is [in fact] 
inconsistent with the rllst [sentence], as is clear to [anyone] who looks at 
it.709 Now in virtue of inconsistency, sometimes one [thing] signifies (ed1 
17ra) the same as another .710 For instance, an infinite term 711 Signifies the 
same as the finite term 712 contradictory to it [did] before a negation was put 
in front of it. 

(266) Second, I say that the cases are not alike once again. For, even 
though here the second sentence 713 does not follow from the rllst 714 in a 
simply good inference,71s nevertheless it follows from it in a certain respect. 
That is generally called an inference 'as of now' (ut nunc).716 But that is not 
so in the former case.717 Therefore, [the two are not alike]. But I do not 
care about this for the present. 

(267) (MS 212ra) Third, and more to the point, I say that the cases are 
not alike, because even though the second sentence 718 does not follow 719 
from the rllst one 720 alone, nevertheless it follows from it by means of a 
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sentence that signifies the first sentence to exist.721 Thus it correctly follows: 
'Every spoken sentence is false; and this sentence exists - indicating ['Every 
spoken sentence if false'] ; therefore, this [spoken] sentence is false, indicating 
the same one'. But it is not like this in the case of: 'A man is an ass; therefore, 
this is true: 'A man is an ass'.'722 This is clear to [anyone] who looks at it. 

(268) Therefore, in order for that sentence 723 to be said to signify itself 
to be false, it is enough [that from that sentence, together with a second 
sentence signifying the first one to exist, it follows that the first one is false] . 
Now it should not surprise anyone if I say that some sentence signifies itself 
to be false insofar as from it, by means of a sentence that signifies it to exist, 
it follows that it is false. For everyone concedes that the sentence 'Socrates 
speaks falsely', in the situation assumed in discussing the second distinction 
(par. 255), signifies itself to be false. And yet it is certain that it does not 
signify itself to be false all by itself, but rather by means of the [assumed] 
situation, that is, by means of the sentence 'Socrates says that and nothing 
other than that'. Therefore, [there is nothing surprising about my claim].724 

(269) But suppose someone says that if such sentences do not signify 
themselves to be false except by means of other [sentences] that they do not 
signify and that do not follow from them, [then] it follows that the 
sentences 'Every spoken sentence is particular' and 'Every spoken sentence is 
false' could [both] signify and not signify to the understanding that they are 
false. The inference holds insofar as they do not signify themselves to be false 
except by means of sentences that signify them to exist. If, therefore, the 
understanding did not tum to sentences of the latter kind, by means of which 
they72S signify themselves to be false, then (ed1 17rb) they would not signify 
themselves to be false. 

(270) I reply by conceding the consequent, just as I would concede the 
same thing for the (ed2 2Ora) sentence 'Socrates speaks falsely'. 

(271) From this there follows a third corollary: Some sentence signiFres 
itself to be false, but nevertheless would not signify itself to be false unless 
the understanding turned to'Wflrd some other sentence distinct from this one, 
which [this one] does not signify - and indeed which is i"elevant to this 
one.726 This is clear from what has been said (pars. 263-270). 

(272) Now that we have seen all this and investigated the nominal 
definition 727 of a sentence that has reflection on itself, we still have to fmd 
out to what [kind of] sentence this nominal definition can be applied, and 
whether it can be applied to a mental sentence properly so called.728 On this 
point, certain assumptions are set out first as premises (pars. 273-280). 

(273) The first assumption is that since signification, as was said above 
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(par. 240),729 is the same as the representation of some object to a cognitive 
power, therefore just as representation can occur in two waYS,730 so too 
signification [can occur in two ways]: objectively and formally.731 As an 
example of the first way, we say that an image of a king signifies the king, 
not of course formally but rather objectively. As an example of the second 
way, we say that the mental concept I have 732 of a king signifies the king, not 
of course objectively but rather formally, since it is a formal cognition of the 
king. 

(274) The second assumption is that to signify something objectively is 
nothing else than to be an object of some formal cognition. On the other 
hand, to signify formally is nothing else than to be a formal cognition (MS 
212rb) of some object. 733 

(275) The third assumption is that any thing, just as it is in itself, is able 
to signify itself in the first way: objectively.734 This is clear from what has 
been said. 735 For any thing, just as it is in itself, is knowable. Therefore, it is 
apparent that any sentence, whether it signifies naturally or by convention, 
can signify itself in this way, that is, objectively. 

(276) The fourth assumption: No created thing can distinctly signify 
itself in the second way, that is, formally. This is clear because no created 
thing can (ed 1 17va) be a proper and distinct formal cognition of itself. 
Therefore, [the assumption is true] . The inference 736 holds in virtue of what 
has been said (par. 274).737 [And] the antecedent is generally maintained. It 
could be proven in many ways, but since it has to be proven elsewhere ,738 the 
following proof is at present enough for me: If some created thing could be 
a proper and distinct formal cognition of itself, [then] by parity of reasoning, 
any cognition would be a proper and distinct [formal] cognition ofitself. For 
there appears to be no greater reason in the case of one cognition than in the 
case of another.739 But the consequent is false, as is apparent. For [if it were 
true], then any cognition would be a reflex cognition. 74O [That the conse
quent is false] is also clear from experience. For the cognition by which I 
know (ed2 20rb) a man is not a cognition of itself. 741 

(277) Notice that in this assumption I say 'created thing'. For the divine 
cognition is a cognition of itself.742 Note also that I say 'proper and distinct 
cognition'. For some created cognition could be a confused cognition of 
itself.?43 For instance, the concept from which the term 'being' is taken, or 
the term 'quality', or the term 'cognition', is a cognition of itself, not of 
course a proper and distinct one but rather common and confused. 744 

(278) The fIfth assumption: No spoken or written sentence can signify 
itself or anything else in the second way,745 but only in the first way. 746 This 
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is clear because no such thing can be a formal cognition for a cognitive 
power.747 Hence, if it signifies something, it signifies it only objectively, as 
an image of a king signifies the king'M8 or the barrel-hoop outside the tavern 
signifies wine.749 As far as concerns the things it signifies by convention, what 
I say [here] about a spoken or written sentence 750 can be said analogously 
about a mental sentence that signifies by convention.751 All this is clear to 
[anyone] who looks at it. 

(279) The sixth assumption: Any spoken or written sentence signifies 
itself before anything else. This is clear because, insofar as it is only objective
ly that such a sentence signifies something, it is inconsistent for it to signify 
something else and not itself.752 But the reverse is quite [possible] . Similarly, 
it is inconsistent for the barrel-hoop at the tavern to signify wine and not 
itself (ed 1 17vb), but the reverse is quite [possibly]. Therefore, [the sixth 
assumption is established]. The inference holds. For the 'prior' is that from 
which an inference of subsistence is not converted.753 Hence, any thing 
signifies itself objectively before [it signifies] any other thing. And what I say 
[here] about a spoken or written sentence (MS 212va) can be said too about 
a mental sentence that signifies by convention,754 that it signifies itself 
objectively before [it signifies] anything else. 

(280) I say that [such a sentence] 'signifies itself before [anything 
else]'. I do not say [that it 'signifies] itself to be or not to be a sentence', 
because that would violate what has been said (pars. 247-248). The 
difference between these [two locutions] is important (et multum refert inter 
ista), as is clear to [anyone] who looks at it. 

(281) With these things as assumptions, I shall set out some premises 755 
that will perhaps at fust glance appear strange and surprising to some people. 
But I am quite sure that the reasons and motives for [saying] these things will 
in the end appear true and reasonable to those who consider them well. 

(282) The fust conclusion 756 is: No mental sentence properly so called 
can signify itself to be false. 

(283) Proof: [If such a sentence could signify itself to be false], it 
would follow that some created cognition could be a proper and distinct 
formal cognition of itself. The consequent violates the fourth (ed2 20va) 
assumption (par. 276). The inference is proven, because if the understanding 
could form a mental sentence properly so called that signifies itself to be false 
- as, for instance, the mental sentence 'This is false', indicating itself - then 
it is certain that that cognition will be a distinct [formal] cognition of itself. 
For a cognition that represents itself to be false distinctly represents itself, 
as is noted.757 Therefore, [the fust conclusion holds]. 



74 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

(284) This reasoning is confirmed as follows. The understanding cannot 
fonn a singular concept, or a concept of a demonstrative pronoun,758 that 
signifies or indicates itself. This is clear from the fourth assumption (par. 276). 
Therefore, it is clear that it cannot fonn the above singular sentence 759 
indicating itself.760 For there is no greater reason in the one case than in the 
other. 

(285) Second, the above conclusion (par. 282) is proven because (ed1 
18ra) otherwise it would follow that there would be two mental sentences 
properly so called, the terms of which would signify entirely the same and 
supposit for the same, and in the same way, and yet one of them would be 
false and the other true. The consequent is false and impossible. For, since 
such sentences would have parts 761 that were completely alike and of the 
same species, [the sentences) themselves would also be completely alike and 
of the same species.762 Consequently [the sentences) are related in the same 
way to truth and falsehood, since they signify naturally. Now the inference 763 
is proven for the two sentences 'This is false', indicating itself, and 'This is 
false', indicating the fust sentence.764 The first one is false, because it falsifies 
itself.765 And the second one is true, because it says that the fust one is false, 
and that is the case. For if the understanding could fonn the fust sentence, as 
my opponent says,766 then it is certain that it is false, because it falsifies 
itself. And the second sentence is true, as has already been said. Yet the tenns 
of those sentences signify entirely the same and supposit for the same, as is 
clear to [anyone] who looks at it. Therefore, [the inference holds] .767 

(286) This reasoning is confumed. For the same sentence contradicts 
each of the two sentences above (par. 285). Therefore, if one ofthem is true, 
so is the other. The inference is well known.768 The antecedent is clear by 
means of a simile. For if the understanding can produce these two mental 
[sentences] 'This is true', inslicating itself, and 'This is true', indicating the 
first [sentence), then the same mental [sentence), namely, 'This is not true', 
indicating the same one as the others indicate, will be contradictory to both 
of them. For no other sentence (MS 212vb) seems to contradict them. Thus, 
so it will be in the present case. For there does not appear to be any sufficient 
difference [between the two cases). 

(287) Third, the above conclusion (par. 282) is proven because if the 
opposite is granted, it follows that the same mental sentence properly so 
called will be true and false at the same time. The consequent is denied by 
everyone, and is contrary to what was said in the fifth principal conclusion of 
the second chapter (par. 162).769 The inference is apparent. For, assuming 
that the understanding fonns the (ed 1 18rb) mental sentence 'This is false', 
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indicating itself, as my opponent 770 assumes, then I prove that [that mental 
sentence] is both true and false. That it is false, this my opponent grants, 
because it falsifies itself.771 That it is true I show as follows. For howsoever 
[the case] is signified to be by that sentence according to its total significa
tion, so it is [the case] . Therefore, it is true. The inference holds in virtue of 
(ed2 2Ovb) what was said in the fifth principal conclusion of the second 
chapter (par. 159). The antecedent is proven. For it is precisely signified by 
it, according to its total signification, that it is false, and that is so. Therefore, 
[howsoever the case is Signified to be by that sentence according to its total 
signification, so it is the case] . 

(288) The objection that some people raise 772 is not valid. They say that 
[the sentence] not only signifies itself to be false, but also [signifies] itself to 
be true. It is apparent enough from the above (pars. 244-246) that this too is 
false. 

(289) Neither is the other solution valid that a certain Master 773 gives. 
He says that such a sentence, and any sentence that signifies itself to be false, 
also signifies, together with this, that it is not false. For it signifies it to be 
false that it is false. Therefore, he says that the Signification of such a 
sentence has to be explicated by a copulative composed of contradictory 
parts - for instance by the copulative '[The case] is otherwise than this 
sentence signifies, and [the case] is not otherwise than this sentence signifies'. 
Nevertheless, meaning him no disrespect, I declare that this reply is not valid 
in the case at hand. For, even if one can perhaps talk like that with some 
plausibility in the case of a sentence that signifies by convention,774 never
theless one cannot talk like that in the case of a mental sentence properly so 
called. For it is not possible that one simple sentence, signifying naturally, 
should represent in this contradictory way or have contradictory signifcations. 
For, just as it is opposed to the concept that is naturally and properly a 
representation of a man that it should be a natural and proper Signification of 
an ass, it is just as much or even more opposed to a simple sentence that 
naturally represents one contradictory sense to represent the other (ed l 18va) 
sense contradictory to it.77s I consider this to be clear to any sound 
intellect. 776 

(290) Fourth, the conclusion (par. 282) is proven because if it were not 
true, it would follow that two mutually contradictory mental sentences 
properly so called would be false at the same time. 777 The consequent is 
absurd. I explain the inference as follows. If the mental sentence 'This is 
false', indicating itself, is given by my opponent,778 then it is certain that it is 
false. 779 Now I prove that its contradictory is also false, which is 'Not: This is 
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false', indicating the same thing. For a contradictory cannot be better formed 
than by putting a negation in front of the whole sentence.780 Now I prove 
that this [second sentence] is false. For by that sentence, according to its 
total signification, it is signified that [the case] is not in some way, as in fact 
it is [the case]. Therefore (MS 213ra), it is false. The inference holds in virtue 
of what was said in the ruth principal conclusion of the second chapter 
(par. 159). The antecedent is clear. For by it it is signified that its contra
dictory is not false. Nevertheless, [its contradictory] is false, as was [just] 
noted. 

(291) This reasoning is confirmed as follows. If a sentence like 'This is 
true' is formed, indicating its contradictory, then it is clear that it is false. 
For it falsifies itself/81 as is clear in the fourth distinction (par. 258). But it is 
also clear that its contradictory is false. For [its] contradictory is 'This is not 
true', indicating itself - or at least 'Not: This is true', following those who 
claim that a negation ought to be put in front of the whole sentence ,782 

which does not seem to be necessary with singular sentences.783 But whatever 
is the case about that, it appears that the negative is false. For it signifies itself 
not to be true, and consequently falsifies itself by signifying itself to be false 
(ed2 2 Ira), as is clear from the third conclusion set down above (par. 257). 

(292) Neither is the reasoning given by the Master 784 mentioned above 
(par. 289) valid, meaning him no disrespect. [He reasons] that a sentence that 
signifies itself to be false, such as 'This is false', indicating itself, or 'This is 
true', indicating its contradictory, is equivalent to a copulative, or is expound
ed by a copulative, one part of which is that [sentence] itself and the other 
part [of which] is a sentence that signifies [the first sentence] not to be false. 
For instance 'This is false', indicating itself, (ed , 18vb) is expounded as 
follows: 'This is false and it is false that this is false'. And so analogously for 
other cases. Because of this, the contradictory of that [sentence] should be 
taken by putting the negation 785 in front of the whole sentence. And the 
negation should be carried over both senses that the parts of the copulative 
express. Thus the contradictory of that sentence should be taken as a dis
junctive [sentence made up] of contradictory parts. Therefore 'Not: This is 
false' is equivalent to the disjunction 'This is not false or it is not false that 
this is false', indicating by 'this' the very same sentence 'This is false' to which 
we want to assign a contradictory. Now that disjunctive sentence is true in 
virtue of its second part. Therefore, the contradictory, which is equipollent 
to the disjunctive sentence, is true and contradicts 'This is false'. 

(293) It is apparent that this reply is not valid. First, because, as has 
already been said (par. 289), "Whatever happens for sentences that signify 
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by convention, nevertheless it does not seem possible that mental sentences 
can have such inconsistent senses". 

(294) Second, it does not seem that such a categorical sentence should 
be expounded by means of a copulative of which it itself or its like is a part. 
F or then the same thing would be expounded in terms of itself. 786 

(295) Neither is what that Master says valid. 787 He says that, when in 
the expounding copulative there occurs a sentence like the sentence to be 
expounded, the reflection of the signification that the sentence to be ex
pounded has on itself is then rescinded from it. It is manifestly obvious that 
this is not valid. For first, since we are speaking about a mental sentence 
(MS 213rb) that signifies naturally, it is not in our power to take its reflection 
or reflex signification away from it. 

(296) Second, if its reflection were taken away from it, then it is clear 
to [anyone] who looks at it that it does not signify itself to be false any 
more. Consequently the copulative of which it is a part would not expound 
the sentence that signifies itself to be false, as could be evidently shown. But 
I do not care to insist [on this point] here, since I think it is manifest to 
anyone who pays attention. 788 Therefore, from what has been said above 
(pars. 283-296), the (ed 1 19ra) conclusion (par. 282) appears to be suffi
ciently proven. 

(297) Four corollaries can be inferred from the above conclusion (par. 
282). The frrst is: It is impossible for the understanding to form a universal 
mental sentence properly so called that signifies every mental sentence to be 
false (ed2 21rb). For instance, a mental sentence 'Every sentence is false', or 
'Every mental sentence is false', and this where we understand the subject to 
supposit for [that sentence] itself. 789 This is clear, because [if it were 
possible, the sentence] would signify itself to be false. which violates the 
conclusion (par. 282).790 Therefore, if the understanding should form some 
such sentence, its subject supposits not for [that sentence] itself but for any 
[sentence] other than it. 791 And in that way such a sentence is possible and 
would be true in a certain assumed situation.792 This is clear in itself and will 
be made clearer below (pars. 313-317 and 325). 

(298) The second corollary: It is impossible for the understanding to 
form a mental sentence properly so called signifying some other [sentence] 
to be false that in tum signifies [the first sentence] to be false. For instance, 
a mental sentence 'This is false', indicating [a second mental sentence] 'This 
is false' that in turn indicates the first one. This is clear from what has been 
said (pars. 258 and 282), because such [a sentence] would signify itself to be 
false. For since the two are related to truth and falsehood in exactly the same 
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way, each of them, by signifying the other of them to be false, also signifies 
itself to be false.793 

(299) Again, just as one cognition cannot be a proper and distinct 
formal cognition of itself,794 so [too] it cannot be a formal cognition of 
another formal [cognition] that is a distinct cognition of [the first one] .795 
For instance, just as the concept of a man is not a distinct [formal] cognition 
of itself, so [too] it is not a distinct [formal] cognition of its own cognition, 
but only an objective one.796 Therefore, so it will be in the present case: just 
as a mental sentence cannot signify itself not 797 to be false, so [too] it 
cannot signify another [sentence] to be false that signifies the lust one to be 
false. Therefore, [the corollary holds]. 

(300) Third, it follows that the understanding cannot form a mental 
sentence properly so called that signifies (ed1 19rb) its contradictory to be 
true. For instance, a mental sentence 'This is true' ,indicating its contradictory, 
or 'Each of these is true', indicating its contradictory and 'God exists'. This is 
clear from what has been said (pars. 258 and 282).798 By parity of reasoning 
it can be said that it is impossible for the understanding to form some such 
mental sentence signifying another [sentence] to be true that signifies [the 
lust one] to be false. For instance (MS 213va), 'This is true', indicating by 
'this' the sentence 'This is false' that indicates the fust one.799 

(301) Fourth, it follows that the understanding cannot form some 
hypothetical mental sentence properly so called, one part of which signifies 
the hypothetical to be false. For instance, 'God exists and this copulative is 
false', indicating that very copulative. This is clear from what has been said 
(pars. 260 and 282).800 

(302) The second conclusion: No mental sentence properly so called 
can signify itself to be true. 801 

(303) This is clear in virtue of the fust reason for the fust conclusion 
(pars. 283-284).802 

(304) Second it is proven because if such [a sentence] could Signify 
itself (ed2 21va) to be true, [then] by parity of reasoning, some [such 
sentence] could signify itself to be false. The consequent violates the fust 
conclusion (par. 282). The inference is clear because there appears [to be] no 
reason [to make] a difference.803 

(305) Similarly, the corollaries (pars. 297-301) set out for the fust 
conclusion with respect to a sentence that signifies itself to be false could be 
set out here with respect to a sentence that signifies itself to be true. 

(306) From all this it is clear that just as no mental sentence properly so 
called can signify itself to be false or [signify] itself to be true, as was said 
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(pars. 282 and 302), so neither can any such [sentence] signify itself not to 
be true or [signify] itself not to be false. 

(307) The third conclusion is: No mental sentence properly so called 
can have reflection on itself. 

(308) This is clear from what has been said (pars. 282-306). For, just as 
such a sentence cannot signify itself to be true804 or [signify] itself not to be 
true ,80S so it cannot signify itself to be or not to be thus and so - for 
instance, to be particular or not to be particular, and so on (ed1 19va). For 
there appears [to be] no greater reason in the one case than in the other, as 
is clear to [anyone] who looks at it. 806 Therefore, [the third conclusion 
holds] . 

(309) Now notice that what I said here (pars. 302 and 307) about a 
mental sentence I understand always [to apply] to the case of a created 
[mental sentence] properly so called. For in the case of the uncreated mental 
sentence properly so called, which is God,so7 there is no doubt that, just as 
God is a distinct formal cognition of himself,80S so [too that cognition] 
Signifies itself to be true.809 Therefore, it has reflection on itself.810 

(310) Second, notice that I understand the things I said (pars. 282,302 
and 307) [to apply] to formal signification and not to objective [significa
tion] .811 For it is clear enough that any mental sentence properly so called 
can objectively signify itself to be true or false, particular or universal, and so 
on. For it can be an object of some formal cognition that signifies in that 
way.81l But we do not usually understand that kind of signification when 
someone refers to the signification of a mental sentence. Neither is it to the 
point [here] . 

(311) But there arises a very serious doubt about all this (pars. 282-
308).813 For it seems that some mental sentence properly so called could 
signify itself to be false. It is certain that I can form [the mental sentence 
properly so called] 'Some mental sentence is false'. For in a [certain assumed] 
situation that sentence is true.814 Therefore, let us assume that it remains in 
my mind while every other [mental sentence] is destroyed, or [at least] that 
all other [mental sentences] are true.815 Then it is clear that it falsifies itself. 
For it Signifies some mental sentence (MS 213vb) to be false. And no [mental 
sentence] is false except itself. Therefore, [it signifies itself to be false] .816 

(312) Second, Socrates can have the sentence 'Plato conceives falsely' 
in his mind and nothing else. Likewise Plato can have 'Socrates conceives 
falsely' in his mind and nothing else. Then it is clear that each of these 
falsifies itself. For they are not both true. And for [whatever] reason the one 
is true, the other [is true] for the same reason. Therefore, each signifies itself 
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to be false.817 Many similar arguments could be raised against this (ed2 21vb) 
conclusion (par. 282) and its corollaries (pars. 297, 298, 300 and 301) (edt 
19vb). But I dismiss them for the sake of brevity. 

(313) In order to solve these [arguments] and all [others] like them,818 
I set out some conclusions or819 premises. The first is that a part of a mental 
sentence properly so called cannot supposit for that very sentence of which 
it is a part. 820 

(314) This premise follows well enough from the premises above (pars. 
282, 302 and 307), as is clear to [anyone] who looks at it. Nevertheless, I 
prove it as follows. I take the mental sentence 'Every cognition of mine that 
I do not understand by means of another cognition is in my mind'. When 
this sentence is formed in the mind, if you say that its subject supposits for 
that sentence itself, [then] therefore, by the deftnition of supposition,821 
the subject of that sentence is verifted,822 by means of the copula of the 
sentence, of a pronoun indicating that sentence. Consequently, that singular 
[sentence] ,823 if it is formed, will be true - namely, 'This is a cognition [of 
mine] that I do not understand by means of another cognition', indicating 
the ftrst sentence. But that cannot be maintained at all. For insofar as I 
indicate it I understand it by an intellection [that is] other than it - namely, 
by the demonstrative pronoun. Consequently, by indicating that universal 
[sentence], the singular [sentence] includes a contradiction. Therefore, it 
follows that the subject of that singular [sentence] does not supposit for [the 
fust sentence]. And by parity of reasoning the same thing can be said for 
other cases. Therefore, [the first conclusion is established] .824 

(315) Second, I take the mental sentence 'Every mental sentence is 
universal'. If you say that the predicate825 supposits for that sentence, 
therefore, by the deftnition of supposition,826 this predicate is verifted,827 
by means of the copula of the [sentence], of a pronoun indicating that 
sentence. Consequently, the singular [sentence] 'This is universal', indicating 
the fIrst [sentence], will be true if it is formed. But that is false.828 There
fore, it is clear that the predicate does not supposit for that very sentence. 
Consequently, so it will be in other caseS.829 

(316) Suppose someone says that the predicate indifferently830 signiftes 
any universal sentence. Therefore, for whatever reason it supposits for (ed l 

2Ora) some such [universal sentence], by parity of reasoning it would 
supposit for the sentence of which it is a part, since that is a universal 
sentence [too]. 

(317) I reply by denying the inference. For although the term 'inftnite 
being' signiftes all beings indifferently, 831 nevertheless it does not supposit for 
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every being (MS 214ra) that exists, but rather supposits only for God.832 The 
same thing can be said in the present case.833 

(318) The second conclusion: A part of a mental sentence properly so 
called cannot supposit for the contradictory of the sentence of which it is a 
part. 834 

(319) This is clear from the above conclusion (par. 313). For in order 
for some sentences to contradict one another, their tenns have to supposit 
for the same. Therefore, since a term of a sentence cannot supposit for the 
sentence of which it is a part, neither can a term of a sentence that contra
dicts it supposit for that same sentence. Therefore, [the second conclusion 
is true]. 

(320) (ed2 22ra) The third conclusion: A part of a mental sentence 
properly so called cannot supposit (a) with re!1pect to the term 'true,835 for 
a sentence signifying that the sentence of which [that part] is a part is false, 
that is (sive),falsifyingB36 [that sentence], mediately or immediately, or (b) 
with re!1pect to the term 'false>837 forB38 a sentence signifying that [the 
sentence of which that part is a part] is true, that is (swe), verifying839 [that 
sentence] .840 

(321) This is clear from what has been said (par. 307), and also because 
a contradiction follows from that kind of supposition, as could be shown 
from what has been said earlier.841 What I have said about supposition with 
respect to the tenns842 'true' and 'false' can be said analogously with respect 
to other terms, such as 'possible', and so on.843 For there appears [to be] no 
greater reason in the case of the former than in the case of the latter. 

(322) The fourth conclusion: A part of a sentence signifying by con
vention cannot supposit for a mental sentence properly so called that CO"e

!J{JOnds to it. 
(323) This is clear from the above (par. 313). For the subject of a 

sentence signifying by convention and the subject of a mental [sentence] 
properly so called corresponding to [the former sentence] supposit for the 
same, as is clear.844 Therefore, if the subject of a sentence Signifying by con
vention supposits for a [corresponding] mental [sentence], the subject of 
the corresponding mental [sentence] (ed1 2Orb) would also supposit for that 
same mental [sentence]. This violates the first conclusion (par. 313).845 

(324) From these four premises846 (pars. 313, 318,320 and 322) several 
corollaries can be inferred that seem strange at fIrst glance. Nevertheless, they 
will appear true to [anyone] who pays diligent attention to the above. 

(325) [First,] by means of the above (par. 313), the reply to the doubt 
(par. 311) is clear. Thus I say that the sentence 'Some mental sentence is 
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false' is false in the situation assumed (par. 311), not because it falsifies 
itself,847 but because the predicate supposits for nothing. For, as was said 
(par. 313), it does not supposit for [that sentence] . Neither [does it supposit] 
for some other sentence, because no other sentence is false. 848 The same 
thing can be said analogously for the other two (par. 312). It is also clear 
from the above (pars. 315-317) that if the mental sentence 'Every mental 
sentence is universal'849 and none other were formed, it would be false. For 
its predicate supposits for nothing, as is clear from the first premise (par. 313). 

(326) Second, it follows that the spoken expression 'This mental 
sentence is true', indicating by 'this' nothing but the mental sentence CO"e

sponding to that spoken [expression], would not be a sentence. This is clear, 
because nothing would be indicated by it. For it would have no mental 
sentence corresponding to it, as is clear from the fourth assumption (par. 
322).850 

(327) The main and last conclusion851 is this: A spoken, written or 
mental sentence improperly so called can have reflection on itself in any of 
the above ways of reflecting. This is clear from the above distinctions (pars. 
253,255,257-260). 

(328) (MS 214rb) The reason for the difference - [that is,] why such 
a sentence can have reflection on itself, but not a mental sentence properly 
so called852 - is this: Such a sentence is a sign that signifies by convention, 
(ed2 22rb) representing only objectively and not formally, as is clear from 
what has been said (par. 278). Therefore, we can impose such a sign to 
signify whatever we want, provided that in so signifying there corresponds to 
it a mental sign that signifies naturally. I add this important [proviso], 
because of the premise set out immediately above (par. 322) and its second 
corollary (par. 326). But this is not so for a mental sentence properly so 
called, because it is a sign (edt 20va) representing naturally and signifying 
formally.853 It is not in our power to signify as we wish by such a sign, as was 
noted (par. 295). Therefore, [this is why there is a distinction between the 
two cases]. 

(329) It is clear from this conclusion (par. 327) and the above (pars. 
241-242) that every insoluble sentence is a spoken, written, or mental 
sentence improperly854 so called. For no insoluble is a mental sentence 
properly so called, as has been made clear. 855 

(330) Second, it follows that a part of a spoken, written or mental 
sentence improperly856 so called can supposit for the whole sentence of 
which it is a part. This is clear from the above.857 

(331) Therefore, it is apparent that the opinion of a certain solemn 



PETER OF AILLY: CONCEPTS AND INSOLUBLES 83 

Doctor is false, meaning him no disrespect. He claims that parts of a sentence 
can never supposit for the whole sentence of which they are partS.858 This 
appears to be manifestly false for sentences signifying by convention. Even 
in the case of mental sentences properly8S9 so called, a part can signify the 
whole, as was treated above (pars. 316-317). Nevertheless, I concede that in 
their case a part cannot860 supposit for the whole of which it is a part, just 
as that Doctor claims. But he does not prove it, or distinguish between 
sentences that signify merely by convention and other [sentences]. Yet one 
must do this, as was said (par. 328). Therefore, he does not have a good 
enough reply to insolubles, as is clear. 

(332) But suppose someone says that, just as I said above (par. 313) that 
a part of a mental sentence properly so called cannot supposit for the whole 
sentence of which it is a part, so too the same thing can be proven for a 
sentence signifying by convention. For I take the spoken sentence 'Every 
spoken sentence is universal'. If you say that the predicate supposits for that 
sentence, therefore, by the defmition of supposition,861 this predicate is 
verified862 of a pronoun indicating that [sentence]. Consequently, the 
singular sentence 'This is universal' will be true, indicating the [former] 
sentence. Therefore, [the argument follows in the case of sentences signifying 
by convention just as it did in the case of a mental sentence properly so 
called] .863 

(333) I reply to this by conceding the antecedent, the consequent864 

and the inference.865 I say that that singular sentence is (ed1 20vb) true -
not, however, in speech but rather in the mind, as is clear to [anyone] who 
looks at it. In order for some spoken term to supposit for some thing, it is not 
required that the spoken term be verified of a spoken pronoun indicating that 
thing. For exceptions could be given in many cases.866 Rather it suffices that 
the mental concept (MS 214va) of such a term867 is verified868 of a mental 
pronoun indicating the thing for which [the term] supposits. Now this is so 
in the present case (ed2 22va). But it cannot be said to be so for a mental 
sentence properly so called, as is clear to [anyone] who looks at it.1I69 It 
follows therefore that the two cases are not alike.8'10 

(334) Again, suppose someone says that I seem to be denying experience 
in what I said above (par. 313). For in general men seem to experience that, 
just as they could form in speech sentences of which one part supposits for 
the whole that signifies itself to be true or false,87! so too it seems they can 
do it in the mind. For it seems that, just as we can form a spoken sentence 
like 'This is true', indicating itself [and] signifying itself to be true, so too we 
can form such a mental sentence. 
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(335) My reply to this is that I do not deny experience. Even though 
it appears to be SO,872 nevertheless that experience873 is false. The cause of 
this appearance is the ambiguity of the imagination (multiplicitas fantastica)874 
- that is, the great similarity between sentences that signify by convention 
and mental sentences properly so called. For because they are alike in many 
ways, it appears that they are alike in this respect toO.875 This is the source 
and root of the entire main difficulty with these insolubles. 

(336) On the other hand, the cause of the failure [of that appearance] 876 
in the case [of mental sentences properly so called] is the difference 
[between them and the others] . For matters are not altogether alike for all877 
the above sentences, as was shown by effective reasonings (par. 328). There
fore, the appearance to the contrary is false, and is not an experience. For it 
appears to us that we have experience of many operations of the under
standing that we nevertheless do not [really] have. For instance, it appears 
to us that (ed i 2lra) mental sentences are put together out of several parts 
in a manner completely like the spoken sentences that correspond to them. 
Nevertheless, that is false, as was said in the first chapter, above (par. 
119).878 

(Chapter Four: Truth and Falsehood of Insolubles> 

(337) After investigating the nominal defmition of an insoluble sentence 
(pars. 239-271) and after showing what kind of sentences that nominal 
definition can fit (pars. 272-336), we now have to see about the truth or 
falsehood of such sentences in particular,879 in order for it to be apparent 
from this how one should reply to the sentences that are commonly called 
insolubles. Now on this point, first I shall set out some assumptions as prem
ises (pars. 338-347), and second I shall set out some conclusions (pars. 
348-383). 

(338) With respect to the first [part of this program], the first 
assumption is this: Every insoluble sentence has some mental sentence 
properly so called co"esponding to it. 

(339) This is clear. For every such [sentence] is a sentence that signifies 
by convention, as was said in the preceding chapter (par. 329). Now every 
sentence that signifies by convention has a mental sentence (MS 214vb) 
properly so called corresponding to it. This is clear, because it is in virtue of 
this that it is called a sentence, as is clear from the first chapter.880 

(340) The second assumption: For any insoluble sentence and for some 
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mental sentence properly so called co"esponding to it, the terms co"espond
ing to one another signify the same and supposit for the same. 881 

(341) It is clear that this is so in all other cases [besides insoluble ones] . 
For instance, in the case of the spoken sentence 'A man is an animal' and the 
mental sentence corresponding to it (ed2 22vb), the terms corresponding to 
one another - for instance, the subject of the spoken [sentence] 'A man is 
an animal' and the subject of the mental [sentence] corresponding to it -
signify the same and supposit for the same.882 And it is the same way for the 
predicate. Hence, it will be so in all other cases. For there is no greater reason 
in one case than in another. 883 

(342) Also, otherwise sentences corresponding to one another would 
not signify the same, if the terms corresponding to one another did not 
signify the same. Therefore, [the corresponding terms do signify the same] .884 

(343) The third assumption: Howsoever [the case] is by convention 
signified [to be] by an insoluble sentence, (ed 1 2lrb) so [the case] is natural
ly Signified [to be] by some mental sentence or some mental sentences. 

(344) It is apparent that this is so for all sentences that signify by 
convention. In fact, in general no sign can signify something by convention885 

except by means of a sign that signifies that thing naturally. For instance, the 
barrel-hoop at the tavern cannot signify wine to anyone who does not have in 
his mind a concept that naturally represents wine to him, as is clear to anyone 
who is paying attention.886 Therefore, [this is so in general]. 

(345) The fourth assumption: Any insoluble sentence is false insofar 
as it falsifies itself or signifies itself to be false. This is clear to anyone who is 
paying attention, and follows in general in all cases.887 Therefore, [the 
assumption holds] . 

(346) It follows from this that any sentence that precisely signifies itself 
to be true is true. This is clear from the above assumption.888 It is clear for 
this reason too, that there appears no greater reason why it should be called 
false. For instance, the spoken sentence 'This is true', indicating itself by 
'this'. The mental sentence corresponding to it is true, because there is no 
apparent reason why it should b~ false.889 Therefore, [the sentence is true]. 

(347) Nevertheless, someone might say that both of these are false.890 

The opposite certainly cannot be shown a priori. 891 But it can be shown quite 
well a posteriori, as could be shown. But I do not care about that, because it 
is apparent enough to [anyone] who is paying attention.892 

(348) With these things as premises, I shall set out some conclusions.893 

The first is: To any insoluble sentence there co"esponds some true mental 
sentence. 
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(349) Proof" Take the insoluble spoken sentence 'This is true', indicating 
its contradictory by 'this' .894 Then we argue: There corresponds to this 
sentence some mental [sentence] properly so called, by the frrst895 assump
tion (par. 338). And, from the second [assumption] (par. 340), the terms of 
this [sentence] and the terms corresponding896 to them in the mental 
sentence supposit for the same.897 Therefore, (MS 215ra) there corresponds 
to the spoken sentence the mental sentence 'This is true', indicating the 
(ed I 21va) same thing that is indicated by the spoken [sentence], thatis, the 
contradictory of that very spoken [sentence]. Now the mental [sentence] 
is certainly true, because it precisely signifies that the spoken [sentence] 
contradictory to the first [sentence] is true, and that is the case. This is clear, 
because the frrst [sentence], by signifying its contradictory to be true, 
falsifies itself and is false.898 Therefore, its contradictory, which it indicates 
to be true (ed2 23ra), is true. Therefore, [the mental sentence is true] .899 
Similarly, it could be argued still900 more clearly in the case of the spoken 
[sentence] 'This is false', indicating itself, or in the case of the [sentence] 
'Socrates speaks falsely', if Socrates says that and nothing else 901 - and in 
general in the case of any insoluble sentence, as is clear by looking at cases.902 

(350) The second conclusion: To any insoluble there co"esponds a false 
mental sentence properly so called. 

(351) Proof· From the fourth assumption (par. 345), any such [insoluble 
sentence] is false. Therefore, there corresponds to any such [sentence] a false 
mental [sentence] properly so called. The inference holds in virtue of the 
third903 conclusion of the second chapter (par. 148). The antecedent is 
known.904 Therefore, [the second conclusion is established]. 

(352) Second, the same conclusion is proven by clarifying what that 
false mental [sentence] is that corresponds to the insoluble sentence. I argue 
as follows: Any insoluble sentence signifies itself to be false. Therefore, it 
signifies a mental [sentence] properly so called [and] corresponding to it to 
be false. The inference 905 is clear. For a spoken sentence signifies a mental 
sentence representatively,906 just as the barrel-hoop standing in front of the 
tavern represents wine for sale. And by means of that mental [sentence] it 
signifies by subordination that which the mental [sentence] signifies,907 as is 
clear from Aristotle, in the first part of the De interpretatione, where he says 
"Utterances are marks of the passions that are in the soul". 908 The 
antecedent909 holds, because it argues from the defmed to its defmition, as 
is clear from the fourth910 conclusion of the second chapter.9l1 Therefore, 
the inference is a good one, just as this is a good one: 'The term 'man' 
signifies a man. Therefore, it signifies a rational, sensitive, organic sub-
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stance,.912 From this we argue as follows: Any insoluble sentence signifies 
a mental sentence properly so called [and] corresponding to it to be false. 
Therefore, it is signified in the same way by some mental [sentence] properly 
so called, as (ed 1 21 vb) is clear from the third assumption (par. 343).913 Con
sequently, there corresponds to any such insoluble sentence some mental 
[sentence] properly so called that signifies some mental [sentence] properly 
so called [and] corresponding to [the insoluble] to be false. But this cannot 
[all] be done by a unique or simple mental sentence properly so called, as is 
clear from what was said in the third chapter (par. 282). Therefore, there 
corresponds to any spoken insoluble some mental [sentence] that signifies 
some other mental sentence corresponding to the same insoluble sentence 
to be false.914 

(353) For instance, to the spoken sentence 'This is false', indicating 
itself, there corresponds the mental sentence 'This is false', indicating the 
same spoken [sentence].915 And that mental [sentence] is true, as is clear 
from the above conclusion (par. 348).916 But again, as is clear from the 
deduction just given (par. 352), the mental [sentence] 'This is false', 
indicating the first mental [sentence], corresponds to the same insoluble 
sentence. But this second mental [sentence] is certainly false. For it signifies 
(ed2 23rb) the frrst mental [sentence] to be false. Nevertheless [that first 
mental sentence] is true, as was deduced (par. 349).917 Therefore, [I have my 
point] . 

(354) The third conclusion: To any insoluble sentence, two mental 
sentences properly so called, one of which is true and the other false, co"e
spond in an unconjoined way. 

(355) This conclusion has two parts. The frrst is that to any insoluble 
sentence there corresponds two mental sentences properly so called (MS 
215rb), one of which is true and the other false. This is clear from the two 
preceding conclusions (pars. 348 and 350). For instance, the sentence 
'Socrates speaks falsely', if we assume that Socrates says this and nothing else, 
has two mental [sentences corresponding to it], one to which there corre
sponds the spoken sentence [and] the terms of which supposit for the same 
[as do the terms in that spoken sentence] - namely the mental [sentence] 
'Socrates speaks false', which is true and which the spoken [sentence] 
signifies directly. On the other hand, [the insoluble] has another [mental 
sentence corresponding to it] , which signifies (ed1 22ra) that frrst one to be 
false - namely, 'This is false', indicating the frrst one. This [second sentence] 
is false, and the spoken [sentence] signifies it by indirect or reflex significa
tion.918 What 1 say about the above insoluble sentence can also be said about 
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any other insoluble [at least] as far as what the conclusion claims is con
cerned, although they are not completely alike in every way, as will be clear 
later on (pars. 372 and 376). Thus the first part of the conclusion is apparent. 

(356) The second part of this conclusion (par. 354) is: To any such 
insoluble sentence two mental sentences correspond in an unconjoined 
way.919 This is clear, because if such a spoken [sentence] were to signify 
them conjointly,920 there appears [to be] no reason why it would signify 
them copulatively921 any more than disjunctively or in another hypothet
ical922 way. If someone wants to say that it signifies them copulatively, he 
says it gratuitously and without any reason. Indeed, it appears [to be] con
trary to reason. For we do not find in the case of any other sentences that a 
mental copulative or any other hypothetical corresponds to some [spoken] 
categorical sentence unless [it is] by reason of some syncategorema occurring 
in the categorical, or a term that includes a syncategorema923 - as for instance 
in categorical exclusive and exceptive sentences, [and sentences] involving 
the word 'stops', and other cases like this.924 But that cannot be said in the 
present case.925 Therefore, [the insoluble does not signify its two correspond
ing mental sentences copulatively or in any other hypothetical way] .926 

(357) Some corollaries follow from this conclusion (par. 354). First, it 
follows that any insoluble sentence is a multiple sentence (propositio 
plures),927 and so is its contradictory. This is clear from the above. For to any 
insoluble sentence a plurality of mental sentences correspond in an uncon
joined way, as is clear to [anyone] who is paying attention.928 Now every 
such sentence to which a plurality of mental [sentences] correspond in an 
unconjoined way is a multiple sentence, and is not one sentence. [This is] 
according to Aristotle, speaking in the book Sophistic Refutations about the 
fallacy of 'several questions as one' .929 

(358) Second, it follows that there are some sentences completely alike 
in 9{Jeech and [made up oil terms that supposit for the same, such that one 
of [those sentences] is a multiple sentence and another one is not. This is 
clear in the case of 'Socrates speaks falsely' (ed2 23va). If this alone is said930 
by Socrates, it is false and a plurality of mental (ed1 22rb) [sentences] 
correspond to it, since it is insoluble.931 Nevertheless, a completely similar 
sentence932 spoken by Plato is not a multiple sentence but rather a sentence 
absolutely one and not insoluble.933 This is clear to [anyone] who looks at 
it. Similar things can be said for written sentences934 or for mental ones that 
signify by convention. 

(359) The fourth conclusion: Any insoluble sentence is true and false at 
the same time. 
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(360) Proof" To any such [sentence] there correspond two mental 
sentences, one true and the other false. Therefore, (MS 215va) that [sentence] 
is true and false at the same time. The inference is known in virtue of the frrst 
corollary of the third conclusion935 in the second chapter (par. 150). The 
antecedent is clear from the conclusion immediately above (par. 354). It 
should not be surprising that this is so in the case of sentences that signify by 
convention and are also multiple sentences, as is clear to [anyone] who looks 
at it. 

(361) There follow some corollaries from this conclusion (par. 359) too. 
First, it follows that the contradictory of any insoluble sentence is true and 
false at the same time. This is clear from the fourth conclusion (par. 359) and 
the first corollary ofthe third conclusion (par. 357).936 

(362) Second, it follows that there are some sentences completely alike 
in speech and [made up oil terms that supposit for the same, such that one 
of [those sentences] is absolutely false - or at least not absolutely true - and 
another is absolutely true. This is clear from the conclusion (par. 359) and 
from what was said in the second corollary to the third conclusion (par. 358). 

(363) Third, it follows that some sentences appear to contradict [one 
another], and yet they do not contradict [one another] infact. This is clear, 
because if Socrates says 'Socrates speaks falsely' and nothing else,937 and 
Plato says 'Socrates does not speak falsely', these appear to be contradictories. 
For both appear to be singular sentences with the same terms that supposit 
for the same, and one is affrrmative and the other negative. Nevertheless, they 
are not contradictories. For the frrst one is insoluble,938 and a multiple 
sentence,939 and is false - or [at least] not absolutely true. But the second 
one is absolutely false and not a multiple sentence.940 

(364) Likewise, the same thing is clear for the two [sentences] 'This is 
true', indicating its contradictory, and 'This is not true', indicating itself. 941 
They appear to be contradictories for the reason given before (par. 363). Yet 
as a matter of fact they are not contradictories.942 For the mental [sentences] 
corresponding943 to the one and the mental [sentences] corresponding944 to 
the other are not contradictories. To the frrst one these two [sentences] 
correspond: 'This is true', indicating the contradictory (ed l 22va) of the 
spoken [sentence 'This is true'] mentioned above, and 'This is false', in
dicating the former mental [sentence]. But to the second [sentence] these 
two [sentences] correspond: 'This is not true', indicating the spoken negative 
[sentence] mentioned above, and 'This is false', indicating the [negative] 
mental [sentence] just mentioned. Now it is clear that these two mental 
[sentences] correspond to the [spoken] negative mentioned above, because 
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it is insoluble and signifies itself to be false, as is clear from the third distinc
tion of the third chapter (par. 242). Therefore, these two mental sentences 
correspond945 to it, as is clear from what has already been said in the pre
ceding chapter.946 But it is clear to anyone who is paying attention that these 
[last] two mental [sentences] do not correspond947 to the two other mental 
[sentences] that correspond to the first spoken [sentence]. The same thing 
could be made clear for several other insoluble sentences (ed2 23vb). But 
these [examples] are enough for now. 

(365) Now if someone asks what the contradictories are of the above 
insoluble sentences, since they are not [the contradictories of one another] , 
the reply is that in general a contradictory cannot be better formed than by 
putting a negation in front of the whole sentence - with the following four 
conditions, which Aristotle gives in his book (MS 215vb) Sophistic Refuta
tions: "to the same, in the same respect, in the same way, and at the same 
time".948 Therefore, I say that the contradictory of 'Socrates speaks falsely' 
would be 'Not: Socrates speaks falsely', and the contradictory of 'This is true' 
is 'Not: This is true', if we understand the negation to cover both the senses, 
that is, both the mental [sentences] that correspond to the affirmative 
sentences contradictory [to these negative ones]. The same thing holds in 
general in all other cases - with the four conditions just mentioned. 

(366) But suppose someone says that for singular sentences it makes no 
difference whether we put the negation in front949 of the subject or after 
it.95o Consequently, the expressions 'Socrates does not speak falsely' and 
'Not: Socrates speaks falsely' seem to be equivalent. I reply that this is true 
when each of the sentences is one sentence and not multiple. This was treated 
in the fourth argument for the first conclusion of the third951 (ed1 22vb) 
chapter (par. 291). But that is not so in the present case. 

(367) Nevertheless, if someone understood by the one of these negatives 
just [what he understood] by the other, and referred the negation in the first 
[sentence] ,952 or understood it to be a denial, in the way described (par. 
366), then I would concede that the [two negative sentences] would be 
equivalent. 

(368) [Under those conditions] I would say953 that some two sentences 
could be completely alike in speech and [made up of] terms suppositing for 
the same, such that one of them is the contradictory of some sentence while 
the other would not be the contradictory of the same [sentence]. This can be 
made clear enough.954 But it is apparent enough [already], in virtue of the 
second corollary to the third conclusion of the fourth chapter (par. 358), and 
in virtue of the second [corollary] to the fourth [conclusion] of the same 
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[chapter] (par. 362). Hence it is apparent enough that there is not always a 
good inference from one sentence to another one Uust] like it in speech. This 
is clear from what has been said (pars. 358 and 362). Therefore, [there is no 
problem here] . 

(369) Fourth, it follows that no insoluble sentence or its contradictory 
is absolutely true or absolutely false. This is clear, because a sentence should 
be called absolutely true or absolutely false only if there corresponds to it 
only one true or false mental [sentence]. But this is not so for an insoluble 
sentence or its contradictory, as is clear from what has been said (par. 354). 
Therefore, [the corollary holds] . 

(370) Now, again this corollary and many of the things said above, there 
arises a serious doubt about the insoluble sentence 'Every spoken sentence is 
false'. For, assuming that this spoken [sentence] exists, and that [the spoken 
sentence] 'God exists,9SS also exists, it is clear that that sentence is 
insoluble.9S6 Consequently there correspond to it two mental [sentences], 
namely, 'Every spoken sentence is false', which it signifies by direct significa
tion,9S7 and 'This is false', indicating the first mental [sentence] .958 And the 
spoken959 [insoluble] signifies this one by reflex signification.96O From this 
there follow three things: 

(371) First, it follows that the mental sentence the insoluble signifies 
by direct signification is false (MS 216ra). Therefore, it follows that the 
insoluble is absolutely false.961 For it seems that a spoken sentence that 
signifies (ed2 24ra) a false sentence by direct signification is absolutely false. 

(372) Second, it follows that for not every insoluble sentence is the 
mental sentence true that corresponds to it by direct signification. But the 
opposite of this was said in explaining the fust conclusion (ed1 23ra) of this 
chapter (par. 349) and likewise [in explaining] the fust part of the third 
conclusion of this chapter (par. 355).962 

(373) Third, it follows that not every insoluble sentence is false in virtue 
of its reflex signification, which seems incongruous and appears to be con
tradicted by the explanation of the third963 conclusion of this chapter (par. 
355). 

(374) Yet all three of these inferences are clear. For the mental 
[sentence] 'Every spoken sentence is false' is manifestly false in the assumed 
situation,964 as is clear to [anyone] who looks at it. Consequently the mental 
[sentence] 'This is false', indicating the fust mental [sentence], is true. 
Therefore, [all three inferences hold]. 

(375) My reply to the fust of these points (par. 371) is that I concede 
the antecedent965 and deny the inference.966 Although the insoluble seems 
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only to signify a false mental [sentence] , by direct signification, nevertheless 
it does not signify that alone, but [also] another [sentence] by reflex 
signification. Therefore, it does not follow that it is absolutely false, as is 
clear from the proof of the corollary (par. 369). But it does correctly follow 
that it is false in a certain respect (secundum quid), that is, according to one 
signification. Whenever it was said above that an insoluble sentence is false,967 
it should be understood in this way. 

(376) I reply to the second (par. 372) and third (par. 373) [points] at 
the same time. I say that the inference and the consequent are true.968 Never
theless, I say that some insoluble sentences are false precisely insofar as they 
signify themselves to be false. For instance, those kinds for which examples 
were given in the first and second conclusions (pars. 348-349 and 350-353) 
and likewise in the first part of the third chapter. 969 In these cases what was 
said is true.970 And because these cases are much more common than the 
others, therefore I spoke in general terms in those places. On the other hand, 
other [insolubles] are false, [but] not precisely insofar as they signify them
selves to be false. This is so in the present case.971 For the sentence 'Every 
spoken sentence is false' is not false precisely because it signifies itself to be 
false in the assumed situation (par. 370),972 but rather because it signifies 
every spoken sentence to be false. And yet it is assumed that [the spoken 
sentence] 'God exists', which is true, exists. For these insolubles what was 
inferred above (pars. 372-373) is true, as is clear to [anyone] who looks at 
it. And what I say about this case can be said too for the spoken [sentences] 
'Every spoken sentence is particular', and 'Every spoken sentence is negative'. 
Although they signify themselves (ed 1 23rb) to be false, as was said above 
(par. 262), they are nevertheless not false for precisely that reason.973 This is 
clear enough. 

(377) Fifth, it follows that no insoluble sentence is absolutely impossi
ble. This is patently clear from the above corollary (par. 369).974 It is contrary 
to the Master cited above,975 who says that every sentence that by itself and 
directly976 signifies itself to be false is impossible (MS 216rb). For instance, 
'This is false', indicating itself. Hence he infers that there is a difference 
between a sentence that by itself signifies itself to be false and [one that] by 
itself signifies itself not to be true. The ftrst is impossible, whereas the second 
is possible. For instance, 'This is not true', indicating itself.977 But it is clear 
from the above that none of these is absolutely impossible. It is patently clear 
that the ftrst one978 is not impossible even in a certain respect, because no 
mental sentence corresponding to it is impossible, as is clear from what was 
said.979 Therefore, [what that Master says is false]. 
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(378) Sixth and last (ed2 24rb) it follows that one should not give a 
single answer to any insoluble sentence or to its contradictory - that is, by 
absolutely conceding it or absolutely denying it. This is clear from the above 
(par. 357). For, according to Aristotle, in the second part of Sophistic 
Refutations, a single answer should not be given to a multiple sentence.980 

Since each [insoluble] is a multiple sentence,981 and not absolutely true or 
absolutely false,982 therefore one should reply to it [by saying] that it is true 
and false in a certain respect. For instance, in the case of a shield that is half 
white and half black, we concede that it is not absolutely black or absolutely 
white, but is white and black in a certain respect. This is the way to reply to 
all insolubles. Even though it is unusual, nevertheless I show983 that it is what 
Aristotle means in the second part of Sophistic Refutations, where he solves 
the paralogisms of fallacies outside speech. He sets out a paralogism to prove 
that someone speaks the truth by lying, or speaks the truth by speaking 
falsely. For he takes 'to lie' there in an improper sense, for 'to speak falsely'. 
The paralogism is "Let him say 'I lie' and nothing else but this 'I speak 
(ed1 23va) falsely,.,,984 In speaking this way, [the man] lies. Therefore, [the 
case] is as he says, because he says that he is lying. Therefore, by speaking in 
this way, he speaks the truth. Therefore, he speaks the truth. 

(379) Aristotle solves that paralogism by denying the last inference.98s 
Therefore, the reply is that it does not follow 'Speaking in this way he speaks 
the truth; therefore, he speaks the truth'. For there it is argued from what is 
said in a certain respect to what is said absolutely. And he maintains that the 
paralogism commits the fallacy [of inferring from] 'in a certain respect' to 
'absolutely'. From all this it is clear that Aristotle means three things: 

(380) The first is that the sentence is false in a certain respect. For 
Aristotle concedes that by speaking in this way, [the man] lies, that is, speaks 
falsely. 

(381) The second is that the above sentence is true in a certain respect. 
For Aristotle concedes that by speaking in this way [the man] speaks the 
truth. 

(382) The third is that the above sentence is not absolutely true. For 
Aristotle denies [the sentence] 'Socrates speaks the truth,986 [when] said 
absolutely.987 

(383) Thus, according to Aristotle's intention, the sentence is true and 
false in a certain respect, and yet is not absolutely true. Consequently neither 
is its contradictory (MS 216va) absolutely false.988 Otherwise Aristotle's 
solution would be absolutely frivolous and completely miss the point. There
fore, it appears that all that has been said conforms to Aristotle's intention. 
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Hence it follows that, even though the above manner of replying to insolubles 
is strange and difficult for young people, nevertheless, I am certain, it will 
appear plausible to all ingenious people who pay diligent attention. These 
things are said in brief about the so called insolubles. 



NOTES 

1 'Petrus de Al1iaco', often called 'Pierre d'Ailly' even in the English secondary literature. 
I prefer to Anglicize the name. 
2 Although these two tracts are always found together in the early printed editions, 
they seem to be distinct works. Cracow, Biblioteka Jagiellonska, MS 2116, fols. 174vb-
193va, contains a copy of the Insolubles without the Concepts (see Markowski [55], 
p. 338), as does Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, MS G. Ill. 12 (Pasini, lat. 449), fols. 205ra-
216va (see Vescovini (124), p. 416). (Arabic numerals in square brackets refer to items 
in the Bibliography.) Since, however, the two works complement one another, I shall 
refer to them as a unit. 
3 Tschackert (123), p. 350, does not date the work. Salembier (95) puts it in 1372 
(p. xiii), and observes (p. xxii) that Peter referred to it in 1375, in (78), q. 1, a. 1. See 
below, fns. 536,617 and 623. 
4 Tschackert (123), p. 8, fn. 2, quotes Peter's The Agreement of Astronomy with the 
TeUing of History (dated 1414, see ibid., p. 358, and Salembier [95), p. xvii): "I was 
born about flve years after the mentioned conjunction." The astronomical conjunction 
referred to here took place in 1345. (See [123], p. 8, fn. 2.) 
5 I have taken the main points of this biography from Oakley (65) and from Oakley 
166), pp. 9-14. 

See Oakley (65), p. 47. For an inventory of Peter's works, see Salembier (95). 
7 See Desharnais (29), p. 298. Oakley has studied Peter's moral theory to some extent 
(see ibid., fn. 6, for references), and Meller [61) has produced a full length study of 
Peter's epistemology. Courtenay (24) also contains material of philosophical interest. 
Gandillac (38) is probably the best introduction to Peter's general stance in philosophy 
and theology, a stance which was greatly influenced by William of Ockham. 
8 Prantl (87), vol. 4, pp. 103-118, contains a summary of the logical works, including 
a summary of the Concepts and Insolubles on pp. 108-114. There are also some brief 
remarks on the Concepts in Kneale (48), pp. 230-231, a summary of the main parts of 
the Insolubles in Spade (103), item LI (drawn from Paul of Venice), and in Bottin (20) , 
pp. 131-144, and a section on Peter's rejection of Gregory of Rimini's doctrine of 
'complexly signiflcables' (see pars. 179-238 of the translation, below) in Elie [35], 
pp. 64-82 and pp. 185-197, and in Nuchelmans (64), pp. 259-265. On the Concepts 
and Insolubles, see also the brief remarks in Dumitriu (32), and in Dumitriu (31), vol. 
2, pp. 168-170. In addition to the Concepts and Insolubles, Peter wrote at least two 
other logical tracts: a Refutations of the Modes of Signifying (peter of Ailly (75), and 
a Treatise on Exponibles (peter of Ailly (79). Salembier (95), p. xiii, dates the Refuta
tions 1372-1395, and puts the Treatise on Exponibles 'around' 1372. The Treatise on 
the Art of Obliging attributed to Peter and printed in [59) appears instead, according to 
Heinrich Schepers, to be identical with Marsilius of Inghen's De obUgationibus as pre
served in Cracow, Biblioteka Jagiellonska, MS 2602. (lowe this information to E. P. 
Bos.) 

95 
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9 Paul of Venice [68], fols. 193rb-va. See Spade [103], item L. Peter's position is the 
thirteenth in Paul of Venice's survey of previous opinions on insolubles. For the term 
'insoluble', see below. The 'imitator' Paul mentions on foJ. 193va has not been identified. 
10 See Pompei [85]. 
11 On Gregory of Rimini's view and its relation to Peter's, see below. 
12 See his Insolubilia in [82], fols. 200va-205vb, at foJ. 203va. See also the passages 
from Tartaret quoted in Spade [103], item XXIX (Gregory of Rimini). 
13 See Ashworth [7], p. 288. 
14 Ibid., p. 61. 
1S See Ashworth [8], p. 267. 
16 Ibid., pp. 268 & 274. 
17 See Ashworth [7], p. 62. For the reference, see ibid., p. 73, fn. 89. The view perhaps 
did not originate with Peter of Ailly. See fn. 614 below. 
18 See Ashworth [7], p. 74, fn. 103. On de Soto's use of Peter, see also ibid., p. 105. 
19 Ibid., p. 7. 
20 Ibid., p. 23, fn. 23. 
21 Ibid., p. 116, fn. 26. Hieronymus of St. Mark perhaps also was influenced by Peter. 
See the remarks in Spade [109] ,p. 336. 
22 Ackrill translation [5]. See also 16a9-12: "Just as some thoughts in the soul are 
neither true nor false while some are necessarily one or the other, so also with spoken 
sounds. For falsity and truth have to do with combination and separation." 
23 Boethius [17]. Boethius may have distorted Aristotle's meaning; see Kretzmann [49]. 
24 In addition to Aristotle, Augustine's De trinitate was also an important source for the 
theory of mental language. See Augustine [12], XV, 10.19-11.20, pp. 485-489 (trans
lated in [13], pp. 475-479). 
2S For Ockham, the only 'universals' are universal concepts (the general terms of mental 
language) and, derivatively, the general terms of spoken and written language. These 
terms, however, are universal only in the sense that they are 'predicated of many'; they 
are not universal in the sense of being 'in many'. That is, they are not universals in the 
sense in which realists want to have universals. Since this doctrine does countenance 
'universal' concepts, some scholars prefer to call it a 'conceptualism' rather than a strict 
'nominalism', for which the only universals would be spoken or written general terms. 
See Boehner [16]. 
26 This feature of Ockham's doctrine is sometimes confused with his rejection of real 
universals, as though the two claims went hand in hand. They do not; one can be a realist 
about universals and yet admit only two metaphysical categories, or alternatively, be a 
nominalist about universals but allow individual entities in any number of categories. 
27 See Loux, 'The On tology of William of Ockham', in [53]. 
28 See Spade [106]. 
29 For more on Ockham's theory of mental language, see Boler [19], Geach [39], 
section 23, Gibson [40], Spade [114] and Trentman (122]. 
30 Singular 'insolubile'. On the term, see par. 242 of the translation and the notes there. 
31 For modern literature on these paradoxes, see Martin [60], especially the bibliog
raphy, pp. 135-149. 
32 See Bottin [20] and Spade [103] . 
33 See Spade [108]. 
34 See Spade [103], index under 'fallacy: secundum quid et simpliciter'. 
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3S See Spade [103], index under 'cassantes', and [108], pp. 307-308. 
36 E.g., Kneale [48), p. 228. Various modern theories according to which the para
doxical sentences are 'meaningless' may perhaps be viewed in this light (when they are 
not viewed in terms of multivalued logic). 
37 See Spade [108), p. 308, and [103). Curiously, in the 'post-mediaeval' period, the 
view seems to have been revived. See Ashworth [7), p. 115, the view of Derodon. See 
also Spade [109), p. 338. 
38 See Weisheipl [125), p. 190. 
39 See Roure [94), p. 295, par. 5.06. 
40 See, e.g., Spade [103], item L (paul of Venice), and item LII (Ralph Strode). See 
also ibid., item LXVIII (Walter Sexgrave), p. 114, who quotes Bradwardine's equally 
simple argument ("it denies the senses") against the fifth previous opinion in Brad
wardine's survey. Both the fifth and the sixth opinions in that survey seem to be versions 
of cassatio. 
41 See Spade [103], index under 'restringentes', and also [108], p. 307, fn. 64. 
42 See Spade [103], items X, XX, and perhaps LX (Robert Holeot). See also [104], 
f3 299 and fn. 11. 

See Spade [103], items LXII (Roger Roseth), LXVII (Walter Burley), LXVIII 
(Walter Sexgrave) and LXX-LXXI (William of Ockham). For the text of Walter Burley, 
see Roure [94), pp. 262-284. For the text from Ockham's Summa logicae, see Ockham 
.\130), III-3, Ch. 46. 

See Roure [94) , p. 288, par. 3.04. 
4S See Spade [104], p. 299. 
46 For the Latin, see Spade [103), item LIII, pp. 87-88. 
47 Strode's survey of the early opinions is a close paraphrase of the first five chapters of 
Bradwardine's text. 
48 See Roure [94), p. 297, par. 6.03. Note that these definitions guarantee bivalence, 
which Bradwardine explicitly accepts as his first 'assumption', ibid., par. 6.04. 
49 See fn. 48 above. 
so See Bradwardine's first conclusion as quoted in Spade [103], item LXIV, p. 109, 
fn. 200. The general idea here is, first, that a sentence signifies everything that logically 
follows from it. Thus, 'The cat is on the mat' signifies not only that the cat is on the 
mat, but also that an animal is on the mat, and that the cat is on something, and so on. 
In short, a sentence's signification is closed under the relation of logical consequence. 
This much is explicitly accepted by Bradwardine as his second 'assumption'. See [94], 
p. 297, par. 6.04. Bradwardine's first conclusion follows from this if one assumes that 
the 'Tarski inferences' (the inferences corresponding to the so called 'Tarski bicondition
als' - see Spade [100)) hold in the case ofinsolubles. Curiously, Bradwardine (and some 
others in the same tradition) do not seem to have held that such inferences are valid for 
all sentences; to use their terminology, they do not seem to have held that every 
sentence signifies itself to be true, but only the insoluble ones. (Others made the more 
general claim. See par. 244, below.) Note that, if one is going to define truth in terms of 
signification and signification in terms of logical consequence, then logical consequence 
cannot without circularity be defmed in terms of truth-preserving transformations. Some 
authors seem to have recognized this. See, e.g., Swyneshed in Spade [111), par.35, and 
Spade [115], fn. 14 to the study. 
S See Spade [103), item XXVII. 
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52 See Spade [103], anonymous items IV, VIII and XII (pseudo-Hey tesbury) , and items 
XXIV (Albert of Saxony), XXXI (Henry Hoption, but see below), XXXIV (John 
Buridan), XXXVIII (John of Holland), XXXIX (John Hunter), XLIX (paul of Pergula), 
LIII (Ralph Strode), LVI (Richard Lavenham) , and LVIII (Robert Fland). In Spade 
[103], pp. 56-57, I attributed item XXXI to Henry Hopton. But De Rijk [28], p. 140, 
argues against this identification. 
53 Gregory's main work was done in the 1340's. His commentary on Book I of the 
Sentences dates from 1342. See Gregory of Rimini [43], Bk. II, fol. Ira. On Gregory, 
see Leff [51], and Trapp [119], [120] and [121]. 
54 See Marsilius of Inghen [57], and Spade (103), item XLVII. Marsilius wrote after 
1351. E.P. Bos plans to edit Marsilius'Insolubilia. (Private correspondence.) 
55 It is perhaps not clear that Bradwardine himself intended this. It is clear, however, 
that Marsilius does not intend it. See below. 
56 See Marsilius of Inghen [57) ,fol. 73v: "Another sophism: 'Socrates says a falsehood'. 
It is posited that Socrates says this and nothing else, and that no other man than he is 
called by this name ... The reply is that the sophism is false. For it amounts to the 
copulative 'Socrates says a falsehood and it is false that Socrates says a falsehood'. But 
that is false on account of its second part. Therefore although it is always the case as 
[the sentence) signifies by its first signification, nevertheless it is not the case as [the 
sentence) signifies by its second signification, namely the reflection of falsity: that it is 
false that Socrates says a falsehood." See also ibid., fol. 75v: "For it was always said that 
the above sentences should be expounded by a copulative in the first part of which [the 
sentences) themselves occurred, or ones like them, and so the same thing was expounded 
by itself. Thus the exposition is inappropriate. This is solved. For when, in the frrst part 
of the copulative, [sentences) vocally like such an [insoluble) sentence occurred by way 
of exposition, they were prevented then from having the reflexive signification they 
!formerly) had on themselves." 

7 See, for example, pars. 247-252, 255-256, 262-263,289, 292-296, and 377 of 
the translation below, and the accompanying notes. 
58 Gregory was not revising Marsilius' view; he wrote before Marsilius did. 
59 And mental language 'improperly so called'. On this notion, see below, pars. 16-20 
and pars. 94-96. 
60 See Spade [103], item XXIX. 
61 This account of Gregory's view is highly reconstructive; I know of no text where 
Gregory explicitly discusses insolubles. I have based my reconstruction on Peter 
Tartaret's account of the differences between Gregory's view and Peter of Ailly's. See 
PeterTartaret [82), and Spade (103), item XXIX. 
62 See Spade [115). On Heytesbury, see Wilson [131 J . 
63 In William Heytesbury (126). Chapter One is translated in Spade [115). On the date, 
see Weisheipl [125], p. 196. 
64 See Heytesbury's second rule in [126), fol. 6va21-31, translated in Spade [115], 

fsar. 49. 
See for instance Gregory of Rimini (43), I, prol., q. 1 a. 3, fol. 4F; and Peter of Ailly 

in par. 94 below. The doctrine is quite standard. 
66 On Peter's plagiarism, which goes rather beyond the usual mediaeval casualness about 
citing sources, see Grant [42), p. 131, fn. 121. 
67 See for example par. 314 and fn. 824 below. 
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68 See Boehner [16), especially pp. 169-174. 
69 Atone point for instance Peter cuts short a discussion of certain details by saying 
simply, "On this see Ockham" (par. 38). 
70 See fn. 171 below. 
71 Peter argues against the Modists at greater length in [75]. See fn. 171 below. 
72 See fn. 136. 
73 See fn. 279. 
74 See fn. 299. 
7S See fn. 302. 
76 See fn. 394. 
77 See fns. 394-402 for a discussion of the proper interpretation of this difficult 
argument. 
78 See fn. 403. 
79 See par. 179. 
80 G:U [37] has recently argued that the theory did not originate with Gregory; Gregory 
took it rather from Adam Wodeham. 
81 See pars. 185-189 and the notes there. 
82 The closest I can come to identifying the author of this view is John Buridan. But see 
the notes to pars. 206-209. 
83 See the discussion of Bradwardine's theory of insolubles, above. 
84 See pars. 247-252, 255-256, 262-263, 289, 292-296, and 377, and accompanying 
notes. 
8S See fn. 733 for some difficulties with Peter's definitions. I have here given what I 
take to be his intent. 
86 The word 'distinctly' here will cause Peter problems. See the notes to this and sub
sequent sections of the text, beginning at fn. 757. 
87 See the reasoning in fn. 887. 
88 See the analysis 'of this difficult paragraph in fn. 907. 
89 See fn. 61 above. 
90 See, for instance, Heytesbury's Sophismata in [126]. 
91 See the description in Vescovini [124], p. 416. 
92 See the description in Markowski [55], p. 338. 
93 Tschackert [123] and Salembier [95] list no manuscripts. In addition, I have 
checked the usual manuscript catalogues without success, although that research 
technique is rarely if ever exhaustive. Professor Julian G. Plante of the Hill Manuscript 
Microfllm Library informs me that there were no manuscript copies of either work in 
their collection as of 27 April 1976. Professor Jan Pinborg, who has worked on an 
edition of the Concepts, tells me he knows of no manuscript copies of that work (letter 
of 6 October 1976). On the other hand, Elie [35], p. 64, says of the Insolubles, "Ce 
petit ouvrage figure toujours, dans les manuscrits et les incunables, apres Ie traite dit 
Conceptus" (my emphasis). The claim is false in view of the Turin and Cracow manu
scripts mentioned above, but one wonders whether Elie knew of additional manuscripts. 
94 See Copinger [23], Goff [41], Hain [44], and Pellechet [70]. 
9S Goff [41] erroneously lists a copy of this incunabula at the Bryn Mawr College 
Library. The Copy at the Walters Art Gallery is corrected by a mediaeval hand. 
96 Although Hain [44] gives no place or date, the ones above are provided by Goff 
[41]. 
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97 This is the so called 'intellectio'-theory of concepts, the theory fmally adopted by 
Ockham. See Boehner [16] , especially pp. 169-174. 
98 On terminological points throughout the text, consult Maieru [54]. 
99 Ad placitum - that is, at one's pleasure. Spoken terms signify whatever one wants 
them to. The translation 'by convention' suggests that many people, perhaps a whole 
linguistic community, must agree on a spoken term's signification. This is not strictly 
implied by the Latin phrase, which leaves open the possibility of a single speaker's giving 
an utterance a purely private or personal signification. (Nevertheless, see par. 62.) But 
the translation 'by convention' has some authority. In Boethius' translation of Aristotle's 
De interpretatione (2, 16aI9), a noun is defined in part as a 'vox' that signifies 
'secundum placitum'. (See Minio-Paluello [62], p. 6 lines 4-5.) Both Ackrill's translation 
of Aristotle in [5] and the Oxford Translation in [6] have 'by convention' here. On this 
Aristotelian text, see Kretzmann [49]. 
100 'Imposition' is the giving of an arbitrary signification to a spoken or written term -
and, derivatively, to a mental term improperly so called. On this last notion, see pars. 2 
and 16-20. 
101 This clause is added to take account of 'mental terms properly so called', which 
S~ifY naturally and not by convention. See below, pars. 2 and 16-20. 
1 On the distinction between mental terms 'properly so called' and those 'improperly 
so called', see pars. 16-20. 
103 But see par. 8 and fn. 109. See also par. 240. 
10'1 The distinction between terms signifying 'something' and those signifying 'some 
things' is not the distinction between proper names and general terms. The latter, at least 
if they are not collective terms and are in the singular, signify 'something' and not 'some 
things'. This does not mean, however, that terms signifying 'something' have only one 
significate. The term 'man', for instance, signifies all men, and yet it is said to signify 
'something' and not 'some things'. It is tempting to think that by 'some things' Peter 
means a class or set of things. This is probably wrong. First, the notion of a set or class 
- as opposed to a 'heap' - is a relatively modern notion. (Mediaeval genera and species 
were never classes or sets in the set-theoretical sense.) Second, classes or sets would have 
no place in Peter's Ockhamist ontology. Third, even if Peter were to accept sets in his 
ontology, to say that a term signifies a set would be to say that it signifies one thing 
(the set) and not several (the set's members). Yet Peter says that collective and plural 
terms signify 'some things', not just 'something'. It is difficult to know exactly how to 
interpret Peter here. Perhaps as good an approach as any is the following. With each 
categorematic term there is associated one or more significates. Proper names have only 
one significate. General terms, whether collective or not, whether in the singular or in 
the plural, have several significates. A categorematic term T will then be said to signify 
'something' if and only if the sentence 'This is T' or 'This is aT', indicating anyone of 
the significates of T, is true. (Strictly speaking, we probably need to add 'or was or will 
be or can be true', because of the mediaeval doctrine of 'ampliation'. This need not 
detain us here, and does not affect the main point. See Maieru [54], Ch. 2.) Otherwise 
the term T will be said to signify 'some things'. In that case, there will be several signifi
cates a, b, ... , of the term T such that the sentence 'a and b and ... are T' is (or was or 
will be or can be) true. (Ignore the difficulty about expressions of infmite length.) Note 
that this last is not a sufficient condition for a categorematic term's being said to signify 
'some things'. For the term 'white' satisfies that condition, and yet is a non-collective 
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tenn in the singular and so signifies only 'something'. Rather the sufficient (and 
necessary) condition for a categorematic tenn's signifying 'some things' is the failure of 
the condition for its signifying 'something'. There is a problem with this approach, 
however. Strictly speaking, it applies in general only to 'absolute' terms, not to 'con
notative' ones. (See pars. 41-49. On this distinction, see Spade [106].) I do not know 
how to revise the criterion to handle all cases of connotative tenns, and in particular 
'figment' tenns. (On these last, see fn. 187 below.) Tenns signifying 'some things' seem 
to be exactly the concrete tenns in the fourth mode discussed by Ockham in [130], I, 
9 (translated in Loux [53], p. 69). 
105 For this phrase, see pars. 11-15. The criteria in fn. 104 above will apply only to 
tenns that are categorematic, and not syncategorematic, by reason of signification. 
106 Ed2 has 'talis notitiae'. The Walters Art Gallery copy of ed l has been corrected by 
hand to 'tali notitia', which seems preferable. I have followed that reading. The same 
copy contains several other handwritten corrections in this paragraph, most of which 
are not to be preferred. 
107 The 'something extrinsic' is the intellective power. 
108 That is, 'x is a vital change' is not a necessary truth, even when x is in fact a vital 
change. Peter is not, of course, saying that the sentence 'A vital change is a vital change' 
can be false. (At least not so long as there is some vital change. Many mediaevals denied 
sentences of the fonn 'An A is an A' if there are in fact no A's.) 
109 See also par. 240. As it stands, the claim here is too strong. In par. 2 we were told 
that to signify is to represent something or some things or somehow. Even if we construe 
'to be a sign of some thing' here as bearing both on terms that singify 'something' and on 
tenns that signify 'some things' (for example, by treating 'to be a sign of some thing' as 
equivalent to 'to have something as a significate' - see fn. 104 above), there is still the 
case of syncategorematic tenns, which signify 'somehow'. We must weaken Peter's claim 
here. To be a sign of some thing is to signify, but not in general vice versa. 
110 Such a concept: That is, my concept 'man' is a sign of x if and only if anyone's 
concept 'man', including mine, is a natural representation of x. 
111 Reading 'primo' with ed2 . Ed l has 'Primo modo'. 
112 Ed l omits 'So too ... thing'. Compare Romans 1:20: "For the invisible things of 
him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by the things that 
are made, even his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse." 
113 Institution is the same as imposition. See fn. 100 above. 
114 With pars. 8-9, see Ockham [128], IV, q. 3, discussed in Boehner [16], pp. 165-
167. See also pars. 273-277 below. 
115 On this tenninology, see Prantl [87], vol. 4, p. 104, fn. 435 and references there. 
See also Nuchelmans [64], pp. 241-247. 
116 The 'extremes' are the tenns conjoined: in the example, the subject and the 
predicate. 

17 'Verbal'in the sense that it is a verb, not in the sense that it is a spoken tenn. 
118 See pars. 11-15. 
119 This obscure clause means only that the copula joins subject and predicate by virtue 
of mediating between them. The subject and predicate are not connected directly with 
one another, but are kept apart and connected only indirectly by the copula. 
121 For instance, the mental tenn 'tall man'. Here the 'extremes', the concepts 'tall' and 
'man', are connected directly with one another, without the aid of an intennediating 
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link. Peter's statements here suggest that he thinks the only kind of intermediation 
among concepts is by means of the copula, resulting in a mental sentence. But what 
about such concepts as 'tall or a man'? Are there such concepts? If so, they would 
appear to be complex by a separating connection 'or'. Otherwise, how would such a 
concept differ from the concept 'tall man'? Peter suggests that such connectives are 
eliminable (see pars. 119 and 158), but it is not clear that in fact all of them are. 
121 Earlier in the paragraph, Peter spoke of an 'act of knowing that apprehends a thing'. 
Do syncategoremata, which signify 'somehow', also 'apprehend a thing'? If so, then 'to 
af}'rehend a thing' is not the same as 'to be a sign of some thing'. See fn. 109 above. 
1 Terms may be categorematic or syncategorematic according to either of two alter
native points of view: the point of view of the logician, who is concerned with the 
signification of a term, or the point of view of the grammarian, who is concerned with 
the grammatical function (officium) of the term in a sentence. Thus, there are four 
possible kinds of terms: (a) those that are categorematic in signification but syncategore
matic in grammatical function; (b) those that are syncategorematic in signification but 
categorematic in function; (c) those that are categorematic in both signification and 
function; (d) those that are syncategorematic in both signification and function. 
123 That is, it cannot serve as the grammatical subject of such a verb. In the gram
marian's terminology, the subject of a sentence is a 'sup posit' - i.e., it is 'put under' 
(sub·positum) - with respect to the verbal predicate. This usage of the word 'supposit' 
and its variants is to be sharply distinguished from the logicans's use of the term, 
according to which a term 'supposits' for that for which it semantically stands. On this 
distinction, see, e.g., John Buridan [45], Ch. 3, p. 50, translated in [46], pp. 99-100. 
See also Robins [92] , p. 82. 
124 'Names' (nomina) in mediaeval grammatical theory included both nouns and adjec
tives. See Robins [92], p. 85. 
125 That is, it cannot serve as the grammatical predicate in a sentence with a nominative 
name as grammatical subject. See Robins [92], p. 82. See also Logica Cum sit nostra, 
quoted in De Rijk [27], vol. II, part 2, p. 451: '''apposited', that is, put on the side 
(ex parte) of the predicate. And it is [so] called to differentiate it from the things that 
are put on the side of the subject." 
126 In Latin, as in English, adjectives are sometimes used as the subject of a sentence 
(e.g., 'The dead tell no tales'). In such a case, however, we sometimes say that there is an 
implicit noun 'understood'. Perhaps we should take this quite literally: it is 'understood' 
- that is, the noun is explicitly present in the corresponding mental sentence. Adjectives 
alone, therefore, cannot serve as the grammatical subject of a mental sentence, although 
perhaps they may occur 'on the side of the subject' as a modifier of a noun. (See Maienl 
[54], pp. 207ff., especially fnn. 34 and 37, and De Rijk [27], vol. II, part 1, p. 262, and 
part 2, p. 712.) It is a little harder to make out the claim that adjectives cannot serve as 
the predicate of a mental sentence. Peter does not mean simply that adjectives cannot be 
predicated by themselves - i.e., without a copula. For neither can substantives be pred
icates without a copula, and yet in par. 14 Peter says that they can be 'apposited with 
respect to a name in the nominative case'. Perhaps here in par. 12 Peter means that the 
mental sentence corresponding to 'Socrates is wise' has a noun 'understood' even in the 
predicate: 'Socrates is a wise man' or even 'Socrates is a wise thing'. On the other hand, 
there is perhaps a question whether there can be 'merely adjectival terms' at all. If Peter's 
connotation-theory (see pars. 41-54 and par. 81) is like Ockham's (see Spade [106]), 
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then, since spoken and written adjectives are connotative, their mental equivalents are 
complex concepts all of the atomic parts of which are absolute terms (and therefore 
nouns) or else syncategoremata. Do all such complex concepts corresponding to spoken 
and written adjectives have as an atomic part a mental noun that we say is implicitly 
'understood' in the adjective? E.g., does 'wise' correspond to 'thing (or man) in which 
(whom) there is wisdom'? If so, then there are no merely adjectival terms at all, atomic 
or complex. (It is an interesting question whether this leads to heretical consequences in 
the case of the Eucharist.) But if not, then why cannot the 'merely adjectival' mental 
terms be predicates? 
127 Terms in oblique cases cannot by themselves serve as the grammatical subject of a 
sentence, at least not without an implicitly 'understood' noun. Thus, in 'His is red', 
depending on the context, we implicitly 'understand' his book, his automobile, etc. Once 
~, the case is somewhat harder to make out for predicate position. 
1 Impersonal verbs (such as Latin 'oportet', 'licet', or English '(It) rains', '(It) snows') 
obviously cannot serve as the grammatical subject of a finite personal verb. Since they do 
not take personal subjects, impersonal verbs also cannot be predicates with respect to 
nominative names as subject. 
129 The term 'is', when used as a copula, is said to be used tertium ad;acens. (See, e.g., 
par. 73.) It appears here that not only the predicate term, following the copula, but also 
the copula itself is said to be 'apposited' with respect to the subject. It is not obvious 
what Peter would do with the use of the term 'is' in existence-claims, such as 'God is', 
that is, used secundum ad;acens. The word is obviously categorematic in function in that 
case. Whether it is still syncategorematic in signification, however, is perhaps debatable. 
Many authors would analyze the use of 'is' secundum ad;acens into the copula-plus
participle construction 'is a being', where the copula is treated as above and the 
participle is categorematic in signification and function together. Note that, although 
Peter does not say so, 'is' cannot be a grammatical subject of a finite personal verb. 
130 I.e., nouns. The examples usually given are nouns in the category of substance. But 
abstract nouns in the category of quality (e.g., 'whiteness') would also, on an Ockhamist 
ontology, be categorematic in signification and function together. 
131 Adjectival verbs are verbs that can be 'resolved' into a copula plus a participle. Thus 
'runs' = 'is' plus 'running'. The verb 'is', when used in existence-sentences (see above, 
fn. 129), is called a 'substantive verb'. It was debated whether 'is' is also a substantive 
verb when used as a copula. Some authors also distinguished 'nuncupative verbs', such as 
'vocor' ('I am called' - e.g., 'I am called Peter'). On these notions, see Maieru [54]. 
In par. 214, Peter denies that adjectival verbs taken verbally can serve as the subject of 
a fmite personal verb. But they can be predicates. 
132 The repetition occurs in both ed 1 and ed2 • 

133 I have been unable to determine exactly what this means. Professor Jan Pinborg 
suggests that the phrase 'taken merely pronominally' must mean 'without specific 
reference' - i.e., without a context (sine demonstratione et relatione). (Private corres
pondence.) The phrase 'taken merely pronominally' must modify 'names' as well as 
'pronouns', since nouns and adjectives, in their normal usages, are covered in pars. 12 
and 14. It is clear that pronouns may be taken in this indefmite way, and perhaps one 
would want to say that then they are syncategorematic in signification. But it is hard to 
see why they would be syncategorematic in function too. That some names may also be 
taken in this indefinite way rests on the fact that many of the words we class as pronouns 
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were classed by the mediaevals as 'names' (nomina). See Priscian [89], vol. 2, p. 61. 
(lowe this point to Pinborg.) 
134 I.e., quantifiers. 
135 Peter does not mention adverbs in this discussion. But see par. 73, where he does 
mention spoken adverbs and says that at least some of them are categorematic in signifi
cation and syncategorematic in function. Note that Peter's schematization has a certain 
rough and ready symmetry about it. There are three parameters by which he classifies 
tenus: (a) whether they signify some thing or things; (b) whether they cim be the gram
matical subject of a fmite personal verb; and (c) whether they can be a predicate with 
respect to a nominative name. Parameter (a) is semantic; whatever tenus satisfy (a) are 
categorematic at least in signification. Parameters (b) and (c), however, are syntactic or 
grammatical. With the exception of the verbal copula (par. 13) and adjectival verbs (see 
above fn. 131), (b) and (c) stand or fall together; if a term satisfies (b) it will also satisfy 
(c), and vice versa. A tenu that satisfies (b) and (c) will be categorematic at least in 
function. The verbal copula and adjectival verbs are the only tenus that upset the 
symmetry of this schema; they satisfy (c) but not (b). 
136 The distinction between mental language properly so called and mental language 
improperly so called is suggested by Augustine [12], XV, 10.19-11.20, pp. 485-489 
(translated in [13], pp. 475-479) and by Anselm,Mon%gion, Ch. 10 (in [4], p. 24 
line 27 - p. 25 line 15, translated in [3], pp. 56-57). Peter's immediate source, how
ever, appears to be Gregory of Rimini. See fn. 279 below. 
137 For the 'such', see fn. 110 above. Mental tenus improperly so called are the tenus 
that pass before our mind when we 'think in English' or 'in Latin'. See par. 95. 
138 See par. 32. 
139 On subordination, see Spade [106], p. 57, fn. 8. Peter is unusual here in that he 
allows concepts to be subordinated to concepts. A concept C is said to be subordinated 
to a concept C* if and only if C naturally signifies a spoken or written term T that is 
subordinated - in the sense given in [106] - to C*. Since the subordination of spoken 
and written tenus to concepts is conventional, so too will be the subordination of con
cepts to concepts. C will signify by convention whatever C* signifies naturally. In 
addition, C will signify T naturally. 
140 That is, when the natural significate of the term is distinct from all its conventional 
siijnificates, as in the example in par. 16. No man is identical with the utterance 'man'. 
1 That is, in some cases the same thing may be both naturally and conventionally 
s~ified by a concept. 
1 I.e., the concept 'being'. 
143 On ultimate signification, see pars. 20 and 63-66. 
144 That it seems to imply a contradiction. 
145 Assuming, of course, that the tenu continues to exist. Since concepts, utterances and 
inscriptions are all contingent creatures, they need not exist at all, and a fortiori need not 
sftify. The point here, however, is that natural signification is not a matter of choice. 
1 I.e., the claim in par. 17. 
147 Thus leaving open the possibility that the tenu might necessarily signify the same 
thing naturally. 
148 because ... [in particular]: Following ed2 . Ed! is corrected by hand to read 'And 
the reason [for this] is that it is adequately representative of all beings, but inadequately 
[representative] of anyone [in particular] '. 
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149 On the terminology of 'proper' and 'ultimate' signification, see pars. 32 and 63-66. 
A term 'inadequately' signifies a thing x naturally and properly (or, by convention and 
ultimately) if and only if x is but one of several natural and proper (or, conventional and 
ultimate) significates of the term. A term 'adequately' signifies naturally and properly 
(or, by convention and ultimately) things Xl, X2,'" if and only if Xl> X2,'" are all 
naturally and properly (or, by convention and ultimately) signified by the term and the 
term naturally and properly (or, by convention and ultimately) signifies nothing else. 
The expression 'inadequately signifies' may be distributed over a universally quantified 
direct object in an affirmative sentence, whereas the expression 'adequately signifies' 
cannot. Thus, the term 'animal' inadequately signifies every man; therefore, it inade
quately signifies Socrates. But, while the term 'man' adequately signifies every man, it 
does not adequately signify Socrates. Peter here claims that it is inconsistent for the 
same (mental) term to signify the same thing both (a) naturally, (properly) and ade
quately, and (b) by convention, ultimately and adequately. This implies that no utter
ance or inscription can be a proper name of itself. If it were, the concept of that 
utterance or inscription would violate Peter's claim. It is not clear why Peter thinks this 
is impossible, since the signification of utterances and inscriptions is purely conventional. 
See in fact the end of par. 61, where Peter perhaps allows utterances or inscriptions to be 
yroper names of themselves. 

so On these terms, see Maienl [54]. 
151 Ibid. 
152 For the addition, see par. 24. 
153 First and second intentions are meant to be mutually exclusive. (This follows from 
pars. 75,77 and 79.) Thus an additional clause must be added to the defmition given in 
the text: 'or insofar as it is signified by convention by another term'. Otherwise, the con
cept 'significate of the spoken term 'dog" would be both a first intention since it signifies 
dogs, which are not signs, and also a second intention in virtue of par. 29. See also par. 74. 
The words 'by convention' must be included in the additional clause, and elsewhere in 
the discussion that follows (pars. 22-30, also pars. 74-79). For in par. 74 Peter says 
that to be a term of first imposition is the same thing as to be a term of first intention. 
Similarly it appears that to be a term of second imposition is the same as to be a term of 
second intention. (See also the end of par. 77.) In par. 76 Peter says that terms of second 
intention are subordinated to concepts that are themselves second intentions. Again, in 
par. 76, terms of second imposition (and so of second intention) are said to be such that 
their imposition presupposes the imposition of another term. That is, which things a 
term of second imposition (intention) signifies depends in part on the imposition of other 
terms. Now, since spoken and written terms (and mental terms improperly so called) 
signify exactly the things signified by the concepts to which they are subordinated (par. 
82), then if the signification of a term of second intention (imposition) presupposes the 
imposition of other terms, so too will the signification of the second intention itself (the 
concept) presuppose the imposition of other terms. This I take it is Peter's view. Hence if 
the phrase 'by convention' is deleted from clause (b) of par. 26 (it is put there by taking 
it from par. 29 - see fn. 159), then the concept 'natural significate' - 'signijicatum 
naturaliter (per aliquem terminum)' - will, for example, be a second intention. But such 
a concept violates what we have just said; its signification does not presuppose the 
imposition of other teqns. On the other hand, inserting the words 'by convention' in par. 
26 (and par. 29) requires similar adjustments elsewhere in pars. 22-30 and 74-79. 
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154 The concept of the utterance 'Socrates' naturally signifies the utterance 'Socrates' 
which, although it is a sign, is nevertheless not signified by that concept insofar as the 
utterance is a sign, but only insofar as it is a certain sequence of phonemes. Nevertheless, 
the concept is not a fust intention, because it also signifies by convention a thing that is 
not a sign, namely, Socrates the man. The phrase 'signifies only naturally a thing that is 
not a sign' must therefore be read as implying that everything the concept signifies and 
is not a sign is signified by that concept only naturally, not just that there is some such 
thing the concept signifies only naturally. 
155 Reading 'et secundum quem non est signum alterius rei' with ed2. The text is 
perhaps corrupt here. Ed1 has 'tamen secundum ilium non debet dici signum alterius rei', 
and omits the rest of the paragraph. Ed3 and ed4 agree with ed1 here, and eds agrees 
with ed2. 
156 Thus concepts of concepts are fust intentions. 
157 Following ed2. Ed1 has 'does not signify'. 
158 'Utterance'is a species of sound (De anima II, 8, 420b5-6 and 13), which is in tum 
a kind of 'affective quality' (De anima II, 12, 424aI6-23, and Categories 8, 9a28-b9). 
159 The passage is garbled in the editions. Ed 1 reads 'only naturally a thing that is a sign 
of another thing, either (a) insofar as it is a sign, or else (b) insofar as that thing is 
signified by convention by another term'. This conflicts with par. 29, according to which 
the thing signified 'insofar as that thing is signified by convention by another term' need 
not itself be a sign. Ed2 has 'only naturally a thing that is a sign of another thing, also 
insofar as that thing is signified by convention by another term', thus omitting a clause 
and resulting in a defmition that violates par. 29 in the same way as edt does. Ed3 has 
'only naturally a thing that is a sign of another thing, either (a) insofar as it is a sign, or 
else (b) a thing insofar as that thing is signified by convention by another term', in which 
the disjuncts are not coordinate. I have reconstructed the correct reading on the basis of 
the clause-by-clause analysis that follows in pars. 27 -29. See also par. 76. 
160 See also fn. 154 above. 
161 Ed2 adds 'instituted by convention'. (On the significance of this, see Cn. 162.) 
162 Contrast pars. 22 and 25. Peter does not here have in mind the concepts that proper
ly and adequately (see fn. 149 above) signify the utterances or inscriptions 'man', 'ass', 
etc., since they are mental terms improperly so called, and so are ruled out by par. 27. 
Neither presumably does he have in mind the concepts that properly and adequately 
signify the concepts or mental terms 'man', 'ass', etc., since they seem to be first inten
tions (see par. 24 and fn. 156), and moreover are not imposed to signify. Rather, he 
seems to be thinking of concepts such as 'spoken species-term' or 'written species-term'. 
The concept 'spoken species-term' signifies the utterances 'man', 'ass', etc., insofar as 
they are imposed to signify things of the same species, differing only in number. 
163 Following ed2. Ed3 has 'significative'; the Walters Art Gallery copy of edt may have 
been corrected by hand to read 'signified'. 
164 Following ed2. Edt omits 'by convention'. 
165 The term 'dog' equivocally signifies the animal that barks, the 'sea monster' (marina 
belua - i.e., the seal or sea-dog), and the stellar constellation Canis major. The example 
is a standard one. 
166 This is a slip. Peter means that they are 'second intentions'. See par. 21. The con
cepts 'significate of the (spoken or written) term 'man" and 'significate of the (spoken 
or written) term 'dog' , are therefore second intentions. 
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167 The upshot of pars. 26-30 seems to be that second intentions are those concepts 
the signification of which depends on the conventional signification imposed on utter
ances and inscriptions. (See also par. 76.) While this in a certain sense makes the signifi
cation of second intentions subject to arbitrary conventions, this is not to say that 
second intentions signify 'by convention'. The conventions are imposed on the utter
ances and inscriptions, not on the concepts. If we may put it this way, the conventions 
determine which things the concepts naturally signify. Somewhat similarly, the concept 
'tree' signifies naturally. What kinds of things are signified by the concept - i.e., the 
criteria - are determined by the nature of the concept itself. But the planter can grow 
new trees, and others can cut them down, so that it is in part a matter of choice, and not 
just of nature, which things satisfy those criteria. This does not make the concept 'tree' 
a conventional sign. By contrast, the significations of first intentions are entirely 
independent of the conventional significations of words and inscriptions. (See also par. 
75.) Peter's doctrine on these points seems to be in some respects similar to Ockham's. 
See Spade [105). 
168 This presumably follows from pars. 16-20. The intervening discussion of first and 
second intentions seems irrelevant to establishing this point. 
169 This 'representation' must of course be natural and not by convention. Thus the 
signification of the spoken term 'man' is not natural signification in the general sense, 
since it is by convention, even though the term represents all men not by itself but by 
means of something else, namely, by means of the concept 'man'. 
1~ On the notion of categorematicity and syncategorematicity in signification, see 

rWSp!:e~ l;~ues this at length in his Refutations of the Modes of Signifying, in (75). 
The so called 'modes of signifying' were maintained by a group of 'speculative gram
marians' known as the 'Modistae'. Thomas of Erfurt, for instance, whose SpeCUlative 
Grammar was printed among the works of John Duns Scotus in the Luke Wadding 
edition (reprinted in (47), was one of these Modists. In (75), fol. 2ra, Peter summarizes 
the main points of Modist doctrine as follows: "With respect to the first point, it must 
be known that there are many people who want to be Masters, thinking themselves to be 
knowledgeable and, as it were, experts in grammar, and who posit such modes of signify
ing completely distinct from the things signified and from the signifying utterance, and 
from the signifying inscription too. The way they posit these is as follows. First they 
divide the 'mode of signifying' into active and passive. The active mode of signifying is 
the property of the utterance attributed to it by the understanding, by means of which 
property the utterance signifies a thing or a property of a thing. On the other hand, the 
passive mode of signifying is the property of the thing according to which the thing is 
signified by an utterance. The rust [kind of) mode is called 'active' from its significa
tion, which is an action (agere). But the second [kind of) mode is called 'passive' from 
its being signified, which is to be passive (pati). Secondly, those who believe in modes of 
signifying in this way say that two properties are attributed to a sign or an utterance by 
the understanding: (a) the aspect (ratio) of a sign, and (b) [the aspect) of a 'consign' 
(consigni). By means of the first an utterance is made formally significative, and signify
ing, and a word (dictio). By means of the second it is made con signifying, and a part of 
speech. The second property is that by which one part of speech is formally related to 
another in an expression (oratione), as by its intrinsic efficient principle. Thirdly, these 
people say that the understanding in the end (radicaliter) takes the mode of signifying 



108 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

from the property of the thing to which it looks when it attributes the mode of signifying 
to the utterance. Nevertheless, it immediately takes it from the mode of understanding. 
Fourthly, these people say that there are two kinds of mode of understanding: active 
and passive. The active one is a mode of conceiving by means of which the understanding 
conceives a property of the thing. On the other hand, the passive one is a property of 
the thing according as it is apprehended or understood by the understanding. They say 
that the passive mode of signifying is materially in the signified thing as in a subject, and 
formally in the understanding and in the utterance as in a sign. " Peter then runs through 
some of the arguments for this view, and argues against them. Among other claims, Peter 
holds that such modes of signifying are simply unnecessary in the case of mental 
language, as well as in the case of spoken and written language. For a further discussion 
of the Modist views, see Bursill-Hall [21], Pinborg [83], Pinborg [84], pp. 120-126, 
and Robins [92], Ch. 4. 
172 Ockham [130], I, 3, translated in Loux [53], pp. 52-54. See also Ockham's 
Quodlibet 5, q. 8, in [128], fols. 76rb-77ra. In general, Ockham held that 'accidental' 
features that do not affect the truth or falsehood of a spoken or written sentence have 
no correlates in the mind. For instance, mental language does not have fIVe declensions 
and four conjugations, as Latin does. See Trentman [122] and Spade [114]. 
173 See Robins [92], p. 82: "The modistae went further, and analysed syntactic 
relations in terms of dependence and the termination (satisfaction) of a dependence: 
'One part of a construction stands to another either as depending on it or as satisfying its 
depending'." (The word is 'dependentia' here, not Peter's 'exigit', but the sense seems to 
be the same.) 
1,.. Ibid., p. 83: "The relation of government (rection) between one word and another 
had already been identified by the time of Peter Helias, who used regere, to govern, in 
denoting the relation of prepositions to oblique case nouns as well as the types of 
relation exemplified above [SocrateS' cu"it. legit librum, SocrateS' albUS', currit bene, 
filiuS' SocratiS'] in so far as case forms were involved. He is said to have defined the 
relation as 'causing a word to be put in the particular case in which it is put'." 
175 Ibid., p. 84: "'The modistae apply the terms conS'tructio tramitiva and conS'tructio 
intranS'itiva to certain syntactic relations between sentence components, or elements of 
sentence structure, that involve several different classes of words. In a noun-verb-noun 
sentence like SocrateS' legit librum, Socrates reads a book, the relation between the fust 

. noun (mppositum) and the verb (appositum) is a conS'tructio intransitiva, as is the 
relation between the noun and the verb in a sentence like SocrateS' cu"it, Socrates runs; 
and the relation between legit and librum is a constructio tramitiva, the verb legit, reads, 
acting as the pivot of the whole structure, with dependence on each noun .... The same 
distinction is made between adjective and noun in concord, SocrateS' albus, white 
Socrates, a comtructio intranS'itiva, and noun (including adjective) and an oblique case, 
filiuS' SocratiS', son of Socrates, similiS' Socrati, like Socrates, conS'tructioneS' tranS'itivae. 
The basis of the distinction is that intransitive constructions need involve only one term 
in the category of person, whereas transitive constructions necessarily involve more than 
one." See also Bursill-Hall [21], pp. 316-324 for a more technical account. These 
difficult features of mediaeval grammatical theory need not obscure Peter's main point, 
which is stated at the end of par. 38. 
1'l6 See fn. 171 above. 
177 See Ralph Strode's Logica, tract. 1 (De arte logical, in [90], fol. 13vb18-32: "One 
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kind of predication is called direct predication and another kind indirect. Direct 
[predication] occurs when (a) a superior term is the predicate in a sentence and its 
inferior term is the subject, as in 'A man is an animal', in which 'animal' is said [to be] 
superior to 'man', because it signifies whatever 'man' signifies and some other things 
[as well]. Or (b) when, in a sentence, the subject and predicate are equivalent, as when 
one says 'A man is risible' - that is, naturally apt to laugh, even though he might not 
laugh. And the terms 'man' and 'risible' are called 'equivalent' or 'convertible', because 
if something is risible it is a man, and vice versa, if something is a man it is risible. But 
indirect predication occurs when an inferior is predicated of its superior, as in 'An animal 
is a man', or when an irrelevant term is predicated of a term irrelevant to it - that is, 
which is not inferior or equivalent to it - as in 'A man runs' or 'A man is white'." 
1'18 See Spade [106]. If Peter's doctrine is like Ockham's as set out in [106], then all 
connotative mental terms properly so called are complex terms the atomic constituents 
of which are absolute terms. Peter's use of 'connote' corresponds to Ockham's use of 
'~nifies secondarily'. 
1 For these distinctions, see pars. 42-46. 
1~ That mental term or concept is the essential difference (differentia) itself, not the 
concept of the essential difference. This is good Ockhamist doctrine. See Ockham [130], 
I 23 lines 101-108, translated in Loux [53], p. 99. 
1111 Note that in par. 42, 'connote' takes a noun as an object, whereas here it takes an 
accusative-plus-infmitive construction ('aliquid extrinsecum inhaerere iIli rei' = 'that 
something extrinsic inhere in the thing' or 'for something extrinsic to inhere in the 
thing'). Do terms then connote things. or do they connote that such and such is the 
case? Peter seems to have it both ways. Perhaps the notion of connotation with an 
accusative-plus-inf1nitive construction can be explicated in terms of the notion of 
'syntactic mode of signif'lcation', as discussed in Spade [106]. (Such 'modes of significa
tion' are not the 'modes of signifying' of the Modist doctrine. See fn. 171 above.) 
182 Both ed l and ed:z have 'mental'. This must be a mistake for 'spoken'. 
183 This word is lacking in both ed 1 and ed:z, but must be supplied for the sense. 
184 Relations are relative terms in good Ockhamist doctrine. See Ockham [130], 1,49, 
translated in Loux [53], Ch. 49. 
185 It is not clear whether it is the father or the child that is referred. to in this clause. 
If the latter, then a man is no longer a father if his child dies. 
186 See Spade [106]. 
187 Peter claims that all connotative terms have a material significate. That is, they all 
supposit for something or are truly predicable of something. This does not seem to be so. 
For Ockham at least, 'figment' terms - i.e., terms for impossible things like round 
squares or chimeras (which, for some reason, mediaevals thought to be not just non
existent, like unicorns, but quite impossible) - are connotative and yet do not supposit 
for anything. See Spade [106]. 
188 This terminology seems to have originated with Buridan. See Reina [91], p. 343: 
"I say therefore that by convention we usually understand by the 'matter' of a term 
that for which the term is naturally apt (innatus) to supposit .... But by the 'form' of a 
term we usually understand whatever the term appellates (appellat), whether that be a 
substance or an accident, whether it be matter or form or a composite substance or an 
aggregate (congregatum) of many things." For Buridan's notion of 'appellation', which 
amounts to connotation, see Buridan [45], Ch. 4, translated in Buridan [46], Ch. 4. See 
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also Scott's discussion in his introduction to [46], pp. 42-49, and Maiem [54], pp. 
104-109. Marsilius of Inghen adopts the same terminology of formal and material 
signification. See Maieru [54], p. Ill, fn. 219: "And note that a connotative term is 
said to have a twqfold significate, namely, a material one and a formal one. The thing 
for which the connotative term supposits is called the 'material' [significate]. But the 
thing connoted or signified connotatively by such a term is called the 'formal' significate. 
F or instance, the material significate of the term 'white' is said [to be] the signified 
thing that has a whiteness, in other words the subject of whiteness. But the formal 
significate is said [to be] that which the term connotes, such as the whiteness [itself]." 
(My translation. Maiem is quoting from near the beginning of [58].) See also pars. 249-
250 and fns. 665-668 below. 
189 This seems to be a diffuse reference to the discussion beginning in par. 35. 
190 Concepts are qualities in the soul. See above, par. 1 and fn. 97. 
191 That is, the fallacy of affirming the consequent. For instance, 'If p, then q; but q; 
therefore, p'. See Aristotle, Sophistic Refutations 5, 167bl-20 and Ch. 28. 
192 That is, more things are natural than are necessary. 'Natural' in this paragraph means 
roughly 'permitted by the nature', not 'required by the nature'. As a result, Peter's reply 
misses the mark. The objection in par. 53 was based on the thesis that concepts signify 
by nature (see par. 31). But this is so not just in the sense that it is permitted by their 
natures, but also, so the objection goes, in the stronger sense that it is required by their 
natures. Otherwise spoken and written terms, which are also permitted by their natures 
to signify, would not differ in this respect from mental terms. What Peter needs to point 
out in his reply is that the entities that are concepts are indeed by nature likenesses of 
certain things, in the strong sense that it is required by their natures, so that they are 
necessarily (given that they exist at all) likenesses of those things. But being a likeness 
by nature is not yet 'signifying' by nature. Those same entities are said to 'signify' by 
nature in a different, conditional sense: it is required (not just permitted) by their 
natures, and so is necessary, that if those entities serve as concepts, that is, as the means 
by which the understanding grasps certain things, then the understanding by means of 
them grasps the things of which they are natural likenesses and which they are then said 
to signify 'by nature'. Such entities are thus said to signify by nature certain things in the 
sense that their natures require that, if they signify at all, they signify those things. 
193 That is, a 'sensible species' or sense impression. 
194 See par. 9. The 'thing' is not in general the spoken term but what the term signifies. 
195 As in the commands given to dogs by their masters. See also par. 240. 
196 That is, it is the instrument the intellect uses in causing the vital change in itself. 
197 For the difference between representing 'something' and representing 'some things', 
see par. 3 and fn. 104. 
198 This division parallels what was said about mental terms in pars. 11-15. See par. 69. 
199 It was not said in par. 33 that everything was apt to signify things like itself 
naturally in the general sense. The idea here is, for instance, that a particular occurrence 
of the spoken term 'man' is apt to make the hearer think not only of that particular 
occurrence, but also of other occurrences of the spoken term 'man'. 
200 When one hears a term uttered, one is made to think of the speaker. 
:lO1 See par. 33. 
202 See the end of fn. 149 above. 
203 That is, imposition. See fns. 100 and 113. 
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~ See fn. 99 above. 
20S These are not defmitions, but conclusions drawn from the definitions. The defmi
tions are given in pars. 64-65. 
206 Spoken tenns call to mind in the hearer the concepts to which they are subordinated 
in the speaker. This is what we mean when we say that language is used (in at least one 
way) to 'express our thoughts'. See Spade [113]. 
1i17 Ed! and ed2 both have 'significatum ultimatum est res significata per aliquem 
terminum ad quam significandam (ed2: significandum) talis tenninus imponitur vel illud 
pro quo supponit naturaliter proprie significat'. The syntax of this makes no sense in the 
context, although the overall meaning is clear. I have inserted words in square brackets 
for the sake of clarity. 
n Ed! and ed2 both have 'etiam'. The sense would probably be clearer if this word 
were omitted. 
209 On signifying naturally and properly, see par. 32. There are, among others, two 
claims in par. 64: (a) for mental terms properly so called, an ultimate significate isjust 
a natural and proper significate; (b) mental tenns properly so called supposit for their 
ultimate significates. See par. 68. Peter says that the first part of the definition is 
included to account for spoken and written terms, while the second part takes account 
of mental terms properly so called. Nothing is said about mental terms improperly so 
called. But see par. 20. There it was implied that the concept of the utterance 'being' 
ultimately signifies all beings. Yet that concept neither naturally and properly signifies 
all beings nor is imposed to signify all beings. The imposition is on the utterance, not on 
the concept. Note that in par. 20 it is at least suggested that 'proper' signification is 
opposed to 'ultimate' signification, so that while the concept of the utterance 'man' 
properly signifies that utterance, it does not ultimately signify it, but rather ultimately 
signifies men. In order to extend the definition in par. 64 to account for mental tenns 
improperly so called, we might add a third clause to the defInition: 'or else that which 
the term signifies by convention without there being an imposition put on the term'. 
Then the concept of the utterance 'man' signifies all men by convention, and yet there is 
no imposition put on that concept. Hence it ultimately signifies all men. I put the clause 
this way in order to rule out the possibility that the spoken term 'man' ultimately 
signifies the concept 'man', to which it is subordinated. In virtue of par. 63, the spoken 
tenn 'man' is said to signify the concept 'man'. One might say that this is by 
'convention', since it depends entirely on the conventional subordination of the spoken 
term to the concept. Yet, according to the added clause, the spoken tenn 'man' does not 
ultimately signify the concept 'man', in confonnity with par. 63, since there is an 
imposition put on the term. 
2!0 Ed! and ed2 both have 'significatum vero non ultimatum est res significata per 
aliquem terminum cui talis tenninus non imponitur ad significandum nec illud pro quo 
supponit naturaliter proprie significat'. Once again, the syntax seems garbled but the 
sense is fairly clear. See fn. 207 above. In conformity with the discussion in fn. 209, we 
might add the clause 'nor does the tenn signify that thing by convention without there 
being an imposition put on the tenn'. 
211 Note that Peter says only 'properly' and not 'naturally and properly'. The latter is 
defmed in par. 32, and applies only to mental tenns. Peter gives no defInition of proper 
signification that would apply to spoken terms. It seems, however, that a spoken tenn 
properly signifies just what it is imposed to signify. See also fn. 212. 
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212 This will not be true in general. The spoken term 'being' is imposed to signify all 
beings, and so, inter alia, the concept 'being' to which it is subordinated. Hence in virtue 
of par. 64 the term ultimately signifies the concept despite what Peter says here. 
Whether it also properly signifies the concept depends on how we take 'properly' here. 
If we take 'properly' as suggested at the end of fn. 211 above, then the term 'being' does 
properly signify the concept to which it is subordinated. On the other hand, if for 
spoken terms 'proper signification' is roughly 'adequate signification' (see fn. 149), then 
the spoken term 'being' does not properly signify the concept 'being'. 
213 In order to rule out exceptions such as that mentioned in fn. 212 above, we should 
add the proviso that the term supposit only for the concept. 
214 As before (fn. 213 above), we should add the proviso that it sup posits only for such 
things. 
215 Following ed2' Ed1 and ed3 have 'mental', perhaps corrected to 'material' in ed3. 
Note that 'material' supposition here includes what is sometimes called 'simple' supposi
tion. See, for example, Ockham [130], 1,64, lines 26-32, translated in Loux [53], 
p. 190. The collapsing of simple supposition into material was also done by John 
Buridan. See Burdian [45], Ch. 3, pp. 51-52, translated in Buridan [46], pp. 100-101. 
216 Again, care must be taken to provide for the cases of spoken terms like 'being', 
'concept', 'utterance', etc. In virtue of par. 65, the spoken term 'being' has no non
ultimate significates. Does it then always stand in personal and never in material supposi
tion? Or does an occurrence of the spoken term 'being' stand in material supposition 
when it supposits only for itself, or for other occurrences of the same spoken term, or 
for the concept to which it is subordinated, while it stands in personal supposition when 
it supposits for other things besides these as well? Peter's remarks make it unclear how 
he wants the division to be drawn. This is symptomatic of a certain carelessness, among 
some late mediaeval logicians, in deiming the main kinds of supposition. 
217 This is an important thesis. It means that mental language does not allow the kind of 
equivocation discussed as the iust problem in Spade [107], pp. 66-68. For Ockham, it 
is only when terms stand in personal supposition that we 'know what we are talking 
about', as I have argued in [113]. Insofar as menta1language is a vehicle for knowledge, 
therefore, there is pressure on Ockham to allow only personal supposition in mental 
language. Ockham does not go quite that far; Peter does, however, as did Buridan before 
him (quoted in Ebbesen [34], p. 156). See Spade [144]. On the other hand, note that 
the pressure is on Ockham only because he holds that in general terms supposit for 
what they signify (i.e., for what they make us think of) only when they stand in personal 
supposition. Peter, however, has a broader notion of signification; terms supposit for 
their significates, ultimate or non-ultimate as the case may be, in both his main kinds of 
supposition. The pressure on Ockham, therefore, is not so strong on Peter. On this whole 
issue, however, see below, fns. 761 and 820. 
218 I do not know of any special treatise by Peter on supposition theory. 
219 Any term, when taken materially, may be the grammatical subject or predicate of a 
sentence, and so any term, taken materially, is categorematic in function. It does not 
follow, however, that it is categorematic in signification. A term's signification does not 
vary with the kind of supposition it has. 
~ See also pars. 82-88. 
221 Thus in both ed1 and ed2 • The word must be changed to 'imposition', in order to 
provide the parallel promised at the beginning of the paragraph. See pars. 2 and 11-15. 
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222 In Latin, quantifier words may be used in the neuter like nouns. 
~ 'Aliquod' (some). 
214 'Ens' (being). 
225 See fn. 131 above. 
226 See par. 13. 
227 See par. 10, and also Nuchelmans (64), pp. 244-245. 
228 See par. 13. 
229 See par. II. 
230 See fn. 126, above. 
231 See fn. 135, above. 
232 See fn. 129, above. 
233 See fn. 131, above. 
234 De interpretatione, 3, 16b23-26: "For not even 'to be' or 'not to be' is a sign of the 
actual thing (nor if you simply say 'that which is'); for by itself it is nothing, but it 
additionally signifies some combination, which cannot be thought without the com
~onents." (Ackrill translation, [5].) 

5 In par. 21 it was said that a mental term properly so called was itself a fust or 
second intention, and not of fust or second intention except improperly and flguratively 
speaking. Spoken terms, on the other hand, are here said to be of first or second inten
tion. (This applies also to written terms and to mental terms improperly so called. See 
par. 89.) Peter here says that the expressions 'of fust (second) intention' and 'of fust 
(second) imposition' are interchangeable. For Ockham they are not. See Ockham (130), 
I 11-12, translated in Loux [53), pp. 72-75. 
~ This must of course be added if certain written terms are not to qualify as spoken 
terms of first imposition. Similarly for spoken terms of second imposition in par. 76. 
237 Thus in both ed1 and ed2 • In conformity with par. 22, the preferable reading is 
~obablY rather '(b) [at least) not insofar as it is a sign'. 

For the addition, compare the penultimate sentence of par. 76. 
239 This phrase is idle. Any spoken term (except flgment terms - see fn. 187 above) 
will signify a thing signified by convention by some term - namely, by itself. See fn. 240 
below. 
240 The text of clause (c) seems dubious, although it reads thus in both ed1 and ed2 

(except that ed2 has 'res significata' where ed1 has 'rem significatam). For as it stands 
clause (c) is trivially vacuous. The spoken terms 'being' and 'thing' signify by convention 
all beings and things. Hence anything signified by convention by any term whatever is 
also signified by convention by at least one other term, so that nothing is signified by a 
term insofar as it is not signified by convention by another term. It is signified by con
vention by another term. (Of course, that is a contingent fact about conventional 
language, but I doubt that Peter here means to be allowing for the mere possibility that 
things might have been otherwise.) Correcting clause (c) and clause (b) together (see 
fn. 237 and 239 above), I think we can capture Peter's intent as follows: 'A spoken term 
of fust imposition is a spoken term that in virtue of the imposition it actually has, 
signifies a thing that is not a sign of another thing, or at least not insofar as it is a sign, 
and also not insofar as it is signified by convention by another term.' This also makes the 
defmition analogous to that in par. 22, as modified in fn. 153 above. The definition here 
must parallel the one in par. 22, if terms of fust intention are just exactly those sub
ordinated to fust intentions themselves (see par. 75), and if terms of fust intention 
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signify exactly the same things as do the first intentions themselves to which they are 
subordinated (see par. 82). 
241 Following ed2. Ed l omits 'rust'. 
242 See fn. 167 above, and Spade [105). 
243 See fn. 236 above. 
244 For the addition, see the penultimate sentence of the paragraph. See also par. 26 and 
~ar. 74. 
45 Species, genera, etc., are terms - mental terms most properly, but in an extended 

sense also spoken and written terms. See also fn. 180 above, and Ockham [130), I, 14-
25 translated in Loux [53), pp. 77-104. 
246 E.g., the spoken term 'equivocalled' conventionally signifies both dogs (barking 
animals) and Canis major (the constellation), since they are equivocally signified by con
vention by the spoken term 'dog'. See fn. 165 above. In order to make good the claim 
in the text, the terms 'univocal' and 'equivocal' must be interchangeable with 
'univocalled' and 'equivocalled', respectively. I.e., things, not just their names, are 
univocal or equivocal. 
247 See fn. 167 above. 
248 See pars. 26-30. 
249 They are also not properly said to be of first or of second intention. See par. 21. 
250 It is not clear what Peter has in mind here. Most of the relevant material on mental 
terms is explicitly paralleled either in the discussion of spoken terms above or in the 
remaining paragraphs below. 
251 Reading 'aliquam' with ed2 and ed3. Ed l has 'aliquem'. 
252 See fn. 171 above. Peter is here addressing himself to the ratio signi of the passage 
~uoted there. 

53 Peter is here addressing himself to the ratio consigni of the passage quoted in fn. 171. 
254 See par. 39 and fns. 173-175. 
255 Ibid. 
256 Compare par. 62. 
257 I.e., it is not some real relation acting as a tertium quid between the things related. 
The more usual doctrine is that relations are relative terms. See fn. 184 above. 
258 See fn. 171 above. 
259 Reading 'mentalibus' with ed2 and ed3. Ed! has'mentabus'. 
260 See par. 1. 
26! MS omits 'Now' (autem). The presence of 'autem' in the editions links the Insolubles 
with the preceding Concepts. Its absence in the MS is appropriate since the Insolubles is 
not there accompanied by the Concepts. 
262 The text of this sentence is obscure. Edt. ed2 and ed3 have 'Sed dicens se eam 
aggredi arbitratur eandem ingredi vel aequalem (ed2: adaequaturam) vel majorem regredi 
videatur.' MS has 'Sed dum se vera egredi arbitratur eadem ingredi vel adaequalem aut 
majorem regredi videatur.' I have tried to reconstruct the sense as best I can, following 
edl and construing 'arbitratur' in the strained but permissible sense 'is observed'. 
26 See Bottin [20) and Spade [103). 
264 Following ed2 and MS. Ed! omits 'this'. 
265 I.e., self-referential sentences. 
266 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'therefore ... order'. 
267 Reading 'Secundum, quid et quare sit propositio vera vel falsa' with ed2. Ed! has 
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only 'et quare sit propositio vera vel falsa'. MS has 'Secundo, quid sit aut quare sit pro
~ositio vera vel falsa'. 

68 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'also'. 
269 There is some confusion in the editions over where Ch. 2 begins. See fns. 298 and 
392. On this question, I have followed the MS, which seems to agree with what is said 
here. 
270 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'ftrst'. 
271 I.e., the mental sentence is the 'prime analogate'. Spoken and written sentences (and 
mental ones improperly so called) are so called only by analogy with mental sentences. 
This is the 'second mode' of equivocation. See, e.g., Ockham [130]. 111-4, 3, and the 
discussion in Spade [114). 
272 On subordination, see Spade [106), p. 57, fn. 8. 
273 Thus, e.g., Ockham in [130), I, 1, translated in Loux [53), pp. 49-51. To the best 
of my knowledge, Peter is the only mediaeval author who holds that written sentences 
need not be subordinated to spoken ones, and only by means of spoken ones to mental 
sentences. He holds that written and spoken sentences alike may be directly subordinated 
to mental sentences. 
274 MS omits 'or understands it'. The MS perhaps has the preferable reading here, in 
virtue of the rest of the argument in the paragraph. 
275 See pars. 63-66 for the notion of ultimate signiftcation as applied to terms. 
276 It is not clear why Peter says this last. One can understand a language when spoken 
without being able to read it. This was prominently so in Peter's day. 
277 On the other hand, some people cannot read without pronouncing the words, at 
least sotto voce, so that for them perhaps the written sentence does represent the spoken 
one. On this, see the interesting passage in Augustine [11), VI, 3, 3, pp. 120-121, 
English translation in [10), pp. 135-136. 
278 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'But ... [sentence) '. 
279 These are mental sentences 'improperly so called', although Peter does not use the 
term until par. 97. For the analogous distinction among mental terms, see pars. 16-20, 
and especially fn. 136 above. Peter's discussion in pars. 94-95 closely follows Gregory 
of Rimini's Super primum et secundum Sententiarum, I, prol. q. 1, a. 3, [43], fol. 4F-G. 
Gregory cites Augustine and Anselm. On Gregory of Rimini, see Leff [51), and Trapp 
P19), [120) and [121). 

80 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'are'. 
28! See Aristotle, De interpretatione, 1, 16a3-7: "Now spoken sounds are symbols of 
affections in the soul, and written marks symbols of spoken sounds. And just as written 
marks are not the same for all men, neither are spoken sounds. But what they are in the 
first place signs of - affections of the soul - are the same for all; and what these affec
tions are likenesses of - actual things - are also the same." (AckriII translation, [5).) 
282 I.e., when we either remember sentences we have read or heard, or else imagine new 
sentences we have not read or heard. 
283 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'or writes'. 
284 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'signifying ... [way)'. 
285 I.e., by 'thinking in Latin or in Greek or in English'. 
286 See also pars. 16-20. For the inference from 'representing' to 'signifying', see the 
end of par. 2. 
287 Par. 94. 
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288 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'properlY'. Mental sentences of the fIrst kind 
are thus sentences in the primary sense of the term. See fn. 271 above. 
289 Par. 95. 
290 I.e., those of the fIrst kind, par. 94. 
29! If there were a single description or defmition common to all the senses of the term, 
it would be univocal and not analogous. 
292 Note that mental sentences are true or false, while spoken and written sentences 
(and mental ones improperly so called) only signify what is true or false; they are not 
themselves true or false except derivatively. See also par. 98 and fn. 394. The Latin 
'verum vel falsum' might be simply translated 'the true or the false'. I have inserted the 
words 'what is', however, in order to avoid any suggestion of Frege's doctrine of the 
True and the False as special entities. 
293 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 have 'properly'. 
294 MS adds 'and not by 'to signify' etc.'. 
295 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed! adds 'and only truly or falsely', which seems to 
make no sense in the context. 
296 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'later on'. 
297 I.e., the points in pars. 93, 94-96, and 97-98. 
298 Ed! and ed2 leave space for ornate capitals at the beginning of par. 99, as if it 
marked the beginning of a chapter. The MS marks a minor division here with one line of 
diflay script. See fn. 392 below. 
29 It seemed so to Ockham. See Ockham [130], 1,3, translated in Loux [53], pp. 52-
54. On the other hand, Ockham in his earlier Commentary on the De interpretatione 
seems to anticipate some problems with this view. See Ockham (127] ,pp. 354-358. See 
also fns. 313,340 and 384, below. 
300 On 'complete expressions', see Bursill-Hall [21], pp. 307-309, Pinborg [83], pp. 
52 and 54, and Pinborg [84], pp. 120-121. 
30! See Aristotle, De interpretatione, 4, 16b26-27. Boethius' Latin translation in [17], 
part I, p. 5 lines 12-13, has: "Now an expression is a signifIcative utterance one of the 
parts of which is significative when separated." Note that Peter strengthens the claim so 
that each of the parts must be separately signifIcant. 
302 Gregory of Rimini. See Gregory [43], I, prol. q. 1, a. 3, fol. 4L-P. The discussion is 
repeated very closely in the scholium on fol. 33G-L. Pars. 101-111 are taken almost 
verbatim from Gregory's text. 
303 of whatever kind: I.e., both categoricals and hypotheticals. See the fIrst part of 
Peter's reply, pars. 113-118. The phrase does not refer to the distinction in pars. 94-95. 
304 I.e., they would be only numerically distinct. 
305 On the notion of 'adequate' signifIcation as applied to terms, see par. 20 and fn. 
149. On the notion as applied to sentences, see pars. 179 and 210-221. 
306 I.e., that 'otherwise it would follow ... 'in par. 101. 
307 Reading 'entitas' with the MS. Ed! and ed2 have 'qualitas'. See fn. 309 below. 
308 Reading 'entitas' with the MS. Ed! and ed2 have 'qualitas'. See fn. 309 below. 
309 Since God, who exists necessarily, cannot be a whiteness. The point would not hold 
if 'qualitas' were read for 'entitas' in the examples. For it is possible for God to create 
only a single quality, one that is not a whiteness. Gregory of Rimini also uses 'entitas' in 
his text, [43], I, prol. q. I, a. 3, fol. 4L, from which Peter is quoting almost verbatim. 
See also par. 121. 
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310 I.e., in the intellect. This is not strictly implied by what Peter and Gregory have 
said, and moreover does not seem required for the argument. See, e.g., the last sentence 
of the paragraph, which does not appeal to this claim. See also pars. 104, lOS, 110 and 
123. 
311 Reading 'nulla situatione' with the MS and with Gregory's text in [43], fol. 4L. Ed1 
and ed2 have 'in situatione' and lack a negation, which must be supplied for the sense of 
the argument. 
312 Reading 'ad sua tota' with Gregory's text in [43], fo1. 4L. Ed1 and ed2 have only 
'ad sua'. MS has 'a sua tota'. 
313 One might object that the relation among the parts of the one is not the same as the 
relation among the parts of the other, since they differ in word order. This objection is 
raised in pars. 105-106 and answered in pars. 107-110. Ockham, in his Commentary on 
the De interpretatione ([127], p. 354), presents an argument like the one in this para
graph: ''To the contrary: the sentences 'Every man is an animal' and 'Every animal is a 
man' would then not be distinguished in the mind. For if the one sentence in the mind is 
nothing but an act of understanding put together out of these partial intellections, 
[then] since some partial act cannot be in this case in the one sentence without being in 
the other, and [since] a difference of [word]-order does not prevent [the conclusion] 
as it does prevent it in the [corresponding] spoken [sentences], it does not appear how 
!the two sentences] can be distinguished in the mind." See also fn. 384 below. 

14 The point is that there seems to be no difference between, on the one hand, having 
the three concepts 'Socrates', 'is', and 'mortal' and, on the other hand, having the mental 
sentence 'Socrates is mortal'. One might object that there is indeed a difference, since in 
the case of the mental sentence, the three concepts are arranged in a sequence. But this 
is just what Gregory means to deny. There is no way to make out the supposed 
difference between having unordered, isolated concepts and having mental sentences 
composed of those concepts in a certain order and arrangement. See pars. 105-110. 
Neither should one argue that the difference between having the three concepts and 
having the mental sentence comes from some superadded act of composition or division 
performed by the intellect, as in the theory of the intellect as 'composing and dividing'. 
For, according to that theory, the intellect's act of 'composing' (its affirmative judging) 
plays the role of the copula, linking subject with predicate. (See, e.g., Aquinas in [118] , 
I, q. 16, a. 2, translated in Pegis [69], pp. 171-172.) But we have included the copula 
already among the three concepts at the outset. To suppose there is yet another 
intellectual act needed to bind the subject to the copula, and the copula in turn to the 
~redicate - that smacks of Bradley's regress, or something very like it. 

15 See fn. 310 above, and also pars. 105 and 110. Once again, the relevance of this 
observation is obscure. But see par. 123. 
316 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 omit 'sentence'. 
317 Reading 'et' with the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'vel'. 
318 This is a good example of a common form of argument in late mediaeval authors 
(e.g., Ockham). Since there is no reason to prefer one alternative to the other, the two 
must be treated alike; hence, one must either grant them both or grant neither. For 
another application of this kind of argument in a quite different context, see Spade 
[101]. Ed, and ed2 add 'quia' here, which is lacking in the MS and in Gregory's text in 
!43], fol. 4M. I have followedihe latter. 

19 That is, the concepts 'whiteness' and 'entity' will each serve as both the subject and 
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the predicate of the mental sentence, so that the spoken sentences 'Every whiteness 
is an entity', which signifies a truth, and 'Every entity is a whiteness', which signifies a 
falsehood, will be subordinated to the same mental sentence, or at best to mental 
sentences that differ only numerically. Hence that mental sentence will be both true and 
impossible. See pars. 148 and 153. Note that, properly speaking, spoken and written 
sentences are not true or false, but rather signify what is true or false. See pars. 97-98. 
Nevertheless, Peter sanctions the less proper way of speaking, according to which spoken 
and written sentences may also be said to be true or false. See pars. 148-149. 
320 See fn. 310 above, and also pars. 104 and 110. Once again, the relevance is unclear. 
But see par. 123. 
321 Reading 'et non est eadem pars secundum speciem sUbjectum in una et praedicatum 
in alia. Sed in una est subjectum; similis est in altera praedicatum. Nam unius subjectum 
secundum speciem est simile praedicato alterius et e contra' with ed1. Ed2 has 'et non 
utraque pars secundum speciem subjectum in utraque. Sed illius quae in una de subjectis 
sirnilis est in alia praedicatum', and omits the last sentence. MS has 'et non est eadem 
pars secundum speciem subjectum in una et in altera. Sed illius quae est in una est 
sUbjectum similis in alia est praedicatum', and omits the last sentence. Gregory's text in 
[43], fol. 4N has 'et non est eadem pars secundum speciem subjectum in una et 
praedicatum in altera. Sed ejus quod in una est subjectum similis est in altera 
~raedicatum', and omits the last sentence. 

22 The suggested difference here is one of word-order. Since the soul is a spiritual 
entity, however, word-order cannot be established by a spatial arrangement of the terms, 
as it can in written language, and so must be a matter of the temporal order of their 
production in the mind, just as word-order in spoken language is a matter of the 
temporal order of production in speech. 
323 Gregory is perhaps thinking of mental sentences that are affirmed in an instanta
neous 'flash of insight'. Furthermore, the kind of thinking that takes place in time, 
where first subjects and then predicates pass before the mind, is probably a case of think
ing in mental language improperly so called, thinking in Latin or English. Just as speech 
is a temporal process, so is such improper thinking. But it is not this kind of mental 
sentence that is at stake in the discussion. 
324 See fn. 310 above, and also pars. 104 and 105. As before, the importance of this 
observation is unclear. But see par. 123. 
325 I.e., the result is the same no matter what the order of construction is. But it is the 
result alone that concerns us. This argument seems weak. If thinking is a temporal 
process, rather than the result or product of such a process, then the order of production 
does make a difference, just as it does in a musical composition. 
326 I.e., Gregory of Rimini's. 
327 See Averroes [14], fol. Is2D-E, on Aristotle's Metaphysics, VI, 4, 1027bI6-22. 
Ed; has 'commento quarto', and the MS has 'commentator quarto'. 
32 There are two reasons given here for calling a mental sentence 'complex' even 
though, properly speaking, it is not: (a) because it is equivalent in signifying to spoken 
and written sentences that really are put together out of subject, copula and predicate; 
(b) because it signifies a composition (or, in the case of negative sentences, a division) in 
reality. Gregory takes either reason to be sufficient. But see Peter's view in pars. 129 and 
131. 
329 Par. 99. 
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330 See fn. 318 above. Frequently in this kind of argument, authors are suspiciously 
quick to say that there is no good reason to distinguish cases. Here, however, Peter is 
~robablY right. 

31 I.e., that some hypothetical, mental sen tence is put together out of several partial 
acts of knowing. A 'hypothetical' sentence is a molecular sentence with two or more 
atomic constituents. 'Hypothetical' does not here mearl 'conditional', although con
ditionals are one kind of hypothetical sentence. 
332 Ed" ed2 and MS all have 'quia'. 'Propter' would fit the syntax better. 
333 See also par. 289. 
334 Mediaevals were notoriously lax about distinguishing conditionals, which are 
sentences, from inferences, which are arguments. 
335 Reading 'consequentia' with the MS. Ed, has 'talis'. Ed2 has 'copulativa'. 
336 See fns. 331 and 334 above. 
337 Thus, at best Gregory's view will hold only for mental categoricals. See par. 119. 
338 Sentences with a 'hypothetical extreme' are sentences with complex subjects or 
predicates, such as 'Socrates and Plato run', 'Socrates runs or sits', etc. Peter suggests 
that these may be arlalyzed into real hypotheticals composed of categorical sentences 
without hypothetical extremes. See fn. 120 above, and also par. 158. 
339 I.e., Gregory's arguments appear to apply correctly to simply categorical sentences, 
even though they fail for hypotheticals. 
340 'Confused arld distributive' and 'merely confused' are usually taken as modes of 
personal supposition. But 'to represent' is to signify. See par. 2. The suggested argument. 
then, seems to propose dividing signification into kinds parallel to the modes of personal 
supposition. This is unusual. Most authors held that the signification of a term is context
independent; it was its supposition that varied with context. Ockham, in his Commentary 
on the De interpretatione, perhaps has in mind a doctrine similar to the one Peter 
suggests here. See (127), p. 356 (immediately following the passage quoted in fn. 384 
below, which gives the context): "Otherwise it could be said that in the mental sentence 
there corresponds one act of understanding put together out of the universal sign and the 
common term. Thus, in the mental sentence corresponding to the spoken sentence 
'Every animal is a white thing (album)" one act corresponds, as a part of the sentence, to 
the whole 'every arlimal', and another act to the term 'white thing'. But in the mental 
sentence corresponding to the sentence 'Every white thing is an arlimal' one act corre
sponds to the whole 'every white thing', and another to the term 'animal'. Thus the parts 
of the mental sentences 'Every arlimal is a white thing' arld 'Every white thing is arl 
animal' are not the same, since the act of understarlding corresponding to the whole 
'every white thing' is distinguished from the act of understanding corresponding precisely 
to the term 'white thing'. So too, analogous things could be said in other cases." 
341 Reading 'illud' with ed" presumably referring to the difficulty, despite the change 
of gender. Ed2 has 'illud verbum'. MS has 'hoc illud dictum'. 
342 This seems too quick. If signification is distinguished into kinds, as suggested in par. 
121, then it might very well be said that the two concepts 'whiteness' in the sentences 
differ in species, and also the two concepts 'entity'. If that is so, the difficulty vanishes. 
343 In the case of the third reason (par. 104), this seems to be false. If one accepts the 
theory in par. 121, then subject arld predicate can be distinguished on the basis of the 
kind of signification they have. The argument in par. 103, however, appears to starld. 
344 I.e., arl infima species in some category of accident, a species that is not also a genus. 
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345 For the sense of this phrase, see the argument later in the paragraph, that the con
s~uent is 'against reason'. 
34 I.e., the same intellect. 
347 See perhaps Aristotle, Metaphysics, V, 6, 1015b35-1016bI8, especially 1016a17-
18: "Things are called one in another sense because the substratum does not differ in 
kind." (Oxford translation [6] .) 
348 See perhaps Aristotle, De sensu et sensibili, 7, especially 447bl0-13: "But it is 
impossible to perceive two objects coinstantaneously in the same sensory act unless they 
have been mixed, [when, however, they are no longer two], for their amalgamation 
involves their becoming one, and the sensory act related to one object is itself one, and 
such act, when one, is, of course, coinstantaneous with itself." (Oxford translation [6]. 
The insertion is the translator's.) 
349 Delight and cognition, then, come in degrees. (This is hard to make out in the case 
of cognition.) The claim here is that if there exists in an intellect the quality of delight to 
degree m, and a second quality of delight to degree n is added in the same intellect, the 
result is not two instances of specifically' the same quality of delight, existing in the same 
intellect and differing only in degree, but rather a single quality of delight to degree 
m+n. 
350 Reading 'in eodem intellectu' with ed2 and the MS. Ed 1 has 'in eodem in intellectu'. 
351 The example involved qualities that admit of degrees. Not all accidents are like this, 
however, and in particular the mental qualities that are concepts do not appear to admit 
of degrees. It may seem, therefore, that Peter is too quick with his denial of sufficient 
difference. (See fn. 330 above.) But the example is probably misleading. The universal 
claim rests only on the quite general thesis that two accidents in the same infima species 
cannot inhere in the same substrate simultaneously. Just as two numerically distinct 
instances of a given color (of the same hue, brightness and saturation) can exist at the 
same time only in two numerically distinct bodies, so too two concepts that differ only 
in number can exist at the same time only in two numerically distinct intellects. 
352 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed! omits 'the [above] ... false'. 
353 Namely, the inference in par. 123, that if the conclusion in par. 119 were false, it 
would follow etc. 
354 Peter here puts the view he is attacking into the mouth of an imaginary opponent in 
a disputation. 
355 I.e., grammatical subjects, not 'subjects' in the sense of subjects of accidents, as in 
~ar. 123. 

56. I.e., the subject of the first mental sentence and the subject of the second one do 
not naturally tend to combine, as for instance the qualities of delight tend to combine 
additively in the example in par. 123. It is not clear, however, why Peter thinks the sub
jects of the two mental sentences must be numerically distinct to begin with, unless it is 
because one cannot think two mental sentences at the same time. But that would appear 
to violate par. 354. What Peter needs (and lacks) is an argument to show that numerical
ly the same concept cannot be bound into the subject position of two distinct mental 
sentences at once. 
357 This seems gratuitous, in view of fn. 356 above. The argument in pars. 123-124, 
therefore, is weak. On the other hand, Gregory of Rimini's arguments for the same 
conclusion are stronger. See pars. 101-110. 
358 The point is not that no men tal expression is put together in this way. Peter denied 
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that in his fust conclusion (par. 113). Rather, the point is that since not all are put 
together in this way, and yet all are called 'complex', there must be some other reason 
for calling them all 'complex'. That other reason is given in par. 135. 
359 Hence, even if in fact all (created) mental sentences (or, for that matter, all created 
mental expressions - see par. 125) were complex in the way described - and Peter 
denies that they are, par. 119 - still that would not be a necessary fact. It is possible to 
have mental sentences that are not complex. Such mental sentences would still be called 
'complex', and so the argument in par. 126 would apply. 
360 Reading Tum' with ed2 • Ed 2 and the MS have 'Tamen '. 
361 Ockham perhaps holds this in his Quodlibet 5, q. 9, in [128], fols. 77ra-77vb. I 
have argued in Spade [106], p. 67, fn. 40, that this is at best a momentary slip on 
Ockham's part, and not his 'better' doctrine. See also Buridan [451, Ch. I, conclusion 6, 
pp. 26-27, translated in Buridan [461, p. 73. I suspect the same remarks apply to 
Peter's statement here. 
362 I.e., it signifies the sum total of what the constituent absolute categorematic terms 
of its nominal definition signify. This is the 'Additive Principle' of Spade [1061. See also 
~ar. 200. 

63 I.e., enough whiteness that it can be called by the name 'white'. 
364 Reading 'repraesentans' with ed2 and the MS. Ed1 has 'repraesentat'. MS adds 
'to the divine understanding' . 
365 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed, omits 'is ... knowing'. 
366 God's knowledge is identical with God himself, who is absolutely simply according 
to the tradition. And yet we can call 'complex' God's act of knowing that every man is 
an animal. Therefore, it must be for some reason other than a real composition that 
mental sentences are called 'complex'. 
367 This was one of the reasons sanctioned by Gregory of Rimini. See par. 111. 
368 I.e., if it is called. 'complex' for that reason. 
369 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed, omits 'for any such'. 
370 'Can be signified' would have been preferable. 
371 The utterances or inscriptions at stake here are those 'subordinated' to the mental 
expressions. They signify those expressions, to which they are subordinated, only 'non
ultimately'. See par. 66. 
372 Since the subordination relation is purely conventional. 
373 Edl, ed2 and the MS all have 'sentence'. But the argument in par. 132 requires the 
more general 'expression'. 
374 This was the second reason sanctioned by Gregory of Rimini. See par. 111. 
375 The defmition of 'man'. 
376 I.e., Gregory of Rimini's. See par. 111. The kind of composition or division Gregory 
has in mind is that which answers to a sentence, not to a definition. The composition or 
division is expressed by the affurnative or negative copula. Note, however, that Gregory's 
conclusion is stated only for sentences. 
377 The proposed reason for calling mental expressions 'complex' is not general enough. 
378 Since God is absolutely simple, and is identical with his existence. 
379 There are no chimeras from which existence could be 'divided'. 
380 For a similar argument about place, see par. 194. 
381 Rather, Book VI. See Averroes [141, fol. 152D-E, on Aristotle's Metaphysics, VI, 4, 
1027bI6-22. 
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382 See par. 111. 
383 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 omit 'or ... expression'. 
384 Note that this conclusion avoids the problem raised in par. 130. Ockham allows 
something like this as one possible approach in his Commentary on the De interpreta· 
tione. See [127), pp. 355-356: "To the second point, one can reply in many ways. In 
one way, [by holding) that a sentence in the mind is one [thing) put together out of 
many acts of understanding. For instance, the sentence 'A man is an animal' in the mind 
is nothing else but an act by which all men are understood confusedly, and an act by 
which all animals are understood confusedly; and there is an act that corresponds to the 
copula. Or it can be said that the sentence is one act, equivalent to three such acts 
existing at once in the understanding. Then, according to this manner of speaking, the 
sentence is not really a composite, but only by an equivalence - that is, it is equivalent 
to such a composite. But then it is hard to explain how the following sentences are 
distinguished in the mind: 'Every animal is a white thing (album)' [and) 'Every white 
thing is an animal', and the like. They are not distinguished in the mind by a difference 
of [word) -order, in the way in which they can be distinguished in speech. For attach
ing the [universal) sign to one spoken word or to the other clearly makes the [spoken) 
sentence different. But that does not hold in the mind. Such mental acts of understand
ing, since they occur all at once and in the same subject - that is, in the understanding -
cannot have such a difference in order; neither can the same act of understanding be put 
together with one more than with another. To this point it can be said that a sentence 
can be an act of understanding equivalent to one whole sentence put together from 
things really distinct if they were to have an order such as they [or rather their sub
ordinate utterances) have in speech. Then sentences will be distinct according as the 
corresponding spoken sentences would be distinguished if their terms or parts were 
arranged in one way or another." The exact sense of the penultimate sentence is obscure. 
But it would seem that Ockham's way of working out this 'equivalence' is subject to an 
argument like that in Peter's par. 130: the natural distinction among certain mental 
sentences would depend on conventional features of spoken language. 
385 This is not quite so. Spoken and written expressions would also be so equivalent. 
But they have been ruled out as reasons for calling mental expressions 'complex'. See 
~ar. 129. 

86 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 omit 'such ... holds]'. 
387 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 omit 'or expression'. 
388 A mental expression is 'eqUivalent in signifying' to several distinct acts of knowing 
only in the sense that it signifies the sum total of what they do. See fn. 362 above. But 
Peter adopts a different notion of the signification of mental sentences in par. 159. That 
notion is of 'how' a sentence signifies, not of 'What' it signifies. See the introduction to 
S~ade (115). 
3 9 E.g., proper names. Not just 'singular' in the sense opposed to 'plural'. 
390 Thus, e.g., the term 'Socrates' signifies some part of what the quantitative-whole 
term 'man' signifies. 
391 Sometimes below ... when I talk: Reading 'inferius quandoque loquendo' with the 
MS. Ed 1 and ed2 have 'inferius in sequenti (ed2 14vb) parte hujus capituli quando 
lo~uar'. See also fn. 392 below. 
39 Following the MS. Ed1 has 'And let these things be said concerning the first part of 
this chapter'. Ed2 has 'And let these things be said concerning the first part of this first 
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chapter'. Yet, according to the program announced in par. 91, the division between Ch. 
1 and Ch. 2 occurs here. The reference to the second chapter in par. 133 also indicates 
that Ch. 2 has not yet begun. Ed! and ed2 do not indicate any major division of the text 
here, as they did at par. 99. The MS does mark a major division here with two lines of 
di~lay script. See fn. 298 above. 
39 Aristotle, Metaphysics, II, 1, 993b30: "as each thing is in respect of being, so it is 
in respect of truth." (Oxford translation [6].) This is the sense in which we speak of a 
true friend, or of a true coin (as opposed to a counterfeit). In this sense every being is a 
true something. 
394 The interpretation of this conclusion and the next (par. 144) is uncertain. The end 
of par. 142 suggests that Peter is concerned here only with mental sentences (properly so 
called). This would conform to pars. 97-98, according to which the only sentences that 
can strictly be said to be true or false are mental sentences properly so called. Other 
sentences would therefore be simply irrelevant to the conclusion in par. 140. On the 
other hand, on this interpretation the claim in par. 140 has already been established in 
virtue of pars. 97-98, so that it appears idle to argue for it again. Furthermore, par. 146 
suggests that Peter is speaking more loosely in these conclusions, and allowing spoken 
and written sentences to be said not just to signify what is true or false, but in a 
derivative sense to be true or false. If Peter is indeed speaking in this looser sense, then 
we may view par. 140 in the light of Boethius' famous definition, "A sentence is an 
expression signifying [what is] true or fa4;e" (Boethius [18]. col. 1174C, my transla
tion; see Stump [117], p. 30). We already know (pars. 97-98 and fn. 292 above) that 
Peter will accept this defmition only for spoken and written sentences and mental ones 
improperly so called; it does not hold for mental sentences properly so called. On this 
view then, Peter is concerned in par. 140 to rule out one erroneous interpretation of 
Boethius' definition, as applied to spoken and written sentences and to mental ones 
improperly so called: they may signify what is true or false, but they are not true or false 
because they signify anything true or false outside the mind. Peter is thinking of Gregory 
of Rimini's doctrine of the 'complexly significable'. See pars. 143 and 185-189. 
395 The inference is evident only if one reads par. 140 on the first and stricter inter
pretation in fn. 394 above. For then the argument may be filled out like this: Nothing 
distinct from every sentence is true or false outside the soul. And no sentence outside 
the soul is strictly speaking true or false. Therefore, there is nothing at all true or false 
outside the soul, and so a fortiori nothing true or false there that could be signified by a 
sentence. Hence no sentence can be true or false for that reason. On the other hand, if 
par. 140 is interpreted in the looser sense distinguished in fn. 394 above, then the 
inference in par. 141 is too quick. From the fact that there is nothing true or false out
side the soul other than spoken or written sentences it does not follow at once that there 
is nothing at all true or false there that can be signified by sentences. Perhaps true or 
false spoken and written sentences are themselves the significates of true or false 
sentences. While this possibility is perhaps subject to an infinite regress argument like 
that in par. 142, it should not be overlooked. 
396 For the addition, compare par. 141 and see fn. 398 below. 
397 I.e., something of the kind assumed in the first sentence of the paragraph. The 'like 
this' does not refer to the '[something] else true or false' in the second sentence. 
398 Taking the notion of being true or false in the first and strict sense distinguished in 
fn. 394, the reasoning here is as follows: Mental sentences properly so called are the only 
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sentences that can be strictly called true or false. Therefore if something outside the soul 
is true or false, it cannot be a sentence and so cannot signify as sentences do, which is 
the only sense of 'signify' relevant to this conclusion. (See fn. 388 above. Terms, after 
all, are not sentences and yet signify. But that is irrelevant here.) Note that pars. 97-98 
say that mental sentences properly so called are the only strictly true or false sentences; 
they do not say there is nothing else besides a sentence that can strictly be called true or 
false. Note also that on this interpretation the addition at fn. 396 is pleonastic but 
permissible. On the other hand, taking the notion of being true or false in the second and 
looser sense of fn. 394, the addition is not pleonastic and is indeed required by the argu
ment. Then the reasoning is: Only sentences signify in the relevant way. Therefore, if 
there is something true or false outside the soul and distinct from every sentence, it does 
not signify in this way, and so a fortiori cannot be called true or false for that reason. 
399 If mental sentences are called true or false because they signify something true or 
false outside the soul, then we are either led into an infinite regress or must come to 
something outside the soul that is true or false by itself, without signifying something 
further that is true or false. But if it is possible to have an entity that is true or false 
without signifying something further that is true or false, what prevents our saying the 
same thing at the outset about the mental sentence? If the regress can be stopped only 
by positing something that is true or false without signifying something further that is 
true or false, why begin the regress at all? On the reference to mental sentences here, 
see fn. 394. 
400 Reading 'complexe significabilia' with ed2 and the MS. Ed 1 has 'complex signifl
cables' ('complexa significabilia') here but 'complexe significabilia' elsewhere in the 
paragraph. Both phrases occur in the mediaeval literature, although the former is 
probably preferable. The point is not that 'complexly significables' are themselves com
plex, although some authors held that they were, but rather that they can be signified 
complexly - i.e., by a sentence that is a 'complex'. Peter is thinking here of Gregory of 
Rimini. See pars. 185-189. 
401 Gregory (43), I, prol. q. 1, a. 1, fol. 2D: "Hence that is called a false statable 
(enutiabile) [i.e., a false complexly significable) the statement (enuntiatio) of which is 
false, or would be false if it existed. And that [is called) a true [statable) the statement 
of which is true, or would be true if it were formed. Otherwise put, that is called true 
which is statable by means of a true statement, [and) that [is called) false which [is 
statable) by means of a false one." 
402 That would be circular. MS has 'complex significables'. See fn. 400 above. 
403 Contrary, for instance, to Buridan [45], Ch. 2, pp. 36-37, translated in Buridan 
(46), pp. 83-96. Buridan himself puts his rules in terms of sup positing or not supposit
ing for 'the same', leaving the reader to puzzle out for himself whether in a given case 
this is to be interpreted as 'exactly the same things', or 'some of the same things' or in 
some other way. 
404 Ibid. 
405 I.e., truly predicable of. 'Verification' here should not be read in the logical positivist 
sense. See fns. 822 and 868 below. 
406 See Buridan (45), Ch. 3, p. 50, translated in Buridan [46], p. 100, and the explana
tion there. 
407 Reading 'suppositionem per verificationem vel per propositionem' with ed1. The 
second disjunct seems not quite right, but ed2 and the MS are of little help. Ed2 has 
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'suppositionem vel verificationem vel per compositionem vel per verificationem extre
morum propositionis'. MS has 'suppositionem per propositionem verificationem seu per 
verificationem propositionis'. Still, the overall sense is clear. 
408 E.g., 'father' may be defmed in terms of 'child', while 'child' may be defmed in 
tenns of 'father'. 
409 E.g., Buridan's. See fn. 403 above. 
410 I.e., in particular, in the case of 'insolubles'. Buridan himself recognizes this 
exception. See Buridan (45), Ch. 2, conclusions 9, 12 and 13, pp. 42-44, translated in 
Buridan [46], pp. 90-93. 
411 I.e., given the name. 
412 Such a sentence would then be equivocal, or a 'multiple sentence' (propositio 
plures). This in fact happens in the case of the so called 'insolubles'. See par. 357. 
413 See pars. 97-98. 
414 For Peter, the true or false mental sentence properly so called is its own truth or 
falsehood. See par. 163. 
415 See Aristotle, De interpretatione, 9, 18a28-31: "Again, in the case of a pair of 
contradictories, either when the subject is universal and the propositions are of a 
universal character or when it is individual, as has been said, one of the two must be true 
and the other false." (Oxford translation (6).) 
416 I.e., possible or impossible, respectively. 
417 The possible or impossible mental sentence properly so called is its own possibility or 
impossibility. See the end of par. 163. A 'possible' (or 'impossible') sentence is not one 
that can (or cannot) exist, but rather one that signifies in the ways described in par. 165. 
418 The MS has 'No spoken sentence is negative'. See also fns. 419 and 424, below. 
419 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'Every spoken sentence is true'. The reading 
in the MS is probably preferable, since the example there, like the other examples in par. 
155, is possible but cannot be true. This is not so for 'Every spoken sentence is true'. See 
also par. 156. The MS reading is perhaps also to be preferred in fns. 418 and 424. 
420 'Particular' in the sense of having a 'particular' (existential) quantifier 'some'. 
'Every' is not a particular quantifier, and so if the sentence exists it is false. See par. 156. 
421 I.e., has a universal quantifier, affrrmative ('every', 'all') or negative ('no', 'none'). 
Note that the sentence has a universal quantifier. 
422 For Ockham, all these sentences would be impossible. See Ockham (130), II, 9, 
lines 80-81: "One should speak analogously about an impossible sentence, that it is one 
that is false if it exists - yet is not false unless it is a sentence" - Le., unless that 
sentence (-token) exists. See fn. 145 above. 
423 I.e., it cannot be true so long as it remains subordinated to that same mental 
sentence in virtue of which it is said to be possible. Peter is here using the second notion 
of a sentence's signification mentioned in fn. 388 above. 
424 MS has 'No spoken sentence is negative'. See fn. 418 and 419. 
425 If it were true, then no spoken sentence would be true, but rather all of them -
including this sentence itself - would be false. If it is false, however, no analogous con
tradiction arises. For then it would follow that some spoken sentence is true, but it need 
not be this spoken sentence itself. 
426 See fns. 145 and 422 above. 
427 For John Buridan's theory of such sentences, see Prior (88). Buridan too holds that 
such sentences are possible but cannot be true. 
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428 Buridan discusses this question in [45], Ch. 8, sophism 1, pp. 123-126, translated 
inJ46l. pp. 180-183. 
42 I.e., without the consequent's being true. Indeed, when the antecedent is true, the 
consequent cannot exist and so, a fortiori, cannot be true. See par. 156 and fn. 424, and 
also fn. 145 above. 
430 One common criterion of an inference's validity was that the antecedent cannot be 
true without the consequent (i.e., without the consequent's being true). See, e.g., the 
discussion in Buridan [45], Ch. 8, sophism 1, pp. 123-126, translated in Buridan (46), 
pp. 180-183. Some caution is perhaps appropriate here. In this paragraph Peter speaks 
of a 'good inference' (bona consequentia). Some late mediaeval authors distinguished 
'good inferences' from ones that are to be 'conceded'. Thus, e.g., for Paul of Pergula. 
([67), tract. 6, lines 225-262), a 'concedable' inference always preserves concedability 
but not always truth, whereas a 'good' inference always preserves truth but not always 
concedability. The distinction is important for Paul in the context of paradoxical or 
'insoluble' sentences. Peter does not explicitly draw such a distinction in the Concepts 
and Insolubles. Nevertheless, I have scrupulously translated his 'bona consequentia' by 
'good inference' and not by 'valid inference' in order to preserve his exact terminology. 
Peter does sometimes say that an inference 'valet', and there I have translated 'is valid'. 
431 See fn. 423 above. 
432 Peter does not tell us what his proposed definition is. (But see below, fn. 656.) For 
some alternatives, see Buridan (45), Ch. 8, sophism 1, pp. 123-126, translated in [46], 
pp. 180-183, and also Pseudo-Scotus, In librum primum priorum analyticorum 
Aristotelis quaestiones, q. 10, in Scotus [47], vol. 2, pp. 103-108. (Quoted in Spade 
! 103) , item XXII.) 

33 See fn. 331. 
434 The discussion is not contained in this treatise. 
435 See fn. 338 above. 
436 Reading 'fore' with ed2 and the MS. Ed 1 has 'forte'. 
437 The Latin has no noun corresponding to 'the case'. Note that sentences here are said 
to signify adverbially, 'howsoever the case is signified to be, or to have been, or to be 
going to be' (qualitercumque ... signijicatur esse fuisse vel fore). See fn. 388 above, and 
the introduction to Spade [115). Some of the occurrences of 'and' in the text should 
Erobably read 'or'. The Latin is 'nee'. See par. 169. 

38 See Averroes [14), fol. 152D-E. This passage fulfills the promise in par. 133. 
439 Marsilius of Inghen [57), fol. 63v, third description: "For in all cases, there is the 
same cause for the truth of an affirmative and the falsehood of the negative opposed to 
it, and for the falsehood of an affirmative and the truth of the negative." Peter's fifth 
and sixth conclusions (pars. 159 and 165) summarize Marsilius' rules in [57), fol. 63v-
64r. (But see fn. 458 below.) Buridan also held that the cause of the truth of an affirma
tive is the same as the cause of the falsehood of the corresponding negative. (See Buridan 
[45) , Ch. 2, conclusion 14, pp. 44-45, translated in Buridan (46), p. 93.) But Buridan 
does not give truth-conditions in the manner of the example below. 
440 I.e., the 'cause' of the truth of a sentence is that sentence's 'truth-conditions', and 
the 'cause' of its falsehood is its 'falsehood-conditions'. This is a loose sense of 'cause'. 
See fn. 454 below. 
441 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed, omits 'it is signified'. 
442 Insolubles, on the other hand, will be true and false at the same time. See par. 359. 
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443 I.e., mental sentences properly so called are identical with their own truth or false
hood. Contrast par. 151. 
444 The truth or falsehood of a sentence is that in virtue of which it is denominated 
'true' or 'false'. See par. 151, which says this explicitly for conventional sentences. 
445 See par. 143. 
446 See also especially the supporting argument in par. 143. 
447 On the notion of a 'relative' thing, see Ockham [130], J, 49, translated in Loux 
[53), pp. 158-161. Peter's use of the term here does not commit him to the view that 
there are such relative things; he is, throughout the passage, describing a view he does not 
hold. 
448 In which the mental sentence inheres as an accident. 
449 Since the truth or falsehood is by hypothesis really distinct from the true or false 
sentence, the one can exist without the other, at least by the power of God. This 
'independence criterion' of real distinction is commonly employed by Ockham. 
450 According to the criterion in par. 159. 
451 In virtue of par. 165. 
452 See par. 163. 
453 I.e., the causes responsible for the sentence itself - the air as material cause of an 
utterance, the speaker as its efficient cause, etc. 
454 Speaking 'properly', therefore, the 'canses of truth' are not the 'truth-conditions' of 
the sentence, as they are in par. 161. See fn. 440 above. 
455 Reading 'forsan' with ed2 and the MS. Ed l has 'forsam'. 
456 One would have expected the plural both here and later in the sentence, at 'its' 

~1us). 
7 It is false that each of the sentences signifies both. Presumably what Peter means is 

that each of the sentences either signifies a man to be or else signifies a man not to be. 
The reading 'signifies a man to be and also an ass to be' is in both ed l and ed2. The MS 
has 'signifies a man and signifies an ass'. The notions of 'total' and 'partial signification' 
for spoken and written sentences may be explained by the following schema (substituting 
consistently for 'p' and 'q' throughout): If 'p' is a string of phonemes (or letters) making 
up a grammatically well-formed sentence, and if 'q' is another string of phonemes (or 
letters) making up a gramatically well-formed sentence and containing 'p' as a substring, 
then we say that 'q' totally signifies that q but partially signifies that p. The examples 
in the paragraph illustrate this. Somewhat similarly, we might say that the term 'cattle' 
partially signifies cats in virtue of its first three letters. The notion of partial signification 
is mentioned here only to set it aside. Since the notion appeals to the internal structural 
features of sentences, it is hard to see how it might apply to categorical mental sentences 
properly so called, which have no internal structure according to par. 119. But see 
gerhaps par. 135. 

58 See Marsilius ofInghen [57], fol. 64r: "And in all [these] descriptions [the phrase] 
'as it is signified for now' is included in order to exclude the ampliation of the term 'is 
signified'." This cannot mean the ampliation caused by the verb 'is signified'. (See 
Maieru [54], pp. 176-177, fns. 145-146.) For, in that case, the rest of the paragraph 
would be inappropriate. Perhaps what Peter has in mind is this: In some cases (in 
particular, in the case of singular sentences, i.e., sentences with proper names or singular 
pronouns in subject position - see Ockham [130), II, 7), we have the rule that a past
tense sentence is true if and only if the corresponding present-tense sentence was true, 
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and a future-tense sentence is true if and only if the corresponding present-tense 
sentence will be true. But this rule, combined with the rules in pars. 159 and 165, may 
seem to lead to a problem. Consider, for instance, the sentence 'Socrates was an ass'. 
That sentence is now true if and only if 'Socrates is an ass' was true - that is, by par. 
159, if and only if howsoever the case was signified to be (the other disjuncts do not 
apply) by 'Socrates is an ass', according to its total signification, so it was the case (again, 
the other disjuncts do not apply). Here 'is signified' is put into the past-tense, and so is 
ampliated to the past. (On ampliation, see Maieni [54).) But suppose that in the past the 
sentence 'Socrates is an ass' did not signify the way it does now, but instead signified 
that God exists, which all mediaevals took to be the case. Then 'Socrates is an ass' was 
true, and so 'Socrates was an ass' is true now. And yet it was not the case as that 
sentence now signifies the case to have been. Thus the sentence ought not to be true, by 
par. 159. (See also par. 172.) A similar problem is considered by Buridan ([ 45), Ch. 6, 
sophism 1, p. 103, translated in Buridan [46), pp. 158-159). This problem could be 
met by adding some clause to ensure that 'is signified' is not allowed to be ampliated. 
In effect, this would ensure that, although sentences may be now evaluated for various 
times other than now, they are evaluated for those times under the signification they 
have now. Peter observes that, since we are concerned only with mental sentences pro
perly so called, which do not and cannot change their signification, the problem does not 
arise and such an additional caluse would be idle. It is needed, if at all, only in the case 
of spoken and written sentences, and mental sentences improperly so called. 
459 By the demonstrative 'this'. 
460 I.e., to the whole 'This is true: 'A man is an ass',' taken as described, not just to 
'A man is an ass'. 
461 I.e., as referring to the mental sentence properly so called corresponding to the 
spoken sentence 'A man is an ass'. 
462 This can only mean 'the mental sentence improperly so called that naturally 
signifies the spoken or written sentence' A man is an ass'.' 'Correspondence' here, unlike 
that in par. 171, is not the subordination relation. 
463 I.e., to the whole 'This is true: 'A man is an ass',' taken as described, not just to 
'A man is an ass'. 
464 In virtue of par. 153. 
465 I.e., the spoken or written sentence 'A man is an ass', or the mental sentence im
properly so called that naturally represents the spoken or written sentence. 
2166 See fn. 458 above. 
467 Contrary to the second corollary, par. 172. The argument is a chain argument with 
two links. The first link is the inference 'This is true: 'A man is an ass'. Therefore, ... '. 
The second link begins after 'Furthermore'. The antecedent of this second inference has 
two parts, the first of which is the consequent of the first inference. Hence, since the 
consequent of the second inference is impossible, so is its antecedent. That is, either the 
sentence 'The mental sentence properly so called that corresponds to it is true' is im
possible, and therefore so is This is true: 'A man is an ass','· or else the sentence 'But the 
mental sentence like that is the [mental) sentence 'A man is an ass" is impossible. The 
objection in effect argues that the first alternative must be taken. The objection over
looks a third alternative. See par. 174. 
468 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'antecedent'. The MS reading seems preferable. 
If one adopts it, the reply agrees with the objection that the last consequent of the chain 
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argument in par. 173 ('Therefore, [that mental sentence] is true') is impossible. See 
fn. 467. On the other hand, Peter goes on to set out both parts of the antecedent of the 
second inference of the chain argument. Perhaps this is what ed. and ed2 mean by 'the 
antecedent last inferred'. See also fn. 469 below. 
469 Following ed. and ed2 • The MS has 'consequent'. Here the editions are to be pre
ferred. Contrast fn. 468 above. 
470 As the objection in par. 173 clainls in effect. See fn. 468 above. It is false because 
the sentence 'A man is an ass' in fact corresponds to the mental sentence properly so 
called 'A man is an ass'. But it is not impossible because the sentence 'A man is an ass' 
could be subordinated to any other mental sentence properly so called, since subordina
tion is purely conventional. See par. 172. 
47. I.e., of 'This is true: 'A man is an ass'.' 
472 Thus refuting the argument in par. 173. 
473 Following the MS. Edt and ed2 omit 'Therefore, ... ass'. 
474 Contrast par. 171. 
475 That the mental sentence 'A man is an ass' is true, the consequent of the chain argu
ment in par. 173. 
476 It must be distinguished because the expression 'A man is an ass' in the sentence 
may supposit for the mental sentence 'A man is an ass', in which case 'This is true: 'A 
man is an ass" is false and impossible (par. 171), or for the spoken or written sentence, 
or mental sentence improperly so called, 'A man is an ass', in which case 'This is true: 
'A man is an ass" is possible (par. 172). 
477 Reading 'suppositionem simplicem' with edt. In par. 67 this was called one kind of 
'material' supposition. Ed2 has 'secundum dispositionem, scilicet'. The MS has 
'secundum suppositionem naturalem'. 
478 "Creator' signifies whatever is not a creator', taken in the sense described. 
479 And hence neither is the former. 
480 Reading 'suppositionem materialem, scilicet' with ed2 and the MS. Edt has 
'sul'positionem mentalem simplicem'. See par. 67. 
48 I.e., the occurrence of 'creator' as part of the predicate of the sentence stands in 
gersonal supposition. On this notion, see par. 67. 

82 In the statement of the corollary earlier in the paragraph. 
483 This has not been said, but it is quite uncontroversial. 
484 ''Creator' signifies whatever thing is not a creator.' 
485 Contrast par. 175. The impossible does not follow from the possible. 
486 ''Creator' signifies whatever thing is not a creator', taken as in par. 176. 
487 Since it, like the subject occurrence of the term, is also governed by the new 
imj0sition. 
48 On 'inimite' terms see Aristotle, De interpretatione, 2 16a29-32: .. 'Not man' is 
not a name, nor is there any correct name for it. It is neither a phrase nor a negation. Let 
us call it an indeimite name." (Ackrill translation [5].) Peter's augument here rests on 
the assumption that the signification of an inimite term (e.g., 'non-man') is ilXed once 
the signification of the corresponding imite term (e.g., 'man') is fixed by imposition or 
subordination. This is the import of the proviso that we retain the 'signification' of the 
nefation 'not' - i.e., that it remain subordinated to the same mental syncategorema. 
48 They would be convertible - i.e., would signify the same thing. 
490 Peter has not explicitly said this anywhere. But it follows from par. 176 if we 
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extend what was said there to apply also to the case where the subject occurrence of 
'creator' supposits for the mental term improperly so called that is the concept of the 
s~oken or written term 'creator'. 
4 1 See, e.g., Ockham [130], 1,13, translated in Loux [53], pp. 75-77. See also the 
discussion in Spade [114] . 
492 This is a mental term improperly so called. See pars. 16-20. 
493 See fn. 165 above. 
494 Following the MS. Ed l and ed2 have 'part'. See fn. 392 above. 
495 See fn. 476 above. Note that pars. 175-178 make the same point about terms that 
~ars. 171-174 make about sentences. 

96 See the program announced in par. 138. 
497 See fn. 457 above. 
498 Here and in the following paragraphs, I have translated the Latin accusative-plus
infmitive constructions by English infinitival phrases (sometimes with 'for') rather than 
by the more customary 'that'-clause, as I did, e.g., in par. 161. For the reason, see par. 
220. 
499 I.e., the utterance 'every man to be an animal', the so called dictum, the accusative
plus-infmitive construction purporting to name what is signified by the sentence 'Every 
man is an animal'. See fn. 498 above, and par. 204. 
500 It proceeds by simply arguing from an active form of the verb to the corresponding 
~assive form. But see par. 212, where Peter denies this kind of inference in such cases. 

01 It was generally agreed that affirmative sentences can be true only if their subject 
terms supposit for something. But see par. 237. 
502 See the defmition of supposition cited in par. 145. See also pars. 207-208. 
503 By the same kind of argument. 
504 I.e., a substance or accident. 
505 Following ed I. Ed2 and the MS have 'complex'. See fn. 400. 
506 See also the supporting arguments in pars. 141-143. This first doubt is treated in 
fars. 185-221. 

07 For the reply, see par. 229. 
508 For the reply, see pars. 230-231. 
509 This second doubt is treated in pars. 222-234. For the reply to the argument in 
this paragraph, see pars. 232-234. With pars. 180-182, compare Peter of Ailly [78], I, 
q. 1, a. 1, §C, which repeats the arguments almost verbatim. 
510 See fn. 500 above. 
511 See fn. 501 above. 
512 I.e., the sentence 'Something impossible is signified by an impossible sentence'. 
513 Reading 'aliquo' with ed2 and the MS. Ed l has 'aliqua'. 
514 More particularly with the sixth, par. 165. This is yet a third argument for 'com
wlexly significables'. It is discussed in pars. 235-238. 

IS Gregory of Rimini's. On Gregory, see Leff [51], and Trapp [119], [120] and 
[121]. Gregory's doctrine of the 'complexly significable', and Peter's rejection of it, are 
discussed in Elie [35], and also in Nuchelmans [64], Chs. 14-15. Gil [37] has recently 
argued that the theory did not originate with Gregory; Gregory took it from Adam 
Wodeham. 
516 See Gregory [43], I, prol. q. 1, a. 1, fols. 1Q-2B. Peter's exposition in pars. 185-
188 is a close paraphrase of Gregory's text. 
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517 Reading 'sicut et ista alia sibi simllia' with the MS. Ed. has 'sicut haec sibi simili'. 
Edgz has 'sicut haec sibi simllis'. 
51 Following the MS. Ed2 had 'Petrus Hispanus'. Edt has 'P.H.' See fn. 519 below. 
519 Aristotle, Categories, 12, 14b10-22: "There would seem, however, to be another 
manner of priority besides those mentioned. For of things which reciprocate as to impli
cation of existence, that which is in some way the cause of the other's existence might 
reasonably be called prior by nature. And that there are such cases is clear. For there being 
a man reciprocates as to implication of existence with the true statement about it: if there 
is a man, the statement whereby we say that there is a man is true, and reciprocally -
since if the statement whereby we say that there is a man is true, there is a man. And 
whereas the true statement is in no way the cause of the actual thing's existence, the actual 
thing does seem in some way the cause of the statement's being true; it is because the 
actual thing exists or does not that the statement is called true or false." (Ackrill trans
lation [5].) See Peter of Spain [81], tract. III, section 30, p. 40 lines 27-28: "For from 
the fact that a thing is or is not, an expression is called true or false." (See fn. 518.) 
520 For the notion of being significable truly and incomplexly, i.e., being significable 
b~ a true sentence (or statement) that is not complex, see par. 128. 
5 • Aristotle, Metaphysics, Y, 7, 1017a31-32: "Again 'being' and 'is' mean that a state
ment is true, 'not being' that it is not true but false." (Oxford translation [6].) 
522 Gregory [43], fol. 2A explains: "So too he takes 'non-being' in the ftrst book of the 
Posterior Analytics, when he says 'What is not is not', that is cannot be known (scire), as 
that the diameter is commensurable." See Posterior Analytics, I, 2, 71 b26-2 7: "for that 
which is non-existent cannot be known - we cannot know, e.g., that the diagonal of a 
~uare is commensurate with its side." (Oxford translation [6].) 
5 3 Edt and ed2 omit 'is'. 
524 Following ed2. Edt has 'reason'. MS has 'reasonable'. 
525 Following ed2. Edt has 'insensitive'. MS has 'sensible'. 
526 Gregory [43], fol. 2B. The claim in the iust sentence of this paragraph must be 
properly understood. A false complexly significable is not 'something' in the second 
sense of the term, but only in the iust. The claim is that a complexly signiftcable, true 
or false, is 'something' in at least one of the first two senses. 
527 Gregory [43], fol. 20, quoted above in fn. 401 to par. 143. 
528 Gregory [43], I, prol. q. I, a. I, passim. According to Ockham, the objects of a 
science were the sentences known in that science. See Ockham [129], prol. q. 9, 
esrcially p. 266 lines 17-22. 
52 It replies to them by granting the existence of 'complexly signiftcables'. 
530 Reading 'irrationalis et inintellegibllis' with the MS. Edt has 'irrationabllis et 
intellegibllis'. Ed2 has 'rationabilis et intellegibilis'. 
531 Reading 'reputarem' with ed2. Edt has 'reputaret' with no obvious subject. The MS 
has 'reputaretur'. 
532 Especially Gregory of Rimini. For other discussions in the Middle Ages, see Elie 
P5J,Gil [37] and Nuchelmans [64]. 

33 'Entity' seems to be a term reserved for 'things' in the third sense of the term. See 
~ar. 187. 

34 In view of Gregory's careful analysis of the sense in which 'complexly significables' 
are nothing (see fn. 516 above), Peter's dismissal of the view here is obviously too quick. 
But see the arguments that follow. 
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535 And so would not be a 'thing' in the third and narrowest sense of the term. See par. 
187. Peter, following Ockham, will allow 'things' in his ontology only in that narrow 
sense. But that, of course, is just the question at issue. 
536 This is a more serious objection than the observation that complexly significables 
would be neither substances nor accidents (see above, fn. 535). That such complexly 
significables - or at least some of them - are not God, see par. 181. That they - or at 
least some of them - are not creatures follows from the same paragraph, which argues 
that there were complexly significables even before creation. Peter refers to this passage 
in [78], I, q. 1, a. 1, §C; "If there were such a truth or such a complexly significable, 
it would be neither a substance nor an accident, neither God nor creature. Indeed, it 
would be nothing at all, as those who maintain this grant. But this position is [uno] 
intelligible and unreasonable. For the present I assume this, since I explained it else
where." (See above, fn. 3.) 
537 Gregory [43], I, prol. q. 1, a. 1, fol. 2B-C. 
538 Peter is not referring here to the famous Condemnation of 1277 (see Denifle and 
Chatelain [26], vol. 1, pp. 543-558; translation in Lerner and Mahdi [52], pp. 335-
354), but rather to an earlier condemnation of 1240 ([ 26] ,pp. 170-172). In that year, 
under Archbishop of Paris William of Auvergne, Chancellor Odo and the Parisian regent 
masters of. theology condemned ten propositions taken, according to one manuscript, 
from the writings of a certain 'frater Stephanus'. Denifle and Chatelain ([26], p. 172, 
fn. 1) identify this author with a certain Dominican Stephanus de Varnesia. The number
ing of the propositions varies, but as printed in [26], vol. 1, p. 171, the seventh 
reads: "Seventh, that there are many truths from eternity that are not God. We reject 
this error. For we firmly believe that there is only one truth from eternity, [and] that is 
God." According to the list printed in [80], all ten propositions were condemned not 
only in 1240 (sign. R i vb) but also in 1340 (sign. S i rb). The latter appears to be an 
error. 
539 See a similar question in par. 133. 
540 See fn. 318 above. 
541 The dubious premise that needs to be added here is that everything that exists is 
in a place. 
542 See par. 183. 
543 Following the MS. Ed l omits 'just as'. Ed2 omits 'Thus'. 
544 Peter here turns the argument in par. 183 around and uses it to support a conclusion 
offosite to what was argued there. 
5 See pars. 143 and 189, and fn. 401 above. 
546 This of course is not Gregory's notion of a 'complexly significable'. For Peter, 
'complexly significables', insofar as the term has a legitimate use at all, are just the sub
stances and accidents that are also incomplexly significable; they are not some new realm 
of 'things', as in pars. 185-188. Buridan also holds this in Buridan [45], Ch. I, ad 
sophisma 5, pp. 33-34, translated in Buridan [46], pp. 80-81. Peter's point here is that 
anything at all may be signifred by a complex spoken, written or mental expression im
properly so called, or by a mental expression properly so called, which is called 
'complex' for a different reason (pars. 135-137). This is because an expression signifies 
just the sum total of what its constituent categorematic terms signify (see par. 200). 
Note, however, that in addition to what a sentence signifres, Peter also wants to 
distinguish how it signifies (see fn. 388 above, and also par. 200). 
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547 And yet sentences have a total 'signification'. See pars. 159 and 165, and the 
explanation in par. 168. The latter, however, answers the question 'how' the sentence 
srsifies, not 'what' it signifies. See par. 200. 
5 8 See par. 135-137. Peter is here relying on the 'Additive Principle'. See fn. 362 
above and fn. 553 below. 
549 Following the MS. Ed l and ed2 omit 'anyone'. 
550 I.e., no one thing is the sum total of what is signified by the sentence. On 'adequate' 
sFification, see fn. 149 above. 
5 1 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed l omits 'according ... signification'. 
552 Reading 'notabilis' with ed l . (Ed2 and the MS omit the passage. See fn. 553 below.) 
The reading 'notabilis' is surely unacceptable, but it is not clear what should be read in 
its stead. Perhaps the word should be simply deleted. 
553 This is the 'Additive Principle'. See fn. 362 above. On the 'parts' of mental sentences 
~roper1y so called, see par. 137. Ed2 and the MS omit 'or by ... signifying'. 

54 Peter is here distinguishing between what and how the sentence signifies. See fns. 
388 and 546 above. 
555 See fn. 498 above. 
556 This word is implied by the penultimate sentence of par. 203, and also by the 
~hrase 'properly so called' later in the present sentence. See par. 96. 

57 Mutually contradictory sentences have the same categorematic terms, and so what 
they signify will be the same; but those sentences signify in such a way as to be an 
affrrmative sentence in the one case and a negative sentence in the other. Thus how they 
signify will be different. On the notion of the categorematic 'parts' of mental sentences 
wroperly so called, see pars. 135-137. 

58 And in particular to the fifth, par. 202. 
559 See Lappe [50), p. 37* lines 14-15 for the text. See also ibid., p. 34* lines 12-13 
for a similar statement. The condemnation is dated 1346. 
560 This is a remarkable statement for a Parisian academic to make. Perhaps significant
ly, the MS omits the words 'out of jealousy'. 
561 They signify these only non-ultimately; what they ultimately signify is exactly the 
same. See pars. 63-66. 
562 I.e., a mental sentence properly so called. 
563 See fn. 499 above. 
564 I.e., in personal supposition. On supposition, see pars. 67 -68. By the 'dictum' here, 
Peter seems to mean the spoken or written dictum, or the mental one improperly so 
called. Mental terms properly so called are always taken personally (par. 68), so that 
Peter's remarks later in the paragraph are inapplicable to them. 
565 See par. 67. 
566 In virtue of the 'Additive Principle' (par. 200) and the fact that dicta contain the 
same categorematic terms as their corresponding sentences. 
567 Absolute terms (see par. 41) in personal supposition were usually taken to supposit 
for all their significates (or at least for all their presently existing significates, if the terms 
are not ampliated). Perhaps this is not Peter's point, however. For dicta would be con
sidered connotative terms, and connotative terms do not supposit personally for every
thing they signify. (See Spade [106], and pars. 41-48.) Peter here claims that there is 
no reason to prefer some significates of dicta over others as their supposita. 
568 See fn. 318 above. 
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569 Since asses are signified by the term 'animal'. See also par. 179. 
570 This amounts to saying that dicta are 'figment' terms, like 'round square' or 
'chimera'. See Spade (106). 
571 Perhaps Peter has in mind John Buridan's view. Buridan seems to hold that, where 11 

is the occurrence of a subject-term in a singular sentence S, the dictum corresponding to 
S supposits (when taken personally) for exactly the suppositum of 11 if and only if S is 
true; otherwise it supposits for nothing at all. Thus 'For Socrates to love God is Socrates' 
is true if Socrates loves God. See Buridan [45), Ch. 1, ad l1ophil1ma 5, pp. 33-34, trans
lated in Buridan [46), pp. 80-81. Peter's argument in par. 205 amounts to saying that 
there is no reason to prefer Buridan's theory to any other theory that purports to 
identify the supposita of dicta. Note, however, that the claims Peter makes in pars. 
208-209 below do not apply to Buridan's view. So perhaps Peter in fact has someone 
else in mind here. (Gregory of Rimini holds that for God to exist is not God, although it 
is not an entity distinct from God. See Gregory [43), I, prol. q. 1, a. 1, fo1. 2C. See also 
~ar. 187 on the narrow sense of the term 'entity'.) 

72 It is not clear what Buridan's theory would say to this. The exposition of Buridan's 
view in fn. 571 above applies only to singular sentences. The point of Peter's example 
here is the universal quantifier 'every'. In the passage referred to in fn. 571, Buridan 
does not discuss quantified sentences, so it is not clear whether and how Buridan would 
extend his schema to apply to them. Peter's argument would count against such an 
extension. Perhaps some dim light can be shed on Buridan's view here by his remarks in 
the second half of Ch. 4 in Buridan [45], sophisms 13-14, pp. 75-79, translated in 
Buridan [46], pp. 128-133. 
573 This is not so on Buridan's theory. For him, for a man to be an ass is nothing. See 
fn. 571 above. (At least this would seem to be so on any plausible extension of Buridan's 
view beyond singular sentences.) 
574 See the argument in par. 205. 
575 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 omit 'not'. 
576 On Buridan's view (see fn. 571 above) this would be so only if the theory were 
extended to apply to indefmite sentences as well as to singular ones. (See fns. 572 and 
573 above.) 
577 It is not clear why this choice should appear especially plausible. 
578 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 omit the second 'a chimera'. 
579 This is not so on Buridan's theory. The sentence 'A chimera is not a chimera' 
(standardly construed without existential import - see Moody [63], pp. 51-52) is true, 
and so by the theory in fn. 571 (extended as in fn. 576 above) the dictum would 
supposit for exactly what the subject term 'chimera' supposits for in that sentence, 
namely, for nothing at all. 
580 Reading 'propositionis' with ed2 and the MS. Ed 1 has ·propositio'. 
581 Presumably this is meant to exclude the earlier third conclusion in par. 148. 
582 I.e., personally. See also par. 204 at fn. 564. 
583 The second has a subject in the accusative rather than in the nominative as required. 
584 MS has 'propositiones'. Here and elsewhere, the editions and the MS frequently 
interchange 'conclusio' and 'propositio', and occasionally 'suppositio', in contexts like 
'first conclusion', 'second conclusion', etc. I have translated 'propositio' by 'premise'in 
these contexts. They are 'premises' used in resolving difficulties. See, e.g., par. 222. 
585 See fns. 123, 131 and 135 above. 
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In fact, he said 'significatively'. See par. 204 and fn. 564 above. 
A participle, Le., a verbal adjective. See fn. 124 above. 
Reading 'quam' with ed2 and the MS. Ed! has 'qua'. 
I have not found this discussion in the literature. 
See fn. 584 above. 

591 Reading 'totale' with ed2 and the MS. Ed! has 'rationale'. 
592 Reading 'accusativo' with ed2 and the MS. Ed! may have 'alio'. 
593 See also par. 212. 
594 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed! has 'cum actio'. 
595 The reference is to the explanation of the two ways of suppositing materially. 
596 E.g., the sentence 'For every man to be an animal is true' would usually be under
stood as claiming that the sentence 'Every man is an animal' is true, not that the dictum 
'For every man to be an animal' is itself true, which of course it is not, since it is not a 
sentence. 
597 I.e., it never enters into a well-formed grammatical construction. 
598 If the terms are taken materially, the sentences, while well-formed, are probably 
false. In par. 214 Peter said that infmitives taken personally (Le., significatively) and 
nominally amounted to participles. Does Peter here mean by 'nominally' 'personally 
and nominally'? If so, then it is odd that here he says the infmitives amount to their 
corresponding abstract nouns, not to their participles. Or does he mean 'materially and 
nominally' (a phrase he has not used before)? If so, then it is odd that Peter overlooks 
the possibility that they might also be taken personally and nominally, as in par. 214, 
in which case too the sentences would be well-formed (and probablY true). 
599 And personally. 
600 I.e., enter into a grammatically well-formed construction. 
601 Unfortunately, this first example is not so well-formed in English. 
602 The point of the paragraph is that infmitives so taken can never enter into gram
matical constructions on the side of the subject (that has already been ruled out by 
pars. 213 and 216), and can enter into grammatical constructions on the side of the 
predicate only where the corresponding 'that' -clause ('that such and such is the case') 
would do just as well. 
603 See fn. 584 above. 
604 

605 

606 

607 

See fn. 584 above. 
This and par. 225 fulfill the promise in par. 141. 
At least this is so for mental sentences properly so called. See pars. 151 and 163. 
See also par. 226. 

608 Ed! omits 'not'. 
609 It is not clear why Peter hesitates here, unless it is because his arguments do not 
fositively prove his point but only disarm certain counterarguments. See fn. 614 below. 

10 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'to be'. 
611 Thus in ed!, ed2 and the MS. One would have expected 'true' instead of 'necessary'. 
It is true, but not necessary, that Antichrist is going to exist - at least unless Peter denies 
future contingents. 
612 We must understand throughout 'mental sentence properly so called'. 
613 With pars. 222-228, compare Peter of Ailly [78), I, q. I, a. 1 §C, which repeats 
the arguments almost verbatim. 
614 Contrast this unqualified assertion here and in the following paragraphs with Peter's 
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hesitation in par. 226. The view that God is a true sentence perhaps did not originate 
with Peter of Ailly. In private correspondence E. J. Ashworth has told me that, accord
ing to Juan de Celaya, Robert Ho1cot discusses the view "in the third book of the 
Sentences, article eight of the only question". But I have been unable to locate such a 
discussion there. On the other hand, in the following passage Holcot comes very close to 
asserting Peter's claim explicitly (Courtenay [25], pp. 5-7, lines 50-101): "Now God, 
by knowing his essence, knows all [that is) true. And, given that there were no complex 
such [as the complex sentences we form in our minds when we produce an act of 
knowing that a triangle has three angles equal to two right angles), he would know no 
less about the triangle than [he did) just now, although he would not know as many true 
[things) as he knew just now, [since by hypothesis our mental sentences would no 
longer exist, so that there would not be as many true things to be known as there were 
before). Hence God knew God to exist (Deum esse) [even) when it was not true for 
God to exist, that is, [even) when the sentence 'God exists' was not true. For when the 
sentence 'God exists' did not exist, it was not true. [But) to the contrary: The divine 
essence represents to the divine understanding as much as a complex represents to us, 
and with a greater certitude than there is in our cognition even when we have perfect 
intuitive knowledge (notitiam) of the thing or of the things signified by that complex. 
Therefore, we have to concede that the divine essence is true. And then there is a doubt 
[about) how [the divine essence) sometimes represents as is denoted by the sentence 
'Socrates exists' and sometimes as is denoted by the [sentence) 'Socrates does not exist'. 
Otherwise, [that is, if the divine essence always represen ted as the one of those sentences 
denotes and never as the other one does), we have to concede that the divine essence 
would sometimes represent as a false sentence represents. And so the divine understand
ing could be deceived and the divine essence would be sometimes true and sometimes 
false. The consequent is false. To this I say that the divine essence is a cognition by 
which everything knowable (cognoscibile) is known (cognoscitur) just as it is. Hence, 
before any thing was created, God was a cognition by which he knew it to be the case 
as would have been designated (reading ,[uisset designatum' with MS p) by sentences 
about the future (omitting '[ormatae futurum' with MS P), if they had existed then. And 
I concede that the first [thing) known (cognitum vel scitum) by God is God himself. 
Hence, if there were no sentence in the world and other things existed, God would know 
as much about the things, by means of himself and by means of the things, as he knew 
just now. Nevertheless, assuming that case, he would not know as many true [things]. 
For I say that in one true [thing) he knows all the true [things) there are. And 1 
concede that the divine essence is true, because his cognition is always true, and without 
a change in him he sometimes represents as is represented by one of a [pair of) con
tradictories, [and) sometimes as [is represented) by the other - from a change in the 
thing alone. And therefore he is never deceived in [his] knowing (cognoscendo). So 
therefore in this article I maintain for the present that the object known, believed, or 
opined is a complex and not a signified 'thing'. For the locution 'I know (scio) a stone' 
[or) 'I know wood' is not usually accepted (appropriata) among philosophers, but rather 
'I know that a stone is hard' [or) 'I know that wood is soft', and so on. Likewise, among 
Catholic theologians 'I believe God' is not a proper locution, but rather 'I believe God to 
exist' or '[I believe) God to be three and one', and so on. All this I understand with 
respect to our knowledge. On the other hand, [without that restriction,] I say that not 
only a complex is true. For God is true, and [is) a true cognition equivalent and prior 
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(praeveniens) to every true complex. Hence, by knowing himself, [God] knows every
thing that is true, and he knows as well, for all sentences that would be true if they 
existed (no matter in what mood or tense they would be), what they would denote. Yet 
neither do I say that every 'thing' is true, speaking properly about [what is] true, 
but rather only a thing equivalent in signifying to some formed complex (omitting 'vel' 
with MS Pl. Perhaps only the divine essence is like this by nature. Nevertheless by 
convention any thing whatever that is under the power of man can be instituted to 
signify equivalently [what is] true, if it pleases men to use it so. For instance, we in fact 
see that a barrel-hoop of a certain material signifies as much as well the sentence 'There 
is wine in this cellar', written on the wall. Hence 'This barrel-hoop is true' could be con
ceded, since the case is as is signified by it." 
615 For then it supposits for nothing at all (see par. 204), and so the sentence 'It was 
true for the world to be going to exist' (Verum erat mundum fore) is false because it is 
not the case that the predicate (the dictum) supposits for something for which the sub
ject supposits too. 
616 In fact, it is God, and was then. 
617 Peter returns to the topic of pars. 230-231 in [78], I, q. 1, a.l, §D: "Hence when 
it is said that before there was anything besides God, it was true for the world to be 
going to exist, I make a distinction here. For the expression 'for the world to be going to 
exist', in the infmitive mood, can be taken [either] significatively and personally or else 
materially. If [it is taken] in the frrst way, [then] I say that the expression supposits 
for nothing. Hence the sentence is not true. Indeed every sentence in which an expression 
in the infmitive mood taken significatively is made the subject or the predicate is literally 
ill-formed, as I have explained elsewhere. [See pars. 213-219 of the Insolubles, and fn. 3 
above.] But if it is taken in the second way, that is, materially, either it is taken 
materially for itself, and [then the sentence] is still false, as is clear, or else it is taken 
materially for the sentence of which it is the dictum or to which it corresponds. And this 
[will be] either for a created sentence, and then the sentence [with the dictum] is false, 
as is clear, or else for the uncreated sentence that is God, and then the sentence [with 
the dictum] is true. For I say that before there was anything besides God, for the world 
to be going to exist was a truth, and that truth was God. And when it is argued that [this 
is] not [so], because that truth was contingent and God was a necessary being, [I reply] 
by saying that the truth was necessary, like God. But nevertheless that truth was con
tingently a truth. For instance, God's knowledge that Antichrist will exist is necessary; 
yet it is contingently knowledge that Antichrist will exist, as will be explained else
where." The last clause seems to be a reference to [78], I, q. 11, especially a. 3, where 
Peter discusses the issue at length. See also fn. 108 above. The point is that from 'A 
necessarily exists' ('A 18 a necessary being') and 'A is identical with.B', it does not follow 
that B necessarily exists, since A may be only contingently identical to B. Substitution 
of contingently identicals in necessity-contexts is invalid. Thus from 'Necessarily nine is 
greater than seven' and 'The number of planets is nine' it does not validly follow that 
necessarily the number of planets is greater than seven. 
618 The antecedent of this conditional, unlike the previous one, is not impossible. 
619 The point of identifying these truths with God seems to be to identify them with 
God's free decision to create or not to create, which in turn is identical with God him
self. Note that the dicta are taken materially, not personally (see par. 230). Otherwise, 
conclusion 6 (par. 204) would apply. See also fn. 617 above. 
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620 Namely, for the world not to be going to exist. 
621 I.e., the first inference in par. 233. 
622 Namely, God, or God's act of knowing that the world was going to exist. There was 
no false sign from eternity, because God did not know (or even believe) from eternity 
that the world was not going to exist. 
623 With pars. 232-234, compare Peter of Ailly [78), I, q. 1, a. 1, §D, which arranges 
the arguments slightly differently. At the end of § D, Peter says: "But 1 do not explain 
here why a sentence is called true, arId 1 pass over marIY other things that could be said 
about these matters. For they pertain to logic arId to metaphysics, arId 1 spoke about 
them in [my) treatise on insolubles." (See fn. 3 above.) 
624 Following the MS. Ed 1 and ed2 have 'fourth'. The error is understandable, since 
Peter has just replied to the third argument for the second doubt. 
625 I.e., by denying the inference 'An impossible sentence ... ; ... therefore, it signifies 
!something) impossible', arId the conclusion of that inference. 

26 See par. 200. The sentence does not signify something impossible - Le., an im
possible thing. But it does signify in arI impossible way - i.e., it signifies the case to be 
somehow as it is impossible for the case to be. 
627 Aristotle, Nichomachean Ethics, III, 2, 1111 b20-22: "But neither is it [Le. choice) 
wish, although it seems near to it; for choice CarInot relate to impossibles, and if arIY one 
said he chose them he would be thought silly; but there may be a wish even for im
Fossibles, e.g., for immortality." (Oxford translation [6).) 

28 Since one CarInot will what one does not in some way understarId. 
629 On the relation of signifying to understanding, see pars. 1-2 arId par. 8, arId Spade 

HJ 3 
hiS is highly unorthodox. See fn. 501 above. Even Paul of Pergula, who granted in 

the fifteenth century that the sentence 'I understarId a chimera' might be true, admitted 
that the term 'chimera' supposited there, although for something that neither exists nor 
is possible. See Paul of Pergula [67), tract. 2, p. 40, rule 4. See also the discussion in 
Spade [102], p. 78. Peter seems to think that, since supposition for impossibles is arI 
onto logically suspect notion, therefore in cases where one might otherwise think it was 
necessary, terms simply do not supposit for arIything at all. This would wreck the theory 
of truth-conditions if Peter gave truth-conditions in terms of supposition theory. But 
he does not. See par. 144. 
631 See the program announced in par. 91, point (i). 
632 I.e., self-referential sentences. See par. 91, point (ii). The discussion extends to the 
end of the treatise. 
633 See par. 91, point (c). 
634 On this phrase, see Spade [106). 
635 I.e., descriptions of the mearting of terms. Peter uses the phrase 'descriptions of 
terms' in the way we use the phrase 'dermitions of terms'. On the difference between 
descriptions and definitions, see Ockham [130], I, 26-28, translated in Loux [53], 
Fr.. 104-109. 

6 I.e., the setting out of descriptions. 
637 Contrast par. 2, where Peter is more careful to distinguish 'signifying some thing' 
from 'signifying some things' and 'signifying somehow'. See also par. 8 and fn. 109. 
638 See also par. 57. 
639 I.e., one does not argue about definitions. 
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640 Peter thinks there are not, at least not in the case of created cognitions, although 
there are in the case of God's cognitions. See pars. 276-277. Peter does not discuss 
volitions in this treatise. 
641 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'second'. 
642 The term 'solve' in this context has overtones. It means 'loosen' or 'unite' (see, e.g., 
the opening words of Richard Lavenham's Insolubilia, quoted in Spade [1031 , item LVI, 
p. 93), and hence, in one sense, to 'resolve' an apparent contradiction or paradox. Thus, 
'sophisms' are said to be 'solved'. (See Buridan [451 and [46], passim.) Many authors 
pointed out that the 'insolubles' were not so called because they could in no way be 
'solved'. See below, fn. 644. 
643 This sentence seems to appeal to a slightly different sense of 'solve'. An argument 
can be 'solved' if it can be 'loosened' or 'untied' - i.e., if reasonable and persuasive 
counterarguments can be brought against it (thus loosening the probative force of the 
original argument). This, of course, cannot be done if the argument is a demonstrative 
~d so conclusive) one. 

Several people said this. See, e.g., Spade [1001, p. 5, par. 2; also SQIlde [1031, item 
XXX (Henry of England), item LVI incipit (Richard Lavenham);Albert of Saxony [21, 
VI, I, fol. 43r; and Ockham [1301, I1I-3, 46,1ines 2-4. 
645 Others made the same observation. See e.g., Pseudo-William of Sherwood in Roure 
1941, p. 248, par. 0.01, and Spade [1031, item LXVIII (Walter Sexgrave), pp. 113-114. 

46 Compare the defmitions in Pseudo-William of Sherwood (Roure [941, p. 248, 
par. 0.02), Henry Hopton (quoted in Spade [1031, item XXXI, incipit, p. 56 - on the 
attribution, see the end of fn. 52 above), Richard of Sherwood (quoted in Spade [1031, 
item LVII, p. 95), and Thomas Bradwardine (Roure [941, p. 286, par. 2.02). Peter's 
~ar. 242 up to this point is a very close paraphrase of Marsilius of Inghen [571, fol. 63r. 

7 It is not entirely clear what this means. Perhaps Peter means to restrict himself to 
terms that signify only sentences. Thus no sentence could have reflection on itself in 
virtue of an occurrence of the term 'being' in it. This, however, is conjectural. For an 
aKflication of the corollary, see pars. 251-25 2. 
6 For the notion of the terms occurring in a mental sentence properly so called, see 
~ar. 137. 

9 Several authors held this. See, e.g., Albert of Saxony [21, VI, I, third conclusion, 
fol. 43rb; Richard Lavenham, quoted in Spade [1031, item LVI, conclusion I, p. 94. 
650 Reading 'sibi repraesentare' with ed2. Ed1 has 'repraesentari' and omits 'sibi'. The 
MS has 'sibi' and omits 'repraesentare'. 
651 On the relation of signifying to understanding, see pars. 1-2 and par. 8, and Spade 
pl3 l. 

52 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have Thirdly, it follows that the sentence 'A man is 
an ass' does not signify as much as "A man is an ass' is true' [doesl'. The 'inference' 
referred to in the second sentence would then be the inference from pars. 241 and 243 
to the fust sentence of the paragraph. But this makes nonsense of the third sentence, 
which would then say that the conclusion of the inference, that is, the opening sentence 
of par. 246, is false. What seems to have happened is that edl and ed2 have construed a 
third argument for the second corollary as though it were a distinct and third corollary 
from the descriptions. This would also upset the numbering of the corollaries from 
far. 247 on. 

53 Namely, "A man is an ass' is true'. 
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654 Namely, 'A man is an ass'. 
655 On the term 'irrelevant' (impertinens) in this sense, see Spade [112), par. 4. Note 
that 'relevance' (pertinentio) in this sense is not symmetrical. For instance, if B follows 
from A but neither A nor not-A follows from B, then B is 'relevant' to A, but A is not 
'relevant' to B. Note also that since necessary sentences follow from any sentence, and 
since impossible sentences are inconsistent with any sentence (most authors accepted 
these claims), it follows that necessary sentences and impossible sentences are 'relevant' 
to all other sentences. Moreover, since anything follows from the impossible (again, 
most authors accepted this), any sentence is 'relevant' to an impossible sentence. 
656 Here Peter must be referring to the spoken, written or mental sentence improperly 
so called, 'A man is an ass', and must furthermore be assuming that this spoken, written 
or mental sentence improperly so called is subordinated by a new imposition to some 
possible mental sentence properly so called. For the mental sentence properly so called 
'A man is an ass' is an impossible sentence, as is the spoken, written or mental sentence 
improperly so called under the usual subordination relation (see pars. 153 and 165), so 
that the second sentence would be 'relevant' to the first after all (see above, fn. 655), 
contrary to what Peter says earlier in this sentence. For the same reason, the sentence 
referred to by the subject in "A man is an ass' is true' must be the spoken, written or 
mental sentence improperly so called and under a new imposition, not the mental 
sentence properly so called (see pars. 171-172). The reason "A man is an ass' is true' 
does not follow from 'A man is an ass' seems to be that one needs the additional premise 
'The sentence 'A man is an ass' exists'. But see fn. 722 below. Peter here appeals to the 
irrelevance of the second sentence to the nrst in order to support his claim that the first 
sentence does not signify 'as much' as does the second. This gives us a clue to inter
preting the phrase 'signify as much as'. The phrase seems to bear on the adverbial notion 
of signification, not on the nominal notion (see fns. 388 and 437 above, and par. 200). 
Thus a sentence A signifies 'as much as' a sentence B does if and only if howsoever B, 
according to its total signmcation, signmes the case to be, or to have been, or to be going 
to be, so too does A. (At least this is so if A and B are affirmative. The adjustments for 
negative sentences are easily made in the light of par. 159.) In virtue of pars. 148 and 
159, this means that if A is true, so too is B - at least if they are both formed at the 
same time. In par. 157, Peter suggests at least that this is the criterion of a valid inference 
from A to B. Hence if A signifies 'as much as ' B does, then B follows validly from A, 
so that B is 'relevant' to A. (See also Spade [103), item XLII (J ohn of Wesel) , q. 2, pp. 
72-73, and Bradwardine's second assumption in Roure [94), p. 297, par. 6.04.) The 
same result holds if we take the defmition of valid inference to be the second one 
discussed by Pseudo-Scotus (see fn. 432 above): 'it is impossible for the case to be as is 
signifled by the antecedent unless the case is also as is signifled by the consequent'. This 
is the defmition Buridan accepted in [45), Ch. 8, conclusion 5, p. 125, translated in 
Buridan [46), p. 183. Thus there is some latitude in my explanation of the phrase 'signi
fies as much as'. We are not committed to the defmition of validity used above and 
suggested in par. 157, the third definition discussed by Pseudo-Scotus. This latitude is 
fortunate, since Peter does not explicitly say what his defmition of validity is (see fn. 
432 above). See also pars. 263-271 for some important discussion of this argument, and 
see especially fn. 722 below. 
657 The reference here is unclear. It could be to "A man is an ass' is true', but it more 
probably is to 'A man is an ass', which is 'other' than the i"elevant sentence just mentioned. 
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658 See fn. 318 above. 
659 The word 'sentence' occurs in ed1 , ed2 and the MS. But perhaps it should be 
deleted in virtue of Marsilius' text quoted in fn. 660 below. See also the discussion later 
in J'ar. 247. 
66 Marsilius of Inghen [57], fol. 67r: "Every categorical affirmative sentence signifies 
itself to exist. This is clear, because [such a sentence] signifies (67v) its extremes to 
exist, [and] therefore signifies itself to exist. The inference is clear, because it follows 
perfectly well: 'The extremes of the sentence exist. Therefore, the sentence exists.' For 
unless the sentence existed, these [terms] would not be its extremes. The antecedent, 
[namely, that such a sentence signiftes its extremes to exist,] is clear. For [the 
sentence] signifies them to supposit for the same, by the fourth assumption. But their 
being is prior to [their] suppositing." For the 'fourth assumption' cited in the passage, 
see ibid., fol. 67r: "Fourth assumption: Every categorical afftrmative sentence afftrms its 
subject and predicate to supposit for the same, that is, it claints that that for which its 
extremes are taken is the same." As for negatives, see ibid: "The fifth assumption: Every 
negative categorical signifies its subject not to supposit for that for which the predicate 
[supposits], or that the predicate is not verifted of that of which the subject is 
verified ." 
661 See fn. 659 above. 
662 Peter simply has a bad argument here. Presumably it is not merely because it is 
afftrmative that an afftrmative sentence signiftes itself to exist. Indeed, the most that 
could be allowed by Marsilius' fifth assumption (see fn. 660 above) is that negative 
categoricals do not signify that they exist. But that is not at all the same thing. 
663 See fn. 660 above. 
664 Aristotle, De interpretatione, 3, 16b23-26: "For not even 'to be' or 'not to be' is a 
sign of the actual thing (nor if you simply say 'that which is'); for by itself it is nothing, 
but it additionally signifies some combination, which cannot be thought of without the 
components." (Ackrill translation [5].) 
665 Marsilius [57], fol. 67r (after the fourth assumption, quoted in fn. 660 above): 
"From this it follows as a corollary that an affirmative categorical has two significations: 
(1) a material one, concerning an external thing. For example, 'A man is an animal' 
signiftes by this signiftcation that a man is an animal in the external world (ad extra). 
And (2) another, formal [signiftcation], by which it signiftes it to be the same [thing] 
for which 'man' and 'animal' supposit, or more clearly, it signifies that 'man' and 
'animal' supposit for the same." For Marsilius' notion of formal and material signification 
as applied to terms, see fn. 188 above. 
666 Marsilius [57], fol. 67r (after the fifth assumption, quoted in fn. 660 above): "It 
follows as a corollary that every such [sentence] has two signiftcations: one concerning 
an external thing, that is, a material [signification] ; and another, a formal [signification], 
concerning [the sentence] itself or its terms." 
667 Thus both are required for the sentence's truth. See Marsilius [57], fol. 69r: "Fifth 
conclusion: Such a categorical sentence does not signify those two senses in an uncon
joined manner. This is clear because in the mind it signifies them naturally and so in a 
conjoined manner, because if unconjoinedly, the mental sentence would be multiple 
(plurell). And so there would be equivocation in the mind .... The sixth conclusion: 
An affumative categorical sentence signifies these senses copulatively .... The eighth 
conclusion: A negative likewise conveys these two senses copulatively." 



142 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

668 Marsilius draws four corollaries, [571, fol. 69v: "From these things it can be inferred 
as a corollary that no categorical properly contradicts [another1 categorical with respect 
to both senses .... From this it follows, second, that the usual law (dictum) of the 
authorities about the contradiction of categoricals [i.e., that A-form sentences contradict 
Q·form ones, and E-form ones contradict I·form ones1 is intended with respect to their 
material sense .... Third it follows that one cannot assign an equipollent to a categorical 
with respect to both senses. For with respect to the formal sense every [categorical 
sentence 1 signifies concerning its own extremes, and not the one concerning the 
extremes of the other. From which it follows, fourth, that the law about the equipollents 
of a sentence is intended with respect to their material sense." For the laws of equipol· 
lence, see Peter of Spain [81], tract. I, §18, pp. 10-11. 
669 Marsilius discusses this sophism in [57], fols. 73v-74r. He says in part: "For in this 
situation, the [sentence 1 falsifies itself." The situation is described by Peter below. 
670 Presumably Socrates himself will do the throwing. 
671 'Socrates will throw Plato from the bridge'. 
672 Thus in ed1, ed2 and the MS. The correct reading must surely be 'Plato's', both be
cause of the context (he has been talking about Plato's sentence, not Socrates'), and because 
of the argument. Earlier in the sentence, the MS reads 'For if he should throw Socrates 
off'. Hence in the MS it appears that the roles of Socrates and Plato have been reversed. 
673 Worse than that. Socrates' sentence cannot be true in the proposed situation, 
whether Plato's sentence is true or false. Buridan discusses essentially the same sophism, 
and his solution is similar in all main respects. See Buridan [451, Ch. 8, sophism 17, pp. 
156-157, translated in Buridan [461, pp. 219-220. 
674 Reading 'se' with the MS. Ed. and ed2 omit 'se'. 
675 See Marsilius [571, fol. 82v, and Albert of Saxony [21, VI, I, sophism 17, fol. 46ra. 
676 Marsilius [571, fol. 82v; Albert [21, VI, I, sophism 16, fol. 45vb. 
677 Marsilius [571, fol. 86v, and Buridan [451, Ch. 8, sophism 19, pp. 159-160, trans· 
lated in Buridan [461, pp. 221-223. 
678 Buridan [451, Ch. 8, sophism 20, p. 160, translated in Buridan [461, p. 223. I 
have not found this sophism in Marsilius' text, but several sentences very much like it 
occur in Marsilius' discussion cited in fn. 677 above. 
679 See par. 243. 
680 See the program in par. 239. 
681 This is not so. The sentence 'This sentence is true', indicating itself, may equally 
well be true or false. By the kind of argument discussed in fn. 318 above, therefore, the 
sentence must be either both true and false or else neither true nor false. 
682 This is simply a conveniently abbreviated way of talking. 
683 I have not found exactly this rule in the literature. See Spade [1031. 
684 Marsilius says almost exactly the same thing in [571, fols. 74v-75r: "It appears to 
me that we have to speak to that doubt by making a distinction. For these sentences 
that falsify themselves are of two kinds. Some signify themselves to be false all by them· 
selves (de per se). For instance, 'This is false', indicating itself, or 'This sophism is false', 
indicating that sophism. But others signify themselves (75r) to be false by accident and 
only because of the way things are." As an example of the second kind, Marsilius refers 
again to the sophism about Socrates and the bridge. See fn. 669 above. 
685 See also Marsilius [571, fol. 77r: "Hence we see the error of certain people, who say 
that no sentence is insoluble or falsifies itself except under a situation." I do not know 
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whom Marsilius had in mind here. In the fifteenth century. Paul of Pergula held this. 
See Spade [l03). item XLIX. p. 82. But others held. with Marsilius and Peter. that 
there could be insolubles independent of any assumed situation. See Spade (103). 
item V. dubium 2. p. 24; item VII. p. 30; item VIII. rule 3. p. 31 (also Spade [l00], 
f. 6. par. 6). 

86 Buridan uses the terminology of 'direct' and 'consecutive' signification in [45], 
Ch. 8. sophism 7. p. 135. translated in Buridan [46], p. 194 (translated as 'directly or 
indirectly'). The Latin text is also quoted in Spade (103) • item XXXIV. p. 60. 
687 Namely. 'This is not true'. or 'Not: This is true' (but not 'This is false,). indicating 
itself. This sentence signifies itself to be false indirectly or consecutively. and immediate
ly. The former sentence. 'This is true'. indicating its contradictory. signifies itself to be 
false indirectly or consecutively, but only mediately. If its contradictory is true. as the 
sentence directly signifies. then it itself must be false. On the proper way to form contra
dictories. see pars. 364-368. 
688 The argument requires that we here understand 'spoken sentence'. 
689 The sentence 'This is true'. indicating its contradictory. 
690 I.e .• conjunctive sentence. 
691 Note that it is an essential feature· of this insoluble that the fust col\iunct be taken 
to be true. 
692 Marsilius of Inghen [57], fol. 63r-63v: "For according to the second sense [of the 
term 'insoluble' (see par. 242 and /n. 646 above»). many sentences are called insolubles 
that do not make themselves false. such as 'Every sentence is particular' and any like 
that. the existence of which is inconsistent with its truth - or. according to others, for 
Which the act exercised is inconsistent with the act signified. that is. with its truth. But 
they are not insoluble in the third sense (see par. 242)." Note that Peter adds the word 
's~oken' to Marsilius' example. For the reason. see par. 307. 
6 3 For this terminology. see e.g .• John Duns Scotus. Quaestiones super libros 
elenchorum. q. 53. in Scotus [47], vol. 2. p. 76ab (quoted in Spade (103), item 
XXXVII. p. 66). The authenticity of this work is in doubt. 
694 Marsilius [57). fol. 77r: "As for the fust point. it appears evident enough that the 
sophism [so) formed always falsifies itself. even if no situation is assumed." The sophism 
is 'Every sentence is false'. 
695 Following the MS. Ed l and ed2 have 'to be false'. which must surely be an error. 
See par. 259. 
696 Indirectly or consecutively. by means of sentences they do not signify. but by 
which they are signified to exist. See par. 259. 
697 For. in order to be valid. one would need the additional premise 'This spoken 
sentence exists'. indicating the spoken sentence 'Every spoken sentence is false'. The 
upshot of par. 263 is that the adverbial signification of a sentence. used in the truth rules 
in par. 159. and indirectly (via par. 159) in par. 148. is not exactly captured by what 
follows directly from the sentence. See also pars. 264-271. and especially fn. 722 
below. Marsilius of Inghen makes the same observation as Peter. in [57). fols. 77v-78r: 
"From this it follows that this inference is invalid: 'Every sentence is false; therefore. c 
is false· ... where c is 'Every sentence is false'. "For when ['Every sentence is false') does 
not exist. the case would be as the antecedent signifies [given a certain assumed 
situation], although it would not be the case as the consequent signifies." For Peter's 
restriction to spoken sentences. see fn. 692 and par. 307. 
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698 The inference was not explicitly argued there. Peter seems to be saying that, just as 
if 'A man is an ass' signifies itself to be true, then it signifies as much as "A man is an 
ass' is true' does, as was claimed in par. 246, so too if 'Every spoken sentence is false' 
signiires itself to be false, then it signifies as much as 'This spoken sentence is false' does, 
indicating 'Every spoken sentence is false'. The argument would seem perhaps to run as 
follows. If the spoken sentence 'Every spoken sentence is false' signifies itself to be false, 
then it must signify however the sentence 'This spoken sentence is false' signifies, 
indicating the first sentence. I.e., it must signify 'as much as' that second sentence. See 
fn. 656 above. 
699 I.e., the falsehood of the claim that the fust sentence signifies as much as the second 
one does. 
700 Par. 263 says only that the second sentence does not follow from the first, not that 
it is not inconsistent with the first. See Peter's reply in par. 265. 
701 Reading'i11a' with the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'secunda', which is surely an error. 
702 In par. 246. 
703 In par. 264. 
704 'This is true: 'A man is an ass'.' 
705 'A man is an ass'. 
706 See fn. 655 above. 
707 I.e., 'This spoken sentence is false', in par. 264. 
708 I.e., 'Every spoken sentence is false'. 
709 If 'Thi~ spoken sentence is false' is true, indicating 'Every spoken sentence is false', 
then the latter cannot be true. 
710 This seems to grant that the first sentence mentioned in par. 264 does signify as 
much as the second. 
711 E.g., a term such as 'non-man' and 'non-animal'. See fn. 488 above. 
712 E.g., the corresponding terms 'man' and 'animal'. The one signifies 'as much as' the 
other because they have the same categorematic constituents. Note, however, that the 
phrase 'signifies as much as' normally bears on the adverbial notion of signifICation, not 
on the nominal. See fn. 656 above. 
713 'This spoken sentence is false', indicating 'Every spoken sentence is false', as in par. 
264. 
714 'Every spoken sentence is false', in par. 264. 
715 See pars. 263 and 265. It is 'irrelevant' as far as following is concerned. Peter does 
not tell us what he means by a 'simply good inference'. See, however, Adams (1) and 
Moody (63), Ch. 4, for some possibilities. 
716 On 'as of now' inferences, see Adams (1) and Moody (63), Ch. 4. An 'as of now' 
inference corresponds very roughly to the modern material conditional. (On this, see 
Adams (1).) It follows here because the antecedent ('Every spoken sentence is false') is 
false and the consequent ('This spoken sentence is false', indicating the fust sentence) is 
true. 
717 This claim appears to be false. The inference 'A man is an ass; therefore, this is true: 
'A man is an ass" appears to be just as valid 'as of now' as does the other inference, 
insofar as anything fonows 'as of now' from a falsehood. Peter does not tell us, however, 
what he means by an 'as of now' inference. Perhaps he means one that requires an 
implicit additional true premises, as in the existence-premises mentioned in pars. 259 
and 267. 
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718 'This sp.oken sentence is false', indicating 'Every spoken sentence is false', as in par. 
264. 
719 In a 'simply good' inference. See par. 266. 
720 'Every spoken sentence is false', as in par. 264. 
721 See par. 259. 
722 It is not clear why this is so. See fn. 656 above. One might suggest that the reason 
is that, in addition to the existence-premise, we need the additional premise 'This 
sentence 'A man is an ass' (precisely?) signifies that a man is an ass'. But this seems to be 
wrong for two reasons: (1) An analogous premise would seem to be required for the frrst 
inference, and yet Peter is willing to grant that inference as it stands. (2) The additional 
premise would seem unnecessary anyway in the case of the inference from 'A man is an 
ass' (but not, curiously, in the case of the inference from 'Every spoken sentence is 
false'). For from 'A man is an ass' and 'The sentence 'A man is an ass' exists' it would 
seem that we could validly infer This is true: 'A man is an ass" - no matter how 'A man 
is an ass' signified. If it signified that God exists, for instance, then from 'A man is an ass' 
(which now amounts to 'God exists') and the existence-premise, we can infer 'This is 
true: 'A man is an ass'.' Hence Peter has failed to make out the difference he claims. The 
upshot of all this seems to be that the only successful argument Peter has given for dis
tinguishing the case in par. 264 from that in par. 246 is the argument in par. 265: 'This 
spoken sentence is false', indicating 'Every spoken sentence is false' is inconsistent with 
the truth of the latter, whereas This is true: 'A man is an ass" is not inconsistent with 
the truth of 'A man is an ass'. (In both cases there seems to be a valid 'as of now' 
inference, and a valid inference with an existence-premise, from the one sentence to the 
other.) While this may be sufficient to disarm the argument in par. 246 when it is applied 
to the present case, still it seems a very tenuous ground on which to base the claim in 
par. 263 and par. 265 (see fn. 710 above) that 'Every spoken sentence is false' signifies 
as much as This spoken sentence is false' does, indicating the former. Moreover, in view 
of the discussion in fn. 656, if A signifies as much as B does, then B is 'relevant' to A 
because it follows from A. Hence if 'Every spoken sentence is false' signifies as muclt as 
'This spoken sentence is false' does, indicating the former, then the latter follows from 
the former, and is relevant to it. But we have seen that it follows only by the same kinds 
of inferences by whiclt This is true: 'A man is an ass" follows from 'A man is an ass'. 
If this is sufficient to establish relevance, then the denials of relevance with respect to 
following, in pars. 246 and pars. 264-265, break down. If it is not sufficient, then the 
notion of 'relevance' as developed in fn. 656 above breaks down. In either case, there
fore, something has gone wrong. The problem is that Peter's insistence that the sentence 
'Every spoken sentence is false' falsifies itself (pars. 259, 262-267) seems to conflict 
with much of what he said earlier. It would perhaps be better if Peter had not tried to 
maintain that 'Every spoken sentence is false' signifies itself to be false and so is 
insoluble. For frrst, without this the rest of his discussion stands a better cltance of being 
acceptable. Second, under most circumstances that sentence is not paradoxical in the 
way other 'insolubles' are. There is "no greater difficulty" over this sentence - or over 
the other ones he mentions in par. 262 - "than there is over sentences that do not have 
reflection on themselves" (par. 254). One can argue that they are false, but the other 
half of the antinomy - that they are also true - does not arise except under certain 
special assumptions (e.g., that 'Every spoken sentence is false' is the only spoken 
sentence, or that all other sentences are false). Again, there is "no more difficulty" over 
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the sentence 'Socrates speaks falsely' (see par. 268), or many other sentences that 
require a special assumed situation, "than there is over sentences that do not have 
reflection on themselves". It would perhaps be better to say that none of these sentences 
'signifies itself to be false'. Peter is reluctant to do this, however, because those sentences 
do give rise to paradoxes in special circumstances. 'Socrates speaks falsely', for instance, 
was the paradigm of an insoluble in the mediaeval literature. Yet if it does not falsify 
itself, it is not insoluble, by par. 242. Thus, Peter has a choice. He can either keep his 
defmition of an insoluble in par. 242, and then reject much of what he says in pars. 
263-267, or else he can redefme 'insoluble'. One plausible alternative definition would 
perhaps be Heytesbury's: roughly, a sentence is insoluble if and only if, under a certain 
assumed situation and under the assumption that it signifies according to its usual im
position, it follows that it is both true and false. (See Spade (115) and Spade [103], 
item LXIX.) This would require revision of par. 252 and of the distinctions and dis
cussion in pars. 253-271. Note that Peter should not defme an insoluble as follows: 
An insoluble sentence is either (a) one that signifies itself to be false (keeping pars. 243-
245), or else (b) one from which, under a certain supposed situation, it follows that it is 
false. For any impossible or contingent sentence would be insoluble by that defmition. 
He might, however, say 'from which, under a certain supposed situation, it follows that 
it is both true and false'. That is close enough to Heytesbury's defmition, and moreover 
confonns to Peter's Chapter 4, below. It differs from Heytesbury's defmition in not 
requiring that the insoluble sentence be taken with its usual imposition in the special 
supposed situation. Peter is trying to do two things in these paragraphs: (1) He is trying 
to confonn to the tradition, according to which sentences such as 'Every spoken 
sentence is false' and 'Socrates speaks falsely' (in certain circumstances) signify them
selves to be false. This was in many cases taken to be the characteristic feature of the 
special kinds of sentences dealt with in tracts on 'insolubles'. But (2), he is also trying to 
disassociate himself from the view that every sentence signifies itself to be true (par. 
244). This was, in various modifications, a common view. But given his theory of 
s~fication and truth-conditions, he cannot satisfactorily do both (1) and (2). 
7 3 'Every spoken sentence is false', in par. 263. 
724 But see fn. 722 above. 
725 I.e., 'Every spoken sentence is particular' and 'Every spoken sentence is false'. 
726 See fn. 722 above. 
727 On this phrase, see Spade (106). 
728 See the program set out in par. 91 and par. 239. 
729 See also pars. 2 and 8. 
730 See pars. 8-9. 
731 For defmitions of these terms, see par. 274. 
732 Reading 'quem habeo' with ed2. Edl has 'quam habeo'. The MS has 'quem 
habemus'. 
733 To be a 'fonnal cognition' of x seems to amount to being a concept of x. Thus, to 
signify x fonnally is to be a concept of x. On the other hand, the fust defInition given 
in par. 274 needs careful attention. To signify x objectively is not the same as to be an 
object of a (every?) fonnal cognition (i.e., concept) of x. For the image of a king 
(par. 273) objectively signifies the king, and yet is not an object of a formal cognition of 
the king - it does not fall under concepts of the king, but rather concepts of i11lllger of 
the king. Thus, we must take the first defmition in par. 274 exactly as it stands: To 
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signify flomething objectively is nothing else than to be an object of rome formal 
cognition - not necessarily of a formal cognition of the fust 'something'. Since every 
entity can be the object of flome formal cognition, it follows that every entity can signify 
something objectively. (See par. 275.) Unfortunately, Peter's definition does not explain 
what it is that things signify objectively. It would have been clearer if he had said that to 
signify x 'objectively' is to 'lead to' or produce a formal cognition of x. This seems to be 
Peter's intention, and moreover would have linked the definition with what Peter says in 
pars. 8-9, and allowed him, via par. 9, to explain how the image of a king not only 
signifies itflel[ objectively (par. 275), but also signifies the king objectively (par. 273). 
See also fn. 812 below. William of Crathorn, writing in the early 1330's, also uses the 
terms 'formal' and 'material' in a way that, although reflecting a doctrine different from 
Peter's, perhaps sheds some light on Peter's usage. For William, unlike Peter, the mind is 
identical with its own acts. William adopts a representational theory of cognition, and 
reserves the term 'concept' not for the mental act, as Peter does, but for the mental 
representation or image that is the direct object of such an act, and that both represents 
and is caused by the external object. William uses the term 'formal cognition' for the 
mind itself, which is to say its acts (what Peter but not William would call 'concepts'). 
The mental representation or image is called an 'immediate objective co&nition', while 
the external object is called a 'mediate objective cognition'. (See Schepers (99), pp. 
108-109, especially fn. 22.) For both Peter and William, therefore, acts of the mind are 
'formal cognitions', whereas the objects of those acts, producing or leading to those acts, 
are said to 'signify objectively' (Peter) or to be 'objective cognitions' (William). Compare 
this use of 'formal' and 'objective' with Descartes' use of the terms in Meditation III, 
where 'formal realty' is the reality a thing really is or has, while 'objective reality' is the 
reality it represents. 
734 See par. 9. 
735 In fact, Peter has not made it at all clear. See fn. 733 above. 
736 From 'No created thing can be a proper and distinct formal cognition of itself' to 
the fourth assumption. 
737 See fn. 733 above. 
738 It is not proven elsewhere in this treatise. 
739 This is surely an abuse of the pari ratione form of argument. See fns. 318 and 
330 above. 
740 See par. 241. Peter takes it for granted that not every cognition is reflex. 
741 Peter has not successfully argued for the general claim of this paragraph. (See fn. 
739 above.) Nevertheless the point may be argued on other grounds. For instance, if 
one views creaturely consciousness (see par. 277) as essentially intentional, in Sartre's 
sense (see, e.g., Sartre (97) - one would not, of course, want to impose the details of 
Sartre's views on Peter), then the fourth assumption is guaranteed. Every creaturely 
act of consciousness reaches out beyond itself, in the sense that it takes an object that is 
not identical with it. Think of the various kinds of acts of consciousness (concept
formation, affumation, desire, fear, etc.) as various mental expression-forming functors 
that take quotatio1lll of mental expressions as arguments. Just as no expression can be 
or contain a quotation of itself, so too no act of consciousness can take itself as an 
object. Reflection, then, is 'semantic ascent', and always requires a new act of conscious
ness. (lowe this simile to Mr. Steven Laycocck.) See fn. 744 below for a revision. 
742 If the intentionality-thesis (see fn. 741 above) applied to God's knowledge, then 
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the claim that the divine cognition is a cognition of itself would violate par. 228. 
743 On 'confused' cognition, See Ockham's Commentary on the De interpretatione I, 
proem., in [127], p. 355 lines 90-95, translated in Boehner [IS] , pp. 44-45 (LLA ed., 
pp. 47-48): "For instance, to say that we have a confused intellection of man, means 
that we have a cognition by which we do not understand one man rather than another, 
but that by such a cognition we have a cognition of a man rather than a donkey. And 
this amounts to saying that such a cognition, by some kind of assimilation, bears a 
greater resemblance to a man than to a donkey, but does not resemble one man rather 
~better: more] than another." 
44 This, of course, will not fit in with the 'quotation'-theory of mental acts in fn. 741 

above. To accommodate the remarks in par. 277, we might revise what was said there as 
follows: Acts of consciousness are mental expression-forming functors that take mental 
terms (singular or general) as arguments, in such a way that the only allowable singular 
terms denoting mental expressions are quotations of those expressions. 
745 I.e., formally. See pars. 273-274. 
746 I.e., objectively. See ibid. 
747 See fn. 733 above. 
748 See par. 273. 
749 Or insofar as anything at all can signify itself objectively. See par. 275 and also fn. 
733 above. 
750 Namely, that the things it signifies by convention are all signified only objectively. 
751 I.e., a mental sentence improperly so called. See pars. 94-96. 
752 See par. 275. Actually, all that Peter has said so far is that anything can signify itself 
objectively, not that it must. When looking at the image of the king, for instance (par. 
273), I am made to think of the king. But it is not clear that I am made to think of the 
image too. One might argue that in images, as in spoken and written language (or, for 
that matter, in mental language properly so called), the signs are not perceived or 
thought of, but rather what they signify. The signs, as it were, 'disappear'; we 'see 
through' them. See, e.g., Sartre [96] and [98]. Still, Peter might argue that the spoken 
or written sentence's signification of itself is 'prior' to its signification of anything else, 
because its self-signification does not require any convention or imposition, whereas its 
signification of anything else does. (In fact, such an argument would perhaps suffer 
because of the considerations raised in par. 60. But, with those special exceptions, the 
main point of the sixth assumption still stands.) 
753 See Aristotle, Categories, 12, 14a29-30: "Secondly, one thing is said to be 'prior' to 
another when the sequence of their being cannot be reversed." (Oxford translation [6].) 
See also Physics, VIII, 7, 260bI6-18. In the case at hand, the inference is 'If it signifies 
something else objectively, then it signifies itself objectively', but not the reverse. Hence 
its objectively signifying itself is prior to its objectively signifying anything else. 
754 I.e., a mental sentence improperly so called. See pars. 94-96. 
755 See fn. 584 above. 
756 See fn. 584 above. 
757 This has not been stated above. The force of the argument in this paragraph depends 
on this sentence. Yet the sentence appears quite problematic. For just as the spoken 
sentence 'Every spoken sentence is false' signifies itself to be false (pars. 263-270), so 
too it appears that the mental sentence properly so called 'Every mental sentence 
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properly so called is false' signifies (represents) itself to be false, if indeed there is such a 
mental sentence. In par. 297, Peter says that there can be no such mental sentence, 
because it would violate the first conclusion, in this paragraph. But in virtue of what 
Peter says in par. 277, it would seem that such a mental sentence would not 'properly 
and distinctly' signify (represent) itself, but rather only by means of the confused 
cognition 'mental sentence properly so called'. Thus, there appears to be no reason to 
rule the sentence out. In pars. 313-314, Peter tries to establish a claim that would in 
effect prevent the formation of this sentence. But his argument there proceeds via 
supposition-theory. Insofar as how sentences signify is determined by the adverbial 
theory of signification (see fn. 388 and par. 200), and not by supposition-theory, the 
argument in pars. 313-314 seems irrelevant. Peter's best argument for his claim in 
~ar. 282 occurs in par. 287. But see fn. 776 below. 

58 Peter does not here mean a mental term improperly so called (see pars. 16-20), as 
his words imply. Rather, he should have said 'a concept that is a (mental) demonstrative 
~ronoun'. 

59 'This is false', as in par. 283. 
760 Reading 'ergo patet quod non potest formare praedictam propositionem singularem 
demonstrantem se ipsam' with ed2 • The passage in the MS begins 'igitur nec potest', but 
is otherwise the same. Ed1 has 'ergo non potest form are praedicatum quod significat 
distincte vel demonstrat se ipsam'. 
761 Strictly speaking, of course, not all mental sentences properly so called have parts 
(see par. 119). Nevertheless, in par. 137 Peter says that he will allow himself to speak 
about the 'parts' of mental sentences properly so called, meaning by that the concepts 
to which they are equivalent in signifying. In fn. 388 above, it was pointed out that this 
'equivalence' bore only on the nolninal sense of signifying, not on the adverbial. It is 
difficult to make sense of Peter's talk about the 'supposition' of the parts of mental 
sentences properly so called. Since the so called 'parts' of such sentences are, on his own 
theory, really isolated concepts that are not joined together in a mental sentence, they 
would not appear to supposit at all. Supposition is a property of terms only in the 
context of the sentences in which they occur. Perhaps Peter means to be speaking by 
analogy with the spoken and written sentences subordinated to mental sentences 
properly so called. But this seems implausible too. For any spoken or written sentence 
may be subordinated to any mental sentence properly so called, so that the properties 
of the terms in those spoken and written sentences would not necessarily have any 
bearing on the truth or falsehood of the mental sentences properly so called, contrary to 
what Peter says later in this same sentence. Truth and falsehood are based on the 
adverbial theory of signification (par. 159), not on supposition-theory (see par. 144). 
Peter seems to be forgetting some of the points he made earlier in the treatise. 
762 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed 1 olnits 'the [sentences) ... species'. 
763 I.e., from the hypothesis that some proper mental sentence can signify itself to be 
false, to the conclusion stated in the first sentence of the paragraph. 
764 Note that the subjects of these two sentences supposit for the same thing, and so 
presumably do the predicates. Hence "they are related in the same way to truth and 
falsehood". But see fn. 761 above. 
765 Peter has nowhere said that sentences falsifying themselves are false. This was an 
important thesis of Roger Swyneshed's view. (See Spade (111], par. 18, and Spade 
(103), item LXIII, p. 104.) Nevertheless, the sentence is an insoluble, and Peter will 
later say that all insolubles falsify themselves and are therefore false (par. 345). 
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766 See fn. 770 below. 
767 See fn. 763 above. This argument, even if it worked, would not suffice to rule out 
all proper mental sentences signifying themselves to be false. For instance, the argument 
cannot be made to apply to 'Every mental sentence properly so called is false'. See fn. 
761 above. 
768 But note Peter's remarks in pars. 363-368. (Those remarks, however, apply only to 
~oken and written sentences, and to mental sentences improperly so called.) 

69 Par. 162 gives the second corollary of the fifth conclusion, which appears in par. 159. 
770 Peter might have anyone of several people in mind. Perhaps he is thinking of Roger 
Swyneshed, in view of the next sentence. (See fn. 665 above.) Swyneshed, however, 
never put his discussion explicitly in terms of mental sentences, and indeed seems to 
have hesitated over whether there are such sentences. See Spade [111], par. 11 and 
fn. 99. See also par. 285 above at fn. 766. 
771 See fns. 765 and 770 above. 
772 See par. 244 and fn. 649 above. 
773 Marsilius of Inghen [57], fol. 71r-71v: "Let this be the flIst conclusion: A 
sentence that falsifies itself signifies itself to be false .... The second conclusion is that 
such a sentence signifies itself not to be false .... It is the same with '[The case) is 
otherwise than this sentence signifies', indicating itself. For by a flIst representation it 
signifies that [the case) is not as [the sentence) signifies, and consequently (71v) [the 
sentence signifies) itself to be false. But secondarily it says of itself that [the case) is 
otherwise than [the sentence) signifies, and so it signifies that [the case) is otherwise 
than that [the case) is otherwise than [the sentence) signifies. Consequently [it signifies) 
that [the case) is not otherwise than [the sentence) signifies. Therefore, it signifies itself 
not to be false .... The fifth conclusion follows from the flIst two, that such false 
sentences and their significations have to be explicated by a copulative. For instance, 
[the signification of 'The case is otherwise than this sentence signifies' has to be 
explicated by: 'The case) is otherwise than this sentence signifies and [the case) is other
wise than that [the case) is otherwise than this sentence signifies'. Or in place of the 
second part: 'and [the case) is not otherwise than as this sentence signifies." 
774 See fn. 917 below. 
775 See par. 115. 
776 This third argument, in pars. 287-289, is subject to what was said in fn. 722 above. 
The mental sentence properly so called 'Every mental sentence properly so called is false' 
would be both true and false at once, under a certain supposed situation (e.g., that it is 
the only existing mental sentence properly so called, or that the only other existing 
mental sentences properly so called are false.) Therefore, Peter wants to say that such a 
sentence cannot be formed (par. 297); it would be 'insoluble'. But by his definition of an 
'insoluble' (par. 242), this means that the sentence would signify itself to be false. The 
difficulties with that definition (see fn. 722 above) reappear here as difficulties with the 
flIst conclusion (par. 282). See fn. 757 above. 
777 This result was frequently associated with the view of Roger Swyneshed. See Spade 
4111], par. 27, and Spade [103], item LXIII, p. 104. See also fns. 765 and 770 above. 

78 See fns. 770 and 777 above. 
779 See par. 345. 
780 But see par. 363, where, however, Peter is discussing spoken and written sentences, 
and mental sentences improperly so called. See also par. 291. 
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781 See fn. 765 above. 
782 See par. 290 and fn. 784. 
783 See, e.g., Spade (110) , par. 16. See also fn. 780 above. 
784 Marsilius of Inghen [57], fol. 71 v: 'The sixth conclusion: The contradictory [of 
an insoluble sentence) ([57) adds 'which') should be taken by putting the negation in 
front of the same whole [insoluble sentence). And that negation should be carried over 
both the material senses expressed by the parts of the copulative, which expound it. And 
such a negative [sentence) should be expressed by a disjunctive [sentence made up) of 
parts contradicting [the parts of] the copulative. Thus 'Not: [The case) is otherwise 
than this sentence signifies' is expounded as follows: '[The case is] no otherwise (nullum 
aliter) than this sentence signifies or [the case] is no otherwise than that [the case] is 
otherwise than this [sentence] signifies' - or, more easily, one may put in place of the 
second part 'or ([57] has 'and') [the case] is otherwise than this sentence signifies'. The 
disjunctive [sentence] is true in virtue of its second part .... And contradiction should 
be taken likewise in all other cases." 
785 Reading 'negationem' with the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'contradictoriam'. 
786 See Marsilius [57], fol. 75v: "For it was always said that the above sentences ought 
to be expounded by a copulative in the lust part of which [the sentences] themselves 
occurred, or ones like them, and so the same thing was expounded by itself. Thus the 
eXf0sition is inappropriate." 
78 Ibid., immediately following the passage quoted in fn. 786: "This is solved. For 
when, in the lust part of the copulative, [sentences) verbally like such an [insoluble) 
sentence occurred by way of exposition, they were prevented then from having the 
reflexive signification they [formerly] had on themselves." 
788 This argument (pars. 290-296) does not succeed in establishing the claim in par. 
282. At most it shows that in the case of mental insolubles properly so called, the 
syntactic criterion for forming contradictories would be no guarantee that the semantic 
r~uirement of opposite truth-values would be satisfied. But that is perhaps acceptable. 
78 See fn. 761 above. 
790 But see fns. 757 and 776 above. 
791 Or for any other mental sentence, in the case of the second example. This amounts 
to the theory of the so called 'restricters' (restringentes), those who deny self-reference. 
See the Introduction above, and also Spade [103], index. The sentence would then 
roughly amount to 'Every mental sentence other than this one is false'. 
792 Namely one in which every other (mental) sentence in fact did happen to be false. 
793 On this kind ofaIgument, see Spade [103], and also par. 312 below. 
794 See par. 276. 
795 See fn. 741 above. Just as no r.xpression can contain a quotation of itself, so too no 
expression can contain a quotation of a quotation of ... a quotation of itself. The 
'quotation'-theory suggested in fn. 741 implies that mental demonstratives indicating 
mental expressions amount to quotation marks. Recall, of course, that mental demon
stratives do not really enter into mental sentences properly so called (par. 119). 
796 See pars. 273-276. But see fn. 752 above. 
797 Thus in ed1, ed2 and the MS. The word 'not' should probably be deleted. But see 
par. 306. 
"798 See also fn. 795 above. 
799 For the same reason: they would signify themselves to be false. For some general 
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considerations on these 'cyclic' cases with more than a single member, see Spade [101). 
800 Note that not all such sentences would be paradoxical. E.g., 'God does not exist and 
this copulative is false' is straightforwardly false. Nevertheless, a hypothetical that 
signifies itself to be false by means of such a component singular categorical would 
violate par. 276. 
801 See pars. 244-246, but also fn. 722 above. 
802 But see fn. 757 above. 
803 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 have 'The inference is known from the fifth con
clusion', which seems to be a vacuous reference in the context. 
804 See par. 302. 
805 See par. 306. 
806 See fn. 318 above. 
807 See par. 226. 
808 See par. 277. 
809 This follows from the divine omniscience together with the divine simplicity. Since, 
by his simplicity, God is identical with the true sentences he knows (pars. 226-228), 
therefore by his omniscience God is a true sentence that signifies that Antichrist is going 
to exist. But, by his omniscience again, God also knows that that sentence is true. Hence, 
by his simplicity, God - i.e., a true sentence signifying that Antichrist is going to exist 
- is identical with a true sentence that signifies the former sentence to be true. Hence, 
God is a sentence that signifies itself to be true. 
810 See par. 241. 
811 See pars. 273-274. 
812 In par. 274, the definition of objective signification bore on the nominal notion of 
signification, not on the adverbial. Yet here Peter appeals to an adverbial notion. Never
theless, one may perhaps construct defmitions of formal and objective adverbial signifi
cation: To be a 'formal' cognition that p (to signify 'formally' that p) is to be a mental 
sentence properly so called signifying that p. To signify 'objectively' that p is to 'lead to' 
a formal cognition that p. (See fn. 733 above.) Since any mental sentence properly so 
called might 'lead' one, in some appropriately loose sense, to think that it is true or that 
it is false (this, of course, would require the formation of a second mental sentence 
properly so called), any such sentence might 'objectively' signify itself to be true or to be 
false. On the notion of being an object of some formal cognition that p, see the similar 
Rhrase in par. 274 and the discussion in fn. 733 above. 

13 Especially the first conclusion, par. 282. 
814 Namely, any situation in which at least one person thinks at least one false mental 
sentence. This, of course, would be the rule rather than the exception. 
815 Reading 'vel quod omnes aliae sint verae' with the MS. Ed! has 'vel quod omnes 
aliae sunt destructae vel omnes aliae verae'. Ed2 has 'vel quod omnes sint verae vel 
destructae'. The point is only to guarantee that there is no other mental sentence that 
is false. 
816 See fn. 757 above. 
817 On this kind of argument, see Spade [101). See also par. 298. 
818 Reading 'similium omnium' with ed2 or 'omnium similium' with the MS. Ed 1 has 
'simul omnium'. 
819 MS omits 'conclusions or'. See fn. 584 above. 
820 Peter here accepts the characteristic thesis of the so called 'restricters' (restringentes) 
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(see the Introduction above, and also Spade [103), index), but only as applied to mental 
sentences properly so called. See also par. 297. On supposition in mental sentences, see 
fns. 757 and 761 above. The first three of the present series of conclusions (pars. 313, 
318, 320) seem to be trivially true insofar as terms in mental language do not supposit at 
all. Nevertheless, it is clear that this is not what Peter has in mind here. He seems not to 
realize that his doctrine that categorical mental sentences properly so called do not have 
parts (par. 119) makes it difficult if not impossible to speak of the suppositions of terms 
in such sentences. 
821 See par. 145 and fn. 406 above. 
822 I.e., truly predicable. See fn. 405 above. The word cannot here mean 'actually 
predicated truly'. For note the clause 'if it is formed' in the next sentence and in par. 
315. See also fn. 868 below. 
823 In which the subject ('cognition of mine that I do not understand by means of 
another cognition') of the previous sentence is predicated of a demonstrative pronoun 
indicating the previous sentence. 
824 On the contrary, this argument can hardly be applied 'by parity of reason' to all 
cases, but rather only to specially contrived cases such as the one here. Yet in order to 
establish the universal claim in par. 313, the argument would have to apply to all cases. 
Peter seems to be plagiarizing here from Roger Roseth's Questions on the Sentences, 
written before 1337 (see Stegmiiller [116], p. 369, and Doucet [30], p. 90). Arguing 
against the claim that a part of an insoluble can supposit for the whole insoluble (see 
Spade [103], item LXII), Roger writes in part: "Again, I take the mental sentence 
'Every intellection of mine that I do not understand by means of another intellection is 
in my mind'. This is a sentence if it is formed, and yet the subject cannot supposit for the 
whole sentence. For if it did, then the singular [sentence] in the mind would be true in 
which the former sentence is indicated, and so this singular [sentence) would be true: 
'This I understand, which I do not understand by another intellection', indicating the 
former sentence. But that cannot be granted at all. For insofar as I indicate it I under
stand it by an intellection other than it - namely, by the demonstrative pronoun. 
Consequently, by indicating that universal [sentence), the singular [sentence) includes 
a contradiction. Moreover, 'infinite being' signifies all beings, and nevertheless supposits 
for God." (See Roger Roseth [93], foJ. 11rb.) With the last sentence, compare par. 
317 below. 
825 While par. 3f4 considered subjects, the present argument bears on predicates. This 
is supposed to exhaust the various kinds of 'parts' in par. 313. Insofar as subparts of 
complex subjects and predicates may be said to have supposition (see, e.g., Buridan's 
remark in Buridan [45], Ch. 3, p. 50, translated in Buridan [46), pp. 99-100), the same 
arguments would seem to apply to them. The point is moot, however, since the argu
ments are not general enough to establish the universal claim in par. 313. 
826 See par. 145 and fn. 406 above. 
827 See fn. 822 above. 
828 If it is formed, then not every mental sentence is universal, since this one will be 
sinr,lar. 
82 But the argument will not work for all cases, and hence is insufficient to establish 
the universal claim in par. 313. See also par. 325, where this argument is perhaps referred 
to again. 
830 This seems to mean 'confusedly'. See the passage quoted in fn. 743 above. 



154 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

831 In virtue of the 'Additive Principle'. See fn. 362 above. 
832 Since God alone is a being of which 'infmite being' can be truly predicated. See par. 
145 above. The point is that one cannot argue from the fact that a term signifies several 
things equally to the claim that therefore it supposits for them equally. 
833 But the cases are quite different. Using Peter's terminology in par. 48, God is the 
only 'material' significate of the term 'infmite being', while all other beings are its 
'formal significates'. But the universal sentence in par. 315 is not a 'formal' significate 
of the term 'universal'. It is true that terms do not supposit for the significates they only 
connote; but that is irrelevant to par. 316. 
834 See fn. 820 above. 
835 I.e., as a subject term in a sentence that has 'true' as a predicate. Analogously for 
'false' later in the paragraph. 
836 Ed! and ed2 have 'falsificantem'. The MS has an abbreviation that allows this, but 
also allows 'falsificante'. I read the latter. See fn. 840 below. 
837 See fn. 835 above. 
838 Ed1 and ed2 both have 'in'. The MS omits the word. I read 'pro'. For the emenda
tion, see fn. 840 below. 
839 Ed1 and ed2 have 'verificantem'. The MS has an abbreviation that allows this, but 
also allows 'verificante'. I read the latter. See fn. 840 below. 
840 The text of par. 320 seems to be corrupt. While it is possible to construe it gram
matically as it stands in the editions, the resultirtg sense seems quite disconnected with 
what Peter means to say. I have emended the text to yield what seems to me the most 
plausible reading. The emendations involve reading two accusatives as ablatives (allowed 
by the MS - see fns. 836 and 839 above), and reading 'in' as 'pro' (see fn. 838). Then, as 
an example of a term sup positing in a sentence with respect to the word 'true' for 
another sentence falsifying the former sentence mediately, let 0 be 'c is true', b be '0 is 
true', and c be 'b is false'. Then (by a close analogy with par. 258) c falsifies 0 mediately 
- Le., by means of b. As an example of a term suppositing in a sentence with respect to 
the word 'true' for another sentence falsifying the former sentence immediately, let 0 be 
'b is true' and b be '0 is false'. Then (again compare par. 258) b falsifies 0 immediately. 
The same illustration serves as an example of a term suppositing in a sentence with 
respect to the word 'false' for another sentence verifying the former sentence (Le., 
signifying it to be true). For, in the illustration, sentence 0 verifies sentence b. Without 
the emendations, the editions read: pars propositionis mentalis proprie dictae non potest 
supponere respectu hujus termini 'verum' pro propositione significante illam proposi
tionem cujus illa est pars esse falsam sive falsificantem (!) se ipsam mediate vel 
immediate, sive respectu hujus termini 'falsum' in (!) propositione significante ipsam 
esse veram sive verificantem (!) se ipsam. 
841 See perhaps the second half of par. 300. The reference here seems very vague. 
842 Following the MS. Ed 1 and ed2 have 'of terms like'. 
843 Peter here suggests various modal versions of the paradoxes. For a bibliography of 
literature on such modal paradoxes, see Post [86], fn. 2. 
844 See par. 342. But see also fn. 761 above. 
845 Presumably Peter thinks the same argument can be applied to the predicate. In 
virtue of what was said in fn. 761 above, the argument fails. On the other hand, Peter 
might have argued differently: If a term of a sentence signifying by convention supposits 
for the mental sentence properly so called that corresponds to it, then that mental 
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sentence would have reflection on itself, violating par. 307. Peter might to be able to 
argue this without appealing to the notion of supposition in mental sentences properly 
so called. Of course par. 307 is subject to what is said in fn. 722 above. 
846 See fn. 584 above. 
847 As is claimed in par. 311. 
848 In virtue of the situation assumed in par. 311. 
849 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'false'. I take the example to refer back to 
gar. 315. If one reads 'false' with the editions, then see perhaps par. 297. 

50 See fn. 584 above. The paragraph is awkwardly worded. It would have been clearer 
to say that the spoken expression 'This mental sentence is true' cannot be subordinated 
to the mental sentence indicated by the demonstrative 'this'. 
851 This seems to continue the series of conclusions of which par. 307 is the third, not 
the series of which par. 322 is the fourth. 
852 See par. 307. 
853 See pars. 273-274. 
854 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'commonly'. 
855 Insolubles signify themselves to be false (par. 242), and so have reflection on them
selves (par. 241). Thus no insoluble is a mental sentence properly so called, by par. 282 
or Far. 307. 
85 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'commonly'. 
857 Presumably from par. 327 and the assumption that such 'reflection' would involve 
supposition. But since 'reflection' is based on the adverbial theory of signification, it 
seems to have nothing necessarily to do with supposition-theory. See fn. 757 above. 
Peter seems to be right that this kind of reflexive supposition is possible in the case of 
sentences signifying by convention. But it is not "clear from the above". 
858 See the Introduction above, and Spade [l03), items X, XX (both anonymous), 
XXX (Henry of England), and LX (Robert Holcot). Walter Burley and Ockham, among 
others, held a weaker version of this theory: that this could not be done in the case of 
insoluble sentences. See Spade [103], items LXVII and LXX, and the index to [l03], 
under 'restringentes'. See also Roure (94), pp. 262-284,Ockham (130), III-3, 46, and 
S~ade (104). 
8 9 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'improperly'. 
860 Following the MS. Edl and ed2 omit the negation. 
861 See par. 145 and fn. 406 above. 
862 See fns. 405 and 822 above. 
863 The argument is an exact parallel to par. 315. 
864 I.e., that the singular sentence 'This is true' will be true, not the last consequent in 
~ar. 332, that self-reference is impossible for sentences signifying by convention. 

65 The inference 'If you say ... indicating the fust sentence'. 
866 Cases in which the spoken sentences containing those spoken pronouns are not in 
fact formed. 
867 Peter does not mean that. Rather he means the mental concept to which such a 
term is subordinated. 
868 See fn. 822 above. Presumably Peter does not mean to say that the supposition of 
terms requires that those mental singular sentences actually be formed, but rather only 
that they would be true if they should happen to be formed. 
869 See par. 315. 
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870 I.e., the case in par. 315 and the one in par. 332. 
871 See pars. 327-330. 
872 I.e., what was said in par. 334. 
873 Thus in ed l , ed2 and the MS. The more natural reading would be 'appearance'. 
874 For this notion of the 'ambiguity of the imagination', see Peter of Spain [Sl] , tract. 
7, section 25, p. 97: "Now we have to know that, as Alexander says in his commentary 
on the Sophistic Refutations, the 'ambiguous' is of three kinds. One kind is actual, 
another kind is potential, and another kind is imaginary (jantasticum). Now 'the 
ambiguous' is actual when a word or expression that is absolutely the same signifies 
several things, as will be clear in the case of equivocation and amphiboly, in which there 
is an 'actual ambiguous'." Again, see ibid., section 57, p. 115: "Now 'the ambiguous' is 
potential when the same word or expression signifies diverse things according to diverse 
perfections. For instance, the verb 'pendere' has different perfections when it is in the 
second conjugation and when it is in the third, since then there are two verbs, differing 
in species. Hence it is necessary for it to have diverse perfections. Yet it is the same verb 
according to its matter, since it is [composed of] the same letters and syllables. Thus 
there is a material identity and a diversity of perfection. The diversity of its significates 
is according to the diversity of its perfections." Finally, see ibid., section 90, p. 136: 
"Now 'the ambiguous' is imaginary when the same word has one mode of signifying 
truly and an opposite mode apparently." 
875 Reading 'etiam' with the MS. Ed l and ed2 have 'enim'. 
876 See par. 335. 
877 Following ed2 and the MS. Ed l omits 'all'. 
878 The talk in pars. 335-336 about 'appearance' and 'failure' (defectus) is standard 
tenninology in the mediaeval literature on fallacies. See, e.g., Peter of Spain [Sl], tract. 
7, section 27, p. 98: "Hence we have to know that in any fallacy, taken in this second 
way [see ibid., section 26, p. 9S: "But understand that 'fallacy' is said in two ways. For 
in one sense a deception caused in us is called a fallacy; in another sense the cause or 
principle of that deception is called a fallacy. "] , there is a twofold principle or a twofold 
cause, namely, (1) a motive principle or moving cause, that is, the cause of the appear
ance - all of these [reading 'haec' for 'hoc'] name the same principle. But another 
principle or another cause is (2) the principle of failure or the cause of non-existence, 
which is the same thing, or the cause of falsehood. Now the motive principle or cause of 
the appearance in any fallacy is that which moves [one] to believe what is not [the 
case]. But the principle of failure or the cause of falsehood is that which makes false 
what is believed." 
879 See the program announced in par. 91. 
880 Thus ed l , ed2 and the MS. See rather Ch. 2, par. 149. On the confusion about 
where Ch. 1 ends, see fn. 392 above. 
881 But see fn. 761 above. 
882 But see ibid. 
883 See fns. 318 and 330 above. 
884 But Peter seems to violate this reasoning in pars. 350-353. See especially par. 353, 
where the subject of the second mental sentence corresponding to the insoluble does not 
su~posit for that for which the subject of the insoluble itself supposits. 
88 Following the MS. Ed l and ed2 omit 'by convention'. 
886 See pars. S-9 and 273-276. 
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887 A sentence that signifies itself to be false must be false, because if it were true and 
not false, then howsoever the sentence signifies the case to be, so it would be the case 
(par. 159). But it signifies itself to be false. Hence if it were true and not false, it would 
~er impossibile be false. 

88 It is not clear from the above assumption, except by a pari ratione argument (see 
fn. 318 above), which hardly seems applicable here. See fn. 889 below. 
889 But neither is there any apparent reason why it should be true. Peter has failed to 
make his case here. On sentences like this, see Spade [101]. 
890 I.e., both the spoken and the mental sentence in par. 346. 
891 This seems to concede the point in fn. 888 above. 
892 It is not clear what Peter could possibly have in mind here. See fn. 889 above. 
893 See the program announced in par. 331. 
894 See par. 258. 
895 Following the MS. Ed l and ed2 have 'third'. 
896 Reading 'correspondentes' with ed2 . Ed l has 'correspondentis'. The MS abbrevia
tion can be read either way. 
897 But see fn. 161 above. 
898 See par. 345. 
899 But one might just as well have argued that the contradictory of This is true', in the 
example, is insoluble and false (and therefore so is the mental sentence). The argument 
would be exactly like that in par. 290, substituting This is not true', indicating itself, for 
'This is false', indicating itself. See par. 359. 
900 Reading 'adhuc' with the MS. Edl and ed2 have 'ad haec'. 
901 The observations in fn. 899 above do not apply to these last two cases. 
902 But see pars. 312 and 316. 
903 Following the MS. Edl and ed2 have 'second'. 
904 From the fourth assumption, par. 345. 
905 Ed l , ed2 and the MS all have 'antecedent', which seems to be a mistake, since what 
follows does not support the antecedent. (Unfortunately, it does not support the 
inference very well either. See fn. 901 below.) See also fn. 909 below. 
906 This seems to mean 'objectively'. See pars. 213-218 and fn. 812 above. 
907 Ed l omits 'just as the barrel-hoop ... the mental [sentence] signifies'. (For the MS, 
see fn. 908 below.) The point can perhaps be made more clearly as follows: (1) By 
defmition (par. 242), any insoluble sentence signifies itself to be false. (But see fn. 722 
above.) But (2), by par. 148, it is false only if it is subordinated to a false mental 
sentence properly so called. Therefore, (3) by an analogy with the notion of mediate 
consecutive signification as presented in par. 258, it follows from (1) and (2) that any 
insoluble mediately signifies a corresponding mental sentence properly so called to be 
false. The appeal to the barrel-hoop (and to Aristotle, below) seems to make an entirely 
different point, namely, that a spoken, written or mental sentence improperly so called 
signifies as it does because it is subordinated to a mental sentence properly so called that 
signifies the same way (par. 344). That is irrelevant to establishing the inference, 
although the point is used later in the paragraph (see fn. 913). 
908 Aristotle, De interpretatione, 1, 16a3: "Now spoken sounds are symbols of affec
tions in the soul." (Ackrill translation [5].) The MS omits 'For a spoken sentence ... in 
the soul'. 
909 Ed 1, ed2 and the MS all have 'inference', which seems to be a mistake, .since the 
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inference in no way argues from the defined to the definition. On the other hand, the 
antecedent does, in virtue of par. 242. What appears to have happened is that the 
editions and the MS have reversed 'antecedent' and 'inference', perhaps prompted by the 
fact that the argument given in the text for the inference is irrelevant to it. 
910 Following ed1 and ed2' The MS has 'third'. But see fn. 911 below. 
911 The reference appears to be instead to the third description in Ch. 3, par. 242: the 
definition of an insoluble sentence. Perhaps the confusion over the reference resulted 
from the confusion over 'antecedent' and 'inference' (see fn. 909 above) and from the 
lacuna in the MS (see fn. 908 above). 
912 This is an argument from a defined to its deilnition. 
913 This is where the earlier point about the barrel-hoop is in fact relevant. See fn. 907 
above. 
914 With this paragraph, see also pars. 373 and 376. 
915 See the end of par. 349. 
916 See also the supporting argument in par. 349. MS has 'iust conclusion'. 
917 Note that the second mental sentence does not signify the spoken insoluble to be 
false, but rather the iust mental sentence. Peter's view is thus very much like that of 
Marsilius of Inghen (see the Introduction above and pars. 289 and 292-296). Marsilius 
had held in effect that the spoken insoluble 'This is false', indicating itself, signifies that 
this is false, indicating the insoluble, and this is false, indicating the iust conjunct. In 
par. 289 Peter argued that this would not work for mental sentences properly so called. 
Nevertheless, as he seems to say here, it, or something very much like it, does hold for 
sentences signifying by convention, which are the only sentences that can be insolubles 
anyway. Note, however, that Peter does not hold with Marsilius that the two mental 
sentences to which the spoken insoluble is subordinated are conjoined in a single copula
tive mental sentence (see pars. 354-356). Peter's objection to Marsilius' view in pars. 
292-296 was an objection to the claim that such a conjunction would give an 
'exposition' of the original insoluble. 'Exposition' was a kind of logical analysis, and the 
exposition of a sentence therefore had to preserve the semantic properties of the 
sentence expounded. But here the expounded sentence signifies itself to be true, whereas 
itslurported 'exposition' does not. On 'exposition', see Spade [1021, pp. 83-93. 
91 See also pars. 370-375. Direct and indirect signification were iust introduced in 
pars. 257-260, and reflex signification is suggested in par. 241. But the terms seem to 
be used differently here and in pars. 370-375. Here an insoluble 'directly' signifies the 
corresponding mental sentence properly so called that signifies the insoluble to be false. 
An insoluble signifies 'indirectly' or by 'reflex' signification the corresponding mental 
sentence properly so called that signifies the iust mental sentence to be false. 
919 See fn. 917 above. 
920 I.e., joined by any mental syncategorematic conjunction, not necessarily by 'and', 
as the rest of the sentence makes clear. 
921 I.e., conjoined by 'and'. 
922 See fn. 331 above. 
923 Reading 'syncategorema' with the MS. Edt has 'syncategorematicis'. Ed2 may have 
'~categoremata' . 
9 In short, in the cases of so called 'exponible' sentences. See Spade [l021. pp. 83-
93. Exclusive sentences are those containing the word 'only' or its equivalent. Thus 
'Only an animal is a man'. Exceptive sentences contain the word 'except' or 'besides' or 
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their equivalents. Thus 'Every man except Socrates runs'. 
925 Insoluble sentences - or at least the simplest cases of insoluble sentences - do not 
contain any of the special terms that render a sentence 'exponible'. See ibid. 
926 This distinguishes Peter's view not only from Marsilius of Inghen's (see fn. 917 
above), but also from Gregory of Rimini's. Gregory held that every insoluble is sub
ordinated to two mental sentences conjoined (apparently copulatively). Thus, whereas 
for Peter, insolubles are both true and false (par. 359), for Gregory they are only false. 
See Spade [103], item XXIX. On Gregory, see Leff[51], and Trapp [119], [120], and 
[121). Peter's use of the term 'unconjoined' in this conclusion was perhaps based on 
John Buridan's and Marsilius of Inghen's use of the term in discussing the way in which 
an equivocal term (rather than, as here, an equivocal sentence) signifies its significates. 
See Ebbesen [33), p. 109. 
927 On this term, see Spade [103), index under 'insoluble'. 
928 See par. 354. 
929 Aristotle, Sophistic Refutations, 5, 167b38-168aI6, and 30, 181a36-181b24. 
Note that Peter has not really established the claim for the contradictory of an insoluble. 
But see pars. 363-368. 
930 Reading 'proferatur' with the MS. Ed! has 'proponatur', which is a technical term in 
the obligationes-literature. See the introduction to Spade [112). For ed2 see fn. 932 
below. 
93! See pars. 345 and 354. 
932 Ed2 omits 'If ... sentence'. 
933 Plato's sentence does not reflect on itself, but rather on Socrates' sentence. 
934 Reading 'propositionibus' with ed2 and the MS. Ed! has 'propositio'. 
935 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'of the third conclusion'. 
936 See the end of fn. 929. 
937 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 omit 'and nothing else'. 
938 Following the MS. Ed! and ed2 have 'impossible'. 
939 See par. 357. 
940 Since it is not an insoluble. See also fn. 933 above. 
94! See also par. 258. 
942 Contrast par. 286, where, however, Peter is talking about mental sentences properly 
so called. 
943 Reading 'mentales correspondentes' with the MS. Ed! and ed2 have 'mentalis 
correspondens' . 
944 Reading 'mentales correspondentes'. Ed! and ed2 have 'mentalis correspondens'. 
MS has 'mentales contradicentes'. 
94S Following ed2 and the MS. Ed! has 'do not correspond to it'. 
946 More immediately, it is clear in virtue of pars. 348-356. 
947 Peter of course cannot here mean correspondence by subordination. Rather he 
appears to mean 'correspond to the other as their contradictories'. The second sentence 
of the second pair is not the contradictory of the second sentence of the flIst pair. 
948 Aristotle, Sophistic Refutations, 5, 167a22-28: "For to refute is to contradict one 
and the same attribute ... in the same respect and relation and manner and time in 
which it was asserted." (Oxford translation (6).) 
949 Reading 'praeponere', which is perhaps allowed by the MS abbreviation. Ed! and 
ed2 have ·proponere'. 
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950 See, e.g., Spade [110), par. 16. See also par. 291 above. 
951 Following the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'second'. 
952 I.e., 'Socrates does not speak falsely'. To 'refer' the negation seems to mean to 
understand it to 'cover', as in par. 365. 
953 Reading 'Sed tunc dicerem' with the MS. Edt and ed2 have 'Sed tu diceres'. 
954 If Socrates and Plato both say only 'Socrates speaks falsely', and Cicero says only 
'Not: Socrates speaks falsely', contradicting Socrates' sentence, then Socrates' sentence 
contradicts Cicero's sentence, but Plato's sentence, even though it is just like Socrates', 
does not. 
955 For the point of this addition, see par. 374. 
956 See pars. 259 and 263-270. 
957 See fn. 918 above. 
958 See pars. 354-356. 
959 Following the MS. Edt and ed2 have 'mental'. 
960 See fn. 918 above. 
96t Contrary to par. 369. 
962 Following ed2 and the MS. Edt omits 'and likewise ... this chapter'. 
963 Following the MS. Edt and ed2 omit 'third'. 
964 See par. 370. 
965 That the mental sentence directly signified is false. 
966 Namely, the inference to the conclusion that the insoluble is absolutely false. 
967 E.g., in par. 345 or in par. 359. 
968 I.e., he grants everything. The antecedent (par. 370) is uncontroversial. 
969 A diffuse reference to pars. 239-271. 
970 I.e., that an insoluble corresponds to a true mental sentence by direct signification 
and to a false one by reflex signification. See pars. 372-373. 
97t Peter thinks that the case he discusses in par. 370 is insoluble because the sentence 
falsifies itself (see par. 242). But it should probably not be called an insoluble at all. His 
s~uirming in this paragraph is an indication of the difficulties noted in fn. 722 above. 
9 2 Although it does indeed signify itself to be false. 
973 Peter here seems to be thinking of situations in which, for instance, some other 
universal or singular spoken sentence exists, or some other affirmative spoken sentence. 
974 If a sentence were absolutely impossible, it would be, a fortiori, absolutely false. 
975 See Marsilius of Inghen [57), fol. 75r: "From this then I say that those [sentences) 
that all by themselves signify themselves to be false are impossible, because howso
ever [the case) is signified by them to be, it is impossible for it to be [the case )." Again 
ibid., fol. 77r: "Hence the difference is clear between a sentence that all by itself signifies 
itself to be false and [one that) all by itself signifies itself not to be true. For the former 
is impossible, as was said in the solution of the last doubts, and the second [is) possible, 
as is clear in the preceding sophism." See also fn. 684 above. 
976 The meaning here appears to be that in par. 257, not the meaning explained in fn. 
918 above. 
977 I.e., is possible. See fn. 975 above. 
978 'This is false', indicating itself. 
979 The mental sentence 'This is false', indicating the insoluble, is true, and so not im
possible. The mental sentence 'This is false', indicating the first mental sentence, is in 
fact false, but not impossible since the rrrst mental sentence would be false if the spoken 
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sentence that is now insoluble were subordinated only to a true mental sentence. The 
reference here to 'what has been said' appears to be a quite diffuse reference to the 
earlier parts of the treatise. 
980 Aristotle, Sophistic Refutations, 30, 18Ia37-39: "For a question must be single 
to which there is a single answer, so that one must not afflrm or deny several things of 
one thing, nor one thing of many but one of one." (Oxford translation [6].) 
981 See par. 357. 
982 See par. 369. 
983 Reading 'ostendo' with ed2 and the MS. Ed1 has 'ostendendo'. 
984 Aristotle, Sophistic Refutations, 25, 180b2-7: "The argument is similar, also, as 
regards the problem whether the same man can at the same time say what is both false 
and true: but it appears to be a troublesome question because it is not easy to see in 
which of the two connexions the word 'absolutely' is to be rendered - with 'true' or 
with 'false'. There is, however, nothing to prevent it from being false absolutely, though 
true in some particular respect or relation, i.e. being true in some things, but not 'true' 
absolutely." (Oxford translation [6].) 
985 See the quotation in fn. 984 above. 
986 Here Peter has implicitly assumed that it is Socrates who is speaking in the above 
garalogism (par. 378). 

87 Reading 'negat illam simpliciter dictam' with the MS. Ed1 and ed2 have 'negat illam 
simpliciter' . 
988 See par. 369. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

[1) Adams, Marilyn McCord, 'Did Ockham Know of Material and Strict Implication? 
A Reconsideration', Franciscan Studies 33 (1973) 5-37. 

(2) Albert of Saxony, Perutilis logica, Petrus Aurelius Sanutus Venetus, Venice 1522. 
Copy at Paris, BibliotMque nationale, Imprimes Res. R. 183. 

(3) Anselm, St. Anselm: Basic Writings, S. N. Deane (tr.), Open Court, LaSalle, 
Illinois 1962. 

(4) Anselm, S. Anselmi Cantuariensis archiepiscopi opera omnia, F. S. Schmitt (ed.), 
vol. 1, Thomas Nelson & Sons, Edinburgh 1946. 

(5) Aristotle, Aristotle's Categories and De Interpretatione, J. L. Ackrill (tr.), 
Clarendon Aristotle Series, Clarendon Press, Oxford 1963. 

(6) Aristotle, The Works of Aristotle Translated into English, 12 vols., J. A. Smith 
and W. D. Ross (eds.), University Press, Oxford 1908-1952. 

(7) Ashworth, E. J., Language and Logic in the Post-Medieval Period, Synthese 
Historical Library, vol. 12, D. Reidel Publ. Co., Dordrecht, Holland 1974. 

(8) Ashworth, E. J., 'Thomas Bricot (d. 1516) and the Liar Paradox',Journalofthe 
History of Philosophy 15 (1977) 267-280. 

(9) Ashworth, E. J., The Treatment of Semantic Paradoxes from 1400 to 1700', 
Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 13 (1972) 34-52. 

(10) Augustine, The Confessions of St. Augustine, John K. Ryan (tr.), Doubleday 
Image Books, Garden City, N.Y. 1960. 

(11) Augustine, Saint Augustin Confessions, Pierre de Labriolle (ed.), vol. 1 (8th ed.) 
& vol. 2 (6th ed.), Collection des Universites de France, Societe d'edition 'Les 
belles lettres', Paris 1961. (Latin text and French translation.) 

(12) Augustine, De trinitate libri XV, W. J. Mountain (ed.), Corpus Christianorum 
series latina, vols. SO & 50a, Typographi Brepols Editores Pontificii, Turnbolt 
1968. 

(13) Augustine, The Trinity, Stephen McKenna (tr.), The Fathers of the Church, vol. 
18, The Catholic University of America Press, Washington 1963. 

(14) Averroes, Aristotelis metaphysicorum libri XIII cum Ave"ois Cordubensis in 
eosdem commentariis, vol. 8 (1574) of Averrois commentaria et introductiones 
in omnes libros Aristotelis cum eorum versione, Juntas, Venice 1562-1574. 

[15) Boehner, Philotheus (ed.), Ockham: Philosophical Writings, The Nelson Philo
sophical Series, Thomas Nelson & Sons, London 1957. Also The Library of 
Liberal Arts, The Bobbs-MerriIl Co., Indianapolis 1964. 

(16) Boehner, Philotheus, The Realistic Conceptualism of William Ockham', in Eligius 
M. Buytaert (ed.), Collected Articles on Ockham, Franciscan Institute Publica
tions, Philosophy Series, no. 12, The Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 
1958, pp. 156-174. 

(17) Boethius, Anicli Manlii Severini Boetii Commentarii in librum Aristotelis fIEPI 
EPMHNEIA'L, Carolus Meiser (ed.), Teubner, Leipzig 1877-1880. 

162 



PETER OF AILLY: CONCEPTS AND INSOLUBLES 163 

[18] Boethius, De differentiis topicis, in Jacques Paul Migne (ed.), Patrologioe cursus 
completus, series latina, 221 vols., Garnier Fratres, Paris 1844-1904, vol. 64, 
cols.1173-1216. 

[19] Boler, John F., 'Ockharn's Mental Language', unpublished paper read at the 
American Philosophical Association's Eastern Division Meetings, 1973. 

[20] Bottin, Francesco, Le antinomie semantiche nella logica medievale, Antenore, 
Padua 1976. 

[21] Bursill-Hall, G. L., Speculative Grammars of the Middle Ages: The Doctrines of 
Partes orationis of the Modistae, Approaches to Semiotics, vol. 11, Mouton, The 
Hague 1971. 

[22] Cardin, A., 'Ailly, Pierre d' (petrus de Alliaco),' in Enciclopeqia filosofica, 2nd 
ed., G. C. Sansoni, Firenze 1967, vol. 1, cols. 140-141. 

[23] Copinger, W. A., Supplement to Hain's Repertorium Bibliographicum or Collec· 
tions towards a New Edition of that Work, 2 parts in 3 vols., G. G. Gorlich, 
Milan 1950. 

[24] Courtenay, William J., 'Covenant and Causality in Pierre d'Ailly', Speculum 46 
(1971) 94-119. 

[25] Courtenay, William 1., 'A Revised Text of Robert Holcot's Quodlibetal Dispute 
on Whether God is Able to Know More Than He Knows', Archiv fUr Geschichte 
der Philosophie 53 (1971) 1-21. 

[26] Denifle, H. and E. Chatelain (eds.), Chartularium Universitatis Parisiensis, 4 vols., 
Delalain, Paris 1889-1897. 

[27] De Rijk, Lambert Marie, Logica Modemorum: A Contribution to the History of 
Early Terminist Logic, 2 vols. in 3, Van Gorcum, Assen 1962-1967. 

[28] De Rijk, Lambert Marie, 'Logica Oxoniensis: An Attempt to Reconstruct a 
Fifteenth Century Oxford Manual of Logic',Medioevo 3 (1977) 121-164. 

[29] Desharnais, Richard P., 'Reassessing Nominalism: A Note on the Epistemology 
and Metaphysics of Pierre d'Ailly', Franciscan Studies 34 (1974) 296-305. 

[30] Doucet, Victorin, 'Le Studium franciscain de Norwich en 1337 d'apnls Ie Ms. 
Chigi B.V. 66 de la bibliotMque vaticane', Archivum Franciscanum Historicum 
46 (1953) 85-98. 

[31] Dumitriu, Anton, History of Logic, 4 vols., Abacus Press, Tunbridge Wells, Kent 
1977. 

[32] Dumitriu, Anton, 'Wittgenstein's Solution of the Paradoxes and the Conception 
of the Scholastic Logician Petrus de Allyaco',Joumal of the History of Philosophy 
12 (1974) 227-237. 

[33] Ebbesen, Sten, 'Can Equivocation Be Eliminated?', Studio Mediewistyczne 18 
(1977) 103-124. 

[34] Ebbesen, Sten, The Summulae, Tractatus VII De fallaciis', in Jan Pinborg (ed.), 
The Logic of John Buridan: Acts of the 3rd European Symposium on Medieval 
Logic and Semantics, Copenhagen 16-21 November 1975, Opuscula Graecolatina, 
vol. 9, Museum Tusculanum, Copenhagen 1976, pp. 139-160. 

[35] Elie, Hubert, Le Complexe significabile, J. Vrin, Paris 1936. 
[36] Emmen, A., 'Peter of Ailly (Alliaco)" in New Catholic Encyclopedia, McGraw

Hill, New York 1967, vol. 11, p. 208. 
[37] G31, Gedeon, 'Adam of Wodeham's Question on the 'Complexe Significabile' as the 

Immediate Object of Scientific Knowledge' ,Franciscan Studies 37 (1977) 66 -1 0 2. 



164 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

[38] Gandillac, Maurice Patronnier de, 'De I'usage et de la valeur des arguments prob
abies dans les questions du cardinal Pierre d'Ailly sur Ie 'Livre des Sentences',' 
Archives d'histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen age 8 (1933) 43-91. 

[39] Geach, Peter, Mental Acts: Their Content and Their Objects, Studies in Philo
sophical Psychology, Routledge and Kegan Paul, London 1957. 

[40] Gibson, Joan, 'The Role of Mental Language in the Philosophy of William of 
Ockham', Ph.D. dissertation, University of Toronto 1976. 

[41] Goff, Frederick R. (ed.), Incunabula in American Libraries: A Third Census of 
Fifteenth-Century Books Recorded in North American Collections, The Biblio
graphical Society of America, New York 1964. 

[42] Grant, Edward, Nicole Oresme and the Kinematics of Circular Motion: 'Tractatus 
de commensurabilitate vel incommensurabilitate motuum celi', University of 
Wisconsin Press, Madison 1971. 

[43] Gregory of Rimini, Super primum et secundum Sententiarum, Luceantonius de 
Giunta Florentinus, Venice 1522. Photoreprint, Franciscan Institute Publications, 
Text Series, no. 7, The Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1955. 

[44] Hain, Ludwig, Repertorium Bibliographicum in quo Libri Omnes ab Arte Typo
graphica Inventa usque ad Annum MD, 4 vols., G. G. Gtirlich, Milan 1948. 

[45] John Buridan, Johannes Buridanus: Sophismata, T. K. Scott (ed.), Grammatica 
Speculativa, vol. 1, Frommann-Holzboog, Stuttgart 1977. 

[46] John Buridan, Sophisms on Meaning and Truth, T. K. Scott (tr.), Century Philo
sophy Sourcebooks, Appleton-Century-Crofts, New York 1966. 

[47] John Duns Scotus, Opera omnia, 24 vols., Vives, Paris 1891-1895. 
[48] Kneale, William and Martha, The Development of Logic, Clarendon Press, Oxford 

1962. 
[49] Kretzmann, Norman, 'Aristotle on Spoken Sound Significant by Convention', in 

John Corcoran (ed.), Ancient Logic and Its Modern Interpretations: Proceedings 
of the Buffalo Symposium on Modernist Interpretations of Ancient Logic, 21 and 
22 April, 1972, Synthese Historical Library, vol. 9, D. Reidel Publ. Co., 
Dordrecht, Holland 1974, pp. 3-21. 

[50] Lappe, Joseph, Nicolaus von Autrecourt: Sein Leben, seine Philosophie, seine 
Schriften, Beitrage zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelaiters, Bd. 6.2, 
Aschendorffsche Buchhandlung, Munster Westfallen 1908. 

[51] Leff, Gordon, Gregory of Rimini: Tradition and Innovation in Fourteenth Century 
Thought, University Press, Manchester 1961. 

[52] Lerner, Ralph and Mushin Mahdi (eds.), Medieval Political Philosophy: A Source
book, The Free Press, New York 1963. 

[53] Loux, Michael J_ (tr.), Ockham's Theory of Terms: Part 1 of the Summa logicae, 
University of Notre Dame Press, Nortre Dame, Indiana 1974. 

[54] Maieru, Alfonso, Terminologia logica della tarda scolastica, Lessico intellettuale 
Europeo, vol. 8, Edizioni dell'Ateneo, Rome 1972. 

[55] Markowski, Mieczyslaw, Burydanizm w polsce w okresie przedkopernikanskim, 
Studia Copernicana, vol. 2, Zaklad Narodowy im. Ossolinskich, Wroclaw 1971. 

[56] Marsilius of Inghen, De obligationibus, Cracow, Biblioteka Jagiellonska, MS 2602. 
I have not seen this manuscript. 

[57] Marsilius of Inghen, Insolubilia, Vatican, MS Pal. lat. 995, fols. 63r-89r. 
[58] Marsilius of Inghen, Tractatus appellationum, in Parvorum logicalium liber . .. 



PETER OF AILLY: CONCEPTS AND INSOLUBLES 165 

continena perutileli . .. Petri Hispani tractatuli priorum sex et . .. Marsilii dilllec
tices documenta, cum utilissimis commentariis per Conradum Pschlacher . .. 
congestis, Johannes Singrenius, Vienna 1516. I have not seen this volume. 

[59] Marsilius of Inghen, Tractatus de arte obligandi editus a magistro Petro de Allilloo 
sacrae theologilze doctor, Georg Mittelhus, Paris 1489. (Goff A-484.) Copy at the 
Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore. On Marsilius' authorship of this treatise, see fn. 8, 
above. 

[60] Martin, Robert L. (ed.), The Paradox of the Liar, Yale University Press, New 
Haven, Conn. 1970. 

[61] Meiler, Bernhard, Studien zur Erkenntnislehre des Peter von Ailly, Freiburger 
theologischen Studien, vol. 67, Herder, Freiburg 1954. 

[62] Minio-Palueilo, Lorenzo (ed.), De interpretatione vel Periermenias translatio 
Boethii, in Aristoteles Latinus, Union acad~mique intemationale, Corpus philo
sophorum medii aevi, sect. II, vol. 2, pt. 1, Descl~e de Brouwer, Bruges 1965. 

[63] Moody, E. A., Truth and Consequence in Mediaeval Logic, Studies in Logic and 
the Foundations of Mathematics, North-Hoiland, Amsterdam 1953. 

[64] Nuchelmans, Gabriel, Theories of the Proposition: Ancient and Medieval Con
ceptions of the Bearers of Truth and Falliity, North-Hoiland Linguistic Series, 
vol. 8, North-Holland, Amsterdam 1973. 

[65] Oakley, Francis, 'Pierre d'Ailly,' in B. A. Gerrish (ed.), Reformers in Profile, 
Fortress Press, Philadelphia 1967, Ch. 2, pp. 40-57. 

[66] Oakley, Francis, The Political Thought of Pierre d'Ailly: The Voluntarist Tradi
tion, Yale University Press, New Haven, Conn. 1964. 

[67] Paul of Pergula,Logica and Tractatus de sensu oomposito et diviso, Mary Anthony 
Brown (ed.), Franciscan Institute Publications, Text Series, no. 13, The Franciscan 
Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1961. 

[68] Paul of Venice, Logica magna, Albertinus [Rubeus] Vercellensis for Octavianus 
Scotus, Venice 1499. (Hain 12505.) Copy at Yale University Library. 

[69] Pegis, Anton C. (ed.), Introduction to St. Thomas Aquinas, The Modern Library, 
New York 1948. 

[70] Pellechet, M., Catalogue g~n~ral des incunables des bibliotheques publiques de 
France, Alphonse Picard et Fils, Paris 1897-1909. 

[71] Peter of Ailly, Conceptus et insolubilia, Pierre Ie Dru for Durland Gerlier, Paris 
[ca. 1495]. (Copinger 391; Goff A-470.) Copy at the Walters Art Gallery, Balti
more. I have referred to this edition as ed1• 

[72] Peter of Ailly, Conceptus et insolubilia, Andre Bocard, Paris [no date]. (Copinger 
392.) I have referred to this edition as ed3. 

[73] Peter of Ailly, Conceptus et insoiubilia, G. Mercator, Paris 1498. (Copinger 393; 
Pellechet 536.) I have referred to this edition as ed4. 

[74] Peter of Ailly, Conceptus et insolubilia, Carcain, Lyons [1495]. (pellechet 538.) 
I have referred to this edition as eds. 

[75] Peter of Ailly, Destructiones modorum significandi, Conceptus et insolubilia, 
[Johannes Treschel?, Lyons ca. 1490-1495]. (Hain 833; Goff A-472.) Copy at 
Bryn Mawr College Library. I have referred to this edition as edl . 

[76] Peter of Ailly, Insoiubilia, Cracow, Biblioteka Jagielloriska, MS 2116, fols. 
174vb-193va. I have not seen this manuscript. 

[77] Peter of Ailly, Insoiubilia, Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, MS G. III. 12 (Pasini, lat. 



166 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

449), fots. 205ra-216va. In the notes I have referred to this copy simply as'MS'. 
[78] Peter of Ailly, Quaestiones super libros Sententiarum cum quibusdam in fine 

adjunctis, [no printer indicated], Strassburg 1490. (Hain 841.) Photoreprint 
Minerva, Frankfurt a.M. 1968. 

[79] Peter of Ailly, Tractatus exponibilium, Guy Marchant, Paris 15 Oct. 1494. (Goff 
A-486.) Copy at the Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore. 

[80] Peter Lombard, Textus Sententiarum cum conclusionibus magistri Henrici 
Gorichem ... Item e"ores quidam Parisius revocati . .. , Nicholas Keslers, Basel 
1498. (Hain 10198.) Photoreprint Minerva, Frankfurt a.M. 1967. 

[81] Peter of Spain, Tractatus, Called Afterwards Summule Logicales, 1. M. De Rijk 
(ed.), Van Gorcum, Assen 1972. 

[82] Peter Tartaret, Petri Tatareti Parisiensis, Joan. Duns Scoti, Doctoris subtilis, 
assedae fjdissimi in Summulas fut aiuntj Petri Hispani subtilissimae ena"ationes, 
quae apposita erant et de Descensu, Insolubilibusque ejusdem . .. , Apud haeredes 
Melchioris Sessae, Venice 1571. Copy at the Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval 
Studies, Toronto. 

[83] Pinborg, Jan, Die Entwicklung der Sprachtheorie im Mittelalter, Beitriige zur 
Geschichte der Philo sophie und Theologie des Mittelalters, Bd. 42.2, Aschen
dorffsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, Munster Westfallen 1967. 

[84] Pinborg, Jan, Logik und Semantik im Mittelalter: Ein Uberblick, Problemata, vol. 
10, Frommann-Holzboog, Stuttgart 1972. 

[85] Pompei, A., 'Tartaret (Tataret), Pietro,' in Enciclopedia filosofica, 2nd ed., G. C. 
Sansoni, Firenze 1967, vol. 6, cols. 320-321. 

[86] Post, John F., 'Shades of the Liar,' Journal of Philosophical Logic 2 (1973) 370-
386. 

[87] Prantl, Carl, Geschichte der Logik im Abendlande, 4 vols., S. Hirzel, Leipzig 
1855-1867. Photo reprint Akademische Druck- u. Verlagsanstalt, Graz 1955. 

[88] Prior, A. N., 'The Possibly-True and the Possible', Mind 78 (1969) 481-492. 
[89] Priscian, Prisciani grammatici Caesariensis Institutionum grammaticarum libri 

XVIII, Martinus Hertzius (ed.), Grammatici Latini, vols. 2-3, Georg Olms 
Verlagsbuchhandlung, Hildesheim 1961. 

[90] Ralph Strode, Logica, Oxford, Bodleian, MS Canon. Misc. 219, fots. 13ra-52vb. 
(Corrupt after fol. 51 vb30.) 

[91] Reina, Maria Elena, 'Giovanni Buridano: 'Tractatus de suppositionibus',' Rivista 
critica di storia della filosofia 12 (1957) 175-208 & 323-352. 

[92] Robins, R. H., A Short History of Linguistics, Indiana University Studies in the 
History and Theory of Linguistics, Indiana University Press, Bloomington, Ind. 
1967. 

[93] Roger Roseth, Quaestiones super Sententias, Bruges, Bibliotheque publique, MS 
192, fols. lra-44ra. 

[94] Roure, Marie-Louise, 'La probl~matique des propositions insolubles au xme 
siec1e et au d~but du XIVe, suivie de l'edition des trait~s de W. Shyreswood, W. 
Burleigh et Th. Bradwardine', Archives d 'histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen 
age 37 (1970) 205-326. 

[95] Salembier, Louis, Petrus de Alliaco, J. Lefort, Lille 1886. 
[96] Sartre, Jean-Paul, The Psychology of Imagination, Bernard Frechtman (tr.), The 

Philosophical Library, New York 1948. 



PETER OF AILLY: CONCEPTS AND INSOLUBLES 167 

[97) Sartre, Jean-Paul, The Transcendence of the Ego: An Existentialist Theory of 
Consciousness, Forest Williams and Robert Kirkpatrick (trs.), The Noonday Press, 
New York 1957. 

[98) Sartre, Jean-Paul, What Is Literature?, Bernard Frechtman (tr.), The Philosophical 
Library, New York 1949. 

[99) Schepers, Heinrich, 'Holkot contra dicta Crathorn, II: Das 'significatum per 
propositionem'. Aufbau und Kritik einer nominalistischen Theorie iiber den 
Gegenstand des Wissens', Philosophisches Jahrbuch der Gorres·Gesellschaft 79 
(1972) 106-136. 

[100) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'An Anonymous Tract on Insolubilia from Ms Vat. lat. 674: 
An Edition and Analysis of the Text', Vivarium 9 (1971) 1-18. 

[101) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'On A Conservative Attitude toward Some Naive Semantic 
Principles', Notre Dame Journal of Formal Logic 16 (1975) 597-602. 

[102) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Five Logical Tracts by Richard Lavenham', in J. Reginald 
O'Donnell (ed.), Essays in Honour of Anton Charles Pegis, Pontifical Institute of 
Mediaeval Studies, Toronto 1974, pp. 70-124. 

[103) Spade, Paul Vincent, The Mediaeval Liar: A Catalogue of the Insolubilia
Literature, Subsidia Mediaevalia, vol. 5, Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, 
Toronto 1975. 

[104) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Ockham on Self-Reference', Notre Dame Journal of Formal 
Logic IS (1974) 298-300. 

[105) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Ockham on Terms of First and Second Imposition and 
Intention, with Remarks on the Liar Paradox', Vivarium (forthcoming). 

[106) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Ockham's Distinctions between Absolute and Connotative 
Terms', Vivarium 13 (1975) 55-76. 

[107) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Ockham's Rule of Supposition: Two Conflicts in His 
Theory', Vivarium 12 (1974) 63-73. 

[108) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'The Origins of the Mediaeval Insolubilia-Literature', Fran
ciscan Studies 33 (1973) 292-309. 

[109) Spade, Paul Vincent, review of [7), in Dialogue IS (1976) 333-340. 
[110) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Robert Fland's Consequentiae: An Edition', Mediaeval 

Studies 78 (1976) 54-84. 
[111) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Roger Swyneshed's Insolubilia: Edition and Comments', 

Archives d 'histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen age 46 (1979) 177-220. 
[112) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Roger Swyneshed's Obligationes: Edition and Comments', 

Archives d'histoire doctrinale et litteraire du moyen age 44 (1977) 243-285. 
[113) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Some Epistemological Implications of the Burley-Ockham 

Dispute', Franciscan Studies 35 (1975) 212-222. 
[114) Spade, Paul Vincent, 'Synonymy and Equivocation in Ockham's Mental 

Language', Journal of the History of Philosophy (forthcoming). 
[115) Spade, Paul Vincent (tr.), William Heytesbury: On 'Insoluble' Sentences, Chapter 

1 of His 'Rules for Solving Sophisms', Mediaeval Sources in Translation, vol. 21, 
Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Toronto 1979. 

[116) Stegmiiller, Fridericus, Repertorium Commentariorum in Sententias Petri Lom
bardi, Ferdinand Schoningh, 'Wiirzburg 1947. 

[117) Stump, Eleonore, Boethius's De topicis differentiis Translated with Notes and 
Essays on the Text, Cornell University Press, Ithaca, N.Y. 1978. 



168 PAUL VINCENT SPADE 

[118] Thomas Aquinas, Summa theologiae, 5 vols., Commisio Piana, Ottawa 1953. 
[119] Trapp, Damasus, 'Augustinian Theology of the Fourteenth Century: Notes on 

Editions, MaJginalia, Opinions and Book-Lore', Augustiniana 6 (1956) 146-274. 
[120] Trapp, Damasus, 'Gregory of Rimini Manuscripts, Editions, and Additions', 

Augustiniana 8 (1958) 425-443. 
[121] Trapp, Damasus, 'New Approaches to Gregory of Rimini', Augustinianum 2 

(1962) 115-130. 
[122] Trentman, John, 'Ockham on Mental', Mind 79 (1970) 586-590. 
[123] Tschackert, Paul, Peter von Ailly (Petrus de Alliaco). Zur Geschichte des grossen 

abendliindischen Schisma und der Reformconcilien von PiSil und Constanz, 
Friedrich Andreas Perthes, Gotha 1877. 

[124] Vescovini, Graziella Federici, 'Su alcuni manoscritti di Buridano', Rivista critica 
di storia della filosofia 15 (1960) 413 -427. 

[125] Weisheipl, James A., 'Ockham and Some Mertonians', Mediaeval Studies 30 
(1968) 163-213. 

[126] William Heytesbury, Tractatus gulielmi Hentisberi de sensu composito et diviso, 
Regulae ejusdem cum sophismatibus, Declaratio Gaetani supra easdem ... , 
Bonetus Locatellus for Octavianus Scotus, Venice 1494. (Hain 8437.) Copy at 
University of Chicago Library. 

[127] William of Ockham, Expositionis in libros artis logicae prooemium et Expositio 
in librum Porphyrii De praedicabilibus, Expositio in librum Praedicamentorum 
Aristotelis, Expositio in librum Perihermenias Aristotelis, Tractatus de praedesti
natione et de praescientia dei respectu futurorum contingentium, E. A. Moody, 
Gedeon Gal, Angelo Gambatese, Stephen Brown and Philotheus Boehner (eds.), 
Guillelmi de Ockham Opera philosophica et theologica, Opera philosophica vol. 2, 
The Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1978. 

[128] William of Ockham, Quodlibeta septem, [no printer indicated], Strassburg 1491. 
(Hain 11941.) Photoreprint Minerva, Frankfurt a.M. 1961. 

[129] William of Ockham, Scriptum in librum primum Sententiarum, Ordinatio: Pro
logus et distinctio prima, Gedeon Gat and Stephen Brown (eds.), Guillelmi de 
Ockham Opera philosophica et theologica, Opera theologica vol. 1, The Franciscan 
Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1967. 

[130] William of Ockham, Summa logicae, Philotheus Boehner, Gedeon Gal and 
Stephen Brown (eds.), Guillelmi de Ockham Opera philosophica et theologica, 
Opera philosophica vol. 1, The Franciscan Institute, St. Bonaventure, N.Y. 1974. 

[131] Wilson, Curtis, William Heytesbury: Medieval Logic and the Rise of Mathematical 
PhYSics, The University of Wisconsin Publications in Medieval Science, vol. 3., The 
University of Wisconsin Press, Madison, Wis. 1956. 



INDEX 

The index should be used in conjunction with the analytical table of contents 
and the cross-references in the footnotes. Some entries list only the most 
important occurrences. Entries confonn to the style of the following example: 
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8 and page 11 of the introduction, paragraphs 30 and 199 of the translation, 
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absolute. See: entity; signification; term. 
absolutely (simpliciter), 

concede/deny, par. 378. 
impossible, par. 377; n. 974. 
one, par. 358. 
true/faise, 4; pars. 362-363, 369, 371, 375, 378, 382-383; nn. 966, 974, 984. 
See: fallacy, secundum quid et simpliciter. 

accidental. See: predication; speech, parts of. 
accidents, two of same species in same substrate, par. 123; nn. 349, 351. 
Ackrill,1. L., nn. 22, 99, 234, 281, 488, 519, 664, 908. 
act, 

exercised, par. 262; nn. 692-693. 
of knowing (notitia), 

complex/incomplex apprehensive, par. 10. 
primary, pars. 9, 56. 
rememorative, pars. 9, 56 
secondary, par. 9. 

of soul, interior, par. 237. 
signified, par. 262; nn. 692-693. 
See: concept. 

active/passive transformation, 10-11; pars. 179,212; n. 500. 
Adams, M. M., nn. 715-716. 
Additive Principle, pars. 200, 205; nn. 362, 388,546,548,553,557, 566,831. 
adjectival, 

merely, pars. 12, 73; n. 126. 
See: verb. 

adjectives, pars. 12,36, 73;nn.124, 126, 133, 175,587. 
natural, par. 36. 
verbal, n. 587. See: participle. 

'ad placitum', the phrase, n. 99. 
adverbs, par. 73; n. 135. 
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Ailly, 
village of, l. 
See: Peter of Ailly. 

Albert of Saxony, nn. 52, 649, 675, 676. 
Alexander V, Pope, l. 
Alexander (of Aphrodisias), n. 874. 
ambiguity, 

actual/potential, n. 874. 
of the imagination, par. 355; n. 874. 

amphiboly, n. 874. 
ampliation, par. 170;nn. 104,458,567. 

of 'is signified', par. 170; n. 458. 
analogy, of term 'sentence', pars. 93, 97; nn. 271, 29l. 
Anselm, nn. 136, 279. 
appearance. See: fallacy. 
appellation, 

and connotation, n. 188. 
John Buridan's notion of, n. 188. 

apposited, pars. 12-15, 73; nn. 125-126,129,175. 
Aquinas, T., n. 314. 
Aristotle, 2-4; nn. 23-24. 

Categories, par. 185; nn. 158, 519, 753. 
doctrine of categories, 3. 

De interpretatione, 2; pars. 73,248,352; nn. 22,99,234,281,301,415,488,664, 
(907),908. 

Posterior Analytics, par. 186; n. 522. 
Sophistic Refutations, 4; pars. 357,365,378-383; nn. 191, 824,929,948,980,984. 
Physics, n. 753 
De anima, n. 158. 
De sensu et sensibili, par. 123; n. 348. 
Metaphysics, pars. 111, 123, 133, 139, (160),186; nn. 327, 347, 381, 393,521. 
Nichomachean Ethics, par. 236; n. 627. 

Ashworth, E. J., xiii;nn. 13-21,37,614. 
astronomical conjunction of 1345, n. 4. 
attribute, proper (propria passio) , par. 139. 
Augustine, nn. 277,279. 

on mental language, 9; nn. 24, 136. 
Averroes (the Commentator), on Metaphysics, pars. 111, 133, 160; nn. 327, 381, 438. 

barrel-hoop, pars. 278-279, 344, 352; nn. 614, 907,913. 
'being', n. 647. 

concept of utterance, pars. 17, 19-20; n. 209. 
converted with 'true', pars. 139, (186); nn. 393, 52l. 
spoken term, nn. 212, 216, 240. 
three senses of, pars. 185-187. 

belief, object of, 10; n. 614. 
Biblioteca Nazionale. See: Turin. 



Biblioteka JagielloilSka. See: Cracow. 
bivalence,S; n. 48. 
'blind', connotative term, par. 44. 
Bocard, A., 14. 
Boehner, P., nn. 25,68, 97, 114, 743. 
Boethius, n. 23. 

definition of sentence, 9; n. 394. 
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translation of and commentaries on De interpretatione, 2; nn. 99,301. 
Boler, J. F., n. 29. 
Bonaventure, 6. 
Bos, E. P., xiii; nn. 8, 54. 
Bottin, F., nn. 8, 32, 263. 
Bradley's regress, n. 314. 
Bradwardine, T., 11; nn. 47-48, 50, 55, 646, 656. 

arguments against cassatio and others' use of those arguments, 4-5; n. 40. 
definition of true/false sentence,S; n. 48. 
view on insolubles, 5-6; nn. 55, 83. 

influence of, 6. See: Gregory of Rimini, Marsilius of Inghen. 
origins of, 5-6. 
Ralph Strode's appraisal of,S. 

Bricot, T., Treatise on Insolubles, 1. 
Bryn Mawr College Library, xiii, 14. 
Buridan, J., nn. 52, 123, 361, 409,428,642,673,677-678, 825. 

On ampliation, n. 458. 
appellation (connotation), n. 188. 
complexly significables, n. 546. 
direct/consecutive signification, n. 686. 
inference, definition of good, nn. 430, 432, 656. 
matter/form of term, n. 188. 
modality, n. 427. 
significate of sentence, n. 82. 
supposition, 

definition of, n. 406. 
in mental language, n. 217. 
of dicta, nn. 571-573, 576,579. 
simple, a kind of material, n. 215. 

term 'unconjoined', n. 926. 
truth and falsehood, 

cause of, n. 439. 
definition in terms of supposition, 9; nn. 403, 410. 

Burley, W., nn. 43, 858. 
Bursill-Hall, G. L., nn. 171, 175, 300. 
'by convention', the phrase, nn. 99, 153. 

Carcain, J., 14. 
case, grammatical, 8; pars. 12,37; nn. 127,174-175. 
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cassatio (cassantes), 4-5; nn. 35, (36), 37. See: Bradwardine. 
categorematic, par. 3; nn. 104,362,546,557,566,712. 

in signification/function, 8; pars. 11-14,34,59,69, 72-73; nn. 105,122,129-130, 
135,170,219. 

merely, par. 70. 
partly, pars. 70, 72. 
purely, pars. 70-71. 

categories, doctrine of, 3; nn. 26, 130. 
cause, 

efficient, pars. 4,7,58; nn. (171),453. 
material, n. 453. 
of appearance/failure in fallacy, pars. 335-336; n. 878. 
of modal quality, pars. 164-166. 
of truth/falsehood, pars. 91,159-161,164,239; nn. 439-440,454. 

Celaya, 1. de, 2; n. 614. 
change. See: vital change. 
Chatelain, E., n. 538. 
chimeras, pars. 133,209; nn. 187,379,570,579,630. 
circularity in definitions, par. 145; n. 408. 
cognition, 

confused, par. 277; nn. 743, 757. 
degrees of, par. 123; n. 349. 
divine. See: God, his knowledge. 
formal, pars. 273-274, 278, 310; nn. 733, 812. 

proper and distinct, pars. 276-277, 283, 299, 309. 
material, n. 733. 
objective, par. 299; n. 733. 
reflex, pars. 241,276; n. 740. 
representational theory of, n. 733. 

cognitive power. See: power, cognitive. 
College de Navarre, 1. 
Columbus, C., 1. 
Commentator. See: Averroes. 
community, 

convention of entire, par. 62. 
one who has authority and takes place of entire, par. 62. 

Compiegne, lle de France, 1. 
complex, 

by (non-) separating connection, pars. 10, (72);nn.115, 119-120. 
why mental sentence/expression is called, 9; pars. 99, 111, 125-138, 227-228; 

nn.328,358-359,366-367,377,384-385,545. 
complexly significables, 10; pars. 143, 163, 179-238; nn. 8, 80, 394,400-401,514-515, 

526,529,534,536,546. 
and modern notion of 'proposition', 10. 
eternal, 10; par. 193. 
neither substance nor accident, neither God nor creature, par. 192; nn. 535-536. 
what sense a 'thing', 10;pars. 185-188; nn. 526,534-535. 
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(complexly significables) 
why called true/false, pars. 143, 189; n. 401. 
See: Gregory of Rimini; Wodeham. 

composing/dividing. See: intellect; signify. 
composite. See: complex. 
concedability, par. 378;n. 430. 
concept, 

complex/incomplex, par. 10. 
is mental act, not object of mental act (,intellectio '-theory), 8; par. 1; n. 97. 
is not necessarily a concept, pars. 51-54. 
nothing is essentially and intrinsically a, par. 5l. 
of concept is first intention, nn. 156,162. 
singular, par. 284. 

'concept', connotation of, pars. 50-54. 
conceptualism, n. 25. 
'conciliar' movement, l. 
Condemnation, 

of 1240, par. 193; n. 538. 
of 1277, n. 538. 
See: Nicholas of Autrecourt. 

confused, 
and distributive, par. 121; n. 340. 
merely, par. 121;n. 340. 
understanding, n. 384. 
See: cognition; signification. 

conjunction, 
astronomical, of 1345, n. 4. 
grammatical, pars. 15,356; nn. 920-92l. 

connection, (non-) separating, par. 10; nn. 115, 119-120. 
connotation-theory, nn.126, 178. 

and appellation, n. 188. 
as vehicle for reduction of number of categories, 3. 
See: term, connotative. 
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'connote', with noun or accusative-plus-infinitive construction as direct object, n. 181. 
consciousness, intentionality of, nn. 741-742. 
consequence, 

cannot be defmed by truth-preservation, n. 50. 
definition of truth in terms of logical, n. 50. 
signification of sentences closed under logical, n. 50. 
See: inference. 

consign, aspect of (ratio consigni), nn. 171,253. 
consignify, n. 171. 
construction, grammatical, pars. 39,87-88, 219-220; nn. 173, 175,597,600,602. 

transitive/intransitive, pars. 39, 86; n. 175. 
contradictories, par. 233; n. 614. 

formation and interpretation of, pars. 290-292, 365-368; nn. 687, 784,788, 948, 
954. 

law of, par. 152; n. 415. 
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convention. See: community; signification. 
conversion, par. 177; nn. 177, 489. 

of inference of subsistence, par. 279; nn. (519),753. 
of 'true' and 'being', pars. 139, (186); nn. 393,521. 

Copinger, W. A., 13-14; n. 94. 
copula, pars. 10,13,72,99,119,145,158, 314-315;nn.119-120, 126,129,131,135, 

384. 
as intellect's act of composing, n. 314. 
verbal, pars. 10, 13,72,158; nn. 117, 135. 

copulative. See: sentence; signification. 
Council of Constance, 1. 
Courtenay, W. J., xiii; nn. 7,614. 
Cracow, Biblioteka Jagiellonska, 

MS 2116, fols. 174vb-193va, 13; nn. 2, 93. 
MS 2602, n. 8. 

creation, nn. 112,619. 
before, 10; pars. 181,230-231; nn. 536, 614, 617. 

, 'Creator' signifies whatever is not a creator', pars. 175-178; nn. 478, 484, 486. 
creatures, pars. 9, 177, 192,222-225,228,232,276,283,309; nn. 145,536,640, 

741-742. 
'cyclic' paradoxes,S; pars. 298, 312; n. 799. 

Daedalus, labyrinth of, par. 90. 
deep structure, 3. 
defined to definition, argument from, par. 352; nn. 909,912. 
defmition, n. 376. 

circularity not allowed in, except for relative terms, par. 145; n. 408. 
nominal, pars. 47,127,239,272,337; n. 362. 
vs. description, n. 635. 

degrees. See: quality. 
demonstrative, 

argumentation, par. 242; n. 643. 
See: pronoun. 

Denifle, H., and E. Chatelain, n. 538. 
denomination, pars. 127,149,151,189, 195;nn. (363),444. 
dependence, grammatical, pars. (39), (86); nn. 173,175. 
De Rijk, L. M., nn. 52, 125-126. 
Derodon, D., n. 37. 
Descartes, R., n. 733. 
description vs. definition, n. 635. 
Desharnais, R. P., n. 7. 
dictum, pars. 179-238; nn. 499, 564, 566-567,570-571,579,596,617. 
difference, 

essential, pars. 42, (139); n. 180. 
numerical, par. 28; n. 162. 

distinction, criterion ofreal, n. 449. 
distinguish a sentence, pars. 174, 178, 218; n. 476. 
distribution, par. 121;nn. 149, 340. 
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'dog', equivocal term, pars. 29, 178; nn. 165,246. 
Dolz, J., 2. 
Doucet, V., n. 824. 
Dumitriu, A., n. 8. 
Duns Scotus., nn. 171,432,693. See: Pseudo-Scotus. 

Ebbesen, S., nn. 217,926. 
Eck, J., 2. 
Elie, H., nn. 8,93,515,532. 
entity, 

absolute, pars. 49, (163). 
singular in being, par. 49. 
third sense of 'being', pars. 187, (190); nn. 533,571. 

Enzinas, F., 2. 
epistemology, and semantics of mental language, 2. 
equipollence, par. 292; n. 668. 
'equivocal'/'equivocalled', the terms, par. 76; n. 426. 
equivocation, 12; pars. 29,79; nn. 165,246,412,874,926. 

none in proper mental language, par. 178; nn. 217,667. 
second mode of, n. 271. 
See: sentence, mUltiple. 

error, object of, par. 189. 
essential. See: difference; parts; predication. 
eternal. See: complexly significables; God. 
Ethiopian, absolutely black but white with respect to teeth, 4. 
Eucharist, n. 126. 
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'Every cognition/intellection of mine that I do not understand by means of another 
cognition/intellection is in my mind', par. 314; n. 824. 

'Every entity is a whiteness', pars. 102, 121; n. 319. 
'Every mental sentence is universal', pars. 315, 325. 
'Every mental sentence properly so called is false', nn. 757,767,776. 
'Every spoken categorical sentence is affirmative; therefore, none is negative', par. 157; 

n.428. 
'Every (spoken, mental) sentence is false', pars. 259, 262-269, 297, 370, 374, 376; 

nn.694,697-698, 708-709, 713-714, 716, 718, 720, 722-723, 725, 757. 
'Every spoken sentence is negative', pars. 155,376. 
'Every (spoken) sentence is particular', pars. 155, 262-263, 269, 376; nn. 692, 725. 
'Every spoken sentence is true', n. 419. 
'Every spoken sentence is universal', par. 332. 
'Every whiteness is an entity', pars. 102, 121; n. 319. 
existence-premise, pars. 259, 262, 267-269; nn. 656, 697,717,722. 
existential import, nn. (108),579. 
experience, pars. 245, 276, 334-336. 
exposition, pars. 214, (356); nn. 917,924-925. 

of insoluble by copulative, pars. 292,294-296; nn. 56, 784, 786-787,917. 
expression, 

complete, par. 99; n. 300. 
of infinite length, n. 104. 
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extreme (syntactical), pars. 10,73,248; nn. 116, 120,660. 
hypothetical, par. 119; n. 338. 

failure (defectus). See: fallacy. 
faith, object of, par. 189. 
fallacy, 

cause of appearance/failure in, pars. 335-336; n. 878. 
mediaeval literature on, n. 878. 
of (affirming) consequent, par. 54; n. 191. 
of several questions as one, par. 357. 
outside speech, par. 378. 
secundum quid et simpliciter, 4; pars. 378-379; nn. 34, 984. 

false, 
in a certain respect (secundum quid), 4; pars. 375, 378, 380, 383. 
See: absolutely, true/false. 

falsehood, 
Bradwardine's definition of, 5; n. 48. 
cause of. See: cause. 

falsify itself, pars. 251,254,256,262,285,287,291,311,312,325,345, 349;nn. 685, 
(692),694,722,765,773,971. 

figment. See: term. 
Fland, R., n. 52. 
footprint as sign, par. 9. 
formal. See: cognition; reality; sense; signification; term, connotative; vital change. 
Frege, G., n. 292. 
function, categorematic/syncategorematic in, 8; pars. 11, 13-15, 69, 72-73; nn. 122, 

129-130,133,135,219. 
future contingents, n. 611. 

Gal, G., nn. 80,515,532. 
Gandillac, M. P. de, n. 7. 
Geach, P., n. 29. 
genus, 

is a term, pars. (76), (77); n. 245. 
not a class, n. 104. 

Gerlier, D., 13. 
Gibson, J., n. 29. 
God, 

alone is eternal, 10; par. 193; n. 538. 
alone is everywhere, par. 194. 
does not inform or inhere in anything, par. 5. 
his knowledge, pars. 128, 180, 223,226-228,231,277,309; nn. 366,614,617, 

622,640,742,809. 
is a sentence signifying itself to be true, par. 309; n. 809. 
is a true sentence, 2, 8, 11; pars. 225-230,232; nn. (17), 614. 
is (un created) truth, pars. 180,223,225,229, 232;nn. 614, 617, 619. 
is uncreated mental sentence properly so called, par. 309. 
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(God) 
necessity of, 11; pars. 181,231; nn. 309,617. 
simplicity of, 11; pars. 128, (133), 277; nn. 366, 378, (619), 809. 

'God exists and this copulative is false', indicating itself, pars. 260, 301. 
Goff, F. R., 13-14; nn. 94-96. 
governing, grammatical, pars. 39, 86-88; n. 174. 
Grant, E., n. 66. 
Great Schism of West, 1. 
Gregory of Rimini, nn. 12,65,522. 

date of main work, nn. 53,58. 
Peter of Ailly's plagiarism of, 7; n. 302. 
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On complexly significables, 10; pars. 185-190; nn. 8,80,394,400-401,515-516, 
522,526-528,532,534,537,546,571. 

derived from Adam Wodeham, nn. 80, SIS. 
insolubles, I, 6-7. 

Peter Tartaret as source for account of, n. 61. 
relation to Marsilius of Inghen's view, 6. 
relation to Peter of Ailly's view, 6, 11-12; nn. 11,61,926. 
relation to William Heytesbury's view, 6-7. 

parts of mental sentences properly so called, 9; pars. 100-111, 118; nn. 302, 309-
312,314,318,321,323,326,337,339,357. 

proper/improper mental language, 9; nn. 136,279. 
why proper mental sentences are called complex, 9; par. 111; nn. 328, 367,374, 376. 

Hain, L., 14; nn. 94, 96. 
Haugen, D., xiii. 
hearing, apprehended by, pars. 55-56. 
heart, keep silent with mouth but speak with, par. 95. 
Helias, P., n. 174. 
Henry of England, nn. 644, 858. 
Heytesbury, W., n. 62. 

definition of insoluble, n. 722. 
Rules for Solving Sophisms, 6. 

date, 6; n. 63. 
SophisTnIlta, n. 90. 
view on insolubles, 6-7; n. 64. 

Hieronymus of St. Mark, n. 21. 
Hill Manuscript Microfilm library, n. 93. 
Holcot, R., nn. 42, 858. 

on truth of divine essence, n. 614. 
Hopton, Henry, nn. 52, 646. 
Hunter, J., n. 52. 
hypothetical. See: extreme; insoluble; sentence. 

De de France, 1. 
images, n. 752. See: king. 
imagination. See: ambiguity. 
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imposition, pars. 1-2, 55, 61, 63-67, 74-78, 81, 172, 176-177, 328; nn. 113, 153, 
203,209-210,240,487-488,656,722,752. 

defined, n. 100. 
term of first, pars. 21, 74-75, 78; nn. 153,235-236,240. 

same as term of first intention, pars. 74-75; nn. 153, 235. 
term of second, pars. 74, 76-78; nn. 153,235-236. 

same as term of second intention, par. 77; nn. 153,235. 
impossible, 

absolutely, par. 377; n. 974. 
does not follow from possible, 4; n. 485. 
in a certain respect, par. 377. 
sentence, significate of, pars. 183,195,235-236; n. 626. 
signified, understood, willed, pars. 183, 235-236; n. 627. 
supposition for the, n. 630. 

'impossible', supposition of term, pars. 183,235. 
individuation, principle of, 2. 
inference, pars. 116-117. 

as of now (ut nunc), par. 266; nn. 716-717,722. 
concedable, n. 430. 
confused with conditional sentence, n. 334. 
criterion of valid, 4; nn. 430, 656. 
definition of good, par. 157; nn. 430,432,656. 
of subsistence, par. 279; nn. (519), 753. 
simply good, pars. (263), 266; nn. 715, 719. 

inf"mite. See: expression; regress; term. 
'infinite being', the term, par. 317; nn. 824, 832-833. 
infinitival phrase, 

proper use of, 11; pars. 2l3-220; nn. 596, 598, 602, 617. 
See: dictum. 

insolubilia-Iiterature, mediaeval, 3-7,11-13; nn. 32, 263, 722. 
Aristotelian origin of, 4. 
early development of, 4-5. 
See: Bradwardine; Gregory of Rimini; Marsilius of Inghen; Peter of Ailly. 

'insoluble', sense of term, par. 242; nn. 9,30,642-646,692. 
insolubles, 

definition of, 11; par. 242; nn. 722, 776,907,911. 
exceptions to suppositional truth rules, par. (147); n. 410. 
hypothetical, par. 260. 
under a situation, pars. 255-256, 262; nn. 685, 694, 722, 776. 
See: insolubilia-Iiterature. 

institution of terms, pars. 9, 62; nn. 113, (614). See: imposition. 
intellect, 

as composing/dividing, nn. 22, 314. 
See: power. 

'intellectio'-theory. See: concept. 
intention, 

first, pars. 21-25, 74-75; nn. 153-154, 156, 162, 167-168,235,240,. 
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(intention) 
~cond,pus.21,26-30, 77;nn. 153,166-168,235. 
term of rust, pars. 21,74-75,79; nn.153, 235,240,249. 
term of second, pus. 74, 76-77, 79; nn. 153,235,249. 
no term of both rust and ~cond, par. 79. 
See: imposition. 

intentionality, nn. 741-742. 
intuitive knowledge, perfect, n. 614. 
irrelevant (impertinens), pus. 246,264-265,271; nn. 177,655-657,715. 

John XXIll, Pope, 1. 
John of Holland, n. 52. 
John ofWesel, n. 656. 

king, 
concept of, pu. 273; n. 733. 
image of, pars. 273, 278; nn. 733,752. 

Kneale, W. and M., nn. 8,36. 
knowledge, 

God's. See: God. 
mental language as vehicle of, 3; n. 217. 
object of, 10; n. 614. 
perfect intuitive, n. 614. 
See: science. 

Kretzmann, N., xiii; nn. 23, 99. 

labyrinth of Daedalus, pu. 90. 
language, 

ideal, 3. 
levels of, 13. 
mental, 2-3, 7. 

as vehicle for knowledge, 3; n. 217. 
Gregory of Rimini's u~ of in theory of insolubles, 6-7. 
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proper/improper, in Augustine, Gregory of Rimini, An~lm, 9; nn. (24), 136. 
role in reducing number of categories, 3. 
See: ~ntence; signification, natural; supposition; term; William of Ockham. 

use to express thought, n. 206. 
Lappe, J., n. 559. 
Lavenhun, R., nn. 52, 642, 644, 649. 
Laycock, S., n. 741. 
Le Dru, P., 13. 
Leff, G., nn. 53,279, SIS, 926. 
Lerner, R., and M. Mahdi, n. 538. 
likeness, natural, pars. 8, 16-17, 32, 53, 95,178; n. 192. 
logic, multivalued, n. 36. 
logical form, 3. 
Loux, M. J., nn. 27, 104, 172, 180, 184,215,235,245,273,299,447,491,635. 
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Mahdi, M., n. 538. 
Maieru, A., nn. 98,104,126,131,150-151,188,458. 
manuscripts, 

of Concepts and lnsolubles, xiii, 13-14; nn. 2, (91), (92), 93. 
See: Cracow; Turin. 

Markowski, M., nn. 2,92. 
Marsilius of Inghen, n. 659. 

date of lnsolubiliil, nn. 54, 58. 
his Treatise on the Art of Obliging attributed to Peter of Ailly, n. 8. 
Peter of Ailly' s use of, 6, 11; nn. 57, 84, 439, 646, 692, 697,917. 
On ampliation of 'is signified', n. 458. 
formal/material signification, pars. (247), (248), 249-250; nn. 188, 660, 662,665-

668. 
insolubles, 6; nn. 55-56, 646, 669, 675-678, 684-685, 692, 694, 697, 773, 784, 

786-787,917,926,975. 
relation to Thomas Bradwardine, 6. 
See: Gregory of Rimini; Peter of Ailly. 

term 'unconjoined', n. 926. 
truth/falsehood, cause of, n. 439. 

Martin V, Pope, 1. 
Martin, R. L., n. 31. 
material. See: cause; cognition; sense; sentence, conditional; signification; supposition; 

term, connotative. 
materially taken, pars. 176,204,217-219,230; nn. 219, 598,617,619. 
Medulla dyalectices, Hieronymus Pardo's, 1. 
Meller, B., n. 7. 
Mercator, G., 14. 
Merton College, Oxford, 5-6. 
Minio-Paluello, L., n. 99. 
mixed. See: sentence; term. 
modality. See: paradoxes; quality; sentence. 
mode, 

of connoting, pars. 46-47. 
of equivocation, second, n. 271. 
of signification, syntactic, n. 181. 
of signifying, 8-9; pars. 35, 39, 85, 87-88; nn. 171,181,874. 

active/passive, n. 17l. 
of understanding, active/passive, n. 171. 

Modists, 8-9; nn. 71, 171, 173,175, 181. 
mood, grammatical, n. 614. 

finite, pars. 12-15; nn. 128-130, 135. 
See: infinitival phrase. 

Moody, E. A., nn. 579,715-716. 
mouth, keep silent with, but speak with heart, par. 95. 

names, 
include nouns and adjectives, n. 124. 



(names) 
natural, par. 35. 
of names, par. 76. 
of things, par. 75. 
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proper, nn. 104,149,389,458. 
substantive, pars. 14, 36; nn. 126, (130). 

natural, par. 36. 
taken merely pronominally, par. 15; n. 133. 
verbal, pars. 214,219; n. 587. See: participle. 
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natural. See: adjectives; likeness; names; predication; signification; supposition; term, 
connotative; verb. 

'naturally' broader than 'necessarily', par. 54; n.192. 
nature, common, 2. 
necessity. See: God; substitution. 
Nicholas of Autrecourt, article condemned at Paris in 1346, par. 203; n. 559. 
nominalism, 2-3; nn. 25-26. 

interest in mental language, 2-3. 
traditional problems for, 3. 

nominally taken, pars. 214-215, 219; n. 598. 
Normore, C. G., xiii. 
'No spoken sentence is negative', par. 262; nn. 418,424. 
'No spoken sentence is true', pars. 155-156, 259. 
'No spoken sentence is universal', par. 155. 
'not', signification of, par. 177;n.488. 
Nuchelmans, G., xiii; nn. 8, 115,227,515,532. 
number, grammatical, 8; par. 3; nn. 104, (389). 

Oakley, F., nn. 5-7. 
object. See: belief; error; faith; knowledge; opinion; science. 
objective. See: cognition; reality, signification. 
obligationes-literature, n. 930. 
Ockham, William of, nn. 7,69, 114,245,271,318,458. 

On concept 'white', n. 361. 
concrete terms, n. 104. 
confused cognition, n. 743. 
connotation, 3, 6; nn. 126, 178, 187. 
description/definition, n. 635. 
distinction, criterion of real, n. 449. 
essential difference, n. 180. 
first/second intention/imposition, nn. 167,235. 
impossible sentence, definition of, n. 422. 
insolubles, nn. 43, 644, 858. 
'intellectio'-theory of concepts, 8; n. 97. 
mental language, 2-3, 6; par. 38; nn. 29, 172. 

equivocation in, n. 491. 
structure of sentences in, 9; nn. 299, 313, 340, 384. 
supposition in, n. 217. 
why mental sentences are called complex, 9; n. 384. 
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(Ockham, William ot) 
ontology, 3; nn. 25-27,104, 130,535. 
relations, n. 184. 
relative things, n. 447. 
science, object of, n. 528. 
signification, narrower notion than Peter of AiIly's, n. 217. 
subordination of written to spoken language, n. 273. 
supposition, nn. 215, 217. 

Odo, Chancellor of Paris, n. 538. 
opinion, object of, par. 189; n. 614. 
order, of generation of animal/production of house, par. 110; n. (325). 

See: word-order. 
Oxford, Merton College, 5-6. 

paradoxes, 
mediaeval literature on, 3-7,11-12; nn. 32,722. 
modal, par. (321); n. 843. 
modern literature on, nn. 31,36. 
See: insolubilia-literature, 'insoluble', insolubles. 

Pardo, H., Medullo dyalectices, 1. 
Paris, 

articles condemned at, pars. 193, 203;nn. 538, 559. 
University of, 1; nn. 538, (560). 

participle, par. 72; nn. 129,131,587,598. 
parts, 

essential and intrinsic, par. 42. 
of mental sentences properly so called, 7, 9,11; pars. 99-137,146,200,285,313-

325, 331-332, 334, 336, 340-342, 349, 355; nn. 313-314, 319, 322-323, 
325, 331, 340, 356, 358-359, 384, 457, 553, 557, 648, 761, 795, 820, 
824-825,884. 

utterance signifies its own, pars. 60-61. 
See: speech, parts of. 

Paul of Pergula, n. 52. 
On difference between good/concedable inferences, n. 430. 
no insoluble except under a situation, n. 685. 
supposition for impossibles, n. 630. 

Paul of Venice, 1; nn. 8-9, 40. 
Pegis, A. C., n. 314. 
Pellechet, M., 14; n. 94. 
perceptive, vitally, par. 4. 
person, grammatical, 8; par. 38. 
personally taken, pars. 69, 176, 204,214,219-220,230; nn. 564,571,582,598-599, 

617, 619. See: significa tively . 
Peter of AiIly, 

doctrine, 
complexly significables, 10-11. 
epistemology, n. 7. 
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(Peter of Ailly) 
insolubles, sketch of theory, 11-13. 

difficulties with theorY,12-13. 
lack of consistency, 8. 
moral theory, n. 7. 
Ockhamism, 8; nn. 7,69,104. 
structure of mental sentences, 9. 

life, 1; nn. 4-5. 
name, 1; n. l. 
plagiarism, 7; nn. 66, 302, 824. 
relation to Gregory of Rimini, 6, 7,9, 11-12; nn. 61, 302. 
secondary literature on, 1-2; nn. I, 7-8. 
use of Marsilius of Inghen, 6,11; nn. 57, 84,439,646,692,697,917. 
writings, 1; n. 6. 

The Agreement of Astronomy with the Telling of History, n. 4. 
Concepts and Insolubles, 

contents and doctrine, 2, 3, 7-13. 
date, 1; n. 3. 
distinct works, 7; n. 2. 
influence of, 1-2; nn. 9, 21. 
manuscripts of Insolubles, xiii, 13-14;nn. 2,91-93. 
printed editions, xiii, 13-14; nn. 2, 94-96. 

Imago mundi, 1. 
Questions on the Sentences, xiii; nn. 509, 613. 

refers to Concepts and Insolubles, nn. 3,536,617,623. 
Refutations of the Modes of Signifying, nn. 8, 71, 171. 

date, n. 8. 
Treatise on Exponibles, n. 8 

date, n. 8. 
treatise on supposition (unknown), par. 68; n. 218. 
Treatise on the Art of Obliging (spurious), n. 8. 

Peter of Spain, nn. 518-519, 668, 874,878. 
Philosopher. See: Aristotle. 
Picardy, l. 
Pinborg, J., xiii, 14; nn. 93,133, 171,300. 
'Pisa' line of Popes, 1. 
place. See: 'where is it' arguments. 
Plante, J., n. 93. 
Pompei, A., n. 10. 
positivists, logical. See: verification. 
Post, J. F., n. 843. 
power, 

cognitive, pars. 1-2,4-5,9,32-33,50-51,55-57,240,273,278. 
intellective, pars. 1,7,33,50-52,57,240; n. 107. 
sensitive, par. 240. 

Prantl, C., nn. 8, 115. 
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predication, 
common, par. 49. 
direct/indirect, par. 40; n. 177. 
essential/accidental, par. 40. 
natural, par. 40. 
of many, n. 25. 

preposition, n. 174. 
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'prior', definition of, par. 279; nn. 519, 753. 
Prior, A. N., n. 427. 
Priscian, n. 133. 
privative. See: term. 
pronouns, pars. 284, 314-315, 332, 333; nn. 458-459, 758, (795), 824, 850, 866. 

taken merely pronominally, par. 15; n. 133. 
proper. See: attribute; names; sentence, mental; signification; term, mental. 
proposition, in modern sense, 10. 
Pseudo-Heytesbury, n. 52. 
Pseudo-Scotus, on definition of good inference, nn. 432, 656. 
Pseudo-William of Sherwood, nn. 645-646. 

quality, par. 4; n. 309. 
affective, n. 158. 
category of, 3; n. 130. 
concept is a, pars. 49-51; n. 190. 
degrees of (cognition, delight), par. 123; nn. 349, 351, (356). 
modal, 10; pars. 153-156,163-166; nn. 417, 422-423, 427. 

cause of, pars. 153-154, 164-166. 
none is essentially and intrinsically a concept, par. 51. 

quantifiers, nn. 134, 149, 222, 420-421, 572. See: sign, of universality/particularity. 
quantitative whole, par. 137; n. 390. 
quotation, n. 795. 

of mental expressions, nn. 741,744,795. 

realism (universals), 2; nn. 25-26. 
traditional problems for, 2-3. 

reality, formal/objective (Cartesian), n. 733. 
reflection, 

of falsity, n. 56. 
on itself, pars. 91, 147, 239, 251, 253, 254, 272, 307,327,328; nn. 722, 845,855, 

857,933. 
explanation of notion, pars. 241,243-244. See: self-reference. 

reflex (reflexive). See: cognition; signification; volition. 
regress, 

Bradley's, n. 314. 
infinite, par. 142;nn. 395, 399. 

Reina, M. E., n. 188. 
relation as relative term, par. 45; nn. 184, 257. 
relative, 

thing, par. 163; n. 447. 
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(relative) 
See: signification; term. 

relevant (pertinens), nn. 655-656, 722. 
rememorative act of knowing, pars. 9,56. 
represent. See: signify. 
representational theory of cognition, n. 733. 
resolution, 

of adjectival verbs, n. 131. 
of mixed terms, pars. 70-71. 

restricters (restringentes), 5, 13; pars. 297, (313), 331; nn. 41, 791, 820, 858. 
difficulties with view, 5, 13. 
two forms of doctrine, 5; n. 858. 

Richard of Sherwood, n. 646. 
Robins, R. H., nn. 123-125, 171, 173-175. 
Romans 1 :20, n. 112. 
Roseth, R., n. 43. 

Peter of AilIy's plagiarism of, n. 824. 
round square,nn.187, 570. 
Roure, M.-L., nn. 39,43-44,48, (50), 645-646, 656, 858. 

Salembier, L., nn. 3-4,6,8,93. 
sanchez Ciruelo, P., 2. 
Sartre, J.-P., nn. 741, 752. 
Schepers, H., nn. 8,733. 
science, object of, pars. 189, 190; n. 528. 
Scott, T. K., n. 188. 
secundum adjacens, n. 129. 
secundum quid. See: fallacy, secundum quid et simpliciter; false; true. 
self-reference, 

denial of, 5, 13. See: restricters. 
hallmark of insolubles, 11. 
impossible in proper mental language, 11, 13; pars. 282-336. 
kinds of, 11; pars. 91, 253-261, 327; nn. 684, 687. 
See: reflection. 

semantic ascent, n. 741. 
sense, 

formal, n. 668. 
impression, n. 193. 
material, nn. 668, 784. 

senses, deny, n. 40. 
sentence, 

assertoric, pars. 158-159, 165, 169. 
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categorical, 7, 9; pars. 118-124, 247, 249-250, 294, 356; nn. 303, 337-339, 660, 
662,665,667-668,800,820. 

simply, pars. 119, 158-159, 165, 167. 
conditional, par. 116; n. 331. 

confused with inference, n. 334. 
material, n. 716. 
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(sentence) 
copulative, (6), (12); pars. 260,292,294-296,301,356; nn. 56, 773,784,786-787, 

917,927. 
made of contradictory parts, pars. 115,289. 

definition of, 9; par. 97; nn. 291-292, 394. 
disjunctive, of contradictory parts, par. 292; n. 784. 
exceptive, par. 356; n. 924. 
exclusive, par. 356; n. 924. 
exponible, par. 356;nn. 924-925. See: exposition. 
having reflection on itself. See: reflection. 
hypothetical, 9; pars. 113-118, 158, 301,356; nn. 303, 331, 338-339,800. 
impossible, n. 417. See: impossible. 
mental, 

properly/improperly so called, 9; pars. (94), (95), 96-98; nn. 279, 323. 
See: complex; parts. 

mixed, par. 158. 
modal, par. 158. 
multiple (plures), pars. 357-358,360,363,366, 378;nn. 412, 667. 
reflex, par. 241. 
singular, pars. 284, 291, 314-315, 332-333, 363, 366; nn. 458, 571-573, 576, 

800,824,864,868. 
token, 10; n. 422. 
uncreated, pars. 224-225, 229, 309; n. 617. 
See: falsehood; insoluble; signification, of sentences; truth. 

'sentence', analogous term, pars. 93, 97; nn. 271,291. 
set-theory, n. 104. 
Sexgrave, W., nn. 40, 43, 645. 
shield, half white/halfblack, par. 378. 
sign, 

aspect of (ratio siglll), nn. 171, 252. 
kinds of, 8; pars. 8-9. 
of universality/particularity, pars. 15, 70; nn. 340, 384. See: quantifiers. 

signification, 
absolute, pars. 41, 49, 84. 
adequate, pars. 20, 101, 179, 185, 198-199,210; nn. 148-149, 162,212,305,550. 
adjectival, pars. 36, 84. 
adverbial notion of, 10; pars. 200-203; nn. 388, 423, 437, 546-547, 554, 557, 

626,656,697,712,757,761,812,857. 
appropriate, par. 243; n. 647. 
by convention, 7; pars. 1, 16-20,55,62-63,74,76,89,94-95,97-98, 130, 150-

153, 172, 175-176, 178, 274, 278-279, 289, 293, 322-323, 328, 331-332, 
335, 339, 343-344, 358, 360; nn. 99, 139, 149, 153, 167, 209-210, 240, 
246,614,750,752,845,857,864,917. 

by imposition. See: imposition. 
categorematic/syncategorematic in, 8; pars. 3, 10-12, 14-15, 34, 59, 69, 72-73; 

nn.105, 122,129-130,133,135, 170,219. 
common, par. 49. 
complexly. See: complexly significables. 



(signification) 
confused,par. 317;n. 830. 
conjoint, par. 356; nn. 667,920. 
connotative, pars. 49,84; n. 188. 
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consecutive, pars. 257-259, 262; nn. 686-687,696,907. 
context-independent, n. 340. 
copulative, pars. 249, 356; nn. 667,917, (921). 
definition of, pars. 2, 8, 240, 273;nn.109, 637. 

in terms of logical consequence, n. 50. 
direct, pars. 257,355, 370-372, 375, 377; nn. 686-687,918,970,976. 
disjunctive, par. 356. 
distinct, 11; par. 276;nn. 86, 757,760. 
divided like modes of personal supposition, par. (121); nn. 340, 342-343. 
does not vary with supposition, nn. 219, 340. 
equivocal. See: equivocation. 
external, pars. 93, 140. 
fall away from, par. 77. 
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formal, 11; pars. 48, 249-250, 273-274, 276, 278, 310, 328; nn. 188, 665-666, 
(668),733,745,812,833. See: term, connotative. 

for now (ut nunc), par. 170; n. 458. 
immediate, pars. (93), 258; n. 687. 
inadequate, par. 20; nn. 148-149. 
indefinite, n. 576. 
indifferent, pars. 316-317; n. 830. 
indirect, paIS. 257-258, 355; nn. 686-687, 696, 918. 
material, 11; pars. 48, 249-250; nn. 187-188, 665-666, (668), 833. 

See: term, connotative. 
mediate, pars. 258-260, 262, 267-269; nn. 687,696,907. 
natural, 7, 8; pars. 1-2, 12-15, 31-36, 78,84,94, (95), 101, 170, 175,274,285, 

289,295,328,343-344;nn.l01,139,192,667. 
general sense of, 8; pars. 32-33,60,66; nn. 169, 199. 
proper sense of, 8; paIS. 16-20, 32, 64-66, 68-69, 82, (115), 289; nn. 149, 

162,209,211. 
nominal, pars. 35, 84. 
nominal notion of, pars. 200-203; nn. 388, 546-547,554, 557, 626, 656, 712, 

761,812. 
non-ultimate, 8; paIS. 63, 65-67; nn. 216-217, 371,561. 
objective, 11; pars. 273-275, 278-279, 310, 328; nn. 733, 746,749-750,752-753, 

812,906. 
of 'not', par. 177; n. 488. 
of sentences, 5, 7, 9-12; paIS. 179-238; nn. 499,546-547,550,554,557,626. 

closed under logical consequence, n. 50. 
See: impossible. 

partial,par.168;n.457. 
Peter of Ailly's notion broader than Ockham's, n. 217. 
precise, pars. 287, 346, 349; n. 722. 
proper, pars. 66, 257; nn. 162,209,211-212,757. See: signification, natural, proper 

sense of. 
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(signification) 
proportional, par. 168. 
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reflex (reflexive), pars. 355, 370, 373, 375; nn. 918, 970. 
rescinded, pars. 295-296; nn. 56, 787. 

relative, par. 49. 
representative, par. 352; n. 906. 
secondary, n. 178. 
substantive, pars. 36, 84. 
syntactic mode of, n. 181. 
to brute animals, par. 57; n. 195. 
total, pars. 159, 161, 165, 168,179-238,287,290; nn. 457-458, 547, 656. 
truth defined in terms of, pars. 159, 165; n. 50. 
ultimate, 8; pars. 17,20,63-68,93; nn. 143, 149,209,212,217,275,561. 
verbal, pars. 35, 84. 

significative, formally, par. 83'. 
significatively taken, pars. 69, 204, 211-214, 216-217, 219-220; nn, 586, 598, 617. 
signify, 

a composition/division, 9; pars. (73), 111, 131-133, 160,248; nn. (234), (327), 
328, 376,664. 

as much as, pars, 246,264-267; nn. 614, 656, 698-699, 710, 712, 722. 
itself to be false, 5, 11-12; pars. 242, 251-260, 262-264, 268-269, 271,282-283, 

287-289, 291, 296-298, (299), 304-306, 310-312, 334, 345, 352, 364, 
376-377; nn. 684, 687, 698, 722,757,763,767,773,776,799,812,855, 
887,907,972,975. 

itself to be true, 5, 11; pars, 244-246, 288, 302-306, 308, 310, 334, 346; nn. 50, 
649,698,722,812. 

itself to exist, its extremes to exist, its subject and predicate (not) to supposit for the 
same, pars. 247-248, (280); nn. 660, 662, 665, (668). 

only as is the case, 5. 
otherwise than is the case, 5. 
the same in virtue of inconsistency, par. 265; n. 712. 

signifying, 
equivalent in, 9; pars. 111,127-130,135-137,199-200; nn. 328, (384), 385,388, 

614,761. 
synonymous in, pars. 1,16. 
See: mode, of signifying. 

simplicity. See: God. 
simply, 

affirmative/negative, par. 158. 
See: inference; sentence, categorical. 

singular, 
pronoun, n. 458. 
terms in, par. 3; nn. 104,389. 
See: concept; entity; sentence. 

situation (casus), insoluble under, pars. 255-256, 262, 268; nn. 685, 694, 722, 776. 
'Socrates chooses evil for Plato', par. 252; n. (678). 
'Socrates curses Plato', par. 252. 
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'Socrates is speaking falsely (says a falsehood, speaks falsely)" 3-4; pars. 255, 268, 270, 
349,355,358, 363, 365;nn. 56, 722,954. 

'Socrates will throw Plato from the bridge', par. 251; nn. 671, 684. 
'Some mental sentence is false', pars. 3ll, 325. 
'something', pars. 70-71. 

three senses of, pars. 185-188; n. 526. 
Soto, D. de, 2; n. 18. 
Spade, P. V., nn. 8-9, 12, 21, 28-29, 32-35, 37, 40-43, 45-46, SO-52, 54, 60-64, 

104, 126, 139, 167, 172, 178,181, 186-187, 206, 217, 242,263,271-272, 
318, 361-362, 388, 432, 437, 491, 567, 570, 629-630, 634, 642,644-646, 
649, 651, 655-656, 683, 685-686, 693, 722, 727, 765. 770, 777, 783, 791, 
793,799,817,820,824,858,889,917,924,927,930,950. 

speaker, utterance signifies its, pars. 60-61; n. 200. 
species, 

is a term, par. (76); n. 245. 
most specific (infima), par. 123; nn. 344, 35l. 
not a class or set, n. 104. 
sensible, par. 56; n. 193. 

speculative grammarians, n. 171. See: Modists. 
speech, 

fallacies outside, par. 378. 
parts of, pars. 35-36, 38, 85, 88; n. 171. 

accidental features of, pars. 31, 38; n. 172. 
statable (enuntiabile), n. 401. 
statement (enuntiatio), par. 186; n. 401. 
Stegmilller, F., n. 824. 
Stephanus de Varnesia, n. 538. 
'stops', sentences involving the word, par. 356. 
Strode, R., nn. 40, 47, 52,177. 

appraisal of Bradwardine, 5. 
Stump, E., n. 394. 
subject, fust (indivisible), pars. 102, 104-105, (llO), (123); n. (384). 
subordination, pars. 16-17, 19, 25,41,44-46,63,66-67,69,73-74,77,79,81-82, 

84-87, 93,,102, 104, 121, 132, ISS, 352; nn. 139, 153, 206, 209, 212, 216, 
235, 272-273, 319, 371-372, 423, 462,470,488,656, 761, 850, 867, 907, 
917,926,947,979. 

is subordinating will or understanding, or subordinated term, par. 87. 
of concepts to concepts, par. 16; n. 139. 
of written to spoken language, par. 93; n. 273. 

substance, category of, 3; n. 130. 
substantive. See: name; verb. 
substitution in necessity contexts, nn. (108), 617. 
supposit, render a, pars. 12, (14), 15,214; n. 123. 
'supposit', 

grammatical sense, nn. 123, 175. 
logical sense, n. 123. 

supposition, par. 67; nn. 757, 825, 832, 857. 
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(supposition) 
common, par. 49. 
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definition of, 9; pars. 145,314-315,322, (333); nn. (406), 502, (868). 
for the impossible, n. 630. 
in mental language, 8; pars. 64,68,297,313-325; nn. 209, 217, 761, 791, 820, 

824,845. 
all terms there in personal, 8; par. 68; n. 217. 

material, pars. 67-68, 176,218; nn. 215-216,477,480,595. See: materially taken. 
natural, pars. 41-42; n. 477. 
of 'impossible', pars. 183, 235. 
of spoken term, par. 67. 
of subject of true affirmative categorical, 10; pars. 179, 183, 237; nn. 501,630. 
personal, 8; pars. 67-68, 176; nn. 216-217,340,481,564,567. 

See: personally taken. 
Peter of Ailly's treatise on (unknown), par. 68; n. 218. 
simple, par. 175; nn. 215,477,480. 
truth conditions in terms of, 8,9; pars. 144-147; nn. 403,410,630,761. 

Swyneshed, R. 
all self-falsifying sentences are false, n. 765. 
on existence of mental sentences, n. 770. 
on logical consequence, n. SO. 
two contradictories false at same time, n. 777. 

syllogism, mental, par. 177. 
syncategorema/syncategorematic, par. 356; nn. 109,121, 126,488,920. 

in signification/function, 8; pars. 3, 10-11, IS, 34, 59, 69, 72-73; nn. lOS, 122, 
129,133,135,170. 

partly, pars. 70, 72. 
purely, pars. 70-71, 73. 

synonymous in signifying, pars. I, 16. 

Tarski-biconditionals/inferences, n. SO. 
Tartaret,P., l;nn. 12,61. 

as source for account of Gregory of Rimini's view on insolubles, n. 61. 
tense, grammatical, par. 169; nn. 458,614. 
term, 

absolute, 8; pars. 41, 81, 145; nn. 104,126,178,362,567. 
abstract, nn. 130, 598. 
collective, par. 3; n. 104. 
concrete, n. 104. 
connotative, 3, 6, 8; pars. 41-54, 81; nn. 104, 126,178,187-188. 

'blind', par. 44. 
'concept', pars. SO-54. 
dictum is, n. 567. 
extrinsically, pars. 41-46. 
'father', pars. 45,47; n. (185). 
formal/material significates of, par. 48; nn. 187-188,665,833. 
intrinsically, pars. 41-42. 



(term) . 
'located', pars. 46-47. 
naturally, pars. 41-49. 

INDEX 

positively /privatively, pars. 41-44. 
'vital change', pars. 50, 51. 
'white', par. 43; n. 188. 

figment, nn. 104,187,239,570. 
fmite/infinite, pars. 177,265; nn. 488, 711-712. 
general, 3; nn. 25, 104, (340), 744. 
general description of, (8); pars. 1-7. 
mental, 

definition of, par. 1. 
properly/improperly so called, 8; pars. 16-20; n. 137. 

merely adjectival, par. 12; n. 216. 
mixed, pars. 70-72. 
plural, par. 3; n. 104. 
privative, par. 44. 
relative, pars. 45, 145; nn. 184,257,408. 
singular, par. 137; nn. 389,744. 
spoken, definition of, pars. 1,55. 
superior/inferior, n. 177. 
written, definition of, par. 1. 
See: categorematic; imposition; intention; syncategorematic. 

tertium ad jacens, par. 73; n. 219. 
'that'-clause, par. 220; nn. 498, 602, 614. 
'thing', senses of term, 10; pars. 185-187; nn. 533, (534), 535. 
'This is not true', 

indicating its contradictory, par. 286. 
indicating itself, pars. 257,291,364,377; nn. 687,899. 
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'This is true: 'A man is an ass' " pars. 171-174, 264, 267; nn. 460, 463, 467, 471, 
476,698,704,717,722. 

'This (sentence) is true', 
indicating its contradictory, pars. 258-259,291-292,300, 349,364-365; nn. 687, 

689,899. 
indicating itself, pars. 250,253,286,334,346; nn. 681,889. 

'This (sentence, spoken sentence) is false', 
indicating 'Every spoken sentence is false', pars. 264-267; nn. 698, 707, 709, 713, 

716,718,722. 
indicating itself, pars. 253, 255,283,285,287,290,292, 349, 353, 377; nn. 684, 

687,899,917. 
Thomas of Erfurt, n. 171. 
transitive/intransitive. See: construction. 
Trapp, D., nn. 53, 279, 515, 926. 
Trentman, J., nn. 29, 172. 
Treschel, J., 14. 
true, 

in a certain respect (secundum quid), 4; pars. 378, 381, 383; n. 984. 
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(true) 
See: absolutely, true/false. 

'true', 
as differentia of sentences, par. 139. 
converted with 'being', pars. 139, (186); nn. 393, 521. 
two senses of, par. 139. 

truth, 
cause of. See: cause. 
conditions for hypotheticals, par. 158. 
definition of in terms of signification, pars. 159,165; n. 50. 
uncreated, pars. 225, 229. 
See: Bradwardine; supposition, truth conditions in terms of. 

Trutvetter, J., 2. 
Tschackert, P., nn. 3-4,93. 
Turin, Biblioteca Nazionale, MS G. III 12 (Pasini, lat. 449), fols. 205ra-216va, xiii, 

13-14; nn. 2~ 93. 
types, theory of, 13. 

unconjoined, pars. 38, 249, 354,356-357; nn. 667,926. 
understanding, 

confused, n. 384. 
modes of, n. 171. 
perfection of, par. 108. 
subordinating, par. 87. 
turns toward a sentence, pars. 269, 271. 

unicorns, n. 187. 
unit, naturally and by itself a, pars. 123,124;n. 345. 
universals, 2; nn. 25-26. 

Ockham's theory of, n. 25. 
See: nature. 

'univocal '/'univocalled " the terms, par. 76; n. 246. 
ut nunc. See: inference; signification. 
utterance, 

species of sound, n. 158. 
See: parts; speaker. 

valid. See: inference. 
verb, par. 85; nn. 175,874. 

adjectival, pars. 14, 72; nn. 131, 135. 
taken verbally, par. 214; n. 131. 

designating interior act of soul, par. 237. 
impersonal/personal, pars. 12, 14-15; nn.128-130, 135. 
natural, par. 35. 
nuncupative, n. 131. 
substantive, par. 73;n. 131. 

verbal. See: adjective; copula; name. 
verbally, 
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(verbally) 
signify, pars. 35,84. 
taken, pars. 213-215,219-220; n. 131. 

verification, pars. 145,314-315; nn. 822, 868. 
logical positivists' sense, n. 405. 

Vescovini, G. F., nn. 2, 91. 
vital change, pars. 1-2,4-7,32-33. 

formal, pars. 50,58. 
instrumental, pars. 55, 58; n. 196. 
is able not to be a vital change, pars. 6-7; n. 108. 
nothing is essentially and intrinsically a, pars. 6-7, 51. 

'vital change',connotation of term, pars. (4-7),51, (58). 
vitally perceptive, par. 4. 
volition, n. 640. 

reflex, par. 241. 

Wadding, L., n. 171. 
Walters Art Gallery, Baltimore, xiii, 13-14; n. 106. 
Weisheipl, J. A., nn. 38, 63. 
'where is it' arguments, pars. 133, 194; nn. 380,541. 
'white', 

connotative term, par. 43; n. 188. 
corresponds to simple act of knowing, par. 127; n. 361. 

whole, quantitative, par. 137; n. 390. 
will, 

of community, par. 62. 
pertains to impossibles, par. 236; n. 627. 
subordinating, par. 87. 

William of Auvergne, n. 538. 
William of Crathorn, on formal/material cognition, n. 733. 
Wilson, C., n. 62. 
Wodeham, A., source for theory of complexly significables, nn. 80,515. 
word-order, pars. 102, 105-110; nn. 313-314, 322, (325), 384. 
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