ON JUDGING EXISTENCE
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tion to a general trend among reputable Thomists to jetti-

son the notion of judgment as the mental synthesis—or
disjunction—of two concepts, and to envisage it as a simple
and original act of the intellect by which a conceived form is
attributed to a reality that is, ultimately, apprehended as singu-
lar and denoted by the subject of the judgment, with the result
that only one concept is implied in the act of judging. This
conclusion seems to be implied even in the opinion of those who
hold the “two concept ” theory, for they require a final act by
which the mind compares its conceptual union with a like syn-
thesis in what is objectively known and then pronounces on the
identity—or lack of it— of both syntheses, in an assertive act
which completes the judgment. In that case, it is only this final
act which is characteristic of the judgment; the preceding acts
(apprehension, conception, comparison, perception of the iden-
tity or diversity of the terms) are at most preliminary. It is
clear that to understand a proposition is not the same as to
judge. One can understand without judging, as when one grasps
the meaning of a question or posits a hypothesis before it has
been verified.

At the end of the same article I surmised that the chief rea-
son why the “two concept ” theory found favor is the assump-
tion that our primary judgments are ideal ones, such as first
principles, predicated definitions, and other such abstract and
universal judgments, which are all essential rather than ex-
istential. This assumption may be due to the fact that both in
logic and in critical theory there was an almost exclusive con-
cern with the type of knowledge found in science; and science

IN A PREVIOUS, mainly historical, article* I drew atten-

*“On Judging,” in The Thomist 88 (1974), pp. 768-825. I must apologize for
my delay, due to other commitments, in completing the article.
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is expressed in the form of statements that are ideal and uni-
versal. Science however is a highly sophisticated and artificial
kind of knowledge; and it should surely be evident that one
cannot even begin to examine the nature and validity of such
an organized and derivative form of knowledge unless one has
first of all inquired into the nature and validity of basic human
knowing as such. This is the line taken by those who are most
prominent in critical theory today.

It can hardly be denied that ideal and essential judgments
may be formed out of two concepts that have previously been
abstracted. But the question is: is it necessary that it should
be so? Are two concepts required by the very nature of the
act of judging? Moreover, granted that there may be two con-
cepts which are used as subject and predicate, it can be asked
whether the concept used as subject functions as a concept?
The essential question must be this: what is required by the
very nature of the act of judging? If it is found that there are
authentic judgments which do not involve more than one con-
cept, then no more can or need be postulated.

At the outset it is well to note that we are not here con-
cerned primarily with propositions but with judgments. Peter
Strawson has insisted on the difference between what he calls
the “ sentence ” and the “ assertion.” He holds that the sen-
tence, or proposition, is what carries meaning but is never, as
such, either true or false. Only when it is asserted does it be-
come capable of being true or false? Although some of the
Oxford school of Analysts disagree with Strawson I accept his
distinction, in the sense that to form a proposition is not the
same thing as to judge. It is the logician who studies the nature
and forms of propositions; and from his point of view he is
entitled to speak of two concepts as of two terms. The perspec-
tive adopted in this article is more psychological than logical;

24 On Referring,” Mind 59 (1950); also in A. Flew (Ed.): Essays in Conceptual
Analysis, London, 1956, pp. 20-52. For qualifications cf. E. J. Lemmon: “ Sen-
tences, Statements and Propositions,” in B. Williams and A. Montefiore (Eds.):
British Analytical Philosophy, London, 1966, pp. 78-107; and W. Quine: *“ Mr.
Strawson on Logical Theory,” Mind 62 (1953), pp. 433-451.
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it deals with the act itself of judging rather than with its con-
ceptual or linguistic expressions.

Phenomenology

To find the true nature of judgment one should begin with
a consideration of the various types of judgment, or what may
be called a phenomenology of judgment, not only because
every hypothesis must be based on facts or factual usage, but
also because, if there are various types, what is proper to one
type or class might mistakenly be conceived as essential to all.

For the reason mentioned above it will not be necessary to
consider all the classes of propositions treated by logicians
even where they are in agreement, which is not always the case.
Here however it is pertinent to recall that some modern logicians
find fault with Aristotle and the Scholastics for assuming in
their logic that the basic type of proposition is the categorical
attribution (or negation) of a predicate to a subject. The rea-
son for this is that their logic was realistic, in the sense that
it presupposed a view of reality as composed of substances with
real accidents. This, for the modern critics, is a gratuitous as-
sumption; and logie, if it is to be purely formal, should not be
linked to any particular view of reality. Moreover the tradi-
tional logic is, it is claimed, unable to do justice to the type of
proposition characteristic of mathematics where one is dealing,
not with the attribution of properties to a subject, but mainly
with relations between classes; for mathematics treats above
all of classes; and the nature of the objects which it considers
is determined by mutual relations to others of the same kind.
No one will deny that logic should, as far as possible, be purely
formal, and deal with all the types of proposition, and of infer-
ence, needed to satisfy the exigencies of thought and of the sci-
ences. Yet, if we are to talk about the act of judging we can
only begin from experience of this as it is actually exercised.
The appeal to reality is very much in place in a psychological
consideration of judgment, even if it is out of place in logic.
Yet one wonders how the logician can speak of classes of objects
without previously having had some knowledge of them and
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of their properties by which they can be classified. If the judg-
ment of relation (xRy) is logically irreducible, it need not be
so from a more realistic point of view, for we can proceed to
determine the relations between classes and their members only
when we have first asserted that there are such things as classes
and relations,

Another criticism levelled by many moderns at Aristotle is
that his logic deals above all with propositions in which an es-
sential property is attributed to a subject, whereas most of the
propositions which we ordinarily use do no more than state a
simple fact. Whatever the justice of the criticism, one can only
heartily agree with the requirement that an adequate logic, and
even more so a theory of judgment, should take account of this
type of proposition or assertion; and this would seem to imply
a logic based more on the recognition of facts than on intel-
ligible content, or comprehension. It does appear that the hum-
ble factual judgment has been underestimated; and one of the
main themes of this article is that its fundamental role and
value should be acknowledged.

The author whom I find most helpful in the attempt to classi-
ify, from a more realistic point of view, the various types of
judgment is J. Austin® Starting with the rhetic act (using
words to convey meaning) he distinguishes three main ways in
which this act takes place. There is the simple locutionary act
of saying something; the illocutionary act which, while saying
something, also does something; and the performatory act which
moreover produces an effect in the hearer, as when one imposes
a name, or pronounces the fateful words in the marriage rite:
“T take you as my lawful wife.” These latter acts are neither
true nor false, but apt or otherwise. Similarly, the rhetic act (as
distinet from the merely phonetic or phatic act), which uses
words in conformity with a definite vocabulary and grammar
and with a sufficiently defined meaning and reference, does say
something; but at the same time it also carries out a certain

*How To Do Things with Words, Oxford, 1962, pp. 47 ff.; “ Performative-Con-
stative,” in H. Brera (Ed.): La phiosophie analytique, Paris, 1962, pp. 276 fi.
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function, and hence is in faet illocutionary. It is therefore in
this latter class that we will find “ total speech acts,” or the
basic forms of judgment.

Although Austin modified his categories somewhat as he con-
tinued his researches he seems to have felt that the major types
of illocutionary act are the following: verdictive, those which
imply passing a sentence, as, e.g.: “I judge, or absolve,” etc,;
exercitive, expressing the exercise of some authority or power,
as e. g., “I command, or forbid, or give charge of,” etc.; com-
missive, when one promises, intends, or goes bail, etc.; be-
habitive as when one excuses himself, thanks, or curses, ete.;
and expositive. In this last class we find various types of
speech-activity, such as affirmation, negation, description and
classification. It is in regard to the first three of these that we
can speak meaningfully of truth and falsehood; and these are,
in Austin’s terminology, called constative acts of speech, the
principal ones being affirmation and negation. It is true that
Austin did not regard his classification as definitive; in fact he
insisted that only a lengthy collaboration between experts in
different fields of research could lead towards a satisfactory
“ linguistic phenomenology.” It is, however, at least interesting
to note that he came to pick on constative utterances as par-
ticularly important and as alone capable of truth and falsehood.
This seems to suggest that if we look for the nature of the act
of judging we will find it in such acts, since all the other types
appear to presuppose them.* P, Strawson seems also to take this
for granted when he writes: “ The central fact to cling to is
that the primary mode of appearance of propositions is asser-
tion; and this gives us a reason for saying that, of many proposi-
tional styles, the primary one is what is also primarily the as-
sertive style.”®

The Analysts who have made a special study of the language

4 For further discussion of Austin’s views cf. M. Furberg: Locutionary and IHllocu-
tionary Acts: A Main Theme in J. L. Austin’s Philosophy, Géteberg, 1968,

5 Individuals. An Essay in Descriptive Metaphysics (1959), Methuen PB, Lon-
don, 1965, p. 151.
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of moral discourse deal with another class of judgments, namely
normative or practical ones. These do not state what is the
case but what should be done; not that which is but that which
ought to be. Such judgments can be either in the form of im-
peratives (e.g., “thou shalt not kill ), and then belong to the
class which Austin calls performatory; or in theoretical and
general form (e.g. “ murder ought not be committed ), and
implies assertion. Since the imperative form is evidently not
essential to judgment as such I shall take account of the norma-
tive judgment only in so far as it implies assertion.
Concentrating now on the assertive type of judgment I pro-
pose the following classification, not as exhaustive but as suf-
ficient for the purpose of this article. This kind of judgment
may have to do with purely logical entities (the entia rationis
of the Scholastics), as when one asserts that man is a species;
here we are dealing with a form of implication or of inclusion
of a member in a class or of a one class in another. In regard
to this kind of judgment it should be noticed that one can
only speak of a determinate class in relation to another, usually
larger, class whose members are the only objects taken into
consideration. This class of all the objects taken into considera-
tion when determining another class is known to logicians as
“the universe of discourse” to which this class belongs. This
class is defined in relation to the class (known as its comple-
ment) of all the objects of the universe of discourse which do
not belong to the class so defined, so that the logical sum of
both classes is equivalent to the universe of discourse. The
universe of discourse does not include all possible objects but
only all those which are taken into consideration by the speakers.
The class and its complement are determined by this pre-
liminary restriction. If one pushes this classificatory activity
to its limits one would eventually arrive at the supreme class
of all that can be an object, that is, of all that is or can be; in
other words, one is led to the notion, but the logical one, of
being; and to trace this to its roots is, as I hope to show later,
to be led back to the plane of real existence, so that even these
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judgments have their foundation in knowledge of reality and
therefore of concretely existing things.

Assertive judgments concerning real as opposed to logical
being may be either essential or existential. Essential ones can
be of various types. They may state principles (e.g.: * what-
ever comes to exist has a cause ”) ; they may predicate a defini-
tion (e.g.: “man is a rational animal ) ; they may be attribu-
tive, both when they predicate a property of its subject (e.g.:
“man is able to know truth or to study philosophy ) and when
they attribute an accident which is not a property (e.g.
“some men are fat”). All such judgments are ideal and ab-
stract, but there is also the singular essential judgment, as
when we state that Dante is the author of the Divine Comedy.
The existential judgment is found in two main forms: an ex-
istential judgment in a wide sense, as in the examples: “ Peter
is a student of philosophy, Peter is studying;” or in a strictly
existential form, when, namely, actual existence is attributed
to an individual subject (e.g.: “ Peter exists; I am; being is ).
These latter judgments are always concrete.

Ideal Judgments

It is generally agreed that the predicate signifies some for-
mality that is conceived in an abstract way. Such a concept
presupposes a process of abstraction by which it is derived, at
least in the last analysis, from some concrete object that is
known. If, as the defenders of the two-concept theory hold, the
subject of the judgment represents also a previously formed
concept, it will be difficult, if not impossible, to explain the
strictly existential judgment, with the result that they will be
regarded either as incomplete judgments, or as not judgments
at all. This, however, is quite contrary to common experience
and use; and this already suggests that one should not confine
attention to ideal judgments in the search for what is charac-
teristic of judgment as such. To do so would be to make the
mistake of seizing on something that is found only in one class
of judgments and regarding it as essential to all.
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One reason why such judgments have been taken as typical
may be that, besides being clear and of most concern to sci-
entists, they seem to be simple and therefore primitive. In fact,
however, they are the result of a complicated mental process;
and their apparent simplicity hides their really composite na-
ture. The type of relationship asserted between subject and
predicate in the ideal judgment is quite different from that as-
serted in the singular and existential one. If one were to look
only to the grammatical form of the proposition it would seem
as though the same type of relationship is found in both. If,
however, one examines the logical form of the ideal proposition
it will appear that the assertion has to do with the mutual im-
plication of two concepts or terms rather than with the fact thata
predicate belongs to a given subject. If, for instance, I state
that whatever is finite is caused, I use the attributive mode.
But the same thought is conveyed through the logical form:
“ finiteness implies causality; ” or by the formula: “if x finite,
x Is caused, for all values of x.” Here there is no direct reference
to the existential order; there is question only of the relation
between two notions.

From this it would at first appear that the proposition is ade-
quately characterized by the function of implication; and this
is indeed the stand taken by many of those modern logicians
who set out to make logic a completely formal system. This
is a perfectly legitimate ideal, but it seems to call for some
reservations or qualifications. In the first place it should be
noted that implication itself is far from being a simple or self-
evident notion. André Darbon, in reference to Russell’s at-
tempt to formalize logic, has pointed out that implication pre-
supposes the notions of truth, error and combination; ® and in-
deed it seems to me to presuppose such other basic notions as
number, multitude, unity, division; and these, from a critical
perspective, are all based on the prior notion of being.” More-
over, if the proposition is defined in terms of implication (as

® La philosophie des mathématiques, Paris, 1949, pp. 10-11.
TCE 8T, 1a 11, 2 ad 4; In meta. 4, 8.566; 10,4.1989-98; De pot. 9.7 ad 15.



ON JUDGING EXISTENCE 515

that which implies itself), it will be found to presuppose the
three principles of identity, of excluded middle, and of non-
contradiction if it is to be recognized as valid.® If implication
is neither a simple nor an original notion, the kind of proposi-
tion which is defined in terms of implication cannot be regarded
as primary.

Even if it is granted that, in terms of a purely formal system,
implication may be taken as a primitive and indefinable notion,
with the consequence that the proposition will be defined
through implication, it must be remembered that a purely
formal logistic system is constructed on the basis of exten-
sionality alone, for the logic of classes is one of extension. Such
a logic, however, presupposes one of intentionality, since classi-
fication must depend on comprehension; for a class means a col-
lection of similar objects, that is, of objects which possess some
characteristic in common. In other words, one may, adopting a
purely extensional point of view, construct an abstract and com-
pletely formal system hinging on the notion of implication.
Such a system will offer an exact and symbolic representation
of thought processes divorced from all relationship to reality.
Thought will then be treated from the sole point of view of the
relationship between concepts whose content or comprehension
has been excluded so that their extension alone will be taken
into account. This will entail that the proposition be conceived
as implication, or seen in terms of the inclusion of an individual
in its class or as the determination of a relation. But whether
such a system is self-sufficient is quite another matter. Thought
does not occur in a vacuum, even if it can, and indeed—in
formal logic—must, be represented as such.

Thought is, first and foremost, knowledge. Knowledge is,
essentially, relative to reality, to what is; and truth is found
primarily in this relation. Logic has its own form of truth, al-
though I would prefer to speak rather of correctness than of
truth; but to hold that this is the only kind of truth that mat-
ters is to fall into the excess of logicism. Logic alone cannot tell

8 Cf. Darbon, op. cit., pp. 10-12.
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us what is real or existent, whereas knowledge, or at least the
intellect as knowing, seeks what is real; and the philosopher,
like the scientist, is concerned above all with reality. A fully
formalized logic seems to be assembled inductively from the
processes typical of the sciences, and especially of mathematics;
whereas a complete logic should also exhibit the processes at
work in all kinds of knowing, scientific or not. Tokeep one’s feet
on the firm ground of experience in this way will insure that
logic is set in the context of research into the origin of basic
notions and into the validity of knowledge derived from experi-
ence and of first principles. In this way, logic could treat of the
formal elements of those processes by which man knows reality,
always of course assuming—as I do here—that he is capable
of knowing reality. This may not be a legitimate assumption
in pure logic, but such an approach has at least the merit of
recognizing its assumptions; and I can only agree with those
writers who maintain that a presuppositionless logic is impos-
sible, since logic demands a number of elementary truths as
support.®

To adopt this realistic standpoint is to pass beyond a too
exclusive concern with the proposition and its logic to con-
sideration of the full-blooded and vital act of judgment; and
in this act we find assertion or affirmation (or negation) as
characteristic and as directed towards what is or is real. For
the judgment, basically, is an assertion that something is or
is so and so. To discover its fundamental structure we must
turn to the activity itself, as we find it in our experience, rather
than to its logical expression. Admittedly, this transfers the
discussion from the field of logic to that of psychology; but to
do this is to “rescue” the judgment and to restore it to the
context where it should first of all be considered.

The transition from the logical to the psychological plane
may conveniently be made by reflecting for a moment on the

?E.g.: L. Brunschvieg: Les dges de Uintelligence, Paris, 1984, p. 77; A. Darbon,
op. cit., pp. 4-6; 72-73; F. Gonseth: Qu’est-ce-que la logique, Paris, 1987, pp. 11,
12,60. Cf. E. Jacques: Introduction au probléme de la connaissance, Louvain,
1953, p. 306.
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formulation of the affirmative categorical judgment taken as
the basic type. The formula S is P is not only an assertion; it
is the assertion of an identity. Except in the case of a tautology,
however, the subject and predicate are not identical. This might
seem to indicate that we are dealing with implication rather
than assertion; but if we set the formulated judgment in the
context of actual thinking and knowing, we can see that we are
indeed dealing with an assertion, although this, as is natural
and only to be expected, leads beyond knowledge to its object.
The identity that is asserted is then found not to obtain be-
tween the subject and predicate as such, but in the known ob-
ject; for what is asserted is this: that reality, denoted as sub-
ject, is identically the same reality that has the attribute or
quality designated by the predicate. Taking as example the
ideal judgment already mentioned, the sense of the statment:
“ whatever is finite is caused,” is expressed by saying: “ that
being which is finite is identically the same being as that which
is caused.”* This understanding of the judgment not only
shows how there can be at the same time assertion and identity;
it also brings clearly into view the fact that every judgment, as
a vital activity, implies in one way or another a reference to
the concrete and existential order.

0 Cf. C. gent. 1.36; ST, 1a 85.5 ad 3; 13, 12. In this last place Aquinas says: “In
every true affirmative statement, although the subject and predicate signify what
is in fact in some way the same thing, they do so from different points of view.
This is true not only of statements in which the predicate means something that
only happens to belong to the subject, it is also true of those in which it expresses
part of what the subject is. Thus it is clear that in ‘a man is white’ although
‘man ’ and ‘(a) white’ must refer to the same thing, they do so in different ways,
for ‘man’ and ‘white’ do not have the same meaning. But it is also true for
a statement such as ‘man is an animal” That which is a man is truly an animal:
in one and the same thing is to be found the sensitive nature which makes us
call it an animal and the rational nature which makes us call it man . .. The
difference between subject and predicate represents two ways of looking at a
thing, while the fact that they are put together affirmatively indicates that it
is one thing that is being looked at” (trans. of H. McCabe, O.P., in the Black-
friars edition, vol. 8, p. 95). In my previous article (p. 817, nn.177,178) I re-
ferred to Fr. McCabe’s criticism of the attempt of K. Wall, O.P., to show that
the affirmation entails at least a partial identity, in the ideal order, between sub-
ject and predicate.
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One of the main points which I wish to make in this article
is precisely this fact, that such a reference is to be found as
implied in all our judgments. This seems to follow, first of all,
from the psychology of knowing, at least as this is understood
by Aquinas and his followers. It is his constant teaching that
human knowing is integrated out of activities which are intel-
lectual and sensitive, so blended as to form one dynamic unity;
and that the connatural activity of the intellect requires the
concourse of the imagination, not just when the concept is first
formed but as long as the act of the intellect endures. There
is no concept, not even of the most immaterial being, without
an accompanying image.* Since this image is derived from
contact through the senses with the material and existent world,
the act of the intellect, and its concept, retain this relationship
to the existential order, even where there is question of our
most abstract concepts. This is clear enough in concrete judg-
ments which bear directly on existing singular beings. In other
kinds of judgment, such as the ideal ones, the image continues
to symbolize the object previously grasped through the senses
even though the object is no longer physically present; in this
case, the judgment relates immediately to the object present
in thought, and mediately to the really existing object. In judg-
ments about purely fictitious beings the reference is to an ob-
ject that is only thought about, but this object is conceived
on the pattern of real beings that were at one time known. We
may perhaps illustrate this by means of some examples.

In the pure existential judgment the subject stands for a
particular existent being, as, for instance, when I affirm: “ Peter
exists.” In the attributive existential judgment, e.g. “ Paul
is a doctor,” the logical subject is still a non-conceptual term,
and what it refers to could be indicated by pointing with one’s

11 Cf. 8T, 1a, 84.7; 85.1 ad 5; 5 ad 2; In Boet. de Trin., 62 ad 5; Inlib. de memor.
2.314; to avoid any possible misunderstanding one should note that the image
is not taken here in its purely subjective reality but as representing the object
known, i.e., as endowed with characteristics (this color, size, shape, etc.) which
are not its own just in so far as it is an image but are due to the object represented
and are to be traced back to it.
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finger; the subject denotes a really existing individual. In the
attributive universal judgment, e.g., “ man fulfils himself by
means of work,” the logical subject is, of itself, an abstract con-
cept; when it is used as the subject of an assertion it does not
function merely as having abstract signification, as it would if
it were used as a predicate; its function is to denote a singular
existent being, while this being is characterized by means of
some formal or essential quality. Such a judgment can be re-
formulated in this way: *that individual existing being de-
noted as man is identically the same as the individual who ful-
fils himself through work.” In the ideal and abstract judgment,
e.g. “every finite being is caused,” the logical subject is an
abstract and universal concept, or perhaps a transcendental
one, which however is used to indicate, through the mediation
of imagination, that which is real (the finite being that exists)
and which is grasped under some universal aspect (as caused).

Subject of Judgment

If all judgments retain, implicitly at least, a reference to the
real and existential order, it seems clear that our primary and
basic judgments are those which refer explicitly to that order;
and in my previous article I tried to show that there is a grow-
ing consensus on this point. One decisive consequence of this
is that the role of the subject of assertion must be sought through
examination of this kind of judgment; and here there can be
no question of signification in the strict sense of the word. The
subject stands for an individual and existing reality; and this
can only be denoted, for every concept abstracts from the in-
dividual characteristics. This is particularly clear where there
is question of proper names. As J. S. Mill puts it: “Proper
names are not connotative: they denote the individuals who
are called by them; but they do not indicate or imply any at-
tributes as belonging to those individuals . . . these names are
simply marks used to enable those individuals to be made sub-
jects of discourse.”*?

2% 4 System of Logic, 1, c. 2, § 5; eighth edition, London, 1949, p. 20.
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The conclusion to which these reflections are leading can now
be stated, and then further explained and strengthened. No
judgment has, as its subject, anything that is purely conceptual,
whether this 1s taken as essential or as accidental. The judg-
ment, as assertion, affirms (or denies) an identity in relation to
subject and predicate; and this identity is not found in regard
to the concept which may figure as subject in the judgment but
in regard to the reality denoted by the subject and which alone
has the formal element predicated in the judgment. The role
of the logical subject is to indicate the real subject as having the
form which is predicated of it. That is to say, the subject in
the judgment does not formally represent or signify; its role is
properly that of denoting; and it always, in one way or another,
stands for, or leads back to, an object found in the existential
order, and primarily the physical existential order, although the
judgment may then be used to refer to objects whose existence
is ideal. When therefore an abstract term, or a concept, enters
into a judgment as its subject it ceases to function in the way
proper to a concept and fulfils the role of indicating some con-
crete object. In short, the subject of the judgment is never an
abstract concept functioning formally as such; it is always, at
least mediately, an existing object, and the proper role of the
subject term is to indicate this.

This conclusion depends, to a great extent, on the claim that
the basic type of judgment is that which bears directly on con-
crete and singular existent beings such as we come in contact
with through ordinary human experience, and not the ideal and
abstract type such as we find in the sciences, however important
or privileged these may be in other respects. In my previous
article I quoted a number of thinkers, both thomistic and non-
thomistic, who not only agree but insist on this fact which has
been so often overlooked. Before I go on to strengthen this
claim I would like to state it in the words of another acute
thinker who has expressed it far better than I could hope to
do. In the work already quoted,”® A. Darbon writes: “Kant

12 Note 5; p. 180 (my translation).
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has maintained, and this is one of his teachings which deserves
to be retained, that the judgment, not the concept, is the com-
plete act of knowledge. ‘To think means exactly this: to
judge.” We can make no other use of concepts than to judge by
their means, for they are nothing else than predicates of judg-
ments. That is to say that the concepts of quantity, figure, etc.,
do not take on their full meaning except on condition of being
used in the last resort by judgments of this kind: ‘This is a
quantity, that is a figure.” But this is to say that the subject
of these judgments of perception is no longer a conceptual term
but a thing of our experience. And it is to it that we attribute
a mark of reality; or rather we judge that it forms part of that
reality in which we live and move, and of which we have only
an obscure feeling, not distinct thought. The concept, in its
final use, serves only to determine this indistinct, intuitive and
global experience of reality, or rather certain fragments of it
which we have singled out; and it itself takes on a character of
reality only indirectly and in reference to this experience.
Doubtless we cannot think, in a certain sense, of anything that
is not real, although we can think of it badly and in thinking
of it deform it. But, once more, to think is to judge and not to
conceive. And what is real is the subject of this judgment,
whereas its predicate, even though it signifies something when
the judgment is true, does not express it fully; it does not pre-
serve all its substantial reality, any more than the drawing of
a tree on a sheet of paper, however exact it may be, transposes
the being of the tree onto the paper. Similarly, when one de-
taches the concept from the judgment by which it communi-
cates with reality, and by which it is at least a means of ex-
pression, and having thus isolated it one elevates it to the dig-
nity of a real essence, one confers this honor on it at precisely
the moment when it loses all right to this honor. The concept
is a garment with which we propose to clothe reality; and
realism is the philosophy which says: it is the habit that makes
the monk.” **

14 In the next paragraph he goes on to say, in effect, that in the abstract sciences,
such as mathematics and logic, concepts are not applied to perceived objects, and
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A thoroughgoing attempt to clarify the position exemplified
in this passage should undertake an investigation into linguis-
tic and logical usage. Since this is out of the question here I
must at least refer to the notable contribution towards such
a research made by P. F. Strawson, all the more so since his
general thrust seems to be in the direction of the position
adopted here. In the first part of his book Individuals he shows
that our conceptual scheme of things includes the scheme of
a common spatio-temporal world, and that the central position
in that scheme is filled by particulars, among which the basic
ones are those which are directly locatable and are or possess
material bodies.*® Among these a privileged role is played by
what we call persons. In the second part he deals with subjects
and predicates. The link between both parts consists in this,
that the particular is the paradigm of a logical subject for us.
“ Particulars are paradigm logical subjects; an expression that
is also, or purports to make, an identifying reference to a par-
ticular, is the paradigm of a logical subject-expression.” **

Taking the assertive as the basic form of judgment he first
of all notes that to be an object of reference distinguishes ap-
pearing in discourse as a subject from appearing as a predicate,
whereas universals only can be predicated. He then sets out to
find a basis for this distinction, contrasting his own views with
those of various other authors.*”

they thus attain to a higher level of generalization. But there thought becomes
symbolic, representing the unknown objects, to which concepts are applied, by
means of letters and signs. The sign thus plays the role of subject without really
being so. To relate x, as member of a class, to y by the formula xRy is not to
make a judgment. Such a formula is neither true nor false; and if we don’t know
what we are judging there is no judgment. All that such a formula does is to
provide the schematic outline of a possible judgment.

18 Cf. p. 204 (of the edition quoted, note 5).

18 Ibid., p. 234. For comparison with St. Thomas, cf. ST 1a, 85, 3.

7 G. Frege (“On Concept and Object,” and “On Sense and Reference,” in
Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege, edited by M. Black and P. Geach, Oxford,
1952; J. Cook Wilson: Statement and Inference, 2 vol,, 1926; B. Russell: “ The
Philosophy of Logical Atomism,” Monist, 1918-1919; P. Geach: “ Subject and
Predicate,” Mind, 1950; W. Quine: From a Logical Point of View, Cambridge
(Mass.), 1953; Methods of Logic, 2nd ed., New York, 1959.
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He first examines a grammatical criterion for the distinction.
The act of referring to a thing in a proposition is found never
to be the same as the act of predicating that thing; what is
referred to is an object, while what is predicated is a concept.
Objects have a certain completeness, but predicates are in-
complete for they demand completion in a proposition. I take
this to mean that universals do not have an autonomous role
in our conceptual scheme. They are essentially incomplete. To
make sense, a predicate stands in need of a subject as a point
of reference; it has to be completed by being tied to a subject.
But there is no logical subject unless we presuppose particulars
as objects that are, at least relatively, complete in themselves.

Next he proposes a categorial criterion for the distinction,
distinguishing universals into sortal and characterizing. The
former (e.g., water, dog) supply a principle for distinguishing
and counting the individual particulars which it collects (e.g.,
pool of water, terrier) and does not presuppose any such ante-
cedent principle. The characterizing universal, such as verbs
and adjectives (e.g., wet, barking), supplies such a principle
only for particulars already distinguished or distinguishable in
accordance with some antecedent principle or method. It is dis-
tinctive of the sortal universal that it has instances, whereas
what is proper to the characterizing universal is to characterize.
From this it appears that only universals, or complexes con-
taining universals, can be predicated, while particulars, as such,
are never predicated.

In order to explain the correspondence between these two dif-
ferent criteria Strawson goes on to consider the conditions for
introducing terms into a proposition. The condition for a par-
ticular is that it identify by referring, and this implies that a
definite empirical proposition be true, and be known by the
speaker to be true. “Particular-introducing expressions carry
a presupposition of empirical fact, in the shape of propositions,
known to users of the expression, which suffice to identify the
particular in question.”** No such condition is needed for the

18 Ibid., p. 248.
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universal; all that is required is that its meaning be known.
The subject-expression presents a fact in its own right and as,
to that extent, complete; hence it can never be a predicate. The
predicate-expression in no sense presents a fact in its own right,
and is, to that extent, incomplete. It can be completed only by
explicit coupling with another expression.

It should be noted that Strawson’s analysis has dealt with
our conceptual system in relation to the world of everyday ex-
perience. The universals of which he speaks are above all those
whose instances, or inferiors, are known through ordinary ex-
perience, and which he therefore aptly calls “empirical uni-
versals.” It is these which, he maintains, cannot be fully known
except in reference to individuals. One might argue in favor
of another class of universals which might possibly be fully
known without such a reference to any individual; but it is
surely legitimate to base an analysis on the way in which we
do, in fact, make use of universals in our ordinary judgments
about the world of common experience. When a universal is
so used, as a predicate, it is incomplete in comparison with the
logical subject; and without particulars there is no logical sub-
ject. Hence the philosopher of language, as Strawson says in
another work,"”” “ must recognise the need for such linguistic
or other devices as will enable (him) both to classify or describe
in general terms and to indicate to what particular cases our
classifications or descriptions are being applied . . . we can
surely acknowledge that we can form no conception of experi-
ence, of empirical knowledge, which does not allow of our be-
coming aware in experience of particular items which we are
able to recognise or classify as instances of general kinds or
characteristics. We must have the capacities for such recog-
nitions and classifications, 1. e., we must have what Kant calls
intuitions.”

If, as Strawson contends, the logical subject of a sentence
is primarily a particular, we have every right to regard as basic
those judgments which refer to such particulars and which

1° The Bounds of Sense, London (Methuen), 1966, pp. 47-48.
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carry a presupposition of an empirical fact known to the
speaker. This is the main point I wish to make at present; but
one further precision made by Strawson must be kept in mind.*
There are certain single empirical statements which contain no
particular, such as: “it is raining; snow is falling.” These, he
holds, do not introduce particulars into discourse; they provide
a basis for such introduction, that is, for the conceptual step
from empirical fact to particular and ultimate facts. Here we
seem to be dealing with a particular type of universal which
does not need a subject, although in order for the proposition
containing it to be valid as a statement with truth value it
must be made in a definite context. He calls this type of uni-
versal a ““ feature universal,” and inclines to the view that be-
neath every sortal universal there is a feature universal from
which it is derived since the sortal can collect only those in-
dividuals which have certain features in common. But since
features are grasped only in individuals it seems as if one should
postulate at least the possibility of an individuator in order to
conceive the feature universal. Strawson at any rate does not
regard propositions of this sort as subject-predicate proposi-
tions, for they contain two distinguishable elements without the
contrast between completeness and incompleteness which marks
the distinction of subject from predicate. But he will grant
that such propositions provide the basis for constructing sub-
ject-predicate propositions, and that these are needed if we are
to refer to particulars.

All this does not mean that a predicate concept may not be
used as a subject. “ Whenever you have something that can
be identifyingly introduced into a proposition, and can be
brought under some principle of collection of like things, then
you have the possibility of that thing’s appearing as an in-
dividual, as a logical subject.” #* This possibility will be dis-
cussed in the next section, but at this stage I would point out
that a predicate concept can be used as a subject only if one

3 Individuals, pp. 202 f. On the same point cf. A. Lalande, Vocabulaire tech-
nique et critique de la philosophie, Tth. ed., Paris, 1956, pp. 811-813 (Prédicat).
2 Ibid., p. 216.
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already knows how to use it as a predicate, and if one knows
the logical role of the concept. I can, for instance, make the
classificatory judgment: “blue is a color;” but such a judg-
ment is intelligible only to one who is already able to use color
predicates, in such judgments as: ““this coat is blue, this flag
is green, etc.” These judgments are primary and descriptive.
From such as these we can take the predicate (blue) and use
it as a subject, namely to denote one member of the class of
all colored things. In other words, the universal must first be
grasped as predicable. It acquires meaning only by being first
predicated of a subject, and thereafter it can be used as a logical
subject, although its function then, I would maintain, is no
longer to signify but to denote.*

If the predicate, as such, is always universal, one may ask
about its relationship to what, in Scholastic philosophy, is
known as the logical universal, since the “quasi property ” of
this universal is commonly said to consist in its capacity to be
predicated of many individuals; and this discussion may shed
some light on the question mentioned a short time ago about
the possibility of knowing a universal without reference to any
particulars.

If the classic work of John of St. Thomas * be taken as repre-
sentative, the Scholastic understands the logical universal as
the abstracted nature conceived by the mind as in relation to
the individuals from which it has been abstracted, and as
capable of being predicated of them. As abstract, possessing
unity through precision from its inferiors, and as negatively
common it is apt to be in many inferiors; and such aptitude
is the foundation of logical universality. Formally, however, the
logical universal regards the aptitude of the abstracted nature
to be predicated of its inferiors; it is the relation of universality

22 For some reflections in the preceding three paragraphs I am indebted to Fr.
P. Bearsley, S. M., in the first (unpublished) part of his dissertation Some Funda-
mental Features of Human Empirical Knowledge presented at the Pontifical Uni-
versity of St. Thomas, Rome, 1973,

2% Ars Logica, 11, q. 3, a. 5; 2nd. ed., by Reiser, 0.5.B. (Cursus Philosophicus
Thomisticus, Torino, 1948), pp. 333-836.
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conceived by the mind as existing between that nature and its
inferiors, in so far as that nature can exist in them as identified
with them; and this is a logical, not a real, relation, for it exists
only in so far as it is thought. The “ quasi property ” of such
a relation is predicability or the aptness to be referred to many
under the aspect of predication. The relation of actual predica-
tion follows on this.

The first thing to note is that it is not the same thing to
know a universal, for which one act of simple apprehension by
the mind seems to be sufficient, and to know it formally as uni-
versal. For this there is needed not only a complex apprehension
through which it is known in relation to a determined subject,
but many such apprehensions, since, in most cases at least, it
has to be seen in relation to different subjects. Thus, John
of St. Thomas points out that to know the universal as such
one must have positive knowledge of the term from which it
has been abstracted.” A concept, by itself alone, does not re-
veal its universality. The fact that I have a concept of redness
does not in any way make known that this quality may be
found in many different objects. For this I must have recourse
to experience, for it is my experience of a spatio-temporal order
of reality that provides the notion of a merely numerical multi-
plicity. The abstract nature represented in the concept exhibits
itself as essentially one, and as capable of being participated
by many individuals; but this latter aspect comes to light only
when the nature is set in relation to its inferiors. In other words,
and as again John of St. Thomas notes, inferiors are known as
inferiors only when known as able to contain and contract the
universal nature.”® He seems to have no doubt that, in order to
know a universal, one must first know of the existence of its
inferiors: “The existence of many individuals can alone be
the foundation for a universal unity to be abstracted and ren-
dered apt for predication.”** What at any rate seems to be

2t Ibid., 334a45-b17.

% Ibid., 336b17-27.

* Ibid., 332 b 24-28: “ Existentia autem plurium individuorum solum potest
esse fundamentum, ut abstrahatur unitas universalis et reddatur apta ad istam
praedicationem.”
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agreed on by most Scholastics is that the logical universal is
formally known as such when it is known as apt to be predi-
cated of its inferiors. In that case, it can be distinguished
formally from the predicate in so far as, when so used, it is tied
only to one inferior by actual predication, whereas as universal
it connotes the possibility of being referred to many such in-
feriors.

The Scholastics who write on this subject seem to assume
that predication is the actualization of the aptitude of the uni-
versal to be referred to an inferior as existing in it and identified
with it. This, if I am not mistaken, implies that for a universal
nature to be seen in relation to a given inferior there is no need
of a second concept. If, therefore, to judge is, in essence, to
relate the universal nature to an individual instance of it, there
is no need of two concepts, although, as I shall later point out,
there is need of two apprehensions, as far as the normal judg-
ment is concerned. Moreover, if the logical universal is known
as apt to be predicated of many inferiors, it is natural for the
act of predication to follow immediately. This may perhaps
imply that, in normal and direct forms of knowing, there never
is a concept without a judgment, since the concept is always,
in such cases, derived from some experienced object, and there-
fore spontaneously grasped in relation to it. I am inclined to
think that such is indeed the case. This would help to explain
why Descartes, Malebranche, Renouvier and Kant regarded the
judgment as the first act of the mind (for Descartes, of the
will), and why Kant, dissatisfied with the prevailing logical
theory of judgment, looked for its explanation by reference to
the unity of apperception.”

If, finally, one looks for what the Scholastic would regard
as the ontological background to the view that particular and
empirical judgments are primary for man, he will doubtless be
led to the teaching that every concept of ours is a determina-
tion of the concept of being, which includes, actually though
only implicitly and in a confused way, all that is, Whatever we

** KrV, Anal. Concept., c. 2, sect. 8; A 90-94.
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conceive, we conceive as “ a being that is . . .,” even though
it is only the metaphysician who is attentive to the “ being”
component of his concept and to its implications; precisely be-
cause this component is ever-present it is taken for granted
and neglected, if not denied. Although the word “being” is
usually translated as “ that which is,” and this is certainly part
of the content of the concept, yet, for St. Thomas, what is ex-
pressed in the concept of being is primarily and directly exis-
tence itself, not as factual givenness, but as the act of existence,
the immanent source of actuality, perfection and intelligibility
in all that is.?® Every other concept, therefore, carries, through
this primary concept of being, a relation to the existential order,
even when we think of a non-existent object, for this is con-
ceived on the analogy of an existent one. The function of the
subject in judgment is to express this existential reference; it
is not that of representing something that is abstract. This is
shown most clearly in the singular judgment; and that is at
least one reason why this type of judgment can lay claim to be
the most typical and basic type among all the many kinds pos-
sible to the human mind. The subject of such a judgment is
certainly not an abstract concept, nor a term representing one;
it is a particular, represented by a term whose function is to
denote it.

I would sum up this section by suggesting that there are two
fundamental types of judgment: one that is simple and ele-
mentary; the other complex and derived. The simple type
is that in which the subject does not signify or represent but
denotes; and what it denotes is a particular known through ex-
perience. Such a judgment may be either existential or attri-
butive, the former when what is said to belong to the subject
is existence itself as expressed by the act of judging; the latter
when a conceived form is expressed as a predicate and attri-

2Cf. In I Sent. 8, 4, 2 ad 2: “Ens autem non dicit quidditatem, sed solum
actum essendi, cum sit principium ipsum; ” In I met. 42:553: “ Hoc vero nomen
ens imponitur ab actu essendi;” 556: “hoc autem nomen ens significat ipsum
esse;” De ver. 1.1 ad 8 in cont.: “Ratio autem entis ab actu essendi sumitur,
non ab eo cui convenit actus essendi.”



530 AMBROSE MCNICHOLL

buted to the subject. In the complex type of judgment the
subject is indeed a concept but, by being used as subject its
function is not to signify (although of course it retains its sig-
nification) but to denote in a mediated way something existent,
while the predicate is a conceived form that is attributed to it;
and many of these complex judgments are classificatory. The
existential aspect of such a judgment comes to light if it is
equivalently expressed in this way: that being S (existent, or
conceived on the analogy of existent being) which is member
of class x is also member of class y, for all values of S.

In order therefore to discover the nature of the act of judging
one should examine the first, or simple, type; and since the pure
existential judgment presents special difficulties it is advisable
to consider first the attributive existential judgment, and then
to pass on to the judgment that predicates existence alone.

The Attributive Existential (Concrete Judgment)

Since the subject of this type of judgment (e.g.: * this table
isoval;” “ Peter is a clerical student ) is singular it does not sig-
nify or express a concept. Its function is to denote a singular
existent being. The speaker could just as well indicate this in-
dividual thing by pointing with his finger—which is tantamount
to saying “ this —and at the same time uttering the predicate.
This predicate signifies some element, essential or accidental,
in the make-up of the thing so indicated; for short it can be
termed essential in so far as it does not, of itself, have to do
with the existential order, for it is, as such, universal and ab-
stract. It is represented by means of a concept which has been
obtained by abstraction. The fundamental structure of this
kind of judgment, therefore, would appear to consist in this:
that a formal element of the known object is abstracted and
represented in the mind by a concept, and that it functions as
a predicate when it is referred to the object from which it has
been abstracted and which is denoted by the subject term. The
judgment is the attribution of such a form (P) to that subject.
There is no question of a comparison of one concept with
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another but of a universal concept, which expresses some intel-
ligible aspect of the known object, with the actual entity which
has been known in the first place. The identity expressed in the
judgment is found, not in the mental order, but in the exis-
tential order, since that entity which is denoted by the subject
is identically the same entity in which the formal element sig-
nified by the predicate has been apprehended.

This implies that, from the Scholastic point of view at least,
one has to distinguish here between a direct and an indirect
type of knowing. The judgment involves direct knowledge in
which an intelligible aspect of the known object, obtained
through abstraction, is represented in the concept which is an
intrinsic constituent of the immanent act of knowing. It also
involves knowledge of the individual entity in which that intel-
ligible form has been grasped; and this entity, the real object of
knowledge, is reached only indirectly by the mind in so far as
it remains in “ continuation ” #** with it through the whole sen-
sitive process by which objects are in the first place known. Sin-
gular beings, as such, are known only in this indirect way, by
what St. Thomas calls “ conversio supra phantasma,”*® by a
certain “ reflezio ” *° or return through the sense faculties to the
object in its individuality. The judgment, therefore, presup-
poses two apprehensions. One is direct, by which the universal
concept is formed which is to play the role of predicate in the
judgment. The other is indirect; it does not result in the forma-
tion of a new concept but brings the mind back to the in-
dividual object perceived through the mediation of the senses,
and allows the conceived form to be attributed to it as to its
subject. St. Thomas sums all this up in his usual terse way in
a text which also indicates that, for him, our basic judgments
have to do with singular objects known by means of the senses:
“In human beings the complete judgment of the intellect is a-

282 De ver., 10, 5.

2 Ct ST 1a, 84, 7; 85,1 ad 8, ad 5; 5 ad 2; 86, 1; 2a%ae, 1783, 8; In 3 anim.
8 (713).

3 De ver., 10,5 ad 2; De antm. 20 ad 1 in contr.
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chieved through ‘ conversion’ back to sense objects, which are
the first beginnings (principia) of our knowledge, as was pointed
out in the First Part.”

This is, as far as I can see, what some Scholastic writers **
mean when they say that the judgment requires a complex ap-
prehension, or that thought, in judging, moves on two levels.
By a concept one thinks an individual being as an essence but,
since this is a simple apprehension, one cannot distinguish the
two levels. Only when the reference to existent reality is ex-
plicitly grasped can the concept be seen in relation to the object
from which it was derived, and this level (of indirect appre-
hension) be recognized as distinct from the level of simple ap-
prehension. This entails a certain reflection on the process by
which the abstract concept has been formed, a reflection which
is spontaneous and which allows the singular to be attained as
such. Since the object is now attained under two distinct for-
malities; e. g. as Peter and as a student, the judgment is pos-
sible and follows naturally. The relation to the object can
then be seen to characterize the intellect and to reveal its nature.
In other words, the intellect can, in this reflective way, grasp
its own nature as ordained to what is real.®

It is by reason of this reflection that the concept is able to
function as a predicate. The concept, for instance, of “ white-
ness,” cannot be a predicate in a concrete judgment unless it is
referred to a subject; then it is no longer * whiteness™ but
“ white,” as when one pronounces: “ this paper is white.” The
predicate, originally at least, is not signified by an abstract term
but by a concrete one which implies a reference to the subject.
I will return to this point in a moment.

81 %Tn nobis perfectum iudicium intellectus habetur per conversionem ad sensi-
bilia, quae sunt prima nostrae cognitionis principia, ut in Prime habitum est” (ST
2a2ae, 173, 8) . cf. De ver. 12,3 ad 2; 28,8 ad 6.

2 R.g., J. Isaac, O.P.: “Sur la connaissance de la vérité,” Revue de Sciences
Philosophiques et Théologiques, 82 (1948), pp. 337-350. He agrees (pp. 338-340,
848) that the judgment does not require two concepts, and that our primary judg-
ments bear on singular facts.

3 The role of reflection is basic in any consideration of the truth of the judg-
ment. In these pages I am concerned only with the nature of judgment.
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Although the judgment, as formulated, requires two terms
it does not imply two concepts, but it does imply two appre-
hensions. The subject, as such, does not represent a concept.
What it does represent is that kind of knowing which is called
indirect and which leads the intellect, immediately or mediate-
ly, to the object from which the whole knowing process begins
and which is either an actual existent or, if it is internal to the
knower himself, is grasped on the analogy of such an existent.
The subject, therefore, is a pure medium leading to that object
in which the formality signified by the predicate-concept has
has been apprehended. Its function is correctly described as
denoting or indicating. The simple and essential nature of the
act of judging is revealed in the action of a person who, without
expressly forming a proposition, indicates by pointing with his
hand a definite object, at the same time uttering the predicate,
e.g., “red,” or “ student.” The etymology of the word “ predi-
cate ” bears this out, for it seems that the word comes from
the root “ deik ” whose original meaning is: to show or indi-
cate®™

When the predicate of a judgment is said to be an abstracted
form which is referred, by means of the subject, to the object
in which it was apprehended, the word “abstract” is not to
be taken verbally, as meaning “ obtained through abstraction; ”
and this is true of all concepts. What is obtained in this way
may, however, be designated either by means of a concrete
term or by means of an abstract one, depending on the type
of abstraction in question. Qur primary judgments are those
which make use of concrete terms, such as “man,” “red,”
“moving,” which denote concrete and singular beings, whereas
judgments using abstract terms (humanity, redness, motion)
are secondary and derived. The concrete term signifies the uni-
versal in so far as it is a whole; it designates individuals ac-
cording to that which they all have in common, while it does
not explicitly express that by which one such individual differs

3 Cf. A. Ernout et A. Meillet: Dictionnaire étymologique de la langue latine,
3rd. ed., Paris, 1951, p. 807 (Dicere).
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from another. In this kind of judgment the same thing 1is
known in two different ways, universally (by means of a con-
cept) and in its singularity (by means of the “return to the
senses.”) .

Abstract terms refer to those notions which, in Scholastic
terminology, are obtained through formal abstraction, although
St. Thomas also uses the term “ precision,” in so far as the uni-
versal prescinds from the individuating material conditions of
the singular existent. Those authors who see the judgment as
consisting of two concepts seem to have this kind of concept
in mind, perhaps because they are most common in the sciences.
But these notions are not the ones which are originally and spon-
taneously formed in the mind, as are those generic and specific
ones which are expressed in concrete terms and predicated of
individuals. These are obtained by what is called total abstrac-
tion. The notion expressed in an abstract term is the fruit of
a further mental process, one which is more constructive than
abstractive. For not only does the knower prescind from the
subject in which the form is realized but the abstract notion
is considered, in a quasi-fictitious manner, as though it were
a form given in itself. Whiteness, for instance, is treated as if
it were a pure form, and almost as though it were a substance
in itself.*®

No one will doubt that it is possible to form judgments which
employ only such abstract terms, as, for example, when one
says: “truth is found in conformity of the mind with reality; ”
or: “morality is regulation of action by right reason.” The
speculative sciences, and especially philosophy, make constant
use of this type of judgment, which does not seem to have any
immediate relation to individuals. However, one may note first
of all that, if such abstract terms are to function as subject
in an assertion, they must always be understood, not as simply
abstract, but as qualified by a genitive which is implicitly un-

8 Cf. chap. 1 (“ La notion centrale du réalisme thomiste: I'abstraction,”) of G.
Van Riet’s Problémes d’Epistémologie, Louvain/Paris, 1960, where the well-known
texts of St. Thomas on abstraction are quoted and discussed.
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derstood. The term “ wisdom,” for instance, when used as a
subject always means *“ the wisdom of . . .”, and hence implies
a reference to an individual. As P. Geach puts it: “an abstract
noun (or noun-phrase) referring to the form can indeed occupy
the place of the subject, but cannot be the whole of the subject;
the form being signified, in recto as Aquinas would say, by an
abstract noun, we must add a mention in obliquo of the in-
dividual whose form it is; ‘the wisdom of Socrates’ and ° the
redness of Socrates’s nose’ give us designations of forms, the
spurious proper names ‘ wisdom’ and ‘redness’ do not . . .
‘Of’ is a logically inseparable part of the sign ‘the wisdom
of . .., indicating the need to put a name after this sign; and
this need is what makes the sign suitable to express a form,
since a form, as Aquinas says, is more properly termed entis
than ens (la, 45, 4).”* Geach goes on to explain that the
difference between using a form as predicate and as subject is
due, not to the form itself, but to the way it is used. “To get
a reference to the form into the subject-place in our proposition,
we need to refer to the form by an expression which, together
with a reference in obliquo to that in which the form is found,
will compose a complex name that can be logical subject.”*”
The form can be used as subject because it is, in this “ oblique ”
and implicit way, individualized by reference to a particular
subject.

38 « Form and Existence,” in Aquinas, a collection of essays edited by A. Kenny,
London/Melbourne, pp. 85, 86; cf. H. McCabe, O.P., ibid. (* Categories”), pp.
89-90.

3% Ibid., pp. 36-37. In another essay (“ Nominalism ”) in the same collection
Geach criticizes what he calls the “ two-name theory of predication.” The Aristotle
of De Interpretatione held that “the simplest form of predication contains not
two names, but a name and a verb; and names and verbs are assigned essentially
different characteristics. A name is always tenseless; a verb is, or may be, tensed.
A name is a possible logical subject; a verb is essentially predicative” (p. 140).
As for Aquinas, “he explicitly rejects the two-name theory of predication and
truth., Subject and predicate terms have different roles: a subject relates to a
suppositum, a predicate to a form or nature, and the truth of an affirmative predi-
cation consists in con-formity—the form that exists intentionally in the mind,
signified by the predicate, answers to the “form in the thing (indicat rem ita se
habere sicut est forma quam de re apprehendit)” (pp. 152-153).
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What Geach here calls “a reference in obliquo” does not
seem to be the same as the kind of indirect apprehension (con-
tinuatio ad sensus) of the Scholastics. A conceived form is al-
ways abstracted from the matrix of sense knowledge. It may
then be said to be abstract to one degree. Its natural role
is to function as a predicate, as it does when that individual is
named in which this form has been found; and this demands
the “ continuation through sense ” as expressly recognized by
the intellect. The conceived form may, however, be carried
to a further, or second, stage of abstraction by being con-
sidered in itself alone, as it were in isolation. It is then ab-
stracted not only from sense knowledge but from relation to
such knowledge. This seems to be what Geach says is referred
to by “the spurious proper name.” For this to function as
a subject it has to be drawn out of its isolation by being named
by an expression that will include a reference in obliquo to
that in which the form is found in the first place. That expres-
sion will be a complex name (e. g. “ the wisdom of . . .”) which
can be a logical subject. This “ oblique ” reference presupposes
the ever-present basic mediation, or continuation, of sensibility.
In other words, the universal is then considered as an individual.

The same point is made, in a different way, by K. Rahner.*®
Abstraction, he says, implies that the cognitive process starts
from the world as reached through the senses. Of its nature,
then, it connotes this “ conversio supre phantasmata” and a
certain return to sense objects. Such “ conversio ™ is the distine-
tive and intrinsic characteristic of abstraction. One can dis-
tinguish two phases in the cognitive process, although the pro-
cess itself is one and intrinsically implies both of these phases.

By abstraction a form is obtained, whether essential or acci-
dental, which is represented in a universal concept. As ab-
stracted from individuals it retains the capacity to be referred to
them. If its content is thought of in an absolute way, indepen-
dently of its capacity to be referred to individuals, for instance
just as “ whiteness,” it is represented as something singular
which, once more, has a form which demands to be represented

8 Geist in Welt, Miinchen, 1957, Part II, c. 8; pp. 182-187.
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by a universal concept (e.g.,” coloration ”). Whiteness would
then signify that which, by reason of a certain coloring, be-
comes white; it is signified as though it were a kind of sub-
stance.*® The reason for this is that human knowledge always
takes place in the same way, or retains the same structure. This
structure is adapted to grasping concrete objects by means of
abstraction and through “ conversion to sense knowledge,” and
therefore to knowing an abstract form in relation to the in-
dividual in which that form was apprehended. When this ab-
stract form becomes, in turn, an object of knowledge, another
abstraction (the second stage already mentioned) takes place,
and hence also a reference to some concrete individual. The
abstract form no longer functions just as a concept (as it does
in judgment) but as subject of the form that has been led to
a further stage of abstraction.

From this Rahner concludes that nothing can be thought as
universal unless at the same time it is grasped as related, im-
mediately or mediately, to a concrete datum previously given
to sense; or, in other words, that the universal concept is never
known except simultaneously with the “ conversion to sense.”
All knowledge that is objective always refers the universal con-
cept to some concrete “this.” Hence the concept should not
be distinguished (as a predicate) from the judgment, as one
element from the whole act, but rather as a possible from an
actual synthesis; for the universal concept is already of itself
ordained to some possible subject. Similarly, the judgment is
already implied, as possible, in the concept insofar as this
implies a reference to a subject through continuation with sense,
From this it follows that “ the only function of the subject is
to indicate in stable fashion that determinate suppositum to
which it must be referred as the general element of the predi-
cate.” * Moreover, “ There is no objective knowledge except
when the knower refers something known in general to a sup-
positum which exists in itself. The judgment has to do before
all with a suppositum subsisting in itself . . . to which it attri-

8 Cf. St. Thomas In 5 meta. 9.894; In Boet. de hebd2.24; De anim. 2 ad 8.
4° Op. cit.,, p. 136 (my traps.).
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butes that which signifies the quiddity of this subject.” ** The
upshot of all this is that “ for the human consciousness there is
no knowledge except in an affirmative synthesis, and this judg-
ment is not a joining of concepts, as though these were the ab-
solute elements of thought, and judgment only their subsequent
union; but judgment is the application of what is known to
something which is in itself.” **

These reflections of Rahner concern the judgment in so far
as it is, originally at least, objective knowledge. Treating of
the same kind of knowledge St. Thomas says: “The mind on
the other hand can consider in abstraction what it knows in
the concrete, for although we know things that have their
forms in matter it can nevertheless untie the two and consider
the form as such . .. the created mind has the capacity by
nature to see the concrete form or concrete act of existence in
abstraction by analysis.”** For abstract knowledge to be
rendered objective it must be referred to the subsisting in-
dividual by means of a concrete term, because “ our intellect
signifies concretely whatever it signifies as subsisting” * Ob-
jective knowledge signifies the composite insofar as it is a
synthesis of a form and of the suppositum in which that form
inheres. The structure of the judgment is such as to be able
to express that synthesis; and that structure perseveres in the
judgment even when there is no longer any immediate question
of a concrete object but of an abstract form which is taken as
an object of knowledge and which, therefore, as taking the place
of subject in judgment, stands in the place of some concrete
thing.*®

1 1bid.

4 Ipid., p. 187

45 Intellectus noster potest in abstractione considerare quod in concretione
cognoscit. Etsi enim cognoscat res habentes formam in materia, tamen resolvit
compositum in utrumque, et considerat ipsam formam per se . . . intellectus natus
est apprehendere formam concretam et esse concretum in abstractione” (ST 1a,
12,4 ad 8); trans. of H. McCabe, Blackfriars ed., III, p. 17.

44 % Tntellectus noster quidquid significat ut subsistens, significat in concretione ”
(1 C. gent. 80).

45 Cf. Rahner, op. cit., p. 138, This psychological approach seems to harmonize
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From all this it seems clear that in the judgment, although
there are two terms, and two apprehensions, there is no need of
two concepts. What the judgment does, essentially, is to apply,
through predication, a form conceived in the mind to an object
that is presupposed as known from the start and which is de-
noted by the subject. This simple essence of the act of judging
is expressed in assertion or affirmation. It is the central and
indeed supreme act of the intellect, that which characterizes
it insofar as it is spiritual and therefore open to the limitless
horizon of reality. It would be a fatal error to seek the nature
of judgment only in its logical formulation. As a vital and
original act of the intellect its nature and its simplicity are ex-
pressed in the verb “is ” by which knowledge is referred to its
object in a conscious and personal way. In the answer to such
a question as: ““Is Peter present? ”” the same simplicity appears
in the succinct reply: “yes,” which is a short form of the judg-
ment: “ Peter is present.”

So the judgment does not express any new knowledge such
as would be afforded by a new concept distinct from that sig-
nified by the predicate. What is new in the judgment is rather
the consciousness of the one concept as related to its original
object; that is, explicit attention to that reference to the con-
crete object known through the senses which remains intrinsic
and implicit in the form abstracted from that object. The intel-
lect, by means of its double apprehension, direct with regard
to the concept, and indirect with regard to the perceived object,
is led to express its awareness that the form abstractly con-
ceived in itself is present in the perceived object, and that
therefore it can be predicated of it. The judgment is precisely
the affirmation of this pertinence as consciously recognized, or
the affirmation of the objectivity of that which has been con-
ceived by the mind, as St. Thomas notes in the following text:
“ When the intellect conceives that which is a rational and mor-
tal animal, it has in itself the likeness of a man; but it does not

with the logical one of Geach and Miller (distinguishing first from second levels
of predication) to which I refer later on; cf. notes 58, 80, 119,
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therefore know that it has this likeness, because it does not
make the judgment: ‘man is a rational and mortal animal.
Hence only in this second activity of the intellect is there found
truth and falsehood, for this implies that not only does the in-
tellect possess the likeness of the thing that is known but that
it has reflective knowledge of this likeness, in knowing and dis-
cerning (or dijudicating) it ”.*®

Although St. Thomas does at times speak of the judgment in
a different way, I think it can be shown that this theory as to
the nature of the simple attributive judgment has solid support
in his writings. He constantly teaches that our primary and
basic judgments are those which have to do with material and
singular beings.”” As to judgment itself he says that in it there
is expressed “ a comparison of a concept with a thing by means
of the act of composing or dividing; ” *® that the intellect “in
every proposition applies a form signified by the predicate to
some thing signified by the subject, or removes it from it; ” *°
that the intellect “ composes and divides by applying intel-
ligibles previously abstracted to things.”* In a particularly
pertinent text he writes: “ Indirectly and by a quasi-reflection,
on the other hand, the intellect can know the singular, because,
as mentioned before, even after it has abstracted species it can-

4 “ Cum enim intellectus concipit hoc quod est animal rationale mortale, apud
se similitudinem hominis habet; sed non propter hoc cognoscit se hane similitudinem
habere, quia non iudicat hominem esse animal rationale et mortale: et ideo in hac
sola secunda operatione intellectus est veritas et falsitas, secundum guam non solum
intellectus habet similitudinem rei intellectae, sed super ipsam similitudinem reflec-
titur, cognoscendo et diiudicando ipsam” (In 6 meta. 4.1236). Cf also the “classic”
De ver. 1.9, and In I peri. 39, where he writes: “ Cognoscere autem praedictam
conformitatis habitudinem nihil est aliud quam iudicare ita csse in re vel non esse:
quod est componere et dividere; et ideo intellectus non cognoscit veritatem, nisi
componendo et dividendo per suum iudicium.” Ci. also C. gent. 1.59.

“*E.g. ST 1a 84, 7 and 8; 85.3; 2a%ae 173.3; De ver. 12.3 ad 2; 28.3 ad 6.

8 “ Designatur comparatio incomplexi ad rem per notam compositionis vel
divisionis ” (C. gent. 1.59).

**“In omni propositione aliquam formam significatam per praedicatum vel ap-
plicat alicul rei significatae per subiectum, vel removet ab ea” (ST 1a 16.2).

50 “ Componit autem aut dividit applicando intelligibilia prius abstracta ad res”
(C. gent. 2.96)
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not actually understand by means of them except by a return
to sense images in which it understands the species, as Aristotle
says. Therefore, in this sense, it is the universal that the intel-
lect understands directly by means of the species, and singulars
(as represented in sense images) only indirectly. And it is in
this way that it formulates the proposition, ‘Socrates is a
man’”* To “form” (format) this original and basic type
of judgment nothing more, then, is needed than direct knowl-
edge of the universal (in a concept) and indirect knowledge of
the individual (through “ conversion to the senses ™) which is
represented by the subject. In the judgment the predicate is
not attributed to the concept of the subject but to the “ thing sig-
nified by the subject,” which is therefore more accurately said
to be denoted than signified.*

81 < Indirecte autem, et quasi per quamdam reflectionem, potest (intellectus)
cognoscere singularia: quia sicut supra dictum est, etiam postquam species intel-
ligibiles abstraxit, non potest secundum eas actu intelligere nisi convertendo se
ad phantasmata, in quibus species intelligibiles intelligit . . . Sic igitur ipsum
universale per speciem intelligibilem directe intelligit, indirecte autem singularia
quorum sunt phantasmata. Et hoc modo format propositionem: Socrates est
homo” (ST 1a 86.1; trans P. T. Durbin, Blackfriars ed., 13, pp. 91-98). The
realism assumed by St. Thomas shows through this text, and even more so in
the following: “ Cum enim contradictio ex affirmatione et negatione constituatur,
utraque autem harum ex praedicato sit et subiecto, praedicatum et subiectum
dupliciter possint sc habere. Aut enim coniuncta sunt in rerum natura, sicut homo
et animal; aut sunt disiuncta, ut homo et asinus” (In 6 meta. 4.1225; cf. 1228,
1229) .

52Tt should be pretty clear by now that in my investigations so far I have
taken account only of the normal kind of judgment by which human beings
ordinarily communicate among themselves. It scems reasonable to assume that
the essential nature of judgment may be found through analysis of this normal
type of activity; but it may be prudent to qualify the theory proposed above by
stating that its validity is claimed at least for that type of activity, Whether it is
valid for every single type of judgmental activity is another question; and in the
next section of this article a rather unique kind of such activity will be con-
gidered. Moreover, the reflections in these pages originally form part of a course
on the critical theory of knowledge, usually called epistemology, and lead up to
the question: where do we find that judgment which is absolutely primary, in
the sense of being implied by every other one, while it does not imply any other
prior one? Such a judgment will be, in a very special way, unique. If, as I think
is the case, it is found to bear on the unique notion of “being,” it will not have
to be explained by either formal or total abstraction. In reference to being, ab-
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Although a purely logical treatment of judgment, as con-
sisting of two terms and a verb, has led many writers to con-
clude that it necessarily implies two concepts, logic may also
be invoked in favor of the theory outlined in these pages. A
conceptual term can represent the known object in a proposition
only when it is set in a relation of subjection to another concept;
it can take the place of the concrete object only if another concept
is related to it as predicate. This is why logicians constantly
liken the relation of predicate to subject to that of form to
matter; and this relation is one of inherence of the form in mat-
ter as its subject rather than of one concept to another. As
St. Thomas puts it: “The predicate is as it were the formal
part of the enunciation, the subject its material part;” % “ When
the intellect forms a composition it takes two (components),
one of which is taken as formal in relation to the other; hence
it takes it as existing in another; and this is why predicates are
to be understood formally; > ** “ When we put a term in the
subject place we think of it as referring to something, whereas
in the predicate place we think of it as saying something about
the thing, in accordance with the saying ‘ predicates are taken
formally (as meaning a form), subjects are taken materially
(as referring to what has the form)’.” *°

stract and concrete terms are identical (entity—being (ens); reality—real) since
the notion of being is supremely universal and transcendental, and predicable of
everything that in any way exists or is real. It signifies both what is real and
its reality. Nor will such an absolutely primary judgment necessarily be one that
does in fact occur in normal human conversation, except as implied in ordinary
judgments, for normal conversation does not deal with the foundations of thought.
If there is a unique act at the source (not chronological, of course) of thought,
it is only to be expected that the normal activity of judging may assume a unique
form, or perhaps even give way to a different type of knowing, such as an intuitive
grasp that might only with difficulty be described as a judgment.

58 % Praedicatum est quasi pars formalis enuntiationis, subiectum autem est pars
materialis ipsius ” (In 1 perih. 10.160).

54 “ Cum intellectus compositionem format, accipit duo, quorum unum se habet
ut formale respectu alterius; unde accipit id ut in alio existens, propter quod
praedicata tenentur formaliter” (In 9 meta. 11.1898).

55 ¢ Intellectus id quod ponit ex parte subiecti trahit ad partem suppositi, quod
vero ponit ex parte praedicati trahit ad naturam formae in supposito existentis,
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The reason for this analogy is that, in the judgment, it is the
predicate which expresses the intelligible or determining ele-
ment of knowledge, while the subject is the means by which
the intellect reaches its object under the formality represented
by the predicate. ““If there are two things so related that one
is the ground (ratio) for understanding the other, one of them
will be quasi-formal, the other quasi-material; and so those two
comprise only one intelligible thing, since form and matter result
in one thing. Hence the intellect, when it understands one
through the other, understands only one thing, as is apparent
in vision: light is that by which color is seen, and hence it is
formal in relation to color; and thus color and light form one
visible thing, and both are attained in the act of seeing.”**
More briefly: “The ground (ratio) for knowing a thing, in so
far as it is known, is its form, because it is due to the form that
knowledge actually takes place. Hence, just as one existing
thing results from the union of form and matter, so too the
ground of knowing and the thing known are one known thing;
and on account of this the one act of knowing, according to
both habit and act, extends to both precisely as ground and
thing known.” * In this way the unity of the complete act of
knowledge, that is, of the judgment, is affirmed; while judg-
ment stands revealed as that kind of knowledge by which an
object is reached as subject (matter) under the formality of

secundum quod dicitur quod praedicata tenentur formaliter et subiecta materialiter ”
(ST la 18.12; trans. H. McCabe, loc. cit. p. 95); cf. 8a 16.7 ad 4; 9c. and ad 3;
In 8 sent. D. 5, exp. text.

3¢ “Si enim aliqua duo se ita habent quod unum sit ratio intelligendi aliud,
unum eorum erit quasi formale, et aliud quasi materiale; sic illa duo sunt unum
intelligibile, cum ex forma et materia unum constituatur. Unde intellectus quando
intelligit unum per alterum, intelligit unum tantum intelligibile, sicut patet in visu:
lumen enim est quo videtur color, unde se habet ad colorem quasi formale; et sic
color et lumen sunt unum tantum visibile, et simul a visu videntur” (De ver.
8.14 ad 6)

57 ¢ Ratio cognoscendi est forma rei inquantum est cognita, quia per eam fit cog-
nitio in actu. Unde sicut ex materia et forma fit unum esse, ita ratio cognoscendi
et res cognita sunt unum cognitum; et propter hoc utriusque, inquantum huiusmodi,
est una cognitio secundum habitum et secundum actum ” (In 3 sent. 14.1. sol. 4).
Cf. ST 3a 16.7 ad 4.
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the predicate (form); while the only concept required, as such,
is that expressed by the predicate.®

One can now see how the judgment, seen from this point of
view, is altogether necessary as a remedy to counterbalance
the analytical character of the intellect in its function of con-
ceiving, and as a means to make knowledge measure up more
fully to its object. Objects, as they exist, have their own unity,
but they cannot be fully and at once comprehended, under
all their aspects, by the human mind. This objective unity is
fragmented when what is known is subjected to analysis by
the mind; it is represented by many different concepts, all of
which reveal some partial aspect of it. In the act of simple
apprehension one aspect or formality of the object is seized on
by the mind which, by mentally separating this form from its
subject, introduces a certain division into the object as known.
It is the judgment which restores this original unity insofar
as it takes this form, withdrawing it from its intellectual isola-
tion, and applies it to the subject where it belongs, and so
realizes it. The intellect, as simply apprehending, possesses the
form drawn from the object. Adverting to the abstractive pro-
cess by which this form has been acquired, and hence making
its indirect reflection on its ““continuance ” with sense knowl-
edge, the intellect becomes aware that that form belongs to the
original object; and in the act of judging it restores this form
to the object. This may indeed be one reason why the legal
term “ judgment ” is used to designate this act; it can be seen
as a decree declaring that the form belongs to the object and
must be restored to it. As judgments about the same object,
or class of objects, are multiplied, the various formalities ex-
pressed in them are all referred to the one object. In this way
knowledge increases, while at the same time the unity of knowl-
edge is preserved.”®

5 For a modern presentation of a similar view cf. P. Geach: * Subjects and
Predicates,” Mind, N. 236 (Oct. 1950), pp. 461-482. But Geach would doubtless
call for far greater logical precision on my part,

% Cf. ST 1a 14.14; 58.4; 2a%ae 60.1 ad 1; C. gent.1.58.
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Another characteristic of judgment can now be appreciated,
that it makes possible the passage from the notional to the
existential order. By the formation of the concept the process
by which the object (by means of its species) is impressed
(under a given formality) on the mind is brought to comple-
tion; and this process is relatively passive, in the sense that the
mind is assimilated to its object. An inverse process begins
with the judgment, and here the mind is more active than pas-
sive, To explain this in cognitional terms (of Scholastic theory)
one would say that the intellect, as conceiving, is one with its
object, and indeed identical with it according to its being as
known (its “esse intentionale”). The mind, as judging, has
“ something proper to itself,” ® namely the awareness of the
presence of the conceived form in the known object, and hence
also of the existence of that object, so that by its judgment it
brings the intellect back to that object as it is in itself, and
hence as existing. Judgment thus brings thought back from the
ideal realm of abstract notions to the concrete world of existing
beings. In this way it bridges the gap between thought and
volition, between speculation and action; for the will and action
bear on things as they are concretely given in their own in-
dividual existence. This also helps to explain why it is that our
judgments fall so easily under the influence of the will and in-
deed of passion (as with prejudices), and why so many judg-
ments can be called voluntary, as for instance those concerned
in the act of faith.** At the same time some light is thrown
on another characteristic of judgment, namely its binding na-
ture. One who judges commits and pledges himself, as though
binding himself in a full and complete act by which he expresses
himself (insofar as the act includes reflection) and the object
of his judgment. This is most apparent when one is called be-
fore a judge or court of inquiry as a witness; by his judgment
he pledges himself in a concrete and definitive manner.®

60« Aliquid sibi proprium ” (De ver.1.8).

%1 Ct. ST 1a2ae 17.6; 2a2ae 2.9.

%2 One is reminded of Gabriel Marcel’s stress on witness as commitment, as,
e.g., in his The Philosophy of Existence (London, 1950), pp. 67-76.
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This characteristic of judgment also draws attention to its
central importance in the critical examination of knowledge
with regard to its validity and truth, by leading to recognition
of the distinction between the notional and the existential or-
ders. As was pointed out earlier on (cf. above, n. 10), the
identity affirmed in judgment does not hold as between subject
and predicate as such, or in the mental realm, but only in the
object, which is primarily a concretely existing thing, and which
is identically that subject which has the form signified by the
predicate. The judgment effects the transition from the mental
world to that in which such real identity is found. This is aptly
called its transnotional value or function, for the judgment is
not just representative; it is also existential, as St. Thomas so
often insists, holding that what is most distinctive of the judg-
ment is that it has to do with existence.®®

Before we go on to deal with this aspect of the judgment it
may not be out of place to suggest that one reason why so many
of his followers* turned away from what seems clearly St.
Thomas’s notion of judgment may be traced to a certain es-
sentialism due, I am inclined to think, to the mathematical
procedure introduced into philosophy by Descartes, and to the
influence of the evidently successful science of mathematical
physics. Mathematics makes for clarity and accuracy, and is
closely akin to logic. Both sciences confine themselves to a
world of abstract entities where real existence is of no signifi-
cance and where real motion is reduced to its quantitative co-
ordinates. Philosophy, enviously aiming at similar clarity and
accuracy, allowed itself to be drawn entirely into the timeless

% Ct. In Boet. de Trin. 5.3; In 1 sent. 19.5.1 ad 7; 38.1.3; In I perih. 1.10; 8.108,

%4 There may be others, but Ferrariensis seems to be a notable exception, to judge
by his commentary (n. 6) on C. gent. 1.59: ‘ Compositio et complexio in intellectu
non intelligitur tamquam sit aliquid per actum intellectus constitutum quod ex
pluribus conceptibus componatur ita quod ex illis fiat unum sicut ex materia et
forma. . . . Quod de re incomplexa conecipit (intellectus) rei ad extra attribuit, et
sic indicat ita esse in re sicut concipit de ipsa . . . Ita videlicet quod subiectum
dicit rem cui intellectus aliquid de ipsa conceptum attribuit, et praedicatum dicit
formam quam de ipso prius incomplexe conceperat, et posterius cum complexione
ad rem intelligit et dicit,”
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and motionless world of ideal relationships; all the more so
because thought, again mainly due to the influence of Descartes,
came to be regarded exclusively as consisting of ideas present
to the mind. Such conceptualism focused attention on the es-
sence at the expense of existence, which came to be seen as
mere factual givenness, and therefore of as little importance
to the philosopher as to the scientist; and it imprisoned thought
within the immanent realm of the abstract and universal. Such
trends could only lead to idealism and essentialism. It is surely
significant that the rediscovery, starting in the period 1930-
1940, of existence as act, and of its central role in the meta-
physics of St. Thomas, has gone hand in hand with the re-
discovery of the nature and proper function of judgment. The
return to existence as act and to judgment as the complete act
of knowledge by which alone existence can be attained lies
behind the marked realism of more recent Thomists, in con-
trast to the semi-idealism which had been so prevalent, and
against which E. Gilson wrote so trenchantly in the thirties.”

The Pure Existential Judgment

As I embark on this final section I am quite aware that a
vast amount has been written in recent years on the question
of existence, both from the ontological point of view, and from
the analytical and linguistic angle which considers the meaning
of existence when used as a predicate, and asks if existence can
really function as a predicate. It is beyond my scope or com-
petence to deal with all this literature. What I can hope to do
is to keep as close as possible to the texts of St. Thomas and to
examine how the notion of judgment, as it has been outlined
in these pages, can square with what St. Thomas teaches about
the way we know existence. From the start I place myself on

% Especially in Le réalisme méthodique, Paris, 1986; Réalisme Thomiste et
eritique de la connaissance, Paris, 1989. C. Fabro treats briefly but vigorously of
the change—or lack of it—in the Thomist school itself and in the Neo-Scholastics
by which St. Thomas's notion of the act of existing (esse ut actus) was abandoned
in favor of that of existence (esse in aetuw), in his Partecipazione e causalits,
Torino, 1960, pp. 603-629.
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the side of those Thomists who maintain that, for St. Thomas,
being is primarily the act of existing (cf. n. 27, above) which
is “ that which is most intimate and deep in all things, since it
is formal in regard to all that is in a thing.” *® “ the actuality
of all things, and even of forms themselves,” ® “ the actuality
of all acts, and hence the perfection of all perfections.” ®® This
insight, which is shared by some leading Thomists of today,®
is excellently summarized by W. Norris Clarke, S.J. in these
words: “In penetrating beyond the mere fact of existence of
some being, affirmed by a knower distinct from itself, to the
inner act of existence within the being itself, which objectively
grounds the true affirmation about it, he (St. Thomas) has pro-
vided a far more intrinsic analysis than hitherto available in
more essence-oriented, essence-dominated, conceptions. For the
first time the fact of actual existence as immanent act and per-
fection is formally and technically integrated into the meta-
physical analysis of the constitutive structure of being, being
thereby € unveiled ’ as constituting the very root of all the onto-
logical perfection within a being, including its intelligibility,
which now appears as the very light of existence itself shining
through the manifold prism of essences recognized as diverse
modes of active presence.” ™

The initial problem set by existential judgments concerns
the meaning of the copula, the verb “is.” Although this verb

86 ¢ Fsse autem est illud quod est magis intimum cuilibet, et quod profundius
omnibus inest” (ST la 8.1).

87 “ Ipsum esse est actualitas omnium rerum, et etiam ipsarum formarum” (ST
la 4.1 ad 8), cf. tbid., 2 and 3.

¢ “Hoc quod dico esse est actualitas omnium actuum, et propter hoc est per-
fectio omnium perfectionum ” (De pot. 7.2 ad 9); cf. ST 1a2ae 2.5. ad 2.

% Among others: C. Fabro: La nozione metafisica di partecipazione secondo
8. Tommaso d’Aquino (1939), 2nd. ed-, Torino, 1949; E. Gilson: Le Thomisme,
4th. ed., Paris, 1942; L. B. Geiger: La participation, Paris, 1942; J. de Finance:
Etre et Agir, Paris, 1945; L. De Raeymaeker: La Philosophie de 'Etre, Louvain,
1946; J. Owens: An Elementary Christion Metaphysics, Milwaukee, 1963. For a
brief history of the “ recovery ” of this Thomistic notion of “esse ™ cf. Sister Helen
James John: “ The Emergence of the Act of Existing in Recent Thomism,” Intern.
Phil. Quart. 2(1962), pp. 595-600.

70« What is Most and Least Relevant in the Metaphysics of St. Thomas Today,”
Intern. Phil. Quart. 14 (1974), p. 416.
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is not expressed in such judgments in all languages, some of
which simply juxtapose the terms which express the subject
and the associated idea, or tense the verb which is used, it will
be found that “is” is either understood or equivalently ex-
pressed. This is not surprising, since “is” is as co-extensive
as being; and being, as has already been noted, although im-
plied in every concept, is usually not explicitly expressed either.
What is ever-present is simply taken for granted, while atten-
tion is concentrated on the distinctive features of what is
known. At any rate, the fact that “is” figures as copula in
most languages of our cultural context is sufficient reason to
inquire into its meaning.

A first distinction is made by St. Thomas when he writes:
“The verb “to be’ is used in two ways: to signify the act
of existing, and to signify the mental uniting of predicate to
subject which constitutes a proposition; ” ™ and again: “ There
are two uses of ‘to be’ in speech . . . One way is to use it as
the verbal copula which signifies the composition made by the
mind in all of its enunciations: hence this ‘to be’ does not
refer to real existence but to the act by which the mind com-
poses and divides (i.e., forms propositions). In this way ‘to
be’ is attributed to everything about which a proposition can
be formed, whether it is a being or a privation of being; for we
say that blindness exists. The other use of ‘to be’ is to express
the act of being in so far as it is being, namely that by reason
of which anything is said to be actually given in reality.” "

When he deals with this distinction St. Thomas usually notes
that when one replies to a question about the existence of things

7« Esse dupliciter dicitur: uno modo, significat actum essendi; alio modo, sig-
nificat compositionem propositionis, quam anima adinvenit coniungens praedicatum
subiccto ” ST 1a, 3.4 ad 2; trans. of T. McDermott, Blackiriars ed., II, p. 33.

72 “ Hsse dupliciter dicitur . . . Uno modo, secundum quod est copula verbalis
significans compositionem cujuslibet enuntiationis quam anima facit: unde hoc
esse non est aliquid in rerum natura, sed tantum in actu animae componentis et
dividentis. Et sic esse attribuitur omni ei de quo potest propositio formari, sive
sit ens, sive privatio entis; dicimus enim caecitatem esse. Alioc modo esse dicitur
actus entis inquantum est ens, id est quo aliquid denominatur ens actu in rerum
natura” (Quodl. 9.3).
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(an est?) the ‘to be’ of the reply concerns the truth of the
proposition, 1. e., it signifies the mental uniting of predicate to
subject; but that the truth of the proposition is in turn
grounded on the fact of the existence—or non-existence—of the
subject in question.” He also notes that when one answers the
question “ Does God exist? ” in the affirmative, the ‘ to be’ of
the answer does not signify God’s actual existence (which, as
identical with his being, is unknown to us) but only the truth
of the proposition, while God’s actual existence is the ground
of such truth.™

For St. Thomas, therefore, the copula in the judgment has
at least two distinct functions. One is logical, as the sign of the
relation between subject and predicate. The other is existential
and refers to the affirmation (or negation) which constitutes
the essence of the judgment in so far as it is the final and com-
plete act of knowing, an act by which the mind passes from
the notional realm to the realm in which the known object is
originally given; and this is, first and foremost, the realm where
individual and concrete objects are found as physically existing.
As he himself puts it: “this verb “is’ does not directly and
principally signify (mental) composition but only in conse-
quence of what it primarily signifies; for what it signifies first
of all is that which is grasped as absolute actuality by the intel-
lect; for ‘is,” simply as such, means to be actual.”  From this
point of view the judgment can be described as “ the operation
of the intellect in accepting the existence of a thing as it is in
itself by means of a certain assimilation to it.” ™

3 Cf. ST 1a 48.2 ad 2; In 5 meta. 9-895-896.

74 Cf ST 12 8.4 ad 2; 2.2 ad 2; De pot. 7.2 ad 1; C. gent. 1.12; In 1. sent. 33.1.1
ad 1.

78 “ Hoc verbum est consignificat compositionem, quia non eam principaliter sig-
nificat, sed ex consequenti; significat enim primo illud quod cadit in intellectu per
modum actualitatis absolutae: nam est, simpliciter dictum, significat in actu esse ”
(In 1 perih. 522). cf. L. Lavelle: De U'Etre, ¢. 5, D (2nd ed., Paris, 1947, pp.
158-162), where, having distinguished the existential from the logical function of
the copula, he points out that the cxistential judgment is implied in every other
one, since the subject, the predicate and the relation between them exist, and
thus bears witness to the universality of being.

76 « Ipsa operatio intellectus accipientis esse rei sicut est, per quamdam simila-
tionem ad ipsum” (In 1.sent. 19.5.1).
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In view of the opinion of philosophers such as Kant and B.
Russell that existence can never be a predicate, or that as a
predicate it refers to propositional functions rather than to
things, it is necessary first of all to indicate some kinds of state-
ments which seem to predicate existence but in reality do not
do so. This is best seen in reference to negative judgments
which are often adduced to show that existence cannot be a
predicate, for this reason: if a subject is said not to exist it
cannot have a reference, with the result that no predication
concerning it is possible. P. Geach has dealt with this difficulty,
and in so doing draws attention to three kinds of denials of
existence which must carefully be distinguished.”

In such statements as ““ Cerberus does not exist ”” there is the
ostensible use of a proper name, but one is not really using such
a name since there is no such thing as Cerberus. In this case,
“exist” is not a genuine predicate, not even of the name
Cerberus. In a second class of statements use is made of a
descriptive and predicable expression, such as “ dragon.” Here
the expression is not used as a name but as a logical predicate,
for the meaning of “ dragons do not exist ” is “ nothing at all
is a dragon; ” and hence the use of such an expression does not
imply the existence of what it signifies, even when it figures
grammatically as subject. When such an expression is used
affirmatively existence is not really a predicate either. The cor-
rect formulation is not: “a so-and-so (an F) exists,” nor even:
“there is an F; ” but: “ some things have F-ness.” This throws
some light on statements concerning privations, as when one
affirms: ““evil exists.” The correct meaning of such a state-
ment is: “ some things have defects; ” and the ‘ to be’ of such
a statement refers, as St. Thomas pointed out, to the mental
uniting of subject and predicate.” So also in the statement:
“God exists,” existence is not a predicate, since it does not
refer to God’s act of existing. The subject “ God ” is not used
as a proper name but as a descriptive, predicable term; and the

"¢ Form and Existence,” Kenny, loc. cit.,, pp. 41-48.
"8 ST 1a 48, 2 ad 2; C. gent. 3.9, at the end.
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meaning is: something or other is God. To be used as a proper
name it would have to signify “the one and only God;” then
it can serve, if not rigorously as a proper name, at least as a
definite description.

In a third class of statement, continues Geach, existence can
be a genuine predicate when used in reference to definite in-
dividuals, as when Jacob said: “ Joseph is not, and Simeon is
not.” Even if Joseph and Simeon had been dead when Jacob
uttered this lament the phrase would have been perfectly cor-
rect and significant. Although the bearers of those names no
longer existed, yet the names themselves, used as subjects, still
had reference, as Wittgenstein pointed out.” Since names are
timeless, reference by naming does not admit time qualifica-
tions; hence negative propositions of this sort raise no special
difficulty. Geach concludes that when St. Thomas defines judg-
ment through its power to express ‘ to be’ he is speaking pri-
marily of this kind of ‘to be’ which can be a predicate. To
mark the difference between this use and the second one men-
tioned above, one might say, for instance, “ God is” (where
existence is a predicate, and “ God is not” would mean that
God, like Joseph, had died), as distinct from “ God exists.” *

Although the ‘to be’ of this third type of statement refers
principally to the *“ absolute actuality ” of individuals as they
concretely exist in themselves, it is clear that the judgment may
be used to affirm or deny other kinds of existence. It is indeed
true that “ to signify existence is the distinctive mark of affir-
mation, and to signify non-existence is the distinctive mark of
negation,” ® yet whatever can exist in any way can form the
object of the judgment, according to the particular mode of its
existence. Thus St. Thomas, commenting on a passage in Aris-

" Philosophical Investigations, 1. 40.
so . R .

In the article quoted in note 58, on pp 469-473, Geach suggests the terminology
of “ first order predicate” (which can significantly be attached to the name of an
object), and “ second order predicate ” whose sense is complete only when attached
to a first order one, as in the example “ God exists.”

81 ¢ Significare esse est proprium affirmationis, et significare non esse est proprium
negationis ” (In 1 perih. 821).
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totle, says: “When he says here ‘ what is’ and ‘ what is not’
he should not be understood as referring only to the existence
or non-existence of the subject, but to this: that the thing sig-
nified by the predicate should be in the thing signified by the
subject. For when we say ‘ the raven is white’ we signify that
something is which is not, even though the raven does exist.” %
For St. Thomas it is the form that determines the kind of exis-
tence peculiar to each being, for it is by reason of its form that
anything has existence. Since he explains knowledge in terms
of form (technically known then as species) and since mental
acts and forms can be known through reflection, judgments
concerning “ideal ” or immanent realities are possible; yet
these, as noted earlier on, imply a relation to the realm of
“real ” existence. This is the realm that concerns us at present
and of which St. Thomas speaks when he says that if the form
in question pertains to the essence of a thing (e. g., the rational
soul in man), that thing is said simply to be (dicetur habens
esse simpliciter) ; if the form is extraneous to the essence, that
thing will be said to be in a particular and qualified way (non
dicetur esse simpliciter, sed esse secundum quid) 2

This appears to be what Geach has in mind when he writes:
“ Existence in sense C (the third of those mentioned earlier) is,
according to Aquinas, always existence in respect of some form:
quodlibet esse est secundum formam aliquam (la 5.5 ad 8.
For it is in this sense of ‘exist’ that we say a thing goes on
existing; and for a thing to continue to exist is for it to be the
same X over a period of time, when X represents some Begriffs-
wort; and this in turn means the persistence in an individual
of the form expressed by the predicable expression X8
While this is clear enough, it could be taken to imply that there

8% Non est autem intelligendum quod hoe quod dixit: quod est et quod non est
sit referendum ad solam existentiam vel non existentiam subiecti, sed ad hoc quod
res significata per praedicatum insit vel non insit rei significatae per subiectum.
Nam cum dicitur corvus est albus’ significatur quod non est, esse, quamvis ipse
corvus sit res existens” (ibid., 945 cf. In I sent. 19,5.1 ad 5).

%2 In Boet. de hebdom. 2.27.

8¢ Op. cit., p. 48.
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is no real difference between the attributive and the pure form
of the existential judgment. To affirm that Peter is could
apparently be equivalent to stating that Peter continues to
possess the same essential form. I don’t know if Geach would
agree to this, but it does seem to correspond to what Fr. Régis
has to say on this matter.*

Fr. Régis regards the judgment as the mental union of two
concepts, basically the noun-concept representing the quiddity,
and the verb-concept which represents both accidents and exis-
tence. The direct object of the judgment is therefore the uni-
fied concepts, and its immanent term is the enunciation. It is
not concerned directly with reality but with our knowledge of
it, and what the ‘to be’ of judgment signifies is primarily the
identity of attribution. With regard to existence he maintains
(against E. Gilson) that if one follows St. Thomas he can cer-
tainly speak of a concept of existence; *® and that the existence
affirmed by the judgment is not the act of existing itself but
the mode—substantial or accidental—of existence proper to
mobile being. Consequently, one should not speak of existence
as the object (i.e. the objective cause) of the judgment but
only as its measure, in the sense that it is the measure of the
truth or falsity of the mental union of concepts which consti-
tutes the essence of the judgment.

Apart from the fact that Fr. Régis misleadingly looks on the
judgment as formed by the union of two concepts he seems here
to confuse two quite distinet things, the judgment as object of
simple reflexive apprehension, and the act itself of judging; and
it is strange that he has no difficulty in allowing that the exis-
tence of the act of judging is apprehended by the act of judg-
ment itself, while denying that the existence of real beings can
be so apprehended.®” If the judgment does no more than affirm
the substantial or accidental mode of being of its object it will

8 7,. M. Régis, O.P.: “ The Knowledge of Existence in St. Thomas Aquinas,”
Modern Schoolman 28 (1951), pp. 121-127; cf. Epistemology, New York, 1959,
pp. 312-314; 321 ff.

8¢ He quotes In I perih. 1.5; 8.11; 5.17; 6.2; 8.1%, ete

87 Cf. J. Owens: An Elementary Christian Metaphysics, p. 254, n. 5.
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be difficult indeed to show how the judgment “ Peter is” can
differ from this one: ““ Peter is a man.” Even if the former does
imply that Peter continues to be the same kind of being that he
formerly was, it is precisely this continuance in being that is
affirmed, rather than the fact that he is a human being. In
other words, although the form is principle of existing, it is
not identical with it; and what the pure existential judgment
affirms is simply that Peter is. Fr. Régis seems to assume that
if existence is to be predicated it must first of all be conceived;
and since a concept is, of its nature, abstract and universal,
and hence can represent only a form, such a judgment could
not have to do with actual existence as it is found in individu-
als. The distinction between existence as objective cause and
as measure is not at all convincing, for a measure, to function
as such, must surely be known; and since actual and singular
existence admittedly cannot be adequately grasped conceptual-
ly, the conclusion should be, not that it is not known, but that
it can be known only through the judgment. To avoid con-
fusions like this it might be better to make use of a precise
terminology; to say, for instance, that while existence (a
formality considered abstractly and in itself) can be represented
in a concept, to exist (actual and singular existing of an in-
dividual being) can be reached only by the act of judgment.

This is the line of approach taken by E. Gilson who, however,
goes to the opposite extreme in his eagerness to underline the
existentialist character of the genuine thought of St. Thomas.®®
He begins with the same difficulty, namely that, at least in
the ordinary kind of judgment, what is predicated must first
be conceived; and that what is conceived is necessarily a form
or quality and prescinds from the order of actual existence.
Hence, he concludes, that which is distinctive of actual exis-
tence cannot be represented in a concept. There is therefore
no concept of existence as it is actually exercised in an individu-

S8 CL P. 1, c. 1 (Existence et Réalité) of Le Thomisme in the third (Paris, 1941)
and successive editions; L’Etre et Uessence (Paris, 1948), esprcially cc. 9 and 10.
The same ideas are found in his Being and Some Philosophers, Toronto, 1949,
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al being. Existence in this sense (i.e. “ to exist ”) can only be
expressed in the judgment, and indeed only in the pure exis-
tential judgment, as when I affirm: “ Peter is.” To conceive
actual existence is to transform it into an abstract formality,
and to transfer it from the existential to the essential order;
and if it were a predicate, the existential judgment (e.g. “ being
is ”) would be turned into an ideal and essential one (*being
is being ). In other words, in the judgment “being is ex-
isting,” the copula either has an existential function, and the
judgment would be equivalent to “being exists existing,” an
evident tautology, or the copula has only the function of
uniting subject and predicate, and then the judgment would not
affirm existence, and the meaning would be “ being is being.” *
Gilson is thus forced to conclude that while the attributive
judgment consists of two concepts joined by the copula (which
does not then signify actual existence), the pure existential
judgment has no predicate. It is composed of a subject and
of the act of existing; and the verb “is” is not then a copula,
but simply the affirmation of the act of existence. It is by
this act of judgment alone that actual existence is grasped.
Gilson has the uncanny knack of sensing, as it were, the
direction in which a correct solution to a problem may be
found, although he is not always so successful in working out
the details of that solution. I find it difficult to accept his con-
tention that the attributive existential judgment (e.g. “ Peter
is studying ) is not really existential, for such a judgment does
surely assert not only that Peter is a student but also that he
is a really existing being. Moreover, the pure existential judg-
ment is left, so to speak, hanging in the air, as though no con-
ceptual activity preceded or prepared it. But even if there
were no preceding concept of actual existence this would not
mean that it was unknown. The knowing activity which re-
sults in the concept of the object as known (e.g., as student,
or as being) comprises the whole process of “continuation

% For similar views cf. E. Brisbhois: “ Qu’est-ce 'existence,” in Rev. Phil. Louvain
48 (1950, pp. 185219,
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through sense ” which links the intellect to the concrete and
existing object; and it is this indirectly representative knowl-
edge—intellectual as well as sensitive—that finds expression in
the verb and in the judgment. The fact that there is no ade-
quate concept of actual existence does not imply that there is
no knowledge of it; and it is precisely such knowledge that, as
Gilson insists, can find adequate expression only in the judg-
ment. One might say that the judgment has reference to actual
existence by reason of its subject, not by reason of the predicate
which, as such, is an abstract formality.

While Gilson opens up the interesting possibility of a judg-
ment which has no concept, he also affirms that there is no
predicate in the pure existential judgment. This might lead
one to suspect that here there is really no judgment at all, es-
pecially if one retains the “ two concept ” notion of judgment;
and it could seem to cast doubt on the notion of judgment
which I have put forward as being the simple act by which
the intellect refers a conceived form to the object denoted by
the subject.

Here one must start from facts; and it can hardly be denied
that the pure existential judgment is truly a judgment. If I am
asked whether such a thing as a space-ship or a laser beam
exists, and I reply that it does, I surely intend to make an as-
sertion; so too the servant of the German noble visiting Italy
who scribbled “ Est! Est! Est!” on the inn in Montefiascone to
indicate that he had found excellent wine there. Nor does the
judgment need to have a predicate, at least in the opinion of
St. Thomas, who writes: “ a simple enunciation can be formed
from just a noun and a verb, but not from other parts of speech
without these.” ® When he says that in the phrase “ Socrates
is” the “is” must be taken as a substantial predicate® he
means that “is” in its full and proper sense is attributed only
to substances, while all other kinds of being are said to be only

?0 % Potest autem ex solo nomine et verbo simplex enuntiatio fieri, non autem
ex aliis orationis partibus sine his ” (In I perih.1, 6).
*1In 5 meta. 9.896.
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in a certain manner.”®* He combines these considerations in the
following passage: “This verb ‘is’ is sometimes predicated in
itself in the enunciation, as when one says ‘Socrates is: * by
which we intend to signify nothing else than that Socrates
really exists. Sometimes however is’ is not predicated in itself,
as principal predicate, but as joined to the principal predicate
in order to connect it to the subject; as when one says ‘ Socrates
is white’ it is not the intention of the speaker to affirm that
Socrates really exists but to attribute whiteness to him by
means of the verb ‘is;’ and hence in such cases ‘is’ is predi-
cated as joined to the principal predicate.” *

From this it appears that the judgment, simply as such, does
not require more than the subject and the verb; and since the
subject of the judgment, as such, is not a concept, for its role
is to denote rather than to signify, it follows that there can be
a judgment without any concept at all. This implication must,
at first sight, appear paradoxical and disconcerting. Yet it must
be remembered—and this probably is the main point which
Gilson wished to make—that the pure existential judgment
is unique, since other forms do require at least one concept. The
reason why this judgment is unique is that, as Xant had noted,
but not for the reason he gave, existence as actually exercised
cannot be a predicate in the same formal way as other aspects
of real being; it cannot figure as the third term in a judgment
and at the same time retain its properly existential value. The
predicate, as third term in the judgment, always expresses some
formal determination of the subject; but actual existence is not
a form but that by which every form is rendered actual. “Any

22 Quodl. 9.3.

®8 “ Hoe verbum est quandoque in enuntiatione praedicatur secundum se; ut
cum dicitur Socrates est: per quod nihil aliud intendimus significare quam quod
Socrates sit in rerum natura. Quandoque vero non praedicatur per se, quasi prin-
cipale praedicatum, sed quasi coniunctum principali praedicato ad connectendum
ipsum subiecto; sicut cum dicitur Socrates est albus non est intentio loquentis ut
asserat Socratem esse in rerum natura, sed ut attribuat ei albedinem mediante hoc
verbo est; et ideo in talibus est praedicatur ut adiacens principali praedicato ”
(In 2 perih. 2.212).
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form is compared to existence itself as potency to act;”** for
“existence is the actuality of every form or nature . . . hence
existence itself must be compared to the essence which is other
than itself, as act to potency.” ** In general, for St. Thomas
at any rate, “ existence itself is the most perfect of all things: .

it is the actuality of all things and even of forms themselves.
Hence it is not compared to others as that which receives to
that which is received, but rather as that which is received to
that which receives.” ® The actuality expressed by existence—
more accurately, one should say by “ existing ”—can only be
represented by the fullest actualization of knowledge; and this
is the act of judgment.

The psychology of judgment, within the Thomistie tradition
at least, seems to demand this. The knower, as actually know-
ing, is identical (intentionally, not physically) with what is
known, in respect of the formality under which the object is
attained. Knowledge implies intentional identity between the
knower and the essence—or some formal aspect—of what is
known. But it is precisely the actual existence, the physical
“existing,” of the known object, and of the knower, that dis-
tinguishes one from the other. With regard to this “ existing
there can be no identification, and hence no adequate concep-
tual knowing. The only act of the intellect that is able to grasp
actual existence as completely actual is the judgment, always
presupposing that it is the final phase of a unified process, intel-
lectual and sensitive, that reaches continuously from mind to
object; for it is by means of the senses, and principally the
sense of touch, that we come into contact with the world of
physically existent beings, just as the only way in which actual

4 “ Forma aliqua comparatur ad ipsum esse ut potentia ad actum * (De anim. 6
ad 38).

5« Esse est actualitas omnis formae vel naturae . . . oportet igitur quod ipsum
esse comparetur ad essentiam quae est aliud ab ipso, sicut actus ad potentiam ”
(ST 1a 36).

°¢“Ipsum esse est perfectissimum omnium: . . . est actualitas omnium rerum
et etiam ipsarum formarum. Unde non comparatur ad alia sicut recipiens ad re-
ceptum: sed magis ut receptum ad recipiens ” (¢bid., 4.1 ad 3; cof. De pot. 72
ad 9).
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existence can reveal itself to us is through action. It is also pre-
supposed, in Thomistic psychology, that what knows is, strictly
speaking, neither the intellect nor the sense faculty, but the
person, the individual knower, whose substantial unity (of soul
and body) is reflected in the dynamic unity of the one knowing-
process which integrates both intellectual and sense elements.”

What is lacking in the conceptual phase, and present in the
judging phase of knowing as one of its distinguishing marks,
is the consciousness of this distinction, as regards real existing,
between the knower and what is known. The knower is aware
that his physical existence is distinct from that of the known
object. The actual existence of the object is known even though
it cannot be adequately conceptualized; and it is this knowledge
which finds expression in the act of judgment, which is therefore
rightly characterized as the act by which existence is either
affirmed or denied. Perhaps this is what St. Thomas has in
mind when, contrasting the * simplex notitia,” involved in all
kinds of knowing, with “scientia visionis,” he says that the
latter has to do with what is “ extra genus notitiae,” as, for
example, when there is question of the knowledge of the exis-
tence of things.”® This curious phrase seems to indicate that,
for him, the knowledge of existence is of a quite different kind
from all other ordinary kinds. In another place, he draws a con-
trast between the way an angel knows existence (as concretely
exercised in the existent being) and the human way. The hu-
man intellect’s connatural way is to know concrete forms and
concrete existing in abstraction, “ per modum resolutionis cuius-
dam.” *® This phrase seems to stand for the indirect type of
knowing implied in the “return to the senses.” The pure exis-
tential judgment would then express the basic orientation of
the intellect towards its primordial object, namely being as
primarily signifying existence as act. This basic thrust of the
mind underlies all its conceptual activity, and can therefore

®* Cf. De ver. 2.6 ad 8; 33.18 ad 7; In de anim. 1.101.52; De anim. 19; Quodl.
9.7; ST 1a 752 ad 2. cf. B. Lonergan: Collection, New York, 1967, c. 14.

%8 De ver. 8.3 ad 8; cf. 1.2 ad 8.

% ST 1a 124 ad 8



ON JUDGING EXM¥ENCE 561

be described as intuitive, or even—to use Heidegger’s favorite
phrase—pre-conceptual, a pre-grasp (Vorgriff) of being as ex-
istence.

The author who, to my mind, has made the most successful,
or at least the most interesting, attempt to unravel the kind
of knowing involved in the pure existential judgment is Mari-
tain,'*® whose theory I shall try to summarize as best I can.
The background to his theory is formed, if I am not mistaken,
by the convergence in his mind of two trends of thought which
seem to have developed independently of each other before
he realized that they could and should be fused. One trend led
to the recognition of the primacy, in the philosophy of St.
Thomas, of existence as act.® The other was a growing aware-
ness of the importance for St. Thomas of the kind of knowing
called “ by connaturality ” *** which Maritain explained as an
intuitive and pre-conceptual, although intellectual, knowl-
edge which is at work when we know either ourselves or singu-
lar material beings,’®® and which is operative in the artist as
creative intuition where an affective element plays the role
normally filled by the concept.”*

Maritain begins by recalling that our concepts are normally
derived by way of abstraction which employs the internal image
of the known object. The usual kind of judgment, which is
attributive, makes use of a predicate obtained in this abstrac-
tive manner and which signifies some formal aspect of the ob-
ject, which it then attributes to the subject. In this way one
can form the concept of existence, in the same way namely as

100 «“ Reflexions sur la nature blessée et sur lintuition de V'étre,” in Revue
Thomiste 68 (1968), pp. 5-40.

11 Cf, “ L’Existentialisme de saint Thomas,” in Esistensialismo (Acta Pont.
Academiae Romanae S. Thomae Aq., Nova Series, vol. 13), Roma, 1947, pp. 40-64;
Court traité de Uexistence et de Uexistant, Paris, 1947, ch. 1, pp. 42-60 (English
version: FEuxistence and the Existent, New York, 1956, pp. 32-44).

102 Cf, ST 2a%e 45.2; and 1a 1.6 ad 3.

108 Cf. “On Knowledge through Connaturality,” in Review of Metaphysics, 4
(1951) pp. 473-481; The Range of Reason, London, 1958, ch. 3.

1% Creative Intuition in Art and Poetry, New York, 1958 (Meridian PB, 1955),
chs., 3-4,
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one forms the concept of any other reality, and this concept
of existence can function as predicate in the attributive judg-
ment. But this concept belongs to what, in Aristotelian ter-
minology, is known as the first degree of abstraction. It signifies
existence as it is normally understood in everyday, or non-
philosophical, language; and “ to exist ” in this sense is simply
“to be there” (étre la), to be present in the world of the
speaker, as when one affirms that the presence of a spy in the
military forces is certain. This is what modern Thomists refer
to as “esse in actu” as distinct from “ esse ut actus;” and
Maritain proposes to use the Heideggerian term Dasein to sig-
nify existence in this sense. It is well expressed in the French
phrase: “il y a.”

This concept follows on the sense knowledge by which the
singular existent being is reached. When, for instance, I know
a rose, 1 form a sensible image of some aspect of it, e.g. its
color, which is due to the intentional (in the cognitive sense)
action of the rose on the eye. When the intellect, making use
of the image, forms the concept of color, it is also conscious of
the act of seeing insofar as jt depends on the intentional ac-
tivity of the rose, and therefore it is also conscious of the exis-
tence of the rose. In other words, existence is already known;
it is present to the mind, and hence spiritualized, but only in
remote potency since it is present only mediately as implied
in the consciousness of the act of seeing. Existence is then
known by means of a concept. There is explicit knowledge of
the object but only implicit knowledge of its existence. One
who knows that “the rose is there” does not yet explicitly
know the existence of the rose, for he knows the presence of the
rose only by means of a concept which is not its adequate sub-
stitute. The existence is known in the way in which a form is
known, as though it belonged to the order of essence rather than
of actual existence; and there is no explicit recognition, at this
level, of the distinction of existence from essence. This type of
existential judgment can be called a judgment of presence. In
it the subject is attained as present in the world of the speaker;
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what it says, in effect, is: this is here. The existence in ques-
tion is not existence as such but as relative to the world of
things. The existential reference belongs, in the copulative as-
sertion, to the subject and predicate rather than to the copula,
whereas in the truly existential judgment it belongs to the
copula; and this first concept of existence, although in itself
analogical, is used as if it were univocal, since it simply means:
“ present to my world.”

The intellect makes use of this concept of existence (as
Dasein) in three main ways. First of all, in ordinary language
about things, as when one says: “ Peter is there.” The “is” in
this case functions merely as copula, and only the “there” is
used existentially as referring to a particular subject. What
“is” then does is to attribute “ there ” to such a subject. In
the second place, the concept of existence is used in the same
way in the natural sciences, as when one asserts: “ the dinosaur
no longer exists,” i. e., is no longer present in our world. Finally,
it is also so used in natural philosophy (which moves in the
first degree of abstraction), and in such philosophical systems
as Dialectical Materialism where it has the additional meaning
of “to make, or produce.” Maritain thinks that it is also in
this sense that it is used by Phenomenologists, and that the
constant temptation for the Christian philosopher is to conceive
existence only in this way, for instance when he speaks of the
existence of God, as though God simply were “ there”, in some
kind of invisible world; and he suspects that Heidegger thought
of existence only in this way.

It is possible, however, to raise this concept to the third
degree of abstraction. The philosophers who are truly meta-
physicians can do this if they realize that the concept of being
is analogical; yet, if they lack the intuition of “existing” as
such, or reach it only implicitly, they still have only conceptual
knowledge of it. This was the case with Bergson, who conceived
being as duration, as distinct from Spinoza who conceived being
as univocal. It is also true, for Maritain, of Aristotle whose
intuition of being centered on essence rather than on existence,
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and who thought of being in the same way as the other
transcendental notions, so that existence was conceived as
though it were some kind of essence. Such a concept is obtained
through abstraction in the third degree. It can not only precede
the genuine intuition of existence and being but can block it,
in so far as existence is then conceived on the pattern of other
acts, for instance in the way that “ to understand ” is called an
act in relation to the intellect. There is a fundamental dif-
ference between the two cases, for, with regard to under-
standing, the intellect is already presupposed as existing, where-
as the intellect, or any other power, is nothing at all if it does
not actually exist,

To make clear the difference between these two usages of
existence as Dasein one could say that in the simple judgment
of presence (in the first degree of abstraction), existence is
reached as Just a fact (as given in the world), whereas in the
metaphysical judgment (in the third degree of abstraction) it
is reached as act but as not intrinsically different from other
acts,

In order to gain adequate knowledge of existence in its unique-
ness as the actuality of all acts one has to pass beyond this
essentialized notion of existence; and this can only occur when
the mind reaches an intuition of actual existence pure and sim-
ple. Such an intuition is embodied in a judgment, but not in
any attributive kind of judgment. This is the pure existential
judgment, what may be called the metaphysical existential
judgment, which differs from all others, and finds expression
in such words as: “I am; reality is; things exist.” Through
this intuitive judgment existence as act is spiritualized, no
longer only in potency but in act, by means of an intellectual
act (the intuitive judgment) which is proportionate to exis-
tence in its unique actuality. By this judgment the act of exis-
tence is posited in the mind as proportionate to existence as it
actuates and gives reality to things which exist independently
of the mind. Through such a judgment one has knowledge of
existence, but there is no concept; it is the act of judging, not
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a concept, which corresponds to existence itself as unique act.
Once this intuitive judgmental act has taken place the intel-
lect is able to reflect on it, and by so doing to form the properly
metaphysical concept of existence as act. Such a concept is
different from all others, for it has not been obtained through
abstraction (which would turn itinto a form) but through reflec-
tion on an intuition through which existence asact is adequately
represented in the mind. This concept of existence is in the
third degree of abstraction; it is fully metaphysical. It alone
does justice to the unique reality and perfection of existence,
and hence Maritain proposes to refer to it as Sein. This con-
cept, therefore, does not precede the intuitive judgment but
follows it as the conceptual expression of what has been made
present to the mind through the previous act of judgment.

A Thomist would hardly quarrel with Maritain over that
basis of his theory which is the uniqueness of the properly
metaphysical notion of existence as act. Nor would he question
the power of the intellect to grasp being as existential. It is
clear that, for St. Thomas, what the intellect knows as its direct
and primary object is being; ** and being means, first of all,
actual existence (cf. n. 7 above). It is presumably for this
reason that Maritain can speak of the basic grasp of existence
as an intuition.

His distinction of existence as Dasein from existence as Sein
agrees with that of “ existence in act ” from “ existence as act ”
in the terminology favored by other existential Thomists, and
it clarifies existence in act by invoking the notion of presence.
Such distinctions enable one to go along with authors like
Régis *** when they hold that the “ to be ” of judgment cannot
refer to actual existence, since no concept is able to represent
existence as act. This may be one reason why they regard the
judgment as formed by the union of two concepts. Maritain’s
theory, now opposing this view, has all the more value since
he himself formerly advocated it; and it explains why the “to

195 Cf. ST 1a2ze 94.2; C. gent, 2.88, ete.
108 Epistemology, pp. 321 ff.
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be” of judgment does not usually refer to existence as act,
while it does lead thought back to the existential order.

Fabro would apparently side with Maritain on this point, to
judge by what he had written ten years before Maritain’s ar-
ticle appeared.’®” There he maintains that the existence affirmed
in judging is not formally recognized either as distinct from es-
sence or as that real and intrinsic principle which is the act of
all acts and the proper effect of God; only metaphysicians—and
indeed very few of them-—can reach this notion of existence.
The judgment, as such, affirms only actual existence (esse in
actw) , that factual givenness which can be affirmed of every exis-
tent, whether in the physical or in the mental order, whether
substantial or accidental. The judgment, as such, has to do
with different modes of “being actual "—what Maritain calls
Dasein—although all such modes are ultimately grounded in
existence as act. This enables us to preserve the notion of
judgment as affirming that a form is in a subject, in whatever
realm of being to which that subject belongs. The * there”
of the judgment of presence can be interpreted as such a form.
As a result, the property of the judgment, as distinct from the
concept, lies in its power to express this mode of existing, name-
ly, existence in a subject. The kind of existence in question will
depend on the type of subject, which may be logical, mathe-
matical, scientific, poetical, physical or metaphysical.**®

Comparing the theories of Maritain and Fabro on the one
hand, and that of Régis on the other, it appears that they ap-
proach the question of the “esse ” attained by judgment from
different standpoints. Régis, doubtless due to his “two con-
cept ” theory of judgment, is forced to the conclusion that the
judgment can affirm only the mode of “ esse,” namely the way
that a form is realized in a subject. This conclusion is con-
firmed by the consideration that “ since we cannot give to the
ipsum esse rei of judgment the meaning of act of existing as
pure actuality, the only remaining possibility is to give it the

107 portecipazione e causalita, pp. 52-63; 235-236.
108 Cf, also Lonergan, Verbum, p. 66, n. 82.
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meaning of mode of existing ” (op. cit., p. 329) . This confirma-
tion, however, overlooks the possibility that the judgment, as
such, refers neither to esse as pure actuality nor to what is mere-
ly a mode of existence, but to that esse by which things are,
or are actual, namely, to factual existence, This leaves Régis
with the problem of explaining how the judgment, seen as
having for its direct object the mental synthesis of concepts
obtained by simple apprehension, can possibly refer to actual
existence.

The approach of Maritain and Fabro is quite different. They
begin from the fact that judgment is characterized by the
power to affirm actual existence. From this they go on to show
that it is therefore able to express esse as act, and finally as
the act of all acts, pointing out that this last function is possible
only when he who judges is a true metaphysician. It is pre-
cisely because the judgment can express both actual existence
and existence as the act of all acts that it is also able to express
every mode of existence; while it remains true, as Régis rightly
points out, that to express a mode of existence is to signify the
existence of a form in a subject, the mode of existence de-
pending on the type of subject in question. This interpretation
seems much closer to the thought and to the thoroughgoing
realism of St. Thomas. Moreover it fits in with the view that
our basic judgments are existential and singular, and that our
initial notion of being is not just essential but existential.

Returning now to Fabro, we note that he outlines two steps by
which we pass from the confused and initial notion of being which
lies at the source of all thought to the metaphysical notion of
being. The first step is the acquisition of the methodological no-
tion of being as “that which has existence,” where there is explicit
recognition of the distinction of subject (essence) from act (ex-
istence) . Aristotle did not get beyond this stage, seeing exis-
tence only factually, as the act of essence and as subordinate
to it. St. Thomas took the second step, rising to knowledge of
existence as the act of all acts and as object of divine causality.

Some Thomists, continues Fabro, regard as intuitive this
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knowledge of existence as act of all acts. That they are some-
what uneasy about this is shown by the fact that they refer
to this intuition as abstractive, which seems rather contradic-
tory. Maritain’s theory offers one way out of this difficulty,
while Fabro prefers to speak of “risoluzione ” rather than of
intuition. The metaphysical notion of being is understood as
the term of an ascending process of intellectual clarification of
what is meant by potency and act. This, however, demands a
foundation in experience and in direct apprehension, and the
emergence in consciousness of the ultimate act of existence
(esse ut actus) . Hence, he admits, one may speak of an implicit
intuition, insofar as this apprehension of existence is co-present
whenever an existent is known; and this co-presence is the
ground of every other kind of presence.

The question that arises at this point is: can such intuitive
or semi-intuitive knowledge be properly called a judgment? and
it is here that a Thomist would most likely hesitate to agree
with Maritain, especially if there is no concept involved in such
knowledge. Yet we are dealing with a fully intellectual-—or,
better, human—act of knowledge; and since what is distinctive
of judgment is the power to affirm or deny existence, it can rea-
sonably be maintained that here we do indeed have a judgment,
but one that is unique of its kind. As already noted (nn. 90,
93) , no more is needed for the judgment than subject and verb;
and since the primary sense of “is” refers to actual existence,
the intuition, when formulated by using the copula, would seem
to take the form of a judgment. In this connection St. Thomas
points out that “this verb “is’ . . . signifies first of all that
which enters into human understanding as absolute actuality:
for “is,” simply as such, signifies ‘to be in act,” and hence it
signifies in the manner of a verb.”**® At any rate it does seem
that reflection on such an act, whether it be truly a judgment
or not, could explain how existence may be conceived by the

199 ¢ Hoce verbum est . . . significat primo illud quod cadit in intellectu per modum
actualitatis absolutae: nam est, simpliciter dictum, significat in actu esse ” (In 1
perih, §.73) .
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genuine metaphysician and yet not be represented in a concept
obtained by abstraction and therefore presented as a form
rather than as “ the actuality of every form.” "

What does seem certain is that this altogether basic level
of intellectual knowing, where there is question of the intuitive
grasp of reality as existent, does not involve conceptual activity.
As Fr. Lonergan says: “ Prior to concepts there are insights. A
single insight is expressed only by uttering several concepts.
They are uttered in conjunction, and reflection pronounces
whether the insight and so the conjunction is correct ”.*** What
he means is perhaps made clearer in another place: “ Being is
not reduced through possibility to intelligibility as to prior con-
cepts; being is the first concept; what is prior to the first con-
cept is, not prior concept, but an act of understanding; and like
other concepts, the concept of being is an effect of the act of
understanding. Hence, when it was stated above that intellect
from intelligibility through possibility reaches being, an at-
tempt was being made to describe the virtualities of the act
of understanding in its self-possession, to conceptualize reflec-
tively the pre-conceptual act of intelligence that utters itself
in the concept ‘ being >.” **# It is doubtful that Lonergan would
agree with Maritain in calling this “ pre-conceptual act of intel-
ligence ” a judgment, although he does certainly regard it as an
intuition.

Quite a lot has been written recently on this matter of
our pre-conceptual modes of knowing; and foremost among
Thomists is D. de Petter, O. P.,*** whose work has been popula-
rized by his pupil E. Schillebeeckx, O.P., who sums up this
theory for us.*** De Petter, as Schillebeeckx understands him,
takes up the same problem as J. Maréchal and his followers

10 Ibid.

22 Insight, p. 308.

12 Verbum. Word and Idea in Aquinas, London, 1988, p. 44.

13 Begrip en werkelijkheid, Hilversum, 1964, esp. pp. 25-136; 168-173,

124 The Concept of Truth and Theological Renewal, London/Sydney, 1968, pp.
18-19, and appendix, pp. 157-206; cf. also his Révelation et Théologie (Approches
Théologiques, I, Paris, 1965), Part 8, ch. 1.
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(Rahner, Coreth, Lonergan and Donceel especially), agreeing
with them that concepts alone cannot lead the mind either to
truth or to reality. To do this they must be set in the context
of a far wider totality, namely the total knowing activity of
the mind; and this wider context includes, as the ground of the
validity of knowledge, a non-conceptual element. Maréchal was
of the opinion that this non-conceptual grounding activity is
to be sought, not in intellectual acts themselves nor in their
content, but in the dynamic structure of the human spirit as
intrinsically orientated towards being, and indeed towards in-
finite being, and hence, at least implicitly, towards God.**®
De Petter suggests that the non-conceptual dimension is to
be found in intellectual activity itself insofar as there is a
dynamic and objective element in the content of knowledge.
The concept, as he sees it, is a limited expression of a prior
awareness of reality, an awareness which is not itself expressed
since it is implicit and non-conceptual. When man knows, what
he knows, 1. e., reality, is present to him through a kind of basic
awareness which is pre-conceptual and can never be adequately
expressed by means of concepts.**® The knower is conscious—

1% For a brief introduction to the *transcendental Thomism” of Maréchal and
his followers, especially Rahner, cf. G. McCool: A Rahner Reader, London, 1975,
especially his introduction and ch. 1.

128 Perhaps this line of thought has links with the theory, foreshadowed by Reid,
Jacobi, Schelling and Schopenhauer, and developed by Dilthey and then by Max
Scheler and Nicolai Hartmann, which grounds our awareness of existent reality
on factors which precede knowledge and pertain to vital or emotive experience.
Scheler has given full and explicit attention to this conviction. Actual existence,
he contends, is not known but felt. What is known is the essence (Sosein), while
value (Wert) is grasped by affective intuition., It is through lived experience (of
such phenomena as resistance, effort, etc.) that beings are attained as existing
(Dasein) and as real (Realsein). What exists is never given as an object (Gegen-
stand) but as what resists (Widerstand). Our basic cognitive evidence bears on
the relation between our knowledge of essence and our lived experience of existence.
This cvidence is expressed in the judgment: * something in general exists,” and
negatively in the judgment: “ nothing does not exist;” and every affirmation
presupposes the assertion: “something exists.” This judgment expresses our most
radical philosophical intuition: that being asserts itself over against the abyss of
nothingness. Cf. especially his “ Idealismus—Realismus,” in Philosophischer Anzei-
ger, 1I, Bonn 1927 pp. 255-324; Vom Ewigen tm Menschen, Gesammelte Werke,
Bern, V (1955), in particular pp. 112-118.
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again in a non-conceptual way—of the inadequacy of his con-
cepts, and he thus transcends his conceptual knowledge. He is
cognitively in touch with reality although he cannot give full
and explicit expression to this basic type of knowledge. By rea-
son of this “ grounding ” the concept (as regards its objective
content) can refer to reality, even though it cannot lead the
mind to it as it is in itself. In other words, the concept, through
its objective content, points in the direction of the reality which
is known; it provides the objective perspective in which this
reality is found, although, as abstract, it is unable to place the
mind in possession of it. In this way, the concept retains its
own validity, limited though it be; for it, and it alone, as set
in the wider context of the non-conceptual awareness of reality,
can give meaning and direction to the act of knowing. Knowl-
edge, therefore, includes an experiential (i.e., intellectual but
non-conceptual) element together with conceptual thought.

If this be the case with all our knowledge of reality, it will
be so pre-eminently where the knowledge of actual existence is
concerned; and this intellectual though non-conceptual grasp
of existent reality may well be what Maritain speaks of as in-
tuition. And since judgment seems to imply reflection, it may
be the consciousness of this intuition, as leading to a concept,
that finds expression in the pure existential judgment. Since the
word “ intuition ” is ambiguous, and creates difficulties, it might
be more advisable to use the term “ contuition” favored by
some recent writers, although not in quite this particular con-
text.

The question however remains: granted that there is such
an intellectual intuition, or contuition, can it be called a judg-
ment? Since the normal type of judgment implies a concept,
it is possible that this existential intuition, although expressed
in the logical form of a judgment, is not really such. Another
possibility is that suggested by the later Wittgenstein—repudi-
ating his former opinion, as well as that of B. Russell—that there
is no such thing as an ideal, unique and logical structure com-
mon to all forms of language, nor therefore of judgment, and
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that every statement functions as it is. Then it would be a
mistake to try to reduce all forms of judgment to one basic type
which would exhibit the “ essence” of judgment, especially if
one were to take into account all the mental procedures which
belong to the realm of informal logic.

As a last resort in the attempt to answer this question one
may turn to the study of propositions which, although they
may be distinct from assertions, give expression to them and
may be taken to reveal something of their nature. It is on
this level of enquiry that most of the recent discussions of the
thorny problem: “Is existence a predicate? ” have moved; and
here I would like to refer to the stand taken on this point by
B. Miller, all the more so because he seems to have much in
common with Maritain. Against the majority of recent writers
on this point, but in company with Frege and Geach,"" he main-
tains, in my opinion successfully, that “exists ” can be a predi-
cate. This is shown by distinguishing first from second level
predication. At the first level “exists ” is said of individuals,
and has the sense of “actuality.” At the second level it is said
of kinds of things, and has the sense “ there is . . .”. Neglect of
this basic distinction constitutes a fatal flaw in B. Russell’s
theory of descriptions, and hence invalidates his thesis that
existence can significantly be predicated only of propositional
functions.**’

Miller then goes on to indicate a third sense of “ exists,” one
in which it is used as a proposition; this is what he calls its
“ propositional ” sense. He begins by assuming that predicates
are incomplete expressions, for they make sense only as part
of a proposition. He next suggests that such a thing as a logical-

17 Cf. P. Geach and M. Black (Eds.): Philosophical Writings of Gottlob Frege,
Oxford, 1960, p. 146; P. Geach: “ Form and Existence,” as already quoted, n. 36;
“ What Actually Exists,” Proc. Arist. Soc., Suppl, vol. 42 (1968), pp. 7-16; Three
Philosophers (with G. E. M. Anscombe), Oxford, 1961, pp. 88-97.

118 < In Defence of the Predicate ‘ Exists’,” Mind, 84 (1975), pp. 338-854. The
chief defenders of the opposing view are quoted on pp. 838 and 339.

39 Cf. “Proper Names and their Distinctive Sense,” Australasian Journal of
Philosophy, 51 (1973), pp. 201-210; “ Proper Names and Suppositio Personalis,”
Analysis, 154 (1978), pp. 133-137.



ON JUDGING EXISTENCE 578

ly simple proposition is not inconceivable. By such a proposi-
tion he means “ not only that it is not composed of other propo-
sitions, but even that it has no sub-propositional logical com-
ponents, e.g., logical subject, logical predicates, quantifiers,
etc.” *** Confusion is caused by failing to distinguish theories
of predication—which is never logically simple, and theories of
proposition. It is possible to conceive of a proposition without
subject or predicate, one which functions both referentially and
predicatively, and in which both uses are indistinguishable.
Such a proposition would have a referent and would affirm
something of it.

As examples of such propositions he quotes the Rumanian
“ Fulgura” (literally: “ Lightens ), the German *“ Es klap-
pert” (literally: “ It rattles ”) or *“ Es regnet” (literally: “It
rains ”’), and such English phrases as: “It is raining,” showing
that in these instances there is neither logical subject nor logical
predicate, for the proposition has complete sense as it stands;
although these propositions are logically simple, their ground
is ontologically complex.***

There is, however, a type of logically simple proposition
whose ground is ontologically simple, namely, such propositions
as: “Exists,” “Is wise,” “Is thinking,” “Is loving.” Among
such propositions “ Exists ” is fundamental.’** In this case we
are not using ““ exist ” twice, once as subject and once as predi-
cate, its functions are simultaneously referential and predica-
tive. It is truly a proposition, with complete sense, and it is
logically simple. Miller argues that the logical structure of
such existential propositions as “ Fido exists” is such that
they cannot be true unless “ Exists ” is true also; and that the

320 “ Thought and Existence,” The New Scholasticism, 48 (1974), p. 426.

121« Yogically simple propositions,” Analysis, 160 (1974), pp. 123-128. This in-
vites comparison with Strawson’s “ feature universals;” cf. n. 20.

122 Cf. J. T. Kearns: “ The Logical Concept of Existence,” Notre Dame Journal
of Formal Logic, 9 (1968), p. 822: ¥ It (“exists”) is the basic concept of an
interpreted system (for thinking about individuals), and it cannot be reduced
to more fundamental concepts.” Quoted by Miller, Mind, op. cit., p. 338, n. 6.
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ontological ground of “ Exists ” is simple, and indeed unique.***

As the most preferable rendition of its meaning, in ordinary lan-
guage, he proposes: “Something, and necessarily only one
thing, exists necessarily.” *** In other words, if “ Exists ” is true,
it is necessarily true, although the ground of its truth can be
shown only on external grounds; *® and hence, if true, it would
imply that God exists.

Miller’s thesis, particularly as the fruit of a quite different
approach, lends support to Maritain’s contention that at the
source of thought we find an existential affirmation of a unique
kind which precedes the conceptual distinction of subject from
object, while employing the functions of both.*** For both

123 Cf, “ Thought and Existence,” op. cit., pp. 428-435.

124« Making Sense of ‘ Necessary Existence’,” American Philosophical Quarterly
11, (1974), p. 53. On p. 52 he lists four features of the proposition “ Exists.”

%5 He outlines such grounds in * The Contingency Argument,” The Monist, 54
(1970), pp. $59-878.

*2% A favorable context for both theories is provided by the conviction, shared
by many genetic psychologists and sociologists, that while human knowledge
implies both experience and conceptualization, experience is not tied of necessity
to any one particular form of conceptualization, and that all forms of conceptualiza-
tion are socio-historically conditioned. They argue that man becomes conscious
of his experience through the conceptual scheme which he receives from his social
environment. What is first presented to experience, according to this view, is
reality as a continuous totality; and consciousness of self develops only when con-
ceptual aids enable him to differentiate out of this continuous reality. This he
does first of all by distinguishing some objects that are permanent and independent,
and then by apprehending his own self-identity through contrast with such objects.
The concepts of object and subject are therefore not altogether primary. Before
they can originate there is the confused apprehension of reality, what the Thomist
would call the initial apprehension of being. This view would confirm the possibility
of a basic intellectual type of knowing where there is no explicit logical distinction
of subject from object, yet which implicitly includes both. Heidegger’s contention
that man has, as his most distinctive characteristic, a pre-ontological and pre-
logical grasp of Being would also point in the same direction. Indeed it is charac-
teristic of the whole existentialist movement that its starting-point, as a philosophy,
is not man as thinker, as a subject set over against a correlative object, but man
as existent, as aware of himself, through immediate experience, as open to others
and to the world. Here also experience (the total experience of self-among-others)
is taken to precede the conceptualization which allows one to differentiate con-
sciously between self and others. Cf. John Macquarrie (Euxistentialism, Penguin,
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authors, this basic type of knowledge is ontologically simple.
Maritain explains this simplicity by reference to actual exis-
tence as intuited, but he would agree that such an intuition
demands, as its ultimate ontological ground, the existence of
God. It can hardly be denied that this convergence of two
views which, although independent and from different angles,
presuppose a common thomistic frame of reference, is signifi-
cant. Yet, one must recognize that these two authors are
dealing with different topics. To accept “ Exists ™ as a proposi-
tion does not commit one to holding for the intuitive kind of
knowledge of which Maritain speaks; at least, such a necessary
correlation remains to be shown.

If we do correlate the two theses, the knowledge expressed in
“Exists ” would seem to correspond to that which Maritain
refers to existence as Sein. Yet, since this is grasped, as such,
only by the true metaphysician, to correlate “ Exists” with
Sein may be unduly restrictive. This difficulty could perhaps
be met by saying that “Exists ” may be a proposition in at
least two ways. It could be understood, first, in the same way
as such propositions as “ Es klappert;” it would then refer to
existence as factuality, i.e., on the first level of predication. It
could also be understood in its own unique way as an ultimately
grounding proposition; and then it could be correlated with Sein
(esse ut actus) and through this to God as Ipsum Esse. In
either case, I think, one is entitled to suggest that at the root
of thought there is an intellectual activity of affirmation which
finds expression in a proposition which has neither a logical sub-
ject nor a logical predicate; and that its correct formulation is
simply this: “Exists.”

To see thought as grounded ultimately in such an existential
affirmation is to stress the realism of the intellect, and in par-
ticular of its existential judgment. To refer judgment to actual
existence as its primary object does not, as some Thomists fear,

1978, p. 58): “ The existentialist begins with concrete being-in-the-world ard out of
this initial unity self and the world arise as equiprimordial realities.”



576 AMBROSE MCNICHOLL.

entail formal recognition of the distinction between essence and
existence. The existence affirmed by the judgment, simply as
such, i1s the “there is . ..,” or factual existence, which all can
and do know. This implies nothing more than recognition of the
difference between presence and absence; and a singular ex-
istential judgment of this kind will be found to be presupposed
by attributive judgments, for these deal with a subject which
must first of all, in some sense or another, be given. Since this
prior existence is usually taken for granted, the judgment will
usually high-light the form, essential or accidental, which is
found in the subject, and will hence be attributive; but it is
because the judgment can affirm existence in the more basic
sense of “ being there,” or “ being actual,” that it can express
the manner in which the form exists in the subject. This at
any rate seems to be the more obvious meaning of the main
texts of St. Thomas already quoted.*” It is only by properly
metaphysical reflection that one passes from this knowledge of
existence as factual givenness to knowledge of it as act, and
finally as that act which, as an intrinsic principle, actuates the
essence and all that is in it, and which, in the last analysis, must
be explained as caused by God. When actual existence is known
in this way it may then be grasped as distinct from the essence
which it actuates, insofar as essence and existence are known
as two intrinsic principles of really existing beings, and not just,
in Suarezian fashion, as two states (i.e., possible and real) of
one reality. To hold that the judgment refers to actual exis-
tence is not to turn all men into metaphysicians, although they
may be potentially such; but it does strengthen the conviction
that all men are spontaneously realists.

Conclusion

The following diagram attempts to show how our various
(categorical) judgments may be divided off from each other,
on the basis of the theory outlined in this article:

127 Cf. especially notes 72, 75,76, 83,91, 92 above.
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( Logical ) )
( Mathematical ) )
( Ideal ( Scientific )] )
( (abstract) (Physical ) )
( ( ( Poetic, etc. ) )
( Attributive ( ) “Tobein” )
( ( ( Essential ) (inesse) )
{ ( (e.g.: “ Peter) of a form )
( ( Real ( is a philos- ) )
( (concrete) ( opher ). ) )
( ( ) )
( ( Ewistential ) Factual ) “To be”
{ (e.g: “Peter) { esse in ) (esse)
( is there ). ) actu) ) affir-
( Judgment of ) ) med as:
presence. ) )
( )
( ( Pure Existen- ) “Tobeas )
( ( tial judgment; ) act” )
({Non-Attributive: Metlaphysical ( (e. g. ( esse ut )
( (*“ Peter is.””) actus) )
( )
(Ultimate )
(as ground- )
ing): “ Exists.” )

With regard to this division, tentative as it is, it should be
noted, first, that it is based on the assumption that ideal judg-
ments always presuppose singular and concrete existential ones,
and that these refer to actual existence as factually given.

Further, most ordinary judgments are of the attributive kind.
They include a form signified by the predicate which is attri-
buted to that entity which is denoted by the subject.

Finally, the peculiarity of what I have called metaphysical
judgments, which may have no predicate (in the sense of a
form) or even no logical subject, would only show that there
is no ideal logical form for all judgments. Hence, as elsewhere,
the exception may serve to prove the rule governing ordinary
forms of judgment.

The diagram will, it is hoped, show clearly that the judgment
is the cognitive act by which the mind grasps its object as
existent; that it is the primary expression, on the level of
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knowing, of the basic orientation of the intellect to existent
reality.

It may be purely intuitive, in regard to the act of existing (esse
ut ectus) . This is ultimately and logically presupposed, at least
implicitly, by all other judgments. The consequent and normal
activity of judging makes use of the conceptual function of
thought, by affirming that the form signified by the concept
is found (exists) in the reality denoted by the subject of the
judgment; it relates the abstract concept to the existent reality
known in the first place. This is apparent in “ real ” judgments,
out of which the intellect can formulate “ideal” ones. The
transition to “ideal” judgments lies in correlating different
concepts among themselves as all qualifying the same object.
This mental uniting could more correctly be called synthesis,
or implication, rather than judgment,

If the line of argument followed in this article is sound, the
conclusion is partially negative: the judgment does not require
two concepts, nor does it consist in the mental union of two
concepts. Positively, the judgment is adequately explained as
that simple and original act by which the intellect attributes a
form, signified by a concept, to that being to which it originally
belongs and which is denoted by the subject of the judgment.
It is not claimed that such attribution is needed for every pos-
sible type of judgment, in particular for purely existential ones,
but that the normal attributive kind of judgment does not re-
quire more than this; and that all judgments imply, directly
or indirectly, a reference to what has been known, in the first
place, as individual and actually existing.

This view of judgment does full justice to its nature as being,
in the words of St. Thomas, the act by which knowledge is
brought to completion.*”® It is through this act that the most
complete conformity possible for us is established between
knowledge and reality. To the dualism of essence and existence
in real beings there corresponds, in knowledge, the dualism of
concept and judgment. What is represented in the concept per-

%8 ST %a 2ae, 178.2: “ judicium est completivum cognitionis.”































































































































































































































































































































































