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Chapter V

Rethinking Representation
in the Middle Ages:

A Vade-Mecum to Medieval Theories of
Mental Representation”
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(R1) The mental represe ti on and the represented 1tem have the same form.
{R2) The mental representation 1 bles i g P
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{R3) The mental representation is caused
{R4) The mental representation st

These several accounts were often uncriticall x T kcr o go tog

asheep (say). the shee e armental eventto
his soul

ov
10 May 2002, 1ts subtiile is an umpologetlc nod to Fodor { ;CR

I 1t should go without saying that I'm concerned with &lh’c m
up in the High Middie Age
sentatio. That is a part. but only a small part. of ‘a}.c ir acconnt of
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it show
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mental representation; 1U's wmore profitable to track the concept than the termis
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(RE~(R4) have to go together? Which of (R1)—(R4) actually docs the representing?
And the like.

A rough approximation of what I want 1o argue for here is that in the course of
the High Middle Ages an important shifi takes place in the theory of representation.
namely a shift from accounts of representation that favor (R1) and (R2) 10 accounts
that favor (R3) and {R4). This is all the more surprising in that (R1) and {R2) are
clearly Aristotle’s preferred account of representationality, if anything is. The
trajectory of the debate begins with Thomas Aquinas and is epitomized, as so many
wedieval philosophical discussions are. in William of Ockham.

In the spirit of Fodor (1 985) and Haugeland ( 1990}, 'l 1ake a top-down approach
to the historical sources, concentrating on the logic of

the posttions and their
development. My account will therefore track mainstream medieval philosophy of

psychology. Richard Rufus's attack on naive representationalism, for example, won't
be considered here since it appears not 1o have affected the course of the debate,
micresting though his arguments were. My focus is rather on scholastic *common

wisdom about mental representation, to the extent there was any, in the High Middle

Ages.

1 Conformatity
1.1 The Simple Version

According 1o (R1). a mental representation represenis an object just in case it has

- hence the name “conformality” for this account of
. the inherence of the form in the appropriate kind of
matter makes that matter into the very thing or the kind of thing 1 is. whereas the
presence of the form in the soul doesn™t um the soul into the thing fself, except
§ a sensing or a thinking of that thing, namely

the same [orm as the object
representation. More exactly,

ot

metaphorically; instcad it produce
when the form is present in the sensitive or in the intellective soul respectively. The
conformality account is usually emibedded ina muc

IMOst part meant to be a causal

wger and longer theory. for the
theory, of the reception or acquisition of such forms
in the soul, volving the wansmissio
(the species in medio doctrine), their ¢

=

1 of forms through the mtervening medium

iffection of the sense-organ and reduction of
the associated sense-faculty from potency 1o act, the production of a phantasm o
sensible species through the common sense, and 5o on, with the agent intellect and
the possibie inteliect getting their licks in too. But we can ignore the mechanical
1T important for explaining how a mental event is ‘about”
b item (in the paradigm case)” Philosophers who hold
theory of cognition, for instance. can hold that God direeily
orm in the intellect, which is therchy t
any direct causal link between the t

details here. since they arer

an illumination
causes the presence of a
hinking of the item whose form it is. without
hought and the external item itself (Bonaventure

the recent surv

vs in Tachau (1988). Spruit (1994, and Pasnau (199

7} for the
broader theory of the Teception of forms in the soul
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and Matthew of Acquasparta are examples of f
as well.’y Hence (R1) is independent of {R3%. A t 1
something by virtue of having its very form in mind. no matter how
The precise details of the conformalit '
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)
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e £ N ina fthin'
about. and hence represent, the sheep confroniing him in & “thin
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thin. i it his she '
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metaphysical question.) The point is that a general representation stil
what it does by virtue of the presence of the same form.

Yet what 15 it about the presence of form in the soul that m
that have the form? Put another way. v doesn’t the sheep repre‘ :
mental state, by virtue of the presence of the form in the sheep, as muchas v
Conformality. as a kind ot identity or sameness
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problematic. ) , L
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d in spite of

s symmetrical. b
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maintam that conf ! items represent one another,
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5 This is the version of u e
that *mind-stuff” is what makes representationality. But it’s only one possible w=

the conformality account Cummins {1989} ridicules
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is the special feature of intellect such that the presence of form in inteliect, though

not elsewhere, becomes a representation? But a deeper objection. [ think, is that this
reply winds up giving no account of representationality at all. Instead, the presence
of the form determines which thing the representation represents, while the burden
of the claim that there is representarion going on falls squarely on the (unexplained)
nature of intellect. And in the High Middle Ages that was too high a philosophical
price to pay.

The third reply — Aquinas’s way out and the most promising of the three — holds
that it isn’t the subject but rather the mode of the form’s presence that makes ail
the difference. The form of the sheep in Socrates’s soul doesn’t inform the soul
in such a way as to make it into a sheep, which is what it usually does (given
appropriate matter), and indeed it’s not clear that the notion of a corporeal form
informing an incorporeal substance in anything like the ordinary sense of ‘inform’
makes a great deal of sense. Rather, the form must be present in the soul, but present
in a spc-cia‘i way. Aquinas says that the form is present not “really’ but spirinally
® The suggestion is ingenious. On Aquinas’s rcading, Aristotelian
physies is deupl\ committed to the notion that a form may ocewr in something without

literally informing i, e.g. a color in the medium which doesn’t
air (De veritate. q.

tint the intervening
art. 4, ad. 4); why not make use of this idea in psychology?
Furthermore. unlike the second reply. it does make something relevani 1o the form.
namely its presence, be the key 10 explaining representation, though like the second
reply it makes the form explain only why the representation repr
rather than something else, not why represemation oceurs at all.”
Promising as it is. there are two drawbacks to this third reply. First, since it
doesn’t depend on any special features of the subject in which the form intentionally
exists (otherwise it would be a versic

esents this sheep

n ot the second rx,plv\ here is no good reason
forms may intentionally exist — sav. a color
existing mtentionally in the air, as the blackness of the sheep’s wool is said to exist
intentionally in the air, which is the intervening medium between the sheep and
Socrates’s eye; the intervening air. though not itself black. would thereby be said
the black color. or perhaps even the \"A”fip itself For man

to rule out represeniation wherey

to represent his would
~rres T 4, LR o P + .
quality as a reducrio ad absurdum. but Aquinas seems to have bitten this particular
bullet: he declares that “air and water are perceptive of color’ (adr ¢f agua ...sunt
percepiiva coloris: [r De anima. 3.1, §370). To

out on Aguinas’s behalf that repre

defend this claim we might point
scntation isn't the mark of the mental; the statue
of Hercules in the park represents Hercules, and a mirror-image represents that of

w devel

o

ality account. and not ¢

the confo wnon at that, Cummins also conflates
(R1) wih ness {R251n his discussion: Cummins (1989) 3-4 and Chapter 3.
1t may be that conformality is no longer a contender in the race to explain repre

conformality

sentationality.
but it should lose in its own right. not as a caricature of m\,lf

6 Seefor u\dI‘JDK I animea, 2,14, §418 and

art. | corp.. De v te. Q. 2. arw 2 corp..

u}

L §553. Summa theologive. 1%, q. 14.
rms's-im_ Ac_uina‘ nrobably teek this wdea over from
Albert the Great: see e.g. Albert’s De anima. 3.3.12 and Spruit (1994), vol. 1, 144,

7 Sce De veruaw

R q, 10, art. 4 corp. 101' an exceptionally clear statement of this point.
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followers in philosophy of psychology during the High Middle Age

1.2 The Composite Version

Duns Scotus starts from a new direction, using a top- down approach to psychelogy
based on simple introspection.” His reasoniug 1§ as to]h)\x‘x Thinking is epi
sometimes we think and sometimes we do 1oL In general, episadic processe a
lonts. since they may be present or absent. \"\/Clz.,

&
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metaphysically identified as acei resent of 2
accidents require substances to inhere in. of course, and in thig case there ¥
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thinking of a sheep, is metaphysi ally analyzed as an he h’i,ﬁilz’l”iﬁf‘ the-
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is to have 11§
analysis square with the claim that to think of something is to hav
mind? ‘ S
: al £ et fe Fhe accwdent Henng i
The natural answer is that the reprcscmmona} forro just is the accident INCONE 1

the me i ﬁcﬂtbs
the mind. But the natural answer won't do. Aside from th metaphysical dit¥ S

it faces in holding that (say) a corporeal | substantial form such as shLCpEl(?:;d' Ln
accidentally inform an incorporeal (quasi-) substance such as Socrates s \Ou, x\c :
seen above some of the problems to which this answer jeads. Shecphood cannot
straightforwardly mform Socrates’s soul since it doesn’t make his soul into a shee

ues that the form’s intentional mode ofg
for reading 1t phy
‘Aquinas ... gives t
Jaithough this 'l

8 Cohent l\)%_,aw‘
event, Haldane {1983) offers textual
non-physically. Pasnau (199

an account but leavi
hardly be seer

To get srrajght on Lh\f d iails here requ
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tradition in thinking that the soui is substantial in some fashion or follow
insisting that the soul 15 ] just a form.

11 Whether one and the same form <an be the subs ; f
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Cross (2002), Chs 2-5.

v, whether we
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and the reason for this, it seems, has to be sought in either the subject or the mode
of inherence of the form. The former tack makes representationality a mysterious
feature of minds. the latter postulates a novel and as yet unexplained mode of being.
“intentional presence’; neither is a case of a simple substance-accident relation.
Thus whatever we say about representation, it seems as though the torm of the
object in the mind should nor be identified with the accidental quality inhering in the
mind. But the argument that thinking is somehow an accidental quality, given above,
stifl has force. Therefore, we have grounds to postulate not onc but two forms in the
mind: one that corresponds to the thinking (as an accident), the other that determines
what the thinking is about (by conformality). Now obviously these two forms are not
independent of one another. Very roughly, we might take the former to be “directed’
at the latter, or to “include’ it. It doesn’t matier which of these largely metaphorical
ways of speaking we adopt, for in the end they come to the same thing, namely the
introduction of a distinction between something in the mind and its content. We can
cither talk of how the form of the external object present in the mind is that which

“terminaies’ the mental act or concept,” or alternatively talk of how the object of

thought is included in or 18 & part of the concept or the act of thinking; each enshrines
the distinction.

Take a moment to realize just how extraordinary a move this was. There isn’t
any room in the ordinary Aristorelian framework for the distinction, since, on the
conformality account {Aristotle’s "official” view), the “content’ of a thought is given
by the nature of the form invalved, and uts presence or inherence in the soul just is
the occurrent thought — the sort of thing that led Aristotle, and Aquinas in his wake,
to speak of the knower becoming the known, a suggestive but obscure claim.”” But
as we've seen, this simple account, pushed to iis extreme in Aquinas, eventually
breaks down. Hence the distinction between mental act {or concept) and its content,
resulting in a view of thought as essentially composite.

The post-Aquinean proposal i3 therefore that a mental representation represents
w virtue of having the same formal content as the external object, so that when
Socrates thinks of a sheep he docs s0 in virtue of having a concept whosc content is
the form of the sheep. Concepts or mental acts can thus be sorted by their (formal)
contents.’

A* Now thinking, as an occurrent mental act, is an accident inhering in the

soul as its (quasi-) substance - that is 10 say, the thought. concept, or act of thinking

is present in the soul as in a subject: it is ‘subjectively” in the soul. The determinate
IZ Even Aquinas alks this way occasionally: Swmma contra Gentiles, 1.33.

These and other dark

the view that the form of the

the qualities that it en

1wyings of the Philosopher are most naturally read as expressing
ctemal object inheres directly in the soul and (somehow) imparts
ers in the external object: the soul is "assimilated” to the thing:
[h\, mind. as the *form of all forms.” successtvely becomes each of the things it thinks about.
14 Duns Scotus, Quodliibera. 15.30: *The (inrelligible) species also seems 1o be classified
according 0 the ob;u:{ notas an intrinsic formal principle but instead as ap extrinsic principle”
ivi speciom ab obiecro. licet nun sicut a prin

d

i formali intrinseco. tamen
sicut g per se principlo exirinsico). Scotus uses “soriri here as the deponent verb ‘1o sort or
classify’ rather than in its classical sense “to select by fot.”

1T
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form. however, is not present subj

mYin the soul. Thi

Jacomo c’ Ascoll. and Duns

emerged in the work of Hervaeus - an

uses it synonymously with esse repraesentativim and esse deminuiuit)
t SYnonymn 3 ; . s b

e evident. It cla ‘r s the underly

he virtues of this new approach ar e L ‘
and, at the price of doubling the “forms’ involved { e xisting s‘ub)c
the other objectively), it seems 10 provide a clear mo l mental reqre»e*‘ztafmi.,
Indeed, to the extent that we identify a thing with its subs antigl form. o

don't take its matter to be cssential to it, we can now speak of { the thing as “
in the thought. This isn’t quite real being, of fesser or “ebjec
kind of existence (the existence had by objects of ‘ho*! 1. SuL”l Poue;t ual
contents mediating the thinker and the world can come ¢ in handy for a variety
other philosophical problems, especially with regard to thiy 1king about lm‘ aibie
ar unreal things, such as universals (for Ockham’s early view) or percepiuai and

course; it's

conceptual ilusion (as proposed by Peter Aureo!).
Unfortunately, the drawback of this approach i
What is the ontological standing of such mental Lof‘tem;‘ 1“ 1e Most temp
— “Nothing” — won’t do. Nor will it do to say that such conceptual contents are i
extrinsic denominations of the items thought zhout, i
ey will no longer come in handy for nonexasten

that the mpossibilia
il

aren’t any such ttems 10 extrinsically denomin

sort ot classify

L Concepil

o

; mental acts $0
\ o conforma

mere extrinsic denuminaxion, re. t

form existing subjective 1\ in the 8mep md a dmmu form existng \“ubm 3

FOTT 2 5 ; R o eliv iust a
Socrates’s soul, and that’s the end of iu the form "existing objectively” is reatly just ¢
. e lino . Cmarirot ) £, e cheen. Yol £ There is ne sharec
way of talking about {*denominating’) the fom ’m sheep. Yet if there 15 no share i

¥ a ‘7 ven mental act represents a "1\&,‘ external

form, there is no explanation w ey

obicet. The only recowrse. then. is to grant them some ‘nJprde“f ontol
obj - inde ‘
standing. This raises a host of mdaph vsical problems. What K
standing. : o
have? Doesn’t this result in a medieval Meinongian ontology” Al
of accidents?'® And so on. o
William of Ockham recapitulates the public debates over objecti
own philosophical development. It's an oft-told tale how Ockham it
tﬂh an act/content dx\t‘mnun supponnq it with @ vicw of universais
it ’xsy eventually found |

s, in part because TR

The content of 8 mental act seems to be an acciden
its turn an accident subjectively inhering In the soul — whic B
substance! The standard reading of Aristotle didn’t couwteaaqu aceide cider

16 Ockham describes in some detail. and at different times seems tq ej,m.ox"au, E
three distinet theorics of the nature of concepts: (i CO‘JC‘g‘piu'&fl comen e.\.nis 0
ushioned by the mind that is the object of the

M. nOt Pro

s 0 accidents.

the menta! act. that is, something
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oft-told, in part because these are problems that are, in the last analysis. problems
in the ontology of mind rather than problems having to do with the account of
representation. Their net effect, of course, was to deter philosophers by Ockham’s
time from explaining representation in terms of conformality, despite its Aristotelian
pedigree.’” Fortunately, other candidates were avatlable.

2 Likeness

According to (R2) a mental representation represents an object just in case it is
similar to the object, or is a likeness of it. Statues literally resemble their subjects,
and mirror-images what they reflect; so too mental representations. The genus of
representation isn't confined to the mental, as we noted above. Now it’s clear that
{R2) can be combined with (R1), namely by holding that the possession of a form in
the mind constitutes the presence of a mental likeness. This is a substantive claim,
and it isn’t obviously true. If anvthing it seems false. Why should the possession of
a form automatically lead to there being anything mental we might want to call a
‘likeness” on independent grounds? (The proviso “on independent grounds’ does real
work, since it's trivial that the form in the mind rescmbles the form in the external
object in being the same form, after all.) Hence (R1) and (R2) are distinct. Of course,
all the philosophical work for (R2} is done in explaining when one item is ‘like
another. There were two approaches to this, the second having at least two distinct
branches,

2.1 The Literalist Proposal
The first approach proposes that one item is “like” another just in case they literally

have the same quality. This fits ordinary usage, Latin as well as English. My sweater is
like your shirt since each is red. Furthermore, submerged technical tenminology is at

,dmd\ a fictiem: (i0) there is a mental quality distinet from the mental act; (i) the concept
ply the mmml act itself. The most plausible interpretation of the presence of these
dtnmm theor du lopmentai h_vpom s which leads to (7} as Ockham’s “mature’
theory. A-\cc ¥ construc
status of such fictions forced him to ¢

on. Ockham began by endorsing (7). but
b
ubjective being in the

serious difficu mdon this

position in tavor of hoium\ at mccpts must have real existence or s
soul, as (i)-{/ii} maintain, and e

if). See Gal (1967 977)
. Pasnau (198

: derationc m per:m*onv eventually pushed Ockham 1o
). Adams (1977). Adams {1987), Chapter 3, Tachau (1988).

17 It's an inter ective being’ and associated notions re-enter
the scene in Late Scholasticism, just in time to be Descartes’s downfali {see Caterus’s First
dons: Adam-Tannery, 7. 92.12-94.4.). Spruit (1994), 280. suggests that it has to do
with the use of Aqui ic teaching text during the Counter-Reformation, but. if my
Aquinas’s failure to get clear about intentional being that led
later thinkers to the mental act/content distinction, in which case Spruit’s suggestion won’t
WOrK.

\.ILLE\l]OI] how

astheb

analysis 1s correct, it's precise

work here. For philosophers in the Arisio
forms of identity: among substances, called *samene
‘equality”: and among qualities. cafled ~likeness’. ric
they are gualitatively identical. Thus items are alike
same quaiity.

There are obvious problems in applying this “literalist’ proposal ¢ the case
of mental representation. ﬂo‘»\ can something immaterial, such as a mental
representation, be literally 'like’ something material? Wouldn't it r-eicm'b}c anvth
immaterial much more than it resembles anything material? Likewise, wouldn’t the
mind have to actually be red (say) m order to count as represenmlg ¢ through
likeness. i.e. qualitiative identity, on this score?

William Crathorn endorses the literalist proposal.”® Take
Crdthom raises it in his second and fourth objections to the proposal

119.13-15 and 119.24-6):

33

a sotl

Secondly, if the aforementioned like
understanding color would be genuin
be genuinely hot), which is false ...
outside the sout would then color the soul its

would

He bites the bullet in his replies (120.30-34 and 1211617 respectively):

As for the second objection. we declare that the argument holds. A soul scemyg and
understanding a color is genuinely colored. even with no color existing o > the soul
but only 115 likeness, which s
[external] color really causes color m the soul.

enuine color ... Ay for the fourth o

Crathormn finds himse!f driven to this extre
soul must theretore be a chameleon (see

that only a given quality can rescmble itseif. White cannot b; 4 likeness ¢
instance (117.29-30). Crathorn concludes that only conspecific items can

(117.23— 5) mi since literally the same color is i the stone and in the soul. t
pair of worries abour the immaterial and the material don’t arise. The immaterial
soul Is ‘genuinely colored.” whatever this may mean for an immaterial obj

so straightforwardly resembles the material colored stone. Crathorn tries to blunt the
odge of this paradoxical conclusion by arguing that a form such a» redness cap be
either indivisible and unextended in an mhnalena* subject, or divisible and ex Lcwdw
in a material sub) le nevertheless remaining the same form ¢126.17-19)

Of course, without more prlanatmn these claims won't h]p Yet even
1o persevere in the face of these difficultics - a price most medieval phifosophers
thought too high 1w pay — there is a further problem for the literahst. namely that

cet, v

18 Tweedale holds that medieval
interpretation of the vi

36). But who besides Lmth@m was a literalist?

philesophers
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the proposal is the same as the simple version of conformality. It is one and the
same quality present in the external object and the mind that grounds representation
in virtue of engendering the same quality in each subject. which is the essence of
conformality.” Thus likeness, under the literalist proposal. is no better than simple
conformality as an explanation of representationality.

2.2 Picturing

The second approach to explaining likeness proceeds not literally. as Crathorn
tried to do, but through a traditional yet fertile conceit: a mental representation
represents what it does - is sunilar to what it represents — by picruring 1. The notion
of "picturing’ at work here can be taken more or less strictly, of course, but we cau
broadly divide this second approach into two main branches. On the first of these,
the notion of picture or likeness is taken more strictly: a mental representation is an
image of what it represents, Just as drawings, paintings, statues, photographs. and
the like are images of their subjects. A sketch of a sheep. for example, is an image or
likeness of the sheep. but it doesn’t literally have the same properties as the sheep.
The sketch is an inamimate two-dimensional plane figure; the sheep is none of those
things. Furthermeore, the claim that a mental representation is an image dovetails
nicely with the fact that we have, and often think by using, mental images.” In
addition, the (menial} representation, understood pictorially, embodies something
like the “form’ of the item represented. The lines and shading on the paper that make

spcakmg it isn't the conspecificity of the sharec

in its possessor that grounds represe

nature of the form that dem-m‘n es the quality 5t engenders — rednﬁsi xmuldn t be redness
uniess its mherence made. or usually made. things red — the distinction is too fine to make a

20 Therc is a delicate point here. Much of the discussion of mental representation in the
Middle Ages takes place in the context of explaining concept-acquisition, arguing over which
mental mechanisms have to he postulated to this end. and 1 particular whether there needs
w be an wtelhgible species. Two of the many jobs performed by the intelhgible species are
(a)to berepresentanve of the object, and (h) to be impressed on the possible intellect, typically
by the agent intel

ct. thereby reducing the possible intelleci from potency to act. which
consututes the mind's actual thinking of the object. Two features of the intelligible species,
evident aven {rom the bare description of (ai—( &), seem not 1o match up with mental imag
First. the intelligible species is that by means of which the object is thoughr of. not the
of thought itself. whereas mental images are often part of the content of thought. Second
relligible species are clearly pre-conscious. whereas mental images can be inrospecti
examined. Bur neither of these iy a barpier to iden

ving the intelligible speeies with me
We may think with mental images. but that 1sn't to be
confused with thinking of mental images: Socrates thinks of the sheep by calling up a mental
image. but it's another matter for him to think about his mental image of the sheep (rather
than the sheep itself). Agam. the inteifigible species may be generated prior to any conscious
thought, but on the standard account it is then stored in memory to be used later; hence one
and the same thing can be pre-conscious and also accessed as the object of thought.

*“presea‘.mliom as mental images.

Reth

1 in the Middle Ages o1

g Repres

up the sketch of the sheep. for exampie. arguably
of the sheep: its shape. color, and overall visnal a ; earanc
likewise preserve formal features of what 1t represents. Tm
plausible that mental representation is a matte ofm toriai e cmb tance.

This account avoids the problems that plagu cd *hL literalist proposal. since it
ailows us to hang on te a large amount of dissimul y between the representa
and what it represents. Pictures can fail fo r:%enﬂbie cir subjects inall sorts
Even photographs. the most “realistic” of represent a*‘onsi media, are utterk
their subjects. A photograph of Socrates, unlike Socrates himself, is a f

sheet of (developed) photographic paper. Hence the ;mmawnal
image need be no barrier to 1ts representi

photograph is no barrier to its rcpresemmg the thrccdxmms:ouc Socrates. Aqguina
makes this point via a distinction between natural and representational hkcn ss. A

picture isn’t 2 natural likeness of Socrates, he asserts. since they don’t *agree in their
nature.” but it nevertheless is a representative likeness of him (De verifare, q. 2,
art. 3, ad. 9. Pictorial resemblance {representational likeness) s far removed from
the way in which iwins resembie one another (the natural likeness of the lteralist
proposal); it need not even be symmetric.

If mental representation is 10 be explained in terms of pictorial resemblance. &
contrasted with natural Hiceness. we need a benter understanding of how il w .
And here we run into difficulty with the more sirict reading of picturing. Think of
the sketch of the sheep: an inanimate two-dimensional plane figure. The sheep has

none of these properiies. What makes this object a representation or image of the
sheep? Well, per 1aps the skeich has the same color as the

convince ourselves that the lines traced on the paper are in fact the zctual shape of the
sheep without the cognitive pl numm involved in stereoscopic vision (the s
is sh eep-shape). The lifelessness of the sketch, on the other
atong with its size and other features, thatis not to be ?'il\ into accouni In explaining

eep, and we might even

nd. is a characieri

how the sketch pictures the sheep. Even putiing aside the difficulty n distinguishing
features that mater from those that do not, this s expl tenation cashes out picterial
resemblance in terms of literal likeness, that i, throu gh the natural resemblance of

some features: the same color, the same ‘mpe and ¢ like. So too with the mental
image of the sheep, here selling aside the immaterial medium i which the sheep’s
coler is exemplified. The fact that these instances of literal sameness are surrounded
by other dissimilar or discounted features is wrelevant, It scems as though all the
problems with the literalist propesal haunt the more sirict reading of pictor tal
resemblance

A way out of this dilemma is to interpret pictorial resemblance less stncily, the

‘second branch’ mentioned above. Imagine a monochrome sketwch of a sheep. The

21 Many medieval philosophers use imagistic termin
represcntations without apparent worry over the b
But they should be worried even if thev aren’t. and without telling more of a story we have no
real explanation of representation.

clogy o

ralism such terininolo
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sheep isn’t literally colored a shade of gray, but that gray shade rather than another
corresponds to the sheep’s rich and creamy merino color. Likewise, the sheep isn’ta
two-dimensional closed plane figure, but is sketched as one according to the “laws’
of perspective. In short, none of the sheep’s properties are literally present in the
representation; the representation, instead, pictures what it does in virtue of having
intrinsic features that correspond to the properties of the external object. The image
need not ‘look tike’ its subject at all. as long as the appropriate correspondence
holds. An architectural blueprint for a building, or a circuit diagram for an amplifier,
represent their subjects without any ‘natural’ resemblance. Nowadays philosopher:

speak of correspondence, projection-rules. mapping, or transformation-rules, but the
underlying 1dea is recognizablv the same. A (mental) represeniation represents what

itdoes 1n virtue of having features that systematically correspond to the propertics of

the represented object (and perhaps other, irrelevant. features as well) according to
some scheme. Likeness is a matter of *picturing” in this extended sense.

The virtues and the vices of such a correspondence-account of representation are
familiar.” But its most appealing feature to medieval philosophers deserves special
mention. When a transformation-rule is applied 1o some item, the result is. ideallv.
somcthing with features that systematically correspond to properties of the original
item. What is it that such a transformation-rule preserves? Well, the natural answer

150 form. (Nowadays people say ‘structure” but that’s an acceptable translation of

Jorma) [t is because the sheep is the way it is that the pattern of lines and shading
on the sketchpad is the way it is. and the two-dimensional relations among lines
is a ‘projection’ of the three-dimensional volumetric relations in the world. The
one pattern is not the other, but it is the transformation of the other, and, if the
transtormation-rule 15 a good one (in some sense to be spelled out). we can say that
it has the samce form. This happy meeting of (R1) and (R2) made the attractions of
a general theory of pictorial resemblance a clear winner for medieval philosophers.
and they helped themselves to it freely. For example. Roger Bacon wrote that mental
representations signify things “according to conformality (conformitarem) and the
configuration of one thing to another in its parts and proper characteristics, the way
images and pictures and likenesses and so on do” (De signis, §5, 83).

Seductive as this picture of picturing is. it only qualiftes as an explanation of the
representationality of mental representation if it is supplemented by a full {or at least
er) account of the natural ransformation-rules cmbodied in sense and intellect. as
! as of the transformed ‘analogous’ features in the mind. Unfortunately. not only
did mediaeva phllmml ers not provide such an account, there isn't any sign they
ever even tried to. and so leave us in the end with no more than a suggestive conceit.

ful

1
1
wel

ars (1960} mes to re-develop this theory in light of modern concerns with
ssomorphism and picturing. His attempt is noteworthy for his exploitation of the (“1@0-
Aquinean) idea that the features of the representation are the ‘analogous’ properti
systematically comrelated by some scheme with the actual propertics of the represented item.

23 Here's a sample ditficulty: is a sketch of a sheep shaded eray a monochrome
representation of @ merino sheep or a celorful representation of a gray sheep?

e
-

Rethinking Represenic ( the Middle Ages

Yet medieval philosophers are hardly the only ones to leave “picrari ﬂg at a more
inwitive level than they should. We might be more tolerant here than in the casc of
‘intentional being’: the latter seem like an obfuscatory word, whereas there is
body of theory swrounding pictorial representation, We might even be inclined to
praise medieval philosophers for their reswaint. in not designing theories when they
had no way of making good on them.® But this tolerant attitude misses the point.
Without anything more to say about how picturing does its work, the lack of an
articulated theory ultimately leaves mental representation mystericus — it 100 misses
the brass ring — and renders it valnerable io a surprise atiack from anocther quarier.
William of Gckham discusses the nature of representation carefully in Ordinario.
1. d. 3, g 9, where he takes up the question whether creatures are somehow
indications of their Creator. He begins by distinguishing two kinds of representation:
images (imagines) and impressions (vestigia). The paradigim of the former kind isa
statue of Hercules, of the fatter an animal’s hoofprint, but Ockham s clear thar these

P "

h

categories of representation are much wider; an ‘image’ can be any univocal effect
at all, even if not intended as such.® It’s clear that he is working with the generalized
aotion of pictorial representation described above: he elsewhere p()mu our that the
image can be entirely dissimilar to that of which its the iinage and yet represent it.™®
Such cases of pictorial resemblance arc mstances of representation. Ockham argues;
they differ from what they are of (what they depict, and I‘L\ lead to the notion of
what they are of through acquaintance with it”" And Ockha ’
all kinds do in fact represent their subjects. But at the vers
whole story. he maintains, since they are intrinsically gen&"aL and therefore can't
explain what we nowadays call “singular thought.”

24 Pasnan (1997) takes this tack on Aquinas’s behall (his emphasis): "Or

Aquinas doesn’t have a theory of representation atall. in the sense that he doesn
crmipate account {of the mechanisms behind representational likeness) ... [t is one of the
s oquuinas’s approach,
>m:mon on any particular kind of |
ckham g,n es three senses of ‘i
9.2)and of 'image’ing. !
and the broadest of wh im 13 dm”hmg anivocal
20 in Ordinario, 1.d. 2. q 8 (OTi
gustine, who emphasizes the lack of sim

ni m* say

. that he does not rest bis account of mental
ceness’ {1121 One indeed might sav.

ion” in Osdinario. 1, d. 3. q. 9 (OTh,
trictest of which is Li e statue of Hercules

J4R K3

Iy el
gy Clies

the picture and \xhn iv is said

arity betweer

depict-indeed, Augustine emphasizes the arbitrariness of the picture. For example. Augusting
describes imagining the city of Alexandria, which be had nover seeu, and nows that it would
be miraculous if it were anything like Alexandria: equaliy. when reading the Bibie. one ¢
fashion mental images of the Apostles and of Chris h ave probably quiie un
actual appearance. Aquinas would call i a lack of ral, not representational. litkene
27 See Ockham’s analtysis of ‘represemation’ in Quodd., 4.3 {OTh. Y, 310.9-19
tation leads o what it reprosents
immediately or through a mediating notion, and if the later whether memory must be juvolved
hut they aren t essential to Ockhant’s general attack on pictorial tesemblance

are nuances having to do with whether a mentai represe
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Ockham claims that impressions and images, by their very nature. represent
no one individual any more than another individual that is cxtremely similar to
W (simillimum: 546.6-8). A moment’s reflection on pictures illustrates why his
contention is correct. A photograph by itself will not determine whether itis a picture
of Socrates or a picture of Socrates’s twin brother. Whether Socrates has a twin
brother is a fact about the world. not about the photograph, and 50 is not settled by the
intrinsic features of the photograph. Ockham returns 1o this claim in Reportatio, 2,
9q. 1213, pointing out that the intellect couldn "t distingnish which of two extremely
similar whitenesses might be the individual quality a pictorial mental representation
was trying to represent (OTh. 5, 2§1.24-282.12). Nothing turns on the particular
example; Ockham repeats it in a more detailed version using two equal amounts of
heat (287.19-289.7). and once again with two men (304.6-20).% Yet the problem
isn’t due to indisceribility, in the sense that we inspect the image and can’t then
determine what it is an image of. We needn’t be consciously aware of our mental
representations. Ockham's point is that images, conscious or not, are by their nature
applicable to many-that the correspondence-rules aren’t guaranteed to have unique
inverses (i.e. the rules don’t in general vield one-to-one mappings).* But since we
can and do think about individuals, mental representation must not be solely a matter
of pictorial resemblance. The upshot is that ‘likencss isn’t the precise reason why we
understand one thing rather than another” (similitudo non est causa praecisc quare
mielligir wnm et non aliud: 287.17-19). Images do represent things, but they aren’t
sutficient o represent individuals as individuals. Given the lack of detail about how
the transformation-rules tn fact work, the net result of Ockham’s attack is to make
the siren-call of pictorial resemblance even less attractive. Despite their Aristotelian
credentals, neither (R1) nor (R2) can, in the end, provide a satisfactory account
of mental representation. Hence medieval philosophers tarned clsewhere to clarify
representation. namely the second-string choices: covariance and linguistic role
whose combination at the start of the fourteenth century marked a new departure.

28 Ockham makes the same claim, in the same context, with regard to intuitive cognition
m Quodl 113 (Oth. 9. 76 .89--98): sce §3 below,
29 Does Ociham’s argument work in general? There’s certainly 1o reason in principle

why ranstormation rules can’t be one-to-one. But given that we're
Fepres

wierested in mental
citation. we might argue trom the known limits of percepiual dis stinguishability to
limitations on the information the intellect can make use of, a1 least under the assumption
that mental representations are preprocessed by the senses. We could aiways grasp the other
bom of Ockham’s dilemma. too. and deny that we have singular thought. But there is a better
reading of Ockham s argument available. "He could be taken as pointing out that knowledge of
the (inverse of the) transformation-rule is distinct from knowledge of the mental representation
itscif. and thus. to the extent that representation is encapsulated in the image. it does not of
its nature determine what it represents. (1t might represent many things.) Put a different Way,
Ockham is objecting that the representationality of the representation isn't a matter of iis
intrinsic featurcs but depends on further knowledge of transformation-rules. On that score he
seems right.

Rethinking Represeniation in the Middle dges

3 Covariance and Linguistic Role

According to (R3). a representation represents an object,

approximation, just in case it is caused by that *hJLL' The mental repre
is present in the presence of the §Ien and a‘wmt i its absence! t‘v obj
representation “co-vary.” Unlike (Ri) a
causality available, rcady 1o be use
representation. Furthermore, covariange fits 1 udy W ;th m» fI arge ,') <a

of perception and thought in which it is to be embedded. as m‘)ied at the staxt of
$1.1 above. The horse’s heofprint represents the ho
scaling-wax represents the seal. The hoofprint or nnp i
appropriate causal agent has been at work in the vicinity. \nw ebviousiy Il‘\ net
15 cast too widely; we might halk al saving thar a sunburn represents il
smoke represents ﬁre, that the child represents
the resuli of any causal activity as an “impre s
1s only something left behind as the conscquence of some proper causal activity

on in the

(and better yet lefi through the causal sctivity of only part of the agent such as
the hoof), as Ockham tells ns in Ordinatio, 1. d. 3, ¢. 9, so that we don’t count
ordinary univocal causality as representational {OTh, 2. 548.20-549.2). A mental
event that occurs as the result of an object’s causal
in this restricied sense, so that the thought Socrates |
impression. represents the sheep — at least, so
with the sheep. The mtuition béhhm (R37.then, is J
look at sheep are thoughts of the sheep in virtue of the

o

ocrates’s houu!“t covaries
¢ thoughts we have when w
t that they are the thoug
seep naturally and regularly cause us to have”® There is no need w suppose further
that such thoughts involve the »2 eep’s form in any substantive way, as required by
{R1). Likewise, there is no need to suppose further that such thoughts ‘resemble’ th
sheep, as required by (R2). except for the trivial case where ©
causal impression. Hence (R3) is independent of (R1) and (R2}. .
According 10 (Ru J, a mental representation represents an object whenever 1t
signifies that object, L.¢. to the cxtent that It functions as the {mental) “word” for the
object. Christian doctrine provided a source for interpreting thought as a form of
‘inner language ™ by Ockham’s time it was welil-under ooathamnacls were ielepaths
who communicated in the language of thought.” Now the idea that thoughts are
somehow language-like has a long history and was exploited for various purposes,
not always muiually compatible, and a lot of work needs to be done to clarify the
vague outlines of the proposal. What is relevant to our purposes is the suggestion
that a concept represents what it docs — it is the concept it is — only if it is connected

L{:‘
el

vy

&

¢ projection-rule is

%30 I"ve ad

attributed to Locke; it fits the medicvai case as well or better \
31 Aristotle’s suggestion in De interpreiatione, 1. 162 3-4 }mt knonc'wﬁ are anotl

of language was taken 1o provide independent philosophical ¢

view. despite the fact that on Aristotle’s account thoughis were more

language than like language itself.
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to other contentful concepts in the appropriaiec ways, as words in a language are.
Roughly, Socrates’s concept |sheepl represents a sheep in virtue of its having the
right (linguistic) role: it is subordinate tw |animal] and |living creawre!, able to be
the subject in propositions. a constituent of the buhef that sheep are edible, and the
like. Anything that plays this complex role is ipso facto the concept isheepl, that is,
represents sheep. There is no need to suppose further thar whatever fills this role will
somehow exemphfv the sheep’s form, as (R1) would have it; nor that it ‘resemble’
the sheep, as (R2) would have it. Hence (R4) is independent of (R1} and (R2). It is
clearly independent of (R3) as well, since it is no part of the linguistic role played
by a menal item how it came to be; nor does the simple covariance sketched in
the preceding paragraph determine that the relations among concepts will work out
appropriately.

Although (R3) and (R4) are distinct, their combination is powerful. It is no
less than a medieval version of functionalism. the idea that determinate content is
fully specified by inputs {covariance) and ourputs (linguistic role).™ Unlike modern
functionalism. medieval functionalism is holist only in a shallow sense. since human
mental structure was understood to be innate and fixed rather than individually
vartable. But the meaning of terms is cashed out by their place in the (determinate)
structure of thought, which itself constitutes a language. The efflorescence of theories
of Mental Language and the flurry of research on causality at the beginning of the
fourteenth century — in each of which Ockham played an important part — underwrite
this new approach in p:\-'c‘noloov to mental representation.

Mental Language, especially Ockham’s theory of Mental Language, has been
the subject of intense nvestigation for several decades; there are several high-level
accounts of it available.™ In addition to providing a framework for ogic (to which
Ockham devotes the Summa logicae). Mental Language also claims to be the truth
about cognitive psychology, making good on the claim that there is a ‘language
of thought” in stagger ring detail. For our purposes. it’s enough to note that mental
representation is going to be generally explained, at least on its funciionalist “output’
side, in terms of Mental Language. Covariance will be needed to explain the “input”

side and. in particular. 10 resolve the problem Ockham took 10 be fatal for (R2) how
singular thought is possible. or, linguistically, how we can explicate proper names
in Menial Language.

As we've seen in §2, Ockham maintains that likeness isn't “the precise reason
why we think of one thing rather than another. He argues instead that covariance is
the correct explanation. He begins his discussion in Ordinatio, 1.d. 3. q. 9 by making

the point that impressions {

esrigia) by their naturc are general, just as images are:

32 Likewise today: Fodor (198%7) combines his ~Language-of-Thought hyvpothesis’
{namely that mental representations are language-iike symbols) with the “crude causal theory”
that symbol tokenmings denoie their causes and symbol tvpes express the property whose
instantiations reliably cause their tokenings, Fodor's theory is exceptional in recognizing (R3)
and (R4} as distinet components, though the theory 1s common enough.

33 See for example Adams (1987), Chapter 10, and Normore (1990).

iven hoofpring ‘U Th, 2, \40 &

IS

determme which horse made a 1

differ from images in that ‘it’s part of the verv notion of an impress
caused by that of which it is hc ﬂD“ce\IOu (54
need not be h<hmmd from z!ze

7.6-7). An image or1
ndl whereas an impression mus
of an impression to be produ

1E. ‘siaa{ 1S ;x:;-s* to be S0 pm tuced.
if God supplants the causal chain. He st
(76.839-96):

Intuitive cognition is a proy enition of a su
10 one than another but ¢ it is naturalls
nor can it be caused by the 'm;‘. Ifyou
that this 1s wue, such a 16 ulways &
another; and if it were caused naturally,
and not by the other, and it is not able w0 be caused by the other,

The point is reiterated in Reportaiio, 2, 9q. 12-13 (OTh, 5, 289.8-18):

can be immediate
¢ intellect would no more us

Suppose you were 10 object that a given concept {#7
caused by God, and su through that given con
one singular than another extremely simi
as to the other; nor does causality make
by neither but rathe
1s caused by God > i
caused. Hence a gi\‘c; ingular s cognized

it would be

¢ ol one 1ot of the other, since 1113 caused

ely by God. Ire

cen conuept of a creaturg

wed by th ven if it werg
th

sed by a creature: this s a feaw

{Ockham says partially’ in his reply because he holds that God is a necessary ¢o-
cause of any effect.) Thus Ockham rejects (R2) jn no uncertain {erms. insis ‘
s, he endorses a causa

counter LLL[UHI causal account of \mgu}‘ rthought.
of proper names in Mental Language.?

Thus Ockham epitomizes the philosophical siruggles of his generation iz bris 24!
hology to 2 new functionalist paradigm in place of the old confonmab
in the fourteenth century. philosophers had a new way
ave had less pure Aristotelian

)
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ikeness theories. Beginning

of thinking about mental representation, one that may
roots but looked more promising as a theory. Yet there is a sense in which they gave
up on the notion of representation entirely.

34 Pasnau (1997) savs that "Ockham is a7 best tentative!
account of mental representation’ (105 my cmphasis). Ther: isn't an vtlnm_ ,Pmar.‘ 3’501;1 it
¢ He mentions this on 103 043 but doesn’t give the pointirs dug.) Tabarroni | 3 itright
when he claims that Ockham ~abandoned the iconic model” of mental representation ¢
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Conclusion: Against Representation

Ockham is notorious tor his attack on the inteiligible species, arguing inter alia
that the intelligible species isn’t needed for the purposes of mental representation.
one of its traditional roles (Reporiario, 2. qq. 12-13: OTh, 5, 272.17-20). Although
he preserves the traditional terminology, declaring that “the act of understanding
(intellectioy 1s the'likeness’ of the object” (287.15), it's clear that this is an empty
formula: as noted in the citation at the beginning of this paper, “the object sufficiently
represents itself in a cognition™ (274 .4-5), a point Ockham later repeats: *[the object]
can be present gua object to the intellect. without any species’ (300.1-2). It’s not
that Ockham thinks there are no mental events. Rather, there is no need for mental
representation as traditionally conccived. There are mental acts of thinking, but there
is no need to postulate independent contents, or indeed any discemible intrinsic
structure to the mental act; it is what it1s in virtue of its functional mputs and outputs,
not because of its inner nature. On his mature theory of mind, Ockham countenances
only the spartan ontology of mental acts of thinking. which are then paired with their
external objects directly, not requiring any mediation. In short, Ockham, at [east in
his mature view, argues against what is traditionaily called a ‘representationalist’
theory of mind and for what is usually called “direct realism.”

The final result of rethinking representation in the Middle Ages, then, 1s to junk
it. Final logically, that is. niot historicaily: Ockham had few followers in psychology,
and the discredited accounts of representationality hung around long enough to be the
targets of abuse from Hobbes, Descartes. and Locke.® Direct realisin is sometimes
portrayed as the simple mtial position, the shortcomings of which lead to more
complex forms of representationalism. The history and development of medieval
philosophy of psychology shows otherwise.
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Chapter VI

William Ockham and Mental Language
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a universal representative system m which all thinking takes place and which lie

- e sed by a

at the background of all communication. In : sed by "

possible thinking beings, angels as well as the God. Most obviously, Ockham would

have supposed machines to use this la o ‘
of thinking machines. Also. Ockham clearly thought that evervthing that can

I

nguage as well, il he had presented fantasies

&

expressed in any language could also be expressed in the mental language This is

oy a2 - = wﬂ . . I Ainate . “7‘:“;_":

becausc all expressions of the spoken languages are subordinate to expressions of
1 : - £ oo 1o

mental language, so that all meanings of spoke

of mental terms. My claim in this chapter is that ne

2rything that there is |
the world, but also everything true or false that can be said about the wo

d. can be

expressed in this janguage. ) N -
In the twentieth-century debates, Ockham’s theory of mental language has gf{c;
cen inferpreted in relation to the concept of logical form. In the background. msre
has been the idea that the mental language reveals with complete transparence the
true content of the linguistic expression, unlike the sentences Lr spokcne language.
From such a point of view. Ockham’s thecry appears ‘pnmarxl}r as ; u-;f:<,»z'_\" ﬂ:}at
explains the deductive relations of sentences and gives the ‘:\’aysﬂm ‘.kn.nc zbe truth-
vatues of sentences. Thus. the theory appears to belong to the field of logic in the

twentieth-century sense. ‘ _—
The recent interpretive debate of Ockham’s theory has led 10 many problems,

. eI AT i;,‘ oye ;,axg

It seems to me that they largely arise from leasing on a comparison with logical
15

m drafling r
theory from another kind of perspective — from the perspective of a u ‘
'ianm;a;::. I want 10 sketch Ockham’s mental language as an ideal representations
svs;emt and look how the program would work for that purpose.

" In his hook Cartesian Linguistics (1966}, Noam Chomsky discusses seventeen
century theories of language. Chomsky’s main aim is to point out in whar way
forerunners to his own notions of the universal deep structare of all lange 1988 can
be found in the seventeenth-contury linguistic theories. which he calis (- est
— though acknowledging the problems of that fabel. In this chapter, my aim Is to




