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Chapter I'V

Representation in Scholastic
Epistemology

Martin Tweedale

Perhaps the most basic and most perplexing problem for e
currently called the problem of mrenti onal ty, i.e. how T s ¢

have acts bike thinking, imagining. |

are ubmn something other than fhumsengm
to the being in guestion altogether.
scholastics the approach to this prob

representation. This ch'xpler will fir
inherited from

olastics

the ancients and from c”' and then

procecd to concentrate on the notion of intentional existe
changed radically in the late LLr[ccm. and early fourteenth
an appraisal of this length can give only a brief skeich of d
10 suggest what the basic motivations were
propounded

sken sounds are
12 of things
¢ condition
ot further

beginning of De interpreratione’ Aristotle tells u
ain pathemaita in the soul. which are themselv

n the world. A flomoioma s a likeness or image while a pathenia is so
me soul passively receives. Aristotle refers us to his works on the sc

1

1. bm in f act the notion of a likeness or image is not prc

Rather Aristotle relies on the idea that what is cognized, either
ion or mund. 1s a form which exists both in external obyjec
in the cognitive faculty. The theory is limited to the primary objects of cogni:’.ion,
which, 1n the

s
through sensc pereept

P
case of sensation, means the forms of the very properties o
which excite the sense organs to activity, and. in the case of the mind, to the abstract
natures of things encountered in the wol’i € Perceiv i i
Aristotle wants to atitibute two sorts of existence to the s fsrms

they exist as the definitive natures of material things and

1 Deint 1.7-9
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of types of things: in the other existence they do not give rise to other instances but
allow for some form of cognition of the rype of thing in question,

Aristotle savs that in the case of sense perception ‘the sense has the power of
receiving into itself the sensible forms of things without the matter.”® He compares
this to the way wax receives the shape of a signet ring without taking on any of the
gold or iron of which the ring is composed. Still it seems clear that the sense or sense
organ does not take on the form in a way which gives us another thing that has the
quality in question in the same w ay as the external object does. In the case of sight
there is the suggestion that when a color is perceived the transparent liquid in the
eye is said 1o ke on that color. but only in a different sense from that in which the
external ob)e(,t is LOIO!Cd The external object is colored karh hauto, by virtue of
itself, while the eye liquid is colored by virtue of something else, in the way the
15 blue ' All of t}m uggests the idea that something in the organ of sensc is a

of what is being perceived,

In the case of non sensory cognition, i.e. imellectual cognition. it is the abstract
and non sensiblc natures of things that arc the objects. and these are the forms of

physical things, but they are intelligible objects only when th hey exist in the immaterial
mmd In fact the existence of these forms in the mind is the full actuality of the mind
itselfl* There are two important difference s, however, between the intellectual and
the sensory forms of cognition. First of all. in the case of sense perception Aristotle
never says that what is sensed is some hing internal to the sense itself. Although
n his view the full act ality of the sense object is identical with the activity of the
sense faculty. an activity which does oceur in the sense or gan, Aristotle comes close
Lo some such position. by and large the assumption seems to be that we perceive
something that exists in external reafity. But with the intellect and Aristotle holds the
view that the object is a universal and universals exist only in minds, and this is why
the mind can call up its object @t will once it has apprehended it In this the mind
is like the imagination. only the imagination works with pnumawm{a I.c. images
retained from sensation. It is also claimed that the mind when it thinks has to make
usc of these images * It would be | highly unlike Aristotle 1o claini that it is the | umages
themselves that we are thinking about or even imagining: rather we are thinking
about and imagining what the i images are images of. Hence there is unplicit here
a belief that representation plavs 2 role in thought and imagination. if not in sense
perception iiself,

)

Centuries jater the peri a*‘"ic hilosophier and commentator, Alexander of
[.4
L\phr()dj<ias‘ (fl. . 200 ¢8), treated sense perception as an assimilation of the sen

acy

faculty to the sense Obj@(.‘; via some ﬁltcranon of the sense organ. He made it clesr.

De anima, 1112, 424a17-20.
.

See Tweedale (1992). 227, The key texts are De anima. 1 7. 418a28-b5. and De

A
ol

Sensur, 439b1--3.
4 Sce De animea. H1 4, 429228,
See De animea, U 5, 417b19-253

6 See De gnima, 111 7. 43161

v

however, that the sensible form tha
genuinely have the quality being perceived. 19C
that are puun ed, the colors exist 10 the organ only in the w:
or in water.” This is not so far from what | suggested was 2
clear attempt to find a way for a form 1o exist othes
something genuinely have a certain quality

Still ater we find Th;,mzsmux {c. 3
known to the Christian schol
that the sensible form exists
he says:

. whose commentary on De a2/

r part of thirteenth century. p
ity but not in ifs matter. At o

But the senses do not come to be the materials of the <
whiten or blacken o gzt heavy or

S
ject is the soul itsclf e

This hine of thought 1s perpetnated by It
following passage:

. butitis no
the form of the ho

Since the body 1s affected
affection. Rather the sen
while the sense organ or fles

becomes the subject for the heat
whole. [t 18 no wonder if sensc 15 aff

b sound
1 the sense organ and bodie

rees
Havors, sounds and the re
exist if sense does not lay hold of ihem:

The sensible objects then h"n'c a different sort of existence from the se '
an existence dependent on being apprehended by the sense faculties. The in
13 that the matter of the sensc organs is not what supports this existence,
i other places Philoponus grants that in sensation alterations are produc
organ. —
When we wrn to the Islamic thinkers we find that Avicenna had guite a cor pb 3
view of sensc perception, which invelves elements of the preceding wcmx\ ut
He held that sensation involves the sensed torm

r)

5
=
')

worked up in quite an original way.

-

liber cum mantissa, 38, 21-3
8 See Themistius, The
Tweedale (1992}, 2234,
9 See Philoponus, foannis Philoponi
438,10-20. See Tweedale (1992), 222.-3.

libros commentaria.
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having some sort of existence in the sense organ and that in sight ‘likenesses™ are
radiated into the eye.

Those [apprehensive powers] thal apprechend by the agency of what is outside are the five
or eight senses. Of these one s si

ght, which 15 & power belonging to the optic nerve for
apprehending the form of that which is formed in the crystalline humor from likenesses of
bodics having color, which likenesses come through bodies radiated in actuality onto the
surfaces of smooth bomcs.'”

There is dc‘initelv a suggestion here that the object of sight is something in the eve
rather than something external. Avicenna was aware that this makes the sensing of
something external indirect, as the following passage shows.

For the primary se
instrument, and that
that what is outside is

wsed object is most definitely what is represenied in the sense’s
what [the sense?] apprehends. Further, it seems that \ha“ we say
sensed our meaning is more than what we mean D) avir é that what
is 10 he sensed s in the soul. For the meaning of "what is outside 1s sense th

is assimilated in my sensel but the m€dﬂ7ﬂ" of *whart 15 to bhe s¢ gc;j 1S |

O‘

t its form

its very form which has been imaged is in my sense, and on account of Ihia s dxﬁim}

10 count it as one fthc sensible qualities found in bodies. But we must definitely know,
since some body affects the sense bm that body 1s not affected, that in the body there is
a peculiar quahity which d origin of a change 1n the sense. even though a sense does

not change it.'!

Here we have an adoption of the assimilation theory found in Alexander combined
with Philoponus’s point that the form in the soul is not the same as the extemnal
nsible quality. It 15 a representation or likeness of it.
Imagination too, according 1 Avicenna. requires a representative likeness, as i
particularly evident in the following:

w7

A corporeal instrument 15 also necessary for the apprehension of singular forms by a
complete abstraction from matter and by ridding the abstraction of any sort of material
the case in imagination. For imagination can imagine only if the

concomiiants, as is
tmaginable form is represented in it in a body by a representation which is common to
the power and to the body. For Socrates’s form, which is represenied by the imagination
in respect of s fgure and its outline, and in respect of the position of his vanous Jimbs
10 each other (which appear in the imagination just as though they were se
be imagined as such 1 the parts and dimer

eni) can only
s of his limbs are represented in @ body
such a way that the dumnsm’lx of that form are in the dimensions of the body and its parts
1 thi nody s parts.’

it

11

10 Aw enna, Avicenna Latinus. Liber de Anima seu Sexius de Naturalibus. part 1. ch.3.

i bed Cpart 1L, ch. 20 p 120, 4241
12 lbid., part IV, ch. 3 p.45, 41-6, 52,

Representation in Schaola
]

We can see from these passages that the ex
both sense and imagination s very rrud* tied 10 ihe COTPoTSa
differs fxom Themistius's and Philo
say, with the original A ;s:ow"‘—'z:- nositi

But then Avicenna added an
perception. He claimed tha

also apprehends “intentions’ u‘s‘, se

inside, s¢

nsive powers there ar

by what 15

Now of the powers of appreher
the intentions of sensibles. Mo
apprehend and operaie at the
some apprehend principally and some seconda

Now the difference between 2 hends
The form is what the interior sense
ehends i

cehend and do

is this
but the exterior sense first
sxample, when a sheep apprehends the "o
the sheep’s exterior sense first apprehends
the other hand, is what the soul appreh
did not carlier apprehend 1. For example. the
of the wolf, which is the reason why itis ¢

the sense does not appt ci herd this inany way. But w

interior sense apprehend of the woll s he
apprehend without the senses

sometmng hke 3

Avicenna js quite mll :

animals would not x'r.cogmze the need to flee what 1s
ursue what is good to cat.

On top of ail this, but, I [ think. on a continuum with it i
intelicctual knowledge is also an intention. but here a un VCfs”ﬂ intention “f ichis
some essence E\'igtihu in the mind. Avi cmm also treats this as the intelhigible 'torm
3 : & Avicenna held to the immateriality
orm or infention does not require’
} at the intentions formed by the
ntentions, but not the {ikenesses

common to many thin
of the mind, we car
any material basi
‘=ntcrmr SENSES are pase

1 in the soul alone, not any corporeal

caused in the exterio th
organ. o
i £y ey TE »it
Averroes. the great twelfth century commentator on Aristotle, evased th
= 1 +

i foge P QF ihio = ivw that
distinction Avicenna had drawn between the likenesses of sepsible qualines Ll}

evist in the sense organs and the intentions th’u arc oniy perc
senses. His view is that only intentions are perc

13 lbid., part, ch. 5, p.85, 83-6.6.
14 Avicenna. Avicenma Latinus: Liber de Philosophia Prima sive sv
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i

. we are to think that the reception of sensible forms by each sense is a reception abstracred
from matter. For it it received them with mater they would have the same being in the
soul as outside the soul. Thus in the soul there are intentions and apprehensions, while
outside the soul there are neither intentions nor apprehensions, but rather material things

that are not apprehended at all.’®
Averrocs has interpreted Aristotle’s dictum that in the senses the form is received
without the matter as meaning that in the senses they have some immaterial or
‘intentional’ existence, rather than as simply meaning that the material of external
objects 1s not imported into the sense organ. A little further on Averroes elaborates
on this proposal:

Next he [Aristotle] savs: “In like fashion cach of the senses is affected [by what has color
or flavor or sound].” l.e.. in this way each of the senses is affected by the items 1t is
naturally suited 10 be affected by, whether color or sound: but it is not affected by them in
virtue of the fact that it is a color or sound, since, if that were the case. it would wrn out
that when 1t had received it 1t would be a color or sound, not an intention. And this is what
he means to say when he says: “but this not [in virtue of 1ts being called each of these}’.
L.e., not in virtue of being called each but in virtue of being an intention. for the intention
of a coler is different from the color. And then he says. “in virtue of being in this condition
and in intention’, by way of guarding against the intentions which the intellect r

eceives,
for the latter are universals while the former are only these .

>

In o‘;her words, the senses do not receive the colors or sounds or tastes efc.
themselves. but on 1} their “intentions’, and 1t is these intentions which are directly
apprenendcd. In this respect the senses are. cvid ntly, like the intellect, which also
receives intentions, but ones that are univers ter than particular. Obviously, an
account of this sort is problematic for the sort of direct realism Anistotle himself
seems. at least for the most part. to have adopted.

Averroes recognizes that he is opening up a gap between what exists in the
external world and what the soul apprehends. Witness this passage:

y that sensibles do not move the senses in the way that they exist outside
d 1

or they move the senses i as much as they are intentions, and

! . mtentions in
actuality do na* oxist |

ns in potentality. But someone cannot
say that that di

ué‘;ccts. 50 that intentions come into

being on account of the spiritual 1 is the sense ra

mover outside. For it is better to hold that diversity

r than on account of a

e s iy the cause of divers

matter. not that diversity of matter is the cause of diversity of forms. Since this
1

is necessary 10 posit an outside mover it

f enses that is different trom the
sibles, just as was necessary in the case of the intellect. It seems. then, that, if we grant
1hat diversity of forms is the cause of diversity of matter, 1t wil} be pecessary for there to
an outside mover. But Aristotle says nothing about this in the case of the se i

15 Averroes, i\e'mn Cordubensis Commernrarium in Arvistorelis de anima
136
16 Ibid.

Libros,

et

o

Representation in

there it is not obvious. whercas it is it
about ths, since it requires serutiny.’

Averroes rejects here

to some special, “spiritual’ matter tha
sees a need for some other “outside

just as Aristoile had posited the need fo agent inte ]n ct to bring abou A
intentions in the mind. The probkm of How apprehending such mtem ns i

i 1w e
10 give us knowledge of the ¢ ernal world and its sensible qualities is cle

a very pressing one. A
To sum up. in the tradition the late scholastics inherited se sens:

in two quite different ways. On the one hand, we have the idc:‘ t
are affected by the sensible qualities io such a way thata lik
of that quality is formed in the organ. This, in accord wi -
as the form of the sensible quality haﬂnu an exist
brings about cognition but does not make sor ’nmﬁ in the organ g
sensgblg quality. ”leot'ﬁe approach is to say th t this form exists

Vitself. In Averroes this is read as thinking thatan "intenuon X
soul, and in this way the sensory soulis held to be much more anaiog

where cognition is alsa accomplished through 1nicatio
either ca;c a problem arises as to how, if what is exisii
sensory soul itself is what we perceive. perce eption
outside the senses where what is inside can have no r‘\;is-:encc.

2 The Theory of Species

In the thirteenth Cen*mw scholasties the term used {or a representation

image was “species”, a term which had roughly this meaning in i
To give some idea 01 the way this notion is used at that time
views of Albert the Great and his student, Thomas A,qumds

] “lier o~
10fmmntl\' in Albert’s two theories of scusation, an garhier one

=
(L

0« ‘1101 of h1§ Szzmnza de cr eu!w’m‘ called De homine and a later one
. £ ¢} el
in his questions 9 1n De homine he treated the form of the

isii o | wal” rather than
sensible quality exisiing in th sensc organ as a species that has ‘spiritual’t mL‘ thar

s Fhrmn oY icis as

-natural being”. This terminology is meant to distinguish the way the form p,‘{bt? as
- . 1 st ~ rsther

a species from the way it exists in the external world in material objects. In othe:
" 1 and Alexande

words, it deals with the distinction we saw made as early as Aristotle and Alexandr

1 THO
that some > SENsSe organ nas i
to protect the theory from having to claim that something in the sense organ bas ine

18 L\ugushm ases the term this way in several places,

2 (PL 42: 379), Conira Gdversarium fegis 110013 (PL 42
My thanks to Rega Wood for drawing these passages v

’ 19 This summary of Albert’s views relies heavily on Dewan (1980).

O my attentiion.
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very sensible quality it perceives and in the same way as external material objects
have it. In the case of sight, but not the other senses. Albert alse thought the species
existed in the medium, i.e. the air or transparent fluid lying between the externa
object and the eye. The object, evidently, transmits a flow of species, and some o
these lodge in some sort of spiritual matier in the cye. It is clear from this that the
“spiritual being’ thar the species has is a physical sort of existence but in a material
that ts able to support the species while not actually twaking on the quality it is a
species of. This means that species of opposed forms, 1.e. forms which could not co-
existin the same subject in natural being, can co-exist in the same spiritual matter.
Albert’s later theory in his questions on De gnima 1s more complex and in some
ways reminiscent of Avicenna's. Actual sense perception now requires an act of
judging on the part of the interior, ‘common’ sense, situated in the brain. For this to
occur the species that we find in the sense organs of the exterior (*proper’) senses
must be transmitted to the brain and made to exist in a still more spiritual way. This
clear spirit” in the brain has an active role in this process, doing for the sensible
species in the external organs what light does for colors.® Here, 1 believe, Albert has
taken sertously Averroes’s proposal rhat some special agent is needed as much in the
case of sensation as in the casc of the intellect.

Albert represents a widespread effort among thirteenth century scholastics to
have a theory of cognition based on species. and in the case of sense cognition
to make this a theory where evervthing 1s physical, although it acknowledges that
some forms of physical existence are not the usual concretions of form and matter
on which the Aristotelian ontology is based. This sort of existence, often referred
o as intentional as well as spiritual, allows for a sort of halfway house hetween
the standard matter/form composites and the totally nen-physical way in which

Al
of

species exist in the intellect. On this view all cognitton involves a to some degre
de-materialized existence for the form cognized, although in sensation and sensc
perception some special matter 18 stili required. In his later theory Albert allowoc
that these species exist in the media for all the external senses, thus making even
clearer that we are dealing here with a physical sort of existence. The species, 1.2 the
representation or hkeness of the sensible form, can exist even in inanimate bodies,
although only in animate ones does it go on to produce sensation, for only in them
do we find the especially clear spirit of the intemnal sense organs

Aquinas carried this line of thought, I believe, to its logical conclusion. Coomtion
consists in forms existing immatertally, i.e. intentionally, and these he called species.?
Nevertheless. Aquinas followed Albert in thinking that sensible species exist in
the inanimate media as well as in the sense organs, and. since Aquinas certainly
did not want to attribute cognition to things without soul, a contradiction arises.
Tt is not clear what Aquinas would have to say about this if it werc brought w his

20 Albertus Magnus, fn Arisrotelis librum de anima commentarium, 11, IV, 12,
165.20-30.

21 This int
(16923, 21

retation of Aguinas’s remarks has been adopted hoth by me in Tweedale
nd Robert Pasnau in his excellent study, see Pasnau (1997, ch.1.

Representulis

atrennion, but T am melined to bel
degrees of “spirituality’ in phy
insufficiently spiritnal 1o produce ¢

hat the nani
£

cugh they aliow
existence of species. ™
The other notable feam“ 0 fA\ uin'

direct realism. We saw thal in PmlopOfxovs ,f‘\
willingness to allow that what i ectly ur‘premnmd by the senses i
internal to the senses, not the sensibl qucd ty in the external world.

sces that this is leading toward very un-Aristotelian doubts abULi

of the external world and almost (]\\d}‘b msists o
cognizing what it represenus; it itself. at least not in
not what is cognized. This was not a eniversally he
writing in the early fourteenth century argues agair

species first. But he takes it as obvious fhat it is the qu
Robert Pasnau has expiored in depth what Aquinas’s vie
to.” and he holds that it allows for an apprehension of the ¢
cognition of the external cause of i‘ne ﬁpccies in the sense that it is
object which we are pmmxma to make about. This sucems to me o be v
tikely the correct interpretation. To put ;
of the way in which we can look at a picture 2
the things picwared, being prepared 1o mak_ jud
about the latter, although the fatter is certainly something we applch 1d, Just as it
1akes a special reorienting of our atiention to take the pictwre as something we waat
to make judgments about, so it takes a special m@ncn"ng to assess a sen
inteiligible species. But if Aquinas thinks that thv: v
I think he is mistaken. Once we vi
to ask whether, even in normal cascs,
1t really is. 1 just the way we can g
something.
Although in the primary act of cognition the \pcm is used
gnizing something else. Aquinas does ailou that the intellect s

res“ tion by which it cognizes the very species ’o\ W mcl e

e

s ot on the D: J it
1ents not abour the former but

Also Aguinas altows for the inteliect zo take a sensible image as 1ts obj ather than
the thing the image is an image of.* 1t does not appear that | s Aquinas

22 Pasnau {1997} holds the view it
of things that are capable of rew
compatible with my proposal. but
major oversight.

23 [id., 17-18.

24 1bid.. ch. 6.

25 See Summa Theologica, 1. gu 83, art. 2.

26 See Pasnau (1997), 206.
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is just referring to the way the intellect might recognize species as some entity needed
to construct a coherent thc«)ry of cognition. Rather, it is more likely that he thinks we
can have some knowledge of the intrinsic character of these species. But what do we
know about them other than that they represent certain things to the sense or mind?

Like Albert, Aquinas denies that the species is a ‘natural” lkeness of what it
represents. [t does not lirerally have the same qualities. But it is a representational or
intentionai likeness. Although there were scholastics who insisted that the similarity
between the species and the represented object had to be natural’,”" I think Aquinas’s
view is defensible. Pictures can accurately represent things without being similar to
them to any significant degree. A painting or photograph of a house is not anything
tike a house, but it can stiil show you what the house is like. Admittedly, just how
this is possible in the case of species, paiticularly intelligible species, is hmd to say.
But perhaps Aquinas does not have to say. He could, if pressed, just claim that the
soul is innately equipped to read or interpret the species analogously 10 the way we
seem able to interpret pictures without any special training. However, this relatively
modern idea of “interpreting” likenesses is not one Aquinas and the late scholastics
in general seem to have had in their philosophical toolkit. Consequently. it was a
problem for them to sec how the species could represent anything, given it had ne
natural likeness to what it was supposed to represent. I think this is part of what leads
to dissatisfaction with the species theory generally. and the adoption by such figures
as Peter John Olivi and William of Ockham of theories which rely simply on the act
of cognition itself without any prior existence of a species.” Ockham, however, still
referred to the act itself as a likeness of what it cognizes and Olivi thought of the act
as itself a species. so representation was still involved. But here I think 1t is likely
that the act is representative of what it cognizes because it is cognizing that thing,
rather than being cognitive of that thing because it represents 1t. Or at least there 15
1O MOTe reason to say one is because of the other than the other way around.

A robust species theory such as Aquinas’s makes the species in both the senses
and the intellect present an object to the cognitive power in question. and this must
occur before an act of cognition can take place. What is the atiraction of such a
theory? It seems to me that probably thinkers like Aquinas thought there was
something very unreasonable in supposing that an act of the soul could be directed
10 an object without there being in the soul or its organs something apart from the
act that determined what object the act was directed to. Olivi and Ockham challenge
this assumption by holding that the act, -mxfmg been partially caused by the external
object, carries n itself all that is needed 1o be directed toward an object. It 1s not
HeCessary, thcn, to see the prior cause of the direciedness of the act in something
internal to the cognizer.

Jotably Ro%x Bacon and William Crathormn. See Pasnau (19973, 66 and 90.
¢ ibid., 19-17 and 41-2 of Tweedale { 1990).

Represe

3 Esse Objectivum

Toward the end of the thirteenth ¢
exse ohjectivimm comes into Conion Use an C
thinker to make heavy use of 1t 15 John Duns Scotus. The idea here
might have two ways of existing: {1} a real existence in no way dene'lf
the object of any mental act or state: (2} existence as an objec
state. The former is esse subjectivum; the latter, esse obyj
either of these without the other. or both at once, If someone i
that 1n fact does not exist. what the pcrsen ‘i‘-mgu es has oniy es
can still be described in the vocabulary w eal thing
of such descriptions does not imply it has any
something that does really exist, and then that 1”1&
Ewe ohjec/irmn comes in various forms d\;pmd

fl?

Even where d
ens objectivirn may have properties ah;
makes universality belong to the common
an ens subjectivim, because an
that an ens \'u/vic"

enis objecrivum

10th su*wpnsmcr dl'n W hat 1t represents hu s any real existence. but tf

admit that there is indeterminacy in what it I‘L‘a"csel‘-t%
Scotus treats concepts and intentions as entia objectiva,

of first or second intentions. &

ov which he means some proper
or second intentions, by which he means a class of cn!/;z objectiva. This 1s ¢
radical departure {rom the treatments of intentions and esse intentionale that w

examined previously. There intentional or spiritual being 1s a kind of real being, but
one hat only Spuum can have. In the casc of seasible species 1t is ev

1 a sort of

21trast, Scotus treats esse infe sasortofe
¢ real existence. Nevei

ving a real existence in the organ or s

eless. he retain
oul. This appro
we and the ens (m,u t.‘rum 1
‘alr)cous to what the picture represenis taken w nhom any assumption of whethert

these are forms
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matters considerably. The specics is analogoustoap

as real existence or not. Obviously, when we dream or nalqu inate or imagi
i \omuhmg that we apprehend even if what we apprehend

29 Unfortunately Scotus does not give treat esse «
One has o draw conclusions from many different pass
have this sort of existence occurs in Ordinario, 1. d.

ects. 146-7. 1 have explained how | read Scotus
608-10.
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The entia objective provide objects here for those acts. But they are there in veridical
thought and perception as well, but not as something other than the really existing
thing being thought of, for one a'xd the same thing can have both sorts of being.

Given cognition is through a species and of what that species represents, we
have 1o admit that once there is a species a cognitive act of what it represents is
possible and this cognitive act can occur even though what is represented does not
exist. Later in the fourteenth century Peter Aureol used this device to explain sensory
illusions.” Scotus uses it to explain God's knowledge of possible things that will
never be created. although in this case no specics in the usual sense is required.”
God's essence iself is what does the representing, and since the entia objectiva that
result have no real existence we are not imvolved in claiming something real other
than God exists without being created.

Unreal obiecm of cognitive acts had been proposed in the twelfth century by
Peter Abelard,”™ but he did not see them involved in veridical perception. The
reason Abelard treats these “Images’ as unreal is that they are described as having
the features which real physical things have, but it would be absurd to think that
just by imagining something that is, say. round and tall, some real, round and tall
object comes into existence. He makes it clear, too, that he is not attributing some
real but mental existence to images. They have neither real physical nor real mental
existence.

Since Abelard did not think such images were {avolved in veridical perception,
he did not open himself up to the skeptically oriented criticism that he had interposed
between the perceiver and what he perceives some third entity that mediates the

'f"ption Scotus’s view. and even more Aureol’s, does, however, seem vulnerable
that kind of doubt, and this is largely why u{ham, after first having some

% mpath\, with entia objectiva, abandons the w noie idea. To defend against the threat
of skepticism one has, at least, to emphasize that in veridical pereeption the really
existing object is mdeed the thing which also has esse ofjecrivion. In perceiving
the ens objectivum one 1s not thereby perceiving something other than the external
object. One is just perceiving that object as it is represented by the species that
presents it to the cognittve faculty. To then go on and ask how we can be sure that
1t is presented as 1t really is, is a form of doubt that Scotus replies to by saving that
it is self-evident that a facnlty does not err with respect to its appropriate objects
unless it 1s disordered, and we can know when a faculiv is disordered.™ That reply

30 See Pasna 14100' J. 71-6. It 1s not ¢lear from what I have read how close Aureol is to
Scotus in his treatment of esse objecrivum.

31 This doctrine is prominent in Lec .d. 36, gqq. 1-2 (10 Opera Omnia, vol. XV,
461-76: see paras 26. 30} and in Ordinario, 1, d.33, q.1 (in Opera Omnia. vol. VI. 245-70;
see paras 32, 41-2) Tt can also be found in Ordinatio, : d. 30 pt. 1, qu. 4 (in Opera Omnia,
vol. LII 123-72: see para. 268. The topic is well discussed in Perler (1994a). (1994b) and
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33 Ordinatio. ,d. 3, pt. 1, qu. 4 (in Opera Omnia. vol, UL, 123-72).
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is perhaps not totally reassuring. but this sort of skepticism anises v
a representationai theory of cogmition or not.

It 1s clear, however. that the ens .”w/«(u“wu which
cognition had better not have some quast
the species doing the representing. for then mdcccs we r‘
thing which is the genuine object rather than the exte '
suppose ourselves 1o know. In the remainder of this paper I want o chmh: how
William of Alnwick, a student and follower of Scotus’s confronted and developed
an alternative to such a view in the first question of his Quaesriones D L
esse intelligibili >

Alnwick describes the view he wants to refute as follows:

Some recent thinkers say to this question that
signifies an mtit‘v distinet from what represe .
some obje signates an entity disiinet from the cognition.™

spresented, s

he former esse is what something gets just be being v
of all cognition on the view we have been hms.denw The ta
only when something is the object ot an act of cog
question we all want to see answered:

But what 15 this being and whm is this distinction b

cognitum on the one hand and the 1tem doing the
ather? To this thos
eneratly: namely. real bemng {esse #
thought {esve razionis].>®

ree sorts of being

entionale) ar

oiding the above view say .
ale], imentional being
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Real being is the acwal existence of the thing

esse representaivin. Being of thought or esse rationis b»lmga on }) f
which come Into existence on account of acts of the inteflect ¥ ] s
relates the contents of the mind. Most of the scholasiics of" this era think univer
have only esse rarionis. since they exist only by the intellect predicating one content
of another. It is important to realize that all the thinkers who use the notion of esse
act claim
nof arrv

represeniatum or esse intentionale distinguish it from esse rationis and
that things must have the former sort of being before there 1s any ques
at items with the latter sort. The mind has to have objects before it can comyrare and
relate them. The view Alnwick is describing e “qumcs esse representaiun with esse

intentionale. Alnwick goes on to explain further the reasoning his opponents use:

Therefore, they bec

that intentional being is not real being

that does not exist in its own distinctive nature, nor is 1t being of thought
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Renreseniation i jasiic Episieinolc

ot thought {ensi rationisi is oppo: ed to existing in rea

hity. Thus this intentional being is just as. although being in thought is a ts
intermediate. as they say. between real being and be“‘-g of thought.” nevertheless a true thing and an act of thought in the mind of the one whe Is think

Alnwick states his own view as follows: Although the esse r¢ entangn., which, as we

the object, this does not mean that the object thay
by “extrinsic characteriz

Butto me it does not seem that these views are correct. Thus. | si » that esse renresoniaiti -
ul'to me it does not seemn that these views are correct. Thus, | show that esse represenrannn on’. not &S an intrinsic {,}}.m.

is really the same as the torm that does the representing and esse cognitn is really the
same as the cognition, for every posiiive enfity that does not depend on the soul is a real
entity, because such an enaty would have existence even if the soul did not. For this
reason The Philosopher and The Commentator, in Me 1. divide heing by a
division into being m the soul and being cutside the soul. and they say that a being outside
the soul is a real being because it is that which they divide into the ten categaries, each

. for when | say that a stone mized by a specie

presented and

essenee, the characteriza

n is made in vivtue of either an wtrinsic fo

form. [t is not made in virtue of an intrinsic form inhe inthe stone. because

not be the case that it would belong to the stone cven

srone were non-existent. Also

id have a being formally

it would follow that the known being of the stone wou
the stone, and thus our mtellect in
i1 the stone, which is false. Ther

characterization is made only in virt

fwhich is 2 real being or a real entity. For it is obvious that what is no thing s nothin
consequently, it is obvi

= iking of the stone would can
that being which is not dependent on the soul is reai. but

represented being is a positive being and a certain positive entity. as even they [Alnwick’s
opponents] atlow, and it is not dependent on the opcramn of the mtellect or soul. as they
: s would represent something even if ﬂm iniellect were not

re, when [ say a stone 3§ represented or €0

of a formx
which is only representative or a form c)fihou“h‘ Th
is located an extrinsic characterization is made in Vi

L,fht,r real
cally distinct
s the form

though when 1 s said that

in virrue of the ‘where” existing in the stope. s, w
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or coghized by a sy zation is rpade only |

does the representing and the cognition that terminates in the

In this way Alnwick can claim that althou gn 285¢ FEPIYSE

1at Alnwick is arguing tor hcr‘ is the genuine reallty of representation: he is not . .
sTe © © - presentation; he being, the thing to which it is anributed need not rally

arguing for the eality of what 1s represented, although of course often enough wh
is represented is real, Bemg represented is something that really happens w thnﬂ

for the item represented {ens /
really distinct from and rea
is not a veatly exisunyg thin
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is just as real as w hat does the *cprex‘eminﬁ for, in fact, there is no real distinction
between them. If there were such a real distincrion. then either there could be
something represented, an ens represertanu, without representer, and then we do
genuinely have something with its own iuD}CLt.\L being, a view even his opponents
do nor want 10 hold. or we could have a representer without any ens representatum,
in other words representation but nothing repruemed an obvious absurdity,
Aldnwick will admit. however. that esse representarum is a “diminished” sort of

Kz

heing for the thing represented, for it does not imply the real existence of that thin

{nor, of course, does it unply that the thing does not have real existence.) What his

opponenis have done is confuse this point with the sort of reality we want to ascribe
e re aratuny itself. Alnwick assetts this in the following:

This is not the place to exp
distinctions. Suffice it to sa
Also real identity, as Alnwic

. when i s argued that the esse representatn of a ston 13 not an entity of thought
because i pre ced:\ the act of the intellec
that it is

e I prant that. And when it is argued further
a real entity because it is a diminished being, I answer that. although esse

I
k holds exists berween both the item represented when
it does not really cxist an i:s esve represeniatum on the one hand. and the form

represerzaivm 18 a diminished being of the stone that 1s represented, it is nevertheless a
real being winch 13 really the same with the being of the form which does the representing
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doing the representing on the other, does not, for Scotists at least, preclude other

sorts of distinction, less than the real distinction, which will permit certain things
to be correctly asserted of one of the items but not of the other. even though these
items are really identical. All that the real identity of x and 3 amounts to is the logical
impossibility of cither existing without the other.

Alnwick has worked out here the logic and ontology of representation in a very
subtle way that may avoid the pitfall of implying that even in veridical cognition we
must cognize something internal before we cognize the external thing we suppose
ourselves to be apprehending. The key move, and the greatest contribution of the
Scotist theory of esse objecrivim, is to clearly distinguish the representer or likeness
from its content. It is not the form doing the representing that we apprehend but the
content of the representation. i.e. the ens objecihvum. That content, in contrast to the
representer, can have a real existence external to the cognizer. T suggest. although
further investigation is needed to either confirm or refute this hypothesis with any
certainty, that the prior theories of representation suffer from the problems that they
have largely because of a failure to make this distinction between representer and
content in any clear way.

Bibliography

Abelard. Peter. Logica fngredientibus. ed. Bernard Geyer as part of Perer Abaelards
Philosophische Scriften (in Bd.xxi, hefl 1-4 of Beirraege zur Geschichie der
Philosophie des Mirtelalters), Monasterii Westfalorum Aschendorff, 1919,

Alexander of Aphrodisias, dlexandri de anima liber cum mantis
Berlin: Reimer, 1887,

. Ivo Bruns,

Aquinas, Thomas, Sancii Thomae de Aquino opera omnia, fussu Leonis NI PM.
edita. Cura et studio Fratnun Praedicatorum

Aristotie, The Complete Works of Aristode, ed. J. Barnes, Princeton: Princeton
University Press 1984,

Averroes, Averrois Cordubensis Commentarium in Arisiotelis de anima Libros, ed.
IS, Crawford. vol VL1 of Corpus Commeniariorum Averrois i
Cambridge MA: The Medieval Academy of America, 1953.

Avicenna, Avicenna Latinus. Liberde Anima seu Sextus de Nawralibus, ed. S, van
Riet, IV-V, Leiden: Brill, 1968,

e AVicenna Latinus. Liberde Anima seu Sexrus de Naturalibus, ed. S. van Riet,

. and UL Leiden: Brill, 1972,

———, Avicenna Latinus: Liber de Philosophia Prima sive Scientia Divina, 2 vals.
ed. S. van Riet. Louvain: E. Pecters & Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1977 and 1980,

Dewan, L. (1980), ‘St Albert, the Scnsibles. and Spiritual Being’, in James A
Weisheipl (ed.), Albertus Magnus and the Sciences, Commemoraiive Essays
1950, Toronto: Pontifical Instirute of Medieval Studies, 291--32G.

Duns Scotus, Yohn, Iehannis Duns Scoti Doctoris Subtilis et Mariani opera omnia.
ed. P. Carolus Balic et al. Typis Polyglotus Vaticanae 1950-.

sirction in Scholastic Dpesiemology

Magnus, Albertus, /n A#is!
ed. C.Stroik, tom V1i,
Pasnau, R. (1997), The

——(1995), ‘Intentionale und reale Existenz: Emes
Philosophisches Jarhbuch, 102/2. 261-78.
Philoponus. loannis Philoponi in Arisiotelis de arima

M. Hayduck. Berlin: Retimer.
Themistius, Themistii in libros .
Berlin: Reimer, 1890.
Tweedale, M. (19903, ‘Mental Representations i
n J-C. Smith (ed.;, Historical Founda
Kluwer, 35-51.

Reception of a Form”, Philosophi
—eee {1999), Scotus vs. Ockham: A
Edwin Mellen Press.
William of Alawick, Quaestiones Disputatae de esse intelli
Ledoux, O.FM., (Tom X of the Bibliotheca Franci
Aevi), Firenze-Quaracchi: Collegivm 5. Bonaventurae, 1937,

wr Scholasiica Medii




