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How CHATTON CHANGED OCKHAM 'SMIND: WILLIAM OCKHAM AND
WALTER CHATTON ON OBJECTS AND ACTS OF JUDGMENT

Susan Brower-Toland

Recent scholarship has begun to uncover the natwrextent of the
reciprocal—and typically adversarial—relationshgivieeen William
Ockham (d. 1347) and Walter Chatton (d. 1343). \&e& know, for
example, that Chatton, a slightly younger conterapoof Ockham, is both
enormously influenced by and, at the same timénlhigritical of his older
colleague; he often takes up precisely those questbckham treats (and
likewise the terminology and conceptual framewarkvhich he expresses
them) only to reject Ockham'’s conclusidnd/e also know that Chatton’s
criticisms leave their mark on Ockham. Ockham feagly rehearses and
responds to Chatton’s objections, occasionallynnedj or even altogether
revising his views in light of them. Perhaps thetl#cumented case of
such influence concerns Ockham'’s developing viefxoncepts, where, in
direct response to Chatton’s criticisms, Ockhamdasty abandons his
early “fictum” theory of concepts in favor of Chatts own “mental-act”
account® Although this may be the best-document case hiyiso means
the only example of such influence—a handful okeosthave been
discussed in the literaturdn this paper, | hope to extend our current
understanding of the relationship between theseRraaciscan thinkers by
looking in some detail at a debate between them thveeobjects of
judgment.

The broad outlines of Ockham’s place in the devalept of the later
medieval debate about judgment are fairly well dracholars have traced

! For a general introduction to Chatton’s philospphe Keele 2006. A number of studies
have been made of Chatton’s reaction to (and, &jlgiccriticism of) Ockham’s views.
See, for example, Keele 2007(a), Cova 1985, Mdl884, Kelly 1981, Fitzpatrick 1971,
Gal 1967, and O’Callaghan 1955.

2 For a fuller discussion of Chatton’s criticisnfSGrkham and his role in Ockham’s
eventual change of mind see Gal 1967, Kelly 198l eachau 1988, ch.7.

3 Joseph Wey (1980, 39* n.8) provides a list oEpkain Ockham’Quodlibetal Questions
in which Ockham explicitly rehearses argumentshjections offered by Chatton. In
addition to these, Wey also finds some 68 othdu#dparallels between Ockham’s
Quodlibetaand Chatton’s writings. See Wey 1980, 27*. SteBmwn (1985) presents
evidence that Ockham draws on Chattdrésturain the course of his discussion of
Aristotle’s physics. See also, Keele 2006, § Bekele 2002, ch. 8; Keele 2007(a).
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the discussion and controversy generated by Ocldhaatount among a
host of fourteenth-century thinkers at both Oxfandl Parig. It is well
established, moreover, that Chatton is among tHestsand most
vehement critics of Ockham’s account of objectiidgment What has
gone overlooked in the literature, however, isfdwt that Chatton’s
criticisms of Ockham have an important influenceGmrkham himself. Not
only has this gone unnoticed, scholars have atstitmeught that Chatton so
misunderstood Ockham’s position that, in the emphbjections to it fail
even to apply. In what follows, | argue that Chatsacriticisms not only
find their target in Ockham, but that they were Bsl Ockham himself to be
sufficiently forceful as to lead him to radicallyowfify his views. Indeed,
Ockham’s most mature treatment of judgment contansions that not
only resolve the problems Chatton identifies, bat &lso bring his final
account of objects of judgment fairly close to Gbials own.

My discussion in what follows divides into threatgaln the first, |
provide the background necessary for understardivegton’s criticisms—
namely, a description of Ockham’s early theoryusfgment. | then turn in
the second part to sketch Chatton’s central olgestio that theory aritie
role these objections play sihaping Ockham’s mature views. Here, | argue,
first, that Ockham initially does defend a viewstible of Chatton’s
criticisms and, second, that he is eventually peted by these criticisms to
abandon it. Although the changes Ockham introdutteshis final theory
of judgment significantly reduce the distance betmvkim and Chatton,
important differences remain. In the third and ffisection, | consider these
differences, arguing that they are important botbur understanding of
Ockham and Chatton’s respective theories of judgnaem to our
understanding of the subsequent development al¢hate about judgment.

1. BACKGROUND: OCKHAM’ S EARLY THEORY OFJUDGMENT®
In order to appreciate Chatton’s objections anddheslopments in
Ockham'’s account to which they give rise, it ises=ary to begin with a

* For example, see Nuchelmans 1973, Tachau 198&s{Gr991, Perler 1990, 1992, and
1994, Karger 1995, Brower-Toland 2002, Cesalli 2002

® Reina 1970 and Keele 2003.

® In what follows, citations of Ockham'’s Latin texare to Ockham 1967-88. | use the
following abbreviations in referring to particukaslumes:Ord. (= Ordinatio. Scriptum in
Librum Primum SententiarimExpos.Praedic(=Expositio in Liburm Praedicamentorum
Aristotelig; Expos.Perih(= Expositio in Librum Perihermenias AristotgliQuodl. (=
Quodlibeta SeptemSL (= Summa Logicde Translations are my own.
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brief overview of Ockham’s early theory of judgmamid certain features
of Chatton’s interpretation of ft.

Ockham'’s views about judgment are framed in terfrisrauch broader
theory about the nature of human cognition—a théloay Chatton himself
largely shares. According to this theory, all thou@hat is, intellective
cognition) forms a kind of mental language—onedtrced in much the
way natural language is. Thus, like spoken andevrianguage, the
language of thought is compositional: it is comgaii®f simple or atomic
units (namely, “concepts”), which, via the mentpémtion of
“composition,” can be combined in various waysdmf complex,
propositional expressiofisAccordingly, Ockham divides mental
expressions into two broad categories: sententent@ropositional
expressions, and the non-sentential terms or uniés;—subject, predicate,
and copula expressions—that comprise tfi@ekham thinks this division
maps Aristotle’s distinction in th€ategoriesbetween expressions that are
“said in combination” dicuntur cum complexiofeand those “said without
combination” icuntursine complexiorje Propositional expressions
(complexapropositioney are those produced by the operation of
composition and so are appropriately charactersegxpressions only
“said in combination”; by contrast “simple term&implextermini,
incomplexa are semantic units that precede and are uséx ioderation of
composition.

On Ockham'’s view, the intellect’s formation of agment involves not
only its formulating or “composing” a propositiortAbught (that is, a
mental sentence), but also its adopting some stanatitude with regard
to it. In order to accommodate this aspect of judginOckham
distinguishes between two different psychologicabes, or types of
mental act associated with the intellect’'s formatdd a mental sentence,
namely, apprehension and judgment. Acts of appseberare, on his view,

" Ockham'’s earliest account of judgment is develddpehisOrdinatio commentary—
primarily in g.1 of the prologue to it. It is thiext that Chatton relies on for his
interpretation of Ockham. In setting out Ockhamisial theory of judgment, therefore, |
will be drawing primarily from his account in thigrk. | have discussed Ockham'’s early
theory of judgment in more detail elsewhere. SeaBr-Toland, 2007.

8 According to Ockham: “whatever the intellect @prehend in a simple act of thinking,
it can combinedomponerewith another thing by saying ‘this is thatOrd. Prol., g. 1
(OThll, 49).

° Expos.PraedicCap. 4, § 1QPhll, 148). Ockham argues that while Aristotle was
speaking primarily about spoken language in theage from which this distinction is
taken, he, nevertheless, intended it to apply totatdanguage as well.
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acts or states in which the intellect merely comsicdr entertains a given
content—whether non-propositional (as when thdleteforms or
possesses an individual concept) or propositiaasivhen it entertains a
mental sentence). Acts of judgment, by contraggarnly in connection
with the intellect’s formation of a mental sententteese are acts or states in
which the intellect not merely entertains a giventent, but takes some
positive stance with respect to its truth. As Ochklhauts it, judgment is an
act “by which the intellect not only apprehendsoitgect, but also gives its
assent or dissent® Thus, in keeping with the interpretation of thbtigs

an inner, mental language, we can perhaps thifkdafative acts as mental
assertions—that is, acts involving a kind of assertoric farce

Broadly speaking, acts of judgment fall into onévwad categories:
assent or dissent. Acts of assent and dissent, yeswean be further
subdivided into particular propositional—or, we imigay, ‘judicative’—
attitudes, namely, belief, knowledge, doubt, opmi@ith, etc. Thus, when
one takes something as true (say, by believingwkmg or opining) she is
said toassentwhen she takes it to be false (say, by disbelgvor
doubting) she is said wissent Accordingly, a given judicative act may be
an act of knowledge, belief, doubt and so on dejpgnah the grounds for
and causes of that act or state. For this reastkhan (and Chatton, who
adopts his terminology and conceptual frameworll) afien move freely
between terms like “judgment”, “act of assent”,t"&anowledge/belief.”

In addition to distinguishing between apprehensind judgment,
Ockham also develops a certain picture of the Elgiad causal ordering
among such acts. In particular, he holds that@gtsdgment presuppose
the occurrence of several (logically) prior act@pprehensioft For our
purposes, we need only focus on one part of tluswad, namely,
Ockham’s claim that every act of judging presuppasé@ogically) prior act
of apprehending the object judged. As he expldarsact of judgment with
respect to a mental sentence presupposes anamp@hension relating to
the same thing™ The motivation for this claim is just the intuitithat one
does not form a judgment with respect to somethittigout first having
apprehended or considered that same thing. Ind@e@ckham’s view, the
prior act of apprehension is itself partly causafigponsible for the
occurrence of the subsequent judicative act. Fohgasees it, part of what
explains one’s coming to assent (or dissent) toetbimg is one’s prior

2 Ord. Prol., g. 1 OThl, 16).
1 see, Ockham'®rd. Prol., g. 1 OThl, 17-21).
12 Ord. Prol., . 1QThl, 17).
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consideration or “apprehension” of it. Since, assivall see, Chatton draws
heavily on this particular feature of Ockham’s agup it will be useful to
set it out explicitly as follows:

Ordering PrincipleEvery act of judgment is always preceded and cabgeuh
act of apprehension relating to the same objedegst in the natural order, apart
from supernatural intervention).

Now, with this much of Ockham’s theory of judgméttatton is in
perfect agreement. He shares Ockham’s conceptithoafht as occurring
in a type of mental language, and he accepts Ocklarnount of the
distinction between, and ordering among, acts pfepension and
judgment. What he objects to, and what he wanitsjézt, is Ockham’s
account of thebjectsof judgment. Ockham claims that all acts of
judgment—that is, all acts of believing, knowingjring, etc.—take
mental sentences as their object. This claim ablojeicts of judgment is at
the heart of Ockham’s early theory of judgmenteied, Ockham'’s first
argument for it comes in the very passage in whiemtroduces judgment
as a species of act distinct from apprehension.

The second type of act may be called an agtdgment It is that act by which

the intellect not only apprehends its object, bsib gives its assent or dissent to it.
This act is only in relation to a mental senteram@r(plex). For our intellect does
not assent to anything unless we consider it twueeand it does not dissent from
anything unless we judge it to be false.

Because this claim about objects of judgment isestral to Ockham’s early
theory of jJudgment and to Chatton’s criticismstoftiwill be useful to pause
briefly to consider the motivation behind it.

Ockham’s commitment to the view that mental serdgsrare objects of
judgment has a two-fold source: one rooted in biminalism, the other in his
understanding of Aristotelian demonstrative scieethe foregoing passage
makes clear, Ockham thinks that judicative acstiiudes pertain only to what
is truth-evaluable, that is, only to what is capadi being true or false. But
since Ockham’s ontology has no place for abstraapigsitional entities such as
sentence types, propositions, or states of afiaihjolds that only sentence
tokens—and, in the first place, mental sentencerisk-are the bearers of truth

13 0rd. Prol., g. 1 OThl, 16).
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or falsity Indeed, he is committed to what we would nowadhiy of as a
nominalist account of truth bearers. As he saystHimg is true except a
sentence [token]*® This, together with understanding of acts of asas
relating to what is true (and dissent to what isefg entails that judicative
attitudes such as belief and knowledge must rétateental sentences as
object.

The other motivation for Ockham’s views about tlagune of objects of
judgment comes from his understanding of the naitictemonstrative
science (what he refers to as ‘knowledge properlgadled’ Ecientia
propria dictg). Following Aristotle’s account of demonstratikeowledge
in thePosterior AnalyticsOckham holds that what is known or assented to
in demonstration is not only something thatrise, but also something that
is necessary and universal. For this same reasomnciudes that the
(immediate) objects for all demonstrative knowletbat is, of allscientig
must be mental entities since, on his view, therething in extramental
reality that is universal and, likewise, nothingrh (besides God) that is a
necessary bein.Mental sentences, however, can possess universetts
(that is, concepts which can be predicated of nigaléy distinct things) as
constituent terms, and can be true necessarilycfwbn his view, is just to
be true whenever formed); thus, they alone arenhesort of entity suitable
to function as objects for demonstrata@entia'’ Accordingly, Ockham’s
entire theory of demonstration is predicated onassumption that the
terms, the premises, and the objects of Aristated@entiaare mental
entities—namely, concepts and mental sentencekeAssists: “every
science gcientig whatsoever—whether it is real or rational—consewnly
mental sentences. For it concerns those thingshwadrie knowngcita) and

14 Ockham is, of course, well known for his nomisali In general, he appears willing to
allow only concrete, particular thinge§) falling in the category of substance and quality.
Thus, he denies the reality not only of universaig,also ofabstractaincluding
propositions (as they are nowadays conceived) tatessof affairs. For an overview of
Ockham'’s ontology see Adams 1987, chs. 1-9. SeeSgade 1999 and Normore 1999.
5 Quodl.111.8 (OPhIX, 236). Sentences in natural language are algb-bearers, but
their truth-value (and, truth conditions) is whatlgrivative on that of the corresponding
sentence in the language of thought.

'° Serene 1982, 513.

7" As Ockham explains: “In one way something isezhthecessary’...because it can
begin and cease to exist by no power; in such a®a@yalone is necessary.... In another
way, a sentence called ‘necessary’...which is suahitltannot be false—namely, which
is true in such a way that, if it is formed it istrialse but only true. And in this sense
demonstration is of necessities...that is, of seremcich cannot be false but only true.”
SL IlI-2, 5 (OPhlI, 512).
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only mental sentences are knowsui{ur).”*® For convenience, in what
follows, | refer to Ockham’s position on objectsjuigment simply as
‘Ockham’s position’ where this is shorthand for fiiew that every act of
judgment—every act of believing, opining, knowikdgmonstrating, etc.—
relates to a mental sentence as its immediate tobjec

Now, it is precisely this position that Chattonntsato reject. Chatton
denies not only that the objects of demonstratovernse are mental
sentences, but also, and more generally, the \natwabjects oéll
propositional attitudes are mental entities. AltijoChatton is, as we shall
see, willing to grant that in some special casestat@ntities can be said to
serve as objects of judgment, he insists thahembrmal course of things,
the objects for judicative attitudes are extramighiags ¢es). In order to
appreciate the details of Chatton’s criticisms, @eay, it is important to see
that, throughout his discussion, he is presuppasiogmmitment on
Ockham'’s part to a very specific conception oftiietaphysical structure of
mental language—and, so, to a very specific commejoff the nature of the
entities that serve as objects of belief and kndgéde To see what this
assumption amounts to, | need to say just a wotdi@about the
developments in Ockham’s account of concepts.

When Ockham originally formulates his theory ofgatkent, he is
operating with what we might think of as a kindagt-object analysis of
mental language. According to this analysis, mesgatences (and the
concepts from which they are composed) are takée toind-dependent
entities—what Ockham refers to dgta”’, where these are taken to be
inner thought-objectdistinct from and dependent on merdatsdirected at
them?® As is well known, however, Ockham eventually rejetbe act-
object account of mental language—in no small pacause of Chatton’s
criticisms of it. In its place, he adopts Chattooven, adverbial (or ‘mental
act’) analysis of mental language. On this viewyaapts and mental
sentences are not understood as intentioljaictsof acts of thinking, but

8 Ord. d.2, q.4 OThll, 135).

9 Ockham frequently refers to the mental entitiest serve as objects of thought as
‘ficta.” On his early theory of concepts and mental lawgp) concepts dicta are construed
as entities that have a special (mind-dependentend existence—they are, as Ockham
describes them, ‘objectively existing’ beings. B&sm, on his early view, concepts are
characterized as ‘ficta’ and as ‘objectively exigtihis early theory of mental language is
sometimes referred to in the literature as thefit-theory” or as “objective-existence
theory.”
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are rather identified witactsof awareness themselv&sThus, on
Ockham’s mature view, mental sentences are no tanggerstood as
complex or structured thought-objects, but ratlsec@nplex or structured
mental acts—what both Ockham and Chatton refes toc@nplexa
apprehensionesand which we might call ‘propositional apprehiems.

Obviously, such a shift in Ockham’s conception @mnal language
requiredsomeamendment to his account of objects of judgmentesit
entails, at very least, a change in his views atlmihature of the mental
sentences that serve as objects of judgrfeBhatton simply assumes that
Ockham means to hold fixed all the central elemehtss early theory of
judgment—and, in particular, the conclusion regagdnental sentences
serving as objects of judgment—while merely replgdiis early account of
mental sentences with an adverbial, or “mental-acialysis of them. Thus,
on Chatton’s interpretation, Ockham’s considerewis that objects of
judgment are mental acts, namely, complex or phtipoal acts of
apprehension. And this account of objects of judgment that is the target
for his criticisms. Indeed, we can think of Chattonbjections to Ockham’s
position as an attempt to demonstrate why Ockhaar'ly views regarding
objects of judgment cannot be conjoined with aredloial analysis of
mental language.

2.CHATTON’ S CRITICISMS AND CHATTON’ S INFLUENCE

Chatton takes up the question of objects of juddnmetine first article
of the first question of hiSentencePrologue (hereafter, q.1, a%f).
Although he is clearly interested in the objectgudigment generally, the
focus of his discussion in this context is a questibout the objects of
belief—or, more precisely, of faith. (This focus e nature of the objects
of faith is not surprising given the broader conteixthe discussion: not
only does it occur in a commentary on a theologestbook, but the
specific issue with which Chatton is concernechis part of the
commentary has to do with the evidentnesgdentig of the articles of

2 Hence, Ockham'’s later theory of concepts is sonest referred to as the ‘mental-act’
theory.

2L As Chatton explicitly says at one point in his dission: “I am supposing that a mental
sentence is a propositional apprehensi&ep |, Prol. q.1, a.1, 41.

22 Although commentators have generally recognibatl ®ckham is forced to modify his
early theory of judgment in light of his changimgory of concepts, there is disagreement
as to what these modifications involve. See Browaand, 2007.

% Referencesto q. 1, a.1 are to Chatton 1989y 1989 provides a brief introduction to
the prologue of ChattonSentenceommentary.
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faith.) The bulk of his discussion in this contextlevoted to criticizing
Ockham’s position. Chatton opens his discussioh wiengthy quotation
from Ockham'’s early account of apprehension andmeht and proceeds
thereafter to list the (many) places in which Ockhexplicitly claims that
mental sentences are objects for judicative ddtgaving done this, he goes
on to develop a series of arguments, all of whiehdesigned to establish
not only the falsity of Ockham’s position but atsath of his own, namely,
that “the act of believing (and the act of knowargd opining...) has an
external thing andot a mental sentence for its obje€t.”

In what follows, | want to focus on three linescoticism that emerge
over the course of Chatton’s discussion. In eadhede, Chatton attempts
to show that Ockham'swnviews regarding the nature of acts of judgment
and apprehension entail the falsity of his (i.eki@en’s) position regarding
the nature of thebjectsof such acts.

2.1 Chatton’s CriticismsThe first two lines of criticism take Ockham’s
ordering principle as their starting point. As ke earlier, Chatton wholly
accepts this principle; hence, he accepts Ockhaotsunt of the logical
and causal ordering among acts of judgment andceappsion—as he says:
“I concede that every act of assent naturally gspseses an apprehension of
its object”?® But, as we shall see, he also thinks that acceptah
Ockham’s ordering principle provides an importarstfstep in proving
Ockham'’s account of judicative objects to be féts®d his own to be true).

To see why this should be the case, let us tuthddirst line of
argument. The argument takes the form téductia Chatton concedes
Ockham’s ordering principle only to argue thatadsjunction with
Ockham'’s position on objects of judgment entailsisthing obviously
false: namely, that every act of judgment requinigber-order awareness
(what Chatton himself refers to as “reflexive” aglpension) of one’s own
mental states. Since Chatton accepts the orderingipe, he thinks the
result tells against Ockham’s position.

That the conjunction of the ordering principle &ckham’s
position regarding object of judgment has this w@@ consequence
follows from the fact that, on Ockham’s view, themtal sentence that
serves as object for a given act of judgment efiss mental act (hamely, a

% prol. g.1, a.1, 18-20. Chatton draws exclusiielyn Ockham’sOrdinatio discussion of
judgment.

% Prol. q.1, a.1, 20.

% prol. q.1, a.1, 42.
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propositional apprehension). But, given Ockhamt&eang principle, it
follows that

one does not assent to some mental sentence heléisst apprehends it... This is
because, as he [namely, Ockham] provesapmrehensiomf a mental sentence
is the cause of thgudgment by which the intellect assents to the senteffce.

Clearly, if the sentences that serve as objectgiftgment are propositional
apprehensions, and if every judgment presupposapehension of the
object judged, it follows that every act of judgriiesthat is, any act of
believing, knowing, opining, etc.—involves somediof higher-order
awareness of lower-order acts. But this, as Chaft@s on to argue, is
implausible insofar as it conflicts with our exparce of the
phenomenology of judging. As Chatton repeatedlyisoout, we it seems
clear that we form judgments all the time withonay aecond-order
awareness of our mental states. Given this, ikésvise clear that mental
sentences cannot be said to be the object for etryf judgment.

To illustrate the point, Chatton takes as an examapase in which
someone forms the belief (i.e. comes to assent)3bd is three and one.
The formation of this belief or judgment beginsiwéin act of
(propositional) apprehension—that is, with the fation of the thought or
mental sentence ‘God is three and one.’ This isad by an act of
judgment; in this case, a there is an assent ictwiie subject affirms or
accepts the sentence as true. Now, as Chattorspmitit

when the intellect, in forming this mental sentef@ed is three and one’, assents with
an act of belief, that act [of believing] does potsuppose an apprehension of the
mental sentence ‘God is three and one.’ ... Thi®tsabse the assent requires on the
part of the intellect only that the mental sentelpdedormed in the intellect. It does not
require that any mental sentence be appreheftled.

If, as Ockham claims, it were true that a mentatexgce were the object of
the belief that God is three and one, it woulddwall(given Ockham’s
ordering principle) that to form such a belief amguld not only have to
formulate the thought ‘God is three and one’, batld also have to have a
higher-order awareness of that thought. But thimm@ausible. As Chatton
insists, it seems we could form such a belief withemy reflexive
awareness of our own thoughts. Of course, if thigsght, Ockham’s

%" prol. q.1, a.1, 17.
% prol. q.1, a.1, 39.
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position is mistaken: naveryjudgment has a mental sentence as its
object?® Indeed, on Chatton’s view, inostcases they do not.

So much for Chatton’s first line of criticism. \fe turn now to the
second, we can see that, like the first, it takelsh@m’s ordering principle
as its point of departure. This time, however, @raargues not merely
against Ockham'’s position, but for a positive claihiis own: “assent has
for its object an extramental thing or thingsg” (where by ‘things’
Chatton has in mind individual substances andfir tttributes). To see
how Chatton arrives at this positive claim usingam’s ordering
principle, consider, once again, his account offthmation of the belief
that God is three and one. As we've just seenelie\e or judgehat God
is three and onés just a matter of one’s forming the mental sec¢eiGod
is three and one’ followed by a subsequent acsséat. What Ockham’s
ordering principle tell us, however, is that thgeab of the assent is the
object of the act of apprehension that precedesansks it. It follows,
therefore, that whatever serves as the objecteoptbpositional
apprehension ‘God is three and one’ is the objetiteassent in question.
Chatton then proceeds to argue that since “theahsentence is an
apprehension of God,” we are led by Ockham’s ovdeonng principle to
concludethat God (and not a mental sentence) is the objdbe belief that
God is three and one.

Chatton holds, in general, that what is cognizea given act of
propositional cognition is some extra-mental objee$)}—specifically,
substances and, perhaps, some property of theime Ases it, the object
(or, as he often characterizes it, the “signifidaté sentences in the
language of thought is just the entity (or entjtigbst is cognized by its
constituent terms. And, on his view, what is cogdiby each of the terms
of a mental sentence is some extramental objedbhefexplains:

29 As Chatton puts it elsewhere: “Supposing thaeatal sentence [is present] in the
intellect, and ruling out any apprehension of thental sentenceo(mni apprehesione
complexi circumscriptg the intellect is inclined to assent. But, havin@ed out any
apprehension of the metal sentence, [it is cleat} the intellect does not asséotthe
sentence... [This is clear] since according to [Ockham]daaccording to the truth of the
matter) the intellect does not assent without aitimm or apprehension [of that to which it
assents]. Therefore, if the mental sentence igpptehended, the intellect does not assent
toit.” Prol. .1, a.1, 21.
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a mental sentence is a certain propositional cmgmiT hus, it is a cognition of
just that which is cognized through the subjectherpredicate or the copula [of
that mental sentence]. For its being a cognitiamaes to it through its parts—but
its parts are cognitions of an extra-mental thfhg.

What is more, Chatton can see no reason why Ockbautd disagree with
this claim about the objects of propositional céignis given his acceptance
of Chatton’s own adverbial analysis of mental secés and of the concepts
that comprise them.

Of course, if this is right and the object of tlwanplex or propositional
apprehension that precedes and causes a givehasgemt (or dissent) is
an extramental entity it follows that the objectlod judgment is likewise
something extramental. As Chatton insists,

if we suppose that the intellect forms a sentehaedignifies an external thing,
and suppose further that it does not apprehendséméence (which assumption is
plausible since the parts of that sentence araptehensions of the whole
sentence), then (assuming all of this), | claim thes mental sentence is suited to
cause an assent, but that it does not cause amt #sserelates to that sentence [as
its object]. For by assumption, the sentence isniatt is apprehended. Therefore,
the assent has for its object the external thinghjogs) that are signified by that
sentencé’

In the end, therefore, Chatton contends that Ockhaaotount of the
relations which obtain between apprehension angiaht tell not only
againsthis own conclusion about the objects of judgmentabsoin favor

of Chatton’s alternative account. “On the basifaxfkham’s] own claims,”
he says, “I have my principle point in this questienamely, that the assent

30" As Chatton proceeds to explain: “An external ghires) is cognized through the
subject, and the predicate and the copula sincettesms are cognitions of an external
thing. Throughout the whole time in which the santesignifying an external thing is
formed in the mind, the external thing is cognizesbmetimes by the subject of the
sentence, sometimes by the copula, sometimes tprélaécate.” Prol. g.1, a.1, 24. That
Chatton does indeed think that what is apprehebgieaimental sentence ighang (i.e. an
individual substance or attribute) one has onlgdnsider his own examples. For instance
when considering what is signified by the mentaltsece ‘God is three and one,’ he
claims that it is just God. “This is because tregemt [viz. to the mental senter@ed is
three and onfrequires on the part of the intellect only tHaattmental sentence be formed
in the intellect. It does not require that any naésentence is apprehended, because each
part of that sentence is an apprehension of Godandf any accident in the mind” Prol.
g.1, a.1, 39. God is the object for a number oéotheological articles: ‘God is incarnate,’
‘God is God,’ etc.

% Prol. q.1, a.1, 26.
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that the intellect has when it forms a mental sergesignifying an
extramental thing has that thing (and not the meiatence) for its
immediate object®

All of this leaves open the possibility that thare, neverthelesspme
cases in which we do direct attention toward oun onental states and
even go on to form second-order thoughts or judgsnanoout them.
Chatton is perfectly willing to acknowledge thissgibility. Indeed, he
explicitly allows that sometimes judgments do henantal sentences as
their object. Cases in which an act of judgmersdtes to a mental sentence
as its object are, on Chatton’s view, cases in white apprehends a given
mental sentence and then goes on to make some gndgegarding its
truth. Thus, for example, an actadgsenthat is directed at a mental
sentence as its object will be an act in which jodges (believes, knows,
etc.)that the sentends true Such judgments are, thus, not about or
principally directed at somghing in extramental reality, but are rather
directed at or about one’s own mental acts.

In order to accommodate this possibility, ChattanKs it is necessary
to draw a distinction, already anticipated abow#ween two kinds of
judgment or assent: those that are about extraitéirigs fes) and so
require no awareness or apprehension of one’s o@mahacts or states,
and those which are about one’s own mental acitates (i.e. about
sentences in one’s language of thought) and sealdare some sort of
higher-order or reflexive awareness of them. Actwly, Chatton
explicitly distinguishes between

[1] the assent which the intellect has when it feamental sentence that
immediately signifies an external thing—such as mvbee forms the sentence
‘God is three and one’—and [2] the assent theletehas when it forms a mental
sentence that immediately signifies another mesgtatence—such as when one
formssghis mental sentence ‘the article of faitlg[e'God is three and one’] is
true.”.

As Chatton points out, one sort of assent (cal'rton-reflexive’ assent) is
caused or prompted by the intellect’s formatiom difst-order mental
sentence regarding some extramental thing (e.gd i&three and one’),
and, so, has that thing (e.g., God) as object.ofher sort of assent, which
Chatton labels ‘reflexive’ assent, is caused byitbelect’s formation of a
second-order or meta-linguistic mental sentenee (&od is three and

% Prol. q.1, a.1, 38.
% Prol.g.1, a.1, 38.
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one’ is true’), and has (the first-order) mentalteace (e.g. ‘God is three
and one’) as object.

Obviously, the introduction of this distinction mives conceding to
Ockham thasomejudgments do have mental sentences as objectto@Gha
draws on this concession, however, to bolster Wis position regarding
objects of judgment. This brings us to the thirglof criticism he pursues
against Ockham. Here, after conceding that in steses mental sentences
do serve as objects of judgment, Chatton goes orsist that the very
possibility of such reflexive judgments presuppabestruth of his own
view about the objects of non-reflexive judgmeiitsis is because, Chatton
maintains, every occurrence of a reflexive judgnubrected at a mental
sentence as object, requires the (logically) prmrurrence of a non-
reflexive act of judgment that has an extrameihtiagt as its object. As he
explains:

Assent to a mental sentence necessarily presupfmopesr act of] assent to the
thing (reg) signified by that sentence. This is the case leEassenting that it is
the case in reality (as the sentence signifies i) is prior to assenting that the
sentence itself is trug.

On Chatton’s view one cannot judge that a thougimental sentence is
true unless one has first formed a belief or judgnadout how things stand
in reality. To judge a sentence (mental or othezise be true is to judge
that it corresponds to reality. Hence, if one atssema mental sentence—
that is, if one believes or judges that one’s thsigor apprehensions) are
true, this must be because one has already forrbeded or judgment
aboutthingsin the extramental world. Thus, the formation gh@dgment
directed at a mental sentence presupposes a pdigmient that is not
directed at a mental sentence—indeed, it presup@opeor judgment
aboutthingsin extramental reality. Hence, the concessionithpbssible
for a judgment to have a mental sentences as dijatdelf, entails the
falsity of Ockham’s position because it entailst that everyact of
judgment has mental sentences as oBfect.

¥ prol. q.1, a.1, 27.

% Thus, as Chatton explains, at one point, evenéfapprehends and assents that the
article ‘God is three and one is true’, this “does entail that he first assents that the
article is true. Rather it is the reverse. Assanthat an article is true requires that one
[first] assent that something is the case in ngafind then, with the assent that relates to
the external thing remaining in place, by virtudtadt assent it then appears evident [to the
person] that the article is true.” Prol. q.1, &2,
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Although Chatton raises a number of other objestimn Ockham’s
account, what we’ve seen already will be sufficimtestablishing his
influence on the subsequent development of Ockhaiaigs.

2.2 Chatton’s InfluenceChatton’s criticisms, as we’ve seen, are preditat
on the assumption that Ockham continues to defendanly conclusion
about mental sentences serving as objects of judgeven when his views
about the nature of mental language itself begavadve. Some
commentators have questioned the accuracy of $kisnaption, howevef,
There is evidence to suggest that once Ockham ctovexept the
adverbial analysis of concepts and mental senteheeslso abandons his
early claim that mental sentences serve as olfcevery act of
judgment’’ In theQuodlibetal Questions-a work which contains
Ockham’s most mature treatment of judgment and hwaiso reflects his
full acceptance of the adverbial analysis of melatajuage—Ockham
explicitly claims that “an act of assent by whiamsething is known to be
such-and-such or known not to be such-and-such.. nimdsave a mental
sentencedomplexurpas its object®® In fact, Ockham’s treatment of
judgment throughout hiQuodlibetal Questionegeflects a consistent and
wholesale rejection of his early contention thahtaksentences are the

% This was, in fact, my own view for a time. SesoaKarger (1995, 183) who contends
that Chatton’s arguments against Ockham are “nushggdy presented” and, in general
characterizes Chatton’s criticisms of Ockham im®pf their “unfairness” to Ockham.
Apparently, Adam Wodeham—a contemporary of bothiaok and Chatton—seems to
have shared much the same view. He too denounco@tas being unfair to Ockham on
this score. See Karger 1995, n. 46.

37 Ockham'’s transition from the act/object or ‘fistutheory of concepts to the adverbial
or ‘mental-act’ theory proceeds in three stagethénearliest stage he advancesfitteim
theory, in the middle stage he defends botHittem and the mental act theory as equally
plausible views, and in the final stage he wholigdarses the mental-act theory. The
earliest drafts of hiSentencesommentary—that is, hiReportatiocommentary and the
early draft of hiOrdinatio—belong to the early period. To the middle periotbbg his

later additions to th®rdinatio commentary and his commentary on Begihermenias

The Quodlibetal QuestiongheQuestions on the Physja@nd theSumma Logicaall

belong to the last period. For relative datinghefde texts, see Boehner 1946 and 1951and
Leff 1975, ch. 2. | have argued at length elsewliBrewer-Toland, 2007) that Ockham’s
views about judgment also undergo a three-stagelai@ment—one corresponding to each
of the three phases in the development of his thebconcepts. The view Chatton is
attacking corresponds to the view that Ockham esetoduring the second phase of his
thinking about judgment. Thus, on my analysis, @maplays a role in Ockham’s move
from the second to the third and final theory afgment.

3 Quodl Ill, g. 8 OThIX, 233-234).
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objects forall acts of judgment. But, if this is right—and Ockhagver
attempted to combine an adverbial analysis of nhiéartguage with his
early theory of judgment—it follows that Chattotherr misrepresents the
views of his colleague (and, so, unfairly criti@zbem) or is simply
mistaken about the way they develop.

In point of fact, however, Chatton’s criticismsaitly do find a target in
Ockham'’s developing views about judgment. To sex We need only
consider some of Ockham’s remarks in his commerdariristotle’sDe
Interpretatione—a work written just a few years before Qlsodlibetal
Questionsvere completed. In this work, Ockham defends gedgithe
view that Chatton criticize¥.What is more, it looks as if Ockham comes to
abandon this theory precisely in response to Chvattwriticisms. Thus, if
Ockham does eventually develop a view immune tatGha criticisms,
this does not owes to any misunderstanding or urdas on Chatton’s part;
rather, it owes to the fact that Ockham himselfyfappreciated the force of
Chatton’s objections and revised his view precigselyesponse to them.

The nature and extent of Chatton’s influence aast be seen if we
begin by looking briefly at Ockham’s remarks abmatgment in the
prologue to hiPe Interpretationecommentary. Ockham'’s discussion in
this context represents his earliest attempt toitpds initial account of
the objects of judgment in order to accommodateatherbial model of
mental languag®’ In the prologue of the commentary, Ockham sunaeys
variety of views about the nature of concepts d@ndental language,
turning specifically in Section 6 to a discussiang a limited defense, of
the adverbial model of mental language. Over thesmof his discussion,
Ockham specifically addresses a question about,whahis way of

39 Although Chatton does not actually cite this watken criticizing Ockham'’s account of
judgment, it is a work which dates to roughly theng period as the redaction of the
Ordinatio commentary (on which Chatton does rely). Whatdse, there is good reason
to think that Chatton knew of—perhaps was evengmeat—Ockham's lectures @e
Interpretatione This is because Ockham delivered his lecturetherold logic’ in 1321-
22 while staying at the Franciscan studium in Lonend it is widely supposed that
Chatton was at the London studium during this seme. For discussion of the issue of
Chatton’s presence in London, see Gal 1967, 53*&#f Courtenay 1990.

0" As noted earlier, at this stage in his thinkiBgkham has not wholly abandoned his
early ‘fictum’ theory of concepts, he is simply navilling to entertain the mental-act
account alongside it. In this particular sectionh® prologue to thBe Interpretationghe
is attempting to develop an account of judgmerttwauld accommodate the mental act
account of concepts, but does so without whollyoesitig the mental-act account of
concepts.
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thinking about mental language, serves as objeguflyment. His response
is clear: objects of judgment are mental sentenaesere these are
understood aactsof propositional apprehension. As he explains:

To apprehend a mental sentence is nothing othartthBorm a mental sentence.

... But, if we speak of an act &howingsome mental sentence, then it can be said
that this act is an act that is distinct from the[af apprehension] thas the

mental sentence. And, therefore, when some mesttéésce is known, there are
two acts of the intellect occurring simultaneousigmely, the act that is the
sentence and the other act by means of which tmtatngentence is known. Nor
does one ever find Aristotle denying that two adtthe intellect can exist at the
same time in the intellect, especially when it cerweacts ordered in the way
these are: mental sentence and act of knowiffg it.

What this passage shows is that, when Ockhambiegins to entertain the
adverbial model of mental language, he clearly doesinue to hold fixed
his earlier views about mental sentences servirgpgxts of judgment. He
is, at least at this stage in his thinking, willitmgaccept both that mental
sentences can be taken as acts or modes of piopaesapprehension, and
that mental sentences, so understood, functiobjasts of judgment.
Indeed, as the foregoing passage makes clear, @ciiitzally sees nothing
untoward in conjunction of the adverbial analydisnental language and
his earlier claim about objects of judgment.

When we turn to his most mature treatment of judgnrethe
Quodlibetal Questionowever, it becomes evident that the objections
Chatton raises against this account have hadithpact. In fact, the
revisions Ockham makes in his account of objeciadgment appear to be
a direct response to Chatton’s discussion in g1l aad to takea great deal
from Chatton’s discussion in that contét.

“1 Expos.PerihProl., sec. 6QPhll, 358).Cf. Section 12QPhll, 375)where Ockham
says much the same thing.

2 The dates assigned to Ockham’s Quodlibetal digiouts are 1322-1324. Although
Ockham'’s discussion of judgment in tQeiodlibetal Questionmakes perfectly clear that
he is not only aware of Chatton’s objections, lugtredrawing material directly from
Chatton’s discussion in g.1, a.1, the precise mbginghich he had access to this material
is a bit difficult to pin down. This is because thay extant version of Chatton’s q.1, a.1
comes from thé.ecturaversion of hisSentenceprologue and the dates for the completion
of theLecturarange from 1324-1330. It is not unreasonable, hewede suppose that
Chatton was already revising the prologue forltbeturaeven as he was still giving his
Reportatiolectures—namely during the years of 1321-23. AndesOckham and Chatton
were likely together at the London studium duringse years, it may be that Chatton was
composing thé.ecturaversion of the prologue at roughly the same tinsklam was
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Consider, for example, what Ockham says when,s®Qhbbdlibetal
Questionshe returns once again to the question aboutlijexis of
judgment. As noted earlier, he responds here legtiagthe claim that
judicative acts always take mental sentences asahject. Significantly,
however, he gives precisely Chatton’s reasonsdarglso: he claims that
acceptance of such a view would entail somethingaosible, namely, that
judgments would involve some kind of higher -ordeflexive
awareness of one’s own mental states. Thus, in ipeddil.8 Ockham
says that, in the ordinary case, an act of judgment

does not have a mental senterma@{plexuhas its object because such an act is
able to exist through the mere formulation of a taesentence and without any
apprehension of a mental sentence. For this reétstannot be an act of assenting
to a mental sentence. Furthermore, when an ordpenson knowshat a rock is
not a donkeyhe is not thinking about a mental sentence atiatl as a result he is
not assenting to a mental sentefce.

These remarks make perfectly clear that Ockharotis &ware of and
accepts as decisive Chatton’s argument againsiahiier theory. For he
explicitly acknowledges that to claim that a judgmeelates to a mental
sentences as object requires that such a judgmesives reflexive
awareness of one’s own mental states and, likewdeiowledges that in
the normal course of things we form judgments withemy consciousness
of our own thoughts or mental acts. He concludek @hatton, therefore,
that mental sentences cannot, in general, sergbjasts of judgment.
What is more, Ockham is now even willing to alldvat there is a sense
(albeit, a qualified or restricted one) in which @an say that things€s)—
namely, substances and accidents—in extramentdlyraee objects of
judgment. After all, in many cases, when we forjadgment we are aware

engaged in his Quodlibetal disputations and, tleeeefthat Ockham had access to the
material during the period he was presiding oves¢hdisputations. Or, it may be that
Ockham incorporated material from Chatton’s prolqto his Quodlibets some time after
the disputations themselves were completed. Afte©ckham is thought to have revised
and completed hiQuodlibetal Questionsome years after the disputations themselves
were held—perhaps during 1324-1326 while he wasvignon. Or, finally, it is even
possible that Ockham had access only to the e&épprtatioversion of Chatton’s Q.1, a.
1, but that thé_ecturaversion is a simply a close parallel of fReportatiodiscussion. For
a discussion of the respective dating of Ockhagusdlibeta Septermnd Chatton’s
ReportatioandLecturg see Wey 1967, 53*-56*; Wey 1980, 36*-38; Keel®®08 1;
Keele, 2007(b).

3 Quodl 111.8 (OThIX, 233-234).
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of and judging about external things and, in tleisse, the things
themselves can be said to be the objects of judgr@emsider, for
example, what Ockham says in connection with tleeipus example of
judgingthat a rock is not a donkey

Although it is by means of a mental sentence foatad in the intellect that one
affirms and knows that things are such and suchality or that things are not
such and such in reality, one nonetheless doegarogive this [mental sentence].
Instead, the act of assenting has as its objemshoutside the mind, namely, a
rock and a donkef/

Here Ockham concedes not only that this judgmertives no
apprehension of the mental sentence that precedesaaises it, but also
that since the judgment does clearly involve somaraness or
apprehension of extramental things—namely, rockisdamkeys—these
things can be said to be its objects. As he pracaedxplain: “by means of
an assent of this sort | apprehend thirrgs) (outside the mind, since every
assent is an apprehension but not vice versatius, to the extent that
objects of judgment are those entities that areedgmded in the
judgment—or in one or more of the acts leadingauthé formation of the
judgment—Ockham is willing to grant Chatton’s viévat extramental
entities—that isthingssuch as rocks and donkeys—can serve as objects of
judgment. Thus, a bit later in this same discussiren considering the
guestion of objects of faith or belief, Ockham ésiflly concedes Chatton’s
own conclusion about the object of the belief Bat is three and one. As
Ockham puts it: “by such an act it is believed Bad is three persons; and
the object of that act (in the sense in which & ha object) is God'®

Although Ockham holds that substances or accidsmtde called
objects of judgment only in a restricted or quelifisense, the extent of
Chatton’s influence is evident, nonetheless. Ndy dnes Ockham now
reject his earlier conclusion about mental senteiseeving as objects for all
acts of judgment while also granting the view ti@igscan serve (in some
sense at least) as objects, but he also apprapfdtatton’s distinction
between the two different types of judgment, tahe distinction between
non-reflexive and reflexive asséfit.

* Ibid. (OThIX, 234).

** |bid.

% Ibid. (OThIX, 236).

*" The distinction that Ockham, following Chattonags here between two acts of
judgment is one that he comes to apply to othertahawts as well. Indeed, in a number of



20 CBHAM AND CHATTON ON OBJECTS ANDACTS OFJUDGMENT

Indeed, one of the most distinctive features ofl@ck’'s treatment
judgment in theQuodlibetal Questions the appearance of this
distinction—it shows up only in his most matureatreent of judgment and
it matches exactly the distinction Chatton drawsvieen acts of assent that
require no awareness or apprehension of one’s osmtahacts or states
(and so do not have mental sentences as objectshase which do. In
fact, at every point in th@uodlibetal Questionat which Ockham treats
guestions about judgment he begins his discussionarking this very
distinction. Consider, for example, his remarkghatoutset oQuodlibet
IV.16:

| claim, as was explained in another Quodlibett &tas of assenting are of two
sorts. One sort is an act by which | assent thaiesiiing is or is not such-and-
such in the way that | assent to its being the tzeseGod exists, and to its being
the case that God is three and one, and to itgllkécase that God is not the
devil. ... The second sort of assent is an act bylwhassent to something, with
the result that the act of assenting does bedatiore to something, in the way
that | assent to or dissent from a mental sentgaaplexuFor example, |
assent to the mental sentence ‘a human beingasiamal’, since | consider it to
be true*®

Although there is a great deal going on in thisspge, one thing that
emerges perfectly clearly is that Ockham has adioptetton’s distinction
between non-reflexive and reflexive assent, and dodn order to make
just the same point Chatton did—namely, that mesgatences can be the
objects only of reflexive acts of assent. Indege, Chatton, Ockham now
wants to distinguish between cases in which oneedygmds and forms
thoughts and judgments abdhingsin extramental reality—for instance,
about God and the devihat the one is not the othesay—and cases in
which one apprehends and forms (higher-order) thisugnd judgments
about one’s own (lower-order) thoughts—for exampl®ut the mental

places throughout hiduodlibetal Question®ckham marks a distinction between what he
calls “direct” and “reflexive” mental acts, claingithat “an act by which we understand an
object outside the mind is calledigect act and an act by which a direct act itself is
understood is calledraflexive act’ (Quodl.11.12 (OThIX, 165)) What Ockham here
refers to as ‘direct’ mental acts are jfistt-order acts involving an awareness only of
items in the extra-mental world; reflexive acts,dmyntrast, areecond-ordens they

involve awareness of other, first-order mental.agtthough Ockham does not restrict this
distinction to acts of judgment, and while he nevses the terms “direct” and “reflexive”

in the context of his treatments of judgment, itlsar, nevertheless, that the distinction
between two types of assent corresponds to hisictisin between direct and reflexive
mental acts.

*® OThIX, 376-377
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sentence ‘a human being is an animalat that sentence is trusay. Since
cases of the former sort are abthuhgsin extramental reality and not about
sentences in one’s head, they clearly require thexree awareness of such
sentences. As Ockham goes on to explain:

without exception it is never the case that th&t iort of assent necessarily
presupposes an apprehension of a mental sentémoe tisis sort of assent is not
an assent relating to a mental sentence as oBjattter this assent presupposes
apprehension of singul#ning, though the intellect does not assent to singular
things. By contrast, the second sort of assengkipg naturally, does necessarily
presuppose apprehension of a mental sentence...amdabon is that this sort of
assent has a mental sentence for its object.

Thus, insofar as it is only reflexive judgmentsttage about mental
sentences, it is also only reflexive judgments Haate mental sentences as
object. Here again, Chatton’s influence on Ockhsmmimistakablé®

3. CHATTON AND OCKHAM ON THE OBJECTS ANDSTRUCTURE OFRJUDGMENT

To this point, | have been emphasizing the simitgibetween
Ockham’s final treatment of judgment and Chattah&sussion in g.1, a.1
in order to call attention to Chatton’s influenae ©ckham. What we have
seen is, | think, sufficient to establish not otiigt Ockham does, at one
point, advance precisely the view Chatton critisjzaut also that he is
moved by these criticisms to revise this view—tgkmuch from Chatton’s
own account in the course of doing so. Yet, whilehsrevisions do bring
Ockham'’s account much closer to Chatton’s, the neimgdisagreements
between them should not be overlooked. Indeednasgviwant to show,

9 Ibid.

0 Not only can Chatton’s influence be seen in thenges Ockham introduces to his final
theory of judgment, it can also be seen in thectitre the discussion itself. For example, in
Quodlibet 111.8, the three points Ockham considersonnection with the first of the
objection he discusses turn out to be preciselyitsie second, and seventh principle
objections raised by Chatton in g.1, a.1 (pp. 21222,29-30). Likewise, all three
objections Ockham treats in Quodlibet I1V.16 arenporaised by Chatton. In Quodlibet
V.6, a number of arguments Ockham adduces in fafzeach of his two theses have a
close parallel in Chatton’s discussion. For insgarthe argument Ockham offers in favor
of the conclusion that reflexive acts of judgmenisirbe distinct from reflexive acts of
apprehension is roughly the same argument Chaftersaen response to the first objection
brought against his position (Prol. g.1, a.1, 33ffhere, however, he’s using the argument
to argue for a distinction among non-reflexive abgmsions and judgments.
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there are still a number of important differencesMeen Chatton and
Ockham’s views about bottbjectsandactsof judgment.

3.1 Objects of JudgmerAs we've seen, Ockham concedes Chatton’s point
that in cases of first-order, non-reflexive actgualiging what is
apprehended is not a mental sentence, but ratieeoromore extramental
things. And insofar as extramental entities aretwshaognized or
apprehended in such judgments Ockham allows tleéit things can be said
to be the ‘objects’ of judgment. Where he diverfyem1 Chatton, however,
is in his insistence that extramental things ateogects of judgment in the
more strict sense of being “that which known” (etieved) or, more
generally, that to which assent or dissent is gi@ansider his remarks in a
passage cited just above from Quodlibet V.16 wiherdiscussing the
objects of first-order acts of faith:

by [this sort of act] | assent that some thingrissaot such-and-such—in the way
that | assent to its being the case that God exststo its being the case that God
is three and one, and to its being the case thdti&ioot the devill do not,
however, assent to God or to the devil; ratherdeag to its being the case that
God is not the devil. Hence, strictly speakingss$ent to nothing through this act
even though | apprehend God and the devil throbghact (Italics added.)

Drawing on Chatton’s own example of the belief tBad is three and one
Ockham argues that although what is apprehend@dds(and not a mental
sentence about God), nevertheless, one does rsarita® God”. Indeed,
Ockham thinks that, strictly speaking, in casefirsf-order judgments

there is “nothing”—that is, no entity or object—tich the act of judging
relates asvhat is assented té\lthough this may seem an odd claim, it is,
nevertheless, one Ockham returns to a number eftiin fact, he makes
much the same point in Quodlibet I11.8 when talkaigput the first-order
judgment ‘A rock is not a donkey.” As we've seerck@am grants that “this
act of assent has as its object things outsidenthd, namely, a rock and a
donkey,” yet, he also insists that “it is not, nekieless, the case that a rock
is known or that a donkey is known... Indeed, ifi sk whether there is
something known by this act, | reply that, propeseaking, it shouldot

be said that something is known by this &tCckham’s point here is not
that the act in question is empty or devoid of eafitrather his point is
simply that the relation in which it stands to extiental things (in this case,

51 OThIX, 234.
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rocks and donkeys) is not the relation of “beingwn” (or believed) or
“being assented to.”

Thus, while Ockham is willing to grant Chatton’smtahatthingssuch
as rocks and donkeys (or God and the devil) caralded objects of
judgments in the sense they are the objects towhich one’s attention is
directed in judgment (or, in Chatton’s terms, wisdtapprehended”), he
also wants to resist saying that such entitie®hjects which can be judged
or to which assent (or dissent) can be given. lddag he says at one point,
“there is no such thing as assent with respectlhing (es), since it makes
no sense to say that | assent to a rock or to & towhe emphasis
Ockham’s puts on this point is clearly an atteropdistance himself from
Chatton’s own account of objects of judgment. Girgtas we've seen, is
not only perfectly comfortable with the claim thet,cases of non-reflexive
judgments, the intellect “assents to a thing,” lieigoes further to insist that
this what onanustsay. After all, he argues, if “the intellect doex fin
such cases] assent to a mental sentence, it themseents to a thing (or to
things) signified by the sentenc®.”And, to his mind, there is nothing
particularly worrisome about this. For, as he exgait is “no more absurd
[to say] that assent has for its immediate objeetthing (or many things)
than [to say] that the thing (or things) are siguifsimultaneously by the
sentence that the intellect forms in assentitig.”

This difference between what Chatton and Ockhaneacé willing to
count as “objects” of judgment owes, ultimatelythe fact that each
thinker approaches the question about objectsdgiment with a different
set of interests and aims in mind. For Chattongtinestion about objects of
judgment is, ultimately, a question about the blpadentional or semantic
features of mental language. On his view, therefihie objects of judgment
are whatever is apprehended or “signified” by thental sentence that
precedes and causes it. Thus, for him, the queabount objects of
judgment is, fundamentally, a question about thiareeof the entities that
serves as the referent or ‘significate’ for sen&m@xpressions (namely,
mental sentences). And, as we've seen, he thimtsriental sentences refer
just to the thing (or things) to which their sultjaad predicate expressions

2 Quodl, IV.16 (OThIX, 380)
> Prol. q.1, a.1, 21.
* Prol. q.1, a.1, 30.
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refer—where these include substances and/or ttiglnides. Hence, these
are objects of judgmenit.

Ockham approaches the question about objects gfrjadt from a
rather different set of concerns. From the startisithinking of objects of
judgment in terms of truth and, in particular, énrhs of truth-bearers.
Thus, on his view, properly or “strictly” speakingply what is truecan be
an object of assent—since only what is true is &alake “known” §citum),
“believed” (creditun), or, in general, an object for assent (or digsérid
since, mental sentences are, even on his matuse thie primary bearers of
truth and falsity he is resistant to the notiort hrainary thingsres) are
objects of assent in any strict sense. Indeed, &uldoes so far as to insist
that it is only second-order judgments that casdid to have objects
properly speaking; and this is because only thess sf act relate to
somethingn such a way that that it is appropriate to sathefelatumthat
it is known or believed, or assented to. After all, only setorder
judgments relate to something true (i.e. truth-imggr As he explains, “the
second [namely, reflexive] sort of [judgment] isast of assenting by
which | assent to something in such a way thaatief assenting does
bear a relation to something—as it does when Inageeor dissent from a
mental sentence’” Thus, for Ockham the question about objects of
judgment is closely tied to questions about theneadf truth-bearers; only

® To some extent, therefore, my reading of Chatligarges from that offered by Rondo
Keele (2003), who claims that while “Chatton doemsstimes drift over to talking about
the signification of [mental] propositions ...it walibe wrong to view Chatton’s goal in
g.1, a.1 as establishing or defendingstheory as an answer to [this] question...” (48)
Indeed, according to Keele, Chatton “has a smafbtétical contribution on [the] question
[about the significates of mental sentences] priimaecause his interest in [that] question
...was quite low.” (40) Although, | would concur wikkeele’s contention that (a) we must
look beyond g.1, a.1 for@omplee understanding of Chatton’s account and (b) the
complete account will ultimately show that Chattakes ‘res'—namely, individual
substances and attributes—to functiortrath-makerdor sentences, nevertheless, none of
this undermines the fact that, for Chatton, thestjoa about the “significates” of mental
sentencewvasof central importance. As | read him, Chatton Bdluht the significate of a
mental sentence (and of the corresponding actsefrdsis precisely that thing(s) that
functions as its truthmaker. (Indeed, it is prelgiske claim that his younger colleague
Adam Wodeham attacks. See Brower-Toland, 200@isduss Chatton’s views on things
(res) as truthmakers in more detail in my (as ygtublished) paper “Can God Know
More? Late Medieval Theories of Propositions”.)

5 As we noted earlier, his initial definition ofdgment and assent is in terms of truth:
“our intellect does not assent to anything unlesscansider it to be true and does not
dissent from anything unless we judge it to beefdls

> Quodl 111.8 (OThIX, 233).



25 CBHAM AND CHATTON ON OBJECTS ANDACTS OFJUDGMENT

what is true can, strictly or properly speakingsh@l to be an object of
judgment.

Because Ockham and Chatton approach the questiut abjects of
judgment with different interests and aims theyarat different
conclusions about what sorts of thing count aséaisj of judgment. This
same divergence in starting points also lies behisdcond, and much more
substantial disagreement between them—one havidg with the nature
of objects of demonstration. As we've already np@ckham’s general
approach to the issue of objects of judgment ttieparticular concerns he
has about objects stientia—that is, demonstrative knowledge or science.
As we’ve seen, in order to accommodate the starfrdition of
demonstrative knowledge (namely, as knowledge @atwhnot only true,
but also necessary and universal) Ockham arguealitects (and habits)
of assent produced by a demonstrative syllogisated¢b mental sentences
as object. Despite all the other changes he makieis early theory of
judgment, this is a claim he retains. Thus, evemsmmost mature writings,
Ockham insists that “the scienseientig of nature is not about corruptible
and generable things or about natural substancatherr properly speaking,
natural science is about intentions in the mindciwlare common to
[external] things and which stand precisely forsthings. .. What this
means for his mature theory of judgment is thataestrative knowledge
turns out to be a type of reflexive judgment—ast@ck himself explicitly
points out:

speaking about the second [namely, a reflexive]agfoknowing or assenting, |
claim that such an act is a propositional act phhaperly speaking has a mental
sentence as its object. ... And it is this sort afthat philosophers are commonly
speaking of. For they claim that the effect of endastration is a habit that relates
to a conclusion. Consequently, the act correspgnithat habit is an act that
relates to a conclusion as its object. Philosopalksis claim that nothing is known
except what is true, and they are speaking of aaheantence. They also claim
that a demonstrative science is based on firstraiedprinciples. Therefore, only
what is true is an object of a scierice.

Here Ockham draws on his new distinction betweé#axige and non-

reflexive judgments (which, as we've seen, he tdi@a Chatton) in order
to defend his early view about objects of demotistnaFor, by restricting
demonstration to reflexive acts of judgment, halike to retain his original

8 Expos.Phys.Prol. ©OPhlIV, 11). Cf. SLIII-2, qqg. 1-12 OPhl, 505-526).
%9 Quodl.lll. 8 (OThIX, 234).
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claim that demonstrative knowledge relates to niesgiatences as object
and in this way accommodate the strictures of destnative science within
his nominalist ontology.

Ockham'’s final position on objects of demonstratstands in stark
contrast to Chatton’s. For, throughout his disausan g.1, a.1 Chatton
makes clear that acts of demonstration can be efbexive in nature. For,
as he seesiit,

it suffices for an act of knowing that the intelelemonstrates. And, as a result,
even if neither the demonstration nor any of itdg& apprehended through a
reflexive act, still that demonstration would exetd would no less cause an act of
assenting?®

Although demonstrative knowledge is the resulthefformation in the
intellect of a demonstrative syllogism, Chattonsloet think demonstrative
knowledge requires any second-order awarenes® @éyttogism—its
premises or its conclusions. Indeed, on his viéws, perfectly possible for
us to syllogize non-reflexively and so perfectlyspible for us to have acts
of scientific knowledge that relate to things irtrarmental reality. As he
explains, “when someone demonstrates, that is,d@elemonstration that
does not signify things in the mind, but rathengs outside the mind ... the
external thing (whether one or many) which is digdiby the conclusion is
the object of the assent.” As opposed to Ockhaerethre, Chatton holds
that demonstrative knowledge can be a first ordeaad, therefore, like
any other act of judgment, can have some extrarhémitag as its object.
These various points of disagreement between OcldmhChatton
regarding objects of judgment are significant ndiyydecause they mark
the differences in their own positions, but alsoduse they serve as starting
point for subsequent debates about objects of jemgnindeed, the
differences that remain between Ockham and Chatiovide a good deal
of fodder for later discussions. This is perhapsimere more evident than
in the writings of Ockham and Chatton’s immediatatemporaries and
successors at Oxford. For thinkers such as Adameéhad, William
Crathorn, Robert Holcot the positions marked ouOlakham and Chatton
provide the main dialectical alternatives in tewhsvhich the debate as a
whole is framed—such authors either explicitly sidtéh one or the other or
else present themselves as attempt to develop sodaée ground between

® Prol., .1, a.1, 21.
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the two®* And even beyond this immediate sphere of influetioe debate
between Ockham and Chatton has a role in shapenditction of the
debate. As the debate about objects of judicatiteides unfolds in the mid
and latter half of the fourteenth century, the t8gues which come to
occupy the center of the discussion are preciseyda which come to the
fore in the debate between Ockham and Chatton: Iyathe question of
the nature of the objects of Aristotelian demoristesknowledge, and the
guestion about the nature of the entities “sigdifiey propositional
expression&? Although Ockham and Chatton are not the firstansider
these issues, their treatment of them seems tonewdnomentum to the
discussion.

3.2 Acts of Judgmenitwant to call attention to one further differenc
between Ockham and Chatton’s respective accournisigment. Here, the
difference has to do not with their views abobjectsof judgment, but
rather with they way in which each conceives ofdbieof judging itself. As

®1 Thus, for example, Wodeham who commencesisura SecundéD.1, g.1, a.1yith

a question about the nature of objectsaéntig opens his discussion with the following
question: “I ask first whether the act of knowledgeientig has as its immediate object
things ¢e9) or signs signum—that is, whether it has a sentence in the mism[gect] or
the things signified by the sentence.” (Wodeham01980) Although he doesn’t name
Chatton and Ockham explicitly here, he does merttiem later on in the discussion.
Similarly, Robert Holcot (d. 1349) opens his Qubdtil.6, which focuses on a question
about objects of God’s knowledge, by rehearsingifaokand Chatton’s views on the
question of objects of knowledge generally. “Thisfghe says, “uncertainty regarding
what should be said to be known as object. One vimmely, Ockham'’s, is that only a
mental sentence is known. Another view, namely tfoh&s, is that the object of an act of
knowing or believing is not a sentence but thedfsignified by the sentence.” See, Holcot
1971, 3. Crathorn too frames his discussion onatbjefscientiaas a question about
whether such objects are sentenocesnplexa or things (es). See Crathorn 1988, 269-306.
For further discussion of these figures see Tadl®87; Nuchelmans 1973, chs. 12-13;
Grassi 1990; Zupko 1994; Karger 1995; Brower-Tolda0@2, chs. 4-5; and Brower-
Toland, 2006).

%2 Wodeham, for example, considers both issuessingle question—he argues that the
object of demonstrativecientiais something that is onlycdomplexe significabile(that is,
something that can only be signified by a compéeqtential expression). A number of
thinkers after Wodeham take an interest specifidaluestions about the nature of the
entities that areomplexe significabil@.e. signified by sentences). This debate clelaaly

its roots in the debate between Ockham and Chatiomparticular, in Chatton’s focus on
guestions about the significate of mental senterfe@sdiscussion of the development of
the later fourteenth-century discussion of objefiscientiaand ofcomplexe significabilia
see Kretzmann 1970; Nuchelmans 1973, chs. 14-1éh&mans 1980 ch. 4; Zupko, 1994,
Cesalli 2002; Gaskin 2003; and Conti 2004
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will become clear, the disagreement between thethisnssue is far less
conspicuous; neither Ockham nor Chatton ever edgliemark on it, and
perhaps didn’t even clearly recognize it. Nonetbglé think we can detect
a difference in way in which each conceives of, sma¢haracterizes, the
intentionality associated with acts of judgment.

Recall that both Ockham and Chatton assume thay gudgment is
caused by a (logically) prior apprehension. Desthieir shared
commitment to this assumption, Ockham allows thatuld be possible
for God act directly on the intellect to produceaan of judgment—without
any prior act of apprehension. For, as he explains,

one should not deny of any absolute thing thadiit exist by divine power apart from
another absolute thing, which is really distincirfrit unless some evident
contradiction arises. But there appears to be ieat contradiction in thinking that
the judgment that follows an apprehension couldtestten though the apprehension

does nOLf53

Interestingly, however, Ockham goes on immediaaétigr this to argue that
while an act of judgment can occur in the absem@adgstinctact of
apprehension, it is, nevertheless, impossible jadgment to occur without
any apprehension whatsoever. As he says: “it immmantradiction for an
intellect to assent to a mental sentence withoptedgending it by an act of
apprehension really distinct from that assent; rtbedess, it can be
conceded that assenting without apprehension osartydoes involve a
contradiction.® This is because, as he immediately goes on to“adsent
is itself a certain sort of apprehensidi.His point, | take it, is that acts of
judging, just like acts of apprehending, are fudlpresentational states.
That is to say, they are intellective acts or stéat are of or about
something—states in which something is thoughtapptehended.” Thus,
it is impossible for there to be an act of assdtitout apprehension at all

8 Ord. Prol. Q.1 OThl, 59).

% bid.

% Ibid. Although the texts on which I'm relying here arelgathere is no indication that
Ockham changes his mind about this. Indeed, idlisussion of judgment in the
Quodlibetal Question®ckham explicitly re-iterates his early claimtthavery act of
assenting is an act of apprehension” at a coupt®ioits. (SeeQThl1X, 234, 311) And, in
his mature account of the ordering among actsdgjent vis-a-vis apprehension (namely,
in Quodlibet IV.16), Ockham continues to emphasie acts of judging presuppose the
prior occurrence only “naturally speaking”—thatasly in cases where God’s influence is
not under consideration.
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since, on his view, this would be tantamount targayhat an act of
judgment can be devoid of intentionality.

For Ockham, therefore, judgment is a type of apgmelon insofar as it
is itself a fully representational act or state. gt of judgment is
propositional in content in just the way proposiabapprehensions (i.e.
mental sentences) are. In fact, at one point, Qukéveplicitly refers to acts
of assent as “propositionalégmple) acts—much in the way he
characterizes those propositional acts of apprétemngth which he
identifies mental sentenc8lt would appear, therefore, that the only
difference between apprehension and judgment, ©xiéw, has to do with
the force associated with each: acts of judgmemy @akind of assertoric
force not present in acts that anerelyapprehensive. As Ockham expresses
it, in judgment “the intellechot only apprehendiss object, butlso gives
its assent or dissent with respect to it.” On lesw therefore, acts of
apprehension and judgment ats belonging to the same genus—for they
are each cognitive or intentional states. Indesdheasays, if “one asks how
these acts [namely, apprehension and judgmengrdifsay they are
distinct in species; nor is it unfitting for theieebe acts of distinct species in
the same power with respect to the same obféct.”

Chatton, by contrast, seems to presuppose a differew about the
nature of judgment. Not only does he nowhere géithat acts of judging
are a type of apprehension, capable of existing &uan the apprehensions
that cause them, his remarks imply a rather diffeveew of the nature of
the relation between apprehension and judgmeapgears that, for
Chatton, acts of judgment are not mereysallydependent on prior acts
of apprehension, but are also dependent on thethdar
representationality-that is, for their representational content. Ictfaome
of his remarks in other contexts suggest that kestacts of assent (and
dissent) to be more akin to non-cognitive acts agtvilling (and refusing)
than to acts of apprehension. Indeed, at one guéngxplicitly characterizes

% See Quodlibet I1l. 8 (OTh IX, 234). There is soceenplication here, however, for in
Quodlibet V.6 he characterizes acts of knowing lagiteving as ‘simple’. It's not clear
what to make of this claim, however. In any cage not at all clear that his calling such
acts ‘simple’ counts against the interpretation dffering. For according to Ockham, a
simple or “incomplex” mental act is just an act ethis such that no part of it is itself an
intellectual act (I take this definition from Paoaxc2004, 32). According to this definition,
however, even mental sentences can be simpleladed, Ockham himself explicitly
acknowledges this possibility. Séexpos.PerihProl., sec. 6@Phll, 355-357) and
Expos.Perihl.4 (OPhII, 395).

7 Ord. Prol. Q.1 OThl, 60)
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acts of will as a type of assent or dissent artdr Ian in the same
discussion, describes intellective assent and mlisseanalogous to acts of
appetite insofar as “what is affirmation and nemain the intellect is
attraction and repulsion in the appetitd.”

In the context of his discussion in .1, a.1, Gird# most explicit
remarks about the difference between acts of appsebn and judgment
come in a passage in which he is explaining howhencase in which one
comes to believe an article of the faith, the asthich assent is given
differs from that in which one merely entertaing.(fapprehends”) the
article in question. His account here suggestshbdakes the act of
apprehending the article and the act of assentifigtd be not merely
distinct numerically, but also distinct in kind.i-be says,

the act of believing is a simple act, whereas the&forming the article [i.e.,
forming a mental sentence stating an article ahfaiccurs successively over
time. Therefore, these acts are distinct. ... Trst firemise is clear since if it were
not a simple act (one that does not include mats) #tere would be no single
instant at which it could be posited. After alinental sentence (which does
include many acts) is usually formed by a wayfamesuccession—in that order in
which it is formed in spoken words (or at leastah be so formed). And so [if the
two acts were not distinct] there would be no arstant at which the faithful
person believe?.

As Chatton emphasizes here, on his view, a prapoaitapprehension—
that is, a mental sentence—is an aggregate of ietta one act serving as
the subject term, another as the predicate terthadhird as the copula. By
contrast, the act of believing or assenting is f8ef Thus, unlike the
propositional act of apprehension that precedescanses it, assent does
not “include many acts” but, rather, in some sattsches to or
accompanies the existing aggregate this is thadyreormed mental
sentence. As Chatton goes on to explain, howeaéhdugh an act of
knowing or believing is a simple act of the intetleand, so, not a
“complex” or propositional act, he wants to ingfst “it remains the case
that it is a truth-evaluableréridicug act—as it is caused by means of
composition [and division] and is such that it & had prior to composition

% Earlier in the same discussion, Chatton compacesof willing and judging in this

way: “Every act of the will is willing or resistingince it is no less the case here than in
other respects that any act of the intellect follgdeliberation is assenting or dissenting.
For it is clear from the Philosopher that in theellect there is affirmation and negation and
here there is attraction and repulsioiRep I, D. 1, 9.2, a.2, 40)

% Prol. q.1, a.1, 34.
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and division.” Indeed, on his view, the act is “plef in as much as it “does
not include a plurality of acigtrinsically.” Unlike other simple or non-
propositional acts, however, an act assent is thatht can exist only in
connection with a complex or propositional appreti@mand so will relate
to that which is represented (or apprehended) &tyapprehension. As
Chatton is thinking of it, therefore, the act byig¥hthe intellect assents or
judges is not, as it is for Ockham, a species pfepension; it is, rather, an
act that in some sense attaches to or follows preension and adds a
kind of judicative force to if°

In light of the foregoing, we might summarize thi#etence between
Ockham and Chatton in terms of their respectivesaadyaccounting for the
force and content associated with any given juddnter Ockham,
judgment is a single act—one that possesses bogogitional content as
well as a kind of assertoric force. Chatton, bytcst, seems to analyze the
force and content involved in judgment into distitypes of act, one of
which is a content bearing act, with the other fioming as the mental
equivalent of a judgment stroke. Thus, for Chattosingle judgment is
comprised of two distindiypesof act: a complex or propositional
apprehensiorand a separate act of assent “by virtue of whehtellect
takes &sseri) the propositional apprehensiaotnplexurto be true.™

Here again, the difference between Ockham and @héattsignificant
for understanding later medieval developments.dddee can find in
thinkers such Adam Wodeham—an immediate successostadent of
both Ockham and Chatton—evidence of this disagreeare some
indication of how it came to shape later discussi@ince Wodeham'’s
treatment of this issue not only appears to comatieamy reading of the
difference between Ockham and Chatton, but algstitites how such
different conceptions of judgment made their wayp subsequent
discussions, it is worth considering briefly.

Wodeham'’s discussion of this issue occurs in thteca of a discussion
about God’s ability to directly cause an “evideatt of judgment. At one
point in this discussion, he pauses briefly to sampe what he takes to be
two different ways of thinking about the naturguaficative acts

0 Cf. Reportatio super Sententid$l, d. 23, q. un, a. 3-4. Here Chatton is moxplieit

about the simplicity of the act of assenting asddation to a mental sentence. In this
context he explains that the formation of the miesgatence causes the act of assent,
which assent has for its object that which is digdiby the mental sentence which causes
it.

™ Prol., .1, a.1, 43.
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themselves. The first of these bears a remarkakkmblance to the view |
have attributed to Chatton, whereas the seconaltimke Ockham’s. Thus,
on the first model, as Wodeham describes it, “migjoent...is an
apprehension” but

rather, judgment is only a certain nod by whichnfiad grants that it is the case
as the mental sentence (or sentences) signifigfoBthe fact that there is this
nodding there would be [just] some apprehensiorearng its being such and
such. Thus, [judgment] is a certain mental conoessr refusal that, according to
nature, always presupposes and also co-occursavgitbpositional apprehension,
which when posited, one can grant or not grant aentally saying ‘yes’ or ‘no’
or by hesitating. And according to this, such amaight be a certain act of the
soul that conforms more to acts of the appetita thaacts of apprehension ...
Thus, if God were to cause such an act in us witapprehension, we would,
inwardly, assess nothing by it since it is not ecpptive act. Rather we would
remain totally blind?

On this analysis, judgment is not an intentionale@resentational state, but
is rather more like a mental “nod” that, as Wodelexplains, “always co-
occurs” with a propositional apprehension. Indeeid were to somehow
occur without being accompanied by an act of apasion it would be, as
he puts it a “blind” mental nod for the intellecouwld be assenting or
dissenting (giving a mental nod, or shake) butta@nything. Thus, as
Wodeham nicely puts it, on this view “no single namact would be
knowing [or believing or judging], rather it woulie as much an aggregate
of multiple acts.”

On the second of Wodeham’s two models, howeveacanf judgment
“Is itself a certain... apprehension.” Indeed, as @@ goes on to
explain, on this analysis

it may be said that this sort of judgment is a ragt that is simple in being, but
in representing [it represents] just as much aptbpositional and the non-
propositional acts that are necessary (naturakpking) for causing and
conserving it—although perhaps it represents agif@s in a less perfectly
manner than these. ... For the two representativgemtre of a different
species—that is, the two acts belong to representaof their own species.

Here, judgment is conceived as a type or speciapmiehension; it is, as
Wodeham says, an act that “represents and sightfiesys in much the
way as acts of apprehension do. On this view, foergjudging is not a

2 Lectura SecundéProl., q.6 (I, 173).
3 Ibid. (1, 174).
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composite mental state, but rather a single aetich one both represents
or entertains a certain content and intellectiasgents (or dissents) to it.

Although Wodeham does not mention Ockham or Chdiyomame in
connection with either of these views, the resemi#do each seems
clear’* What is more, Wodeham's discussion not only presid nice way
of summarizing the differences between them, sd shows how the
dispute between Ockham and Chatton on judgmentwe#yhave been
responsible for initiating a wide-ranging debateuwttboth the nature of
objectsof judgment and the nature and intentional strgctiracts of
judgment. Indeed, in the latter part of the founteecentury, questions and
debate about the nature of judicative acts com#setfore alongside
questions about objects of judgmént.

4.CONCLUSION

In this paper, | have argued that Chatton’s cstits of Ockham find a
target in Ockham’s developing views about judgna that they play an
important role in shaping the outcome of that depeient. | have also
attempted to show that while Ockham'’s final theofyudgment is clearly
influenced by Chatton, significant differences betw them remain—
differences in the sorts of philosophical interéstt motivate their
respective accounts, differences in the conclusioeng draw about the
nature of objects of judgment, and, finally, difaces in the way each
conceives of the nature and structure of judicagia¢es themselves. These
points of disagreement serve to highlight the reatifrthe formative
relationship between the two. For here, as in soynegher cases, the
exchange between them provides an occasion forteaetfine and sharpen
his views—and, by so doing, to further the phildsopl debate itself.
Indeed, as we’ve seen, understanding the diffeeebetveen Chatton and
Ockham sheds new light not only on what is disiwgcin each, but also on
the development of the later medieval debate ajodigiment as a whol€.

" What is more, this issue arises in the context foader question in which he is
addressing and adjudicating the differences betWskinam and Chatton’s views on
cognition—in particular, what sort of acts are rieg in order for the intellect to form an
evident judgment. It is, therefore, not unlikelatln rehearsing (and ultimately deciding
between) these two ways of thinking about judgnwotieham means to be addressing yet
one more difference between Ockham and Chatton.

> See Nuchelmans 1980, 90-102.

® I'm grateful to Jeff Brower for helpful commeraad criticism on earlier drafts of this
paper. | would also like to thank Rondo Keele felpiul discussion of a number of aspects
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of this paper (especially, issues surrounding #tend of Ockham and Chatton’s texts) and
for his willingness to share several of his unpshid papers with me. | read this paper at
the 2007 Cornell Colloquium in Medieval Philosomnd am grateful to the audience on
that occasion for their helpful comments.
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