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WFZER R DOBEE (53C) : Modern scholars, such as Geach, Weidemann, Kenny, and Davies,
pick out one or two senses of ‘ess€ in Aquinas, translate it into ‘existence’ or squeeze it into
the concept of existence in its modern sense. But this kind of things are irrelevant to
Aquinas himself. For Aquinas doesn’t even use the term ‘existere or ‘existentia when he
talks about the nature of existential propositions and Aquinas has a system of the semantic
dichotomy of ‘ess€ and ‘ens, whose meanings can’t be fully systematically understood
except in terms of the semantic dichotomy and the pragmatic analysis.
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Aquinas’ position on the nature of so
called existential propositions such as
‘Socrates est’ appears to be clear, because



he declares that ‘est *
says:

is a predicate. He

[T1] Expositio Libri Peryermenias, 1I, 2,
(J.Vrin: Paris, 1989, p.88, 11.36-46): ... hoc
uerbum ‘est’ quandoque in enunciatione
predicatur secundum se, ut cum dicitur:
( Sortes est) , per quod nichil aliud
intendimus significare quam quod Sortes
sit in rerum natura; quandoque uero non

predicatur per se, quasi principale
predicatum, set quasi  coniunctum
principali predicato ad connectendum

ipsum subiecto, sicut cum dicitur: (Sortes
est albus) : non enim est intentio loquentis
ut asserat Sortem esse in rerum natura,
set ut attribuat ei albedinem mediante hoc
uerbo ‘est’; et ideo in talibus ‘est’ predicatur
ut adiacens principali predicato,

This passage treats the verb ‘est °’

unproblematically as a predicate. On the

basis of this text, some Thomists assert the
predicability of ‘to be’ in Aquinas.

According to them, (1)the term ‘est ’ in

“Socrates esf’ is a predicate, and (2)it

signifies something, that is, “esse in rerum

natura.”

From a modern point of view, however,

Aquinas’ position in this text is not so

“obvious” as it may first appear. Modern

philosophers assume that the logical

subject term of a basic proposition connects
with or refers to an existent individual
when one forms a true statement. Thus the
existence of the individual talked about is
already given by the act of reference of the
logical subject, and cannot in any sense be
predicated of the individual. What can be
predicated must be properties or
characteristics of the individual. The
question is whether existence is a property.

There are four points to be made from

concerning the predictability of esse, the

Irrelevancy to Aquinas of regarding esse as

‘existence’, and the Irrelevancy to Aquinas

of the modern concept of predication.

1. When Aquinas says that ‘esf is
predicated in “Socrates est’, he doesn’t
intend to mean that a property of
existence 1is attributed to Socrates, but
that by the statement we intend to
signify, that is, posit Socrates in reality.
So Aquinas is here not talking about
the sense or the logical meaning of the
word ‘est, but about the pragmatic use
of it.

2. Modern scholars, such as Gilson,
Geach, Weidemann, Kenny, and Davies,
pick out one or two senses of ‘ess€ in
Aquinas, translate it into ‘existence’ or
squeeze it into the concept of existence
in its modern sense. But this kind of
things are irrelevant to Aquinas
himself. For

3. Aquinas doesn’t even use the term
‘existeré or ‘existentia when he talks
about the mnature of existential
propositions and

4. Aquinas has a system of the semantic
dichotomy of ‘ess¢ and ‘ens, whose
meanings can’t be fully systematically
understood except in terms of this
viewpoint of the semantic dichotomy.
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