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Abstract. Analytic philosophy has discovered its Hobbesian roots late and
quietly. This paper joins the comments that in last decades have highlighted the
historical and conceptual significance of Hobbes’s philosophy of language. Par-
ticularly, it focuses on a nominalist category derived (though arguably different)
from Ockham and medieval logic: that of 'names of second intention’. In Hob-
bes’s work, this category is a second order concept that stands for the convention-
alist gap between human knowledge and the order of things. Several arguments
and evidence are provided to demonstrate that, for Hobbes, truth is a name of this
kind (this subject has been overlooked by critics). It applies to names and sen-
tences (and so ,true” is a name of certain sentences), including non-declarative
ones, such as interrogations, promises or covenants. Thus, Hobbes’s names of
second intention allow us to consider a difference between medieval and modern
nominalism, as well as a bridge between modern and logical empiricism.
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(1) On Hobbes’s philosophy of language and Semantics

Hobbes’s? philosophy of language has fallen victim of its own schematic char-
acter and, above all, of the greatness of his political philosophy. Only in the last
decades analytic philosophy has discovered its Hobbesian roots, starting from con-
temporary theories as varied as Tarski’s definition of truth, the linguistic turn and
the theory of meaning, the speech acts, Wittgenstein’s critique of private language,
or the relationship between mental content and public language.® This paper is only
indirectly concerned with some of these topics. I will mainly emphasize a Hobbe-
sian concept of second order, that of 'name of second intention’ (and specially
‘name of speeches’), and examine its semantic and pragmatic applications to the
concept of truth and to speech acts, such as the promise or covenant.

According to Hungerland and Vick’s brilliant interpretation, the concepts
of denotare and significare should be systematically distinguished in Hobbes’s

J-p Xoce Bucenre boner e npenonasaren B Katonuueckus yHuBepcureT BbB Banencus, Mcnanus.
Paboru B obnactTa Ha nonutHyeckara ¢unocodpus. Yere eKunu 1o joruka, Gunocodhcka ceMaHTHKA
u 1p. Hacrosimmara cratus e npexocraseHa ot A-p boHer cnenmanno 3a cnucanne ,,dumocodus™.
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,Computatio sive Logica® (= De corpore 1). The concept of significare emerg-
es from a sort of idealized natural history of the birth of human language that
Hobbes extends to provide a frame for some differences between ,,symbols® and
,,signs®, the natural and the arbitrary, the private or memoristic and the social or
communicative, including topics of philosophy of mind, such as the relations
between the users of symbols (or signs) and their mental conceptions.® I cannot
dwell here on the contemporary interpretations (and over-interpretations) of this
Hobbesian explanation of meaning. For my purposes, the central point is that hu-
man names work as conventional symbols and signs ontologically dis-connected
of the nature of things. That is the metaphysic background of Hobbes’s nomina-
lism.» However, this paper deals only partly with Hobbes’s explanation of deno-
tation.

We can speak now of Hobbes’s ,,Semantics“ in a sense of the term similar
to the contemporary use, i.e. as an explanation of the truth or falsity of a sen-
tence in accordance with its composition out of names (Martin). As it is usual
in pre-Fregean philosophy,® the core of this Semantics is the unchallenged
relation of denotation that connects a name with its bearer or nominatum
("to be the name of” or 'to have a name’, esse nomen (of), habere nomen,
etc.).” But it is useless to seek in Hobbes’s writings any explanation of this
relation. Maybe to Hobbes’s mind his theory of meaning does supply such
an account; but in fact that is not the case. Instead of a theoretical explana-
tion, he provides numerous taxonomies of names, which consequently play
an inescapable role. Among these taxonomies, Hobbes frequently remembers
one of general scope, which distinguishes between "negative names’, such as
,hothing® or ,,no man®, and positive names. This latter common label includes
four different sub-kinds:®

(A) Concrete names or names of bodies, such as ,,man“, ,,living*, ,,moved*
or ,,hot“, i.e. predicates (sortals or not) that we apply to material
things.

(B) Abstract names of accidents, such as ,life”, ,,being hot* or ,heat”,
which allow us to consider any quality that we conceive to be in
the bodies.

(C) Names of images produced in us by the bodies, such as ,,sight*,
»sound“ ... and the names that we can apply to our oneiric fancies.

(D) Names of second intention, such as (D1) names of names (,,equivocal®,
Luniversal“ or ,,genus”), and (D2) names of speeches (,,definition®,
»affirmation® or ,,syllogism®).

Hobbes makes a controversial use of that taxonomy in the original English ver-
sion of the penultimate chapter of Leviathan (46 chapter) to reject the legitimacy of
any form of spiritualism, when speaking about ,,immaterial substances® or ,,sepa-
rated essences*, for instance: given that, when a name is not referred to bodies -as
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in (A)-, then it is either a name derived from language -as in (B) and (D)-, or merely
the name of a phantom of the mind -(C) case. We could say that this is ,,Hobbes’s
Razor*.

Naturally Hobbes considers the names of bodies (A) to be the most general
case, the “paradigm’ of names to which all other kinds of positive names are
dichotomously opposed in the ,,Computatio®. So, there is a kind of names (C)
that denotes, not bodies but images produced in us by the bodies”; another kind
(B) denotes, not bodies but a quality that we conceive to be in them!'?. That
is also the case of names of second intention (D), which are no names of the
things about which we speak in the ordinary life, but names of names and spee-
ches (nomina nominum et orationum), about which we speak in science (DC
1.ii.10).

The distinction between (A) and (C) appears in Hobbes’s all logical writings.
According to an old interpretation, for Hobbes, all the names denote or mean
ideas or fancies of the mind -as in the (C) case-.'” Maybe this view was first
suggested by Leibniz, whose New Essays brings Locke’s doctrines on language
closer to Hobbes’s.'? At any rate, this interpretation is clearly false: for Hobbes,
names of images are only one of the four kinds of positive names. Moreover,
the difference between (A) and (C) -names of bodies and names of fancies- is
quoted by Hobbes to underline (perhaps naively) a difference between animal
and human ways of thinking: since a natural, non-symbolic thought is only
linked to similarities, it cannot distinguish a body from its image on the mirror,
which is similar to the original body. For him, this difference emerges only
through language, by means of a symbolic thought apt to dis-connect the differ-
ence between a body and its images.'®

(2) ,,Abstract* names and Nominalism

Now we move on to (B) and (D) cases. Abstract names and names of sec-
ond intention are mentioned only in Hobbes’s more mature works of Logic, the
»Computatio“ and Leviathan. Formerly, in the language God gave Adam there
was neither abstraction nor name of second intention (L iv, 18 f.). Both kinds of
names, as well as the diversity of tongues are the result of human inventions,
according to Hobbes’s idealized explanation of meaning. Therefore, they par-
ticularly highlight the lack of close links between human speech and the nature
of things. On the same ground, they play a key role in the criticism of scholastic
metaphysics, partly summarized by Hobbes in the chapter 46 of Leviathan, as a
rejection of the scholastic view on the old “transcendentals’ ,,being* and ,,true®,
as we will now see:

Abstract names emerge from ,,a little change or wresting® in a concrete name
(A), as an efficient way of speaking and reckoning (from a mechanistic view),
because properties can be ,,severed, not from matter, but from the account of
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matter” (L iv, 26, my italics). Thus, abstract names are (semantically) ,,no na-
mes of things* and cannot ever refer to a separated or separable essence. Hobbes
rejects the use of the School’s definitory terms, like ,,entity®, ,,being®, ,,essence*
or ,,quiddities“*, for all these abstract names are formed by a wresting, not of
concrete names, but of the copula est itself (or its infinitive), which is a negligible
or unnecessary element of the language.'¥ Therefore, they are strictly “the names
of nothing” (L xlvi, 674).!

The criticism of abstract and universal names is the common nerve of the
empiricist tradition. But, in my opinion, the bridge between modern and /ogical
empiricism is precisely the names of second intention, which represent also the
newest move in the ‘'nominalistic turn’ due to Hobbes. Until now, only Martin has
noted Hobbes’s (D) names of second intention as a category ,,clearly to be dis-
tinguished from the rest* (Martin, 207); but he focuses exclusively on (D1) case,
»nhames of names*. More recently, de Jong (1990) has pointed out that Hobbes’s
distinction between first and second intention simplifies and derives from certain
concepts contained in Ockham’s Summa logicae,'® with which Hobbes ,,really
did not know what to do*.!” The former is true. I will try to demonstrate that the
latter is false.

(3) ,,Second intention* and ,,second imposition“ in medieval logic

The concept of ,,sign of signs* is characteristic of medieval philosophy of
language from Augustinus’s dialogue De Magistro.'® It is imposed by the dou-
ble possibility of saying without error that ,,man is an animal* as well as ,,man
is a name*, that governs also the distinction between ‘personal’ and ‘mate-
rial’ supposition.'” Moreover, medieval logic distinguishes the mental language
common to all men, whose terms or ,,intentions of the soul* signify naturally
something, from the different tongues, whose terms (oral voices and written
words) signify conventionally or ,,by arbitrary imposition* the same things that
the mental language, and precisely by means of the latter.?” The difference be-
tween first and second intentions plays a systematic role in the medieval logic
of terms.?" Briefly, a mental term of first intention, such as ,,man®, ,,animal® or
,»white“, is a natural sign of singular things, i.e. a term that allows us to answer
any question in Aristotelian categories, such as ,,quid?*, ,,when?*, ,how?*, etc.
On the other hand, a term of second intention is a sign of signs, as the universal
or predicable terms (,,genus*, ,,species*, etc.), that signify those first intentions.
Such is the account by Albert of Saxony, for whom the concepts of first and
second imposition are entirely similar, save for turning natural meaning into
conventional meaning.??

In Ockham we find a more crafty account. He distinguishes accurately
between imposition and intention, and furthermore, he gives all these con-
cepts at least two senses, one broad and another strict. His account can be
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now simplified in the following manner: the names of second imposition are
(exclusively or not) pure arbitrary signs of meaningful parts of a proposition,
and not signs of concepts or intentions of the soul. They are typically gram-
matical terms, such as ,,name® or ,,verb®, and particularly, ,,conjugation® or
»(syllogistic) figure®, which can never be applied to intentions. All other cat-
egorematic terms are names of first imposition. These can be both first and
second intentions, approximately in the sense explained above: A name of
first intention ,,means® things, exclusively or not. A name of second intention
means in strict sense first intentions, or -in a broad sense- first intentions as
well as conventional signs.?® Both Ockham and Albert consider the term ,,be-
ing* (,,ens*) as a name of first intention, but for Ockham it can mean things
as well as signs;?? it is a term of first intention in a broad sense (as we will
see later).

(4) Hobbes’s names of ,,second intention*

We can now evaluate the conceptual differences of Hobbes’s names of second
intention, and then discuss his new applications of this concept. In the first place,
Hobbes rejects any possibility of a ,,natural meaning® for symbols or signs of a
human language. For him, we can speak of natural signs in the general case of
animals provided with memory, whose images of smoke or fire evoke recipro-
cally the image perceived in the past as antecedent or consequent. Beyond this
natural level, any symbolic or meaningful relation is arbitrary, defined by human
imposition. The human symbolic systems make also the emergence of new forms
of non-natural thinking possible, specially through universal, abstract and second
intention names; so, there is a gap between the order of representation and the
natural order of things. This is the source of Hobbes’s conventionalism.? In this
way, the medieval mentalism declines, and so does its distinction between 'in-
tention’ and “imposition’. Hobbes unifies all Ockham’s non-empirical concepts
("second intention’ and ‘second imposition’) in a single semantic category. In
the ,,Computatio®, the typical names of first intention are in fact mere empirical
terms or names of bodies (A), whereas the nine examples of second intentions
(D) quoted in this work correspond to theoretical concepts belonging to logical
theory. We can conclude that al/l logical categories, or more widely, all categories
-logical, grammatical or other- belonging to the theory of language are names of
second intention or second order. Thus, the distinction between first and second
intentions can be approached as a difference between empirical and theoretical
terms, or even, as Martin saw, ,,in terms of the distinction between language and
metalanguage.* (Martin, 207).

In the second place, it is true that Hobbes’s logic, because of its own sche-
matic character, simplifies the concepts at issue giving very brief definitions.
Therefore, these concepts must be evaluated less by their definitions than by

203



Dr. Jos¢e V. Bonet

their applications. On this point, the main novelty of Hobbes’s "second inten-
tions’ is to extend their scope in two steps: first, from the logic of terms to the
logic of propositions and syllogisms, i.e. to the whole logic; and second, from
the traditional logic of assertoric or ,,apophantic* speech (the ,,propositions®,
in Hobbes’s terminology) to a whole theory of language including non-apo-
phantic speeches and what we now call ,,speech acts®, as it has been highlighted
by Hungerland and Vick. In this way, Hobbes’s distinction between ‘names of
names’ (D1, below) and 'names of speeches’ (D2) pursues systematic goals that
go beyond the traditional logic. This double extension of the concept can be
shown as follows:

The first extension takes place in the ,,Computatio®, a text deliberately restricted
to the Aristotelian or traditional logic of ,,propositions* (DC Liii.1 and 2), where
Hobbes already distinguishes ,,names of names* (D1) from ,,names of speeches*
(D2) such as ,,definition* or ,,syllogism*“ (DC L.ii.10). And so, the criticism to the
notion of ,,necessary being* (ens necessarium) is just that ,,necessary* and ,,con-
tingent* are always names of propositions (D2) and never names of tings (A) (DC
Liii.10 and v.9).

The second extension of the medieval concept goes beyond assertoric
speech. The political philosophy of De Cive and Leviathan requires a wider
theory of language including the indicative, the imperative speech of desire,
and optative speeches like those of vainglory and indignation (L vi, 49 f.).2®
This wider theory of language distinguishes repeatedly a “simple voice” as
a name from ,,the effect of the words when they form ,,a perfect speech or
discourse, whereby the speaker affirmeth, denieth, commandeth, threateneth,
wisheth or interrogateth” (L xxxvi, 407-11; see also DC lL.iii.1). My sole
point here is that the new logic concept of names of second intention pro-
vides a category for a wider theory of language, which includes explicitely
some speeches that, according to Aristotle’s De interpretatione (17 a 5-7),
belonged to rhetoric or poetic.

In the 46 chapter of Leviathan we can find both these extensions:

,universal, plural, singular are the names of names; and definition, affirmation,
negation, true, false, syllogism, interrogation, promise, covenant, are the names of
certain forms of speech* (L xlvi, 673).

So, ,true” and ,,false” are names of second intention of speeches as well as
,promise‘ or ,,covenant*.

(5) ,,True®“is a name of second intention

The above quotation is, on the other hand, the sole fragment that explicitly
confirms my central thesis that, for Hobbes, ,,true* is also a name of second inten-
tion, considering that this fragment appears only in Hobbes’s ,,English works®,
but not in the subsequent (and, on this point, more concise) Latin version of
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Leviathan. Thereby this thesis deserves to be discussed at length. The literature
often remembers Hobbes’s most repeated thesis on truth, i.e., that

<1> true“ and ,,false* are attributes of speech, not of things; they are properties
de dicto, and not de re.?”

The ,,definiteness‘ with which Hobbes insists on this point has been soundly com-
pared to Tarski’s and Carnap’s views. As a matter of fact, some commentators have
found in Hobbes an early and suggestive approach to the semantic definition of truth,
given that his formulations imply that a sentence of the form ,,S is P (being names
both ,,S* and ,,P*) is true if, and only if, ,,P* denotes every object which ,,S* does.?
However, in my opinion, we can find an earlier, similar anticipation to this contem-
porary semantic view in medieval logic, at least in Albert of Saxony, to whom Hob-
bes’s definitions are close.”” Likewise, both authors insist in the equivalence principle
between 'p’ and it is true that p’. So, Hobbes’s own novelty on this matter is that

<2> _true“ is technically a name of second intention (or second order) of certain
forms of speech ... and nothing else.

This is the point that has been overlooked by critics so far. It arises not only from
the isolated text quoted above, but also from the following firm grounds:

First, when we make use of Hobbes’s distinction between names of first and
second intention, thesis <1> turns automatically into thesis <2>: ,true“ and ,,false*
are not names of first intention (de re), but of second intention (de dicto). Second,
we have concluded above that, for Hobbes, all logical concepts and all terms be-
longing to the theory of language are names of second intention. Admittedly, ,,true*
and ,,false* are terms of the logical theory. Therefore, they are also names of second
intention (D). Furthermore, for Hobbes the pair ,affirmative/”negative has the
same logical status as the pair ,,true®/,,false*.” Besides, ,,affirmative” and ,,nega-
tive* are ,,marks of truth and falsity (DC Liii.1), according to the traditional view.
The two former terms belong unequivocally to kind (D2) of names of second inten-
tion, since they appear in all lists of (D) examples offered in Leviathan.* Is there
any reason for not including also ,,true* and ,,false* in the same (D) kind?

A further question is: Have medieval logicians analysed truth as a name of second
intention as well? Albert of Saxony did not address this question. He restricted the use
of this concept to the traditional logic of terms, according to which second intentions
are universals and predicables terms. Ockham’s case is different: his logic of terms
includes the question on the logic value of transcendentals ‘being’, “true’, “good’,
etc. Reading the question from Tarski’s view, Ockham’s most classical researchers
(Boehner and Moody), claim that Ockham had already thought ,,true as a name of
second intention. But, in fact, they cannot offer proof of direct textual evidence. Their
whole argument depends on one condition as decisive as it is aporetic:

»If we restrict the meaning of ,true and ,,false®... to the realm of propositions,
that is, to logical truth and falsity, the terms are second intentions and not first
intentions.“*? (my italics)
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Ockham himself did not make this restriction, whilst Hobbes did decidedly
state that ,.true” is logical truth, and nothing else.>® On the contrary, Ockham
evoked the reciprocal convertibility of the terms ,,true and ,,being* and assigned
the same logical status to both terms: they are ,,connotative terms*, which signify
something primarily and something else secondarily.*® Now, for Ockham ,,being*
is unequivocally a term of first intention in a broad sense.*> Consequently, this
should be also the status of ,,true*. And that is actually the case: there is a frag-
ment where Ockham states clearly that ,,true®, ,,being* or ,,good* are names of
first intention that sometimes ,,mean‘ things and sometimes signs (i.e. in a broad
sense).’® This fragment is inexplicably absent from the English translation of the
Summa Logicae (due to Michael Loux) consulted by de Jong, Hobbes’s critic on
this point).?” But the above quoted Ockham’s commentators have been obliged
to recognize it as authentic.*®

Ockham usually conceives various senses for one term; ,true“ means
sometimes things and sometimes propositions. On the contrary, for Hobbes
a statement such as ,,the image on the mirror is not a true man® is equi-
valent to+ ,,the proposition "the image on the mirror is a man’ is not true* (DC
Liii.7). Thus, the opposition between ‘true’ and “apparent’ is reduced to the
propositional opposition ‘true’/"false’. This is, in my opinion, a consistent
anticipation of a neo-positivistic approach on truth that can be summarized as
follows: Hobbes does not asstgtr allocate the same logical status to the terms
,being® and ,.true”. The former is subjected to the theories of propositions
and abstract names; the latter, to a new theory of names of second order or
second intention.

(6) Historiographical conclusions

Finally, I will briefly address some historiographical questions linked to my
findings on Hobbes’s semantics, particularly regarding the whole Hobbesian sys-
tem and the empiricist tradition.

Some critics have rejected any ,,autonomous* signification to Hobbes’s logic.
Engel (1961) thinks that it is in fact subordinated to other substantive philosophi-
cal interests of the author. And Johnston (1986) has argued that the link between
Hobbes’s metaphysics and politics is precisely the common ,,polemic effect* pro-
duced in both cases, i.e. a bare rhetorical link.* Against this kind of interpreta-
tion, I hope to have sufficiently proved that the rejection of metaphysical Aris-
totelism presented in the penultimate chapter of Leviathan (of evident political
purposes) is closely linked to the substantive thesis on the nature of language,
which is in fact close to the 20™ century analytic philosophy. We have seen the
concept of names of second intention and its applications as a double extension
of the traditional logic to semantic questions as well as to the pragmatic effects
of the speech.
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It is a fact that the analytic tradition has taken a long time to discover its Hob-
bessian roots. In the twenties, only Heidegger correctly saw in Hobbes the model
for a logistic approach to ontology. Both the greatness of Hobbes’s political thought
and the schematic character of his logical writings contribute, among other causes,
to such a striking oblivion. In this way, Hobbes’s philosophy of language was only
seen (wrongly) as an antecedent to Lockes’s thought. On the contrary, we can now
briefly suggest another interpretation. In historical terms, the core of the matter has
two parts:

On the one hand, modern philosophers have seen language from Bacon as
a victim of the idola fori, as a cobweb that obscures the supposed transparency
of the mind. So, language can solely be disentangled by breaking the link be-
tween words and ideas.*” On the other hand, the modern repulse of Aristotle’s and
School’s metaphysics usually involves the repulse of traditional logic (the only
one known at that time). This rejection leads to the absence of a positive (and not
solely critic) theory of language. It is on this latter point that Hobbes’s position
is more subtle. For him, logic is the cornerstone that should found the criticism
of metaphysics and theology (as in L xlvi). Both natural and civil philosophy
show that language allows us to learn as well as to deceive; to agree on a social
and legal order, as well as to eloquently manipulate people.*” Hobbes’s exces-
sively schematic logic and theory of language attempts to provide the grounds for
all these aspects. When comparing Hobbes’s treatise De Corpore to subsequent
major works of empiricist epistemology, we note that logic loses ground to the
theory of ideas, and this theory becomes the systematic site for the concept of
truth.*” But in Hobbes we find that a positive theory of language concerned with
denotation and with the social effects of the speech provides an incisive organon
for a linguistic criticism of metaphysics.
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are nevertheless de facto always treated by him as second intentions”
(ibid.).
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40. See Zarka, 1985 and 1987. See F. Bacon, Novum Organum 1, sp. arts. 43

y 59 ., in The Works of F. Bacon, vol. 1. London, 1858; B. Spinoza, De
intellectus emendatione, arts. 88-91, in Obras completas, vol. 4. Buenos
Aires: Acervo cultural, 1977; J. Locke, An Essay concerning Human
Understanding, edited by P.H. Nidditch. Oxford: Clarendon Press,
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»HCTHUHHOTO* KATO UME HA BTOPATA UHTEHIUA
Y XOBC"

Pe3ome. AnanmutuuHata Quiocopus OTKPHU CBOMTE XOOCHAHCKH KOpPEHH
KBCHO U 6e3L[IyMHO. Ta3u crarus ce NpuCchHCAMHIABAa KbBM KOMCHTAPUTE, KOUTO
B MOCJCIHUTE JECETHICTH OCBETIIsIBaXa MCTOPUYECKATA M KOHIICNITyaTHaTa
3HaYMMOCT Ha Xo0OcoBaTa gmnocodus Ha e3uka. B gacTHOCT, T ce Qokxycupa
BBPXY €/IHa HOMUHAIUCTKA KaTeropHsi, U3BleueHa (Makap apryMeHTHPAHO 110
pasnuueH HauuH) oT OKaM U CpeJHOBEKOBHATA JIOTUKA: Ta3H 3a ,,AMEHATa Ha
BTOpaTa HHTeHIHA . B paGoTara Ha X00C Ta3u KaTEropus € KOHIENT OT BTOPH
pea, KOeTo ce OTHACs 332 KOHBEHIIMOHAJIMCTKATa MPa3HOTa MEX/1y YOBEUIKOTO
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MO3HaHWE W peAa Ha Hemara. [IpencraBeHH ca HSIKOJIKO apryMeHTa W JIOKa-
3aTEJICTBA, KOUTO NEMOHCTPHPAT, Y€ 3a X00C MCTHUHHOTO € UME OT TO3H BHU[
(To3u mpobnem Oe mpomycHaT OT KpuTHKara). To ce mpmiara KbM HMEHa H
n3pedeHus (KaTo Mo TO3HM HAYUH ,,ACTUHHO' € HAUMEHOBAaHHUE 32 OIpPEIEICHH
M3peUeHMs), BKIIOUNTEIHO HEACKIapaTuBHU, KaTO HAllpUMeEpP BBIPOCHTEIHH,
BEpPOSITHOCTHH WK ycinoBHU. ITo To3u HaunH XoOcoBHUTE MMEHa Ha BTOpara
WHTCHIUS HU MO3BOJABAT Ja CXBAaHEM Pa3lIMKaTa MEXAY CPEIHOBEKOBHHUS
MOJICpHHSI HOMHHATU3bM, KAaKTO M BpB3KaTa MEXIYy MOACPHUS U JOTHIECKUS
EMITHPHU3IBM.
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