&W @f the proxisn

iteelf,

The first m@t that Peeudo«Thouns reduces
&t&é@t matter to ﬁ:friar principles, 1w of me
marnadire bserve in the partiocular treatises, although -

educticn would be @ifficoult in its ﬁﬂms

Peoudo=Thonss begins the Civst treatfse, on the yredicedb
FMMM m Wtﬁw process by which the predicadb

tnate.} By the action of the agent intellect, & fora is abstracted from
Mmm@mmmmwmﬁmmwmmmmma
ble intellect,” When we understand atup

m is mm in the mmlw& mﬁm @8 en mmwm
.3, then, has two reforences

Ly, I, chap. 1.

imxf, explaining sbatraction as an uonwrs)

Also, it i8 & matter of indifference
? ted 4n the intellect ﬁamw em&ea intelligibilis, vel seoundun
mm m%lx &.N" %I

"to hin whother the form xm%'
alics
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or its universality in the intellect.’ The firet is called a "first fune
tention.” When the intellect reflects upon itself and bocomes awsre of
4ts contents, it sees that the mature present in it also is present in
many individuals end prediesble of thems the intelloct thus fm & second
intention of the nature and considers it as universsl or predicsble.

about the fmm of the tw conweptions in the mmm m&w are
sxplicated in detail in the following chepters.’ Individusls have & sine
gle mature by which they really both agree with and differ from sll other
things. fhe nature mme:g gmmﬁ in individuals grounds the firet

3@3 ﬁcﬁe@ mt 'tm m 3 ‘

s quia m&mm‘vm%wmﬁ sa@gm&ma EEtoris « o o o7 (Ttale
@% M4}

@% m ii-iv,

ke fmﬁ ﬁw iz;%@nm, all of them eve i}s ‘Eﬁmga, for ”in-
tentioni singulavitatis respondet extra, illud gm est prepriun Soecrstis
m @mﬁm eﬁﬁ hie homos mmm mm mvemﬁ%ﬁs respondet exive,




mhatm betusen the naturee mmem& a8 ;xwm and the things ¢

dngs and intontions bo the wmmm 4 9o explatn this émmem he
divides real being in it greatest universality into beiug by scoident snd
being of iteell; he divides the lalter Betwesz bolng eutside the sonl and
being in the souls &Mv Ew fivides the latler bebssen resl being cod
merely fntentional ﬁﬁi&?ﬁa He then laye 1he metephosd

treatment of categoriss YW explaining how el being, which i not & ponus
divided by diffevences, can be contractold by nodese-ithat fs, by relotione
ships which can be diatinguiahed in m&%@m‘%&%ﬁ Ae w81l apposr in oy

tent understood is resl beingg tre. I, chep. iv, Mm he idontifiss the
naturs in the intelleet with substenticl form: "Notendum gued forma asube
stenticlis habet duplez suse.” fo mﬁlﬁﬁm that ’*iz m&@” Wﬁm the
nature ag it is in the intellect; "human™ ; §

ity “man™ as it io in padter, os wﬁ‘wﬁng ite

to aﬁame

i.swﬁm ef mmﬁm, sees ’8%. W, gz i«

%0 Ia @h&%z mﬁ'@?’t

ital mm a8

3?90 ﬁ@ @ma de




netephysiosl reduction is not
general foundation fm‘ sm mme. but ﬁa carried through in the
actosl mmﬁt of the categories.

EW@W coatinces ihe same reducticn of logicsl elements to
phyaical principles in hie treatwent of the ;%mmtm The
f&mt three ei@p&wa concera umofes of signifying-~the aneum, 4he verb, and
sesurseesand follow rather clesely Aquines' commentary on ivistotle's On
1e kation. fowever, PsevdoeThonss next vroceeds to erplain the cog-
nitive &5& mmmmz foundations ef the proposition in two chapters
truth which are not parellel to Aquinss' commentsry, 3 The m@h‘%&ﬁ in
i&mﬁm‘ ie on éﬁatﬁugsm%ing the reoposition free incoupl

Thomes treate truth itself as o conformity-~that is, & relation of ressohe
between the ﬁ%mg as it is vnferstood and the thing s ¢ is in mli!@yﬁ
fe explains that truth iz present priserily in the thing cbjeetively in
- the intellectwethat isy in the nature underctood whieh fe o First intene
tion to whickh second intentions =ve m&x&&tﬁ.& However, he allovs ss
probeble another opdnion secording to which truth consiets in the conforpe
ity of a thing tov an intellect informed by o likeness of 1%, and falsity

Givercos modoe essendd, guibug non respondet una of eaden res, nlsi forte
Epsun eng in M%m&i;“ yot he mys of the things distisguiched by modes
that they “non eunt duse res distinotas, sed distinctio inter ists solum
est ox mutione.” ,

1%.’. Vii. 0 Tovd herma, Iy loct. id-vi,
5*332. ¥II, chapse ivev, @, i%es &gg& wvil.
or. VII, choge 4v.

bid, Hotice thet the sct of understenling~which bog boen trosted
inasfferently with the form posited by sbstraction in the intellsct (tr,
I, chap, 1)-=is hore gsid to be subjectively in the intsilects. From ihis
i¢ seems to follow thet the abstrected form is recedived in the intellect
a8 in a subject, not a8 an cbject knowng m&m%m. the information of
the intellect is not fomedistely conscious, but conseious knowledge begins
enly when the intellect mﬁeets cn ite mﬁeﬁ%ﬁw centent and considers
it & firpt intention to which it applies see Teject
and “subjective,” however, 4o not have their modey “ﬁbzw
tive” refers te what is tmﬁgmm. ehﬁ@ “s&:&jea%iwﬁ ﬁ&fm @a what is
in & subject; the “objeet understocd” slweys e in the intellect, while
any resl fﬁm ic "in & @tibéeetz.




conslsts in the nommsenformity of the inforsed fntellect to the thing.t
He treats kaowledge of the truth a8 & consolous swereness of the conlore
ity botween the intelleet and the thing. Distingnishing
mmm@tmmmzm.mmm %m%mwmtﬁ-
resdy ﬁﬁ the fivet aet of the mﬁﬁzm Truth becomee know :
‘however, when it fe apprehenfed objectively by mmimg the fmfm fn the
mmmwimm@iemm%mmwm %,W-
- ing to the W& opinion, judimen

the intelleet julges itself toc be informed by & likeness of m thing es
it 18 or not.d igetn, mm&mmmmmmmmmm
tise as & busis for the detsiled considera

Thomag propeses to consider velid ferme irrespective of the
necessity or probebility of the mmﬁ fle treats the validity of the
forme, not inductively, but by proving them from self-svident princiyles.’
In applying these prineiples, Pseude-Thowse uses grgument vhose finel
tosis s the $dontity of an individusl thing with ﬁmm" Horeover, Y6
exposes even the oauzes of the expressions "mojor term,” "minor tevs," and
"niddle fern® by reduction to the ratiwmal mode of humen knowledge.®

The treatise on demonstration crowns this entire logie; the whole
body of the fermer treatises has besn developed in order that demonstrae
tion could be mﬁm& $a those rx*%x* srinciples through which it is known
&aﬁmﬁ?m&yc %&Mfm, withough he follows to & grest extent the

mﬂm on demcnsitration @fis};alm o ﬁv&hﬁh
harseteristic notions which be han developod

3% VII, chap. div. For tbis cpinion, which Pe
{chaps ¥}y I have discovered no foundution in sny geauine work of Aquinas.

. 0w, VI, chepe ve

ém totiee that in sither case, econf 3 ;

known ebjectivaly, although it has been aai& 4o be a relation of reasen.

g, VI, chap. 1.

Ihid.s "uod autem telis ordinetic sit bona,
mwwm“ %mpx@m&em

alse sdds o third principle fﬁ: indirect reduction.




‘f}jr;- before the ecaclusion, and

heen demonstroteds’ Yo this ddvie
slon, he treats the niddle term, vwhich he had nlvesdy identified ap the
csuge both of the subject and of the proverty,® as the definttion of both
the subject and the ;*m;mrﬁ:f.? e then argues that am%;mgh no science
proves Lts oms prinoiples, the prineiples of sclences nevertheless can de
proved Ly e superior solemce, gt lemst by mthamtim er émmm
These sclonces are said to be cousomy they prove rineiple
saiences, wathematics proving
Bre’&ah&lﬁﬁe&

From =11 of theee¢ placer in the text iteclf, thenm, my first point is
sufficiently shown: laeudo~-Thomss reduces terse, projesitioms, und evgue
wont to pricr metaphyniesl and eplstomelogical prinsizics. The effort o
exploin the crigin of logicul elemsuts by the conditions buth of thinge
taesselveg and of the iuntellectts opeiaticns ie eharscteristic of this
lozie. Toreover, it is in agreecsnt vith Peoudo-Thonua' om stetenont
tast the subjeet of ¢ scicoee auet heve prior zerts to which 1t eon be ro-
duced for explomstion.’

Yor. IX, chape xip Aristotle Posh snal. 31, chap. .
%rre T, chhpe ii. Frr. I, chap. i
foe, sristotle anale 4, ehaps, ieiii,

Sy, TX, chap. x<d. brusa., ehep. viit.
éﬁaihﬂix Hediwm autes in demone:




I shall now proceed to =y second point: that emch of the treatises
is an amalytic foundation for those shich follow it., The fact that the
treatises ave comnected smalyticelly is evident from Pocudo«Thomaat
Pmamim} Here I wish 4o peint oul texte vhich show m*t the analyts
meg of eagh trentise to the next includes & significan

f veasor | another the beste distinction between substanes
quantity, g%l&@. snd relation.’  Pecudo-Thonas
in his treatise cn the proposi

Froem.§ Tre II, chaps. § end fv,

45e. I, chop. 1. Stbid,, chap. v.

Stbaa,, cheps. vi end viit, Ve, II, chap. 1.
8ercaz, v, VI, chaps. 11 end v,

Woe, v, chap. f. Ve, 11, chape 1.
14 ?ﬁ' Qh@ﬁt ie xpressly refers to the previous
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tincticn beteeen real rolations and relstions of ressen in discossing the
neture of truth,) Finslly, he uses the distincticn between gul

yuentity, and quality in reference to deterninsnts of the progosition in
exder to divide the proposition Stwelf,® Norsover, after weking the divie
sicus in a systemutlc way, he proceeds €0 trezt the relstions sneng Pope
citions themselves-that is, thefr opyositicms and eguivalences.’

weposition must precede the syllogien emsidered abuclutely,
roposition parts of the sylioglsms® Since 1¢ is common in the
@rmﬁﬁ@n. £t i not MWW that feeudo-Thomms ases the divistons of
the proposition %o divide kinds of syllogiom, ¥ makes
oppositions mbm@ﬁ in the eaylier mma in thet on the &gn@g:&m.
However, ., Sanrns o bing

mmmmw&emmmﬁy&m mgm, fw%awm the three selfe
evident prineciples, by chich he proposes to prove the %&i&iw of sylio-
glsms, in the form of hypotheticsl prepositi foreover

syliogisn a8 & consequence, explaining

The eyliegism wt fredede the demonstration, since every daucnstrae
tion s a &ym Here, of courge, the contzibution by the former
trantise of structurel yrinciples to the lotter one is to be expected
cuuse the relation between thes is not expleinmed sp one of part

Lﬂa ¥ii, chap. fv.

chaps, vili-fx, Gy point ic not thst tﬁw
ﬁﬁwna m& egui ralencen iﬁaﬁf is smmmmﬁw@. mw@ﬂa'a M
ﬂm the mi&%iw m@@m of yr@g%im from f“"*"‘w*'.f-.ﬁe m%&h&ﬁ&m
m mtm@ﬁa&iﬁ troated on the basic of the @@m&mm of his first

itions aye sﬁ&m mmzy s tompbe
tc be

%ﬁe ?ﬁ!g Eh&g 4. The propos
zal hypotheticalsws"(uando. .. tunts .+ "==but clvicusly ave intended
eonditionalss ef, tv. V1L, chap. ziv,

?% chap. ve He suys that “ills &rﬁ vm i‘m @ynngim,
tur ex sls mme ma.‘*

Crrvan,




















































































































































