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objectification of the definitions and relaticachips alvesdy kmom in ree
vicus cete of koowledge, snd the  rogression of discursive thousht is
merely o sucoeession of sporehension. Acuines' trentment of demonstration
clarifics the conditione for o zedic tiom vhich completes knovledse of
. OBliecte, %&y mking knows thodr csngal endary the deponstestive crousent
‘ gression fron known necescory ﬁmﬁw to the unfmown @zmi relae
Wﬁi& in vhich things ove fnvelw EopTess {soure
mm &g .-::..‘-":fai;.lff iy ‘,ﬁ#«?;:'?:.:f.,g Wi‘@hﬁﬁ @%ﬁﬁiﬁ&a %@%ﬁm ﬁiﬁ‘iﬁ%
being and the %mw of catual %&sme
E@ﬁiﬁ@ﬁ ﬁi‘?ﬁé@& the two ‘ﬁty the orir z@igﬁ@ of :viority in @Wﬁ@@@,
i shat is better known in neture is not better kuown to us, we rust bew
- wnow better in order to atteln what is wove known
we treate the considerations of the eubsl
&y bade of sclenses in & way thet seems
tended to bring all mﬁﬁm inte o aingle hierarchicel %ﬁwﬁmg
treata these problens cegording to werieus diotinctions «ith m@a&% €@
@@sﬁr and vhich explain the diversity of demonstrative modes of predicse
tion.

used ec materials in stulying the opposition of %gi%l
positions sxony certuin eomtonporary legics. Altheush these anslosies do
not prove the npplioability of ny conclucions ther ontorials, they de
srem 0 oo sufficient to indicals the relewance of ny investisation, end
this sugrests that the eontimuation of the investisntion into ecntenporary
rezcons for the €$t;}$ﬁi%§m are julged mmym&l% oy @?ﬁg@% to clarify
| woblenms end wethods invelved in an attenpt to determine the natuve
thing botter,
w3 AriSe

T also hove polnted out cortain statements of Johm of 58, Thows
which seem to shew that his legde is eignifloantly different from thed



of iquines snd grently fnfluenced by thot of Poondos

is ;articolorly noticeablein Johmts trectuont of the predic
eategoriess The inlluence sceus vrecend, cithough 1% is nod ¢ pad
citationg, in his treatmont of the noture and ¢hjlect of w@%@m othier ine
£ s alzo eve present there, howewvery for Jom considers legie not Ohe
w%w ﬁ.@mmm%@« Wt clso sn nrte. John also sosms to hevo been nflue
enced by PeewdorThones in his trectuent of the propositiong both the relae
tion of the pyopesition to objects end the rel tion between the proposie
tiom and the Jufgrent ave sipilar in the two cuthors, elthoush the strute
ture of the propositicn i different. In his troatoent of domometration
end seientific tw@&%mw Jobm doon not cife Psoudo-Thoms st 2iles Jorge
ovar, thisz trestise ic lesc oystematic than other parts of Jolm¥s lopdieg
it deals only with selected cussticns. Jom himeelf montions the brevity
of ko tresteent of deconsleation in coopordson with the lengih of his
trentuont of the predicablee snd the estesoriescs he explaing thic by suye
fnz thet ofton the preposntiong of thinge ere ouch owre cztensive thaw
what ic involved in their finnl fulfillment, just as much discourse is ro=
auired in intellistble matters to come to o finsl brief statemente” Ape
mmmﬁﬁwwwe then, he considers the theory of Jemonstration %o be sisiler to
& eonclusion to vhich the rest of his legic leads.

Pinally, I indicated in the intsoduction that I thousht oy ifmvectie
gation veuld he relevant to the wméwwﬁm déscusued M@% @@gﬁ,&wﬁ% iots
concorning the wethed of metophysics.
£12 our Imoviedse in expevience;® others have argued thet metaghysics mush
be & projection of the %@@%ﬁ structure of comitive process, lknown
refiexive proocss of Imovledge distinet fron our direet kpowledpge of
things.? T hove pointed out Shot Awuinss considora 1t cpproprlate for
metapihysios to precced from logionl principles.” Guch & procese cammod
be directly experientisls therofore,; notejlyeiosl nethed will uot be the
some o the mothods of other selences. On the other hand, It iz inpossie-
procese o groject logienl structuree, for they are lisits

e for this
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end determinomte of koovledgs. I do not clainm thet I hove offored the
soluticn %o this grobleng however, the clarification of fguinest view of
logie and the operstions of the intelloet mey be helpful in its sclution.
To attespt to curry oy investigetion into this additioml gres would u
be & suiteble end for this discertation,; btul & oultchle begimine for an
even lonsor and more 4ifficult stulys consequently, I lesve the question.

@2@%@2@‘
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This work iz finicheds I an not s Toclish as to suppe
puostione I bave »polced hove boen answered.
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