omnes quaestlones quae oriuntur quando supponitur falsum,

utl dofrént consclentlam espe oblectl perceptlonem, consclentlam
esge intrq%éectionem (reflexionem), conscientiam esse quanlibet
sul cognltionem, sublectum psychologlcum identificarmil cum
natura sublectl, sublectum psychologicum non ldentificarl cum

persona. Falso enim supposlto, sequitur guodlibet,




In the sixth place, there are systematlc misinterpretatlons
of the history of doctrline. A Quidguid recipitur, ad modum

reciplentls reclipltur. If one conslders the ratic necegsaria

to be the sole type of Intelligibility, one 1s hard put to
xgﬁ interpret Crede ut inteclligas as anythlng but Creds ut

denonstres. One cen hardly envisapge the possibllity that
Crede ut intelligas relates falth to the natural ideal of

understending. One wlll not be prone to regard an author's

search for rationeg necessarise as an unfortunate effect of
not only
his age in whichf@he general level of learning and of technical
but also
competence was lowymﬁmkuhéchﬁfundamental theorems regarding the

entitative distinction between falth and reason, grace and naturs,
nd\buan~gosd- wiTl,wexit bafgre God. and the gaod
n;dnzofLman§ hed not yet been developed and formulsted. ;_

Such complexity is all a 1llttle superflucus in & mind that
gees no difference between intellligibllity and necesslty.
Rather one will tend, when one finds anything that looks like

a 8yllogism, to conclude that the euthor must be atteupting

to set forth a ratlo necegsaria, to proceed from philosophle

premisses to philosophlc conclusions. What else could he be doing? i

It may hapren that the author in questlon says he is dolng |

something ¥ quifie different. But the fact % thet he gays |

go only provides a contradlction to be explained. ?1
frheod anauéhf’ha/Lbéen.,miﬂLtu ndlogtd. uhm %

enl thdoép¥ine of inuellect, of/human understancing and 1ie

xpressign in,inner wor%;flhot-6ély may prove tOfbe extreme

Lch ;ﬁ/its contgﬁ% )Hé’implic%;iﬁns buf-alao,ﬁhy he, fogn

iffer @ge%mmhﬁiw&tMM%\a@e”assﬁe do.

omist.




5. Quinta quam defendimus sententla (1) negat consclentlam

esse perceptionem, (2) distinguit (a) consclentiam, (b)

introapectionem sive vulgarem sive methodicam, (c) cognitionem
Germienten

sul, (3) identificat personam et sublectum peycholosicum in

potentia, (4) 1dentificat personanm vigllanten et sublectum

psychologlcum in actu
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