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T. Manuscripts and Editorial Principles

The treatise edited below has been tramsmitted in four manuscipts,
VLE.,
A
B

Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, cod. vat. lat. 3066, fols. 50v-52r;
Bruxelles, Bibliothique Royale Albert 157, cod. 14324-43, fols.
15v=-18r;

= Biblioteca Apostolica Vaticana, cod. vat. lat. 2154, fels. 24¢=-2%v;

D = Vienna, Dominikanerkloster, cod. 187 (153), fols. 215v-218v (Hill
Monastic Manuscript Library; Monastic Manuscript Project. No. 16.808)J
As can be learned from inspecting the critical apparatus appended to
the edited text no definite relationships can be shown to exist between
the different versions of fhe text presented by the four MSS. Most variamt
readings are particalar in the sense that they make appearance in only one
MS. Cases where two MSS agree against the remaining two do occur but they
are comparatively infrequent and reveal no recognizable pattern. For this
reason the reading represented by the majority of witnesses has normally
been adopted in the edited text. Exceptions to this general principle have
been taken only in cases where adoption of the 'lectio difficilior' seemed
imperative.
As necessitated by the lack of definable groupings among the four MSS
known at present the apparatus has been made as exhaustive as possible.
All variant readings have been indicated in the apparatus except the fol-
lowing trivial omes: 'iste'/'ille'; 'sive'/'seu'; 'igitur'/'ergo', as well
as obviously imsignificant variations in word order. Though this means
including a large number of non-sensical readings, in particular from C,

alternative strategies would inevitably imply grave risks of arbitrariness.

II. Authorship and Date

Seen on the basis of the alternative posed by the MSS the authorship of

the present treatise must have been a moot question in the Middle Ages.

1, As I have not inspected any of the MSS themselves I refrain from pre-
senting full descriptions. For A and C the reader may consult Weisheipl
{1969), p.182, and Maier (1961), pp.90ff. At this juncture I should like
to express my gratitude to Professor H. Hubien, Li&ge, for drawing atten-—
tion to the existence of B. Furthermore, I owe a debt of gratitude to Pro-
fessor Jan Pinborg who, besides makingD known to me, encouraged work on the
present edition and made many valuable suggestions. Finally, I am indebted
to Adam Biilow-Jacobsen, d.phil., for producing high-quality prints from
the microfilm reproducing A.
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Whereas A and C point out the well-known Thomas Bradwardine as its author,
B and D consider the less celebrated Thomas Maulfeld to have been respon-—
sible for this work. However, this discrepancy does not preclude us from
deciding the question of authorship with a very high degree of likelihood.
If there are particularly stromg reasons for.éscribing the present treatise
to one of the two authors proposed, settling the question of authorship

in favour of the other would imply serious difficulties.

In favour of Thomas Bradwardine's authorship argues the fact that A,
which is by far the best of the four MSS, explicitly ascribes the treatise
to him. The second and more weighty argument comes to light whem we fix
our attentiom on the mode of composition of this treatise. The author has
clearly attempted to construct his exposition along axiomatic lines or
"more geometrico”. Now it is a well-known fact that predilection for the
axiomatic manner of exposition is a highly characteristic feature of all
those works of which Bradwardine is the incontestable author. Thus both
the Dz Continuo and the De Proportionibus as well as his theological main
work, the De Causa Dei, are moulded according to the "Euclidian” method
of exposition. In the third place the possibility exists of establishing
a doctrinal concordance between the present treatise and Bradwardine's
other writings. In the De Comtimuo Bradwardine touches on the question
whether one should assign internal or external limits to the ceasing of a
so-called permanent thing. Here he strongly advocates the point of view
that decision of this question should be in favour of an external limit:

... et alicuius rei permanentis, ut hominis, non est aliquod ulti-

mum intrinsecum sui esse.2
As is clear already from the second supposition this point of view is con—
sidered to be of fundamental importance in the present treatise:

Secunda suppositio est hec quod non est dare ultimum instans rei

permanentis in esse.

Against Bradwardine's authorship of the present treatise an objection
might be raised. The author of this work is of the opinion that one can-
not possess determinately true knowledge of future states of affairs and,
consequently, that future happenings possess a truth-value as yet not set-
tled. On the other hand, so the objection proceeds, from Bradwardine's
De Futuris Contingentibus as well as from his De Cauéa Dei we know that
one of Bradwardine's main objectives3_was to establish a causative concep-

2. Thomas Bradwardine (1957), p. 581 (396).
3. Cf.Leff (1957), pp.103ff.; Oberman (1957), pp.105£f.
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tion of the divine prescience and, on this basis, a view of future contin-
gents diametrically opposed to the opinion sustained in the present trea-
tise.” To this objection two answers are possible. The first consists in
pointing out that in the De Causa.De£4 Bradwardine informs us that he ex-
perienced his "conversion" which opened his eyes to the true nature of
God's gracious ommipotence, while he was still in the Ffaculty of arts.

By assigning a date to the present treatise within the period prior to
the “conversion" one could, accordingly, circumvent the objection. How-
ever, this solution is by no means the only possible one. The author of
the present treatise stresses the fact that in his treatment of the sub-
ject chosen he has decided to disregard God as first cause, thereby im-
plying that in this treatise he is prepared to accept the commonly ac-
cepted teachings on the nature of future contingents. This is all the.
more reasonable inasmuch as the author bases his argument not on the true
nature of future events but on man's natural inability to have certain
knowledge of the future, which is of course an incontestable fact irre-
spective of one's view of God's prescience.

Coming to the problem of Thomas Maulfeld's possible authorship of this
treatise it is first of all important to realize that our possibility. of
providing a solutien is seriouslty hampered by our very limited knowledge
of Maulfeld's career and authentic pfoduction.5 However, we know of
at least one work whose attribution to Maulfeld is beyond doubt, and which
deals with the verbs 'to begin' and 'to cease', and this is his so-called
Confusiones.6 In this work Maulfeld espouses a doctrinme on 'desinmit'
which does mot tally well with his having written the present treatise.
In expounding propositions containing the verb 'to cease' Maulfeld writes
as follows:

Similiter hec dictio 'desinit' dicitur exponi uno modo per unam

(seil. propositionem) affirmativam de presenti et negativam de

futuro, ut in e propositione 'Sortes desinit esse' hoc est 'Sor-

tes nunc est et immediate post hoc Sortes non erit'. Alio modo ex-
ponitur per unam negativam de ﬁresenti et affirmativam de preteri-
to st 'desinit esse motus' id est 'nunc non est motus et immediate

ante hoc fuit motus’
4. Thomas Bradwardine (1618) £01.308 C £f. (and not in the preface as
claimed by Leff (1957), p.13}.
5. For Thomas Maulfeld see Maieru (1972), pp.31-32 et passim.
6. Professor L.M. de Rle Leiden, 1s preparing an edition of this
work.
7. Thomas Maulfeld: Confusiones, fols.143v-14ir.
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Comparing this exposition with the view set forth in Bradwardine's De Con~
timuo and in the present treatise we may say that in his Confusione§ Maul-
feld defends the view that the ceasing of permanent objects is limited in-
ternally, and that this view is strictly opposed to the one sustzined in
the present treatise and in the De Continuo. Below we shall get an op-
portunity of showing that this opposition is general in the sense that we
are here confronted with two different kin&s of approach to the problem
of how to expound 'incipit' and 'desinit’'.

Having established Thomas Bradwardine as the by far most likely candi-
date for the authorship of the treatise edited below we may endeavour to
fix its date of composition.

Already by the middle of the thirteenth century the two terms 'inci-
pit' and 'desinit' had been classified as syncategorematic words, and as
such they formed part of the university teaching in logic under the arts
faculty. For this reason it is probable that Bradwardine would have found
the most natural opportunity of composing a treatise like the present one
during his period of regency in the arts faculty. As far as Bradwardine's
biography is known today he was ‘magister regens.in artibus' in. the period
from 1322 to 1325.8 Furthermore, an early dating of this treatise gains
considerably in strength if we turn our attention to the clues provided by
the treatise itself. In this treatise Bradwardine carries on a controver-
5y against William Ockham's interpretation of the 'suppositio predicati’
in propositions containing the verbs 'to begin' and 'to cease'. In his
logical main work, the Summa Logicae,g Ockham deals with 'incipit' and
'desinit' on two occasions, viz., in chapter 75 of the first part and chap-
ter 19 of the second., Accepting with the editors of.the compléte edition
of the SL that the entire work was completed already in 132310 we would be
justified in limiting the period of composition of the present treatise
to 1323-132s5.

However, even this period may be further reduced! It is an indis—

-putable fact that Bradwardine's polemics against Ockham's views are direct—
ed exclusively against Ockham's first treatment of 'incipit' and 'desinit'

(SL 1,75). As Ockham's two chapters on these two terms are far from,being

8. Thomas Bradwardine (1959), p.296 (Oberman's and Weisheipl's introduc-
tion to the edition). Cf. Thomas Bradwardine (1955), pp.3ff. (Crosby's
introduction to the edition), and Weisheipl (1968), p.189.

9. Hereinafter referred to by way of 'sL',

10. William Ockham (1974), p.56%,
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identical - they are in fact inconsistent - it appears preponderantly like-—
1y that the reason for Bradwardine's concentrating on SL I,75 is to be
found in the circumstance that he was not yet acquainted with Ockham's
treatment in SL II,19. Our interpretation of the discussion between Ock-
ham and Bradwardine11 will make apparent that in SL 11,19 Ockham has modi-
fied and changed his teaching on exactly those points where he had been
attacked by Bradwardine in the present treatise. Inasmuch as Ockham's ex-
position in SL II,1% can be shown to be a step-by-step reaction to Brad-
wardine's criticism, and as Ockham himself in the opening section of SL
11,19 indicates the existence of a controversy regarding the exposition

of 'incipit' and 'desinit' it is by no means far-fetched to conclude that
it was Bradwardine's treatise which forced Ockham to alter his convictions.
The penmerally accepted assumption that the single parts of the SL became
available éuccessively12 would seem to tally particularly well with this
interpretation of the telationship between Ockham and Bradwardine, Pos-
sibly it might also explain the curious fact that the SL contains two
mutually incompatible interpretations of 'incipit' and 'desinit'.

With regard to the dating of the present treatise this interpretation
of Bradwardine's oppesitien to SL I,75 and Ockham's response to this crit-—
icism in SL II,19 carries the implication that Bradwardine composed his
treatise in theé period lying between the time of publication of the first
and the second parts of the SL. TIn other ﬁords, it is arguable that Brad-
wardine wrote this treatise as early as 1323.

As the 'igitur' appearing in the 'incipit' of the treatise indicates,
Bradwardine's treatment of 'to begin' and 'to cease' may possibly have
formed part of a more comprehensive work or series of lectures on syncate-

gorematic words.

III. The Arigtotelian Background

Even though already the early scholastics had introduced the two terms
'incipit' and 'desinit' into theif treatments of principally equivocal
terms13.the peculiarly scholastic tradition of 'incipit' and 'desinit' did
not see the light of day until around the middle of the thirteenth century.
At this point the Afistotelian discussion contained inparticular in the sixth

and eighth books of the Physics was made the basis of the interpretation of

11.  See below, section V.3.
12, William Ockham (1974), pp.7" £E.
13. Cf, Kretzmamn (1976a), pp.105 ff.



these two words. Comsequently, if we are to form an impression of the
basis of the medieval tradition we must turn to these Aristotelian texts.
However, we canmot, in this context, undertake anything like a full inter-
pretation of Aristotle's deliberations on the nature of time. Primarily
because Aristotle's proper doctrine is extremely complicated - and possibly
not quite consistent - and>secondari1y since contemporary discussions have
shown the true meaning of the sixth.and eighth books of the Physics to he

a2 matter of contention among spe;:ieilists14 Accordingly we shall restrict
ourselves to emphasizing only the basic features in Aristotle's discussien
and those distinctiéﬁs which were considered to be of fundamental importance
by the medieval schoolmen,

According to Aristotle time is a continuous entity in the same way as
magnitude and motion are (232 b 21 ff.). That time is continuous is to
Aristotle the same as saying that any segment of time is infinitely divis-
ible and, consequently, that it is in principle -impossible to arrive at
a last and indivisible or smallest time—uﬁity. If you cannot reach a
last time-unity by a process of repeated divisions of a given segment of
time then, correspondingly, it is a grave misconception to consider time
as constituted by so-called time-atoms. However, it is quite obvious that
we believe events to take place at certain points in time. In doing this
we are making cuts in the continuous flow of time in order to designate
certain instants as more important or notable than the infinitely large
number of other instants which could just as well be designated within any
ever so small period of time. According to Aristotle we are perfectly
justified -in designating points in time since any change that is measured
against time happens instantaneously (235 b 6 ff.). By way of example we
may say that the rumner finishes his race in exactly that instant in
which he passes the finishing-line. In spite of the fact that no indivis-
ible time-unity exists and that time is not composed of such time—atoms,
it is nonetheless possible to designate extensionless instants. in the flow
of time. The reason why this does not imply a contradiction is, according
to Aristotle, that it is . a characteristic feature of continuous entities
that an actualized dividing-point is common to both segments into which
it divides the continuous entity (231 a 20 ££.)}. This is to say that an
ac;ualiied‘dividing—point in the continuous flow of time is finishing-
point of ome segment as well as starting-point of the other segment (222
14. See, e.g., Miller (1974); Kretzmarm (1976b); Sorabji (1976).
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a 10 ff.).15 If matters were any different one would be forced to main-
tain that two instants could be in direct contact, and that the period of
time limited by the two instants was not further divisible (231 a 29 ff.;
236 a 15 £f.).

However, at this juncture we are confronted with a problem. If it is
true that an actualized dividing-point is common to both segments then
the law of contradiction seems to be endangered. Taking one of Aristotle's
own examples we may focus on the point in which Socrates begins to exist,
By designating this point we have divided time Into two segments, ome in
which Socrates does not exist, and one im which Socrates exists. But then
somebody poses the question: Does Socrates exist in this dividing-point
or doesn't he? On the basis of time's continuity we would be correct in
answering in the negative as well as in the affirmative since the dividing-
point belongs truly to both segments into which is has divided the contin—
udus entity. Logically speaking, however, this situation is basically in-
telerable since it would mean giving up the law of contradiction (235 b
13 £f.).

Aristotle's further discussiem in the fifth chapter of book six as well
as in the eighth chapter of book eight of the Physics is devoted not least
£6 the solution of how in different cases this sort of vielation of the
law of contradiction is to be aveoided.. The main point in Aristotle's
general solution is to demomstrate that .from a logical point of view one
is justified in attributing the dividing-point to just one of the segments
{e.g., 263 b 12 ff.).16 In this context we shall not deal with these at-
tempts at a solution but, instead, turn to the medieval scholastics in
ordar to see which results they thought themselves justified in extracting
from Aristotle's exposition and ot which they based their own treatment

of the problem.
IV. The Scholastic Tradition Prior to Bradwardine

IV.1 The Main Elements in the Medieval Tradition

In his treatment of beginning and ceasing Aristotle made use, so the
scholastics believed, of two distinctions of fundamental importance. The
first concerns the kinds of entities whose beginning and ceasing are dealt

with. Thus it is important to distinguish between 'res permanentes' and

15. Below we shall observe that not all medieval scholastics were pre-
pared to accept this.
16. Cf. Wilson (1956), pp. 29 f£f.; Murdoch (1979), pp. 118 fE.



'res successive'. A permanent thing is, according to the definitien common=
ly provided by the scholastics, an object whose parts exist simultaneocusly,
as for instance a human body. A successive thing is defined as an entity
whose parts exist only successively, as for instance local motion. The
second distinction of basic relevance to the solution of the problem of
beginning and ceasing is that existing between the first and the last in-
stant of being. As one may affirm as well as deny the existence of ei-
ther a 'first or a last instant of some object's being, and as it is impera=
tive to attribute the dividing-point to just on,elof the two segments it isevident that if
a first instant of being is denied with regard to some object then,.accord-
ing to the scholastics' reading of Aristotle, a last instant of non=being
should be affirmed, and wice ver;a. On the other hand, if a2 last iastant
of being is denied with regard to some objéct then one must affirm a first
instant of non-being for this object, and viece versq. In other words, if .
one attributes the dividing-point to the preceding segment of time one is
prevented from attributing it to the succeeding segment since lcgical'con—
siderations stipulate the necessity of attributing such a point to only

one segment.’ In the same way attributing the dividing-point to the suc-
ceeding segment of time means renouncing on an attribufion of this point

to the preéeding segmerit,

A common, though by no means universal, combination of these distinc-
tions is the fellowing. For the bégiﬁning of a permanent thing oné must,
according to most scholastics’ reading of Aristotle (235 b 13 ff.; 264 a
2 £ff.), affirm a first instant of being and thereby deﬁy a last instant
of non-being. As to the ceasing of a permanent thing there was considerable
disagreément among the scholastics but more often than not it was assumed
that Aristotle deniea a last instant of being and affirmed a first instant
of non-being (cf. 263 b 9 £f.). We may visualize this felationship by
means of one of J.E. Murdoch’s highly illuminating graphs:

Socrates' being

non-being being non-being
Affirming a first instant of being and denying a last instant of non-being
was often called making a 'positio de presenti et remotio de preterito’,
When affirming a first instant of non-being and denying a last instant of
being one was making a 'remotio de presenti et positio de preterito’.

17, Murdoch (1979), p. 121; also used in Murdoch (Anal. Char.).




As regards the begiﬁning of successive things the scholastics felt
justified in assuming that Aristotle denied a first instant of being and
therefore affirmed a last instant of non-being (cf. 236 a 26 ff.). Equally
well founded in Aristotle’s teaching (ef. 236 a 3 ££.) was the persuasion
that in regard to the ceasing of a successive entity a last’ instant of be-
ing should be deined, whereas a first instant of non-being should be af-

firmed, Schematically this can be represented like this:18

Socrates' running

non~being being non-being

Tn denying a first instant of being and affirming a last instant of non-
being cne was making a 'remotio de presenti et positio de futuro’'.

In order to exhaust the possibilities of combining the two basic dis-
tinctions we may mention that someone who in the case of some object’'s
ceasing wished to affirm a last instant of being and deny a-first instant
of non-being would of course be making a 'positio de presenti et remotio
de futuro'.

In medieval logic the terms 'incipit' and 'desinit' were considered
to be syncategorematic or exponible words inasmuch as scholastic logicians
believed that propositions which contain either of the two verbs carry an
implicit negation and possess different significations according to the
kinds of objects to which their subject term refers. Accordingly, a lo—
gician subscribing to the interpretation of Aristotle's definitions sum-
marized above would maintain that a sentence such as 'Socrates begins to
be' is to be expounded by way of the proposition 'Socrates is now and
Socrates wasrnot previously'. This kind of copulative sentence corresponds
to the 'poéitio de presenti et remotio de preterito' and was, not surpris-
ingly, called an 'affirmativa de presenti et negativa de preterito’'.. A
proposition such as 'Socrates ceases to be' should be analysed into the
sentence 'Socrates is not now and Socrates was previously’; this corre-

sponds to the 'remotic de presenti et positio de preterito’

and was termed
a "negativa de presenti et affirmativa de preterito'. Coming to successive
entities our average medieval logician would analyse a propesitiom such as
'Plato begins to run' into the copulative sentence 'Plato is not running
now and Plato will be runming after this' corresponding to a 'remotio de
presenti et positio de futuro' and for this reason called a "negativa de

18. According to Murdoch (1979), p. 120; also used in Murdoch (Anmal.Char.}.
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presenti et affirmativa de Futuro'. Propositions including the verb 'to
cease' and having subject terms denoting successive entities would have to
be expounded along the same lines as propositions dealing with the ceasing
of permanent objects.

Someone who wished to affirm a last instant of being and deny a first
instant of non~being would expound a proposition such as 'Socrates ceases
to be' into the sentence 'Socrates is now and Socrates will not he after
this' corresponding to a '"positio de presenti et remotio de futuro'; this
has as its logical counterpart the terminological expression 'affirmativa
de presenti et negativa de futuro'.

Having now supplied a sketch of the Aristotelian background to, as
well as the basic elements in, the medieval discussions of the verbs 'to
begin' and "to cease' we may turn to some of Bradwardine's predecessors,
In dealing with these scholastics of the thirteenth and very early four-
teenth centuries we shall focus in particular on the various grounds they
give for assigning either internal or external limits to the different
kinds of objects' beginning and ceasing., On this basis we shall be able
to identify that branch of the medieval 'incipit' and 'desinit' tradition
to which Bradwardine's treatise belomgs, as well as pointing out the char-

acteristic features of this work.

IV.2.a William of Sherwood

In chapter sixteen of his 'Treatise on Syncategorematic Words' Wil-
liam of Sherwood deals with the terms 'to begin' and 'to cease'.19 In
the first two paragraphs William argues the necessity of treating these
two terms as syncategorematic in spite of the grammatical faet that they
are verbs, TIn the third paragraph William submits his expesition proﬁer
of the two terms. Basing himself on Aristotle he draws the common dis-
tinction between permanent and successive states or things, and his de-
finitions of these two kinds of objects are completely identical to the
ones outlined sbove. As his starting-point William takes the, according
to him, commonly made claim that as applied to permanent objects 'to be-
gin' and "to cease' should be expounded by a positing of the present and.
a removing of, respectively, the past and the future. Against this view,
which—assigﬂs internal limits to both ends of a permanent state, William
raises an objection. This objection has the form of a dilemma: if Socra-

19. William of Sherwood (1941), pp. 74-77; (1968), pp. 106-116.
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tes begins to be healthy and ceases to be i1l we would, on the basis of
this exposition of 'incipit' and 'desinit', be forced to affirm either that
the instant of beginning and the instant of ceasing are ome and the same
and, consequently, that Socrates is both healthy and ill at this peint, or
we shall have to admit that these two instants are different. The conse-
quence of this last alternative is that Socrates will be neither healthy
nor ill in the period of time lying between these two instants. Obviously
the presupposition of the dilemma is that 'being healthy' and 'being ill'
are both permanent states.

As is made apparent in his subsequent treatment William is convinced
of the rationality of this argument. First of all William holds that the
argument is correct in pointing out that' the proposed expositions of 'in=
cipit' and 'desinit' are flawed inasmuch as they do not allow of change
from one permanent state into another permanent state. Furthermore, Wil-
liam's acceptance of the argument implies that he is in concord with that
conception of time on which the argument is based. - The reason why the
suggested expositions do not allow of two permanent states being immediate-
1y successive is partly that two points or instants cannot be immediately
contiguouazo, and partly that a dividing-point or an instant cannot bé
common to two segments. Seen on the background of Aristotle's view that
the continuous character of time demands the community of a dividing in-
‘stant, and that logical considerations alone call for the attribution of
an actualized instant to only one segment it must be said that William
has given priority to the logical demand in such a way as to rob continu-
ous time of its defining characteristic.

In his further analysis William stresses that every change is either
into a successive or into a permanent state. First William focuses on
the case where something changes into a permament state. In this sort of
cases one must, according to Willlam, claim a first instanf of being so
that we may say that Socrates is really healthy when he begins to be heal-

thy. To the.state which precedes the permanent state and which, accordingly,

20. Cf. the last sentence of paragraph seven in chapter sixteen; William
of Sherwood (1941), p. 77; (1968), p. 115.

21. Tt would be tempting to suggest that William's conception of the con—
tinuity of time has been more or less similar to the one claiming that a -
continuous entity contains and consists of a potentially infinite number
of points or, in the case of time, instants. Only on this basis does Wil-
liam's denial of the community of the dividing-point and his refusal to ac-
cept two immediately contiguous instants make sense. For the medieval con-—
ceptions of the 'continuum' see Maier (1949) and (1964) as well as Murdoch
(1964) and (1974).
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ceases to be one should, on the other hand, attribute a first instant of
non-being. Applied to Socrates who regains his health this means that
Socrates' being ill must be limited externally. Schematically we may visua-

lize this relationship as follows:

Ceasing Beginning
Socrates' being ill Socrates' being healthy
first instant of non-being first instant of being

William fails to specify whether he considers 'being 111" to be a permanent
or a successive state but, as we éﬁall see below, he believes his exposi-
tion of this relationship to be valid on both alrernatives.

Next William proceeds to analyse the case where change is into a suc—
cessive state. In this case it is impossible to assign a first instant
of being to‘the state or object which starts to be. Accordingly, a last
instant of being must be claimed for the preceding state which, of course,

ceases to be:

Ceasing Beginning
Socrates' rest Socrates' moving
last instant of being last instant of nom-being

Finally, William tries to give a more general elaboration of this
analysis which focuses exclusively on the reciprocal exclusiveness exist-
ing between first instants of being and last instants of being.

If change is into a‘permanent state then, according_to William, 'to
begin’ has to be expounded by means of positing the present or by assign-
ing a first instant of being. Consequently, the state from which change
is taking place must be limited externally, and this is to say that we
must expound the ceasing métching this beginning by a denial of the pres-
ent and an affirmation of the past. William explicates. that this analysis
of 'desinit’ holds good no matter whether it is asscciated with permanent

or successive objects. Schematically this can be represented like this:
Ceasing - Beginning
Successive states ‘

Permanent states Pérmanent states

first instant of non-being first instant of being



If change is into a successive state then the exposition of 'incipit'
and 'desinit' should be quite different. In this case we must accept that
the object which starts to be should be limited externally and that 'in-
cipit' should be expounded by a negation of the present. As the dividing-
point cannot be common to both segments and as two instants cannot be im-
mediately contigucus this relationship carries the implication that the
ceasing corresponding to this beginning should be limited internally or by
an affirmation of the presemt. Obviously this exposition of 'desinit’ is
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valid for permanent as well as successive objects or states.
Ceasing Beginning
Successive states

Permanent states . Successive states

last instant of being last instant of non-being

William is fully aware of the fact that in some cases it may not be pos-
sible to sustain the existence of a last instant of being. From Aristetle
(234 a 24 — b 9; 239 a 10 - b 4) he knows that rest is just such an ex-
ception.z3 In cases of this nature William is willing to allow that both
'incipit' and 'desinit’ be expounded by means of removing the present.
How we are to avoid the iogical difficulties arising from this solution
William does not specify.

Thus it is clear that William of Sherwood achieves his expositions
of 'incipit’ and 'desinit' on the basis of analyses focusing on the dif-
ferent kinds of transition, ¥iz., from permanent or successive states in-
to permanent ones and from successive or permanent states into successive
ones. The indisputable presuppositions of these analyses are his view

that a point or instant dividing continuous time cannot be common to two

72. Several logicians expounded 'incipit' and ‘desinit' with a view to
allowing for transitioms from permanent to successive objects. To these
scholastics it was imperative to deviate from Aristotle and adopt the ob-
viously more convenient alternative of assigning internal limits to the
ceasing of permanent things. See, e.g., Ps.-Petrus Hispanus (as quoted by
Kretzmann (1976a), p. 112); Thomas Maulfeld {quoted above, section II);
and John of Holland (see Wilson (1956), pp. 33ff.). However, in the thir-
teenth century providing the ceasing of successive objects with intermal
limits is quite unique with William of Sherwood. Below we shall observe
how William Ockham attributes internal limits to the beginning as well as
the ceasing of successive objects, but his reasons for doing this are
strictly opposed to William of Sherwood's motives.

23. - From Aristotle's point of view William might just as well have men-
tioned 'motion' as such an exception, but of course this would have been
the same as admitting that his general rule was inapplicable to successive
states or objects.
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adjacent segments, as well as his conviction that the expositions of 'in-
cipit' and 'desinit' should be able to deal with cases of transition.2

The result of these analyses is evidently that it is impossible to give

a single and universally valid exposition of either 'incipit' or 'desimit!'
for any kind of object. Now one has to expound a 'desinit‘ occurring
with permanent things by means of a positing of the present and a removing
of the future, now by means of a denial of the present and an affirmation
of the past. In this way the expositions of 'incipit' and 'desinit' as
occurring in particular propositions are totally dependent on physical
reality inasmuch as the nature and sequence of the elements involved in a

. s . . . - P 2
particular transition determine which kind of exposition is to be used. >

IV.2.b Walter Burley

Walter Burley's treatise 'De Primo et Ultimo Instanti'26 is not a
logical~grammatical exaﬁination of 'incipit' and 'desinit' but an investi-
gation into the problems of assigning limits to the beginning and ceasing
of different types of entities. The reason for introducing the work into

this context is to be Ffound in the fact that this early work of Burley'327

24, That positing a first instant of being excludes the possibility of as-
signing a last instant of non-being for one and the same object's beginning
is maintained by all scholastics and is, in fact, just another way of say-
ing that from a logical point of view a dividing—point should be attributed
to just one segment. However, that William applies this principle to the ac-
tual transition fromone state inteo another and different state is a direct
consequence of his refusal to allow of the dividing-point being common to
both segments of time. Thus we may say that all scholastics would agree that
affirming a first instant of Socrates' being white is equivalent to denying
a last instant of Socrates' not being white. William extends the validity
of this principle by claiming that affirming a first instant of Socrates’'
being white is tantamount to denying a last instant of Socrates being black.
Somebody like Peter of Spain would emphatically deny the validity of this
extension, Cf.below, section IV.3.

25, I cannot agree with N.Kretzmann (1976a), p.114, when he claims that no
medieval logician perceived the inconsistency existing between the commonly
provided expositions of 'incipit' and 'desinit' (cf. above, section IV.1)
and change from, e.g., one successive state into another. I believe that all
medieval logiecians saw this inconsistency, and that two kinds of reaction
were possible. The first is epitomized by William of Sherwood who designs
his treatment with the express aim of avoiding this inconsistency. The sec-
ond attitude is that of, e.g., Peter of Spain, William Ockham and Thomas
Bradwardine who are all persuaded that this inconsistency is only apparent
in the semse that it is based on a faulty understanding of Aristotle's
teaching on time,

26. I have used the edition published by H. and C. Shapiro; as this is not
critical and for this reason should be used w1th caution I have on several
points consulted the MSS at my dlsposal.

27. 1t was written in the period prior to the so-called 'Tractatus Primus'
which wae composed in the period 1320-1327. See Weisheipl (1968), pp.176,
note 61; 181 ££.; 184; and Juarez (1978), pp. 25 ff.



has quite a number of essential features in common with William of Sher-
wood's exposition of 'incipit' and 'desinit'. Accordingly Burley's work
may serve both to show that illiam of Sherwood's basic approach to the prob-
lem of beginning and ceasing was by no means unique, and to emphasize those
features which are characteristic of this branch of the medieval 'ineipit'
and 'desinit' tradition.

Burley draws the- distinction between permanment and successive entities;
a unigue feature of his versiom of this distinction is the fact that a large
number of subdivisions are introduced inte the category of permanent ob-
jects.28 In the third part of his treatise Burley draws up four rules
establishing the first instant of being and the last instant of ﬁon—being
as well as the last instant of being and the first instant of nén—being
as mutually exclusive, Like William of Sherwood Burley bases these rules
on the conviction that a peint dividing time into two segments cannot be
common to both segments. Thus in opposition to Aristotle but in agree-
ment with William of Sherwood Burley gives pre—eminence to logical consid-
erations to such a degree that he lets the logical necessity of attributing
a dividing-point to only one segment become an attribute of time itself.

In contradistinction to William of Sherwood Burley deoes mnot allow of
assigning internal limits to successive objects, and in this respect he
is a true follower of Aristotle.29 On the other hand he shares William's
conseientious corcern that the various kinds of states 'fit together’' when
they have been assigned their different sorts of limit. For this reason
Burley is ready to accept that a last instant of being should be allotted
to certain species of permanent objects since this guarantees the congruity
between the two members in a transition from a permanent state to a suc-
cessive state or object. Furthermore, as he accepts the existence of
changes directly from one permanent object to another permanent object
Burley is forced to make allowance for such exceptions. This he does by
stressing that in cases of this kind one should deny either that the sub-
sequent permanent thing possesses a first instant of being or that the pre-
ceding permanent thing is endowed with a last instant of being. In this
manner Burley emds up with a result basically identical to that of William
of Sherwood, viz., that there are no universally valid rules for assigning
limits to a given object. And the reason for this state of affairs is to
be found in the circumstance that the nature and sequence of the elements

28. Walter Burley (1966), pp. 164—166.
29. Cf. below, section IV.3.
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constituting a given physical change are determinant in relation to the
problem of making limit decisions.

At a later point in time Burley became aware of the fundamental weak-
nesses of his early tﬁeory since in his logical main work, the De Punitate
Artis Logicae, he has completely revised his views. Now he shares Arig-
totle's doctrine that a point dividing a continuous ehtity is common to
both segtnents,30 and his views on which kinds of limit should be assigned
to the different sorts of objects are equally altered. He has given up his
cumbersome subdivisions withiﬁ the category of permanent things as well
as his former belief in giving a last instant of being to permanent things
in their ceasing.

A revision as strong as this calls for an explanation. It is hardly
likely that the sole reason can be found in the circumstance_;hat in the
De Puritate Artis Logicae Burley treats first and last instants from the
peint of view of logic,31 whereas in the De Primo et Ultimo Instanti he
dealt with limit decision problems in purely physical terms. This radical
change of opinion is much more readily explained by assuming that in the
-period lying between the composition of the two works Burley had come into
contact with the second main trend in the médieval 'ineipit' and 'desinit’
tradition, and that he had been persuaded of its superiority over William
of Sherwood's approach. In order to become acquainted with the beginning
of this second branch of the medieval tradition we must turn to its first

representative known at present, Peter of Spain.

IV.3 Peter of Spain

In his Tractatus Syncategorematum32 Peter of Spain deals extensively
with the expositions of the two words 'to begin' and 'to cease'. After
having explained why these verbs should be treated as syncategorematic
Peter stresses that given any kind of object the assigning of a first in-

stant of its being excludes the assigning of a last instant of its non-

30. Walter Burley (1955), p. 191.

31. The section on ‘incipit' and 'desinit' in the De Puritate Artis Logi-
eae still reveals the influence of William of Sherwood insofar as the five
sophisms concluding the treatment of beginning and ceasing are identical
to those treated by William of Sherwood, whereas only two could have been
lifted from Peter of Spain's tract om syncategorematic words.

32. As T have not had access to the 1489 printed edition of this work I
have used N. Kretzmann's translation of the section dealing with "to begin
and 'to cease' (Appendix A in Kretzmann (1976a), pp. 122-138).
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being, and vice versa, just as designating a last instant of its being
prevents one from affirming a first instant of its non-being, and vice
versa. According to Peter the reason for this is te be found in the cir-
cumstance that logical considerations necessitate attributing the dividing
instant to just one segment in spite of the fact that beginning and ceas-
ing occur in the same indivisible instant, which is to say that a dividing-
point is common to both segments inte which it divides time.

Having explained why it is that Socrates begins to be and ceases not
to be in éxactly the same instant Peter draws the by now familiar distine-
tion between permanent and successive objects. However, Peter introduces
a subdivision into permanent things. Thus he distinguishes between perma-
ment things which achieve being instantaneously and permanent objects which
come into being over a period of time. Becoming man is an example of the
first kind of permanent things whereas getting a tan is an instance of the
second. This distinction Peter has quite clearly derived from Aristotle’s
teaching in the Physiecs (264 a 1 ff}, and further on he explicates just
how he wishes this distinction to be understood. Becoming white, for
instance, may be viewed in two ways: elther as a process of change occur—
ring over a period of time or as the end result of such -a process, On the
basis of the First view 'becoming white' should be limited in the same

‘way as successive objects, whereas the second understanding brings about
the necessity of treating 'becoming white' as a truly permanent state.

To the beginning of truly permanent objects Peter assigns internal
limits and to their ceasing he allots external limits. On the other hand,
guccessive things are to be limited externally both in their beginning and
in their ceasing. For the expositions of 'incipit' and ‘desinit’ as oc-
curring in propositions these determinations have the following conse-
quences: when joined to a subject term denoting a permanent object the
verb 'imecipit' should be expounded by an 'affirmativa de presentl et nega-
tiva de preterito’ (rule 1}, whereas this verb should be expounded by a
'‘negativa de presenti et affirmativa de futuro' when occurring together
with a .subject term designating a successive thing {rule 2). The exposition
of 'desinit' is common to both types of proposition, i.e., those that deal
with permanent things and those that deal with successive things; and a
proposition containing the verb 'desinit' should always be expounded by a

"negativa de presenti et affirmativa de preterito’ (rule 3).33

33. Examples illustrating these rules can be found above, section IV.1,
Cf. John Quidort (1955), p. 281.
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Next Peter proceeds to explain how 'incipit' and 'desinit’ convey a
notion of different times because of their signification, and why this cir-
cumstance does not affect the grammatical tense of these verbs. Peter
concludes his interpretation of 'to begin' and 'to cease' by showing how
it is possible on the basis of his exposition to solve sophisms involving
these two 'syncategoremata'. In this context Peter lays down some rules
for determining the "suppositio subiecti' and the 'suppositio predicati'
in propositions containing the verbs ‘'to begin' and "to cease'. However,
neither these rules nor his solutions to the sophisms bring anything prin-
cipally new and we may therefore forpgo treatment at this juncture.34

By comparing the principal part of Peter of Spain's exposition of
"incipit' and 'desinit' with the one submitted by William of Sherwood (or
the younger Walter Burley) it becomes immediately apparent that their ap-
proaches are significantly divergent. First of all Peter is of the opinion
that an instant dividing the continuous flow of time is common to both seg-
ments into which it divides time. Secondly, Peter is convinced that his
expositions of 'incipit' and 'desinit' are universally valid and allow of
no exceptions. To him there is no last instant of being for the ceasing
of a permanent thing whether the permanent object in question is followed
by a permanent or a successive entity, and, consequently, when occurring
with a subject term signifying a permanent object "desinit' should always
be expounded in the way indicated. Thirdly, and in complete concord with
the preceding, Peter. does not at all ask the question of how the different
permanent and successive states or entities precede and succeed each other.

On the basis of the nature of this striking difference we might, for
the sake of convenience, call Peter of Spain's way of dealing with the prob-
lem of 'incipit' and ‘desinit' for the 'one-state—approach', whereas Wil-
liam of Sherwood's treatment is characteristic of what we might call the
'two-states-approach’,

Why did Peter adopt the 'one-state-approach'? It can hardly have
been a result of negligence. It is not reasonabie toe suppose that Peter
failed to perceive the incommensurability existing between his assignments
of internal and external limits to, respectively, permanent and successive

.entities. If Peter had considered that the expositions of 'incipit' and
'desinit' should be able to describe transitions from one successive state i

to another succesive state (e.g., a change from walking to rumning) or

34. We shall return to thase rules for determining the supposition of the
subject and the predicate terms in section V.3.aa.
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transitions from a permanent into a successive state (e.g., a change from
golid metal to still more fluid metal), then he would no doubt have dis-
covered the cbvious flaw. Accordingly, Peter must have had very specific
reasons for adoﬁting universally valid expositions of "incipit' and 'de-
sinit'. In fact,.the reason for Peter's basic stand is almost certainly
to be found in his understanding of the Aristotelian definmitiom of time

as a continuous entity. To William of Sherwood as well as the younger
Walter Burley it is contradictory to admit that an instant belongs to both
segments into which it divides time. This is not an understanding of Aris-
totle which Peter would endorse since, according to his viewpoint, it con-
fuses logical necessity with the essence of time. To Peter it is evident
that affirming time to be continuous is tantamount to saying that an in-
stant dividing time into two segments belongs equally to both segments.

As we have seen, Peter lays great stress on the community of the dividing-
peint in the begimming of his exposition of 'incipit' and 'desinit’. The
logical nécessity of attributing a dividing instant to just one segment
does not influence the nature of time itself. TFor this reason the comtin-
wous character of time is the fundamental fact to which logical considera-
tions must of necessity remain secondary in importance.

1f this is a valid recomstruction of Peter of Spain's basic view then
Peter's adoptiom of the 'one-state—approach' becomes not only understand-
able but also mandatory. On the basis of Peter's conception of time's con-—
tinuity as the basic fact the assigning of even external limits does not
preclude a dividing point from truly belonging to that segment which it
limits externally. The further and highly significant implication of this
is that the fact of a dividing instant being common or of time being con—
tinuous ensures that all kinds of time-segments 'fit together' no matter
how they are limited. Even in cases where logical considerations demand
that two adjoining segments of time be both limited externally there can
be ne denying that the two adjacent segments form part of the undisrupted
flow of time.

To the logician making limit decisions and expounding 'incipit' and
'desinit! this state of affairs is a matter of no small coemsequence. As
the assignment of limits does not influence the sequence of time—segments
and is, in fact, without bearing on the possibility of different segments
to form part of.the ome continuous stream of time, and as it i; the logi-

cian's task to make limit decisions, it is perfectly evident that the lo-
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gician is obliged to restrict his deliberations to just one time—-segment
at a time. Peter's actual treatment of the logical problem of expounding
"to begin' and 'to cease' bears witness to the fact that he hag fully per-
ceived this implication.

As seen from Peter of Spain's point of view William of Sherwood's
and the younger Walter Burley's conscientious attempts at ensuring the
compatibility of time-segments by providing them with limits suitable to
the actual succession of states must be rejected as an unfortunate result
of a complete misunderstanding of time's continuity.35 Furthermore, as
we have seen,.William of Sherwood and the young Walter Burley transformed
the rule stipulating the mutual exclusivity existing between, on the one
hand, a given object's first instant of being and its last instant of non-
being and, on the other, its first instant of non-being and its last in-
stant of being into a general rule determining which kinds of time-segments
can precede and succeed each other. To Peter of Spain this transformation
is a no less grave misconception inasmuch as it would mean attributing a
property to time which in the last resort would destroy its doﬁtinuity.
Ironically enough this is tantamount to saying that this transformation
would cancel that characteristic of time which, in the first place, neces-
sitates the logicians' making limit decisions and expounding 'incipit' and
"desinit' propositions.

Does Peter of Spain's basic evaluation of the task of expounding 'in~-
cipit' and 'desinit' imply that he considers it to be a matter of con-
venience whether one assigns internal or external limits to the beginning
and ceasing of a given object? The answer to this is quite clearly NO.

To Peter there are particularly good reasons for providing the different
kinds of objects with different kinds of limits, and by holding this per-
suasion Peter probably believed himself to be in perfect agreement with
Aristotle.36 As regards successive objects it is abundantly evident that
internal limits should be assigned néither to their begiﬁning nor toe their

ceasing. The reason -for assigning external limites is of course that the

35. Of course there was no universally accepted interpretation of Aris-
totle's doctrine on time in the Middle Ages, and William of Sherwood as
well as the younger Walter Burley would have been able to produce a num-
ber of arguments aiming rto show that Aristotle was on their side. Cf.
above, note 21. '

36. Below in section V.3.ca, we shall get an opportunity of showing how
William Ockham fully shares Peter of Spain's 'one-state-approach' but
nevertheless is convinced that a genuinely Aristotelian conception of time
renders limit decision problems a matter of pure comvention.
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definition of successive entities requires that they exist during a period
of time or, as Aristotle says, because there is not motion inm an instant
(239 a 10 - b 4). It is equally reascmable, according to Peter - as well
as to Aristotle (cf., e.g., 235 b 14 ££.) - to assign a first instant of
being to the beginning of a permanent object inasmuch as assigning an ex-
ternal limit would imply the absurdity that Socrates does not yet exist
when ‘he begins to exist. Though neither Aristotle mor Feter says this
much one would probably be correct in assuming that endowing the ceasing
of permanent objects with a first instant of non-being is the obvious
choice inasmuch as the ceasing of a permanent object is itself a succes-
sive process.37 As should be evident deliberations of this kind are in

perfect concord with Peter's 'one-state-approach’.

V. Thomas Bradwardine
V.1 The Structure of Bradwardine's Treatise

In the introductory section of his treatise (1.1) Bradwardine lays
down two basic suppositions and draws the fundamental distinction between
permanent and successive things or states. He then proceeds to deal with
the exposition of 'incipit', and this section consists of three conclusions
and their corollaries. The first conclusion (2.1) deals with '{incipit' as
occurring in propositions whose subject terms refer to permanent objects,
and this conclusion has two corollaries appended to it (2.1.1 -2.1.2). The
following two conclusions (2.2 -2.3) deal with "incipit' as occurring in
propositions about successive objects. To each of the two conclusions a
corollary is appended, but whereas the corollary of the second conclusion
(2.2.1} is quite brief the corellary of the third conclusion (2.3.1) takes
up the larger part of the whole treatise. This latter corollary comsists
of two main parts, the first of which (2.3.1.1) deals with 'res permanentes’
and the second and by far the longer (2.3.1.2) regards 'res successive’.
This second part of the corollary of the third conclusion is again subdi-
vided into two parts of which the prior (2.3.1.2.1) treats of propositions
about local motion whereas the posterior (2.3.1.2.2) concerns propositions
about the remalnlng kinds of motion or change. The section here called
'2.3,1.2.1" consists of five conclusions (2.3.1.2.1.1 — 2.3.1. 2.1.5) of
which only the second has a corollary appended to it (2.3.1.2.1.2,1).

Furthermore, this section has a paragraph (2.3.1.2.1.6) treating of the

37, Cf. Wilson (1956), p. 30.
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supposition of terms occurring in 'inecipit' sentences, and this section

is directed explicitly against the views of Willidm Ockham. Having con-
cluded this disproportionally long corollary Bradwardine proceeds to deal
with 'desinit' as oecurring in propositions about permanent objects (3.1)
as well as successive entities (3.2). Next he discusses cases in which
’incipit"and 'desinit' appear in propositions whose subject terms refer
to objects that possess being in only one instant (4.1). By way of con-—
clusion (5.1) Bradwardine lays down a set of rules determining the kind of
supposition with which the subject term as well as the predicate term sig-
nify in propositions containing the verbs "to begin' and 'to cease'.

There can be no doubt that Bradwardine purposed te write his treatise
on beginning and ceasing along axiomatic lines or 'more geometrico'. In
this respect the present treatise is similar in particular to the De Con—
tinuo which is modelled according to the scheme 'definitiones — supposi-
tiones - conelusiones'. That Bradwardine in the present treatise has chosen
to substitute 'distinctio' for ‘definitio' makes no difference of signi-
ficance.

However, one must realize that Bradwardine has not been entirely suc-
cessful in his attempt at imitating Buclid. Thus it is not at all clear
why Bradwardine has made the determination of first and last instants of
permanent objects into a 'suppositio' when the equivalentdetermination
regarding successive things is introduced as the second conclusion. Brad-
wardine may possibly have considered the distinection between first and last
instants in the case of successive objects as provable in the sense that
this distinction follows directly from the mature of successive objects.
But in that case we should have expected to find a definition of contin-—
uous entities included among the suppositions. Furthermore, Bradwardine
has forgotten to introduce 'instantaneous' entities into the introductory
section. Perhaps Bradwardine's hesitations about the actual existence of
such entities have prompted this omission.

The most confusing feature in the structure of Bradwardine's treatise
is no doubt that he places a paragraph dealing with permanent things (2.3.
1.1) in the corollary of the third conclusien (2.3), which, just as the
far larger part of the corollary (2.3.1.2) deals exclusively with propo-
sitions about successive entities. In actual fact there are two reasons
why Bradwardine is not justifed in giving this paragraph its present posi-

tion. Firstly, this paragraph does not presuppose any of the three pre-
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ceding conclusions but follows directly from the second supposition. Sec~
ondly, the thesis sustained in this paragraph is implied by the definitiom
of 'desinit' and accordingly it should have been postponed to the sectieon
dealing with this part of the subject.

Disregarding these formal flaws one must, however, say that by his
quasi-axiomatic method of exposition Bradwardine has made it comparatively

easy for the reader to followhis line of reasoning.

V.2 The Basic Doctrines in Bradwardine's Treatise

Bradwardine's basic expositions of 'incipit' and 'desinit' as well
as his distribution of first and last instants are set out in the introduc-—
tory section (1.1) and in the two first conclusions (2.1’— 2.2). These
are completely identical to those submitted by Peter of Spain and for this
reason need not detain our attention.

In the third conclusion (2.3) Bradwardine tries to substantiate the
view that it is impossible to maintain that motion begins to be since
everything that moves must have been in motion previ_ously,38 or, as Brad-
wardine says, since 'Tomnis motus est'. Bradwardine's reason for espousing
this view is, in the first place, the observation that every motion must of
necessity exist over a period of time. In the second place this view is
based on the fact that in continuous entities it i1s impossible for two
points to be immediately contiguous. As we know the exposition of 'inci-

' as occurring with terms signifying successive objects is by way of a

pit
'negativa de presenti et affirmativa de future'. If, in accordance with
this exposition, we take the instant where motion does not yet exist we
cannot designate a succeeding first instant in which motion has just a-
chieved being since. this first instant should be immediately adjacemnt to
the instant in which motion does mot yet exist. The impossibility of desig-
nating such an adjoining imstant is not just a matter of practical infeasi~-
bility, for the very existence of such an immediately contiguous point or
instant is precluded by the continuous character of time. Thus we are
forced to designate an instant pesterior to this, in the strict sense, i-
maginary instant but in this case it is no longer true that motion begins
to be, since at this instant it will be the case that motion has been.

A direct consequence of this line of argument is clearly that all
statements about successive entities can be verified only retrospectively.
38, Cf. Aristotle, 236 b 34.
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Though this is not made explicit in the present conclusion the ratiomality
of this consequence is underscored in its corollary.

It is Wel} worth calling attention to the circumstance that in this
conclusion as in the larger part of his treatise Bradwardine makes his
point in a purely logical or metalinguistical language. He does not use
the object language and this is true in spite of the fact that he twice
claims to be speaking 'physice'.39

In his third conclusion Bradwardine has proved that 'incipit' prope~
sitions about successive objects are 'impossibiles' inasmuch as present mo-
tion always implies previous motion. Now it would be quite natural to
assume that this result would induce Bradwardine into sustaining the view
that " we should refrain from talking about the beginning of successive en-
tities., But in fact it does not. Bradwardine does not believe that his
third conclusion proves that propositions about the beginning of motion
should be excluded from everyday language. What the third conclusion shows
ig that we should be careful not to be deceived by the superficial simplici-
ty of such propositioms. In order to complete his analysis and determine
the full import of such statements -Bradwardine turns to the problem of
how the expositions of *incipit' imply making affirmations about future
states of affairs as well,

Firstly Bradwardine sets out to prove that the exposition of 'incipit'
as occurring with terms signifying permanent objects implies making af-
firmative statements about the future (2.3.1.1.). As is well-known, a
proposition such as 'Sortes incipit esse' should be expounded by the 'ex—
ponentes' 'Sortes nunc est' and 'Sortes prius non fuit'. Inasmuch as one
may- validly infer either both or just one of the 'exponentes' from the 'ex-
ponibile’ we may infer the proposition 'Sortes nunc est' from the state-
ment 'Sortes inciﬁit esse'. Since a permanent object does not possess
a last instant of being we may, according to Bradwardine, safely draw the
further consequence 'Sortes nunc est ergo Sortes erit'.

In opposition to this the objection is made that this inference would
_imply that there is determinate or certain knowledge of future conﬁingents,
and that such a point of view conflicts with that of Aristotle (18 a 33 ff.).
Bradwardine counters by drawing a distinction between different kinds of
future contingents. ‘In the first place there are future contingents whose
truth are consequent on true propositions in the present temse. A future
39, Cf. Murdoch (1979), pp. 122 ff.
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contingent of this kind Bradwardinme calls a 'nunc futurum contingens' be-
cause being necessarily implied by true propositions about the present it
conveys no 'real' information about future states of affalrs. The second
kind of future contingents are those that concern truly future events and
whose truth-value is in no way determined before these events take place
or do not occur. About such future contingents no certain knowledge can

'in-

be had, and such kmowledge is in no way implied by the expositions of
cipit' and 'desinit' as occurring in comnection with terms denoting perm-
anent things.

Next Bradwardine proceeds to substantiate that present motion implies
not only previous but also future motion. This he does on the basis of the
exposition of 'incipit' as occurring with terms signifying successive en-
tities (2.3.1.2). Furthermore, he shows that this implication holds good
for rectilinear as well as for circular motion (2.3.1.2.1.1}

Against this conclusion the objection is raised that if present motion
implies future motion then surely mo proposition about present motiom will
possess determinate truth-value since its comsequent, i.e., a propesition
affirming future motion, signifies a future contingent and for this reasom
cannot be known to be infallibly true. Furthermore, so the objection pro-
ceeds; this is certainly absurd and contrary to Aristotle as present motion
is something we perceive every day.

In response to this objection Bradwardine points out that some propo-
sitions in the present tense are, in fact, statements about the uncertain
future and their éxpositions show them to possess this covert reference
to the future., Propositions about present motion are of this sort. In
order for such a propesition to be true it is required mot only that the
object moving occupies a present position different from a past position
but also that the object will occupy a future position different from its
present position. If the object does not satisfy this last criterion then
it will have achieved its last position and, consequently, will no longer
be in motion. For this reason any proposition about.present motion is
certainly a proposition about a future contingent and as such indeter-
minately true or false.

Bradwardine is not much impressed by the claim that we perceive pres-
ent motion inasmuch as logical reasoning shows that this is a sheer im~
possibility. On the contrary, what we perceive is in fact that something

has moved. When we observe the billiard-ball relling on the green cloth
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we may at any instant say that the ball has moved because this we have seen,
but neither sense perception mor intellectual reasoning allows us to affirm
that the ball will continue its motion; it may have come to a stop.

According to Bradwardine it is thus imperative that we make a dis-
tinction between permanent and successive objects with regard to the im-—
plication 'nunc est ergoe erit’. As regards permanent objects this in-
ference holds good for logical reascons only, and therefore the future
proposition implied by a present tense proposition is not a statement about
a future contingent but a 'munc futurum contingeﬁs'. As regards successive
objects a proposition in the present tense is actually a statement about
some future state of affairs, and therefore a proposition in the present
tense is only true if we grant the truth of the corresponding proposition
in the future tense. 'As a matter of course Bradwardine's view on the logi-
cal equivalence of present tense and future tense propositions dealing
with successive objects implies that propositions about successive states
or objects can be verified only retrospectively; and in this treatise Brad-
wardine shows himself to be fully conscious of this fact.

In the next four paragraphs Bradwardine builds on the foundation laid
in section 2.3.1.,2.1.1, and he proves the validity of the following four
consequences:

'Sortes incipit moveri localiter, igitur immediate post hoc aliqued

spatium erit pertransitum' (2.3.1.2.1.2);

'Sortes incipit moveri localiter, igitur Sortes immediate post hoc

erit in duobus locis’ (2.3.1.2.1.3);

'Sortes incipit moveri localiter, igitur Sortes non movebitur loca-—

liter antequam sit in alio loco quam nune est' {2.3.1.2.1.4);

'Sortes incipit moveri localiter, igitur Sortes immediate post hoe

instans pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc

pertransibit' (2.3.1.2.1.5).

In this context there isno need to deal separately with each of Brad-
wardine's proofs of the validity of these implications. However, it may
be worth while to draw attention to the fact that in addition to the gen-
eral prin;iple of present motion implying future motion Bradwardine makes
use of two further presuppositions.

Not surprisingly the first of these presuppositions is the continuous
character of time and magnitudes. As we know, it is a characteristic

feature of continuous entities that it is impossible to designate two
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points that are immediately contiguous inasmuch as one point being assigned
no immediately adjoining point can exist. As regards time this is to say

~ as indeed Bradwardine does - 'inter quecumque duo instantia cadit tempiis
medium'. Applied to the problem treated here this principle implies that
given a segment of time or a distance limited at one end it is impossible
to arrive at a point lying next to the dividing-point irrespective of this
point beimg an internal or external limit.

Bradwardine's second presupposition is the distinction between com-
posite and divisive semse. Though Bradwardine does not use the technical
terns 'sensus compositus’' and '‘sensus divisus' it is evident that the con-—
tents of this distinction play an all important part in his argument. 1In
its medieval version this distinction is based on the persuasion that sub-
jeet and predicate terms change their way of signifying extramental objects
if they are preceded by certain other words. Thus in the propesition 'ali-
quod spatium immediate post hoc erit pertransitum' the term 'aliquod spa-
tium' has "suppositio determinata' which is to say that the proposition
should be verified for some particular and definable distance. For this
reason it 1s licit to make the fdllowing inference 'aliquod sﬁatium imme—
diate post hoc erit pertransitum, ergo istud spatium vel illud wvel illud,
etc.' A propositiom which possesses these characteristics is said to have
divisive sense. However, if we change the word order of the sentence quo-
ted above and say 'immediate post hoc aliquod spatium erit pertransitum’
then we have at the same time changed the sﬁpposition of the term 'ali-
quod spatium'. Now it no longer has determinate supposition but that kind
of supposition which is called 'confusa tantum'. This is tantamount to
saying that this term refers to a multiplicity of objects and that it is
not possible to designate any particular object to which it refers in the
context given. This change in supposition is conditioned solely by the
fact that we have now placed the word 'immediate' before the 'aliquod spa-
tium"., Propositions endowed with these characteristics are said to have
composite sense, and words which influence the supposition of the subject
or the predicate term in this manner are said to have 'virtutem confundendi
terminum' or 'vim confundendi terminum'. In the third conclusion of the
corollary (2.3.1.2.1.3) Bradwardine shows how not only 'immediate' but also
'prius’ has this property.

That this distinction between composite and divisive sense is of

fundamental importance in the context of Bradwardine's present tredtise
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should be evident from the fact that no instant immediately adjacent to a linit is
assignable in any fixed period of time, just as no such point canbe designated in
any magnitude. Forthisreasonthefirstversionoftheproposition'given a-
bove is false whereas the second is perfectly true, as Bradwardine aptly
explains (2.3.1.2.1.2).

In 2.3.1.2.1.6 follows an examination of the kinds of suppoéitions
with which predicates occur in 'incipit' and 'desinit® propositions. As
this is directed specifically against Ockham's doctrine as set out in the
5L I,75 we shall postpone treatment of this pelemic and 1its results to a
later and separate section in the present introduction.ao

In 2.3.1.2.2 Bradwardine takes up the second part of the subdivigion
introduced in 2.3.1.2, viz., those kinds of motion that are not local
motion., In 2.3.1.2 Bradwardine had promiéed to show how present motion
implies future motion in these other kinds of motion as well. However,
as the principal aspects of the case are completely identical whether the
motion in question is local or not, Bradwardine restricts his treatment
to simply pointing.out this identity.

Next Bradwardine turns to dealing with 'desinit’ and in two conclusions
he proves the identical exposition of 'desinit’' as occurring in propositions
whose subject terms refer to permanent and successive entities, respective-
1y (3.1 - 3.2). Ag Bradwardine's exposition of 'desinit' is completely
identical to that forged by Peter of Spain, and as Bradwardine's line of
reasoning follows clearly from his general views set out earlier in the
treatise, we may in this context forgo closer analysis.

Bradwafdine introduces a third kind of objects, viz., the instantane-
ous, in section 4.1. As far as our present knowledge of the medieval 'in-
cipit' and 'desinit' tradition extends, this sort of objects was first
introduced into this context by Walter Burley.41 Bradwardine is not quite
convinced of the actual existence of such objects but if they do exist they
certzinly influence the expositions of 'to begin' and 'to.cease'. As
these objects possess being in only one instant the exposition of 'inci-
Pit' as occurring with subject terms designating objects of this kind
must be by way of an 'affirmativa de presenti et negativa de preterito’,

In asgigning a first and a last instant of being for, respectively, the
beginning and the ceasing of such objects one is in fact claiming that
these objects begin to be and cease to be in one and the same instant.’

40. See below, section V.3.ab - bb.
41, See Walter Burley (1955), pp. 192-194; (1966), p. 164,
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Apparently Bradwardine does not attach particularly great importance to
these instantaneous entities, and compared to Walter Burley's exposition

hig treatment is also markedly unoriginal.

V.3 Bradwardine and Ockham in Discussion

As already mentioned Bradwardine's criticism of Ockham's views is
exclusively directed against the exposition of the supposition of the
predicate term in 'incipit' and 'desinit! propositions which Ockham sub-
mits in SL I,75. TFor this reason we shall in the present section proceed
in the following manner. First we shall give an account of Ockham's doc-
trine as it appears im SL I,75 (aa) ‘and show that Bradwardine's reproduc-—
tion of Ockham's teaching is on the whole loyal {(ab). Secondly we shall
turn to Bradwardine's criticism of Ockham's view (ba} and to his proper
doctrine on which this criticism is founded (bb). Im the third place we
shall present the exposition of the predicate term's suppositiom in 'in-
cipit’ and ‘desinit' propositions which Ockham submits in SL II,19 {(cal,
and finally we shall ask if Ockham's revision of his views on the present

subject is related to Bradwardine's criticism (cb).

aa. Ockham's Teaching qeeording to SL I,75

In chapter 75 of the first part of the SL Ockham presents a discus-—
sion of the kind of suppoesition with which predicate terms of. 'incipit’
and 'desinit' propositions are endowed. In the first place Ockham stres-
ses that in propositions of this kind - as also in sentences of the type
'Sortes ter fuit miger' — the predicate term does not have 'suppositioc
determinata' since one cannot descend from propositions of this kind to
'singularia per disiumctivam'. This is to say that ome cannot draw the
inference 'Sortes incipit esse grammaticﬁs igitur Sortes incipit esse hoc
vel incipit esse illud, ete.' pointing to all to whom the predicate term
may refer. The reason for this is of course that Socrates may very well
begin to learn grammar without for that reason beginning to exist or to
bé 'hoc'. It is equally true that in the proposition 'Surtes incipit esse
grazmaticus' the predicate term does not have_fshppositio confusa et dis-
tributiva' since this would entail the absurdity of Socrates' beginning
to be all existing grammarians. According to Ockham the predicate term of
the proposition given does neither possess 'suppositio confusa tantum' in-
asmuch as one is not allowed to 'descendere ad singularia per propositio—

nem de disiuncto predicato'. The reason for this is that Ockham does not
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consider the following consequence to be valid 'Sortes incipit esse gram-
maticus igitur incipit esse iste vel ille grammaticus' because Socrates may
have been 'ille' long before he started to know grammar.

In accordance with this line of reagsoning Ockham draws the conclusion
that the predicate term in 'ineipit" and 'desinit' propositions possesses
a kind of supposition for which we have no name:

++. unam aliam {scil. suppositionem) pro qua tamen nomen non habemus.a2
This unchristened kind of supposition agrees with 'suppositio ¢onfusa tan-
tum' in-certain less important respects,43 but its difference ir principle
from both 'suppositio confusa tantum' and 'suppositio determinata' is ce-
mented by the faet that in opposition to both of these kinds of supposition
the unnamed kind of supposition does not allow of anylkind of descent,

The ultimate reason for this remarkable state of affairs Ockham finds
in the fact that 'incipit' as well as 'desinit' propositions are .in fact
equivalent to copulatiﬁe propositions consisting of one proposition in the
affirmative and ome .in the negative. As an example of this Ockham takes
the statement 'Sortes incipit esse albus', This is equivalent to or, in
other words, is expounded by the copulative 'Sortes nunc primo est albus
et ante non erat albus', Clearly the predicate term 'white' has different
kinds of supposition in the two 'propositiones exponentes’. _In the af-
firmative one it has 'suppositio determinata’ whereas in the negative one
the predicate term 'white' has 'suppositio confusa et distributiva' because
of the negation. Thus_according to Ockham one is precluded from assigning
any known kind of supposition to the predicate term in 'ineipit' and 'de-
sinit' ﬁr0positions because of the fact that statements of this kind are
'exponibiles', and that each of the expounding propbsitions bestows a dif-
ferent kind of Suppoéition on the predicate i:erm.4
ab. Bradwardine's Presentation of Ockham's Teaching in SL I,75

Coming to Bradwardine's reproduction of Ockham's teaching in SL I,75
we may say at the outset that it is very loyal. Apart from the fact that
Bradwardine has supplemented Ockham's exposition by adding a demonstration

42, William Ockham (1974), p.231/22-23,

43. See William Ockham (1974), pp. 231/23-232/30. )

44. Apart from the fact that Ockham as a matter of course substitutes
'supposirio determinata' for 'suppositio simplex', there is basic agree-
ment between Peter of Spain's first rule of supposition (Peter of Spain
(1976), p. 126) and Ockham's present exposition. However, it is not at
all certain that Peter of Spain would accept the conclusion which Ockham
draws from this relationship inasmuch as he seems to attach principal im--
portance to the affirmative 'propositio expomnens'. For this see below,
section V.3.bb.
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showing that the predicate term in 'incipit' and 'desinit' propositions has
not got either 'suppositio simplex' or 'suppositio materialis' or 'supposi-
tio discreta' Bradwardine follows Ockham quite closely. Thus Bradwardine
is correct in placing great stress om the circumstance that the predicate
term cannot, according to Ockham, have 'suppositio determinata' since ome
cannot descend 'per unam disiunctivam', just as it cannot have "suppositio
confusa tantum' imasmuch as ome cannot descend 'per propositionem de dis-
iuncto extremo'. Equally Bradwardine underscores Ockham's conclusion that
in 'incipit' and 'desinit’ propositioné the predicate term must have some
kind of 'suppositio imnominata'.

That Bradwardine has left out Ockham's ultimate reason for adopting
this viewpoint, viz., that this type of propositions imply a double 'suppo-
sitio' in the predicate term, and that this doubleness becomes visible in
the expounding of such propesitions, is not surprising. Bradwardine has

undoubtedly conceived of this premise of Ockham's as evident and trivial.

ba. Bradwvardine's Criticism of Ockham's Teaching tn SL I,75

As his main point against Ockham's position Bradwardime coutends that
a term which does not supposit at all cannot possess 'suppositio innomina-
ta'. In SL T,75 Ockham had recognized that, as far as the supposition of
the predicate term is concerned, there is a principal equivalence between,
on the one hand, propesitions such as 'Sortes bis bibit vinum' and, on the
other, 'ineipit' and 'desinit’ propositions. For this reason Bradwardine,
in his criticism of Ockham's views, proceeds to prdve that the predicate
term in the proposition 'Sortes bis bibit vinum' cannot refer to any 'deno-
tatum'. Saying that 'vinum®has'an unnamed kind of supposition is, accord-
ing to Bradwardine, unreasonable inasmuch as there can be no quantity of
wine of which.it is true to say that Socrates drinks it twice. According
to Bradwardine this line of argument can most reasonably be applied to
any predicate term in 'incipit' propositioms, provided that the 'incipit'
is expounded by removing the preéent and pesiting the future. Bradwar-
dine's reason for sustaining this point of view is naturally to be found
in the circumstance that in the preceding part of his treatise he has made
it abumdantly clear that the continuity of time makes it fundamentally im-
possible to designate a first instant immediately adjacent to any limit or
dividing-point. And the reason for this is of course that claiming time
to be continuous is tantamount to saying that such a point canmot exist

at all. Assigning an external limit to Socrates' becoming white is accord-
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ingly the same as denying that there may be a first instant subséqueht on
this limit and in which Socrates could be white for the first time. Con~-
sequently, expounding the 'incipit' in "Sortes incipit esse albus' by a
'negativa de preseﬁti et affirmativa de futuro' eﬁtailé denying that the
predicate term "white' has any kind of suppesition inasmuch as there is
nothing to which it eould possibly refer.

‘The case is quite the opposite if the 'incipit' in the proposition
given above is expounded by the positing of the present and the removing
of the past or by an 'affirmativa de presenti et negativa de preterito’.
Then, according to Bradwardine, there is clearly no problem as in this
case the predicate term has '"suppositio determinata’. The reason for this
ig that on these premisses one is, according to Bradwardine, allowed to
make an inference such as 'Sortes incipit esse grammaticus igitur Sortes
incipit esse ille gfémmaticus vel ille, etc.' proceeding in this manner
until one has exhausted the finite class of grammarians. One of the mem-
bers of the‘disjunéfion can obviously be identified with Socrates and,
accordingly, the 'incipit' proposition can'be verified for this individual.

Against allowing of this kind of inference Ockham had, we recall,
made the objection that acceptance of this sort of inference would imply -
accepting that Socrates begins to be 'illud' or Socrates which is patently
false inasmuch as Socrates needs not start to be in the absolute sense of
the word just because he starts to learn grammar or to be white.45 In re-
sponse to this Bradwardine observes that the objection presupposes using
the unexpounded -'incipit' proposition as a premise in an inference or an
expository syllogism, and this presupposition Bradwardine is not willing
to grant, as 'incipit' and "desinit' propositions are equivalent to hypo-
thetical propositions. Accordingly, the best rebuttal of the objection
consists in simply pointing out that uéing an exponible proposition in

this way is unwarranted.

bb. Bradwardine's Proper Doctrine

Summarizing his proper doctrine Bradwardine maintains, in perfect
agreement with his criticism of Ockham, that the predicate term in 'inci-
pit' propositions does not supposit at all if the 'ineipit' is expounded
by removing the present and positing the future., As is evidert from Brad-
wardine's choice of examples in which the predicate term has no supposition
he is convinced that the predicate term is without supposition in all

45. William Ockham {1974), p.231/15-18,
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“incipit' propositions dealing with successive entities. As regards 'in-
cipit' propositions whose subject terms refer to permanent objects Brad-
wardine espouses the view that the predicate term has determinate suppo-
sition. The suppasition of subject terms of 'ineipit' propositions poses
no problem to Bradwardine as he maintains that in this respect 'incipit'
propositions can be analysed in the same way as categorical statements.

The circumstance that Bradwardine does not make explicit how the pred-
icate term supposits in 'desinit' propositions is undoubtedly due primarily
to the fact that the section here called '2.3.1.2.1.6" is located in that
part of the work which is devoted to the exposition of 'incipit'. How-
ever, on the basis of Bradwardine's exposition of 'desinit' as coccurring
with terms designating permanent and successive objects, respectively,
it is evident that he would maintain that the predicate term of such propo-
sitions has no supposition. Thus it is not surprising that inm his con-
clusion to the treatise (5.1) Bradwardine extends his previous analysis
to be valid for predicate terms occurring in 'incipit' as well as 'desinit'
propositions. Furthermore, in section 5.1 Bradwardine adds the rule that
in 'incipit' or 'desinit’ propoéitions in the negative the predicate term
has 'suppositio confusa et distributiva'; he does pot specify whether this
rule holds good for enly universal and negative propositions.or for both
universal and particular 'incipit' and 'desinit' propositions in the neg-
ative.

In order to understand why it is possible for Bradwardine to claim a
single kind of supposition for the predicate term in 'incipit' propesitions
dealing with the beginning of permanent objects in spite of the féct that
the predicate term is endowed with two different kinds of supposition in
the 'propositionibus exponentibus' it is well worth pointing out that in
this respect Bradiwardine's exposition rests on a presupposition that is not
made explicit.  This presupposition stipulates that in the unexpounded
‘iﬁcipit' proposition the predicate term has the same kind of supposition
as in the affirmative 'propositio exponens'.46 This means of course con-—
sidering the negative 'propositio exponens' as secondary in respect to the
one in the affirmative, and in fact Bradwardine is not the first to take
this stand as it is already to be found with Feter of Spain.47

A question must be raised with regard to the consequences of Brad-

wardine's analysis of the "suppositio predicati’. Bradwardine believes

%6, OF course ihis is valid for all other kinds of 'incipit' and 'desimit'
propositions as well,
47. See Peter of Spain (1976), p. 124.
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that the predicate term holds no supposition in "incipit' propositions
dealing with successive objects and in 'desinit' propositions dealing with
permanent or successive entities. As Bradwardine points out denoting some
object ("supponere pro significato') is identical to 'supponere significa-
tive'. A question to which Bradwardine provides no answer is whether de-—
nying that a predicate term occurs with significative supposition in some
proposition is tantamount to claiming that it does not function significa-
tively in this proposition, If Bradwardine's answer to this is YES, then
his characterization of the proposition 'motus incipit esse' as 'impossi-
bilis' is clearly equivalent to saying that such propositions are devoid

of meaning. . But on this interpretation Bradwardine's exposition presented
in the extraordinarily long corollary to the third conmclusion will be at
best rather odd. If Bradwardine's answer to the question is NO then clear-—
ly he wmustrecognize some kind of purely intentional signification. At
any rate, Bradwardine's exposition is certainly incomplete in the sense

that it does not ekplain how the predicate term's lack of reference is tobe

reconciled with the meaningfulness of propositions of this kind.

ca. Ockham's Teaching according to SL II,19

In chapter nineteen of the second part of his SL Ockham presents a
second treatment of propositions containing the verbs 'to begin' and 'to
cease'. His reason for introducing propositions of this sort into this
context is his conviction that ‘incipit' and 'desinit' cause propositions
in which they occur to be equivalent to hypothetical propositions inas—
much as such propositions are exponible by means of a copulative state-
ment., 48

Ockham fully realizes that some logicians expound 'ineipit' and 'de-
sinit’ dlfferently'accordlng to their occurring in prop051t10ns whose sub-
ject terms refer either to permanent ObJBCtS or to successive ones. How-
ever, Ockham is convinced that the exposition of 'incipit' as well as 'de-
sinit' is purely a matter of convention, and he fails to perceive what
gain could pdssibly be obtained by such diverse interpretation. Instead
he proposes to assign just one way of expounding 'incipit’ and equally
just one way of expounding 'desinit’. Accordingly, "incipit' should al-
ways be expounded by two propositions of which one is in the affirmative
and in the present temse, whereas the other should be in the negative and

in the past temse. This is to say that Ockham assigns internal limits to

48. William Ockham (1974), pp. 279/5ff.
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the beginning of permanent as well as successive entities, and that in the
case of "incipit' he maintains a 'positio de presenti et remotio de pre-
terito'. Comsequently, a statement such as ‘Socrates begins to be white'
is to be expounded by way of the propesition 'Socrates is white now and he

%% 0On the other hand, a

was not white immediately prior to this instant’.
proposition containing 'desinit' should always, according to Ockham, be
expoﬁnded by a copulative proposition of which the first is.in the affirma-
tive and in the.present tense and the second in the negative and in the
future tense. This is to say that Ockham assigns internal limits to the
ceasing of permanent objects as well as successive ones, and that in this
case he maintains a 'positio de presenti et remotio de futuro'. Conse-
quently, a statement such as 'Socrates ceases to be white' should be ex~
pounded by way of the proposition 'Socrates is white now and he will not

be white immediately after this instant;.

Having completed the basic 1imit decisions Ockham embarks on the task
of determining the supposition of the subject term and that of the predi-
cate term in 'incipit' and ‘'desinit' propositioms. As regards the suppo-
sition of the subject term Ockham finds no real problem since he is con-
vinced that in this respect there is mo dissimilarity between 'incipit'
and 'desinit' propositions on the one hand and categoricai statements on
the other.

As regards the supposition of the predicate term the matter is more
complicated. According to Ockham the predicate'term of universal and
affirmative propositions of this kind has 'suppesitio confusa tantum’
since from this sort of statement ome can descend neither copulatively
not disjunectively. In other words, ome cannot draw tHe inference 'Ommis
homo desinit esse albus ergo omnis homo desinit esse hoc album, vel omnis
homo desinit esse illud album'. However, on the basis of Ockham's general
definition of 'suppositic confusa tantum'50 we are justified in assuming
that Ockham would recognize the validity of a 'descensus ad propositiomem
de disiuncto predicato’, which is to say that Ockham would allow of the
legitimacy of an inference such as 'Omnis homo desinit esse albus, ergo
omnis homo desinit esse hoc album vel illud album, etc.’ In a universal

proposition in the negative and containing 'incipit' or 'desinit' the

59. At this juncture Ockham draws a distinction . between using 'incipit'
in a proper semse and using it improperly, and this is based on Aristotle
(222 a 10 - 20), As Ockham intends to deal only with the proper use we
may leave the improper use out of consideration.

50, William Ockham {(1974), pp.211/44 ff.
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predicate term has 'suppositio confusa et distributiva'; od the other hand,
the predicate term of a singular proposition’eithey in the affirmative or
in the negativé has 'suppositio determinata'.

In order to substantiate this new - and compared to SL I,75 - rather
startling exposition Ockham observes that there are two ways in which terms
may have 'suppositio determinata’ or 'suppositio confusa et distributiva'.
First they may possess these kinds of suppoéition in the sense that it is
possible to descend to the object to which the term in question refers by
means of only demonstrative pronouns. If a term has 'suppositic determi-
nata' in this way we may legitimately draw an inference of this kind "homo
currit ergo hoc currit'., The second manner of having 'suppositio determi-
nata' or 'suppositio confusa et distributiva' does not allow of making
inferences of this kind. ‘Instead of making a 'descensus per pronomina
demonstrativa sola' it is, in this case, necessary to add the common noun
from which the descent to demonstrative pronouns is made:

--. per pronomina demonstrativa sumpta simul cum illo tefmino com—

mmi sub quo debet esse descensus.s1
Applied to predicate terms in 'incipit' and ‘'desinit’ propositions this is
to say that predicate terms in these kinds of propositions domnot possess
either 'suppositio determinata' or 'sﬁﬁpositio confusa et distributiva'
in the first sense but only in the second. The reason for this is the
fact that an inference such as 'Sortes incipit esse albus igitur Sortes
incipit esse hoc vel incipit esse illud, etc.' is invalid inasmuch as
Socrates may have become 'hoc' of_stafted Lo exist léng before he becomes
white. However, predicate terms of 'incipit' and ‘'desinit' propositions
may have "suppositioc determinata' or 'suppositio confusa et distributiva’
in the second sense. Consequently, if we are dealing with an 'inecipit'
or 'desinit’ proposition in the singular an inference such as 'Sortes inci-
pit esse albus igitur incipit esse hoc album vellincipit esse illud album,
etc. " is perfectly valid. The reason for this is that Socrates may certain-
ly have been '"hoc' before he became white but he was mot "hoc album' before

he became white.

eb. Bradwardine's Influence on the Formaiion of Ockham's Teaching in SL II,19
Compared to the exposition submitted in SL I,75 it should be evident
that in SL'II,19 Ockham has drastically altered his doctrine on the suppo—’

sition of the predicate term in 'incipit' and 'desinit' propositions. An

51. William Ockham (1974), p.313/93-94.
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obvious difference between Ockham's two expositions is of course the dif-
ferent kinds of supposition ascribed to the predicate term. Whereas Ock-
ham in SL I,75 upholds a 'suppositio irmmominata’ for predicate terms, in
SL II,19 he is convinced that in no instance of an 'incipit' or 'desinit’
proposition is it necessary to assign other than known kinds of supposi-
tion to the predicate term. The equally evident, and by no means less
significant, difference between Ockham's views as expounded in SL 1,75
and SL I1,19 is the fact that whereas in SL I,75 Ockham refuses to recog-
nize the validity of a 'descensus de disiuncto predicato’ from any kind of
'incipit' and 'desinit' proposition, in SL IL,19 he allows of this kind of
inference in all cases of propositions containing the verbs 'to begin' and
'to cease’'.

. Confronted with this state of affairs we are bound to raise the ques-
tion of Ockham's motives for making this volte-face. Without knowledge
of Bradwardine's treatise it would probably be well-nigh impossible to
reveal Ockham's incentives for so doing. However, ﬁy confronting Ockham's
two expositions of 'incipit' and 'desinit' with Bradwardine's treatise it
might be possible to recognize in Ockham's revised exposition a step-by-—
step reaction to Bradwardinme's criticism.

Tirst of all itis necessary to ask how Ockham in SL II,19 avoids the
unfortunate consequence that the fact of two ‘different kinds of supposition
being ascribed to the predicate term in the ‘propositionibus exponentibus'
precludes the possibility of assigning any known kind of supposition to the
predicate term in the'unexpounded 'incipit' or 'desinit’® proposition.
Though this had been one of Ockham's two principal reasons in SL 1,75 for
not assigning any known kind of supposition to the predicate term in propo-
sitions of this sort, in SL II,19 Ockham does not specify how he has circum-
vented this possible objection to the doctrine set out in SL II,75. How-
ever, from the line of reaéoning presented in SL II,19 it is evident that
he has done this by giving principal pre—eminence to the affirmative 'pro-
positio exponens'. This is to say that im SL IL,19 Ockham has assumed the
presupposition on which Bradwardine builds his exposition, and like Brad-
wardine he has allowed this decision to remain implicit.

Secondly, it is important to mote that in SL I,75 Ockham had refrained
from making explicit how he wished to expound 'incipit' and ‘desinit' propo-
sitions. However, the example used by Ockham in this context seemed to

indicate that he subscribed to the expositions forged by Peter of Spain,52

52. As Ockham in SL I,75 did not explicitly allow of exceptions to the expo-
sition given it would seem unlikely that he agreed with the "two-states—approach',
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and naturally Bradwardine made this assumption in his criticism. If, in
this respect, Ockham agreed with Peter of Spain at the time of writing SL
1,75 - and this 7s the natural assumption — then he Certainly did not after
having accepted Bradwardine's presupposition that the predicate term in

the unexpounded 'incipit' or 'desinit’ proposition has the same kind of
‘supposition as in the affirmative "propositio exponens’. Retaining Peter
‘of Spain's expositions and adopting Bradwardine's presupposition would in
fact mean adopting Bradwardine's conclusion that in every affirmative 'in-
cipit' and 'desinit' proposition (those dealing with the beginning of
permanent objects being excepted) the predicate term canmot possess sup-
-position as tHe continuous charactgr of time and motion prevents the exist-
-ence of entities which could serve as 'denotata' for such a predicate term.
Consequently, Ockham was forced to expound 'incipit' and 'desinit' in a

way that would make all affirmative ‘propésitiones exponeﬁtes' into state-
ments about the p'r:c-zsent.s3 Iﬁ response to this necessity Ockham made the
second move of assigning internal limits to the beginning and ceasing of
all kinds of objects. This second'move he defended on the grounds that

the assigning of limits or ways in which to expound 'incipit' and 'desinit'
is only a matter of convention. In doing this he reveals himself as sharing
Peter of Spain's and Bradwardine's conception of the logical task of making
limits decisions as secondary to the continuous essence of time. On the
other hand, at the same time this mové drives him into taking a unique
stand since neither Peter of Spain nor Bradwardine would agree that the.
fact of a dividing-point being common to both segments of the continuous
entity divided implies the complete arbitrarinesé of assigning either ex-
ternal or internal limits-to the two segments. Possibly Ockham would ar-
gue in\favour of adopting this stance by pointing out that if making limit

decisions is purely a matter of. logical consideration and as such without

33. With Ockham giving pre-eminence to the 'propositio exponens affirma-
tiva' becomes identical to giving pre-eminence to the 'propositio exponens
de presenti'. In the 'De Puritate Artis Logicae' Walter Burley has taken
-over this doctrine of giving pre-eminence to the 'propesitio exponens de
presenti’, At the same time he retains Peter of Spain's expositions of
'incipit' and ‘desinit’, and on this basis he concludes that the predicate
kerm of all 'incipit' and 'desinit' propositions has 'suppositio confusa
tantum' {cf. Walter Burley (1955}, pp. 195-196). Apart from the fact that
this conclusion is odd as regards propositions about the beginning of
permanent things, by combining his sources in this way Burley exposed
himself to justified criticism from Bradwardine as well as from Ockham.
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impact or the understanding of the flow of time as continuous, then the
logician should feel free to expound 'incipit' and 'desinit' without taking
inte consideration how physical objects relate to continuous time. In
other words, if all time-segments fit together in continuous time irrespec-
tive of the limits assigned to them, then the continuous essence of time
and its implications for the physical entities that are measured against
time should be of mo concern to the logician in his kask of making limit
decisions.

In order to emsure the validity of his exposition of the predicate
term's supposition in 'incipit' and 'desinit’ propositions Ockham had to
make a third move. Against endowing the predicate term with any known kind
of supposition he had im SL I,75 advanced the objection that this would en-—
tail acceptance of an inference such as 'Sortes incipit esse albus ergo
Sortes incipit esse istud album, vel illud album, etc.' In SL II,19 Ock-
ham accepts this kind of inferences and he argues in favour of its validity
by denying the legitimacy of using the rule 'ab uno convertibilium ad re-
liquum est bona consequentia' in cases where the term in question has
'suppositio determ:i.nata'.54 By arguing along these lines Ockham clearly
nullifies his own previous objection and expresses full agreement with
Bradwardine's rebuttal of the objection, visz., that propositions equivalent
to hypothetical propositions camnot without further ado be used as ante-
cedents in inferences, and that for this sort of propositions’thg 'syllogis—
mus expositorius' does not hold good.

'Sﬁmming up we may say that there is a very high degree of probability
that. Ockham has revised his exposition of 'incipit' and "desinit' after
becoming acquainted with Bradwardine's treatise. All instances of signifi-
cant change in Ockham's views from SL I,75 to SL II,19 can be explained
on the basis of this assumption. Thus Ockham follows Bradwardine closely
in his first and third moves as well as in his introducing modifications
into his previous definitions of the different kinds of 'suppositio per-
sonalis communis‘.55 On this basis Ockham is in a position to accept the
first part of Bradwardine's conclusion, viz., that the predicate term in
"ineipit' propositions dealing with permanent things has 'suppositio de-
terminata'. However, as accepting the second part of Bradwardine's con-
c¢lusion, i.e., that in all other cases the predicate term can have no sup-
position at all, would be totally ruinous to Ockhan's logical system he is

54. William Ockham (1974), p. 314/113 ff.
55. Cf, William Ockham (1974), pp. 210/18 £f., and idem, pp.313/85 ff.
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forced to find a solution of his own. This he does_By assigning internal
limits to all cases of beginning and ceasing, and this is, of course, not
paralleled in Bradwardine's treatise. However, it is important to remem-—
ber that Ockham has been forced to adopt this solution by his acceptance
of the legitimacy of Bradwardine?é_criticism and the validity of all but

one of Bradwardine's basic principles.

V.4 The Place of Bradwardine's Treatise in the Medieval Tradition of
'Incipit' and 'Desinit'

Our present knowledge of the medieval tradition of 'incipit' and 'de-
sinit' is strictly limited. This is due primarily_to the circumstance that
mich of the literary output of scholasticism dealing with this subject has
not yet been systematically catalogued or exhaustively described.56 It is
equally true that nearly all sources which have been verified still await
editing. furthermore, a matter complicating the charting of this part of
the scholastic tradition is the fact that expositions of 'inmcipit' and
‘desinit’ appéar in the most diverse contexts. Thus the medieﬁal schoolmen
not only composed seﬁarate tracts on these two-terms or devoted separate
chapters in their logical manuals to the treating of this subject, but
they also included a large number of sophisms containing these terms in
their voluminous collections of 'sophismata'. 1In view of the Aristotelian
background to the traditiom of beginning and ceasing the faet that 'incipit'
‘and 'desinit’ are also dealt with in commentaries on the Physics is quite
as could be expected., However, surprisingly enough 'inecipit' and 'desinit’
found their way even into commentaries on Peter the Lombard's four books

57
of sentences.

36. For lists of medieval writings on this subject see Wilson (1956), pp.
29ff.; and Kretzmann (1976a), pp.131£ff. To the sources mentionmed in these
works one may add the three anonymous treatises preserved in Codex Domini-
ccanorum  Vindobonensis 187 (153), fols.218v-219r; fols.219v-223r; fols.
223v-226r. Cf. below, note 57, A highly suggestive attempt at characteriz-
ing the late medieval tradition of which the literature on 'incipit' and
'deginit’ forms part is to be found in Murdoch (1975), )

-57. Thus in his commentary on the four books of sentences the so-called
'Menachus Niger' devotes the whole of question four to the problem 'Utrum
posito quod Beata Virgo fuisset in originali per instans potuerit Deus im-
mediate post illud instans eam mundasse ab originali'. In. the three ar-
ticles constituting question four (MS Fribourg, Cordeliers 26, fols.105va-
11iva) he submits a complete treatment of the problems involved in expound-
ing 'ineipit’ and 'desinit’ (for this work see Trapp (1956), pp.207ff., as
well as Trapp (1965), pp.241ff.) Applying the doctrine of 'to begin' and
"to cease' to theological problems was also attempted by Thomas Buckingham.
In the fourth question of his sentence commentary (ed.Paris, 1505, fols.
S4va=-62rb) he asks the question 'Utrum sit dare primm instans meriti vel
demeriti',
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Endeavouring to place Bradwardine's treatise in the medieval traditiom
of 'incipit' and 'desinit' it is thus important first of all to stress the
highly provisional character of such a determinatiom. It should be evident
that Bradwardine's treafiSe belongs to that branch of the tradition of
which Peter of Spain is the first advocate known at present, and which we
have labelled the 'one-state—approach'. This affiliation is brought out by
a number of distinctive features in Bradwardine's way of treating this sub-
ject. First of all Bradwardine does not believe that the expositions of
'to begin' and 'to cease' should explain transitioms from one kind of state
of object to another, and possibly different, kind of state or object. In
fact, Bradwardine espouses the view that such transitions pose no problems,
and this second feature aligns him equally with Peter of Spain, since in
this he shows himself to share Peter's understanding of the Aristetelian
conception of time's continuity. 1In the third place Bradwardine is per—
suaded that some expositions of 'incipit' and 'desinit’ are obligatory in-
asmuch as the definitiom of, e.g., successive objects prevents one from
assigning internal limits to their begimming and ceasing. In this respect
Bradwardine is alsc in apreement with Peter of Spain.

As we know, in early scholasticism 'inéipit‘ and ‘desinit’ had found
their way into logic by way of sophisms. At present it appears that in
later logical treatises on these two verbs sophisms retained their place
as an important part of the expositiom. The reason for this is that the
solving of sophisms involving these terms provided a touchstene for the
validity of the general rules laid down for expounding these 'syncatego-
remata'. 1In this respect Bradwardine's treatise is unique inasmuch as it
does not contain any sophisms at all. However, it is probably well-adviced
not to stress this circumstance since many of Bradwardine's conclusions
may be conceived of as test cases for his general rules, and as several
of these conclusions possess the same general features as sophisms and
their ability to rouse the reader's curiosity.

Coming to the relationship of Bradwardine's treatise with the four-
teenth-century development of this tradition we must once more recognize
that the limitatiom of our present knowledge prevents us from making any
well-founded estimate of either Bradwardine's position among his contempo-
raries or of his influence on succeeding logicians. However, it is imcon-—
testable that Bradwardine's treatise belongs to the very early reactiom

to William Ockham's system of logic and, consequently, it should be viewed
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together with Ps.-Richard Campsall's 'De Logica Reali contra Ockham'.58

Furthermore, as we hope to have shown, Ockham must have been quite impressed
with Bradwafdine's exposition, and it is far from unreasonable to suggest
that Bradﬁardine's treatise may have been one of the foundations on which
later logicians such as Richard Kilvington and William of Heytesbury com-
posed their highly intricate sophisms involving 'incipit' and 'desinit'.59
However, until such time as the eritical edition of Kilvington's collec-
tion of sophisms is published60 and we have obtained a general interpre-
tation of William of Heytesbury's rather unwieldy logical system, the
precise nature of Bradwardine's influence on the most significant of his

successors in Oxford must remain a subject reserved for future research.

58. Ed. by Edward A. Synan: The Works of Richard of Campsall. Vol. 2.
Studies and Texts 58. Pontifical Institute of Mediaeval Studies, Teronto,
1982, pp. 75-420.

(1977) to which may be added Kmwmttila (1979). For literature on Heytes—
bury see the references provided in Spade (1979) to which may be added
Murdoch (1979); Murdoch (Anal.Char.); as well as Sylla (1981).

60, Barbara and Norman Kretzmann are preparing a critical edition and a
translation of Kilvington's collection of '"Sophismata'; see Kretzmann
(1977), pp. 12-13.
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THOME& BRALDVARDINI ANGLI DE INCIPIT ET DESINITb

A 50"a
B 15"a
¢ 24%
D 215"a

1.1

. 1T, . 2 _ . 3 I boye o L.
Ad clariorem igitur” notitiam istarum” duarum dictionum 'ineipit'
— : ; . .+ b 3 5 8 . .
et 'desinit! habendamln5 primis tallter7 procedimus : primo aliquas sup-
- ' . A . . 10
positiones supponendog, secundo aliquas distinctiones adiungendo ~, ter—

L 11,12
o

. . 16 g 15 . B R
t1 conclusiones ad14 materle1 declarationem ~ cum aliquibus obiee-

tionibus et solutionibus adiungendo13’17.

Prima suppositic est hec18 quod "positio de presenti vocatur una'?
propositio affirmativa20 de presenti21, et "remotic de22 presenti” voca-
tur23 una propositioz4 neéativa de25 presentize. Et ?positioz7 de prete-
rito" vocatur una propositio affirmativa de preterito, et "remotio de pre-
terito"-29 vocatur una propositio negativa de preterito. Item, "positio
de futuro" vocatur una propositio affirmativa de futuro, et "remotio 0 de
futuro” vocatur- una propoéitiq negativa de futurozs.

Secunda suppositio est hec33 quod non est dare ultimum instans34 rei
permanentis in esse35, et quod est dare primum36 instans37 rei permanentis
in esse. -

Distinctio premittenda est hec38 quod aliqua nomina vel alique dicti-
ones sunt éignaag rerum permanentium, et aliquaao sunt signa rerum succes-—
sivarum. Dictiones sive termini rerum permanentium dicuntur non quia41
non42 significant r8343 successivas, sed quia significant aliquas res quam-

vis iste res44 non moveantur45, et46 huiusmodi47 dictiones48 sunt['9

a-b om. AB; incipit tractatus dé incipit et desinit magistri Thome Maulfeld

D, 1 declariorem A; pleniorem B; maiorem et clariorem C. . 2 om. BCD.
3-4 istorum duorum verborum B; illorum terminorum C. 5-6 om. D.

7 sie D. 8 procedamus B. 9 om. B. 10 om, B. 11 et tertio A,
12-13 om. C. 14-15 om, D. - 16 maiorem A, 17 inferendo D.

18 om. C. 19 om. C. 20-21 2-3-1 CD. 22 a C. ©23-24 om. C.
25-26 om. C. 27-28 similiter de preterito C; sic de aliis, scilicet de
preterito et de futuro D. 29 presenti B. 30 negatio A. 31-32 om.
B. 33 illa C. 34 om, C. 35 octo Physicorum add. Z.m. A (263 b

10 ££.). 36 add. Z.m. A. 37 om. C, 38 ista C. 39 verbi
gratia C.- 40 alia A; alique dictiones B. 41 quod B. 42 ideo Ay
om. G, 43 res permamentes wvel B. 44 om. AB. 45 moventur AD.

46 quod autem B; om. D. 47 cuiusmodi D. 48 om. C. 49 om. B,
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. 5 , .
'homo', 'animal', 'albedo' 0, 'album', 'quantltasf51, ‘quantum‘,.et53 sic

de aliissz’Sh.
. 55 5 g 57 58 . . e .
quia’ - nen  significant res permanentes, sed” quia non signifilcant

59,61 . 62 . K B4 65
nec aliquas alias res. mnisi ille res movean-—

Dictiones sive termini rerum successivarum dicuntur non

6
Ies permanentes

66 67 . .6 6 . 70
tur ., Et  huiusmodi g vocabula ? sunt iata 'motus', 'tempus', 'movere',

'acquirere', 'pertransire'
. .. 72 . 173 P . L
Istis premissis = iam = ponende sunt alique comclusiones, primo ~ eir-

ca-"s.hanc-i6 dictionem77 'incipit', secundo circa78 hanc79 dictionemgo

- 81,83 . : 2. .
'desinit’. Iterum °’ ponende sunt alique conclusmnes8 in terminls

. .84 . 85 .
rerum permanentlum, secundo in, terminls rerum SUCCEesSS1VaTrunt,

PRIMA86 CDNCLUSIO87 est hecﬁaz‘quicquidbg.incipit esse ingo rebus per-

. 1 . . 3 .
manentibus hoc9 nunc est et prius non fultgz. Istam9 cbnc1u51onem94 pro-

. 95 . . 96 97 .. .. 98 . 99
bo sie, et”” sit ista’ res permamens  que Incipilt esse a, tunc sic

v . . .o . . 100 .
/C 24 a/ cuiuscumque: rei permanentis est dare primum 1nstans sul. esse,

: o 101 - . i 102 L103 104
a est res permanens, lgiltur est dare primum 1nstans sul esse B

Maior patet105 per secundamm6 suppositionem107. Minor patet108 per casum,
et109 discursus110 patet111 in112 darii113. Sequitur igitur1M conclu-
. 115,117 118 . - . L. .
sio + Tunc sic: a rei permanentis est dare primum instans sui
116,120
sse

, sit 1llud instans121 gratia exempli nunc122 presens123; hoc

. 124 . . 125 126 . ., s s . ,
instans presens est primum 1nstans esse a , igitur in 1sto 1lmstanti

. . . s 2 28
presenti a est et prius non fuit. Antecedens est verum, 1g1tur1 7 et1
' 131

119

. 2 . 130 ,
consequens. Verltas’ ? antecedentis 3 patet per casum. Consequentia

50 altitudo B; om. C. 51-52 om. C. 53-54 similia B. 55 guod B,

56 om. G. 57 om. B. 58-59 om. B. 60-61 eas C. 62 om. B.

63 om. AC. = 64 alique BD. 65 om. C. 66 movantur A. " 67 om. D.
68 talia A; culusmodi D, 69 om, D. 70 signa talia sicut B; om. D.

71 et similia add. B. 72 prehabitis B; visis €. 73 om. BCD.

74 et primo C. 75 de D. 76-77 om. D, 78 de D. 79-80 om. D.
81-82 primo D. 83 item B; in primo. C. 84-85 om. B. * 86 et primo C.
87 igitur conclusio D. 88 illa A; ista C. 89 qued quicquid CD.

90 de B. 91-92 debet exponi per positionem presentis et remotiomem prete-
riti C. 93 ista C. 94 om. B; conclusio C, 95 om. CD. 96 nec
A; illa C. 97 om. C; add. ©.m. D. 98 incipit nunc B. 99 om. A.
100 om. C. - 101 a est B; erit C. 102 diu C. 103 in A3 om. C.

104 esse ipsius a A. 105 nota est D. 106-107 regulam suppositam B,
108 om. C; nota est D. 109 om. AB. 110 discurrendo B; discursum C.
111 om. C. 112 unde B. 113 dari B, 114 tunc B, 115-116 om.

B. 117 tunc conclusio A.. 118 igitur tunc A. 119-120 om. A.

121 om. AD. 122-123 a tunc sic infertur minor sed ACD. 124 om. ACD.
125 om. B.- 126 rei A; rei premanentis a D. 127 om. D. 128 etiam
B; et similiter D. 129-130 antecedens B. 131 et consequentia CD.
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. 132 . . 133
patet, quia oppositum consequentis nullo medo potest stare cum ante-

cedenteTBa, qﬁia illa duo non stant simul 'a priu5135’137 fuit vel a nunc
. 136 : 138 139 140 , - . 141 .

non est', et cum hoc quod hoe instans presens sit primum

instans esse142 a

2.1.1

143 | . i ] . ‘s
Ex ista conclusione sequitur generaliter quod omnis propositio af-

firmativa -composita ex terminis rerum permanentium, in qua ponitur hoc
verbum 'incipit', debet exponi per positionem deM4 presenti et per146 re-
. . 145,147 . . . 148 . 149 .
motionem de preterito . Verbi gratia sic dicendo Sortes in-~
cipit150 esse' ista proposit10151 debet sic152 exponi153 'Sortes154 est

in155 ho§157 1nstant1156 1158 nunc160 est159 et161 ante162 iliu d164 on

fuit'l63, quarum165 duarum prop051t10num exponentlum167 na168 est affir-

. . 16 170 .
mativa et vocatur 'p051t10 de presenti", alia 9 negativa et voca-

tur "remotio de preterito", s:i.cut171 patet1?2 per primam173 supp051t10na£66

2.,1.2
. 73 . b . 7 . ‘ .
Sec:undo174 ex dicta . ccmcluauonel7 sequltur1 7 quod omnis proposi-
. . .. 178 L. 179 s . s
tio affirmativa '~ composita ex terminls rerum permanentium, in qua

. 1 18 o s . .
ponitur hoc180 verbum t 'incipit', convertitur cum una copulativa compo-

183
187

. . - 2
sita ex expomentibus, qula18 exponentes tales sunt quod ab una ad aliam

. 186
est bona consequentia et184 econverso. Verbi gratia ista prOpOSltlo

'Sortes incipit esse' convertitur cum ista copulatlva188 'Sortes nunec est

. . . 2 e P ..
et Sortes189 prius non fuit', 190 ideo (e sequltur19 'Sortes incipit
-esse193, igitur Sortes nunc est et prius mon fuit'. Similiter195 sequitur

econvefso‘94’196. Ex istis sequitur quod semper a197 ta1i198 proposi’tione‘99

132 per B. 133-134 repugnat antecedenti C. 135-136 nunc est et prius
fuit C. 137 ipsius B, 138 tamen quod A; habet cum C. 139-140

om. ABC. 141 est B, 142 etiam C. 143 et ex C. 144=145 ete. C.
146 om. AB. 147 futuro B, 148-149 om. C. - 150 nunc incipit D.

151 ‘oratio B. 152 om, A, " 153 esse C. 154 Sortis C.

155-156 nunc C. 157 primo B. 158-159 om. AC. 160 Sortes nunc D,
161 et Sortes A. 162-163 immediate ante non fuit vel Sortes ante illud
instans nom fuit D. 164 illud instans A; hoc C. 165-166 om. C.

167 om. D. 168 prima B. 169 secunda B; et alia D. 170 om. BD.

171 iltud A; om.D. 172 om.D. 173 secundam B, 174 om.C. 175 eadem B; qua G
-176 correlarium C. 177 om, C. 178 om. D. 179 sequitur composita
C. 180-181 om. D.’ 182-183 talis propositionis in quod ab uma ad
alteram B; et ab una ad aliam C; quia ab illa ad exponentes D,

184-185 om. C. 186-187 om. B. 188 om. D. 189 om. A. 190 ergo
B. 191-192 om. B. 193-194 om. B. 195 item D, 196 Sortes nunc
est et prius non fuit igitur Sortes incipit esse D. 197 ad AB,

198 talem AR, 199 propositionem AB, 200 affirmativam AB,
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. . . . 2 s e .

afflrmatlvazoo, in qua ponltur201 hoc . verbumzo3 'incipit', ad quamlibet
. 204 v . . 205,207

elus exponentem egt /D 215 b/ bona consequentia, sicut patet de
185,206 '

se .

2.2

. 2 . o . .
SECUNDA CONCLUSIO est 1sta 08 quod ommnis propositio affirmativa com=
. s : s . ' . o209 210
posita ex terminis rerum successivarum, 1ln qua ponitur hoc verbum
: e e 2 o . .
/A 507/ 'incipit', debet 1 exponi. per /B 15'b/ remotionem de presenti et
positionem de future. Verbi gratia ista . propositioz13 'motus incipit

esse' debet sic exponi 'motus nunc214 non est et immediate215 post hoc
..216, 217,219 218
erit .. Istam

L 221 ... 222, o GH. . 223
in illo instanti, in quo incipit esse, esset , in rerum natura

. ~220 . . P
conclusionem probo sic: si aliquis motus

. , . 22 _ 2
sequlturzza, quod esset dare primum 1nstans . alicuius mo_tus2 6. Conse-

. ips 227 i . .
quens est impossibile,. ergo et antecedens. Impossibilitas consequentils
2 2 230 . N 2 . ..
e hoc2 9 quod 3 nuliius continul est 2l dare 51mpl1c1ter232
. 233 , 234 ) 235 . .
primum. Sed omnls motus est de numero continuorum, ergo nulli-

236,238 237,241 242
us . Tam

. 243 . 244 245 246 . 247 . . 248
malor quam minor patet sexto et septimo Physicorum 1n

249 . 250 . 251 252 . .253 - S
locis Consequentlam probo , guia st nunc aliquis

. 254 255 256 i . . 257

motus primo esset s, ergo prius non fult motus. Tunc sic: motus

2 . 2 . . 260 ‘ 2 .
nunc est et 58 Prius non 59 fuit, et ante 1stum motum non g fuit motus,

patet ex
239 . . ., 240 . .
motus est dare simplicitey primum lustans

pluribus

.. . 262 . 263 264 . 265
1gitur 1lste est primus = motus . Comsequentia patet de se.

2.2.1

. . 266 ; : . ‘ C L. 267 . . : . 268
Ex istis sequitur quod omnis propeosltio affirmativa composita

. s . C. 269 . ..
ex terminis rerum successivarum, 1n qua ponitur hoc verbum 'incipit',

201 sequitur ponitur A, 202-203 om. D. 204 om. A. 205-206 om. A.

207 illué D. 208 om. C. 209-210 om. C. © 211 in qua ponitur debet
C. 212-213 om. BC. 214 om. A; ineipit numc C. 215 wmotus C; motus
immediate D. . 216 motus immediate C. 217-218 om. .D. 219 ergo
istam C. 220 probatur D. 221 esset in B per D. 222 hoc A;
aliquo C. 223 om. B. 224 sequeretur C. 225 om. AC.

226 moti B.- 227 om. D. 228 de AC. 229 eo A. 230 quia C.

231 instans est D. ~~ 232 om. C. 233 om. C. 234 om. AC.

235 genere C. 236-237 etc. A. 238 om. C, 239 non est C.

240 om. C. 241 om. BC. 242 om. G. 243 et C. 244 istius ra-
tionis patent B. 245 per Aristotelem in C. 246-247 om. C.

248 et in Bj om. D. 249 multis C; om. D. 250 om. AD. 251 con—
sequentia C. 252 ego probo B; patet C. 253 om. B. 254 prius B.
255 erit B.. 256 tunc D. 257 iste motus Bj; et sit motus D.

258 nec D. 259 om. D. 260 omnem C. 261 om. C. 262 iste
motus D. 263 om. C. 264 om., B. 265 consequentiam A.

266 illo A; quo C; isto D. 267 om. C. 268 que componitur C.
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. . . 270 : .
convertitur cum una copulativa composita ex una negativa de presenti et

2 74
una271 affirmativa dé futuro, et 2 qu0d273 ab2?4 uﬁa275

276,278 P - 279,281

ad aliam est bona

: . B 280
consequentia, Illud atet de ista propositione 'motus

N 277, 282,284 . L
1nclplt esse , que convertitur cum una copulativa 'motus nunc non

est et immediate post hoc eritzas'. Et cbnsimiliter286’288

us287 qu.0(1289,290 a292

patet ut pri-

tali propositione /C 24°b/ ad quanlibet eius expo-—

nentem est bona consequentia283’291’293.

2.3

295,296 298 299

Istisz94 prehabitis TERTIA CONCLUSIO est297, quod hec
proposit10300 est impossibilis 'motus incipit esse’. Istam301 conclusio- -

302 303 304 305,

nem~ = probo sic: ista propositio est necessaria 'omnis motus est

308 oyi-

M

. 306 , . . 7 . ey i s . .
lgitur sua opposita simpliciter est impossibilis, videlicet

: . 0 310 . iy e
quis motus non est', et per consequens 1sta3 ? est 1 impossibilis

tus non est'. Consequentia312 est bona313,_ergo314 ista copulativa est

impossibilis 'motus nunc non est et immediéte315 post hoc erit'. Sed ista
316 37 . . . ... 318
— ut . prehabitum est - convertitur cum ista propositione

' S e v s 319 . L e.s 321, TR 320,
motus inciplt esse’, 1gitur 1sta propositio motus 1ncipit esse
est impossibilis. Primam322 propositionem323 assumptam325 prob0326’328.

2 ! ; . :
Quod3 ) hec est322 necessaria 'omnis motus est327' prob0330

332,334 3331 i3 motus eet??

copulativa

sic331 physi-

337

' non potest

lequendo: ista propositio
338 . . . . o eps .

nec potult nec poterit esse falsa sine mutatione significationis tex-
. : . 339 . . L340 L 340 . L .

mincrum postquam fuit 1mp931ta3 ad significandum 4'; igitur 1sta342

propositio 8 est necessaria. Consequentia patet, quia arguitur344 3345
346 ad diffinitum34?. Anteceden3348’350 patet de se349.

269 quo A, 270 om. AB. 271 una propositione B, 272 in B.

273 om. C. 274 ex C. 275 uno B, - 276-277 om. C. )

278 sicut B; om. D. 279-280 hic B. 281 ex D. 282-283 om. A.
284-285 om. C, - 286-287 probatur sicut prius D, 288-289 om. C.
290-291 om. D. 292 ex C. 293 ut motus incipit esse ergo nunc non
est et immediate post hoc erit add. C. 294-295 om. B. 296 preliba-
tis C. 297 sequitur D. 298 om. A. 299 ista AD. 300 om. C.
301 om. BD; quod C. 302 om. BCD, 303 probatur D. 304 prima

est A. ° 305 om. B. 306 si una C. 307 om. A; si sic B; sic C.

308 si sic ergo ista A; scilicet B; ista C, 309 ista indefinita B.

310 om. C. 311 om. C. 312-313 tunec ista est impossibilis motus non
est B, 314 quia D. 315 motus immediate B. 316 om. C.

317 sicut A, 318 om. BC. 319-320 om. B. 321 om. C. .

322 primo primam C. 323-324 scilicet istam B. 325 videlicet istam
omnis motus est C; per assumptam D. - .326-327 om. C.- 328 probo sic A.
329 sit D, 330-331 om. D. 332-333 3-4-1-2 C. 334 et hoc sophis-
tice B, 335-336 est necessaria quia C. 337-338 om. C. .
339-340 om. C. 341 impositam B. 342 om. A; ipsa.C. = 343 om. AC.
344 arguit B. 345 ad B. 346 diffinitionem B. 347 diffinitione B.
348-349 om. D. 350 et antecedens C. 351 arguo sic B. 352 om. A,

diffinitione
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. . . 351 . .
Contra istam conclusionem argultur : motus Sortis potest 1lnclpere

esse352, motus353 Sortis est motus355, igitur motus356 potest incipere

esse354. Discursus?57 patet359 quia est sillogismus expositorius358. Ma-

ior360 patet de361 se362 quia363 notum365 est366 quod367 Sortes.potest in-

cipere se moveriBBh. Minor patet368 quia ibi369 ponitur370 superius371 de

inferiori affirmativ9372‘373.

374 .

. e . 376 . . 377
, motus Sortis potest 1lncipere esse , lgltur motus potest

379

Ttem

.. 378 . . 4381
incipere esse . Consequentla est ‘bona, [quial antecedens est wverum,

.. 382 . R 80 . .
igitur et consequens. Quod consequentla sit bona3 patet quila arguitur

384

ab inferiori ad superius383 sine distributione385. Verita5386 anteceden-

tis patet d2385 se375’387.

. . 8 0. .
Item, quicquid potest non esse et po_stea3 ? asse, potest39 incipere
391

: 392
esse. Sed motus potest non esse et postea esse, ergo motus potest

L . : . i aqs 393 . 4
incipere esse. Discursus patet de se, et malor similiter ? . M1n0r39

395’39§ quia est un3397 indefinita398 cuius quelibet singularis39

, . . 400 401
est vera, quia non est aliquis motus quin = per

40%

entem possitao4 non esse et postea405 esse, et hoc406 precipue tenen-—
407
do

patet

. 402 .
potentiam conveni-

‘quod motus non sit res distincta a rebusbo8 permanentibus.
Ad primum istorum dico409 quod410 cum411
potesé14'incipere esséws' i1hm?16 concedo, eé17_ad minorem «cum

ué20’421'motusSortisestnmtus'dico_quoézzsiSortesnunézanoézanmveaum,

illa est425 falsa, et si Sort95426 nunchﬂrmoveatur,_illa428 est vera,

Séd429

dicitur412 'motus Sortis41

418,419 .-

dici-

t

o o . . .. .
tunc non /C 25%a/ stat43 in veritate cum maiori. Vel breviter

353-354 om. B, 355 Sortes C. 356 motus Sortis C: 357-358 om. A.
359 valet C. 360 et maior C. " 361-362 om. AD, 363-364 om. B.

365 ita C; om. D. 366-367 om. D. 368 etiam pdtet C. 369 hic A;
om. CD. 370 proceditur C. 371-372 affirmative ab inferiori ad
superius est bona consequentia C. 373 om. B. 374-375 om. A.

376 om. B. 377 motus Sortis C. 378 om. B. 379-380 om. C.

381 om. B. 382 om. D. 383 suum superius C. 384-385 affirmative D.
386-387 om. C. - 388 ex D. 389 potest D. 390 hoc potest D.

391 om. D. 392-393 est huiusmodi igitur etc. A; est huiusmodi ergo motus
Sortis potést incipere esse C; est huiusmodi igitur. Discursus patet et
maior etiam patet de se D. - 394-395 discursus patet et maior et minor C.
396 declaratur B. 397 om. C. 398 affirmativa indefinita D.

399 om. B; pars singularis C. 400 quod C. - 401 om. C, 402 divinam
potentiam C. 403 prime cause Bj aliquam D. 404 potest B,

405 possit D. 406 om, D. 407 retinendo B. 408 om. D.

409 motus Sortis est motus dico Aj om. B; dicendum D. 410 om. BD.

411 om. AD; quande B. 412-413 om. A; dico motus Sortis D.

414~415 etc. B; possit non esse D. 416 om,. AB. 417 om. AD.

418 quando B. 419-420 om. D. 421 dico C. 422 om. D.

423-424 om. C. 425 tunc B. 426-427 om. C. 428 om. BC.

429 et CD. 430 et non stat C. 431 dicendum D. 432 dici ad dis-
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potest431 dici432 quod in talibus. propositionibus eqﬁipollentibusl':i3 pro-

positionibu9434 ypotheticis non oportet discursum435 valere,
Ad aliﬁd436 argumen‘tum437 dic0438
onem quando439 dicitur 40 quod441 arguitur ab inferiori ad superius442

affirmative443, dico444,446 445,448.
452 453

. . 4 s . o
Et si ita ) dlcatu'r450 contra qula451 ambe propositiones .

tam454 malor quam minorass, sunt456 affirmative, /D 216ra/ 1'_git:ur.457 ar-

461

negando consequentiam., Ad probati-

] 447
istam - negando

guitur458 affirmative459, dico istam460 consequentiam negando, quia

ad hoc quod arguitux_ll62 affirmative non ta.ntum463 ret:[uiriturl"64 quod propositio—
ESAGS sint466 affirmative, sed ulterius467 requiritur 8 quod quelibet

469 470 471 . 472
vel |~ saltem necessario

n

propositio exponens tales affirmativas
P P 4 . 7 .o C e . .
requ151ta473 ad expos:Ltlonem47 talluma 3 propositlonum476 sit affirmativa.

et qui.'a.!'77 sic478 non est479 in proposito /B 16%a/ eo480 quod481 una482

. . 484 P 485 . . 486 . 487
exponentium istarum propositionum est negativa , ideo non - argu-
. " .. 483
itur affirmative .

Ad aliud488 quando489 dicitur quod491'quicquid potest non esse et492

493 494 . . 490,495 .. 496 497
postea esse potest incipere esse , dico

istam conceden~—
d0498. Et499 ulterius quando diciturso0 quodso1 motus potest502 non503

504 305 506 . 507 . 509 508 .
esse et postea”™ "~ esse , dico 1stam negando s quamvis per
. - .. 510 P .511 ..512 .. 513
potentiam prime cause possit verificari , de qua potentia nihil

loquor514 ad presens, sed tantummodo515 physice516

cursum B; om. D, 433 equivalentibus D, .. 434 et propositionibus C.
435 distributionem C, 436 secundum BC. 437 om. BC. 438 dicitur B.
439-440 om. D. 441 gquia BD. 442 suum superius C. 443 om. C.
444-445 consequentia est neganda B. 446-447 om. D. 448 nego D.

449 om. D. 450 dicitur C. 451 om. B; qued C. 452 om. C. .

453 om. C. 454-455 om. B. 456 sint D. - 457 om. C. . 458 om. AC.
459 om. C. 460 om. B; etiam C. 461 om, C. 462 arguatur C.

463 om. C. 464 megatur B, 465 ille propositiones C; ambe prepositio-
nes D, 466 sunt B, 467 etiam C, 468 negatur B; om. C.

469 propositiones C; om. D. 470 om. C. 471 scilicet C. 472 om. A.
473 requisitas C, 474 exponentes A. 475-476 talem propositionem B.
477 autem C. 478 om. C. 479 om. C. 480 om, CD. 481 quo C;
quia D. . 482-483 om. C. 484 talium B; om. D. 485 om, D, ’

486 necessaria B. 487 om. B. 488 tertium BC. 489-490 om. C.

491 om. BD, 492 om, A, 493 post A; potest D. 494-495 om. BD,

496 om. AC. 497 ad istam Bj maior C. 498 concedo A; conceditur C.
499~500 ad minorem A; sed minor est falsa C. 501 om. AD. 502 possit
C. - 503 om. C, 504 om. A. 305 potest D. 506 non esse C,
507-508 om. C. 509 om. B. 310 breviter posset A; poterit B,

511 ista verificari B. 512 om. BC. 513 non C. 514 loquitur C; omD.
515 tantum C, 516 physice quod dicimus sive in illo tractatu intendo
complere B; physice loquendo dico ista D. 517-518 quarta conclusio
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2.3.1

. 517 ; ... 518 . T
Ulterius sequitur ex premissis quod tales consequentie "a 1neil-

520

. . ,. 519 . - . .
pit esse, igitur a erit ' tam in terminis rerum permanentium quam 1n

521 522 523 524 525
, et

terminis rerum successivarum sunt omnino necessarie hoe

. ... 527 .. 326
ponendo in distinctis terminis

2,3.1.1

Primos?8 hoc529 pr0b0530 in terminis rerum permanentium. Et531 pro-

532 . f . .
bo hane consequentiam esse bonam 'Sortes incipit esse, 1lgitur Sortes

erit' quia - sicut ex predictis patet - illa consequentia est bona 'Sortes

R .. ‘ Vs 533 , . . 534
incipit esse, igitur Sortes nunc est’; 1gitur quicquid sequitur ad
i 536

consequens sequitur ad antecedens. BSed ad hoc535 consequens 3 'Sortes537

=0 ::u:lsl{2 hoc543 antecedens "Sor—

547
t

538 . 5 ;
nunc est 38, sequitur quod 39 Sortes eritj ergo

544 545 541,546

tes incipit esse' sequitur quod Sortes erit E ued ista
P q q q

consequentia sit bona 'Sortes nunc est, ergo Sortes erit’ probo sic, quia

. 348 549 550 - ., 551
s1 t cum per secundam suppositionem non Sit

dare ultimum instans rei552 permanentis in553 eSseSSA, igitur hoc555 in-

stans556 non est ultimum instan3557 esse558 Sortis. Et si559 h0c5-60’562

564 565

. .,.563 . . . 566 . ]
instans non sit ultimum 1nstans esse Sortis , sequitur quod post

Sortes nunc sit, e

. 567 . . . . : .
hoc instans Sortes necessario erit, quia si Sortes post hoc instans

568 569
urc

57 .57 .
non esset et 13 esset 0, sequltur quod hoc instans esset

573 561
e .

. . . .. 57 .
ultimum instans sul ess Habeo igitur 4 probatum quod575 ista

. 577 - .
consequentia est bona 'Sortes nunc est, igitur Sortes erit' et per con-

578 .. 579 . 580 , 581 . . . .
sequens hec erit bona consequentia Sortes incipit esse, igitur
g 582 . 576,

ortes erit .
. , 583 584 . ., 585 .. . 586

Contra istam conclusionem arguc slc: sl 1sta propositlio
esset587 vera sequitursss'quod de589 futuris contingentibus essetsgo.de-
est B, 519 est B. 520 om. BCD. 521 om. BCD. 522 om. BC
523 om. BGC. . 524 bone C. 525-526 om. C. 527 dictis D.
528 om. D. 529-530 om. B. 531 om. BC. 532 om. C. 533 sed C.
534 om. B. 535 hec B. 536 consequentia B. 537-538 om. B.
539 om. b. 540-541 om. D. 542 et ad C. 543 om. C. 544 vide-
licet Sortes C. . 545 om. B. 546 est A. 547 autem B. 548 cum B.
549 om. C. 550 tamen AD. 551 est AC. 552 esse rei A.
553=554 om. A, 555 om. AC. 556 om. A. © 557-558 rei permanentis
in esse scilicet Sortis D. 559 sic C. . 560-561 om. C. 562 om. A.
563 est A, 564 om. A. 565-566 om. AD. 567 om. AD. 568 om. B.
569 tunc B. 570 esse B. 571 sequeretur D. 572 esse A. .
573 esse Sortis wvel sui B. 574 propositum C. 575-576 om. C.
577 sit A. 578 om. AD. 57% est D. 580 om. D. 581 om. B.
582 om. A. 583 propositionen C. 584 arguitur D. 585 om. D.
586 conclusio B. 587 est B. 588 sequeretur B. 589 in B.

590 erit C. 59t declarata C. 592 om. C. 593 possunt C.
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. . 2 . i . .

termlnata591 veritas, et quod59 futura contingentia possent593 determinate
sciri594. Seds?5 hoc est596 contra597_Aristotelem598 prim0599
as, igitur600 illud ex quo sequitur6o1. Contrarium602 prob0603 et604 arguo
. 605
ic”

Pery Ermenei-

s 'Sortes nunc606 est, igitur Sortesﬁo7 erit'. Ista608 consequentia

609 . 610 _ 611 . . g
est boma, et 9 antecedens est scitum a te esse i verum s lgltur con—

613 _ . 614 . . . .
st scltum a te esse verum » qula quil sclt premlssas esse

616 N 617 et618-bonum619, scit620 -

612
sequens e

L 615
veras et scit discursum esse erum

clusionem esse621 veram622, quia aliter demonstrat10623Vnumquamezh face—

625 . 626 627,629 630 628,631
t° 7 sclre nec e . Ex

re sset sillogismus faciens scire
632 i

sc15633 istam ptopositionem63b 'Sortes635 est'

636, o 638

quo sequitur guod sicut

. . 6 . g . . 639
1ta scils eh istam 'Sortes erit clarum est quod distincte

et640 determ:i.nate641 sci-s642 istam 'Sortes est' quia643 tu645 \arides.&'6

. 648 649 - 650
1s

. 6 .. S
manifeste quod Sortes est 44, Lgltur tu647 sc distincte =~ et

determinate651‘istam 'Sortes erit’. Séd652 ista654 /c 25rb/ propositio655

. 6 ) . . ,
“'Sortes er1t656‘ est futurum & contingens, igitur aliquod futurum coantin—

658 659 653,661 662
et .

— . 660 . .
gens distincte determinate. scitur Sed non est maior

ratio de uno futuro663 contingenti664 quam de alioées, igitur videtur quod

. . 666 -
omne futurum contingens potest determinate SClril.

Ad illud667 respoﬁdeo : pro cuius soluticne notandum669 est670 quod

672 -t673

. . . 671 : .
futurum contingens duplex est, quia quoddam es futurum contin-

gens674 quod pro illo675 pro quo est verum nullo modo potest esse676 fal-
sum, et tale futurum contingens est 'nunc677 futurum contingens', quod678

. . = . 680 . .
sequitur necessario ex propositione vera et679 nere 8 de presenti. Aliud

594 et sciri A. 595-596 consequens est falsum et C. 597 impossibile
B; inconsequens D, 598 patet B; om. D. 599 secundo B.

600-601 om. C. 602 consequentiam BC. 603 probatur D. - 604-605 om.
D, 606 non C. 607 nunc C. 608 om. B. 609 sed tunc et D.

610 om., AC; et D. 611 om. AC. . 612 et consequens C. 613-614 om. D.
615 dat C3; om. D. 616 om. D. 617 om. CD. . 618 om. BCD, - 619 om.
D. 620 om. B. 621 om. C.. 622 om. C; bonam et scitum veram D.

623 demonstrative B. 624 non B. 625 om. B. 626 om. B:

627-628 om. A. 629 om. B. 630 om. C. 631 om. B. " 632 om. D.
633 tu scis B; seit D. 634 om. CD, 635-636 om. D. 637 tu scis B.
638 et D. 639 om. B. 640 om. BC. 641 om. C. 642 seit D.
643-644 om. C. 645 om. D. 646 vides istam B; videt D. 647 om. CD,
648 scit D, 649 om. A. 650 om. AC. 651 om. C. 652-653 om. D.
654 clarum est quod ista B.. 655-656 om. C. 657 om. B.

658-659 om. B. 660 indeterminate A. 661 erit scitum A. . 662 alia
B. 663 om. BC. 664 om. B. 665 alio contingenti B; reliquo D,

666 distincte et determinate B. 667 illud. argumentum B. 668 respon~’
detur BC. 669 sciendum B; nominandum C. 670 om. CD, 671 quidem
D. 672 quod quoddam C; om. D. 673-674 om. BD. 675 futaro C.

676 est C. 677 omne B; mon C; verum D. 678 quia C.- 679 om. B.

680 mediata C. 681 om. A. 682 in C. 683-684 om. C. 685 om.
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est futurum contingens quod681 pro illo ‘instanti pro682 quo est verum pro683

684 .685 . . .
eodem instanti potest esse falsumj et ista veritas vocatur 'veritas

. ) . n ; - . . .
indeterminata quia non est necessario determinata ad unam partem, et talia

contingentia sunt huitismodi6$6 'Sortes bibit687', 'Sorf:es688 comedetégg',
690

etc. :
Per691 hoc693 dic0692 ad argumentum694 concedendo695 quod de696 primis

. 6 . , 6 . . 699
futuris 97'cont1ngent1bus - potest esse determinata veritas et deter-

. 700 . . , 701 . C .
minata et distincta scientia sicut de propositionibus mere de presen-—

ti ex quibus talia contingentia sequuutur702. De703 futuris704 secundis705

. . 70 . 708 . . .
contlngentlbus706 nulla / est veritas determinata nec certa scientia

et’?? de talibu371o.loquitur711 /D 216"b/ Aristoteles in’ 12 loco sepius714

allegato713.

2.3.1.2

. 715 . . S . . 716
Hoc idem dstendo in terminis rerum successivarum, videlicet quod

. 717 i ax s s s
tales consequentie sunt bone 'Sortes incipit moveri, igitur Sortes mo-

vebitur', Istam718 conSEquentiam719 proboTZO: 3721

723

.o ) . 722
propositione exposita

; . . Lo 124
ad quamlibet exponentem est bona consequentia, sicut ex habitis est

) . ‘o . 72 726
manifestum. Sed ista propositio 'Sortes movebitur' est una 2 exponens

P e e . . , . .. 729
1st1us727 'Sortes incipit moveri' 51cut728 etlam730 patet ex predictis s

r . . 731 .
1gitur 1sta consequentia est bona 'Sortes incipit moveri, ipgitur Sortes

movebitur732'.

Ulterius sequitur733 declaratio734 istius735 consequentis736"Sortes

738,

737, ; . . r
movetur 3 , igitur Sortes movebitur Istam consequentiam /B 16 b/

pr0b0739, et primo de motu locali, secundo de aliis motibus740.

BC. 686 om, C. 687 curret A; sedet D. 688 om. AB. 689 om. A.
690 et sic de aliis Cj om. D. 691-692 om, C, 693 consequens B.

694 argumenta A. 695 om. B; concedo C. 696 a C, 697 om. B,

698 om. BC. 699-700 om. C, 701 om. B. 702 ‘sequitur B,

703 sed de C. 704 om. BC. 705 aliis B. 706 autem contingentibus
B. 707 nullo modo B:; om. C. © 708-709 impeossibile C. 710 quibus C.
711 intelligitur B; monstrat D. 712-713 om. C. 714 prius B.

715 concedo etiam D. 716=717 om. B, 718 hanc C. 719 propositio—
nem A; conclusiomem C. 720 probo sic B. 721 ab omni B; quia a C.

722 exceptiva B. 723 suam exponentem B; eius exponentem C.

724 predictis B; prehabitis C. 725 unam D. . 726 exponentium D.

727 illam D. 728-729 om. A, 730 om. B, 731-732 etc, C.

733 etiam sequitur B. 734 pro declaratione B. 735 huius C.

736 istam consequentiam esse bonmam B; consequentie D. 737 movebitur B.

738 localiter movetur B. 739 probo sic C. " 740 om. A.
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2.3.1.2.1.1

7 745 42 ., " .
De“”’743 motuI44 localllqa arguo?% sic: Sortes movetur i localiter,

igitur Sortes747 est in loco, vel?48 igitur 51749 Sortes sit751 in loco750

habEbit752 ali.quém753 alium754;10cum755 quam756 nunc habet?57 vel758 norzsq

51 Sortes760’762 habebit alium76§ locum quam764 nunc habet’ 015763

, lgitur
So_rtes766 mnvebitur767. /A 517a/ Si768 Tion habebit770 aliquem alium locum

quam nunc habet771, igitur Sortes772 non movetu;769 1oca1iter773, quia ha-

hito‘ultimo774 loco cessat motus localis775.
776 L7177 . PR . 778 .
‘Idem potest probari de motu locali circulari uno corpore exi-—
stente in779 eodem loco780 movendo781 tamen782 circulariter, Sed7_83 tunc

debet fieri probatio respectu785 partium illius corporis quod sic movetugsﬁ

786 788 789 ¢ 790
pars

quii quacumque parte capta illius787‘corpbris vel illa r

habebit alium791 locum quam nunc792 habet, et793 sic ulterius movebitur

localiter, Ve1795 ista796 pars797 non hébebit798 aliumrlocum799 quam nuncg00
habet, et sic non moveBiturSO1 10ca1iter794, quia802 moveri localiter nonso4

est aliud quelm835 acquirere806 locum post locum. Patet igitur quod illa consequentia est
bona 'Sortes movetur localiter, igitur Sortes807 novebitur localiter' quia

.. 808 . 809 . P 810 .
ex opposito consequentis simpliciter sequitur oppositum anteceden-—

ti$811; nam.B12 sequitur 'Sortes non movetu;813 10ca1iter803, igitur814
éortesS15 non habebit alium locum quam nunc habet' et per consequens 'Sor-
tesB1-6 non movetur localiter’, igiturs17 de primo ad u1timum819 sequitur

'Sortes mon movebitur localiter,.ergo Sortes non movetur 10ca1iter818'f

. . . . v P . :
Contra istam conclusionem arguo sic: /C 25 a/ si ista consequentia

., 820 . 821 . :
sit bona 'Sortes movetur localiter , ergo Sortes movebitur localiter',

741-742 primo B. 743 et C. 744=745 om. C. 746 movere C.

747 om. C. 748 om, D. 749-750 om. C. 751 sit B. 752 vel
habebit D. 753 om. AC. 754 om. B. 755 locum primum B.

756-757 om. C. ‘758-759 om. B. ) 760-761 sic C. 762 om. BD.

763 primum B; aliquem alium D. 764-765 om. A. 766 om. C.

767 non movebitur B; movebitur localiter D. 768-769 om. B.

770-771 om. AC. - 772 om. C. 773 om. C, - 774 ultimato D.

775 localiter B; localis igitur non movebitur C; et per contra non movetur
quod est contra casum D, 776 item idem Aj; idem etiam C. ° 777 impro-
bari A; haberi D. 778 circuli A, 779-780 om. C. 781 moto CD.

782 om. C. 783-784 om. C. 785 secunda A; rerum B. 786 accepta B,
787 om. B. 788-789 om. B. 790 om. BC. 791 proprium B; illum C.
792 non C. 793-794 vel non etc, A. 795 aut C. 796-797 om. CD.
798 habet D. 799 om. B. 800 non C. 801 movetur D.

802-803 om. C. 804 nihil B. 805 nisi quam B. 806 accipere A.

807 om, A, 808 opposita A. 809 om. BD. 810 etiam B. 811 om.
BD. - 812 enim A. 813 movebitur B, - 814 igitur Sortes non movebitur
igitur D. 815 om. A. 816 om. C. 817-818 om. AC. 819 penul-

timum B, 820 est B. 821 om. AC. 822 tunc B; et C. 823 dicit
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cum822 illud consequens sit823 de futuro contingenti de824 quo825 not. est

. 8 . . . , 82 .
allquaz6 determinata veritas, Sequltur etiam / quod de 1isto antecedente

'Sortes828 movetur localiterszg' non eri.t830 aliqua831 determinata verita§3{

P . . . .. 833 o s -
quia in omni bona consequentia s1 consequens sit alicui dubium et ante-

cedens erits34 eidem835 dubium. Et836 si consequens sit837 indeterminate

verum vel838 falsum839, et antecedens erit indeterminate840 verum841 vels42

falsumsag. Et per consequens sequitur quod aliqua pfopositios44 mereal‘Sa

de presenti non erit845b determinate vera vel falsa.

Item8b6 ulteriusBA?a sequitﬁr847b quod848 51849 1113850 consequentia

it851

sit®>?

s bona 'Sortes movetur, igitur Sortes movebitur', cum impossibile

855,857

. 854 ) . wp .
scire hoc853 consequens 'Sortes movebitur', ipitur impos=

. . . 856 . 858 .
sibile erit scire hoc antecedens 'Sortes movetur' 3 , quod videtur maxi-

859 860 . 861 . 862 . 863 .864
me absurdum , precipue cum videmus expresse aliqua moverli

et865 cum866 secundum.AtistotelemSﬁ? motus sit868 sensibile commune869.

ltem SeqUiturSTOQ si ista®!! consequentia872 sit bona *Sortes® > mo-

6,

vetur, ergog75 Sortes movebiturs7 . igitur877 sequitur87a quod aliqua pro-

o - . . 878 . 3 . 87
positio de preterito erit 8 ita indeterminate vera sicut quecumque 9 pro-—

positio880 de futuro contingenti, quod videtur881 esse882 contra istam

.. 883 884, . .. .
propesitionem communem 'omnis propositio de preterito vera est ne-

cessaria’. Assumptum probo et capio hanc propositionem de futuro 'Sor-

tes movebitur' que propositio vocetur a'. Et capio hanc proposi-
q prop P

. 88 . . .

tlonem 8 de preterito 'a fult889 verum'. Tunc890 sic: a potest891 numquam
. E . . Sy ., 892 893, : .

fuisse verum, igitur hec propositio 'a fult ~~verum potest numguam fuis-—

895 . 896
e

8 ‘ . . . .-
se vera 94. Consequentia patet de s ex hoc, quod veritas 1stilus

propositioni5897 'a fuit verum' dependet898 totaliter899 ex veritate a.

C. 824 a3 B; et C, 825 quo futuro B; econverso C. 826 om. AD.
827 om. C. 828-829 om. C. 830 est AC, 831 om. A. 832 veritas
Sortes movetur C, 833 est Ay dicit C. | 834 est C. 835 om. D.
836 et sic B. 837 dicit C, 838-839 om. C. 840 tale D.

841 om. D. - 842-843 om. CD. 844 om, D. 845a media A; om. B.
845b est BC. 846 om, B. 847a om. A; 8i ulterius D. 847b om. A.
848 om. AC. 849 etiam B. 830 om. A. 851 dicit C. 852 scit
A; dicit C. 853 hoc quia A; illud CD. - 854 contingens D.

855-856 om. B. . 857 om. A; quod C. 858 nunc A. 859 om. CD.

860 asserendum A. 861 precise B; om CD. 862 videamus BD.

863 quod aliqua BCD. 864 moventur BD; movere C. 865 et etiam Bj;
om. D, - 866 quia D. 867 philosophum D. " 868 sit unum B; est D.
869 om. C. 870 om. BCD. 871 om. A. 872 esset C. 873-874
o, A. 875-876 etc. C; om. D. 877 om. B; consequentia C.

878 vera est B. 879 illa A; aliqua BC. 880 om. AD. 381 est C.
882 om. C; esse impossibile et D, 883 secundam vel propositionem C.
884 om. A; communem scilicet C. 885 istam Aj illam C. 886 om. BC.
887 vocetur B. 888 om. CD. 889 sit C. 890 et tunc B.

891 potuit C. 892 git C. 893 om. B. 894 verum BC.

895-896 om. C. 897 om. B. 898 dependeat B, 899 om, C,
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. . 90 g . )
Ad primum 1storum900 respondeo; pro L cuius solutione et aliorum ar-

. . . . 0
gumentoru'mgo2 subsequent1um903 est sciendum quod allque904 proposulones9 3

de presenti et deg-o6 preterito sunt huiusmodigo? quod veritas :i.llarum908

propositionum909 dependet910 totaliter /D 216 a/ ex veritate propositionum

contingentium911, de quibus nulla est determinata veritas vel falsitas,
912,914 .915 e . .. 916
et saltem si tales propositiones de presenti et de preterito
= I . . g 2
debeant917 exponi 1ta918 quod919 una 1starum920 exponentlumgz1 erlt92 pro-
. s . : 44923 924
positio de contingenti de qua nulla est

913

determinata veritas wvel fal-

928 de929

. : . G 27 e P
s1ltas Verbl-925 gratlagz6 exponentes 1St1us9 propositionls

931, suntg32 iste due933 propositionesgBh "Sor-
e . : . .937, 938
fuit in alio loce quam nunc est et

939,942 est943,

que propositio est mereg44 de futuro contingenti945 et reddit946 totamgé?

948 de949

presentigBQ 'Sortes movetur

tes935 immediate ante hoc936

940

. , - . P . .94
'Sortes immediate post hoe erit in alio ! loco quam nunc

. .950 .
contingenti . Et per comsequens ista

21 952', cu:i.953 equivalet954 copula-

istam copulativam mere

propositio de presenti 'Sorte39 movetur

tiva955 prédidtagSa, est957 contingens simplicitergss.r Alie sunt propo-
sitiones de present1959 /c 25"b/ et de Preterito in960 quarum961 expositio-

ne962 non963’965 ponitur aliqua966 propos:i.tio964 de futuro contingenti

indeterminate968 verag69 vel falsa, cuiusmodi970 sunt971 ta1e5972 proposi-

976 967,977
ut

. . . 97 . .975 .
t10nesg73 in quibus ponuntur 4 termini 3 rerum permanentlum

'Adam fuit homo', 'homo est animal'.

900 om. C. 901 quod pro C. - 902 om. D. 903 sequentium RBD.

904 aliqua ACD. 905 propositieo ACD. 906 aliqua propositic de D,

907 huius A. 908 earum A, ‘909 om. AC. 910 dependeat B.
911.dependentium C. 912-913 om. B. 914 vel D. 915 om. D.

916 futuro preterito C. 917 debent D. 918-919 om. AC, 920 om.CD.
921 om. C. 922 est A, 923 non C. 924 erit C. 925 ut D.

926 om, D. 927 illam istius D, 928 om. A. 929-930 om. C.

931 movetur localiter B. 932 que est de presenti sunt C, 933 om, C.
934 om. C. = 935 quod B. 936 hoc instans B. 937 om. AB; alia est
quod D, 938-939 om. B. 940 om. A. 941 aliquo AD. 942 prius D.
943 om. D. 944 veram C. 945 de contingenti A, 946 reddidit C.
947 om. C. 948 om. C. 949 om. B. 950 contingentem B; futuro-
contingenti C. 951 om. €. 952 movetur localiter B; om. C. - 953 cuius
D. 954 equibus vel equilibus C. 955 illa copulativa C. 956 supra-—
dicta A; contingens B. 957 erit BD. 958 simpliciter contingens D.
959 futuro presenti C. . 960 que D. 961 non habent D, 962 exposi-
tioni B; exponentes D, 963-964 om, D. 965 om., B. 966-967 aliquis

terminus rerum successivarum vel etiam que non significant aliquas proposi-
tiones in quibus pomumtur aliqui termini rerum successivarum cuiusmodi sunt

tales propositiones E. 968 nec D. 969 veram A; valet B.
970 cuius A; ut D. 971 sint D. _ 972 termini A; om. D.
973 om. C; iste D, 974 componuntur C. 975 termini vel aliquis ter-

minus GC. 976 successivarum C, 977 cuius sunt tales C. 978 et
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Per978 hoc'ad979 argumenta.

Ad primum concedo980 conclusionem.gs1 qu0382 aliqua propositio /B 16 a/

983 illa984 985

de presenti, scilicet in cuius expositione ponitur aliqued

987

. . . 986 . .
futurum contingens indeterminate verum vel falsum™ , est indeterminate

vera vel falsa'sicut988 illud989 contingens quod ponitur in eius expositi-

one.
Ad secundum dic0990 concedendo991 conclusionem quod impossibile est

. . 992 ,993 .
scire hanc propositionem de present199 'Sortes movetur'. Immo dico

994 995 996, 998

.. 997 . . . )
quod heec 'Sortes movetur est ita dubia sicut 1sta 'Sortes

movebitur'. Quod potest demonstrarig99 per co;:ulatiyam1 compositam2 ex3
eius4 exponentibus cum qua ista proi)ositio5 convertitur, quia illa copula-
tiva - sicut-de se patet — ratione unius partis7 est simpliciter8 contin-
gens. Et ad hoc quod9 dicitur10 quod nos videmus manifesteH aliqua12 mo-
veri13, dico quod14 -‘sicut argumenta exﬁresse15 probant = hoc16 est im-

20 . 21
quod aliqua ' res movea-

25 26 :
a res moveba-

possibile, sed hoc apparet nobis‘7, scilicet18’
19,22 . ; 23 ; 24,
tur , ex hoc quod immediate”” ante hoc instans = 11l
tur?7 quia quod28 prope est29 nihil distare videtur.
Ad alilldg,o q1.10d’31 dicitur32 de Aristotele qui ponit motum esse33 ‘sensibileM
35 : . .. 36 - . . . .
commune ~, hoc ideo dicit™ non quia sentimus aliquid moveri, sed quia
pluribus sensibu's37 percipimus38 quod39 aliquid movebatur. Quia sicut
40 a1 . 2 43 . b
nos  nom possumus - perclpere per sensum vel per intellectum quod
.. .45 . 46 . . . 48,50
aliquid '~ movebitur , ita etiam non possumus perclpere per sensum
51 , ‘ 49 ..
vel per intellectum =~ quod aliquid movetur.
Ad ultimum52 argumentum ~ dico concedende conclusionem quod aliqua

P s 5 .. .5 . 7. :
propositio vera de preterito : est ita 3 bene-_s6 contingens et5 indetermi-

per C. 979 respondeo ad C. 980 dicatur concedende Cj dico comcedendo
D. 981 om. D. 682 scilicet guod C. 983-984 om. AD. 985 om. A;
propositic de contingenti vel aliquod D. 896-897 om. BD. 988 de
aliqua non sunt D. 989 illud futurum C. 990 om. B. 991 concedo B.
992 om. C. 993 om. C. 994 illa C. 995-996 om. C. 997 om. A.
998 om. D. 999 declarari A. 1 eius copulativam C. 2 expositam C.
3 et C. 4 om. B. 5 om. AC. 6 huius C. 7 om. B. = 8 dupli-
citer C. 9 om. B; quando C. 10 om. B. - 11 om. A. 12 aliquando
C. 13 movere B. 14 om. C. 15 om. B. 16 quod hoc B. 17 om.
D. 18-19 om., A. 20 om. BC. 21 alique B. 22 moveantur B;
movetur C. 23 om. C. 24 om. C. 25 ille ABC. 26 om. A.

27 movebantur ABC. 28 illud qued C. 29 om. C. 30 illud B.

31 quando A; om. C; etiam quod D. 32 dictum C. 33 om. B. 34 sen-—
sibilem C. 35 communem C. 36 habet D. 37 sensibilibus C.

38 precipimus C. 39 quid C. 40 com. C. 41 percipimus nec possumus
C. 42 propter C. 43 om. CD. 44 om. C. 45 om. C. 46 move—
batur A; om. G. 47 om. A; nos B; ita C. 48-49 om. A, 50 propter
c. 51 om. CD.. - 52 aliud C. 53 om. C. 54 lacuna in A.

55 om. A. 56 vera AD; om. C. 57-58 om. A. 59 indeterminata C;



61

nate59 vera vel falsa58 sicut'aliqua60 propositi061 de futuro contingenti.
Et tales propositiones62 de pre;erito63 sunt ille in quarum exposition365
ponitur aliquod futurum contingens indeterminate verum vel falsum; et66
talis eet hec propositio67 'a fuit verum'. Et ulterius ad hoc68 quod dici-
tur69 quod illa71 propositio est communis quod70 omnis72 propositio de
preterito vera est necessario, dico quod illa simpliciter est73 falsa prop-

74 . .
ter rationes predictas.

2.3.1.2,1.2

Alia conclusio est ista que-i5 etiam76 sequitur77 ex predictis78, vi-

. . .. 80 s e s . ,
del].cet-79 quod illa consequentia est bona 'Sortes incipit moveri locali-

-
.

ter, igitur immediate /¢ 26 a/ post heoe aliquod spatium erit pertransihn§1
. ) P .84 . .-
Istam consequent:.am82 probo 51c83: Sortes ineipit moverls_ localiter, igi-

tur immediate post hoc movebitur localiter. Consequentia patet perBS'pre—
88,90 .91
~. Et ulterius” :

immediate92 post hoc ﬁpvebitur93, igitur immediate postg4 hoc95 er:i.t96 in

dicta®® .quia87 arguitur ab expositoag_ad exponens

alio loco quam97 nunc est’ ; igitur immediate post hoc aliquod spatium

erit pertransitum,

00

Itemgs, adhuc1 probd_istam191»cénsequentiam et102 argu0103 sic: im~

mediate post hoc Sortes movebitir localiter, igitur nullum medium erit104

antequam aliquod spatium sit195 pertransitum‘OG. Istam consequentiam pro-—
107 L. . 108 .. 109 . . 110 .

bo » quia si consequentia non sit bona, igitur oppositum conse~

11

quentis potest stare cum antecedente. Stabunt igitur ista_duo simul

'immediate post hoc: Sortes movebitur localiter' et 'aliquod medium erit,
antequam aliquod spatium erit pertransitum'®. Capio112 illud113 medium et
ita indeterminate D. 60 illa A. 61 om. A. - 62 om. AC. 63 de
futuroc contingenti non 4; de futuro contingenti et de preterito C.

64 quorum A, 65 om. C. 66 vel etiam que verificantur pro talibus
propositionibus in quarum expositione ponitur aliquod futurum indeterminate
verum vel falsum et B. 67 om. C. 68 illam conclusionem C.

69-70 om. C. - 71 hec A. 72 om. A, 73 om. D. 74 per C.,
75-76 om. C, 77 sequens C, 78 premissis C. - 79 om. BD,

80 conclusio A. 81 pertransitum a Sorte C. 82 om. D, 83 enim
sie D. B84 movere B. 85 om. C; ex D. 86 om. C; predictis D,
87-88 om. A, 89 exponente B; exponentibus C. 90 exposita C.

91 ultra BC. 92 igitur immediate B. 93 Sortes movebitur localiter
B. 94-95 om. C. 96 Sortes erit B; movebitur Sortes erit D.

97 in quo C. 98 non est C; om. D. = 99-100 prima A; primo C.

101 eandem C. = 102-103 om. C. 104 est AD, 105 erit B; et C.

106 pertransitam C. 107 probo sic BC. 108 ista comsequentia B.

109 est.B. 110 om. AB. 111 poterit D. 112 et capio B.

113 om. A. 114 medium illud a A. 115 sicut C. 116 om. C,
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. i1 . . . : .
sit a , tunc 51c1?5:- immediate post hoc Sortes movebitur 1ocallter1‘6,

igitur ante m,edium117 a temporis erit aliquod /D216"b/ spatium pertransi-
21.

. 11 : 19 120 .
tum - sicut de se patet1 - et per consequens1 a tempus totum1 non

. 122 . 123 . 124 . 125 . ..
erit antequam aliquod spatium erit =~ pertransitum. Patet 1gitur

quod i11a126 prima127 consequentia est bona ‘Sortes128 incipit moveri129
localiter, igitur immediate post hoc aliquod spatium erit139 pertransitum’.
Contra istan conclusionem131 arguo132 sic: antecedens istius consequen~
tie est133 possibile,-et consequens impossibi1e134, igitur consequentia
non valet. Quod antecedens sit135 possibile patet de se. Impossibilita-
tem consequentisw6 probo sic: nullum spatium erit immediate post hoc
pertransitum, igitur non immediate post hoc erit aliquod spatium137 per-
transitum. Consequentia videtur plana quia - ut videtur - oppositum con-—

sequentis non potest stare cum antecedente, Ista138 enim139-ut140

141
r

vide—

tu - .non stant142 simul "nullum spatium immediate post hoc erit per-
transitum’ et 'immediate143 post hoc aliquod spatium erit pertransitum144'
quia145 ista147 gsunt contradictoria, ut patet de se. Sed ista148 viden—
tur149 equivalere150 ‘aliquod151 spatium erit pertransitum immediate post

152 153

8 . . . . . 46
hoc' et "immediate post aliquod spatium erit 1:uerl:1:ans:u:um‘I .

/B 16"b/ Antecedens‘sa prime consequentie patet inductive, videlicet

quod155 nullum spatium,erit156 pertransitum immediate post hoc157,'quia
. . 158 159 . . 160 . 161
quocumque spatio dato tempus erit antequam illud spatium e
. 162 . 163
rit pertransitum, ut de se patet.

Item, immediate post hoc aliquod spatium erit pertransitum, igitur
sine medio aliquod16a spatium165 /C 26Tb/ erit pertransitum. Et166'u1—

tra167, igitur sine tempore aliquod /A 517h/ spatium erit pertransitum.
Et168’170 ultra171, in”z’”4 nullo”_5 tempore aliquod spatium erit per-
173 . 176 169

transitum, ergo in non~tempore aliquod spatium erit pertransitum °,

igitur177 motus erit sine178 tempore. Consequens est impossibile, igitur

i11ud179 ex quo sequitur1

117 medium instans C. 118-119 om. C. 120 casum B. 121 om.BC,

122 om. B. 123 om. A. 124 tempus vel spatium D. 125 om. B

126 om. B. 127 om. AC. 128 scilicet Sortes C. 129 movere B. .
130 post hoc est C. 131 consequentiam AC. 132 arguitur D,

133 om. B. 134 est impossibile D. 135 dieit C. 136 consequentie
B. 137 om. C. 138 ita B. 139 om. A; cum B. - 140-141 om. C.
142 stent B, 143-144 4-5-6-7-1-2-3 B; 4-5-1-2-3-6-7 D. 145-146 om.,
A. 147 om. C. 148 ille D. 149 videretur C. 150 equivalere
omnino C. 151 non aliquod B. 152-153 om. B. 154 et antecedens A.
155 om. A. 156 est C. 157 om. A, 158 signato A; capto B.

159 temporis GC. 160 illum C. 161 om. C. 162 est C. 163 sicut
B. 164—165 om. B. ~ 166 sed C. 167 ulterius D. . 168-169 om. C.
170 om. B, 171 om. B; ulterius D. - 172-173 om. D. 174 sine A.

175 om. A. 176-177 om. B. 178 et sine C. 179-180 et antecedens

B. 181 nullus C. 182 movetur C. 183 am. A. 184 et nom C.
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Item, nullus motus erit immediate post hoc, igitur nihi1181 movebi-

ti.lr182 1oca1iter183 1mmediate post hec. Et.ultra, igitur‘non"s4 immediate

pest hoc erit aliduod185 spatium pertransitum. Consequentia videtur186
187 . . ..., 188 . 189 . . N : 120
plana quia si nihil movebitur localiter immediate post hoe

. 191 192 193 ; 194
instans , cum omne spatium pertranseatur per motum localem,

195

sequitur quod Sortes non immediate post hoc pertransibit aliquod spati-

. . . . 196 e 1
um. Primum antecedens probo, videlicet illud 'nullus motus erit im-

7 . . .
19 51 hee est falsa, tunc sua opposita est vera,

198,_ Sed199

mediate post hoc', quia

scilicet ista 'aliquis motus est immedi ate post hoc hoc est"
] 202

iﬁpossibilezoo quia capto quocumque motu medietas illi.uszo1 motus erit

20 : 2 .. 205 N
antequam 3 totus motus 04 erit , et per consequens totus iste motus

non erit:immediate post hoc. _
Ad primum argumentumzoﬁ_quandozo7 diciturzo8 "nullum209 spatiumZTO

213", dico istamz14 simpliciter
concedendo quia sua oppesita est215 impossibilis. Sedzré ultra nego'conf
sequentiam, videlicet illam217 "igitur218 non immediate post hoc aliquo£19
222,223

erit‘pertransitumz11 immediate212 post hoc

. . . . 221 .o :
spatium erit pertransitum". Et ad probationem quando dicitur "hoc

. vio1q 22 . . . . . .
est impossibile 4,'a11quod spatium immediate post hoc erit pertransitum,

225, 229
C.

et , dico illamzz6 consequentiam228 negando; et quando dicitur "illé
equivalent" dic0227 quod ille230 propositione5231 'aliquod232 spatium im-

mediate post hoc erit pertransitum' et 'immediate post hoc aliquod spatium:
233,234 . 935
>

erit pertransitum' nulle medo equivalent uia una est impossi-
bili3237 et alia possibi113236’238. Et tota239 causa est quia in istazao
propositione ';;11:i.quod21'1 spatium immediate243 erit pertransitum244' subiec-—

. s 245 , . . . 2 . .
tum supponit determinate, et in ista 'immediate post hoc i erit aliquod

185 aliud C. 186 videtur esse C; est D, 187 bona C. 188 nullus
C. 189 movetur C. 190 om. D. - 19t om. CD. 192 om. A; et C,
193 om. A; tamen hoc D. 194 pertransitur C. . 195 pertransivit D,

196 om. C. - 197-198 om, ACD, 199-200 om. AC. 20t om. C.

202 prius erit C.’ 203 quam C. 204 ille motus A. 205 om. C.

206 istorum C. 207-208 om. D. 209 si nullum B. 210 om. C,

211 om, B. .212-213 om. AD. 214 simpliciter istam D. 215 om. B.
216 om. B; et D. 217 om. AC. 218 om. C. 219-220 om. B.

221 propositionem C, 222 quod hoc C; om. D, 223-224 om. D.

225 om. C. 226-227 om. A. 228 om. C, . 229 quod illa C.

230 illa A. 231 om. A; due D, 232-233 16-17-18-9-10-11-12-13-14-
15-8-1-2-6-3-4-5-7 A. 234 equipollent A. 235-236 om. A.

237 possibilis D. 238 impossibilis D. 239 om. A. - 240 prima A.
241-242 iste terminus aliquod spatium supponit confuse tantum et in secunda
supponit determinate A. 243-244 etc. D. 245 autem C,

246-247 etc. D. 248 erit pertransitum C. 249 om, C. 250 termi-
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spatium pertransitum247’248'

2 . . . i .
tantum 42. Unde252 ista Stant253 simul "nullum spatium erit pertransitum

255,

ille ]'Lch:zmz!‘g terminuszso supponitzsl confuse

immediateZSA poét hoe

. 2
pertransitum 57'.

et 'immediate post hoc256 aliquod spatium erit

T . . , , 2
Et si dicatur quod258 ista . consequentia est bona 'immediate 29 post

hoe aliqﬁqd spatium erit pertransitum, igitur pertransitum erit aliquod
' 260,261,

; . . 2 . 26 . . . 263 . .
non debet sic comverti), sed26 potius ) sic; 'igitur B immediate post

. . . ey 265 266 .
hoc pertransitum erit aliquod spatium’, ita semper quod in una ptropo-

sitiome et267 in alia ponatur268 ly269 'pertransitum’ et270 1y 'aliquod

272,

spatium immediate post hoc per conversionem simplicem dice quod

spatium271' post totum illud 'immediate /C 26 a/ post hoc

. : s 2 ; . .
Ad aliud argumentum273 quando dicitur i "immediate post hoc aliquod

275 276

) . . . . 277 , 2
spatium erit pertransitum, etc. " dico istam consequentiam 78 con-

cedend0279. Et ulterius conced0280 quod sine tempore post hoc aliquod spa-

ed28$

. . ) . . . 282
tium erit pertransitum. S ulterius nege consequentiam illam quod

aliquid movebitur in non—tempore.

Et si dicatur contra283 quod284 adzs5 omnem motum requiritur tempus,

. . R . .o 2 .
igitur ad motum qui erit immediate post hoe requiritur e etiam tempu5289
) 290 . 291 .. 292 ) ..
concedo istam propositionem quod ad omnem motum requiritur tem—
287 ‘ .. 293,295
pus , et tamen nullum tempus requiritur ad metum ad
2 : i 2 . S . o
cum 94. Et ulterius nego 96 istam propositionem 'ad motum qui erit. imme-—

diate post hoc /D 217ra/ requiritur tempus' quia implicai;zg7 falsuﬂzgg,

aliquem lo-

e T quod aliquis motus TIE " T post hoe.

Ad aliud argumentum301 dic0302 negand0303 istam consequentiam 'nullus

motus erit immediate post hoc, igitur nihil movebitur localiter immediate

post hoc", cum quo304 tamen stat quod lmmediate post305 hoc306 =

308,310

aliquid
movebitur localiter. Ulterius dico negando istam consequentiam

. s . - PR 309
"lgltur312 aliquod spatium potest pertransiril sine motu .

nus spatium C. 251 om. C. 252 ideo A3 unde dico D. 253 stare D.
254=-255 etec, D. 256-257 etc. D. 258 om.C, 259-260 om. D.

261 om. A. 262-263 om. D. 264 possumus C. 265 om. C. 266 om. A.
267 om. D. 268 ponendo A; om. D. 269 om. A. 270-271 om. C.

272 hoc instans A. 273-274 om. D. 275 om. D. 276 om. AC.

277 om. C. 278 consequentia C, 279 concedo A; conceditur C.

280 conceditur C. 281 et C. 282 om. A videlicet C. 283 om. C;
dico D. 284 quia A. 285 om. C. 286-287 om. D. . 288-289 om. A.
290 dico quod concedo C. 291 ista A. 292 om, C. 293-294 om. D.
295 vel ad C. 296 dico negando D. 297-298 illa est implicativa
falsum implicat enim D. 299 unum falsum C. 300 est C. 30% om.C.
302 om. A. 303 concedo A. 304 om. C. . 305 om. C; postea D.
306.0m, CD. 307 aliquis C; non D. 308-309 om. A. 310 et ulte-
rius C. 311 om. C. 312 om. C. 313 om. A. 314 isto motu A.
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2.3.1.2.1.2,1

Ep— g 3 ) s 314 - .
Ex 1stis sequitur L ulterius quod sine motu L potest aliquod spatium
. . 7 . . . 5 ;
pertransiri. Istam315 consequent1am31 _probo sic: sine illo motu potest

aliquod spatium pertransiri316; et sine illq.motusja, et sic de singulis,

igitur319 sine320 motu po;est322 aliquod spatium pertransiri321’323.

324,326
. P

Con-—,

. . ‘ . .327 P
atet de se, et etiam antecedens, quia si aliqua sin-
329

sequentia

'sine motu potest330 aliquod spa-

333 334

gularis328 sit falsa, videlicet illa
tium pertransiri' a1iquo singulari332 motu capt0331, tunc in contra

sit ille motus singularis a, igitur sine & motu non potest aliquod spatium

pertransiri. Sed hoc est manifeste falsum quia ab aliquo mobili335 et336

sine a motu loca1i337 - etiam338 cum aliquo motu339_-'potest aliquod spa-

tium pertransiriazs, sicut340 patét manifeste341. Cum 1'.11'031'2 tamen stat

quod nullum spatium potest pertransiri sine motu.

2.3.1.2.1.3

Alia conclusio est hec343 quodjaa illa consequentia est bona 'Sortes

incipit moveri 1ocaliter345, igitur Sortes immediate356 post hoczzo erit

. . 347 . s s x s .
in duobus locis'. Istam consequentlam probo.sic: Sortes incipit moveri

loéﬁliter, igitur Sortes erit in duobus 10cis348, et349 nullum350 tempué

31 in duobus locis. Et352 ultraBSq, igitur355

353

. ) . 3
erit antequam Sortes erit

357

- Sortes immediate post hoc erit in ducbus locis Prima™ " consequentid

- 358 i 359 o F i i . .
quantum . "ad istam partem 'Sortes inclpit moveri localiter, igitur

362 363 364
eo

Sortes erit360 in duobus locis' patet de3.61 se quod nihil pot-—

. i P . : .. 365
est moveri localiter nisi pertranseat multa loca. Ttem, eadem conse—

.. 366 367 oy ... 36
quentla36 quantum ad secundam partem” - , scilicet 'Sortes incipit moveri

localiter, igitur nullum tempus erit antequam /C 26°b/ Sortes arit369 in’

370 3N .372,374
- sl

duobus locis', ostenditur sic quia ista consequentia non

315-316 om. A. 317 conclusionem D. 318 om. A. 319 et sic C.
320-321 4-5-3-1-2-6 D. 322-323 om. C. . 324-325 antecedens patet

inductive quia quocumque motu dato sine illo potest spatium pertransiri
ab aliquo mobili et sic cum aliquo motu locali ut de se patet A.

326 igitur comsequentia C, 327 gsine D. 328 singulariter D.

329 quod C. 330-331 5-7-8-1-2-3-4 C. - 332 om. C. 333-334 ponitur
C. 335 motu D. 336-337 om. D. 338-339 et ab aliquo C.

340 et consequens A3 satis D, 341 de se D, 342 ille toto C.

343 om. C; iste D. 344 om. D. 345 om. A. 346 erit ismmediate A.
347-348 om. CD. 349 om. C. 350 tamen nullum CD. 351 git C.
352-353 om. AC, ‘354 om. D. 355 om. D. 356 primam B; ista C.

357 consequentiam B} conclusio C. 358 om. D. 359 particulam BD.

360 immediate post hoc erit C. 361-362 om. C. 363 quia C.

364 nullus D. 365 om. D. 366 conclusio C; om. D. 367 particulam
BD. 368 movere B. 369 sit C. - 370-371 om. C. 372-373 om. A,

374 si dicatur qued €, 375 non potest A.. 376-377 quia quocumque
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. .. 273 . . 375
sit bona, 1gitur oppositum consequentis potest stare cum antecedente;

.. 6, . .
1g1tur37 111a378 stant 7 simul vel380 saltem381 possunt stare simul 'Sor—

P .382 . . .. 28
tes incipit mover138 localiter' et 'aligquod tempus erit 2 antequam3

Sortes erit in duobus 1oci5385'. Capie tunc illud aliquod386 tempué, et

388 |, 377,389 390 391 392
ne sic : a

'a'. Tu ante medium instans

- 387
vocetur a tem-

poris Sortengg erit in duobus locis, sicut394 de se patet; igitur396 totun

i.llud397 tempus398 non erit antequam Sortes erit in duobus 1oci5395. EEQQ

. s 40 02
gsic potest argui de quocumque tempore ! dato vel dando antequam4 Sortes
erit in duobus locis. Patet igitur quod illa consequentia est bona 'Sortes

incipit moveri localiter, igiturl’o3 immediate post hoc erit in duobus lo-=
c15400,40b,

Sedﬁos'contra istam conclusionem argu04p6 sic407 et408 pono istum409

410 , 4 . 41
casum quod omnia leoca " in rerum natura vocentur 'a' wvel 2 b, et

413 414 415
qul

416
quod nullus locus yocatur 'a' vocetur 'b' nec 2CONVETS0.

417 , . 41 : 419
Et pono ~ quod iste locus in quo nunc est Sortes L vocetur 'a', et
. S .420 ] . o s .
quod Sortes incipiat moveri localiter. Tumc sic: Sortes inclplt move=

L42 . P 422 . . Lo .
r:L4 ! localiter, igitur Sortes immediate post hoc erit in duobus locis.

: + . . 2 L h24 ,
Et ultra, igitur immediate post hoc Sortes4 3 erit in a et in b. Et
.. . . 425 -, . .
ultra, igitur Sortes erit simul 3 in duobus locis. Consequens est lmpos—
£y . 4 . . 427 .
sibile, sicut 26 patet de se, igitur illud ex quo sequltur.

. . 28 . . . .
Istam ultimam consequentiam =~ , videlicet "Sortes immediate post hoe

431 433

P . 42 . 430 . po s .
erit in a et 1n4 9-b, igitur Sortes simul erit 1n a et 1n b',

probo sic quia Sortes immediate post hoc erit in a et in b, igitur Sortes
P s . 34 i . 432,436 , . 437
erit in a et in b, et4 Sortes mon prius erit 43 in a quam in b 3 s

.. S e . 435 . X
igitur Sortes erlt in a et b simul. Consequentia patet de se. Assump-—

tuml'38 probo, scilicet quod439 Sortes non prius erit in a guam in b440’
tempore signato A. 378 om. D. 379-380 om, C. 381 duo Cj; om. D.
382 movere B. 383 illud C. 384-385 ete. C. 386 om. C.

387 sit C, - 388 et tunc D. 389 om. CD. 390 a non erit B.

391 om. D. 392 illius A, 393 per quod Sortes B. 394-395 om. D.
396 patet igitur A, 397 a B. 398 temporis B. 399-400 om., AB.
401 om. D. 402 quod desinit esse antequam.D. 403-404 ete. D.

405 om. B. 406 arguitur D. 407 duobus modis D. 408 om. C.
409-410 om. B. 411 loca que sunt D. 412 et CD. 413 om. C.

414 om. A; motus B. 415 quod qui B. 416 et non B. 417 volo B,
418 om. B. 419 vocatur B. 420 movere B. 421 movere B,

422 om. C. 423 om. C. 424 erit simul B. 425 om. C. 426 ut
CD. 427 om. B. 428 om. B, 429 om. A. 430 om. AC.

431-432 om. B, . 433 om. A. 434-435 dttg. 1. A. 436 om. C.
"437 b nec econverso C. 438 et assumptum D. 439 quia D. 440 b

nec econverso C. 441 hoc C; om. D. 442-443 om. C. 444=445 econ-—
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. . 441 L 442 - . ;G4 . 443,445
quia si Sortes prius erit 1n a quam in b vel in bquam in a S

446 . A47 449
on )

. . ., 448 .
vel igitur prius erit per tempus vel per instans. N er

450 . ; 451 . . . . .
tempus quia per nullum tempus Sortes erit prius in a quam in b, sic-
ut452 de se patetass. Nec etiam per aliquod454 instans455 quia inter que-
cumque duo instantia cadit tempus medium, s:i.c::ut[+56 patet per Aristotelem

et Commentatorem in457 quarto Physicorum. Et per458 consequens si{‘59 Sor-

460 ; . . . 461 462 :
tes foret prius per instans in a gquam in b vel econverso, sequitur

etial'nhs4 quod465-per tempus fpret466 prius in. a quam467 in b vel econver-
50463. /D 2177b/ -

68 R : : 46 o, s .
Preterea4- » 81 Sortes immediate post 2 hoc erit in duobus locis,

vel igitur470 Sortes“z’a?4 immediate post hoc421

. 473,476
cis :

erit in475_duobus lo=-
478 479
se patet.

481,483 484

prius foret

simul vel successive. Non477 simul, ut de
. , 480 .. 482 .

Nec successive quia si  successive , igitur

/C 27%a/ in uno loco o> quam in alio, vell.'86 igitur487 per tempus vel per

instans, et redit o0 primum argumentum. /B 17 a/
489 : o 490 | v s - 43
- Preterea s+ per casum Sortes nunc est in a loco, igitur Sortes
prius erit in b loco quam iterum eritagz in a loco, et per consequens Sor-
493 494 495 . 496 497
es non et in .
. . 498 s . ' . . 499
Primam consequentiam probo » videlicet illam 'Sortes nunc est in a

501.priu5502 erit in b loco quam503 iterum erit504 in

t immediate post hoc erit in a loco t b loco

loco, igitur Sortes

500, probo5 3 sic quia506 Sortes507 nunc est in a locosog'et non

simul erit in aSO? 1000510 et b511 1000512,'igitur Sorte5513 prius erit

in b loco quam in a 1oc0514. Consequentia patet515 quia supposit0516 per

casum quod Sortes- semper moveatur517 de a518 =19 in b520 locum§21, eézz

ge>23 1525 | 526 . 527 | 524,528
verso D. 446 om. C. 447 hoc D, 448 om. C. 449-450 om. C.
451 om. A. 452 ut B. 453 om. C. 454 om. AC. 455 consequens
c. 456 ut BD. 457 om. BD, 458-45% om. C. 460 fuit B; non
foret C; fuerit D. 461 a b B. 462-463 om. C. 464 om. A.

465 om. B, 466 fuerit B, 467 vel quam A. . 468 item B; prima C,
469 prius C. 470-471 om. A. 472-473 om. C. 474 om. D,

475-476 om. A. 477 nec C. 478-479 om. C. 4B0-481 velA. 482 sicB.
483 tunc B. 484 fuerat B; erit D. 485 om. C. 486-487 om. A;

et si hoc ergo prius B; vel erit igitur prius D. 488 redidit D.

489 item Bj prima C. 490 erit CD. 491 om. C. 492 est Ay om. C.
493 om. D, 494 om. C. 495 om. C. 496 et non B. 497 locis C.
498 om, C. 499-500 etc. D, 501 om. AC. 502 om. B,

503 antequam B. . 504 sit B; om. C. 505 et arguo C. 506 om. CD.
507 om. A, 508 loco ergo Sortes erit im b loco antequam iterum sit

in a loco, probo sic quia Sortes nunc est ina loco et B. 502 b BD.

510 om. C. 511 in a D. 512 locis €. 513 om. D. 514 om. C.
515 patet de se B. 516 hoc supposito BC, 517 movebitur C; movetur
D. 518 b C. 519 om. C. 520 a C. 521 om. C, 522 iterum
A, 523~524 econverso D. 525 a C. - 526 om. C. 527 b C.

528 om. C, 529 secundum B. 530 argumentum A. 531 ad hoc est B;

a loco

loco

n , et sic in infinitum.’
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Ad primum529 istorumSSD respondeo, et dico quod illa consequentia

est531 bona 'Sortes imcipit moveri532 localiter, igitur Sortes533 immedi-

: S s . 534 .
ate post hoc erit in duobus locis'. Et ultra concedo guod isto casu

posito535 Sorte3536 immediate post hoc erit inm a et in b 10c0538. Sed539

, . . s . . 537 .
ulterius nego istam consequentiam 'igitur Sortes immediate post hoc™™ " erit

a540 et in bsl‘1 simul'. Et ad preobatiocnem qdando542 dicitur543 quodSAA

P 545 546 . 547 548 . .
Sortes erit in a et in b loce , et Sortes non prius erit in

0 . : . s Sx .
a549 loco55 quam in b551 nec econverso, igitur Sortes erit in a et in b

simul, dico552 concedend0553 illam consequentiam, et neg0554 istamS55

particulam antecedent13556 'Sortes non prius erit in b557 quam558 in a559

0560'. Et561’563 ad564 argumentum in oppositum, quando dicitur ”51565

562,566

in

loc

. i s . . . 567
Sortes prius erit in b loco quam in a loco , iglitur per tempus

erit priuss68 vel per569 instanss70” di00571 quod nec erit573 priqu74 per

572,575

. : . . 5786 ces ,
tempus nec per instans sicut satis manifeste demonstrari potest.

Sed bene d100577 quod Sortes erit prius in b578 loco per tempus guam in5

. 58 L e s L.
a loco , €t hoc ideo ! quia in illa propositione 'Sortes per tempus e-—

rit prius in b582 loco quam in 3583‘loc0584' 1y585
587

- 586 . 88 589 .
terminate, et oportet gquod supponat pro aliquo tempore singu-

lari590 datofr’91 vel592 dandosgs. Sed594 in illa propositione595’596

"Sortes prius /A 51%a/ erit in b597 loco quam598 in a600 10c0601 per tem—
599, 602 ' . 603
us ly tempus' supponit confuse tantum, et per consequens non

contingiteo4 descendere ad605 aliquodﬁo7 suum608 singulare606 vel609

"tempus' supponit de-—

P
copu-

lative vel610 disiunctive.

. s . . . . 2 6
Et si dicatur "Sortes erit prius in b611 loco quam in a61 loco 13,

s u .. . , 6 . 616 |
igitur aliqua prioritate Sortes614 er1t'pr1us615", dico istam conse-

adhuc est D. 532 movere B. 533 om. AB. 534 om. C. 535 po-
sito quod CD. 5336-537 om., C. 538 om. D. 539 et D. 540 b A.
541 a A; b loco B. 542 cum D. 543 om. A. 544 om. BD.

545 a loco B. 546 wvel B. 547 locis C. 548 om. A. 549 b B.
550 om. A. 551 a loco B. ‘552 concedo AC. 553 om. AB.

554 om. C. 555 ista Bj om. C. 556 om. C. 557 a C. 558 gquam
erit A. 559 b C. 560 om. C. 561-562 om. C. 5363 om., B.

564 om. A. 565 om. B. 566 om. D. 567 igitur vel B.

568 om. C. 569 om. A. 570 om. A. 571-572 om. B. 573 om. AD.
574 ¢m. D. 575 instans prius A. 576 om. B; satis patet ‘et C.

577 dicitur B; sequitur illud D. . 578 om. C. 579 om. C. 580 om.
C. 581 om. C. 582 a D, 583 b D. 584 om. CD. 585 hoc B.
586 verificatur B; significetur D. 587 om. D. 588 alio C; aliquod
D. 589 tempus D. . 590 determinate C; singulare D, 591 datum D.
592 om. B. 593 om. B; dandum D. 594-595 om. B. 596 om. C.

597 a D. 598-599 5-6-1-~2-3-4 C. 600 b D. 601 om. C. 602 hoc
B. 603 nec B. ~ 604 contingerel AB. 605-606 om. C. 607 om. D.
608 om. A, 609 nec C. 610 nec C. 611 a CD. 612 b CD.

613 om. CD. 614 erit Sortes B; om. C. 615 prius etec. D,
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quentiam negando617, sed concedo istam'"igitur618 Sortes prius erit619 i$20

. b621 622 623

. 624 . .. " .
loco quam in a loco. aliqua prioritate', et hoc tantum prop-

625 - 27
er .

t causaﬁ626 predictam6

er628,630 629 631

/C 27rb/ ista patet ad secundum argumentumﬁBz. Quan-

636,637 o . 638

P

6 .. ! 2, 3§ . . .
do 33 d1c1tur6-_34 "Sortes635 erit in diversis locis wel
erit im duocbus loci5639 simul vel successive"”, dico quod successiveého et

nullo modo simul.  Et ulterius641 dico quod prius erit in uno loco642 quam

in alio per643 tempus, sed per nullum tempus prius erit644’645, et hoc&&ﬁ

648 habet649 virtutem650 confundendi ter-

. 6 .
propter dictionem 47 'prius' que
minum.

. . . ;
Ad aliud 21 argumentum patet quod652 idem, videlicet. quod Sortes non

simul erit in a et653 in b, sed quod654 Sorte3655 prius erit in b656 quam
s 7 . . . . . -

in 365;, et tamen immediate =~  post hoc Sortes erlt659 in b660 et661 lmme-—
diate663 post665 hoc erit Sort35664’666 in a662.

. Et si dicatur quod ista propositio est vera de fﬁturo quod667 Sortes

668 669

erit in a et in b, et Sortes erit in duobus locis, igitur aliquando

habebit vel saltem habere potest670 aliquam propositionem veram6?1 de pre-

672 673 674 675
- ut

senti, sed mon aliam videtur - quam ‘istam 'Sortes erit in

a et in b, sea®7®

Ad677 illud679 dico678 quod istasso propositio est681 vera de futuro,

et ista682 habebit683 vel684 potest habere aliquam 85 veram686 de presenti

el68?

hoc est impossibile, igitur et prima.

. . 688 .
v aliquas veras de presenti, pro quo est sciendum quod non semper

propositioni veréeag.de futur0690 correspondet vel691 correspondebit una

693,695

. 2 . . o
propositio veraﬁg- de presenti, quia quando propositic vera de futu-

r0694 equivalet696 pluribus probositiouibus veris /B 17°b/ vel exponitur

616 nego C. 617 om. C. 618 om. C, ~ 619 erit in a C.

620 quam in C. 621 a D. 622 om. CD. 623 b D. 624 om. CD.
625 per AC, 626 casum C. 627 predictum C. 628-629 om. D.

630 per per C.: 631 solutie ad C. 632 om. BD. 633-634 scilicet
C. 635-636 om. B. 637 vel igitur C, 638-639 om, C. )
640 Sortes erit im duobus locis successive B. 641 ultra B. 642 om.
B. 643-644 om. C. 645 om. B; erit etc. D. 646 cm. B.

647 istam dictionem B; dictum vel dictiomem C. 648 om. C. 649 ha-
bentem C. 650 veritatem A; vim G. 651 tertium B. . . 652 per B.
653 quam C. 654 om. C. 655 om. C. 656 a C, 657 b C,
658-659 2-3-4-1-5 C. 660 a B, 661-662 om. C. 663-664 2-3-5-1-4
D. ~665-666 om. B. 667 om. BD. . 668 vel B; et sic C.

669 aliquis A; om. C. 670 poterit C. 671 om. CD. 672 alium A.
673 et A; nec B. 674 quod Aj; nec D. 675 est C. 676 et AB,
677-678 om. B. 679 aliud C; istam D. . 680 hec B, 681 sit B.

682 om. C. 683 habet D. 684 et AD. 685 aliquam propositionem
B; om. C. - 686 om. CD. 687 om. C. 688 om. A. 689-690 om. C.
691 una wvel D. 692 vera precise B; om. C. 693-694 om. C.

695 om.. B, 696 equipollet A; duabus B. 697 tales plures B,
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697 P ... .698 : co. o 699
per plures propositiones veras, tunc 1111 propositionli vere de fu-
oo 700 : .
turo correspondebunt plures propositiones vere de presenti. Verbi gra-
tia, isti propositioni vere de futuro 'Antichristus et dies iudicii erunt’

/D 217va/ non potest correspondere precise701 una propositio vera de pre—
P

senti quia hec semper702 ést7o3 falsa "Antichristus et dies iudicii sunt’,
Sed sufficit ad 04 veritatem istiusm5 de futuro quod706 sibi707 possi_nt708

correspondere due709 vere de presenti, et hoc non710 simul sed successive,
711 . 712 713

videlicet iste 'Antichristus est' et 'dies judicii est', que non
. . 714 \ . : 716 .

erunt simul vere sed successive . . Et silc dlco715 quad U ad veritatem
. s 717 L. , .-
istius de ! futuro718 'Sortes erit im-'a et in b' non requiritur qued -

. . 21 .. . e
hec719 erlt720 aliquando vera 'Sortes est7 ! in a et in b', sed sufficit

. 7 . . 72
quod iste 22 erunt vere 'Sortes est in a' et 'Sortes est in b', et -
724 . .

hoe non simul sed successive.
2.3.1.2.1.4

. . . 2 ., 12 . 2

Alia conclusio est 1st.=.1-7 3 quod726 ista 7 consequentia est bona7 B
o .72 ., . . i .

'Sortes incipit moverl7 : localiter, igitur Sortes mon movebitur localiter

731,

L . 730 .
antequam sit in alio - loco quam nunc est Istam consequentiam probo

. S . . . 732
sic: Sortes /C 27va/ incipit moveri localiter, igitur Sortes nullum
. s . 7 . .
spatium pertransibit antequam erit 33 in alio loco quam nunc est. Istam

. 734 . P ;
consequentiam probo 7 qula oppositum consequentis non potest stare cum
735 .

. 736 . . e .
antecedente. Ista enim non stant simul 'Sortes incipit moveri loca-

737, 739
1

. 738 . . T g .
liter et "Sortes & aliquod spatium pertransibit antequam erit n

s . 740 .
alio loco guam nunc est', quia capto quocumque 4 spatioc, antequam Sortes
q q q

veniat ad medium punctum illius spatii, Sortes erit in alic loco quam
: . \ . 7 , 742 .
nunc est, et per consequens illud spatium non 41 erit pertransitum a
743 L 145 . , : 744 .
Sorte antequam - Sortes erit in alio loco gquam nunc est . Igitur

. , L 746, . 747
Sortes non movebitur localiter antequam erit in ‘alio loco quam nunc

748
ne

est. Tu sic: nullum spatium erit pertransitum a Sorte antequam Sortes

698 om. C. 699 om. C. 700 om. D, 701 om. CD. 702 om. CD.
703 erit B; esset D, 704-705 quod isti veritati C. 706 om. C.

707 om. BC. 708 possunt B; potuerunt D. 709 due propositiones C.
710 non solum C. . 711 sieut B. 712 om. B, 713-714 om. C.

715 dico. in proposito B. 716 om. D. 717-718 om. C. . 719-720 om.
c. 721 erit BCD. 722 hec C, . 723-724 om. AC. 725 om. AD.
726 om. A. 727-728 om. AD. 729 movere B. 730 alia C.

731 om. C. 732 om. C, 733 sit BD. 734 probo sic C.

735 quia istd C. 736 om. C. 737 om. D. 738 om. C. 739 sit
BD. 740 quodcumque C. 741 om. C. 742 est B. 743-744 om. C,
745 est D. 746 Sortes erit D. 747 in gquam C. 748-749 om. ACD.
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erit in alio loco quam nunc est, ergo Sortes mon movebitur localiter ante-

t749

i . . . 750 . .
quam erit in alio loco quam aunc es . Antecedens istius ultime con-—

. . 751 . . 752 i
sequentle patet per predicta . Consequentia patet quia arguitur ab-

753,755

754 iy e . iy . PR .
uno convertibili ad aliud convertibile dquia idem est moveri lo-

. . . i 7 . . o :
caliter et pertransire aliquod spatium, et 36 non pertransire allquod758

. 7159 . . 75 .. . .
spatium "~ . et non moveri localiter . Patet igitur ista consequentia -

o . . — . . 760
'Sortes inecipit moveri localiter, igitur Sortes non movebitur localiter

761 s . :
antequam Sortes erit ‘in alio loco guam nunc est'.

763 . 764 . 765
o ¢ :s

, . 762
Contra istam conclusionem argu 51 i Sortes non move-

bitur localiter antequam sit766 in alio loco quam nunec est, igitur767 Sor-

P . 768 : . 76
tes erit in alio = loco antaquam movebitur localiter, et 4 cum Sortes

non pcssit770_esse in alio771 loco nisi772 moveétur773 localiter videtur”4
sequi quod Sortes movebitur localiter775 antequam movebitur776 localiter.

Sed77-7 hoc778 e5t772 780 et781

quitur783.

falsum impossibile, ergo782 illud ex quo se-

Item, Sortes non potest exire locum in quo nunc est, nisi per motum
.. . . 784 785 B K .
localem, igitur motus localis erit antequam Sortes 8 erit in alio loceo
786 : 7 - . S
quam nunc est. Et Ll ultra, igitur Sortes movebitur localiter antequam
788 L. B 789 790
Sortes erit in alio loco quam nunc est .
: . 7 s g . . 792
Ad primum istorum respondeo 91. Quando diecitur “si 2 Sortes non mo-

vebitur793 localiter antequam79% erit in alio loco quam7_96 nunc est, etc?gsﬁ

dico797 isfam795’799 801

- 800 . o

consequentiam negando quia nec Sortes movebitur
localiter antequam erit in alio loco quam nunc est, nec Sortes erit in
alio loco quam nunc est antequam movebitur localiter. Et ulterius concede

iliamso2 propositionem803 quod Sortes non potest esse in804 alio loco quam

nunc est nisi moveatur localiter. Et805’807 ulterius nego lstam consequen-—
tiam806 "igitur Sortes movebitur /C27'b/ localiter antequatn.ao8 moVebituP10
localiter809’811".

750 huius C. 751 predicta quia arguitur a coanvertibili ad convertibile
C.. 752-753 om. C. 754 om. B. 755 om. D. 756-757 om. A.
758-759 il11lud C. 760 om. D. 761 om. BC. 762 consequentiam AB.
763 arguitur BD. " 764 om. D. 765 sicut B. 766 erit B.

767 sic B. 768 aliquo alio D. 769 om. C. 770 potest BD,

771 aliquo alio C. 772 antequam D. 773 movetur D. 774 quasi
videtur D. 775 om. C, 776 moveatur C; Sortes movebitur D.

777 om. A. 778 quod A. 779 videtur A; om. D. 780-781 om.. AB.
782-783 om. A. 784 est B. 785 om, BC, 786 in quo C.

787 sed C. 788 om. BD. 789-790 om. BD. 791 om. C. . 792 quod
si B. 793 movetur D. 794-795 om. B. 796-797 etec, D,

798 om. A. 799 om. C. 800 nego D. 801 movetur D. 802 om. A.
803 om. A; consequentiam C, . 804 ulterius in C. 805-806 om. C.

807 sed A. 808-809 om. B; etc. C. 810 Sortes movebitur D,
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Ad aliud812 argumentum813 quandos14 dicitur815 "Sortes non potest ex-
ire locum in quo nunc816 est nisi per motum localem" conced081?. Et ulte-
. 818 . 819 . 820 . . : . .
rius nego 1stam consequentlam igitur motus localis erit antequam
. - 821 , o 822 Yo
Sortes exibit locum in quo numc est" quia iste due propositiones

. . . . 823 .
stant simul in veritate 'nullus motus localis ~ erit antequam Sortes exe—

at824 locum in que nun0825 est' /B 17°a/ et 'Sortes non potest exire locum
, : s . . s 29,
in quo nunc:826 est nisi per motum localem'. Et827 1ste828 slmlllter8 ?
stant simul in veritate . 'per nullum830 motum localem Sortes exibitsal locum

in quo nunc est’ et832 'Sortes exibit834 L

. 835
locum in quo nunc =~ est per
motum localem'. Et tota causa est quia in istis duabus propositionibus
. o . 7 !
'Sortes exibit lecum 1n83 quo nunc est833 per m.otum838 localem’ et 'Sor-—
839 . 40 . 841 . .B42
tes non potest exire locum in queo nunc est nisi per motum lo-

calem' ly 'motum localem843' supponit844 confuse tantum.

2.3.1.2.1.5

. . - 845 . .

Alia conclusio est 1sta quod ista consequentia est bona 'Sortes
PR . 846 ; P . . . 847
incipit moverl localiter, igitur Sortes immediate post hoc instans

T . . . s . .8
pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc 1nstans 48 /D

850: Sortes852 in-

2177b/ pertransibit'. Istam consequentiam849 probo sic
. . . 854 . . . 855
ciplt moverl localiter e , lgitur nullum tempus erit antequam Sortes 3
pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc856'pertransibit.
851

. ; . 85 s .
Istam 57_consequent1am858 probo qula8 9 oppositum consequentls non pot-

860 86 . . . T -
t stare 1 cum antecedente. Illa enim non stant simul 'Sortes imei-

es
pit moveri localiter' et 'aliquod tempus erit antequam Sortes pertransibit
, 8 . . . . .
aliquod 6 spatlum863 qued non immediate post hoc 1nstan586A pertransibit’
. B65 866 . . iyqs . B67
quia capto quocumque tempore ante medium instans illius temporis

"Sortes pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc pertransi-

811 localiter etc. A. 812 secundum RBD. 813 om. B. 814 om. C.
815 dico quod C. 816 om. A. 817 concedo istam propositionem Bj;
dico istam concedendo D, . 818 om. C. 819 om. AB. 820 om. A.

821 a loco A; locum suum C. 822 om. C. 823 loci motus localis C.
824 exibit C. 825 om.A. 826 om.A. 827 quia D. 828 ista B. 829 etiam
C; due D. 830 om. B. 831 exit B. - 832-833 om. B. 834 non
exibit D, 835 om. A. 836 nisi per D, 837-838 om. C. ’
839-840 exibit C; Z.m.corr,exr exibit D. 841 om. A. 842 om. C.

843 om. C. 844 stat C. 845 om. AC. 846 movere B. 847 om,
AC. 848 om. BC, 849 om. B. 850-851 om. B. 852 si Sortes C.
853-854 om. A. 855 om., D. 856 hoc instans D. 857-858 om. C.
859 sic C. 860~861 stat C. 862-863 om. B. 864 om. B.

865 et C. 866-867 om. D. 868 aliquod BD; illud aliquod C.
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. . . 8
bit. Quod - ut magis pateat — vocetur 111ud86 tempus 'a', quod tempus

erit antequam Sortes pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non- immediate post

- 8 . . ,
hoc pertransibit. Tunc ? vocetur medium instans a temporis 'b’. Tunc871

ante b872 Sortes pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc

pertransibit870 quia873 totum illud875 spatium /C 28%a/ quod Sortes per-
transibit ante b instans non876.immediate post hoc pertransibit874,'igitur
totum a tempus non877_erit antequam Sortes pertransibit.aliquod§78 spatium
quod879 non immediate post hoc pertransibit, et sic potest argui de quo-

. 880 T ) :
cumque . alio tempore dato vel dando. Est igitur ista consequentia pro-

bata 'Sortes incipit moveri localiter, igitur nullum Lempus erit antequam

Sortes pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non /A 51°b/ immediate post hoc

pertransibitc’. 'Tuncss‘la SiCBSZa: :11‘.111ut|1881-b medium erit antequam Sortes

pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc pertransibit882b,

. . . PP i . . ‘ 8 . .
igitur sine medio Sortes pertransibit aliqued spatium quod non 83 immediate

£ 385 887

post hoc pertransibit. ultra: igitur immediate post hoc Sortes

pertransibit aliquod spatium quod non immediate post hoc pertramnsibit. Et
hoc fuit consequensss4 probandum886.. '

Contra istam couc}_usionem888 arguoesgs;ic: Sorte5890 immediate post hoc

pertransibit aliquod spatium quod mon immediate post. hoc pertransibit, i-

gitur immediate post hoc Sortes pertransibit aliquod spatium, et illud non
892 . 894 , 895 , .
Et ic illud i-

dem spatium non896 immediate post hoc a897 Sorteagsrerit pertransitum e§99,901
903

e a Sorte érit pertransitum893’900

. . 1 p :
1mmed1ate89 post hoc a Sorte erit pertransitum. 5

_immediate post hoc » que videntur esse

contradictoria.

Ad illud904 dico905 negand0906 istam907 consequentiam 'Sortes immedi-

ate post hoc pertransibit aliquod spatium, et illud non immediate post hoc

pertraﬁsibitgos, igitur aliquodgog_spatium immediate post hoc910 erit911
pertransitum a Sorteg12;'et 1'_.11ud913

. . 6,
hoc erit pertransitum 3915 Sorte91 '

idem spatium914 non immediate post

917 9219

, gula dico ista918 simul stare

869-870 om. B, 871 om. A. 872 b instans D. 873-874 om. D.

875 om. B. 876 nullo modo B. " 877 nunc non B, 878 hoc C.

879 quia B. 880 om. C, 88ta-882a et ultra A; om. BC.

881b-882b om. ABC. - 883-884 fuit C. 885-886 om. A. 887 om. D.
888 consequentiam C. 889 arguitur D, 890 si Sortes C. 891 im-
mediate post hoc, et ultra Sortes ut videtur quod aliquod spatium imme-
diate B. 892-893 om. A. 894 om, B, 895 om. C. 896 om. C.
897-898 om. B, 899900 om. B, - 901 quod non C. . 902 om. D.

903 om. D. 904 om. C. 905 om. AC; dicit b. 906 nego A; om. C.
907 om. BD. 908 erit pertransitum A. 909-910 3-4-5-1-2 C,

911-912 om. D. 913 om. A. 914 om. C. 915-916 ab eodem A.

917 om. C. 918 istas B; quod ista C. 919 stant CD. 920-921 2-3-
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in veritate 'Sortes immediate post hoc pertransibit aliquod spatium' et

. ., . 92 . . 2 .
'nullum spatium pertran51b1t9 0 Sortes immediate post hoc9 t quia quocum—

que spatio dato922 clarum?23 est quod.illud925 non erit pertransifum a

Sorte immediate post hocgzs, quia927 quocumque spatio dato924 medium erit

pertransitum;g29 antequam illudg30 sit931 pertransitum ag32 Sorte928’933.

2.3.1.2.1.¢

Ex predictis potest patere qmliter934 predicatum935 et sub]lecp.n:n936 sup-—

939 ,,

37 ., s . . . , 938
ponunt9 in propositione affirmativa in qua pomitur hoc verbum Tin-

cipit', Sed qui.aga0 circa hoc sunt941 diverse opiniones, prim0942 unam
‘ 944 et945

. s . . . 943 ,
opinionem unius moderni recitabo, secundo eandem improbabo s

tandemg46 veritafem declarabo.

Una opiniog47 uniusgAs m.oderni949 fratris950 Guillelmi951

am953 stg54 quod in omnibus955 talibus'956 propésitionibus

'Sortes bis fuit958 albu5959', "Sortes bis bibit /C 28"b/ vinum', 'Sortes

dicti®>?

957a,957b

Och, e

1y

ter962 comedit panem96 "Sortes incipit esse grammaticusg63' predicatag64

- . . .. 96 ; 966
supponunt suppositione innominata. Istam opilnlonem predictus doctor

declarat sic: clarum est quod predicata predictarum968 propositionum969 non
972

. . s . 970 i . 971 . .
supponunt simpliciter quia non supponunt pro intentione anime nec

— . 973
materialiter quia non supponunt pro voce wvel

7 . . . \ .
de se patet9 8. Relinquitur igitur quod supponunt personaliter. Tune sic:

. _ ‘ . 979 . 80 981 ) ... 982 . .
omnis suppositio personalis nominata vel est suppositio discre—
t3983’985 wvel determinata986 vel confu53987 et distributiva988 vel confusd
984 Sed990

scripto sicut

. 1 ‘s 2. 29
tantum nulla predlctarum99 supp051t10num99 supponunt 3 pre-

1-4-5 C. 922 om. A. 923-924 om. C. 925 i1lud spatium B.

926 om. A. 927-928 om. A. 929 om. B. 930 illud spatium B.

931 erit D. ‘932-933 om. C. 934 quo modo C. 935 subiectum B,
936 predicatum B. 937 supponant B. 938-939 om. C. 940 cum C.
941 sint C. 942 primus C. 943 eam CD. 944 reprobabo B.

945 om. B. 946 tertio BD. 947 opinio est C. 948~849 om. D.

950 scilicet B; om. C. 951 om. B; Angelini C. 952 om. B.

953 Ockam B; Okkam D. 954 et est C; est hec D. 955 om. B.

956 om. C. 957a istis C. 957b apud Ok. tractatu (?) primo capitule
79 (re vera 75) Z.m. D. 958 sit C. . 959 asinus A; album B.

960-961 etc. A; om D. 962 bis C. 963 grammaticus et similibus A.
964 predicata et A. 965 cum B, 966 predictum B; om. D.

967 doctor Gillelhelmus C; om. D. 968 talia C; istarum D. 969 om.C.
970 om. AC. 971 conceptu C. 972 om. C. 973 om. C. 974 nec
BC. 975 om, A. 976 scripto aliquo B. 977-978 om. C.

979 om. C. - 980 inpnominata C. 981 om. B. 982 om. A; supponit B.
983-984 confusa et determinata, determinata distributiva vel confusa tan-
tum vel determinata vel discreta C. - 985 discrete B. 986 determi-
nate B. 987 confuse B. 988 distributive B. © 989 confuse B.

990 si B. 991 om. C. 992 suppositione C. 993 supponit B.

960

967

974 975 976 977
pro

989
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dict3994 predicata ﬁredictarum?gS proposit_ionum996 igitur relinquitur997

‘s . . 998
quod supponunt suppeositione innominata

. /B 17%b/ ASSumptum999 declaratz
sic: predi_cata3 predictaa non supponunt discrete quia non.sunt5 nomina
propria nec’ nomina communia sumpta9 /b 218%a/ cum pronominibus demonstra-
tivis, nec supponunt10 determinate11 quia sub12 illis13 non contingit de-
-scendere per unauu'14 disiunctivam, non15 enim sequitur 'Sortes bis bibit
vinum, igitur Sortes bibit ho¢ vinum vel17 hoc vinum' et sic de singulis,
quia quelibet pars disiunctive est falsa16. . Item, non sequitur 'Sortes
incipit esse grammaticus, igitur Sortes18 incipit esse iste19 grammaticus

, . s . . . 2 . .
22, et sic de singulis quia - sicut ipse 3.d1c1t'—

25

vel20 iste vel21 iste
quelibet parsz4 disiunctive est falsa. Nec etiam supponunt predicta
prediéataz6 confuse et27 distributive quia sub illis28 non contingit descen—
dere per unam copulativam, ut29 de se patet30. Nec etiam31'supfqnunt.con—
fuse tantum quia sub illis32 non contingit descendere per propositioneﬁaS

o 34 ., 5 . 36 . . R :
de dlslunct03 extremo , non enim sequitur 'Sortes incipit esse gramma-

40,

ticus, igitur incip&t37 esse ille grammaticus38 vel ille'vel39 ille et

sic de singulis. Relinquitur41 igitur42 per sufficientem divisionem43 quod
predicata44 predicta non ~ supponunt z:llic:{uaa6 suppositione nominata47.

994 talia C; om. D. 995 om. AB; dictarum C. 996 ormi. AB.

397-998 etc. A. 999-1 versio alia in A: Assumptum patet de se quia

sub illis terminis dictis non licet descendere per propositionem disjiunc-
tivam nec {(corr.i.m.ex vel) copulativam nec de disiuncto extremo nec sunt
nomina communia vel propria cum pronominibus demonstrativis ut patet mani-
. feste, igitur supponunt suppositione innominata. Contra idem arguo sic et
capio istam propositionem 'Sortes bis bibit vinum'. In illa propositione
predicatum nullo modo supponit, igitur nom supponit suppositione innomina-
ta. Assumptum patet quia nec supponit simpliciter nec materialiter ut no-
tum nec significative quia pro nullo significato supponit ut patet induc—
tive, igitur non supponit significative. Antecedens istius ultime con-
sequentie patet quia est una univeralis cui<us> quelibet singularis est
vera. Idem arguitur de ista 'Sortes incipit esse grammatiecus' si ly 'in—
cipit' exponitur per negationem de presenti et positionem de futuro. Si
autem exponatur per positionem de presenti et negationem de preterito tumc
supponit determinate quia contingit descendere sub predicato ipso per pro-
positionem disiunctivam, ete., quia una singularis verificabitur pro illo

grammatico qui est nunc Sortes. 2 ipse declarat B; probat D.

3 om. D, 4 om. CD. 5 nisi C. "6 om, C. 7 sed B.

8 om. C. 9 om. D. 10 etiam supponunt B; om. C. 11 determinata
c. 12 de B; om. C. 13 om. C, 14 om. C. 15-16 om. C.

17 igitur Sortes bis bibit D, 18 om. D. 19 vel iste C.

20 et D 21-22 om, C. 23 ille C. 24 particularis C. .
25-26 om. C. 27 om. D. 28 illo C. 29-30 om, C. 31 om. C.

32 illo C. 33-34 om. D. 35 disiunctivum D. 36 predicate C;
extremum D. 37 Sortes incipit B. 38 om. D. 39-40 grammaticus D.
41 et sic relimquitur C, 42-43 om. C. 44-45 om. C. 46 om. C.

47 innominata C. 48 expositionem C; om. D. " 49 arguiturB.
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Contra istam cq:;ini.onemz‘8 argu049 sic, et capio pri.mo50 istam proposi-
tionem_s1 'gortes bis bibit vinum', et probe quod hoc predicatum”™ non sup-—
ponit suppositione innominata. Et arguo sic: iste terminus qui nulle modo
supponit, non53 supponit54 suppositione innominata, sed55 ille terminus
*vinum' predicta prbpositione'nullo modo” suppenit, ergo non supponit sup-
positione inn0minata56;‘ Maior notas7 est58 de se. Minor probatur59 quia
nonso-supp0nit materialiter nec simpliciter nec significative. Qued non
supponit61 simpliciter nec62 /C 28Va/ materialiter, de se patet. Quod non
significative prob063, quia pro64 nullo significato supponit, igitur non
supponit65 significative. Consequentia patet6 quia idem 7 est supponere
significative et pro suo significato. Antecedens patet_induc’tive68 quia
est quedam69 universalis?o cuius71 quelibet‘singularis est vera, sicut7
de se patet.

5, 76

i 73 . 74 . s . 7 .
Item argultur de ista 'Sortes incipit esse grammaticus si ly

'incipit' exponatur per remctiomem de presenti et positionem de futuro.

Si autem exponatur per positionem de presenti et remotionem de preterito
tunc77 etiam clarﬁm78 est quod predicatum79 supponit determinate sicut in
ista propositione80 "Sortes incipit esse prammaticus’, si sic81 exponitur82
"Sortes nunc'83 est grammaticus et i.mmediate84 ante85 hoe non fuit gramma-

ticus'. Tunc86 dico88 quod87 hic89 'grammaticus' supponit determinate

- i11091’92 contingit- descendere per disiunctivam, sequitur93 e-

95

quia sub

. 94 T - P . s e . .

nlm9 "Sortes incipit esse grammaticus, ilgitur Sortes 1nclplt esse ille
. 6 . 7 . . . . 98 ) 9 )

grammaticus vel9 111e9 ' et sic de singulis quia quellbet9 una istarum

i qui101 nunc102 est Sortesj

verificatur pro illo grammatico
a s 103 e . 104 . .
Et si dicatur contra : Sortes incipit esse iste = grammaticus,
05 ., - . . s s
et1 iste grammaticus est Sortes, 1gltur Sortes incipit esse Sortes,

dico106'negando107 istam108 consequentiam quia in talibus propositionibugog

50 om. C. 51 om. C. 52 predicatum vinum B. 53 om. C.

54 om. BC. 55-56 sed vinum est huiusmedi ergo etc. Cj iste est huius~
modi igitur D. 57-58 patet B. 59 probatur sic C. 60 nec B.

61 supponat C; om. D. 62 vel B. 63 patet de se C. 64 om. B.

65 om. D. 66 patet de se C. 67 aliud C. 68 om. C. 69 om. B.
70 una vera B. 71 et C. 72 aliud si C. 73 arguitur etiam B.

74 ista propositione B. 75 albus vel grammaticus D. 76 quoque B.
77-78 planun C. 79 predicatum eius C. 80 om. C. 81-82 dicit Cj;
sic exponatur D. 83 non C. 84 om. D, 85 postquam ante C.

86-87 om. C. 88 dicitur B. 89 1y C, 90-91 om. C. 92 ille
termino D. 93-94 quia sequitur C. 95 om, C. 96 et C.

97 Sortes incipit esse iste grammaticus D. 98 et D. 99 om, CD.

100 significato B. 101 qued B; que C. 102 non primo B.

103 contra hoc A. 104 om. CD. | 105 om. C. 106 ad hoc A; om. B.
107 nego AB. 108 om. AB. 109 om. C. 110 om. C. 111 propo-



77

equivaleni‘.ibus110 ypotheticis111 non valet112 consequentia de113 ptimo ad

ultimum nec etiamTM tenetT15 sillogismus116-expositorius117.

21

Ad118 argumentum igitur in oppositum120 quando diciturT “tales ter-

122 123
nec

et ol . 125 '
mini non Supponunt discrete e determinate nec confuse nec mate-

P - .. 126 , . g ) . 124,
rialiter nec simpliciter s 1gitur supponunt suppositione innominata 5
. 127 128 . 129 : . . 130 .
dico negando consequentlam. ~, et causa est quia - sicut superius

133

probatgm131 . tales132 =il nullo modo supponunt precise si ly.

- : 134 . ‘ . Vo
'ineipit' exponatur per remotioniem de presenti et positionem de futuro.

Restat igitur declarare135 /B 18%a/ qualiter termini supponunt136 in
138 q 0139 .

. . 137 E— . . .
predictis propositionibus pro u breviter est sciendum quod in

talibus propositionibus 'So:ﬁesAbis bibit vinum', 'Sortes140 ter comedit142
panem141', 'Antichristus143 eri§144_hcmo', 'Sorte5145 incipit habere al-

bedinem’ predicata nullo modo supponunt, sicut146 manifeste patet147 P

: 148 0 : 149
rationem superius positam .

Item, in150 talibus prupositionibus151

153, -

er

'Sortes incipit esse albus',
52 . . . . i PTPIR ;

'Sortes1 incipit esse grammaticus si 1y 'incipit' expon-:l.tur154 per-

remotionem de présenti et positionem de futuro predicataw5 nullo /C 28vb/
. 156 ., . . 157, : .. -

modo supponunt. Si autem ly incipit exponatur per positionem de

presenti et remotiomem de preterito t:unc:1-58 predicata159 supponunt deter-—

119

minate .

L. 160 . . apwe
Pe suppositione auteéem sublectorum161 predlctarum162 propositionum

affirmativarum in quibus‘ponitﬁr h00163 verbum 'incipit’ omnino164,dicen—

163 sicut de aliis propositionibus cathegoricis, videlicet166 quod

167 168 169 170
vel vel

dum est

secundum qﬁantitatem propositionis supponunt
172

discrete

determinate vel171 confuse

sitionibus ypotheticis B; om. C. 112 tenet C. 113 a C. 114 de-
bet B; om. C. 115 fieri B, 116 sillogismus consequentia a primo

ad ultimum C. -117 expositorius et hoc si equivalent propositionibus
ypotheticis C. 118-119 et ideo-dico breviter quod in talibus proposi-
tionibus predictis et similibus predicata nullo modo supponunt A.

120 oppositum respondetur B, 121 om. C; arguitur D, 122 discretive
D. 123-124 etec. D. 125-126 ete. C. 127 om, C. 128 negatur
C. " 129 consequentia C; istam consequentiam D. 130 om. BC.

131 dictum C. 132 quod tales C. 133 om, C. 134 exponitur D.
135 videre C; dicere D, 136 supponunt D. 137 dictis C.

138 et B. 139 dico quo Bj quo si D. 140-141 om. D. 142 comedat
B. 143 et Antichristus D. 144 est B, 145 om. C. 146 sed C.
147 patuit D. 148 rationes C. 149 predictas C; om., D. 150 de B.
151 nominibus B, 152-153 om. D. 154 exponatur B. 155 tune C.
156 hoc B; om. C. 157 om. C. 158 om. D. 159 om. C. 160 om.
AD. 161 om. C; sublectis D. 162 om. AB. 163 om. D. 164 mo-
do C. 165 om. B3 esse C. 166 om. D. 167 supponunt subiecta B.
168 om. A. 169 om. D. 170 om. A. 171-172 et sic de singulis
B; ete. D. ‘173 de C. 174 ita B; consequenter C. 175 de C.
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2.3.1.2.2

. . . . . 173, .
Ulterius. est sciendum quod sicut prius argutum est 1n 1lla materia

de motu locali, consimiliter174 potest argui in1_75 quacumque alia176-specie
motus quia eadem difficultas /D 218"b/ est in istis duabus177 propositioni-

bus”8 'Sortes incipit pertransire179 aliquod spatium' et 'Sortes incipit

acquirere180 aliquam albedinem', et sic de aliis speciebus motus181.

3.1

. . 182 o 83 . .. 184 i .
Post predicta restat dlcere18 exp051t10nem1 3 1st1us1 verbi 'desi-

. . s . 185 . 1 . s , .

nit'. Est igitur breviter sciendum L quod omnis propositio affirmati-
187 . 188 189 . ' . .. 190

va in qua ponitur hoc verbum 'desinit’ que est composita ex

terminis rerum permanentium - vocando res permanentes illas que per aliquod

19 i C. . s
tempus manent L exponitur per remotionem de presentl et positlonem de
. . - ... 192 . ) 194
preterito, sicut 1sta propositlo "Sortes desinit esse an1mal193'debet

sic exponi195: Sortes nunc non est animalw6 et immediate ante hoe fuit
. 198
animal .
- .. . 200 200, . \
Quod autem 1sta199 propositio debeat sic exponi probatur sic,

. . ' .. . 202
nam ista consequentia est bona 'Sortes desinit esse animal
205,

, igitur Sor-

. 206 . . 208
qula oppositum consequentls . non
2 g
potest209 stare210 cum antecedent3211. Ista = non stant simul 'Sortes

: g : . . , 213 .
nune est animal' et 'Sortes desinit esse animal'. Quod autem ista non

. . P : ) 214 -+, . 216
stant simul probatur 51c215: Sortes desinit esse animal , lgitur Sortes

207,218. Si219,220

tes nunc203 non estzo4 animal

. . . C217 .
ulterius non erit animal. Ista consequentia plana est

. s . . 222 . : ] .
igitur Sortes munc sit animal et Sortes ulterius non erit animal, sequi-

tur quod hoc223 esset224 ultimum instans esse Sortis,rsed225 hoc226 est im-
_ ., . 227 .. 228 229
possibile per secundam suppositlonem superius positam , ergo illud

. 230 : , 231,233 234 ‘o . 235
ex quo sequitur . Consequentia assumpta , scilicet ista
176 om. CD. 177 om., C. 178. om. BC, 179 transire C.
180 transire C. 181 etc. A; ipsius motus B; motus tam de alteratiome
quam de aliis C. 182 disserere B. 183 de expositione D,
184 huius C. 185 om. B. 186 dicendum D. 187 affirmativus D,
188-189 ubi C. 190 ypothetica C. 191 permanent C. 192 om. B.
193 albus B. 194 om. C. 195 exponitur C. 196 albus B.
197 fit C. 198 albus B. 199-200 om. B. 201 debet B.
202 albus B. 203 om. C. 204 om. C. 205 albus et immediate
ante hoc fuit albus B. 206-207 om. D. 208 antecedentis A.
209-210 staret C. 211 antecedente in veritate B. 212 ista enim B.
213-214 om, C. 215 om. B. 216 et C. 217-218 om. B; patet de
se planum enim est C. 219 quod C; autem si D. 220-221 om. C. '
222 om. B. 223 sit D. 224 est A; dare D, 225 om. A,
226 quod A. 227-228 om. BD. 229-230 om. A, . 231-232 om. A.

233 contra B, 234 sumpta B. 235 om. D. 236 om, B.
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'Sortes desinit esse animal, igitur Sorte5236 ulterius non erit237 animal',
: . 221, T 238 .239

patet de se: clarum enim est /C 297a/ quod si

animal quod240 Sortes241 non desinit esse animalzaz. Patet242 igitur quod

243 ., 244 . 245 246 | 247,249
sit sic 1y

Sortes ulterius erit

. . oy ., 248 ,
necessarium exponere 'desinit' in termi-

. 250 s 231 . . ‘o
nis rerum permanentium per remotionem de presenti et positionem de

252 253 255
. Ex

preterito quo ‘sequitur quod omnes tales consequentie sunt

.. . . 256 . . .
bone 'Sortes desinit esse animal, ergo Sortes immediate ante hoc fuit

animal’. Itemz57 sequitur2 'Sortes desinit esse animal, ergo Sortes259

nunc261 non est animal'. Item 'Sortes desinit262 esse animal, igitﬁrZGO

263 _ .. 264 265 . '
- fuit animal, et nunc non est animal’.

254 268
= a

immediate ante hoc Sortes
266 i ) 267

Et tenent omnes” = tales consequentie per hanc regulam propo-

sitione exposita adzsg'proposition33270 exponentes simul sumptas velz71 ad

272 273 274 275 276
per est

quamlibet illarum se sumptam 5 bona consequeﬁtia.

3.2

Alia277 conclusie est_isfazls'qudd27g omniszso propositio composita

281
ex terminis rerum successivarum in qua282 ponitur hotzzs‘3 verbum "desinit’
debet similiterzs4 exponi per285 remotionem de presenti et positionem de
preterito; sicut ista 'Sortes desinit moveri’ debet287 sic exponizae: Sor-

288,290

tes nunc non movetur et immediate ante hot movebatur. Ista exposi-

. 291 . - . s 292
tio probatur sic: Sortes desinit moveri, igitur Sortes nunc ~° non mo-

28 2 . . . . 254
vetur ? Ista 23 consequentla patet quia oppositum consequentis n0n stat9
. 2 A ‘ .
cum antecedentezgs, igitur prima consequentia est bonma. Quod autem

298

. - . 299
oppositum consequentis non stat cum antecedente patet quia repugnans’

. ... 300 301 . . 302 .
opposito consequentls3 stat cum antecedente » lgltur oppositum an-

303,304

: . 29 .
tecedentis non stat cum antecedente - Agsumptum probatur: ista

237 desinit esse D. 238 om. B, 239 om. C. 240 et quod C3; om. D.
241 om. B. 242 ut patet C. 243 non C. 244 est A. 245 om,
AB. 246 expomitur C. 247-248 ommes propositiomes in quibus sunt A.
249 om. B. 250 termini A. 251-252 om. C. 253-254 om. A.

255 semper C. - 256 om. B. 257 et C. 258 arguitur B; om. D.
259-260 om, B, 261 om. C. 262 nunec desinit C, 263 om. B,

264 est C. 265 et Sortes D, 266 om. D. - 267 illam C.

268 et a A. - 269 om. A. - 270 om. A; suas B. 271 et A,

272 exponentium A,273-274 om. AC. 275 om. D. 276 videlicet D.

277 secunda B, 278 om. BC. 279 om. D. 280 om. C. .

281 exposita B. 282 quo A. 283 om. D, 284 consimiliter C; sic
D. - 285-286 om. D. 287 om. B, 288-289 om. B. 290 om. C;

et Sortes D. 291 conclusio C, 292 om. C. 293 om. C.

294 potest stare B. 295 consequente A; antecedente corr.i. opposito
antecedentis C. 296-297 om. AC. 298 stet D. 299-300 oppositum
antecedentis non B; Z.m. corr.ex oppositum consequentis non D.

301 consequente (?) B. 302+303 ad antecedens ad antecedens igitur B,
304 corr.ex consequentis D. 305 coneclusio C. 306 om. B.
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. 30 - PR 306 .
consequentia 3 est bona 'Sortes desinit moveri, igitur Sortes ulterius

. . ) 307 08
non movebitur', sed ista non stant simul 'Sortes nunc3 movetur' /B

18"/ et 'Sortes309 uvlterius non movebitur' ut310’311

patet de 52312, igi-
313 '
ur

et317

. . 316 : )
t nec ista stant315 simul 'Sortes nunc movetur' 'Sortes de-

sinit moveri'. Patet igitur quod ista consequentia est bona 'Sortes desi-

. P 318 :
nit moveri, igitur Sortes nunc non movetur'. Quod autem ista non stent

314

. 319 . s
simul 'Sortes nunc movetur' et 'ulterius non movebitur' de se patet R

/A 52ra/ quia sic320 esset dare ultimum instan5321 motus322 quod est im-

possibile, et omnia illa323 patent324 per predicta.

. . 325 . 326 . .327
Contra istam conclusionem arguitur sict s1

328 329

sic exponeretur, tunc ista consequentia foret bona 'Sortes desinit

moveri, igitur Sorte5330 immediat6331 ante hoc332 movebatur' sicut333 patet

per regulam predictam334, séd335 consequen5336 est impossibi1e337, ergo338

340,342

illa propositio

. 341
consequentis probatur
343 344 346

sic” ~: Sortes immediate ante hoc movebatur, igitur Sortes sine me-

dio ante347 hoc:M8 movebatur. Et349

movebatur345’350. Et ultra: igitur351 motus fuit sine tempore quod est

352,354

iilud ex quo sequitur339. Impossibilitas
ultra: igitur Sortes sine tempore

patet per356 Aristotelem357 quarto et sexto
355,359

impossibile, sicut
Physicorum et358 plufibuS'aliis locis

60 , . . nle
Item, Sortes3 immediate ante hoc movebatur localiter, igitur Sortes

. . . i . . 3 .. .
immediate ante hoc pertransivit aliquod spatium. Et 61 ultra: igitur sine

<. . . : 362 6 . . i
tempore pertransivit aliqued spatium. Et u1tra3 3: igitur sine medio

Sortes364,366
365,368
etc. .

pertransivit aliquod spatium, igitur367 aliquod spatium,

. o 6 . .
Consequens 1mp0531b11e3 ) 51cut370 patet per Aristotelem

353,373.

Ad primum374 illorum dico concedendo375 han':::”6 propositionem377 'Sor-
tes sine tempore movebatur378'. Et ulterius /C 29"b/ concedo quod sine
307 etc. B. 308 om. C. 309 om. AD. 310 om. B. 311-312 om.
D. 313-314 om. BC. 315 stabunt D. 316-317 lgeuna in A,

318 om. D. 319 nunc non A. 320 tunc D, 321 om. AC.

322 motum C. 323 om. C. 324 patent plane D. 325 responsionem A.
326 dico A; arguo D. 327 quia si B. 328 conclusio C. 329 fuit
B; esset C. 330 om, BC. 331 om. C. - 332 om. A. 333-334 om. A.
335 om. C. 336 consequentia Aj; hoc C. 337 falsum D. 338-339 om.
A; ergo etc., C; igitur antecedens D. 340-34t ¢om., A, - 342 falsitas D.
343 om. D. 344-345 om. B. 346 om., AC. 347-348 om. CD.

349-350 om. C. 351 om. B. 352-353 om. A. 354-355 om. C.

356=357 om. B. 358-359 om. D. 360 om. C. 361-362 om. BC.

363 om. C. 364-365 om. C. 366 om. D. 367-368 om. B.

369 est impossibile B. 370 ut D. 371 multis D. 372-373 om. CD.
374=375 istud concedo A. 376 istam CD. 377 consequentiam quod C.
378 movebitur C; movetur D. 379-380 om. C. 381-382 om. A.

in predictis371 locis, erg0372 et antecedens
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. 379 . 381 :
tempore potest esse motus, qu1a3 sine hoc tempore potest esse mqtu5382

et sine hoc383 et sic de singulis, igitur sine384 tempore potest esse mo-—
us38p’385. Conseque’ntia386 patet387 quia arguitur388 inductive a singula—

ribus ad univeréaleaag.

t

. . . 380 . . i .
Ttem, ista est universalis vera cuius quelibet singularis est vera,

igitur391 ipsa estﬂg-2 vera393. Quod autem gquelibet singularis sit vera

/D 218"a/ ostenditur sic, quia hec39a

395,397

est vera 'sine hoc tempore fuit mo-
clarum est quod sine399 hoe tempore396 fuit motu8398 in

403 et404 futurohos

-tus' quia

3110401 tempore, quiaéoo sine hoc temporel'o2 presentl

fuit406 motus inhp‘ tempore408 preterito, et sic potest argui de quocumque
. . 409 ] . 410 411 412 .
alic singulari . Sed ultra dico negando hanc propositionem

&l sine414'tempore' quia nullus motus415 fuit416 sine tempore,

419

'motus fuit
417 . . 418 . . s "\ ewis amm o -
et tota causa 1stius diversitatis est quia in ista propositione

. . 420 ‘ : . 421 oo .
'sine tempore fuit motus’: 1y "motus' in ista propositione universa-

11422 supponit confuse tantum, et in ista423 propositionel'z4 'motus'fuirf*25

sine426 temporé427' ly428 'motusazg’ supponit430 determinate, et per com-
! 432 435

sequens_oportetl'?’1 quod verificetur433 pro aliquo434 singulari, sicut
in illa propositiome 'animal fuit homo’ opoftet437 quod438 ly Tanimal' sup-

439 : 441

ponit determinate, et per consequens oportet440 quod hec propositio

indefinita442 verificetur443 pro aliquo44 singulari animali. Sed445 sic

non oportet in illa propositione 'omnis homo fuit animal' quod 'animal'

verificetur pro aliquo singulari animali436’446.

Ad447 449

aliud argumentum450 dico concedendo hanchs1

- propositionem

'sine452 tempore fuit aliquoed spatium pertransitum’, et nego453 1llam

Et454 455

'aliquod spatium fuit pertransitum sine tempore’, hoc totum

456 457 .. 448,458
propter causas predictas .

383 hoc tempore B; isto D. 384-385 etc, A. 386 antecedens patet

de se consequentia B. 387 declaratur B. 388 arguo A; est B.

389 universalia C. 390 om. BC. 391 sed quelibet singularis ete,
igitur D. 392 et A; erit B. 393 om, A, 394 ista AD. ’
395-396 quando A. 397-398 om. C. 399-400 om. B, - 401 aliquo C.
402 om. D. 403 de presenti C. 404 vel B. 405 de futuro C.

406 fit C. 407 de-C. 408 om. C. 409 singulari etc. D.

410 om. AD. 411 nego A. 412 1illam C; istam D. 413 fic C.

414 absque C. 415 om. A. 416 fit C. 417 om. A; ratio B; bona D.
418 om. AC. 419 om. A. 420 fit C. 421-422 om. AC. 423 iste
c. 424 om. AC, 425 fit C. 426 om. B, 427 om. B.

428-429 om. D. 430 stat C. . 431 relinquitur C. 432 om. A

433 verificari A; supponit C. 434 aliqua D. 435-436 sed sic non
oportet quande supponit confuse tantum A; om. C. 437-438 om. B,
439-440 om. B, 441 quia B. 442 om. B. 443 verificatur B,

444 aliquo alio B. - 445-446 om. B. 447448 om. A, 449 illud B.
450 om. C. 451 illam C. 452 quod sine B, 453 negando B,

454 om. C. 455 om. D. 456 patet per C. 457 casus C; rationes D.
458 predictas C. 459 tertia B. 460 om. C. 461 res alique C.
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A113459 conclusio est ista460 quod si sint alique461 resh62 que tan-
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tum manent464 per 1nstan5465, tunc in omn1 propositlone afflrmatlva466

467 468 .. 469 470 .. 471

composita ex terminis supponentibus pro talibus = rebus 1y
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'incipit' et 'desinit' debent47 exponi opposito 3 modo. Verbi gratia,

. 74 - 1 - : C.
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positionem de477 presenti478 et remotionem de preteritoATg, etago’aszﬁista
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de presentl et remotionem de futuro , ita quod semper positic
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i o 497 L. 8 .
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esse’. i 494 ., - s n 4
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. 499 . ..
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stans tantum C. 466 om. B. 467 componentibus B, 468 om. B,
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termini ly D. 472 om. C. 473 predidtn C. 474 sicut ista B.

475 specifica Bj sub aliis Cji.m. corr. in specifica D. 476 sic exponi C.
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484 remotionem C. 485 preterito C. 486 per D. 487 propositio C;
positionem D. 488 esse C; exponi D. 489 om. D. = 490-491 utrumque
istarum D. 492 dicendum est By dicitur diei C. 493 om. A.

494-495 om. A. 496 hoc C. 497 om. C. 498 om. A. 499 et in C.
500 om. BC. 501 om. D. 502 om. B. 503 istius propesitiomis D.
504 supponit personaliter vel B; om. C. 505 om. B. 506 om. B.

507 om. C. 508 illud A; om. D. 509 om. D. 510 cm. A.

511-512 suppenunt diversimode sive sint affirmative sive negative C.
513 sive C. 514 quantitatem diversitatem A; quantitatem C.
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o 515 Pos . 516 . 517 . 518 .
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