- Schmaus, Liber propugnatorlus, pp

Bernardus Claromonensis

pp. 230~33, noté 53, with long quote from Bermard of Claromonte

Quellenverzeichnis, p, XV.

Be rnardi €lsromonensis impugnatliones contra fratrem
hogidium contradicentem Thomas super primum sententlarum,
God. Vat. lat. 772. :

pe 230, d. 13 fol 11F
pe 231 ad calcem

"Necessarium est sutem, ut, ex #m quo tales actus essentlales
habent secundum rationem ordinem ad invicem, amctus etlam notionales
quae sunt generatlo, q:i est verbi, praesupponens actum essentlalem,
qul est intellisere, ot processlo amoris rrassupponens actum
egsentialem, quil est velle, habeant ordinem inter se, et per
consequens oportet, quod persona procedens per generationem et
p rsona procedens per spirationem non seque Immedlate, sed
quodan ordine procedant a Patre.... Ergo quantumcumque inter
Intelligere et velie 1in Deo sit tantum ordo et distinctio
rationls, intsr p ocessiones tamen erlt ordo et distinctlo
realis,”

Joes thls presuprose the v.ew of Henry of Ghent as helﬁ
by John of Paris?

8ee p. 330% Long addendum on authentic ity of the Impugnationes,
perhaps by 729




See proof/ psychologischen Gehaltes entlsert ist."/notes 51-52 pp 131-35.

Reversion to premature via doctrinae (Persons, nature, pelatlon
w or wt bonum sul diffusivum) by way of emptying out psychological
content and deallng with metaphysical categorles.

Durandu

Schmaus.

125; "In der Thomasschule lebt das per modum naturae kraftig :
woiter. Ja es schelnt geradezu, als ob die Schuler dem hl. iy
Thomas 1n dieser Frace vorzugswelise auns dem Sentenzenkommentar : 4
des Melsters geshopft hatten. i

Instances Thomusinus, Romanus, FPetrus de Tarantasia, i
Hannibaldus de Hannlbaldls, John of Paris.

126: James of Metz, long eitation from d 10 on pp 126-29 note 48.
James admits per modum intellectus et voluntatis sxclusively
with regard to order of processions.
ad fin p 128: "sed qula una est per modum intellectus,
quas est prior alis rer modum voluntatis, quae acclpitur ut
poaterior secundum nostrum modum Intellismendi”
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129: Durandus I d 6 q¢ 2 clted p 129 note 49.

"S1 autem attendatur ordo productorum et productionum,s
sic Fllius dleitur procedere nur modum Intellectus, Splritus
autem Sanctus per modum voluntatis. Culus ratio est, qula in
imagine creata, quae attenditur secundum potentias et amctus
nzturae intellectualils, prima emanatlo est secundum intellectunm,
alla autem sequsns, in qua terminatur emanatio /130/ manens
Infra (slc) nuburam intellectualem est emanatio pertinens
ad voluntatem., Primo enim est cornitio honl. Deinde ex hoc
oritur amor boni et ibl sistit ement.» irter naturam intellectualem
et ex hoc arguitur sic: Illud auod in divinls procedit prima
emanatione, procedit per modum intellectus ad intra. Allud
aubem, quod procedit secunda omanatione et ultima, iIn qua i
terminatur omnis emanatio dvina ad intra, procedit per modum 1
voluntatis, qula slc est in #msmine creata... sic intellimenda _
sunt, quae dicuntur c¢irca materlam istam de modo processioris |
divinarum personarum et verba doctorum, ~use videntur T
insinuare, yuod intellirere et velle <gm dilicsre sint
raticones emanationum divinarum. Hoe enim dicunt solum secundum
quamdam adaptationem ad ea quae inveniuntur in imamine cre«ta."

Schmaus adds: "Auffallend mapg man es finden, dass in 1
der von Jopannes von Neapel und Petrus de Palude zusammengestellten (¥
Liste von Abweichunpen des Durandus von Thomas der hehandelte '
Lehrpunkt nicht zur Sprache kommt: Cod ¥at lat 6736 fol 113r."

aame 33
129f: James of Lausanne; 3aam 1%eax ms Durandus; less clear @n quote.}

SR e g

130 "’berradchend ist, dass bel so narhaften Thomisten und
80 uberzeugten Gegnern des Durandus wle Johannes von Neapel
und Hervcus Natalls dle Formell per modum intellectus alles




/ . | Hervasus Natalis

Hervaeus Natells, Quodlibeta undecim cum octo ipsius pro-
fundissimls tractatibus, Venedig 1513. [Schmaus p. XXII]

Schmaus, Liber propugnatorius, p. 203.

"+.4 In dem Traktat De personis Aivinis in der Qdusestio,
Utrum Spiritus sanctus aliquo modo procedit per modum naturae.
Die Frage 1st zugleieh eine grundliche Auseinande rsetzung mit
Heinriech von Gent."

Quotation runs from pp. RxIxReg 203 -~ 214.

ps 213 post medium

"o In 11118 entibus immaterialihus, In golbusr ealiter 2
differt Intelllgere et velle, sicut est omris creatura Immaterialls, §
orosiuctio amoris et omnls affectio sive allud, pracexigit sibl o
préaeviam productisnem cognitionis. Productlo autem cogzr itionis
vel saltem omals eias, quod ad actum copnoscendl praster
Inbellectum pertinet, non praeexicit sikbi-prasviam-produtisnem--—
eognitionisy necessarlo allam productionem primam, et ldeo in
natura lhtellectuali 11lud, quod producitur rraelntellecta 4
alla productione, habet rationem amoris, 11lud vere, a quo procedlt, &
habet rationem intellirentlaes vel honi cocnitl sive etiam vebbl, :
et quia in divinls Fillus prodedit ab uno solo, scilicet a Pétre,
Splritus vero sanctus procedit a duohus, scllicet a Patre et a
Filio procedunte, 1deo secundum rationem Intell rendl productie
Fi1lii prasintellegitur produ:tioni SpiritusSancti, productisni
vero Filil nulla raeintelligitur, et securdum hoc dicitur
Spiritus sanctus procedere per mocdum voluntatis sive amoris
et Filius per modum intellectus."
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Ar, Aug. Qonflictk., James of Vitefbo

33446
J. Benes, Div Thom Placentlmes, 1927/334, Text on divine know-
ledge of possaibles; affirming they possess an esse cognitum
distinct from God and apart from esss in effectu,

Text from Bibl Ottob lat 196 fol 80 f: Vat lat 982 fol 11 ff;
Vat lat 772 for 71 f.




Jameas Of Méitg
J. Kooh, Jakob von Mety, Arch HDLMA 4{1929) 169-232

170: "... noch zu Beginn des 14, Jahrhunderts elne nichtthomistische
Tradition im Pariser Dominikanerkloster lebendig war,"
‘-_t (q\_g.[.dw__ ?).J-Q Pobeon aa ALy wiim =¥ \'ﬁmﬁ '\Kh “ Dy amdiso

2l4: James of Metz: different theorlesof specles Intelligibilis
r.3:1t from different theorles of the Ilmmanent act.

214 mote 4 James II Sent (B) d 17 ¢ 1 a 1, Ba 6lra "Est ergo prima
opinlo, guod specles necessariore ulritur ad sctum intellirdndl,
quls dicunt, gquod intellimere guod est actus rmanens in apente,
est effective ab Intellectu possibili, et hoec medlante specie"

214 note § Vel. Gorrectorium fr. Jacobi, ITI Sent. q. 10, M 163rb
"arte primo recitat opinionem.Thome..." Dic Formel "actus manens
in agente est effective ab Intel ectu" iat aber sicher nicht
Im 83nne des hl. Thomas. Herveus selbst entwickelt spater glne
klarere Theorie des immanenten Aktes; wpl, ©uodl. III, q. 8
[edit by J Koch, Monasteril 19529]

2X4 note 6 James: "secunda opinioc sst, gquod intellirere non est !
ef fective ab Intellectu possihili nec per se nec mediante ;
spet 1o, sed est ab obgecto, denominat tamen 1intellectum per
nodum actus immanentis" L.c. 6lrb-va [cf sup note 4]

215 note 1 Jemes: "Al1l autem dicunt, quod intellirere non est ab
iIntellectu, =ed solum ab obiecto radicaliter; sed tamen requiritur
[61vb] ibil species res ectu alicuius oblectl ot respectu aliculus
non, Et sic salvant multa, sc, recursum ad fantasmata et
dicta doctorum... Ite est ex parte illa: guedam oblecta non
habent in se princip.um sufficiens r.spectu actu intellligendl,
ot 1deo indigent specle... Deus et alla arentla immaterialis
non egent Specie." Lete Blyb. This is James'view.
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215: Durandus ist hiler radikaler; indem er ausustinlache
Gedanken aufnimmt, schreibt er dem Intellekt eine ursprungliche
Akﬁivitat ZW, Damit der Erkenntnisackt zustande kommt,

genagt o8, dass das Objekt dem Intellekt im Phantasiebild
gegenuiber isty des Objekt ist causa sine qua non.

215: Das Verbum mentis identifiziert Jakob ebenso wie Durandus

mit dem gelstigen Erkenntnisakt und lehnt die Theorle der
thomistischen Schule ab, dass das Verbum das Reultat des Epkenntnis-
prozesses sel, namlich ein vollkommenes Wesenshild, das fur die
fermere Erkenntnis rleichsam als Splegel dlent.

215 note B: Hervaeus did nob treat the nature of Verbum in
his Commentary on the Sentences. Durandus attacked his De Vebbo.
216 text and nobte 1: Pertrus of Alvernia ldentified the Verbum
wilth the object. Cf Godfrey
216 text  Hervasus on Verbum in Correctorium fr. Jacobl.
"Contras de ratione verbl est yuod s it alisuid productum
rer operatlonem Intellectus. Aliogquin Verdbum In divini s non
haberet ex processlone suas, quod esset cistlnetum supposito
at dpso Patre; sed actus intellinendl non est alizuid productum
rer eperatl-nem Intellectus, ymo solum est ab intellesctu
alcut operatloc ab operante; erpo Impossihile est, quod actus
Intellisendi sit proyrie verbum" M 1S55rb
"ad 4am dico quod verbum ponitur non propter cornitronem
qQua procedlt, sed propter eam que sequitur, Nam cum primo
apprehenxdo res confuse, intellectus meus per actum discendl
format Ipsum verbum cuivs formationem sequitur cognitio expressa.
Et hoc est satis clarum." M 155va




Ar. - Rug. Confllct. John of Murro

Joan de Murro, OFM, {ob 1312) (¢f Matthew of #gua sparta)

,L'oeuvre scholastique du cardinal/
Ephrem Longpre,/Jean de Murro, O.F.M. (ob. 1312), Melanzes
Augnaste Pelzer, Louvan 1947, pp. 467-92.

Life, pp. 468 ff.
Textea, ppe. 486-92.

1. Originamire de Morrovalle et provincial dea Marches en 1272

2. 1283, Bacheller des Sentences a Parils

3. 1285, one of six to whom Peter Olivi presents his defence

&. 1288, 31 dec, Master In Theology at Paris

5. 1289, 2888 1290: Regent in Paris )

6. 1291-96 succeeds Guillaume de Falgar as Lecteur au Sacre~Palals
7. 1298 {14 mai)~-1304 (5 juin) Master General of Francliscans

8. 1304-12 Cardinsl Bishop of Porto ot de Sainte-Rufine

His view on will cited by Godfrey of Fontadnes, Phil Belg 3, 159.

Pe 488: "Et ita patet quod liberum arbitrdum non est potentia

sed hatitus, id est habllitas naturalls potentiams voluntatis,

1deo aliquando liberum arbbtriwn improprie accipitur pro voluntate
veess Qlco quod essentia huius habitus est In voluntate sed non
exit in actum nisi adiutorio et dispositione ratlonis, et proprer
hot dicitur esse in ratione, non guod sit 1ibl per essentlam

sed ut in disponente," lines 89-96 (c1ted from in 2 Sent 4 25 q 4]

Q. Dy ¢ Quaeritur utrum oblectum voluntatis movest lpsam ad
actum volendi finem. ppe 488-92.

First opinion:".eblectum nullo modo movet voluntatem nisi metaphor ite
gicut locus movet locatum, non qula locus Influat in mobile....
sadxguinxneaxazkxizanx tamen, sl non est locus,.... sed qula
non es8t locus ad quem moveatur, 81lc voluntas non movehur nisi
obiecto cognito, nén quia aliquid reciriat ab oblecto sed qula
non habet obiectum ad quod movetur." p 488.
John argues from Anselm that will recelves
a habllitas from the object presented by intellect,
Second Oplnion: "..., oblectum causat volitionem In voluntate
ne¢ potest aliquid velle nisl moveatur ab oblecto quia voluntas,
sun 8it In potentia ad suum actum, non potest lpsum agere in
se 1psa nec ipsa nuda nec ipsa sub aligua affectlons, quia totum,
scllicet voluntas cum affectione, est 1n potentls ad actum volandl
et ita idem esset in sctu et in potentia respectu eiusdam." Peie
John argues that will 1s principle of its acis,
otherwise 1t would not be free; the will without habilitas ls
subdectum, but the will with hahilitas 1s the movens; there is
no need for movens and motum to be distinct loco et sublecto,
for the animal moves itself by 1its soul; what s repugnant 1is
to be In potency to being motum formaliter and at the same time
being actu motum; self-movement 1s excluded in alterio proprie dlcta
but not In alteratio splritualis, hence angels cause acts of knowlng
wh.n they please; hence also phantasm and agent intellect In sams
aub ject as possible intellect still moves possible intellect, F+4°
John attributes to objlect the productlion in
will of & habllitas over and above natural ascquired Infused habiis;
1t is per modum fluxus not per medum manentis; it provides ogtional
specification for acts of will, just as specles imt Intellec
provides (not optional) specification for acts of Intellect. p 4SL
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John of Npples
Schmaus, Liber propugnatorius.

John of Naples, Quaestio disp. XIII: Utrum Splritus sanctus
distinpueretur a Fillo, si non procederet ab eo.

1324 1line 11 ff: '"Hoc etiam tertio probatur. Amor enlm est
aliquid procedens a notitia. Secundum enlm Philosophum In

fine ITI de Anima voluntas ab intellectu seu ab oblecto cognito,
quod ldem est, ad actum suum movetur et inclinetlo etiam

rel ad bonum procedit a forma, ger qQuam res habent naturam suam
et speclem; ot pateblt hoc etiam per aa, quae inffa dlcentur:

Si enlm SpiritusBanctus a Filic non dlstinaultur, non procedif
ab so, ut Infra probahitur,™

138« line 1 ff: "Praestersa hoc ipsum patet ex dictis tenentium
opinicnem contrariam. Dicunt enim, quod Fillus et Spiritus Sanctus
distinguuntur ad invicem per hoe, quod Filllus emanat a Patre

per intellectum ut verbum et 8pliritus Sanctus a voluntate ut
amor. Sed amor necesgario procedit a verho sic, quod amor non
esset amor, nisi a verbo proced:ret, sicut apreoret In trinltate
anlmae Intellectivae creata, sicut Aucustinds dicit in principlo
IX de Trinitate, quod n.h.,l dili~imus nisi corratum, et sicut
Philosophus dlecit In fine III DE animm, gquod voluntas ad actum
spum ab intellectu movetur. Spiritus erso Sanctus non posset
distingul a Fllio ut amor a verbo, sicut irsi dicunt, nisi ab

o procederet.,"

132 note 51 ad fin: [Ex Quaest dlsp. XXX: Utrum distinctio
reallia perssnarw divinarum emanationum sit acclirlenda penes
principia vel penes aliguld aliud...."]
simul

"Sed ad hasc ambo ¢s% dicendum est, quod una emanatio dieitur
esse p.r modum Intellectus et maturae et alla per modum voluntatlis,
non qula princirium unlus sit natura vel intellectua/alterius
volw:itas, ut procedunt a reumenta, sed propter solum ordinem
originls, qul est inter persoras emanantes et per consequens 2
inter earum emanationes: modus enim emanationis natirae et intellectiny
est, qguod non necessario allam emanatlionem ante se praesupponat,
et per oppositum emanatio voluntatls necessario prassuyponit
allam emanationem, sc. intellectus; nihil enim ¢iliglitur nisl
copgnitum. Secundum atuem hune modum emanatlores dlvinae
non Gistinguerentur, si Spirltus Sanctus non procederet & Fillo,"

225 text calce: same citatlon with different punctiiation,

See long cltatlon pp 433-39 note 100 on propristas and relatio.
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- John of Paris ;
Ar.—-Aug. Confl ict. '

Joln Quidort of Paris f

1. J.P. Muller 0SB, la these de Jean Quidort sur la béatitude :
formelle, Melanges Auguste Pelzer, Louvain 1947, ppe. 493-511.

Contains following texts
& John, In IV Sent., d. 49 (pp 497-502) "Deinde queritur in
quo actu conslstat beatlitudo formalites" A reportatio.
Hervaous Natalls, RaedXx¥yxxx8xkpp5®%s2} Account of John's opinion
From Tractatus de Beatitudine, q. 4 (pp 503 f)
Jean de Pouilly, Quedl V, q 6 (pp 505-7) Account of John's opinion

jo Wi

Joln's aix elements in beatitude represent a supprosition of
something lilke Henry of Ghent's theory of knowledge.

pe 498 Lines 57-66

"eu. md defensionem opinionis distinguo de visione, quod
68t duplex visio, vel una dupliciter sumpta: una est visio nuda
divine essentle, qua Psus videtur, sine medio enigmatico, que
respondet vel succedlit fldei. Et hoc est primum gquod occurrit
in beato et se habet ad beatitudinem antecedenter ot causaliter, }
nullo tamen modo essentialiter, Immo penitus est cltra beatitudinem,
Alla est vislo reflexa, qua Desus videtur non sub ratione essentie
soleum, sed sub ratione summl boni hahiti et 1llapsl in modum
quo vldet bestus se tenere Deum quem summe amat. In yuo statim
quiescit, nec¢ ultra potest plus appetere. Et in hac pono beatitudinem!

use of

John's conceptualism appears in/distinction between Deus
ut terminus, ut fiuis, ut beatitudo, (p 499 linea 97-120)

Deus &st terminus a quo et ad quem omnila creaturae "sub
absoluta rgtlone essentle” Del

Deus sub ratione boni absolute est finls omnis creaturse

beus sub ratione bonl habiti In propria effigle est bea titudo
rationgli= creaturae

on distinctlon ltself Met Delta 17 1022a 11 a

Influence of Henry of Ghent on theory of will appears in
second and third elements {(love of nuda essentia, desire to
hoid it)

p 498 { lines 70 ff.

"Primum est aperta visio divine essentle correspondens fided.
Et ex hac consurgit amor ardentior, quia naturale est, quod ex
rraesentia amatl consurgat amor,,.. Et ex hoc tertio dausatur
notus desiderii tendentls ad perfectam tentlonem reil amate per
totalem transformationem amantlis in smatun sicat ex ferro et
igne £it unam. Quarte est terminus 1llius motus, scil tentilo
spirltualis sicut amplexatio. Quinto est nerceptio et visio
istius tentionls, quando se convertit intellsctus super hanc.
Sexto est quiletatlio seguens, quod vocamus delectatlonem vel
frultionem., Et haec omnia sunt In amore sponsi et sponse,
nlsi quod sant 1bi distincta secundum momenta temporum, sed hic
fiunt in instanti 2et solum netura sunt dlatincta, quia divine
na ture,"

¥B Occaslon was not working out and applying Henry but
defending Thomas sgainst Augustinians who placed formal beatihde
in will.




ps 199 mote 33 cltes I q 27 a. 4: Utrum Spiritns sanctus procedat per modum

Schmaua, Liber propugnatorius. John of Paris

John ofParis, In primum librum sententiarum, Ced,-B.-BxIliy-13,
od. B. IIX. 13, der Unlversltatsbibl. in Basel.

amoris, Fol 50 rsa.
pe 200 in footnote 33 carried from p. 199. i

", e+ In nobls autem invenimus duplicem processum, scilicet
notitiae dedlarativiae de notitla simplicl et amoris Incentivi
de amore simpllcl et notiftles simul, quia licet Invisa possimas
diligere, Incosnlta tamen nequaquam secundum beatum Ausnstinum,
Notitia simplex dicitur, qua cognosicitur aliquid secundum quod
definitum Incompl.xum slgnificatur, sicut si cornm cimus homlnem
abgolute ut siznificatur hoc nomine homo., Notitia distinctiva
seu declarativa est, qua cognoscitur definitum cum sua definltliva
ratione, alcut cum cornosco hominem explicite »rout sisniflcabur
per animal rationale mortale et lata notitia oritur ex primsa.
Primo enim conzidero hominem absolute, prout sianificatur
Incomplexo termino et haec notltia simplex est et confusa.

ExX hoc consurglt quaedam alia consideratio, quia coplito, quod
non est accldenn, st ideo concludo quode st suhstantls.coprroxesx
POstema considero, quod non est amimal substantla ircorporea,

et idec concludo quod est substantla corporea. Postea consldero,
quod non est substentia inanimata, et 1deo conclndo, quod est
animal. Postea considero, quod non est animal 1rrationale, &t
tunc finaliter concludo, gquod est animal ratlonale mortale.

Unde 1sta notitla sic declarativa consurgit ex notitia simpldddl
ot confusa et Lldeo dicit Phllosophus secundo Physicorum, quod
conf'usa sunt prius nobls nota. Alius~reasssus ast procesaus
smoris de notltia simplicl et amore simpllel, sicut, guando
considero slec hominem primo dilleo eum, et consldero ultra eum
esge substantlam andmatam sensibilem ratioralem, tunc ex tall
notltia <t amore slmplici consuresit guidam mailor ardescens

amor, quo -lus diliro eum et ampleator el convenientis et
detestor et repello novica. Isto modo similiter in dlvinis

et duplex processus, nls! quod in hoc est differentia In

nobls et In Deo, quod in Deo non est dlscursus Injyuisitionls

de una notitla in aliam, sicut habet esse in nohis, Est ergo

in divinis intellinmere quasi istum duplicem processum, unum

per modum ratkpae- notitiae et 1so modo rroc dit verbum a Patre,
quia, quando Pater intdllisit se esse, tunc est quasi gquaedanm
notitia simpléxk, sed quundo convertit se supra Intellsctum
suum tall simplicl netitia Informatum secundum nostrum modum
intellimendl quasi conrurglt inde qnaedam maior notitla, qua
apprehendit se int.llicere, et juod essentia sua est 1llud,

quod intelligitur, et ratio intellirendi omnia alla, tune

est ,uasl notlitla declarativaconsurgens ex notitla simpli, quae
vocatur Fllius, verbum, seu Imaso Patris, Ex ista autem notitia
consurglt Guusl gquidam amor simplex guod Deus amat se, ex quibus,
notitla scilicet et amore, quod voluntas informatur, consurzit
quidam Inardescens een uniens amor, qui zelns diclitur, sicut

de minorl flamma consurgit maior, non de elicitive sed de
naturaliter et iste amor inardescens, quo gmplectuntur omnia
convenlentia et reyslluntur nociva, vocatur Spiritus sanctus.
Sed sciendum guod processio amoris de amore et verbl de notitls
in sex differunte..."
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procedit/

. Schmaus, Liber propugnatorlus

O0do Rigald]
0do Rlgaldi,

In primum librum sententiarum, xvilii)
Cod, lat. 14 910 der Bibl. Natlonale In Paris (Quellenv.rzeichnis/

d., 10, fol 28ra - 29vb near end of 29va. Schmaus pp 183-8b0 note 6.

Utrum sit necessarium ponere tertlam personam, scilicet Splr tum
sanctum in divinls.

p. 185 note c.rc med, paullo ante Fol 29vb.

"Ad primum ergo oblectum dicendum, qusd si duarum relaticnum
extrema nullum haberent inter se ordinem, bene condedo, quod
oporteret esse quattuor extr<ma. Sed In proposito extrema
habent ordinem Inter se. TUnde 1llcet oporteat, qued sint quattuor
secundum rationem, Lamen sunt tria secundum rem. Amor enlnm,
cuius processio supronit notitiam et etiam Lpsum noscentem,
noscens autem est quia g-nerat not it lam, a noscente autenm
et (HE: est) notltis fwededs amor ef ldeo extrema rensrat ionis
et r rocessionls hubent inter se ordlnem et 1deo non oporiet,
quod sint guattuor nisl tantum secundum rationem, sed possant
esse trila secundum rem."

Richardim elements in the panssame. Note that "noscens
autem est quia generat notitianm".

1bid. p. 185 note 7 Fol 34rb, No appeal to above to
justify distinction of generation and procession; differencs
between nature and willl,

pe 118 note 25; fol &0ra.
"... In divinis non potest esse nisi duplex exitus. Cum
enim omnls exltus sive motus sit naturalls sive voluntarius
aut violentus, cum violentus non dadat in Deo, quldquigd exit
ab eo aut exlt naturaliter aut voluntaris. Et quod queritur
quare non st 1ibl processus vel exitus secundum primum, quod
est ratilo, dicendum, quod haec quuestio est da nomine tantum.
Becundum eniﬁZrem tu habes, quod /118/ quaeris., Processus enim
rationis non est nisl duplex vel, sicut notitia procedit ah -
alla, et sic producltur Fillus et est 11le processus natural is,
quia naturale est menti gionere notitlam, vel est pr ocessus
rationrs, sicut a ratione sxif vel Intellirentia procedit
alijquid, et 1lle processus est ®r voluntatem et hoc modo
procedit 8plritus sanctus a Patre et Filio."

Still clear that quoad expressionem, per modum neturae, 1s
dominant.
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Petrus de Palude

Petrus de Palude, In primum librum sententiarum, Cod. B. II, 21
der Universitatshibliothek in Basel. Schmaus, Lib propulgn AVIII

ps 135 (Schmaus, Lib Propug.)

"gr (Petnms) gehort zu den wenlgen Autoren zu B-gimnn
des 14, Jshrhunderts, welche dle Zeugung als Denkekt cherakterés-
leren oder wenigstens in lhm begrindet sein lassen.”

p 136 note 54 {whieh begins p 135) from d 10 Fol 71v.

"Secunda concluslo est, quod allquo modo in nobis sunt
productlonss et aliquo modo non secundum diversas opinlones,
Ubi sciendum, quod, si verbum et amor in nobls sunt alilqus
distincta re ab intelligere et velle, tunc, licet ista, scillcet
verbum et amor producanfur in nobls, tamen intelllimere et welle
non sunt producti~nes immediatee Iipsorum, sed prircipda pro-
cuetionun, silcut calere est rrincirium calefaciendi, non autem
ipsum est calefacere., Simlliter et lpsum in slligere non est
dlcwre verbum vel (ormare, sedprincipium dickendi, Si autem
verbum et amor sint ipsi actus Intellirendi et volendl, tune
secundum rem Intelligere est productloverbl eo modo, 10 Lfpsum
intelligere facere (take as hyphenated) est Intelldpgere et
verbum formare et slcut calefacere secundum rem est ipsum
calere, Et hasc widetur verlor opinlo. Sic igitur irn divinis
inpelllipere et velle s emper est idem seaundum rem iquod dicere
verbum et aplrare amorem. 8ed secundum rationem differunt,
sive in creaturis different ve absoluta sive non...."

¥B If velle = spirare amorem, we ure in the line of
thought of Henry of Ghent and Scotus,




Thomas of Suttopn

Thomas of Sutton, &Quodl. I, q. 17

Schmaus, Libsr Propugn., Anhang, pp. 23% - 20% !

PErum verbum mentls sit ipse actus intelllrendl vel
8llquid per actum intelllrendi formatum.

1. (Cites Aristotle De Gen et corr., Top., Phys., Pol., De an.,
Metaph., Ethie.

Cites Slmplicius and Averroes,

Cit.s Augustine Damascene Anselm.

2 Intellirere : verbum :: op=ratio : operatum, 1! patl ¢ qualitas.

-4 faught In the complexity of the term, operatlo, and so thinks
of the quality, verbum, in the operation, intelllgere, as the
quallity, lumen, 1s in the operatlon, 1lluminatio.

o] Caught in the psychologicsl complexity and fails to distin.
2:1sh the act of defining thought from the act of Intellectusl
graesp as two acts,

pe 26% llines 9 « 17 (after distinruishing perfect and imperfec verbun
"Sed cum per dlscursum intellectus acceperit successalve

partes definitionis, tunc sublito aceclpit conlunctim intuendo

omnes partes definitionis per ordinem et illvud acceptum sic

8t verbum e rfectum et 1lla Inthitlo sde-e-st-verkum-perfeatum

omnium partlium simul est formetlo verbl et simul formatur

et formatum esat, sleut simul medium illuminatur et 1lluminetum ]

est, et verbum In modico differt ab 11lla perfecta Intuitlione,
slcut lumen, quod est terminus illuminationis, in modlco differt
ab illuminatione."

Pe 28% lines 23-36.

"Ad primam argumentum dicendum, quod verbum formatur ab
intellectu, sed non tanquam a principlo activo, sed tanquam a
princlplo passivo, et tu dicis: Formare verhum est agere. 81
igltur Intellectus format verbum, intellectus est activus. A4
quod dicendum est, guod formare verbum secundum Aristotelem et
Commentatorem non est agere nisl secundum similitudlnem et
figuram dictionis sicut sentire ot verum est, quod verhum est
ab obiecto actlve, Sed tamen non potest dicl, guod obiectum
format verbum, .sicut non potest dicl, quod oblectum intelllgit.
Patl enim non attribulitur agenti nec operatio, quae consequitur
ad passionem, Pormare autem verbum vele st pati vel consequitur
ad pagssionem, Quod Intellirere sit mti secundum rem, expresse
dicunt Philosophus et suus Commentator et etlam Simplicilus
Super praed.icamenta.”

pe 274% line 12 f.
",.. at est inter eos {Godfrey, Henry, Giles on real distinct)
controversia magis in verbis quam in sententiis.”

c Caught in backwash of double Thomist development. Agquinas
went beyond Aristotle 1n distinruishing species fmpressa from
Intelligere (metaphysical advarce) and in distinsuishing
intellimere from verbum (psycholorlcal advance w metaphysical
consequence of two acts, one causing other, so that formare
verbum adds rcal relation to intellisere.)

Sutton ep;vals to Aristotle to bring formare verbum into
catepgory of m ti, act, when it 1is exercise of efficlent causality.
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Gulielmus Guarra (of Ware}, In I Sent., d. 27, q. 3.

W¥illiam of Warse
Schmaus, Llber propugnatorius, Anhang, 253% ~ 271%

Quaerlitur, ubtrum verbum, secundum quod est pars imaginls
et perfecte repraesentat Verbum increatum, silt terminus intellecti-
onis vel principium eius.

T 264# 1line 26 (author's sclution)
"Ideo ad quaestionem lstam dicitur quod, sicut cealefactio
actio et calefactlo fasslo et calor idem sunt re absoluta, sde
Intellectloactlo et inteollectie passio et . galew-idem verbum
dunt idem penitus re absoluta 1ita, quod verum nihil alaiud est
quam 1pse actus Iintellirendi, ut recipitur in potentia, quod
patet ox hoc, quod verbum non est specles nec terminus, ut
supra probatum est (first two o inicns). Relinquitur, gquod
sit actus. TIstud probatur ner multas suctoritateS...,"
P, 270% line 21 (after pgiving anctoritates and civing and so¥ving obj)
"Ista opinio videtur probabilis, quia huic verbo sic ditto
convenit definitio Gandavl sum rius data. Nam verbum est actus
cul eat terminus Intellectusllis operatioris, non mamans tamen
realiter distinctus, emanans ab arente secundum actum et manens
in agente et est declarativus ipsius oblecti,”
Schmaus refers to Henry, Quodl VI q. 1; Summa a 54 q 10.
See Gulielmus 1ibld second opinion second rart, p. 259% line 10f.4

D+ 254% line 2 £f (first opinion; similar to Thomas of Sutton's)

".+. ot sic sunt tres opiniones de verbo, quarum prim- est
quod verbum sit species informans intellectum et formalls ratio
Intelligendl. Est enim secundum istos sic dicentes considerere
In anima duplicemZactum » scillcet perfectum et Imperfectum wvel
aub alils verbis actum collativum sive in-ulsitivum et actum
intuitlivum ita, quod verbum est terminus actus inquisitivi et
Imperfectl et est prireipium actus perfectl et intultivi ad
modum, quo diclmus, quod ha®Bbtus moralis est terminus actus
imperfectl et principlum sctus peorfecti, et imacinahtur istl, quod
intellizentia primo informats sp.cie intelligibili rel primo
sntuebur rem et 1ste actus est Imperfectus nec assimilebur-pepfeste
veld-inteilisibili.--Sed-sun-mons-est-informata adhuc est verbum,
quia mens sic informata non est certa, utrum assimiletur yerfecte
rei intellipglbili., Sed cum mens est 1-formata sic, convertlt
supra se intellipgendo conformitatem suam ad rem extra et plpnit
de se allam speciem numero, quee guidem species secundo generata
de se lpsa slc Informate prima specle dicitur verbum, ita quéd
1sta repraesentat rem p rfecte et conformitatem animae ad rem et
est lsta specles sic generata verbum et rriccipilum amctus reflexl
et est terminus actus priml. Istud ultimum additum est dictum
in summa breviter." '

NB Sutton does not go on to question of truth judgment.
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Gulislmus Guarra, In I Sent 4 27 q 3, con'd
Schmaus, Llber propugn., Anhang, 283% - 271%

pe 2584%, line 6 ff. (second opinion).

Aliis non placet ista opinio et dicunt, quod verbum
non est gpecles nec sctns, sed terminus actus, aliquld utique
fabricatum ab intellectu velutl quoddam ideolum, 1in quo In-
tellectus specul«fur rem ipsam extra, et necessitatem hulus
sumunt ex tribus: Primo ex hoe, quod omnds actus et omnis
operatio habet ellguem terminum secundum Philosophum
V¥ Physicorum [224b 1]}, quare similiter et actus intellectus habet
aliquem termlnum. Allas si non haberet, non esset actus dlstlnc-
tus et finitus. Sedcum a1t actus in agente manens, necessardo
terminatur ad aliguid intra et 1llud terminativum actus est
verbum repraesentans rem extra.

Item nulla potentia operatur, nisi habeat ohiectum praesens
sub allgua pparatione. Allioquin operaretur in hihil ved clrea nihil.
Sed intellectus intellinlf res ahsentes per essentiam. Ergo habet
ali juod obiectum apud se, in fuo res absens praesentatur. Ideo
prowter perfectionen ac*us et absertiam obhiectl rquiritur ter-
minus intra, ut patet de l1dolo in speculo.

Item sicut se hahet operatio transiens extra ad obi ectum
extra, sic se habet manens intra ad obiectum intra, Sed oreratlo
transiens non potest esse, si non sit ohiectum extra. Ergo similliter
operatio manens Intra non potest esse, nisi sit aliquod oblettum
intra in ipso intellectu. Hulusmodl est verbum., Exemplum
huius ponitur tale: Sicut guantumcumque ponitum, quod apecles
colorls esset in oculo meo, s1 non esset color oppositus wisul
In eo, non possem videre, sic auantumeungue s-eclies sit In
intellectu, non potest habere intellectionis actum, misl =it
aliguld intra obxi ctum el.

Alll gutem addunt ultra et ostendunt primo, quomodo
sit verbum, et secundo exhoc ostendunt, quid/page 259%/
sit verbum. De primo silec: Cum intellectus sit potentla rassiva
ad praegentiam ipslus quidditatls expressae In rhantasmate per
operatlonem Intellectus sgentis patlitur intellectus possibllis ab -
¢blecto et generatur in Ipso intasllecthti simplex notitia de quidditate}
rel expressa in anima et hac notitia habita anims est in actu, ]
perguam ulterlus operando circa rem dlvidendoe t mesolvendo,
compenende et defIniendo acquirit s:bl perfectiorem notitliam de
oblecto, scilicet notlitlam declarativam ipsius rei; formando 1n
se ex:rressam sim. litudinem ipsius ohlecti, quae guidem notlitda
declarativa verbum dicitur. Unde definiunt verbum: Verbum est
terminus intellectualis orerationis emanans ab apente secundum
actum maenens 1ln dnteladipente alterius declaratlivum, Wodo per
latas sexparticulas In defiritione positas excluduntur ista per
ordinem: Per hoc quod verbun est terminus excluditus principale
oblectum, quod est causa efficlens verbl, quid verbum paritur
a covnoqcente et/copnito secundum Auvustlnum IX De trin. ¢, 8
“NaobitUb antem verbmm, cum excogitatum placet asut ad peccandum
"aut ad recte fq01endum. Verbum er«0 nodthum et mentem de qua

"gignitur, quasi medius amor coniungit.”

Per hoc autem quod dicitur intelectualls opsratlionis exeluditur
amor a ratione verbi, quil est actus voluntatis l:iberae. Per

ho¢ guod dleltur emananxs ab arente excludltur resipsa, quae

est terminus simplicls Intellimentime, nuae non estemanans a
mente., Per hoc ;uoed dicitur secundum actum exclnditur simplex

notitia, quae non est ab amsente secundum actum; est enim

simplex notitla primus sctus. Per hoc autem suod est penens
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'scilicet 1psum calefactiblile, ita operatio intellectus, sddlicet

Gulislmus Guarra, In I Sent., d 27 q 3, con!d.
Schmaus, Liber propug, Anpang p, 259%

in Intellizente excluditur verbum vocale, ~uod extra profertur et
non manet intra. Perhoc, quod verbum est declarativum alterius
aexcluduntur a ratione verobl perfectl omnes conceptus,
qui sunt interprimum et ultimum, gqui non amnt perfecte declarativi
sicut verbum.

Ad quaestlionem »rgo, cum quaeritur, utrum verbum sit
ratlo formalls intellimendl, dicunt, -"uod per comarationem ad
actum non est ratlo formalis., Nam verbum non medlat inter
actum et potentlam. Per comparationem vero ad ohlectum est
ratio formalls Intellip-ndl verbum ot medlat Inter actum et
oblectum est id, quo actus tendit in ohisctum,

Unde sicut calefacere transiens in exterlorem maferlam
habet unum terminum inter, scilicetipaum calorem et allium extra

b S

intellipere, potsst habere unum terminum intrna, ipsum scilicet
verbum quasi quoddam ldolum formatum ad hoc, quod sit perfectus
actus, allum terminum exXtra, scllicet ipsxum ohlectum princlpale
quod repraesentatur in verbo, et sicut calefacere bLerminatur

ad calefactibile medliante calore, qul est guasi terminus intea, ita
Intelllizere terminatur ad ohisctum extra medlante verbo, qu d

est terminus irbra, et quemadmodum calot exlstens in semine ex

86 ¢3t L1 deberminatus ad hoc, quod rroducat determinatum effec-
tum, et dete mluatur per ipsam vim animee 1in semine exlstentem

ad productionem determinatl effectus, sic Inse Intellectus exx® se y
g3t Indet.rinlnatus et determinntur rer ipsam speclem ad hoe,

quod roducat verbum determlnatum, qQuia anima de se est in-
determinata ad omne verbum et determinatur a d hoc vel ad 1lldd
per hanc speciem vel per 1llam ita, quod debterminata specles
determinut upsun intellectum ad determin:tum verhum formandum,
quae duidem speclea secundum se sinve verho formato x

sufficiet ad cognitionem quere est de re. Sed ad hoe, quod ha-
beatur copgnitio propter quid, oportet, quod anima pwr istam
speciem formet sibl 1dolum, quod sit terminus intellectlionls per-
fectae intra, In quo idolo repraesentatur ohiectum extra prindi-
pale, et 1llud sic formatum est verbum repmeesentatlvum rel
perfecte, _

Contraistam opinionem arcultur sic: Aur:stinuses ..

NB Gulielmus eXpressly attributes the definitlon of verbum ;
presumably that of p 259% line 10 . to Gandavus, Ses p 270% line 211§

J. Paulus notes that Gandavus introduced the notion of 2
the propter quild Into the notion of verbum.
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Aug Confllet Aquinas

Act and Activity.

A Platonist can think of final and efficient causality,
of sctivity and passivity, But were he to grasp and accept
the notion of formal cesusality, of set, then he would cemse
to be a Platonist and become an Aristotelian. There results
a radical ambigulty, The area that is divided by the Platonist
into the two parts of activity and passivity, is divided by the
Aristotellan Into threeparts, namely, activity, passiviaty, sand
act. For both Platonist and Aristotelian, actkivity and passivity
are contraries. BuS-while-3he-Flatinist-hiatm-$¢-0porate-only
Wikh-this-opposition-of-eontrary-toms- —But—in—the—tvovontexts
the-two-gconvrartes,are contrary in different manners., For
the Aristotellan finite act, since it haa to be prodused, 1s
alsc & pati and, since 1t ca.not produce 1tself, must be a
psti from the other. Agaln, for the Aristotelien act 1s the
principle of perfection; not as such but only in Lts manifestation,
its conseyuent, 1s act to be characterised by activity, fecundity,
production, On the other hand, the Platonist, since he has no
category of act as formal cause, 1a driven to identify activity
with the more perfect and passivity with the less perfect;
corporesal. things—act-on.one-another|—in -the main -Ghey are passive;
bub-splratenl-things-are-essentimlly—eaotive -and;—tndesd,—in
the-finest-mode-of —ackivity-which s _self-movement, =
in the main corporeal things are passive; if they asct at all,
it is not orn themselves but only on the other; but spiritual
things are essentially asctive and their activity primarily ia
Che fxam self-movement that, for the Arlstotellan is x self-
contradiction,

At some length we have offered the evidence that Aquinas
gradually adopted sha Ariatotelian snalysis and, to s loss
oxtent, Aristotelian terminology (TS }J. Voxy briefly
we may Indicate that he akazdxmbmxm was quite eware of the
anbiguity just outlined and, indeed, quite ready to exploit it
for his own purposes when occasion demanded. When do self-
mov.ment and absolute Immobility mesn exactly the same thing?
When self-movement is a term in a Platonist context end absolute
ivmobility 1s a tem 3in an Aristotelian context. Aquiris wrote!
"ninil enim differt devenire ad mllqued primum quod moveat se,
secundum Platonem; et devenire ad primmm quod ommino s it B
irmobile, secundum Aristotelem™ (CGent I 13 §10. But not only
could Aqu.nas plerce the shell of systematic differenmces to
gragp the identity of the systemwtised realitises, He could
also take advantage of sha Platon.st incomprehension to answer
Platonist diffaicultises, The name, life, 1s derived from what
arpears externally, namely, self-movement; but properly it denctes
the substance "oul convenit secundum suam naturam movere selpaanm,
vel agere se quocumque modo ad operationem” I 18 2 6., Further,
God is the supreme instance of l3ife; for he is not dependent on
anything else; his intellect 1a his nature; it is most perfeet
and alvays,in act I 18 3 ¢, Doss this mean that Goed moves
himself?® ﬁell, understanding 1s a kind of movement and, Iinasmuch

as Ood understands himself, he la saidt o move himse 1f: 3bidlime
uj‘n’—.—hh‘#:‘; “‘%,./ﬂv “—\W‘MJH — ww.a-_--.“‘Mf.“_'
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Alex of Hales

Jean de la Rochelle ’
Bonaventure

Matthew of Aquasparta
Maraton 0livl

But as the heat of controversy rose and 1ssues were more
sharply defined, 1t became ever Jess easy for the theologians
of the thlirteenth tentury either to attemd to the ultimate
unigportance of systematic diffexences or to entertain the
analogous and nuanced concept of life as the subatance that
could be sald to Yagere se gquocumjus modo ad operatioc.em.®
In the older Franciscan school/opposition to the Aristotelian
doctrine mg that cognitionel acts were a pati, that & corporeal
obJects acted om =mense, that s.nse scted upon Intellect,
Poerhaps Alexander of Hales di1d not even trouble to contest the
view that sensation was passive (Rohmer 108) while his notions

of material and possible intellsct were mot sufficlently defeloped

for him to determine whether or mot sense acted on understanding
[p 120]. In Jean de la Rochelle the lssus makes its appeabance:

with regard to sensation he denies that bodies act on the soul
and affirms some type of parallel activity [p 125]; further he
avo.ds any actlon of phantasm on intellect by having agent
intellect directly mctuate the possible Antellect which in turn
operates with r_spect o sensitive data to know quiddities,
rrinciples, and concluslons {p 140); thus, nowing 1s not an
act caused by the object but an amctivity of the subject wuth

respect to the objJeet. Saint Bomaventure admitted the passivity

of sense organs but, rather obsturely, affirmed the activ.ty
of the senses (p 147); he cons.idered Intellectusl knowledge

a8 a Judiclsl sctivlty, springing from an Augustinisn fllumination,

at times conditiorwd by the presence of msm3 the sensible data
with respect to which it was sxexsised (p 148-61).

Metthew of Aquasparta came to grips with the Lssue, If the

object does not contribute to the cognition, how can the cognition
be anything but purely Immanent., But if the object does contribute,

how can one agree yith the Augustinian doctrine that the soul

1s not moved by bodles but moves itself? [p 162 £f] His solution

was & compromise; the soul "non tsm recipit de rebus, quam accipit

Vol rapit vel facit seu in se foxrmat non deo se sed ex 1llis

et de 111is,” [p 171 n 3; QQ II! de Cogn, Quarscchl 1803 p 288,.
Regd-Hariton-lfelt-that ~Matthew bud congaded-too much-bothe ~
Aristotedldana| Q\dr’anQu}rra%%i—ﬂaafp—%ﬂ—f‘

John Pecham'sm anti.Aristotellan ardor is well-lmown [Ehrle,

Hefele-leclercq | and 80 1%t 15 not surprising that his disciple,

Roger Murston, [Introd, Quar 1932, pp ] found that Hatthew

Of AqQuaspurta had sonceded too much to the Aristotellsn view
[Q de An q 8, Quer 1932 p 385) ; Roger endeavoured to work out

a position in which not only Augustinian thought but also Augustiniani

iang;a?e would be preserved [ibid qq 68 and 9, 376-429; breifly
R2-261,

In Pober John Olivi ons mey find a whole-hearted champion

of vital activity. HOognitional mets have the intrinsic property

of vitallty; they cannot have 1t from meterial objects but only
from the soul itself {In II Sent § 58 o, Quar 1924, pp 412.-143;
Olivi would seem to have had a pxecumsor In Henry of Ghent,
Porez Jo To round off his theory of the freaedom of the
will, which execluded any action of the object on the will, he
8ot forth at considerable length the arguments that might be
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Koch p 20/

“in three maln parts over zmmm & dozen pages

O11v1 §

Gonzalvum Hispan ;

Vital Four,Duranl:
adduced to show that objects escted on any potency of the %
soul [ob 13 pp 400-403; ob 14 pp 403-408¥ and then at still
greater length [1bid respectlvely pp 437-61 and 461.515] his
own thesis that" potentime aunt de s8¢ et ex se sufficlentea
ad hot ut sint aut esse posaint principla effectiva suorum
actuum absque aliqua cooperatione seu coefficlientia facta
ab obiectis vel speclebus™ [p 463 after ani interesting and
rather exhaustive llat of possible contrary opinlons pp 461f].

In the ssme context but in briefer fashion Gonasalvus
Hispanus advanced threes opinions,/that In no potency was the
act due to the afficiunt causality of the potency, 2) that
once the potency was disposed by a specles or an affestlon
then 1t produced its own act, and 3) that every potency or,
at leuast, the will without any previous action from the object
effected its own soct [QD q 3, Quaraecchi 1935, p 31]. [Fron
the foot-notes of the srudite editor one gathers that the
first opinion waa advanced by Godfrey of Fenta!ne, the sesond
by John de Murro, the third by Henry of Ghent]
Gonsslvus holds the third opinlon and develops his argument
He meets the objection that nothing can reduce itself from
potency to act (p 23) with the distinction that "non movet
seipsunm secundum idem, quia secundum qued est virtusliter
tale movet; secundum autem quod est potentia formaliter tale
movetur." (p 46). As to the principle, quidquid movetur ad
aldo movetur, 1t is not indubltably universal nor munifest to
sense; 1t is denled by Thomas in the Prima Secundgse; finally,
1f the philosoph_rs contend that accldents are not without a
?ubiggt, are vwe to deny the scriptusdl doctrine of the Eucharlst
P ?

Arch HDLMA 2 1927 151-337

In the Quasstiones of ¥ital du Four 1t seems that cognition
is max concelved as pure activity. Just as Aristotelian
coamology conceived the sun as operating in the operat ions
of terrostrial egents (homo generat hominem et sol; ef I 118 1 3m),
80 Vital du Four has intellect operating in the operations of
sense. As the soul, s0 the intellect 13 present in all the
aonEes j-presenty orgens of sense, terminating its inorganle
operation In but not through the organs, perfecting the othexrvise
monstroas judgments of sunse which would have the sun two feet
in diametery and, Incidentally, knowing concrete and particular
existence [ses pp 163-73].

e g i
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Since the actunl exercise of efficient causality does not
add meve-thar anything absolute to the agent qua agent, it is
not a far step from Vital du Four's position to that advanced
by Durandus in the first £ version of his €ommentary on the
Sentences. Purandus appealed to the analogy of the Aristotelian
gravia and levia iIn which local movements do not add any
absolute, intrinsle entity but only new relatioms to different
places,/ As weight and lightness were forms, 30 also Were the
senses and Intellect; as local movements add no absolute
intrinsic entlty but only new relations, s¢ cognitional acts
add nothing absolute to the acc.dental forms of sense and
intellect but only new relations of the subject to shifting
objectsy. /It followed, quite conveniently, that even de potentig
absoluta God could not produce an intuition of en object that

.d not exist {p 17). It followed that all acts of cognition
had as their causa per se the gwunerator or conserver of the
sense or Intellect so that the object was only a "causa sine qua
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prior to Duran/

Amand de Seint Quentin

non"™ (Kock p 20 £). It followed finally that all acts of

intellect wers of the same species (p 16 line 20ff of 63 line 13 ff g

and p 72), a view that had been met by Peter John Olivi

(In IX Sent q 58 ob 2 et ad 2m (Quar 1924, pp 395 and 415-19)

and also by Godfrey of Fontaines (Quodl XIII a 3 Fhil Belg V 192);
the earllier proponent has been identified by P. Glorieux as

Amand de Saintf- Quentin, OP, (Repertoire des Maitres de

Theologle de Parls au XIII® siecle, Paris 1933, I p 176, §64)

& point of intoreat to readers of J. Koch's R suggestion that
there had been/an Augustinian tendency sxsm in the Dominican
convent of Saint Jacques in Paris (J Kooh, Jakob von Metz).

We have been following the Platonist-Augustinien line
of thought., 3It-concelved imewing sithar-es-sat-or_sa _pure
aotivity.—In-edther_case the efficlent .gause-of-the-act
Z;;thewaource“ofntheaactivity—procéﬁdedurnomwaoulwonmtnaﬁll

~potencies—of-aoul . tecboslly
It concelved knowing as act or as activity or,as m.ure relation.
But the efficient cause of the act, the source of the activity,
the ground of the rolation, always was soul or a potency of
soul. The object was never an efficient cause of knowingj
it was aiways-the-te»m no more than a necessary condition,
supplying the terminus of the act, activity, or relation.
However, there is a profound difference between the earlier
and later representatives of the Augustinian school of thought.
In the earlier period there existed two opposed systematic
contexts, 3o that a alngle reality could be described in two
contrary mannersa; in this fashion Aquinas could write that it
was all one whether e3 a Platonist you sald that God moved
himself or as an Aristotellan you said that God was simply
immobile. But in the later period there seems to have existed
only a single context and that was Aristotelian., As-Dr,-Kesk
Rhas-put-dE--Ardatotle By the turn of the century Aristotle
had won the victory of the schodl-maaster; his opinions might
be rejected; his fundamental 1deas might not be grasped; yet
even such re Jection and incomprehension could not express
1t30lf In any but Aristotellan fowmulae categories and analogles.
The result was an enormous impoverishment. In a Platoniat
context actlvity and passivity mean more than in an Aristotelian
context 1n which perfection essentially is nelther activity
nor passivity but sect. To transpcse Platonist affirmations
of actlvityy and negatlons of passivity into an Aristotelian
context results in the »xix¥X brilliant pq%ntaay of ¥1tel du
Four or the intelligent vacuity of Durandus.,

The gendemmations, of the Apistotelians in Parin_snd\Oxford
gnd‘/ﬁh,égﬁextgﬁt/ﬁgat annot be éhiéﬁihtaﬁ: th§/r

nescondemnations of APistoteltay tendynot a"W&
O0xford undoubtedly redUded-thow=followewa-of-Aristetie-and
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it 1s not possible, however, to trace the Aristotelian
1ine of thought as we have traced the Augustinien, The immediately
sufflolent reason Is that the wepks-of-pesalile writimgs of
Jr*ﬁr’uj possible Aristotelian writers have not been published in &
et N comparable fash.om, Behind this reason, there may also be
ww-"“u" another, namely, that the repeated condemations of Aristotellan
tendencles both at Paris and at Oxford not only provided a
welcome relnforcemient to Augustinianm argument but also proved
a deterrent to the existence and perhaps even to the articulhteness
of Aristotellans, Xn 1285 Godfrey of Fontaines protested sgalnst
the continued enforecement of the condemmation of 1277 [Quodl
XI1 8 5, Phil Bel V 100-105, ed Hoffmans Louvain 1932]. Xx
About 1316 in a similar public question John of MNaples defned
advanced the thesds that the doctrine of &quinas could be tapght
at ParXs in all 1ts conclusions [Jellouschek III 88-101]. But
a fully sairisfacblry solution waes rvached only on February
14, X% 1325, when thse Bishop of Paris decread the revocation
., Of the condemnation Inx so far as 1t touched the doctrine of 7
K “'fm! AQuinaa [ Jellouschek 1b p 84 note 8; Denifle Chatelain Chartularium §
¥ II 280 f£ §838]. A final difficulty is that during this period 4
¢ . Aristotellans and-—swoen-Thomists were on the dvfensive; they
({W wore engaged in composting Correctoris’ and Impugnatiomesi they
had to smak devote Chelr energies, not to the questions that
expand/ would Hewelkep and consolidate the lines of thought opemed by
Aquings, but to the refutation of impllcations of heresy that
thelr opponents proclaimed to find in thuir doctrine,
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innocent of the higher synthesls of Aristotelilan and
Fhugustinran thought that had been wrought by Aquinas, Yt at
loat we must be grateful for hls relentless affirmation of
the essentials.of Activity in the sense of efficient causmalitvy
is not established by che use of & trunsitive v.rd in the
active volce; betmuss "materia appetit formam" and "naterias
reciplt forman", you canmnot conclude that matter is. he efficient
cause of formn [XIIX 3 {V 20L}]. A distinction 1s to be Arawn
botween the "modus significandi" and the reallty that is signified
_ (IX 18 {4 278]). Just am the object 1s not changed by being
Aj known, so the sub ject does not produce by knowing (IX 18 (IV 275)).
To drew the distinmction between actus perfectl and sctus imperfecti
;- 1s Just dodging the issne (VIII 2 (IV 20)). .Agent and patient
O XIII 3 (V 191)/universally diffex ye et sublecto (VIII 2 (IV 26)){ 3If you
__ wish to follow a fsmous man, Henry am of Ghent, and deny this
? - principle, that s bad enough; but it 1s sheer nonsense to go
" YV'\ on to affirm that there &s-sstien can be Ypure activity ot
9 withoumasaion (XIII 3 (5 198)). The long and short
S of the ghole question is whether one is reudy to face basio
&.i\ principles: ens, mctus, potentis are ultimate concepta; Aristotle's
¢ four causes are dlstinet and ultimate (VI 7 (3 170); VIII 2 (4 18);
XIII & (5: 193 200)); and there 1s X not an known method by
which one can deny that the object is the efficient cause of
w, the cognitional or welitlonal aet and yot successfully and
coherently evold occasionalism in every other instance of
efficlent causality (VI 7 (3 158) 3 VIII 2 {43 20 22); X 12 (4 362)).

}\u& A~ In Godfrey of Fontaines one finda a thorough Aristotelisn,
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Godf' rey
Sutton ’
Trivet Herwveus

Godfrey applied coherently his Aristotelian principles 3
to the analysis of the will (Quodl IV 8 [I 257 f£]; VI 7 [ILI 148.72};;
IX 13 [IV 254-57]; XV 2 [XIV 6-11]). His position has teen )
studled in its rich and rather exciting historical context by
Dom Lottin and from his learned articles we gather a few
indications of the existence of other Aristotel.ans, Jeln

Willlam of Hothun, OP, writing in 1280, reveals a dutiful

Bonformism [Rev .eo0s¢ 38 1935 222 £)., The Correctorium

Qorruptorll Quare, £requently asoribed to Richerd Clapwell, OP,

similarly reveals nothing new {ibid 225 f; mee Gloriexu pp

However, John Quidort of Paris writing in 1284-886, ventures

to leave it an open guestion whether the will is an active

or & pasaive potency [Rev neosec 40 1937 563 notse 35] and

even maintains that the will cannot aet against the decision

of Intellect and that liberty consists in absence of coercion

(ibid 563 £]., Similsr views are attributed to Willlem of

Tortocolle in the forrectorium "Sciendum" [ibid 665: see Mullerl,

In Nxlicholas Trivet OP one finds a long refutation of the view
- of Henry of Ghent that the object of the wi1ll 1s a mere

"causa sine qua non": the object is a cause of the act of will;

in 1tself, 1t 1s a final cause; as apprehended, it 1s an

efficient cause [567 and note 48]. Thomas of Sutton OP

affirmed the impossibility of anything moving itself aas its

ovn efficlent cause; the efficient cause of the act of the

will 1s the object; met-properly-but-only-metaphorieaily-be-

eanse -net-effisdontly,-the-will-1s~-sadd-to-move-itseif

the wlll moves itself only counsecutive through its control

of the acts of the intcllect {brlefly, ibid 570-73: at length,

rech theol anc med 9 1937 281-~.312). We may add that Thomas

of Sutton conslidered the act of sensation to be a pati

[8harp ], that he considered the act of undersiand.ng to

be & patl [Svhmuus], thah he even proposed the ®m astounding

p %8« 28-36 view that formare verbum was a pati [Shmaus; explain through

ldent.fiation of verbum and intvllegere]. Finally, there is
Hevre of Nedellec's biting stat.ment that, while some people
have taken 1t at their good pleasure that the ssme thing
can be both active and passive in the same respect, still no
one has ever justified such a view Zaxix before the bar of
reason (apud Koeh p 65 lines 15-19)




' Scotus
, Nicolaus
Siger of Brabant

John Duna Scotus stands at the confluemce of the two
strvams. Peter John Olivi and Gonsalvus Hispanus had insisted
on the aesludiy-of-the-soul causal efflclendy of potencies
to the exclusion of causal efficiency from objecta, Godfrey
of Fontalnea, Thomas of Sutton, Nicolsus Trivet hed insisted :
on the passivity of potencies and the caunsal activity of i
objects. Scotus played the honest broker. The act, Intelligere,
a8 rece.ved In the possible Intellect 13 a pati (0P Ox 1d 3 Q7
Vives IX 387; Fernandez q 9 a 3 §604 Quaracchi 1912 p 461].

in 1tself/ Next, the lmmanent act/41s neither a r.lation, an action,nor
8 passlon; it is a quelity and, indeed, In the firat speciles
of quallty [Vives q 6 p 305; Fernande, q 8 §473 p 427]. Thirdly,
there 1s a specles received in intellect prior to the act of
intellectlion and its function 1s to provide the presence of
an actually universal objJest [1 d 3 g 6 Vives pp 236-52;
Fernandez ¥§447-54rpp 401-10]. Fourthly, there 1a the key
consurrent theory of partinl causes: the faculty and the object or the
independent/ faculty and the specles combine as/partial causes to produce
the act (Vivea 1 d 3 q 7 pp 361-643 Fernandez q 9 a 2 §§493-98
pp 446-50}. Pifthly, the potentia intollectiva that is the
partial cause of the act of intellection need not be the agent
intellect; 1t may well be the possible intellect. The principle
that the seme thing in the same respect cannot be both in
act and in potency is opem to distinctlona; an equivocsl cause,
such as the Intellect which produces all specissof intellsction,
can be virtuslly In act and formally in potency [ibid; Fernan j
, & 3 §501 pp 4563 £f]. ?
compromise
ﬁ“l The success of this/pesitiem 13 not to be minimized.
Nicolaus of Autrecourt in his Exiglt attacked the common saying,
o » that acts were produced by the active power of the soul and
the object [ed J R 0'Donnell, Med Stud 1 1939 p 259 linea 15 - 21].
Cajetan confussed that at one time he had taught and might i
even have put in writing the "communem oursum iuvdicantium ;

de Intellectu et speclie intelligibill sicut de duobus agentibus §
partialibus.” [In T g 12 a 2 §XIV Leon IV 118). Finaelly,
still what is the supposition of the/problem of the elevation of
s curremnt/ the faculty for the performance of supernatural acts prior 5
N to the receptlon of supermaturel habits? The supposition is ;

proportionate/ that the faculty 1s the/efficient cause of the/sct and must |
na tural/ somehow be made Into a proportion«te efficilent cause of a |
supernatural act. It would seem that khe Platou.st-Augustinian
resistance to Arlstotle and to Aquinas 1s still with us.

Qur study of Aquinas § on this question (TS
took full cognizance of the fact that Platouist, Augustinian,
Avicennlst elements are to be found in the thought and in the
language of kquimem St. Thomas, Out theals was that his thought
didxmax and to & notably less extent his language did move to ;
an acceptance of the Aristotelian position. But Aquines not :
h,) merely accepted Ar.stotelian analysis; he transposed it in a *

higher aynthesls; and a brief comparison with between his position

and that of ya subsvquent Aristotellans will serve to bring out
thia paxx essentlal point., 3iger of Brabsnt denied the
existence of any real distinetion between species and intelligere
(QQ de Anima IIT ¢ 10 van Steenb p 138}; thore are, of course,
intellectual habits but they are not the species themselves
but on the contrary inclinations of the intellect towards
having species which are ldentical with acts (ib q 113 I 140;

C




exhiblts a
good grasp
of Aristotle
but //

66 lin 24
66 1in 26

Herveus

If Siger of Brabant and Godfrey of Fontaines denled
the disvinction between specles and intelligere becauss they
did not grasp the advance over Aristotle effected by Aquinas,
it 18 no less true that othors admitted the distinction only
to mlsconceive it. Durandus outlines and attacks successfully
an analysis that drew its luspiration from £ristotellsn physlcs,
Intellectlon 1is an activity of an intellect informed by an
intelligible species; just as water zam has to be heated
before it can heat your hands or feet, 80 an intollect has to
be informed by a specles before it can ellcit its actiulty;
Just as 1t 1s the heat in the water that 1s the ground of the
water's heating your hands, so it is the speciss in the intellect
that 1s the ground of the intellect's being active; the one
differvuce is that the heating 1s translent but the imtellsctlion
is Immanent [Koch p 8% f]. ILater Cajetan wua to inveigh
ageinst such physical anslogles [In I 14 1 #¢}§IV.VII leon 4 167 f]
But Rerve de Nedelleo, who/rejected the real distinection
[E Hocedez, Aegidil Romanml Theoremata de Esse et Essentla,
Louvain 1930, pp 92-94], was not in a position to hold an opinion
radically different-opdnien-£ from the one that Durandus attacked.

@—intellect is-an accidental form on _the-anslogy
of~#riafotelian.physics;~his-intellvetion Is anothey Tarm
%%Qidengalwformuwandﬂhis“apeoies»4s~a~third"torm;“infgrmthg
e~ flrst-ahd -producing the -second

He meeta the objection that®forma non est forme" [Koch p 18]
by contending that one absolute form oan rroduce or receive
another [p 56 line 24 f]; he-~conceives the-spec.ies as the
off3cientpriiodple. of theintellection [p 66 1line ££), and
px6i% as8. the form thtﬁq iritellect mgving“the intellett to
the intellection [p 67 1ine-24]; on'tte other hand, ths intpllectlon
1fself™1s the opcratdoh of the possible Intelleat-ss-Feeipient
[66-1ine-25f '
his conception of the relationa of iIntellect, specles, and
intellestion can be put most driefly in his own words.
"Operatic ergo speciel non est intelligere sed intelligere
facere": that 1s, it 1s operation in the ssnse of efficient
causelity and not in the sense of second act, "Sed intell.gere
o3t operatio ipsius intellactus possibilis ut receptivi™;
that 1s, 1t 1s operatlion in the sense of second act which,
however, for Herve is another form. "species requiritur

ut similitudo informans intellectum et movens i{psum ed cognoscendum

ot non ut medium cognitum" 67 line 23 ff: that is, thu specles
is & form that informs a-formy-the-intellesd,~ard-produces-a
formy-tho~dntelleebiony the intellect, perhaps concelved as

8 form, end then produces a form, the intellectlon.

I think 1t noteworthy that even in my very linlted readlng
i ha ot notised any,egﬁplemqntghg of the Aris gﬁh@lad o~
effigg;gg cause (prinelp um motus ve mutafig;59 in all6d ve
qua =liud} by th JArdstotelisn naturel-principle (principi
motus in eo In quoest primo ot per se et non secundum accidens).
Pladxnly, 1f the-Aristotlmalisns—wure
dnsistence—on-Self<tovement\and vital ity

——
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Controversy and polemic do not bresd wisdom. Traditlonal
feeling in favor of Platon.st activity and Augustinlen self.
movement of soul maxsd crystallized in the vital acts of Henry
of Ghent and Poter Jolm 0livi. Inatead of meeting auch estimable
feeling and psardonable dullness with the urbane exposition of

a higher point of view, Godfeey of Fontaines 1insisted on Aristotellan !

requiremen.d to the polint where no subject and no potency could
be the effloient cause of its own perfection or act [Quodl VIII 2
{IV 18-33) 3 XIXII 3 (V 180-213)], The result w.s that the
Aristotelians found themselves in khw/false position. They

were committed to accounting for the characteristics of 1ife
exoclusively in terms of the Aristotelian solution that "vivens
novet se lpsum Inquantum una pars in sctu movet aliam p.rtem

in potentia." In thias fashion Herve de Nedelles was xmrmamsi
driven to the need of a sensus agens to make acts of sense

Jvitel®™ in the manner that the agent Intellect made acts of

intellect "vital." (Koch p 69 line 16) Finally, of course,
Aristotellianism Ltself was in need im of the higher metaphyslcal
synthesis of Aquinas both as a complemont to Arlstotelian

me taphysics and as a corrective of Arlstotelian phyalcs.,

Since the vital aet is still with us, a fow expository
romarks will not be out of place. Aristotle had two fundamental
definltlons. Nature was defined as "principium motus vel operatlonis
in o0 in quo est primo et per se et non secundum accidens.”
Efficient potency was defined as "principium motus vel mutatlionla
In alio vel qua aliud." IFP one wishes to follow these definitlons,
then the/principle of the vital act must always be nature, For
a8 vital act/wibh-respect t6 itas- intemnal--principless always ls
"In @0 In quo est primo et per se et non secundumx accidens";
1t cannot be "in alio™; and it/canmax be "in se ipao qua aliud"

88 when the doctor cures himself, curing gua doctor, but cured
%&; pationt, However, the relatlion of the vital act to its

ternal principle may be of different kinda: it may be 1) of
potency to first act, or 2) of first act to aecond act, or J)
of potency and first act combined to second act, or 4) of one
second act to another equal or less perfect second act. In
the flrét three cases the relation 1s of the less-perfeot-te
$he perfectible to 1ts perfections in these three cames nature
differs from efficient potency in two respects, for mzkxxa
the efficlent potuney must be proportionate to 1its effect and,
a8 well, by Arlstotelian deflinition 1ts effect 1s in the other
or, if In self, then in self as other. On the other hand,
in the fourth case nuture differs from efficient potency in only
one rvspest; for then nature i1s proportivuate to its resultaht
and differs from efficient poteney only inasmuch as that resultant
18 immanent while the product of efficlenby per se is transiemt;
morsover, while nature in the first three cases does not dispense
wixh from the nesd of an efficient cause, in the fourthc ase
1t does Aispense with such a cause; finally, in this fourth
case, whlch 13 the processio operetl of De Ver 4 2 "m, it 1is
plain that nature 1s not only as excellent a principle as
efficient cansallty, since no/efficiont cause 1is needed, but
alao au;ta;er:!.or to efficient causality, since/2xx resultant 1s
immanent. -
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This analysis has 1its bearing on Thomist irinitarian
thought. In the Symme theologise I 27 1 ¢., Aquinas accounts
for Arianism and Sabelliianism because their anthors aktempted
to concelve the divine processions on the analogy of the
efficient cause., Moreover, in the same question, a 5 ad lm,,
he refuses to acimowledge any divine procession according to
the attribute of power, for pawmrzxpokmnkigxaxixprizzipima
pow.r 18 the efflcient causality that accounts for creatures;
"potentia est principium agendl in aliud.” The divine processions |
are natural I 41 2 ¢; "secundum emanstionem intelligibilem, §
utpote verbl intelligibilis a dicente, quod manet in ipso" I 27 1 o;.
"per modum intelligibilis actionis" I 27 2 o;"per modum amoris” i
I 27 4 ¢; they are not processions terminating in the dlverse :
but processions which, as they lncrease in perfection, so also 1
they approximate more closely to identity betwgen phbinciple
and term [I 27 1 2m cf COent IV 11}. When=mer 4dd vo these
observations the fact that, while other writers constantly
speak of the ditdne processions as productlons, Aquinas :
especially In the Summa only rarelg and, as it were, in provocatiwme
contexts uses the term "production” [e.g. I 37 2 ¢ 2m 3ml, cA
1t seems necessary to conclude that the Ar!stotddlan distinction
between natural principle and efficient cause 13 essentlal
to undersuvanding Thomist thought.

i i

Finally, 1f we may attempt to define the Thonlst attlitude
towards the subsequent Augustinxian reaction, let us turn to
Aquinag' concept of 1ife. ".., nomen vitae sumitur ex yuodam
exterdord extorius apparenti circa rem, quod ¢ 8t movere selpsum;
non tamen est impositum hoe¢ nomen ad hoc significandum, sed
ad significandam substantiam cul convenit secundum naturam/susm
movere sSeipsam, vel agere se guocumque modo sd 0perationam."

I 182 ¢. In other words life is a degree of substantlal
perfection; 1ts manifestation is through accidents, through
the growth af and reproduction of/snimals, through the local
movements/of animals and men, through Intelligence &nd will
I183 ¢. The manifestations of 1life are from natural principlea
to which in some ceses external/efficient causes must be added,
for living things are not 1solated m and independent monads,
but in other cases external cr._ated efficient causcs need not
be added, as when apprehension moves appetite snd appetite
releases the spriungs of local movement. The trouble with

the Augustinians is that they give an Aristotelimn meaning to
Platonist statements: 1f as Plutonists they say that.potenciss
move themselves, we can agres with them, for Platonists have
no grasp of/difference bhetween act and sctivity, natural
principle and efficlent cause; but if as Aristotelians they
wish each vital potency to be the efficient cause of its own
act, then it 1s ressonably plain that they ars merely being
obstreperous. It 1s impossible for the vital ast-Go-the
potency to be the efficiunt cause of 1ts own act where

by efflcient cause 1s meant the principle of an effect that

1s produced per se iIn the other and only per sccidens in the
roducer. Either the vital potency 18 not an efficlent cause
of its own act or else its own act 1s only per gccidens its owm.
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Aquinas

Next, the Augustinimns may urge that this sclution is werbal
inasmuch e8 it appsals to definitions and they may put their
polnt differemtly by claiming that the procession of vital act
from vita)l potenmcy 13 alwaye a processio operati. In that
form their claim has the merit of not being nonsease but it
cannot be true unless the whole technigue of Aristotallan
and Thomist analysis is inapplicable to the sasccldental order:
it admits only one mwvaning of the relation of potency to act,
namely, that of second met to second act; 1t excludes the
posalbllity of a possible Intelleect that is a tabule raea
standing to all intelligible forms as prime matter stends to
the forms of semslble things; it excludes the possibility of
processio opsrationds, of first met to second, of sight to
seeing, of taate to tasting, of species to intelllgez-e, of
hablt to operatiom; and it confuses these minor processions

v;;th the higher procession of inner word from intelligence
act.

I EEEEY TR RIPTEN B
o ‘i!-._l ‘[ ..‘._Ta \] .5'5 R

N

RPN b3 ,'jf';!.t IPLE A
RPN T SRR TT S TE I A

NEHEAPFI S ¥ 5 T T J 33‘ z";'- "ff}

. Y njm' ;{:‘ Eﬁv I’_
Er;-:f CekEopE zpwag '

T AR NT Ay

i ‘{‘M}‘ B L Lo
-4 . . e

il IR 4 Sk PR ) i el ST AL, AT T e I SO fe b fud




Anor procedsns

Aristotle had taught that "appetibile apprehensum movet
appetitum." As I have indicated slsewhere [PS
St. Thomas in his Pars Prima considered the amct of rational
appetite to result from the rational apprehension of the
goode Later, .n the De Amlo q 6 a 1 and in the Prima secundae
q 9, he introduced a distinction between the specification of
acts of % wlll by the Intellect and their exercise as due to
the will 1tself. This luter distinetion 1s irrelevant to an
interpretation of the Pars Prims and, in eny case, it cannot
affect trinitarlan analogy which prescinds from productive
process to utilize rational procession.

I have 8l30 quoted some ten texts from the writings of
Ajuinas all to the effect that tma love in the intellectual
order, love In a ratiousl appetite, presupposes and proceeds
from the inner word of intellect (T8-VIIZ-1047-407-note-20}
and in this fashlon the Holy 8pirit proceeds from the Son
(T8 VIII 1947 407 note 20]. As this parallel seems to have
escaped cartemporary theologlans § and the commentators that
inspire vhem [See T L Ponido, Gloses sur la orocession d'amour
dans la Trinite, Ephem. theol. Lovan. XIV 1937 33-68], it may
be useful to show that the parallel frequently affirmed by
Aquinas was also frequentiy-affivped-by-bheologians-Lrom
Siv-Ansolm-bo-30ckus affirmed by Mkxk
St Anselm, Monologlon, cap 50, ¢d Schritt p 65
Durandus, I d 6 q 2 [Schmaus p 129 note 49)/p 128 £2 /129f
[Similarly but no so clearly James of Metz/note 48 Jemes of Lausanne
John of Paris, T q 27 a 4 [Schmeus p 200 note 33; evidently influence
of Honry of Gheng{
Qdo Rigaldl I d 10 [Schmaus p 185 note 6)
Heevagus Natalla [p 213 post medlum; little more than distinttion
of processions]
Bornardus €laromonensis [p 231 ad calcem; dist.nction of processions)
John of Naples (very clear} Quasst disp XIII, Schmaus p 132% line 1if
P 138% line Y ff; Quaest disp XXX p 132 note 51 ad fin
Albertus Magnus, I1d 3 H, & 19 Borgnet 25 130: ab ipas notitis
segp.r Vaporat amor; but little in development
Bonaventura, Itinerarium mentis in Deum, cap III Quar 1891,V 30ba
"ex memorla <t intelligentia spiratur amor tamquam nexus amborum®
Scotus,

)
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Amor procedens.

What holds for the procession of the inner word, alao
holds, mutatis mutandis, for the procession of rational love.
The matter l1a evldent, 1f only one can succeed 1in taking off
the spectacles created by the Augustinlens of the late thirteenth
contury. For them, the soul was self-moving., If Arlstotle
forced them to acknowledge real distinctlons between the soul
and its potencies, then the potencles had to be self-moving;
wiless the potenclies were the effliclent ceuses of their own
acts, the potencles would not be vital and the acts would not
be vital. What %x/asserted with regard to the potencles Iin
goneral, above all ixxiaxkbam/asserted with regard to the will;
unless the will 1s a potency thmt 1s the efficlentcause of
its own act, unless the objact of the will presented by the
Intellect 1s reduced to the status of s mere condition, a
“"cansa sine qua non," then the will cannot be free. Such was
the positlion of Peter John 0livi [In II Sent., g 58 ob 13a,
ob l4a, ¢, ad 13m, ad 14m; Quaracchl 1924, xmx II, 400-3, 403-8,
412-14, 437-61, 461-~515] end Gonsalvus Hispanus [Quaest. disp.,
q. 3, Quaracchl 1935, esp. pp. 32-47]. At the opposite pole
was the resolute and intransigent Arlstotelianism of Godfrey
of Fontaines who overlooked the Aristotelian petisn of nature
and applied rigorously the Aristotellan definitlon of efflcient
cause to reach the conclusion that universally agent and patient
readly differ re et sublecto (Quodl. VIII q 2 (PB IV 268); XIII 3
(PBV 191)]. What resulted from such extremism, was a heap of
confusions [Lottin hasstudied etc.] and ultimately the Bcotlst
compromise that object and faculty are concurrent, partial,
independent ,xzmx efficlent causes of immenent acts [In I Sent
d 3: Vives q 7 vol IX 361-64; Fernandez ¢ 9 a 2 §§493-98
Quuracchi 1912 pp 446-50]. This Scotist compromise Mxx
trimmphed: Nlcolaus of Autrecourt referred to it as the
"commne dictum" [Exigit, ed 0'Donnell AR J R, Med Stud I 1939
P 269 llnes 15-21]; Cajetan spoke of it as the "communem cursum
iudicantium" afd expressed his regret that at one time he held
1t and taught it and might even have put it in writing
[(In T q 12 a 2 §XIV Leon IV 118]; finally, desplte Caietan's
repentance, we still have the/common run of opinion manifesting
it86lf In the requirement that faculties be elevated to
be able to ellcit/fixaxxp supernatural ascts in vital fashion.
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The Augustinisan React!.on.x (,_,ﬁ{_’,h OTC A ,_/:q-i’é) pLAYE {4/;

If Puomism was a haigher synthosis of Hriscoteliau and
Augustiuiau thought, 1t also was an hisuoriesl event with
nvtable repercussions in the lattur part of t he thirteeuth
centtry. William of Tosco, biographer and promoter of the
canopnizatvion of Ayu.uas, praised the novelty of his yuestiona,
methods, pri.ciples, and soluscions (shrle Xeuia III 6529),
Thizxpeatan to conclude that God had inspired him with a
new light. 1Inis pra se but echovd the letter written/by
the Fac.lty of Arts of the vu.versivy of Paris 5o the General
Chapuor of the Order of Friars Praachor in which Ayuinas
wusxgampxrad sald to be the morning star, nay the suu, of
vhe age./ But purhaps most sonvincing of all was the t ribute
of @odfrey of Fonvainzes in thy dark days wheu simple souls
8T the Uu_versicy co.sidered the works of Aqu:nas to lie
under off.cial suspicion: "... ut vere doctoriqui hanc dostrinam
seripsiv, possit dici in singulari illud yuod Domiaus/in
plurall aposcvolis, Matth quinto, 'Vos escis sal terrze's
60 CuoTora, sub hac forms:s'fu es sal terrae, quod sl aal
evauuerit, iu yuo sal.etur'? Qula per ea quae in hac¢ docurina
COub ‘nenLur yuasi omuiuvm dostorum aliorum docor.uge corriguatur,
sapidse redduutur et condiuwutur; et ideo 8l isca docur.na de
medic anferr._tur, stud.ntes in docctrinis aliorum saporem
modicum luvenireat." (Phil Belges V 103; Quod XI a 5; ed Hoffmans
Louvuin 1lwd2|) N .

Pt
Hoaa T

th.re 1s some Jue¢stion whethur Aguinas returned from ltaly
Y0 Paras in 1269 vo.dvfend che University against the eucroach-
m.uts of Averrolsm or to defend Awuinssy-who-shared-sRe-Averreisisl
Polpab-for-Ariatotloy-agaanss r'nomist Ar,ytotelisuism vhreatened
To be condemned along with Ave»»0ism the Averroist var.ety
tGi1llon DTC 15 653), 4n any case, Johu P..kham, the Franc.stan
Magser-of~TR Rogeu( Maater of theology aud later Archb.shop
of vauterbury, wh.le gre«tly admiting tne humilaity w.th which
A uines subm.ttod his ductrines for correction {Xenia III 627 £),
dik mever oeXtu.dmd his admiration w0 ths doctrines themselves
aud later was-able-£9 complain/bitterly of the pagan idola
incroduced inco vhe very house of 3od (&Snrle Zeivsc 188Yj
William de la Mare seems to have composed a briefer and a
longer (orrectorium fratris Whomae [Pelster RrAM 3 1v31 397-411)
and to have been ans.sred by a series of Correvcopla Corruptoril
(Glorieux, Muller, Rambortl; see Gillon 656]. The ¥t polemics
of the vorrectoria were followed by the larger impugnutiones
@2 and filled out tne lists of objections and of opinions
1o works of e more g.ueral character until, as the ground of
the debat sh.fted, discussion of Yurandus and of Scotus began . ...
to provide the/tTurms of r.ference in w' ich the Thomistic school
evolved (Gillon 656).
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practicelly/
proximately/

This debate was theological.

More than Iin A u.nas' prvdecessors, it 18 in h.is contemporaries
snd in nis successors that the historical context of his thought
appears. Predecessors can exhibit the mscorials whach Aquiuss
worked iuato organi¢ unity. But con.omporaries and successors
vere confronced not only w.th the matter but also with the form
of ‘homism; thoy had to live xm and think in the sivuatdon he
was transforming or had oransformed; they had .o meet step by
step the issues wnich he cut through by the lntuitive strokes
of genlus. By their opposicion, th.ir pe rplexity, thelr
subst.tutions, cheir wudu. sumplifications, their snticipations
of laver difficulties, their coutribuuions to po.ntas of view
th.t still are curreut, they bullt a bridge hetwsen oursclves
and Ayuinags and provide historical testimony, at ouce illuminating
aud convancing, to vhe summits that he ascaled.

vertaln goneral observautions,~to--te Uohfitmed By whktwhid
nad best be iudic ted at once. £ssentimlly the issue

was theologlcal [Gillon 657] and 1t extecuded/to all questions
va re werem not/matters of faith L1bid). If one may put it
bricfly, the queustion was whether the nomist higher synthesis
of Augustine and of Ar.idtotle was to be accepted, Nam Thia
breaks down into & swvries of eyually globael questions. Dud
AaUs 8 really uudorstand Aristotle? if he did, waes he correct
in complemeuting and correcting Aristotle with elem.nts of
Augusvanaan psychology and Platon.st metaphysics? Did Ayuinas
r.ally grasp Augustine? Lf he did, was he right in corructing
aud complemeacing tne letter of Auguscine wl th the mind of
Arastotle? No small psrt of the trouble wes that mediocval
teochnique did not permit che seiwncific discussion of such
issues. Roally Ayuinas wxx did not live at a time in which
he oould explain whav he was doing. He could only annvunce,
widl a su.uable reforemce, that gep seutis egt ordinare and
then proceed to order yuesivions and give them each an orderly
ans.<r ¢Oherent «ith his answers to all the others. He could
affirm his agreomuvut wath Ariscocle. He could affirm his agreement
with Auguscine, iu like man.er his opponents, who wished to
deny the possibility of agreeing with both, could not treat
that issue in 168 genvrality; they had to avtack this statement
and that in an enormous Series; they carried on their attacks
from differiug po.n.8 of view and these had each to be somevhing
less than che fundamenual unity in which Ayuinas had embraced
both Aris.otle and Augusvine3l. Moreever, since wisiom rarely
gaans by coniroversy, since wnat is true but profound, so far
from prov.ding tell.ng arguments, tends rather to bs remembered
only by 1ts opponents, the affisacious legacy of the thirteenth
C.utury wo the fourtesnth was no Migher aynthesis of Ariscotle .
and Augustine but rather a variety of blends an the supsrficlal

vl ments ghag the school-rooms of philosophy and theology
could not:'fail cvo trensamit., To this broad £mzx sssertion

correspongs the eyually broad fact of fourteenth sentury
decade.s0e and baukruptcy. g et o _ ' : 7
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If Ayuinas simed
was :

sporolff Phomism i€ a higher syucnesis of Aristotel ia. a.d
Augustinien thought, 1t al30 waa &u hastorical event with . .
nvtable repercussiuns. in the theologlcal centers of the latter part of:
thirveenth ceutnry, williem of Tocco selebrated the novelly "
of A.l.ims' queations, method, principles, aul soluticns [Xenils 5203
Johii Peckham apoke bitterly of the pagean idols brought inuo
the house of God {Xen ibad}:6 ... ~ . - = ®x
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As The uluimate bankruptoy of fourteenth century thought
atteats, wisdom does not prosper by debate and controveray.
Wnav is true asd-pwefeund but profound, so far from providing
tell.ung arguments, proscnts pximg on its surface 80 many diffl.
~oultlies Thut it is apt to be recalled only by its oppo.encs,
~1f', then, we must use such terms as Aristotelianism snd Augus-
- binsan.sm, We must =190 bear in mind tha. they Nixe are radieally
- equivoeanl, that uvhey have a differeut contunt in the context
..Of sueQesiv auccessive minds, that profound grasp is compatible
-wiih & w.vering terminology end tvchuical precision wiih
- Urprisiug superficislity - _
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Augustinian/

Siger
Godfrey
Hervsus

D nd
[Koh p 65 lines 15-19], bdut there is aslso felt tﬁganeg of

8 Se=ndus agens o0 rmake sensstions vit.]l ascts as the intullectus ‘
agoni makes int-llectual acts vital (p 69 1line 16]. Obviously, i
thongn Hervaeus was s clear-headed Aristotelian [See Koch p 53 f],
none che less Augustirian vitalism had him rattled.

e i Jele S A

A few romarks will compl.te the picturs. Thomism is a
good deal more than Ardstotellanism. Aquinas held that
species is to Intellirere ms forma 15 to gsse (I 14 4 ¢l.

It follows that if one does not grasp the real distinction
between essence and existence, one cannot grasp the real dis-
tinetion between specles and intelilgere. Now Sliger of
Brabent {QQ de Anims III q 10 v.3tsenb/p 138] denied any
dzst.nct lon betweenn species and Intelligere; thore are hablts
of Intellect but the hablts are not speciss but Inclinatlons
towerd s have the species which are lident.cal with the acts

(b q 11; I 140]. Bimilarly, Godfrey of Fontaines dended
tho—di-85 snol don-bobveon-species-and-intelligere agreed with
§1ger [IX q 19 (IV 270-81)]: there are no specles distinct from
acts, though there are habits. In ado-ting this position both
81ger and Godfrey were thinking coherently with their denial _
of the real distinction [Siger: v. Steend II 593-6013; also
A Maurer, Med Stud VIIT 1946 68-85, Godfrey: QUed VII 5 (III299-336)]
But Hs rveus MNatalls who rejected the real distinction
[EHoco dez, Aegidii Romani Theoremata de Esse ot Essentla,

louwain 1932, Introd. pp 92.94] accepted the distinction

between maxpe 8:ecles and Intelligere, To do so, he had to

make the specles the cause of the Intelligere, and he had to

conceive the Intelligere not as second act but as form

[Koch 66 line 24; B line 23ff). This zx vlew 1s nothing

bat a substitution of Aristotelian physics for Thomist metaphysics,
and Durandus pIswed-hawvea-with-4s rightly ridiculed it kx

with the deseriptlon that just as water, unless it is heated,

wLlll not heat your feet, so Intellect, unless given a specles,

wlll not have an Intellection [Koch p 8 ff); two centurles

later €a Jetan still had to Inveigh against physical analogy

{r 141 gﬁiv-\rii Leonn IV 167]. 3Imxkhx Durandus himself, in

his first versim of his Bentences, advanced that intellect

and semse are forms 1lke we lght and llightness while acts of

knowing are extrinsic denominations 1like local movements

[Koth p 20), He gdnitted the consequence that all cognitionel

acts axe of one and the same species (p 16 line 20 ff; cf

65 L.une 13 {f), remped the/henefit that the object was only

a condition of the knowing and not a cause {p 20 f) and the
epastemological benef it that even de potentia absolutes God

could not produce a krowing without there being a confronting

ob jeet [p 17), The view that all Intellectusl acts are of

the same species was held earller by Amand de Saint Quentin, OP,
[¢lorieux Repertolre des Maitres de Theologle de Paris au XIIXe
slecds , Par 1y 1935, I p 175 §54; see Godfrey Quod XIII 3 (V 192);

c¢f PJ02ivl In II Sent q 58 ob 2a et ad 2m (Quar 1924 395 & ua-lsi

a pointthat will be of interest to those who have resd J Kohh's
clalm thaet the convent of 8. Jacques at Paris wes not free from
#ugustanaen tendenties [J:kob v Metz], On the other hand,

accoxdang to Perez [p 12f/178f)}, Thomss Anglicus held a
positlion simllar to that of Burandus outlined above. In conclusion, #
one my note that there is littled d.fference between Burandus
notion of knowing ag mere relutlon and Vitul du Four's notlon

of krmowing &3 pure activity with no corresponding passivity

[HDLMA 2 1927 163-73]; of Godfrey [XIII 3 (5 lBB?].




<o

~bheclogically/

Baltasar Peroz Argos, S.I.

In actlvidad cognoscltiva en los escolasticos del primer periodo
poestoni sta

Estracto de la tesls de doctorado en la faculdad de filosofia
del coleglo maximo de S. Prancisco Javier, Ona {Brugos)

Madrid, 1948 [NB double numberina of rantes ]

Il. E1 verbo mental. £0%/%% 287/37.
§l. B3¢ uela agnstiniana.

l= Pos ltive sources. Nothing In Aristotle. Tnmnt to Aug Ans Damasc
Re Attack on Aristotelian passivism.

de Ldentification of verbum wilth act of intellection,
4a Position of Scotus,

§2. Escuels Aristotslica. 291/41.

l. Aristotellan difficulty.,

Pos sible intelleet 18 passive. Godfrey of Fontaine retadns
this positlon; makes agent intellect the parsnt. Porez mistaken
in saying that verbum proceeds sccordirs to Godfrey nomlnally;
it proceeds by efficient causelity from asent intellect, but
is a grammatical action of possible intsllect. Godfrey 1like
Auvzustinians identifies verbum with Lntellisere.

Henry breaks with Aristotellan passlivity,

291 /41 Henry, Summ Theol a 58 q 1 p 993 sbaies that
in 4ristotelian theory one had better speak of a "verbum
phantssmatls vel ohjectl quam verbum mentis"

Henry Quodl II qq 6 & '7 develops aurustinian t heory or
vacilla tes. Later he posits influential theory of initial
Indeterminate krowledme whence by reasoning one reaches
atequibe knowk dge. Perez cites Godfrey Quodl X q 12 p 362

¢f Phil Belpges IV, 362 #§Neque etiam slec

NB conversion super se ete; cf Scotus 1 ¢ 2 a o,

2. Aristotelian school {apart from Godfrey) distinguishes
intellsction and verbum.

a Hervaeus, Tractatus de Verbo, XF I a 2, cited 293/43
Jquodl, Il a 8
argue s/ for necessity of distinction between intellirere and verbum

b Hervaeus, De Verbo q 2 a 2, cited note 124 p 294/44
First some sort of intellection prior to formation of
verbum; because one doos not try to manifest what one does not krow

© Aepidius, Quodl, V, q 9, cited text 295/45
Ver bum needed for same reasom as sr-ec les, becmauss object
absent, "Definitio ergo rei sive verbum non est nisi quoddeam
speculum in gquo cernitur natura rei!

d Hervaeus, Quodl II q 8, clted note 127, 295/45
Verbum 1s lorms quaedam speculls in gua... cognoscatur
Vver*ltas de rebus exteroribugs... rather in intellect than phantasm

e Liber propugnatorius, contra I Sent Scoti, d 27 q 1
¢ lted note 128 p 295/45
The operation of intellect ecannot terminate at nothing;
but the res intellectma as such does not establish real existence;
appeal to Avicnnea et Algazel; hence terminates at slmilitudo
rol which represents thing more expressly than specles lmpresssa.

°© ) .
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enunt fation/

Perez, La activlidad cognoscltiva... sheet 2

I Hervaeus, De Verbo II q 1; Quodl IT g 8,

Distingulshes three intellectual acts and three corresponcCing
verba: verba arg¢ definitlon,/sasenk-o»-dissens, reasoning;
the intellectnml acts are Intultion or rerfect Intellect.ion,
assent or dissent, doubk., 295f/45f

g Henry o Ghent, Sumn Theol a 54 g @ p 840; cited 206/46

"Duplex est actus comnoscendl in intellectus unus simpldeis
intelligentlias de re Intellipinili, ut secundum se est oblecta
ante verbl formationem, sed per ipsius rel oblectae actlonem
formatus; ex yuo manat simrlex notitia in memorla. Et alter
cogitativus post verbi formationem, formetus de re intelligibllil,
ut est oblecta in ipso verbo... Ft sic actus gui est dlcere
slve generare nm e¢st ldem qnod intellirere sive primum sive
secundum; quia dicere est vera actio.,., et sic est actlio gxuxadam
sive oje ratio quaedam Intellectus Informatil simplici notlitia...;
intelligere autem est pmssio in intellli~entia,”

Succesive reciprocal causality of intellemere and ferbum.
h  Hervaeus, De Verbo, II aa 3 et 4, cited text 296/46

There 1s a Zirst intellirere cansed immediately by the
specles; there 1s a second, exnress intelllirere caused by the
verbum as an instrument.

g! Completing text from Henry in g suprae

"Et sic actus qul est dicere sive generare non estidem quod
inteliigere sive primum sive secundum. 4dula dicere est vera
actlo procedens a memoria sive a ncetitla simrlici existente
Iv 1ipsa, slve de re ohlecta ut est in memoria; et slc est
actlo sive opesretlec quaedam intellectus Informati simplici
notitla, qua in se 1psc format notitiam declaratlivam sinmillimam
1111 simplicl notit lse,”™  Note 132 p 297/47

i  Egidius, Quodl 5 g 9, cited note 130 p 206/46
Notices only one act of Intellect intermedliate between
specles anad verhum. -

Liber propugnatoriug, cited note 131 p 296/46
"Ad 4 dico guod aliquis actus Intellisendl qul est in
potestate nostra praesupponit alrum actum intellirendl., Et ita
dico quod vexbum, quod estin pot-state nostra, praesupponit
unum actum Intellimendl, quamvls praecedat alium actum intelligendi.,”
In I Sent 4 27 q 1.

k  Hervasus, De Verbo, I ¢ 4, clted note 133 p 297/47

Will, agent Intellect, and specles are yprinciple activa
verbl; agent int.llect because it causes whatever is caused
In possible intellect; specles because determinate verbum is
caused. '




Perez, La Actlvidad cognoscitiva, =shest d.

m  Hervaeus, De Verbo g 2 ar 2 et 3, clted note 134 p 298/48
. Intellirere 1s prior to verb maturamlly, even 1n time;
there ls a new intellirere consequent to the formtien of the
verbum; verbum 1s instrument in causinr second intelligere.

n  Liber propugnatorius, d 27 g 1, note 135 p 298/48
T Follows directly on ciltatlion above J

", .. alium actum intellirendi. Et gquando dlcltur quod
intellifere est prius in potestate nostra, potest diel qued
non, accliplendc Intellipere prout 1ncludit Cerminum suum
immedlatum, qui est verbum; et non acciplendo intellirere ub
distinguitur contra verbum vel contra dlcere, etc, Vel potest
dicl juod tempore simul sunt intellirere et dicere; et intelllpere
quantum ad substantiam actus prascedlt ordine naturae ipaum dicere,
licet ipsum dicere praedecat ordinure natun:e ipsuim Intellicere
in quantum terminatur ad objectum extra.”

Perez sees in t-is a distirchtion between an ontological
and naturally prior intellisere and a psycholorical and consejuent
intellisere. NB however Perez assertlon that Llb propug 1s obscure.

o Thomas of Sutton, Quaest disp, g 3, note 298 136 p 298/48
Respons io: dicendum quod verbum mentis nostrae nom est
effective ab intellectu possibill sed tantum passive.

Thomas of Sutton, Quodl 1 g 17 (Beitrare 29) Porez note 136p298T

ad primum ddeendum arpumentum dicendum quod verbum formatur
ab intellectu sed non tanquam a principio activo, sed tanQuam
a princliplo passivo; et tu dicis "formare verbun est agere"
sl igitur intellectus format verhum, Intellectus e st activus.
Ad quod dicendum est quod "Formare verbum' secundum Aristotelem
et Commentatorem non est arere, nisi secundum simllitudirem
ot flguram dlctionils, sicut sentire; et verum est quod verbum
est ab obiecto active., p. 28& promahly in Beltrage

There 13 a modieca Aifferentla hetween intelllrere and
verbur, operatio and opsratum, thourh theys are taken as the
game thing »y the authors. p. 24%

Tnus sctus ahsolutus est axctus Intellivendi ot verbum;
et nont videntur differre per allguam rem absolutemn, sed per
dlversum modum significandl vel acclpilendi unum ot idem, sc.
ut viam et terminum, p 29+ .

Differentis modica; still some; Intellirere Ls patl, in
genere pussionls; verbum 1s quallty; arain, verbum is gonitum,
intelligere is productio menitl,

D

p» Aureolus, In I Sent d 9 a 2 Rome 1506 p 35 a. B} p 319 a. B
d 27 a 2 p 626 a. F; p. 622
Perez says that &ureolus renards forma srecularis of Hervaeus
a3 Iideallst.

Q9  Durandus, In I Sent 4 27 q 2 Lugduni 1583 fol 49V v J‘--‘J"“J‘“—
Perez clites p 301/51; tey Ih._, “ Nyu‘sm & S SUVPIR NN o
“Proptenr quod dicendum est allter quod verum In noblse &t

ipsemst actus intellirendl..., Quantum ad secundam cord:tiorem

quam ponunt, sc¢. quod verum est productum rer actum dicendi,

qul est actus intellirendils secunum quod Intell irens; dicendum

quod verbum vocls estp roductum per actum volcalem dicentls...;

sed verbum mentls non est productum per actum dicendi, nec décere

est prodicere verbum mentale, imo dicere est habere verbum. quia

cum verbum mentlale non sit aliud quam notitla rel apud intellectum,

per quam homo corecitany sibl ipsl loguitur, Alcere vel logul non
gst aliud o am . h re in =a natitis vei  cnme ast wvavhim afne'l

» |
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Constantin Mlchalskl, C.M.,
Les sources du criticisme et du scepticisme dens la philosophle
du Xive siecle, pp. 241-268 1122
(odteFon whtrmak vetld o L' hcadtwmai ?ﬂfhtLU~ &#5ﬂdhhmhﬁaj-‘~124hﬁl$¥$E§#ﬁ
1925,183] 4

242: Toss of confidence in human intellsct due to Aupastinla
theory of 1llumination. No documentation.

243: Much richer source: Aristotellan distinction betweem
demonstration (Post Anal) and probable arrument (Topiles)

Algazel, Destructio philosophorum, (Rarfuk Tahafut sl falasifa) 3
defem ed Mohammedan orthodoxy by arcuine that philosophers could 1
not demonstrate creation; unity perfection immaterlality of God;
divine self-knowledge and Ynowledre of other thines; priveiple
of cauzdlity,

244 Malimonides reports and re jects this view; his report
suppcsed by some scholastlcs to be statesment of hlis own view.
245 Cf Aquinas negatlon of demonstration that world ex tempore.

0xford _
245 Willlam of Ware denled demonst of unicity of God .
Scotus denled demonstr of omnipotence as Xtl:ns concelve it
246 Thomas Sutton (? Anglicus, M. cites "Contrs Scotunm") /ﬂ
sugeeats demonstration of omripotence as Xtluns concelve not yet fon
Thomas Wilton, extends denial to divune krowledpe of other,
to maltiplication of human soculs acst Averwvoes
William Ockham admltted ossit of infinite serdss of causes
247 Adam Woodham sometimes soes further
John Rodinghton spreads doubt throurh theodlcy; defends : P
proof of divine exlstence agst Ockham; admits not itia Intuitive
directly :roduced by God without ohfect
Thomas Claxton denies evident yroof, holds consonum ratloni,
doctrines of creation, unity of God, omnipotence ;

Paris
248 Guillaume de Rublone, more prohable but not evident proofs
of existence unity of God, of creation; slso doudts proofs of
free will, imuortallity of soul
Jean de Bamssols, denles evidence to theodicy
Jean de Mirecourt, denies evlidence to theodicy, mdmits
Infinlte series of causes aspossible
Nicolas dtAutrecourt
Jean Burldan: free will hased rather on falth
249 Jarsile d'In hen, idem i
Rosettl, not demonstration but more protable arg in theodicy
Pierre d'Aurldie attacls proofs soul form of body
Jean de Polliaco attacks proofs of omnipotence creatlion
Walter of Chatton finds no demonstratisn of wnity cof God
Landolphe Carac@idlo finds no proof for ormmlpresence
Antlaverrolst theses of Stephen Templer not denied buat
degree of certiltude reduced.

249f; Padua; situation obscure; noted B8y averroism.

250! Loglcal and psycholormical coneseptualism.
¢sse oblectivums Richard of Middleton, Herve de Nedellec,
Durand de St. Pourgain (Les co:rants philoso:rhiques a Oxford et
a Paris, Crogovie 1921)
Jacques dlesculo: pp 251-54 "esse ohiectivum” distinct from
speclies and act of knowing; sawsed—rer—ace-itens by cause of knowing
T el T (wmueadive aﬂ-ﬂaa~5h)




"Michalskl, Les sources p 2

Logical and psycholorical conceptualism

2564:f.Petrus Auriolus: esss ohlectivum,apparens, is object of
knowing. Denles real distinction of species and intellirere;
holds gpecies can be in intellect wi thout intellirere hecause
of absence of phantasm, As Jacques d'Ascoll he holds esse
objectivum tobe a sequela of the Intellirere.

256: William of Alnwick, opronent of logical concepbtualism 255-57 3

257-61 Ockhanm denies esse obfectivum 3

261ff Walter of Chatton attributes to Ockham acceptance of esse obleciy

265 Guillaume de Rubione follows Walter in attributing same to Oclzhi3

263f Jean de Mirecourt oppronent to esse obiectivum 2

264f Affirmatlion of esse obiectivum does not determire whether
one 1s r-alist conce:tualist nominalist

Notitla abstractiva et intuitiva.
266: Scotus defdnes Intultiva as hearl r on existence

Auriolus apreals to sexperimenta In proof that Iintuitiva
does not e-tablishe xistence; further God could produce Iintuitiva
without ob ject
266: Ockham takes scisnce strictly as demonstration from per
se nota; empirical propositions (es fire heats) not per se nota;
Intuitive knowledse camld be caused supernatmnpdlly without oblect
267: Ockhem meintains that facts of consclousness (as Auvustine
advanced) beyond possibility of doubt

Nlcolas d'Autrecourt and Jean de Mirecourt simllarly have
recourse to Augustine toe scepe thelr own sceptilcism
267fs Method of Nlcolas d'A: proposes orinlons which he is careful
not to assert and shows what conclusions (generouns scepticiam)
they wonld lesd to,

268: Parallel with disapresrance of metaphysic in scepticism,
at Paris and stlll more at Oxford thore develops positive science.
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