
14 

Early Thomistic Controversies * 

v. The Correctorium Sciendum has been attribu.ted to John 
of Parma, to Hugh of Biilom, to Durandus of Aurillac, called 
Durandellus (1), and to Bobel't of OdoI'd. 

'L'o begin with we may exclude John of Panua and Hugh of 
Billom. Indeed this COl'l'ectoriuln has been attributed to them 
on very slight evidence. Dl'. Pelster, relying on the ascription of 
of MS. Bologna, Bibl. Uomm. A. 913, and on the supposition 
that this CorrectorillJl1 is of a late date, ascribed it to John of 
l)arma (2). But as we shall see later, it is not as late as Pelster 
believes. As Glorieux has suggested, it is quite possible that the 
ascription to "Johannes Panuensis" is due to 11 confusion with 
.. J ohannes Parisiensis", who is iJle author of the C01'1'ectOTimn 
"'Circa" el). But, even granted the correctness of this ascrip
tion, the evidence of one single manuscnpt, when it is contra
dicted by stronger evidence (as the following pages will show) 
is of little value. 

Frol1l the fact, 011 the one hand, that Hugh of Billom.is cre
dited in the Stams Catalogue with the authorship of a COTrecto
rillm, and, on the other hand, that in 1913 only five manuscripts 
and all of French origin were known, .i\1alldoDnet concluded th:1t 
(a) the COT/'cctorillm "Sciendwn" belongs to a Paris Master, and 
(b) this Master was Hugh of Billom (4). 

(*) Thp, first part of this article app<?a:ed in Vol. Ill, No. 2, pp. 57-74. 

(1) He is called Durandellus, as we have seen above, to distinguish him 
from the other Dominican Master, Durandus 'de saint PolQaille, 
who is called by a Bologna manuscript, the "quiclam latrullculus 
Petri de Alverllia", for having att·acked SOllle thomist tenets. (Cf. 
::\[.DE WULF, History of Jledieval Philosophy, Il, p. 270). 

(2) F. PELSTER, S.J., Scholastih, i, (1926), p. 458; lbicl., iii, (1928), 
p. 450. Dr Pelster later abandoned this position. (Cf. Thomistische 
Streitschriften gegen Aegic1ius R011lanus: Thomas von Sutton und 
Rohert VOll Orforc1, O.P., C:.regol'ianUln, xxiv, (1943), p. 157. 

(3) P. GIJORIEUX, "La li'£terature- c1<;s Correctoires", Revue Thomiste, 
ix, (1938) pp. 69-96. 

(4) P. l\rANDOKNET, "Premieres travaux de poJemique thomiste", 
Revue de sciences philosophique et theologique, viii (1913), p. 56. 
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Echard (5) and Card, Ehrle (6) suggested as auiihor of this 
(Jorrect01'ium, Dnrandellus. A note to article 8 of the Oorrecto
rinm "Sciendum' , , preserved in Bibliotheque Nat. lat., Paris, 
MS. 14550 (formerly Saint-Victor), which runs: 

"Ad 'declarationem illius articuli, an scilicet in rebus 
incorruptibilibu£ sit nisi unum individuum in una specie, 
illud ad pl1aesens ostendatur in corporalibus, quia in spi
ritualibuB iam ostensum .('&1;" .... " 

induced Pl:lre Echard to believe that the words "quia, in spiritua
libus jam ostensum est", refer to article 6 of t11e II Senentiarum. 
of Dnrandellus. He also claimed that in the same article of the 
JJ Book of the Se11tences, there is a cross reference to the OOr
'rectoriml1: 'quantum ftd eorpomlia de hoc in Oorrupto'!'io" , (7). 

But aecording to Ehrle and Dr. Koch, the remark. "de hoc in 
corruptorio", is not to be found in the manuscript :D.entionec1 by 
Echard, nor WftS i.t met with in four other manuscripts, contain
ing the same work of Durandellus, by Koch (8). 

Card. Ehrle, basing himself on the ascription of MS. Tro
~·es. 986. and on the evidence of Peter de Luna's Oatalogue (9), 
attributed this Onrrl'ctorinm to Durandel1us. M. Grabmann is of 
the same opinion (10). Yet this view cannot be accepted. We mav 
110te at the outset. that MS. Troves is rather late. in fact it was 
written in 1478 (11), Further. DuraNlellus wrote his E1)identiae 
('ontra Durandnm. or his work on the Sente1wes, mention eo hv 
Echard. in 1882-84, wbereaR we know for certain that the Oo·r-

(.5) Cf. QUF,TTF-ECHARD, Scriptorps Ordinis Praerlicator1tm, I, 588b, 
IT, '0, 819. 

(6) Cf. F. EHRL'F., "Der Kampf um die I,ehre des hJ, 'rhomas von 
Aquin in (kn eot'sten fUllfzig .T ahren nach "einem 'rode", Zeischrift 
hlr Ka+n7isclie The07ol)ie, Innsbruck, xxxvii 1191~), PP. 289-29~. 

(7) EOHARD. (1), df., I. p. 588 
(8) Cf .• T, KOCH, .nnrand.1/.~ de S. Pm'ciaJUo, FO:'schungen z. Streit um 

'rhomas v. Aqnin zn Begium des 14 .Tahrh. Heitriige, xxvi (1927), 
p 15~. 

(9) Va.t1eallisrli es .4.·rchi1'. Colled-oriae 4690. f, 18v: "Hem Correptorium 
corrnptorii Durandi, ineipit in secundo folio: quod est ca1lsa, et 
finis in eodem: non; in nenultimo folio incipit: quantum a'd ambo, 
et finit in eodem: lIlate1'ialiter". Cited after Eh:',le, op. cit., P. 290. 

(10) Cf, M, GRABl\JANN, "Die werke de" hI. 'rhomas v. Aquin", Be1t
)'ii(JP. xxii. (1931) p. 1 ::\;1-

(11) Cf. P. GLORIEUX, ,"a littcmt117'e des correcioires, p, 82. 
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rectoriuill'~ .. ScieJIIlll ill" was written before 1309, as it is attested 
to by t,vo early MSS., Avignon 250, and particularly Bruges 
491 (12), whieh were not written later than this date. Moreover, 
Dr. Koch has shown that the stvle of the Correcoriu'Hl "Sciell
dum" differs considerably from that of Durandellus. The author 
of the Correctoriu1Il begins each article with: "propter ... arti
cuIum sciendum", "propter hoc quod tangitur ... articulo", "ad 
declarationem illius articuli", or other similar phrases. This is 
followed by an exposition of St Thomas, after which comes that 
of "\Villiam de la. Mare, beginning with: "Contra hoc dicunt illi 
de corruptorio". Moreover, the numbeJ' of each article is given 
at the end of each question. On the other hand, Durandellus uses 
rather a different method of procedure: he invariably begins: 
"Supra ... distinctione est ... articulus contra illud quod dicit S. 
'rhomas", which is followed by the exposition of Aquinas's doc 
trine, after which he writes: "Contra. istam conclusion em arguit 
Durandus". He ends the question by: "hoc enim ostendi potest 
ostensive etc.", without giving the number of the question. Fi
nally Durandellus is very brief, concise and almost pedantic, 
while the author of the Correctorfu1n is lengthy ,but very clear, 
as may be easily seen, concludes Koch, in their different exposi
tion of Aqui!Jas. 

Glorieux, who has in preparation a critical edition of this 
work, concluded from internal and external evidence that the 
author of the Correctori1J.'m "Scielldmn" was an English Domi
nican (13). If this is so, John of Parma, Hugh of Billom, and Du
randellus have no claim to the authorship of this Correctorimn. 
'rhere remain therefore William of Macclesfield and Robert de 
Torto-Collo of Orford, both English Dominicans. But so far no 
evidence has been brought forward in support of William of Mac
cIesfieId, except the entry in the Stams Catalogue, crediting him, 
rather vaguely, with the authorship of one of the Correcioria. 

The only solid evidence at our disposal is that in favour of 
Robert of Orford, known also as Torto-Collo. There was alreadv 
;n the beginning of the fifteenth century a tradition ascribing t~ 
.T ohn of Torto-Collo a Correctorium in defence of St Thomas: 
"Aliud autem opus quod vocatur correctorium corruptorii. et in-

(12) A. DE POORl'ER, Oatalog·u.e de manll .. ~crits de la Bibliotheqllc Pllb
lique de la t,iUe de BrllgeR, Belgium 1934-, p. 561 

(13) GLORIEUX, La litt~rature, P. 32. 
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cipit 'Quare detraxisti sermonibus veritatis'," wrote I.1onis de 
Va.11adolid (0. 1414·) "fecit Hervaeus secundum a1ignos, secun
dum alios .T oannes de TOl'lo-Collo. in <luo respondetur cnidam 
impug-nanti a1iqua dicta B. Thomae" (14). In support of Herve's 
authorship there is no evidence forthcoming. As Val1adolid in
serted the entrv iust (]llOted under that of Durandel1us, and Her
ve was wrongl~' identified with the latter (15). it is possible that 
the tradition in the time of Valladolid referred to DurandellllR 
(Durandns of Aurillac) and not to Herve of N edeUec. Moreover, 
the conclus;on reached bv Gloriellx about the nationality of the 
author of the CorreotorhL1n "Sriendmn". also militates agaimt 
Herve. who was a Frenchmftn. On the other hand. we posseRS 
manv proofs to eorroborate the fifteenth centnry tradition in fn
vom: of Torto-Col1o (Orford). .T ohn Bale (1552)" who iR indenen
dent of Valladolin. ::md seemR to 11e himself the bfls;s of Pits. 
Tanner. Bulaeus. and otherR. [Jscrihes to Robert of Orford. a 
"Protedorium Thomne A<luinatis" (l6). We mR,V f1,ssnme that 
he meant Iw Protpotori1l11? the Oorrectorimn. Tt is we11 known 
that Bale on mRnv occasions gives to a work a nfLme othf'r than 
itR proneI' title Strom!'f~r evidence than t.he extern::Jl criteria is 
thf' witneRs of Robf'rt of Orforn himself. who in his works agRins+, 
Gilee; of R,ome ::md Hemv of Ghent cl.eclares him~elf to be The 
nnthor of fL Res-IJonsoriu111 ad Corruvtoriu111. 

i. T n MS. Merton ColleQ'e. Oxforn. 27{). discussing the 
onestion : "Utrum frni sit actus intellectus", where the contro
verted nrohlem of the relationship between intellect nnd the will 
comes ill, Robed of Orford concludes in favour of the primacY 
of the fm'mer. nnd after P.'ivinrr t.hree argnments in support of 
Acwinas' view. he refers his reader to fnrther arg-uments in the 
Corr~ctor£ttm, saying: 

(14) H.C. RCH11)EBEN. "Die TnhlJIae Luclvigs von Ynllrtc1oli(l" ... Ar
rliimlm FF. Pr .. i (1931), P. 2157. n. 1')6n. 

(11)) BTTND11)lUUFl. Tndex. f. 311: "HerveuR NntftliR Brito, magister. 
oui et. DnradelhlR. ordini~ Praed'(,fttornm": f. 122: "1)nl'andellllc. 
alias Hervem. ordinis Pra'cdi('o-c.orum" Cited h:v 11)CHARD, SC?'ipt. 
n.p .. i, p. 336ft; ftnd Alva, P7ellt().~ de 7()s 7in?'(),~. p. 102, clftimed 
lIerve waR the ('ousin of Durandus de s. POl'{;lIline. and for this 1'en
f<on he was ('alled J)urnndellus to bE' 'dist,ingnish0d &om him But 
as 11)('hard (id. ibid.) has rightly rema,,'ked. Alvn.'s claim is "mer-urn 
E'iUR menti~ somuium. nullo testE', nullft VPl i sl)ppic adinventum", 

(16) .J. BALAEU~. S::riJltnre" illllsh-illln maif)ri.~ Bl-itanniae, p. 323 
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f. 2: "Quia ad hoc idem ostendellde sunt aIie ratio
nes in Hes]l'ulS(ll'in ad CONl/i)tOI'II/III, questione 84.". 

11. In MS. Vat. lat., 087, discussing the same i)uesbion. he 
S1.ye: : 

f. 7vb: "t.luaEter intelleetus sit nltior pot~ ntia quam 
v()]un~.a~. satis declaratum e,'St Res]Jonsorio contra Cor-
1"I{')lIptorilllll . 

In the S:1me manuscript he mentlOned several times the same 
RespollsoriwJ1. (17), and in Quodlibet IS, quest.. :28. expressl~T de
clares to h:1ve written it : 

1". 122rit: "Sed quia nOll oppollit se (Henricus de 
Gandayo) conLa ea que ego seripsi cirea mattriam istam 
in Rcsponsorio ad Cornlpl'orilllll .:deo non curavi tradal'e 
que sic recitat" (18). 

It remains therefore certain th:1t Hobert of Orford wrote one 
of the five replies to the Franciscan M:1ster, vVillirum de la Mare; 
and there are solid reasons to believe that the Responsonwn ad 
Cornlpt01'ium is the C01"1'ectorium "Sciendum", and not the 
"Quare", as chimed bv Ehrle and Pelster. 

We have first the ~vidence of MS. Madrid, Bibl. Nat., VIT
H. 5. the colophon of which reads: 

1'. 46r: (Correctorium) COITuptorii Latris Guillermi de 
Torto Gollo, auglici magistri in theo]ogia, ordinis frntrul11 
pred icn toru Ill" (19). 

This manuscript was known to C:1rd. Bhrle (20) through 
the catalogue of Marques de Alventos, who thus listed this work: 

"Cor,',c-ctDrium corporUlll sanC't·j Thomae per Fr. de 
Tortoco]Jo, Vol. I, Vite1a"(2J). 

(17) fT. 17b, ISra, .56ra, 65ra,72vh. Quoted after Bayerschmidt, "Robe:t 
yon Colletorto, Verfnsser des Correctoriullls 'Scienc111m'?", Dil'~/S 
Thomas (Fr.), xvii (1989), pp. 311-26. 

OS) Cited by PELSTER, T710mistische 8treitsch1'iften, p. 16.5. 
(19) V. B. DE HERlf~DIA,"El correctoT·illm corruptorii", La Oiellcia 

Tomi.~ta" xviii (1926), p. 110. 
(20) F. J<jHRLE, Der J(ampf. p. 316. 
(21) M. DE ALVEN'fOS, Hisf:oria del Colcgio v!e]o de San Barfolome, 

majOl' de la celebre Tlnirersidad de Salama,nca, Madrid 1770, i, p. 3]6. 



EARLY THOMISTIC CONTROVERSIES 19 

allU through the catalogue of the lllannst:l'ipts of the BibhotecCL 
N aciollal, in which the title runs: 

"Correctol'iulll corredorii Thomae Aquinati:, per fra
trem GuillelmulIl de Torto-Collo, anglicum. magistrum 
ill theologia ordinis pracdieatorulIl. Codex pervetustus, to. 
\" iclcitur a udor :'tlisse cocnlS r\llgelieo Doetori" (22). 

But Card. Ehrle, believing that this text was lost, and that it 
contained the Correctoriulll "Quare", ,vrongly ascribed this work 
to Robed of Torto-Collo. It was found and identified as the 
Correctorium "Sciendnrn" by Beltran de Heredia, 0 .P., in 
1926 (23). He dated it as late thirteenth century or perhaps be
ginning of the fourteenth, and decided that the colophon was writ
ten by the same scribe who wrote the whole work. 

The right way to clarify the issue in this compllCated ques
tion, is that suggested by Dr. IJeIster (24), namely a comparison 
of the Correctorillm and a work certainly pertaining to Robel"t 
of Orford. This has been underaken by P. Bayerschmidt, who 
through a careful exnmu:mtion of Robert's Contra dicta Henri'~i 
de Gandavo (MS. Vat. lat. 987) ,::md the Cmrectorium "Scien
dum" (MS. Staatsbibliothek, Berlin [theol. fo1. :32J], 468), came 
to the conclusion that the SciendwJZ belongs to Robert of 01'
ford (25). He has found substantial identity between the two 
works in st,,18, terminology and doctrinal c0nten t. ,Ve shall re
produce he;:e some of Hie proofs brought forward by Bayer
::ochmidt, adding some others frOTn MS. 1Ierton as reo-aI'ds the 
style, not how~yer as regards the content, as none of the ques
tions of the Correcl01'ium. "SciendulIl') partially transcribed, cor
responds to the Merton manuscript. 

Ca) The peCUliarities of style t1,l'e mentioned first, becau8e 
they have less w"eight. Even a cursory examination makes it 
dear that in both works, we meet with typical similarity ()f 
style and terminology. 

(22) Quoted after V.B. DE HEREDIA, op. cit., p. 104. 
(23) Cf. V.B. DE HEREDIAs 0]). elt., p. 106. 
(24) Cf. ]'. PELSTER, Seho/(lstik, i (1926), p. 458. 
(25) Cf. PAUL VON BAYERSCH:MIDT,. "Robert von Colletorto, Ver

fa9Ser des Cdrrectoriul1ls SCICncl1ll1l?", Divu.~ Thomas, (Fr.), xvii, 
(1939), pp. 311-326. 
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1. One of the peculiarities is ,the word Sciendwn, whwh on 
account of its frequency Card. Bhrle has used to distingUIsh thi::: 
CorrectoriulIL from the others, and which occurs cons,tantly ill 
MSS. Merton and Vatican. Compare: 

Contra dicta ::I efjiri£i, eMS. Merton, ~'(6), n. ~7ra, 3Ura, 
i:llrb, 38rb, 4lva, 5Ura, 50vb. 

Contra dicta. J-Ienrici, (MS. Vat. lat. \:)87), ft. lva, lvb, 31'b, 
g~rb, 23ra, 33vb. 

ii. Another pe{;uliarity is the fTequent use of the word 
adducere. COtH-pare : 

CorrectoriWlL '"Sciendu;n", MS. Berlin, 468: "alia argll
menta oportuit adduxisse" (L 1831'a); "et ideo oportet alias ra
tiones adduxisse ad eius improbationem" (f. l83vb); . 'unde alia 
al'gumenta oportet hic adduxisse" (f. l86ra). 

Contra d.iota Aegidii, MS. Me1'ton, 276: '"Non 8ic est de 
exemplo quod fl'ater Egidius adducit" (L 441'a); "Sed Magister 
potest addu(;i ad oppositum" (L 45rb) ; "Exemplum quod addu
cit de luce et colore in dyafano' (L 45rh); "fLliqua adducit ad eam 
probandam que videntur habere calumpniam." (f. 47rb). 

Cont-ra. dictll. Hel1rici, MlS. Vllt. 1at. \)87 : "quam adducit Ma
gister Henricus" (f. 22 va:; "nec rationem aliquam pro se addu
xerit" (f. 25 vb). 

m. The COl'rectoriu1n "Sciendum" is similar to the other 
work" of Rober,t in that it is \vritten in 8, very objective style and 
the main intention of the author is the defence of St Thoma8. 
Compare: 

89 : 
Conectoriurn "Sciendum", MS. Madrid, VII-H. 5, art. 

"Opponere contra rn.biones qua~ dant ad rationes fra
tris Thomae non oporteret, quia principale intentum in hoc 
opusculo e;ot magis solvere qnam oppollerC'''; 

and again art. 109, he says: 
"N all possunt Jl(ga:'e quia quamquam sit aliquid sane 

dictum potest belle et male intelligi ab alio intelligcnte. Et 
quod concedun-t. hoc eSl:e verUl1l in alia modo intelligendi 
sufficit michi" (26). 

In his Contm d£cta Aegidii, MS. MBrton, 276, Robert some
times does not give the opinion of the Austin Bachelor, and when 
it is given it is sometimes left unrefuted. Thus he says: 

(26) Quoted a:ter V.B. DE HEREDIA, 011. cit., pp. 106, 110. 
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"Quod postea a:guit (Aegidius) contra semetipsum est 
et argumellto suo correspondet. De hoc non est michi curau
dum nisi quod errorem dicit" (L 50 vb). 

Much more important is the agreement in content between 
Hobert'iO Contra dicta Henrici and the Cor'Tectorium "Sciend'Um". 
Bayerschmidt (27) has given eight passages to iOhow that in his 
work against Henry of Ghent Hobert refers to the Correctorium 
"Cl' d " d t j. 1 "Q " /.Jcwn 'U1Il ,an no cO t 18 ,'lutre. 

Compari::;on of direct reference::; : 
(a) Contra dicta Hell'rici (MS. Yat. lat. 987), 

rol. 17vb: "Angelis datum est grat.ia et gloria l:€Cun-
dum capacitatem naturalem. RationE";; de hoc invenies Pri
ma Parte, questione ;H6, Ife.~po1tSol'ii ad COl'rectori,um, 
questione 21". 

Now 'Villiam de la Mare (article xxi) argues that Aquinas's 
teaching that grace ,1lld glory are given to angels according to 
their natural capacity is slightly or not at all different (parum 
vel nihil differt) from the proposition condemned hy William of 
Auvergne in 12H : "quod augeli qui habuerunt meliora naturalia 
lie necessitate habuerunt maiorem gratiam et gloriam" (28). The 
author of the CorTcl!toriuln "Ql,are" does not expound St Tho
mas's teaching on this pnrticuhr point, whereas the author of 
"Sciendum", in a very clear and precise way proposes many ar
guments. We adnuce here one or two of them. 

Correctorium "ScielLduJn" (MS. Berlin, 4(8). 

fo!. HOm: " ... gratia datur angelis secundum cavaci
ta:,em naturalem. l\Iotus €'llirn forma est Forma autem non 
recipitul' nisi in materia disposita. Secundum ergo quod 
materia est melius disposita, perfectius recipert'tull in ea 
ipsa forma. Similiter motio motorii$ est motus ipsius mobi
lis. :i\Iotu~ autem recipit motUl11 secundum motllm ipSlius 
mobilis. Unde facilius 1I10v~,tur corpus circulariter quam 
angular:ter. Secundum ergo mailJ:~m dispositionem vel 
mil1orem, hoc eh'1; secundum connatum maiorem et minorem 
plus v..:,l minus recipit et gratia. Cum autem !J,ngeli supe
riores, qui stetenmt, I;Ccundum maiorem connatum con
versi sunt in Deum ... sequitur, quod angeli snperiores in 
natu:'a plus data est gratia et gJoria". 

(27) CL P. BAYERSCHl\fIDT, op. cit., pp. 313-20. 
(28) Cf. p. GLORIEUX, Le Correctorium "QWJ,l'e" pp. 93-95. 
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(b) Contra dicta H enriei (MS. vat. lat. 987), 

foJ. 17vb: "Itl'lll Gregorius dicit, quod in ilJa celesti 
patria licet quedam data suut excellentius, nihil tamen pos
si'c1etur sringulariter. De hoc vide in Responsurio acl Cor
I'llptol'illnt, qllestione 11". 

Here again the conesponding passage of St Gregory the 
Great is found, not in the Correctoriwn "Quare", but in "Seien
d'Un~" . 

C:ol'l'ectol'itwt· "Sciend1l1n" (iUS. Berlin, 468) "Item 
quod allgeli sint diYCTsarulll specierulll patet per Gpego
rium, 33 lIIoli<tlium in fine, qui dicit quod lucifer fuit su
premus e-;; hic loquen'do de puris naturalibu~, quia non so
lum est ordo in angelis accidelltalis, sed etiam sEcundum 
gradus subsbntiales nec talis forma substalltialis suscipit 
magis et minus". 

(C) Contra Henricllnl, f. 17vb: 
"Sed tunc non est anima pars speciei nec omlles ani

me essent unius speciei, sed e'.;,ent tot species quot anime, 
sicut ill angelis: de hoc quere in Respoltsorio atl Corrupfo
Fiulll, quaestione 12". 

Here Hobert refers to article 12 of the: Corruptorium, which 
giv'es St Thomas's teaching that in immaterial things genus and 
difference are formed according as these things can be considered 
as to be- determined or as already determined (2D). 1n Contra 
d iata H emici, says Bayerschmidt. Robel't maintains that the 
genus. is derived from form, and mentions for the sake of com
parison, the soul as the essential form of man. In the Correato
rium '.'Sden.dum" the same teaching is -contained: 

. "Quod autem in compositis ex materia et forma genns 
~Ulll atu" ab uno et differentia a.b alio ,et tamen sunt una 
na:<Tlra, patet ~ic: genus sumitur a materia, SEd non a ma
teria parti~.,.. et sic in diffinitiolle sit par~is, quia ibi ex
primitm," alter.a pars". 

(d) Coittra H enricu;n, C 18ra : . 

"Constat quod habitus virtuosi recipiunt ma.gis et mi
nus secundum quod .recipiuntur in subiecto.. TamelIl per 

(29) 81' l'HOl\IAS, Summa, I, q. lxxv, a 7. 
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C'omparationem ad obiectum et secundum speciem nequa
quam, quod diffuse p:1tet in Besllonsorio (IclOornl,pt oriu1n, 
quem,ione 51". 

The teaching of habits a,nd their increase is dealt with at 
length only in the Gorrectorimn "Scie'/'ldum" : 

f. 15f)vh: "Ideo dupiciter potes!. intelligi per5ectio in 
hl1b1t:bu8 sive in formis et per consequells 'duplex aug
mentatio. Si considc<retur "ecundum quod participatur a 
snhiedo, vel igit;l1r dat speciem subiecto sicut forma sub
dantiaJis, non aut em acc·dentalis. 'r::nnen esse speciei in 
quoclam con8istit indivisibiE, quia unica differentia nc1-
,'enions generi, constitllit ~peciem et unica remota m,lh
tur species. .}lJt i'deo nulla forma ~ecundum quod habitus 

·suscipit magi~, et minus... et ideo secundum formam sub
stantia1em, que c1at specielp mate<lifl, nOn dicitur aliquic1 
magis et minus ... Subiectllm ergo magis participare forme 
e~Jt magis reduci, in actum illius forme, quia forma et actus 
sunt i'dem. Subiectum autem magis rnluci in actum forme 
i11ius, hoc est ipsum magis suhici illi forme. Et quia forme 
debetur age!',e "t forme magis vincenti supernt suum suocep
tibi1e, magis c1ebetur agere. Et ita sequitur intentionem 
actus forme, secundum quod .suhiectum magis in actmn 
illius rfl'dllcitur 1st,a autem intentio forme ,·st ab agente. 
Quilt sicut ex ~ctione agentis. est, ut habeat formam et 
eam participat, quod perfectin.~ eum participet, dnmmoc1o 
rnflio illius forme non cons·istit in indivisibili. Huius autem 
forma est caritas et anime. virtutes ,et ic1eo dicto modo 
angentur .Hoc est conveniens ratio augmenti in omni £01"

ma, IOnae angetur secundnm quod habitus eills perfectio 
consideratnr ex esse in snbiecto". 

'Here agacin, therefore, Robed, iEl referring to article 61 of the 
Corector£llrn "Sciendmn", since the author of the Correctoriurn 
"Quare" treats the qnestion in a lesE!. speculative manner; he has 
only this short passage on the whole problem: 

"AgelL'< enim in naturalibus intentlit reducere patiens 
qnoc1 est in potentia snaE" similituc1inis, quan'Lnm potest ... 
et hoc ReClUl'c1nm qnod potentia subiect.a actui quae quic1em 
quantllmc1e se est, ad mu1ta se ·habens magis ac minuR 
ter.minatur ah actu illo" (ilO). 

(30) GI,ORIEUX, Correctori7£m "Quare", p. 249. 
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Bayerschmidt gives the Correctoriwn "Sciendum" three 
other pa·8sages to whose doctrine Robert of Orforcl refers in the 
"Vatican Manuscript" (31}. 

The following parallel passages on the theory of the Unity 
of ]'orm from MS. Vat. lat. 987 and MS. Berlin, 468. show also 
an agreement in doctrine so close as to justify the conclusion tbat 
they are the work of one author. 

MS. Vat. lat. 987 
f. 19ra: "In separatione anime 

e~\t generatio nove forme, non de 
novo inducts, sc;d forme partis, que 
vad:t ad actum separata forma to
tiu~. et est corruptio, quia forma 
partis amittit esse actu, quod> ha
bebat a forma totius, scilicet ab 
anima" . 

f. il2rh: {. N ec pono aliam for
mam fuisse introduct;am in morts 
Christi. Ahsit anim, ut hoc pone
f'(m, ~ eandem formam partis. nu
mero remanere, sed sub alio esse 
in Christo() vivo et mortuo" 

f. 92: "forma corporalis fuit 
forma partis". 

MS. Berlin, 4G8 
149rh: "Non inin';()ducitur nO

va forma totius, sed remoto esse 
tOtllls forma partis ... fit forma to
tius, quia corpus quod fuit pars 
animalis" separata anima, quod
darn totum in se est ab alia forma 
quam ab anima". 

f. 161rb-va: "Cum vem obiciunt 
contra responsiones,, quas arguunt 
non oportet solver,e, non enim dico 
quod alia succedit, se'd quod eadem 
forma partis, que prius ernt in ha
bitu, iam est actu, remota forma to
tius. Et· dc debet intelligi quod 001'

ruptio illius est generatio alterins. 
Corruptio enim forme totins est ge
ne:latio form(' partis ... non enim po
no alia m fO:lmam induci ut dictum 
est·, sed formam partis resultal'e si
cut forte est in partibus annulos,is". 

To sum up: we have excluded as author of the Corrector/um 
"Sciendum", John of Parma, suggested by Dr. Pelster; Hugh 
of Billom, suggested by Mandonnet; Durandellus, suggested by 
Echard, Card. Ehrle. and Grabmann; Macclesfield. accredited 
"''' author of a Correctorimn only by the Stams Catalogue; and 
m'erve of Nedellec. mentioned by Valladolid, as probable author 
of the Correctoriurn "Quare". On the other hand, in favour of 
Hobert of Orford's authorship. besides the witness of Robert him
self ,a.nd the evidence of MS. Madrid. we have established im
portant unities of style and content between thi.s treati.se anJ uhe 
other writ.ings of t.he Dominican Master, and we have excluded 
Ehrle's and Pelster's supposition, that Orford is the author of 
the Correctori1/.1n "Quare". It remains therefore reasonably cer-

(;m BAYETIiKHl\UDT, op. cit., pp. 316-20. 
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tain that Robed of Ol'fol'd is the author of the Correctoriuln 
"Sciendmn" . 

(b) Other Controversial Writings 

Having- considered the counter attacks of the Dominicans to 
defend St Thomas's teaching in what We have styled "the litera
ture of the Correcto-riu", we pass now to examine some other 
controversial writings written by the early followers of thomism. 

In the Dominican General Chapter held in Paris in 1286, the 
friars were strongly recommended to give effective support to 
the teaching of the venerable master, friar Thomas Aquinas : 

. "Dh.trictins iniungimus et mandamns, ut fratres omnes 
et singuli pront scinnt et possunt, efficacem dent operam 
ne doetllinam vellerabili9 magistri Thomae de Aqllino, re
eolendae mC-llloriae, promovendam et saltem llt est opinio 
'defendendam" (32). 

As a result of this strong recommendation !Il.any treatises 
were written in defence of the Dominican Master. 

In addition to the problem of the Unity of Porm, several 
other thomist tenets, such as the possibility of an eternal creation, 
the immediate vision of God, the distinction between essence and 
existence, and the relation of the faculties in the essence of the 
soul, were attacked by different masters. Against those, says the 
author of Brevissimu. ChroniCII : 

"Suscit·avit Dominus spiritum gloriosorum doctorum 
Ordinis Praedieatorum, qui doctrinam impllgnatam glo
rioflius defensarent, inndn.rent et declul'arent" (33) . 

. Each Provioce produced prominent masters, who distirJ-

(32) Ed. RM. RElCHART, A.cta Oapituloru.m Generalium Ordinis Pra('.
dicatoru.in, (Mollurr..enta Ord. Praed. Hi8toriea, Romae, 1899), iii, 
p. 2:cl6. 

(33) Ed. MARTENE-DURAND, O.S.B., 'Veter1Jm Scriptorum .4.11ipli.5-
sima Oollectio; Paris, 1729, Vol. VI, p. 370. 
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gnished themselveR ill the cause of thomisTIl (34). We sh:rn limit 
ourselves here to naming a few Oxford Dominicans. The part 
taken bv the Dominican Provincial, ,\Afilliam of Hothum, and 
Richard' Knapwell against the Archbishop of Carnterbury, John 
Pecham, has already been dealt with in connection with th8 con
aemnation at Oxford (35). 

Among the earliest English Thomists we find William of 
Macclesfield. He has been divided bv Pits (36) into three different 
persons ,namely Maclefeldus (1304) ~ Messeleclms (1304), and Ma. 
nusfeldus (1320). The identification of these names has been es
tablished by Echard (37). Macclesfield is said to have studied in 
Paris, and became bachelor there (38). But in support of the lat
ter view there is no evidence forthcoming. Between 1284-86 he 
studied for the mastership in theology at Oxford. and according 
to Dr. IJittle he became Reg'ent Master of the Dominican 8tU· 

aies here in 1299-30 (39). He was created Cardinal bishop of 8an
ta 8abina on December 1303 by Pope Benedict XI. Bu'£ when 
the news of his elevation reached Endand. he was already 
dead (40). The early Domini,can Catalogl~es ascribe to him thre'e 

(;.)4) 

(35) 

(;~6) 

(~m 
m8) 

(.'39) 

(40) 

On the Dart taken b~' Italian Dominicans, see T. TAURISANO, 
O.P., Discepoli e Biografi d1 S. T0111?11IlS0, 8. Tommaso d' AQuino, 
(Miscellanea Storico-Artistica, Roma, 1924), pp. 1Jl-]86; M. GRAR
l\fANN. "La senola tomistica Italiann 11('1 secolo XIII e p"lincipio 
del XIV secolo" " .Ril'isfa di Filosofia-N eou!Jlasfiw, xv, (1923), p. 
1458Q.: 2nd edition MiUelalterlisc71es Geiste.~leben, i, (1926), pp. 
332-391 

On Spal1;sh DominicanR, se.e Fr. 'ERRLE, S .• I., "Arnal'do di 
Villanova eel i Thomatiste", GreI70rian·1I111. i. (1920), pp. 4.75-501. 

011 Frel1c11 Dominic'1ns f·ee GT~ORT'E1TX's Bi1,l;ographies in Reper
foire des ilfaitl'cs en Theol!Jgic de Par-is, Pnris 1933, 

On Germnn Dominicans, ~ee l\.f. GRABilfANN, "Forschune;en zur 
nltE'sten Deu-:-schen Thomisensrhul" de~ Dominicnnel' Ol·denR" ,. Mitt. 

Gcist., i, (1926), p. 392-4::31. 
See A. YETJLA. "The inte.llectual revolution of the thirtcenth cen
turl''', Th e Classical.' 01/1'11((7, Malta. 1950, No. TV. pp. 62-65. 
.T. PITS, De rebl/.Q A.n!llici.~, pp. 388. 389, 408. 
OU'E'J'IF-'EOHARD, Seripiol'cs O.P .. i, p. 493. 
Cf. P. GLORTE1TX, "Le manuscri' d'Assi:Je. Bihl. COllllll., D~te Pt 
mode de composition", Rech. T.A .]\f .. viii (1936), p. 289. 
I,ITTLE-PETJSTER, O:rfm'r/ Theology and Theol!Jgi((11.Q, Oxford 
(1934.), p. 272. 
".Antequam 1'nmor ad eum p611Veniret, infirmatus et ad i'xtrAmam 
horam pE'1'c1uctus, (Canturtrine) in Domino obc1o,'mivit" (TRIYRT, 
An1l{lles, p. 404.), 
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\York::;: "Contra, Dicta Henriei de Gondavo quibus impugllat 
1'llOmLtm; item (;ontra COlTuptorem 'rhome; item questiOIles de 
Ltngelis" (41). l>lJ.ilip \iVolf iu his Bibliotheca Dorninicana, as 
quoted by J . BaJe, adds: "Super Sententias; contra Godfridulll 
Brabantinum; qnodlibetlt" (42). Possible references to his com
mentary 011 the Sentencelf appeal' in MS. Merton College, Ox
ford, lOB, fol. 219; and GOllville and Caius College, Cambridge, 
.:'lIs. BOO, fol. 62 (-13). By Contra cormptorem '1'home is pro .. 
[ntbl" meant the second recension of the Correctorium "Quare". 
Jt i~ evident that Contra i-Ienricwln ltlld Contra Godfridllm 
lJralJantinnm (de .Hontltines) were ,controversial writings in de
rCllee of Aquinus" teaching. 'rhese two works, as well as the 
(;}uae8tiolte8 de !1ngelis and the QuodlibeLa, had not so far been 
identified. ' 

Ulldoubtedh- one of the stoutest defenders of Thomism 
among the Oxford group was 'l'homas Sutton. Sutton was pro
bably [t fellow of Merton College, Oxford (44). He became Re
gent-Master of the Dominican 8cho01 at Oxford not later- than 
19~8-~9. His works a1:e mostly controversial, directed against the. 
great masten; of the' period, namely Henry of Ghent and Wil
lianl de la Mare-representatives of the older tradition-as well 
as against the newly-foUlic1ed Fmnciscan School led by John 
Duns Scotus. 'rhe ancieut list of DOl1li.nican 'writers, the Stmns 
Catalogne uth'ibutes to him: 

!-H) 

(42) 
(43) 

(4.1) 

(~9) 

(46) 

"Stq)(l' p:nledicamenta;. ~upel' sex principia;·' item com
plevitscriptum . Tho111ae cuper periheremeneias (45);. item 
super pI iora; item de unitate forma rum ; ikm de relatio
ne; item ;;UmllHLll1 fheologiae; item super psalterium" (46). 

Ed. l\lEJ<JlfSSK\IANN, Cut(doglJ.s Pianon ... , n. 19; p. 25; u. 18, 
p. 60; n. 18, p. 72). , . 
,J, BALE, }n:de·x ... ,. p. 502'. . 
Cf. L. :MEJEH, "'Wilhelm YOn Nottingham (tl3~6),· ein- Zeuge fur 
die Entwicklung del' disuil1ctio formalis del' Ul1iVel;sitii.t Oxford", 
fhilosop7~ia P(j;!'enl<iAl (Festgabe J'. Geyer), i, p. 256. , 
'"Quocllibepa m. 'A'home8u.t!f;on, socii de l\fertol1, postmoc1um- ol'(i;ais 
p:',edicatorum"(li'. Powicke, The Medieval Books of jJiel'ton, Colie(j.~, 
]}. 166). . 
The .prer<ent SUPIJleme.:nt published in the Opera Om.niaoY.St 'l'b,)
J;uas doeS :not belong to Suttol1,but to Card. Cajetan. 
MEER88EMANN, ·GatiJ.loglIS Pignon.:., n. 16, p. 60. 
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Besides De nnitate jOl'marum mentioned by the Stams Cata
logue (47), he compiled two other treatises on this question, 
namely Contra pluralitatem jormaru'm, written about 1290 
against Henry of Ghent (48), and De ptoduotione fornwe sub
ttantiali~, written also about 12\:)(): thifi has been edited but not 
yet published by Dr. Callus (49). The pUJ:t played by Sutton at 
Oxford on this problem was of such importance that William of 
Oekham replies to him by a special treatise: "De pluritate fol'
mae contra Suttonmn, librum unum" (50). 

Sutton also completed the Commentary of Aquinas on De 
Generatione et Corruptione of Aristotle, preserved at Merton 
College, Oxford, MS. 274, ft. 92-107, reading on folio, 107 : 

"Hie terminatur expositio fraMis Thom€< et incipit 
expositio fratris Thome de Sutthonia" (51). 

Between 1284-87 Sutton composed four Quodlibets, directed 
mainly against Henry of Ghent, whose opinions he refers to as 
"opinio cuiusdam relicta in scriptis" (Quodl. I, 3), "propter 
opinionem quam dam in scriptis relictam de novo" (Quod!. I, 
16) (52), Dr. Sharp, who has recently given a short survey of Sut
ton's thomistic psychology, metaphysics, angelology, and natural 
theology pointed out that he consistently refers to Henry of 
Ghent in his treatment of the principle of individuation 
the distinction between essence and existence, the function of 
the species in cognition, the presence of potentiality in God, the 

(47) Preserved at Vienna, 1\1S. State library, 1536, ff. 220-225; Prague 
MS. Univ. libr. Ill, E. 6. 122v-132v j Klosterneuburg, StiftebibI. 
322, f. 11-17. 

(48) Cf. E.GILSON, La Philosophic au Moycn .4.ge, Paris, 1945, p. 542. 
(49) Cf. Unpublish;;:d Dissertation fo;;· D. Phil., Oxford, 1934. 
(50) WADDING, Scripto)·es.Ord. lIIil1;Qrmn, p. 107a. 
(51) F. EHRLE, S.J., "Thomas de Sutton, sein Leben, seine Quolibet 

und seine Quaestiones disputa:,ae" (F~stschrift George von Hert
ling ZUlll 70 Geburtstage), MiillChell 1913, p. 431. 

(52) F. EHRLE, op. cit., pp. 439-40; Schmaus published T. Sutton's 
Quodlibets I qq. 2, '1, 5, 7; Ill, q. 9; IV, qq. 1.4, Beitrage. x~ix 
(1930), pp. 6-106; F. Pelster published Quodl. Ill, qq. 8, 9, 26, 
,Opuscula et Text<us, Fasc. V, l\fonasterii 1928). 
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potisibility of scientia practica in God, and the relation of the 
divine ideas to individuals (53). '1'11e Correctorium "Quaestione 
XII" against -VVilliam de la Mare, which we ha:ve discussed 
above, was probably written by him also. P. Pelster has recently 
attributed to him two more works, the Correctoriurn "Quare" (5.,1.) 
and lmpugnationes contra fratrem Aegidium contradicentern 
Thornae (55). 'rhese attributions are hardly satisfactory, as we 
shall try to illustrate in some detail in one of our next articles. 
,Ve have already given reasons for attributing the main part of 
the Correctoriurn "Quare" to Knapwell. 

About 1311 Sutton crossed swords with the celebrated ]'ran
ciscan, John Duns Seotus, against whom he wrote a defensive 
work in support of Aquinas on the firs.t and fourth book of the 
Sentences. '1'he former was usually ascribed to the English Do
minican, Thomas Jorz. It was restored to Sutton by Pelster (56). 
He and Schmaus have brought forward further proofs in sup
port of its authorship. Schmaus studied the divergences between 
Aquinas and Scotus on the doctrine of the Blessed 'Trinity, as 
given by Sutton, and showed their respective position in regard 
to the two great currents of Augustinianism and Aristotelian
ism (57). The fourth book of the Sentences of Sutton against 
Duns Scotus is preserved in Codex Rossianus lat. IX, 121, ff. 
132v-160v. Pelster has made available the title of eaeh ques
tion (58). 

One of the first followers of Duns Seotus was the English 
Pranciscan, Robert Cowton (ft. 1340), whose Abbreviationes 81l

per Sententia.s (Scoti) are quoted by WYcliffe in his De Bene-

(53) 

(54) 

(55) 
(fi6) 

(57) 

(58) 

D.E. SHARP, "Thomas of Button", Rev. Neo-Scolast, Hom
illage a Monsieur l\f. de Wulff), xx.. .... vi (1934), pp. 32-54; ibid., 
xxxvii (1934), pp. 88-104; 219-33. 
F. PEI,STER, "Thomas v. Sutton und das Correctorium "Quare 
detraxisti", in )1 elan.yes .4. Pelzel', Louvain, (1947), pp. 441-466. 
F. PELSTER, Thom.istiche St1reitschrijten, pp. 136-152. 
F. PELST}l~R, "Thomas von Sutton, ein Oxford er Ve!lteidiger der 
thomistichen Lehre". Zeitschrijt, xlvi (1922), PP. 229-31; Scn,olt"UJ
tik, ii (1927), p. 327. 
111. SCHMA US, "Der iher propugnatorius des Thomas Anglieus und 
die Lehrunterschiede Zwischan Thomas von Aquin und Duns SCQ
tus", Beitrt'i!JIl, xxix (11)30). 
F. PELSTER, Tho11UJ..S VOlt S-ultolt, P? 400-~\ 
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dicta I ncamwtione. (59). He wrote also a commentary on the four 
books of· the Sentellces, in which he attacked Aquinas, accmsing 
him of contradicting himself very often, and defended the teach
ing of his Franciscan Master. In MS. Vat. Ottob. 1126, contain
mg these Sentences, CowtOll says for install(;e : 

. 1. 155va. "re::.pondebo... primo per rationem propter 
aliquas instantia::; factas coiltra istam rationelll Subtilis 
Doctoris" (60): 

'l'hOllHLS Sutton replied to Cowton's cl'ihcisims in the first 
rlil'ee. books' of the S enLcnces, explaining and reconciling the 
texts 'wherever the Friars Minor "illlpollunt comilluni doctor!, 
(luantum ad hoc' quod contl'adicat sibi ipsi" (61), and further. in 
his Quae8tiones Disputatae, preserved at Erfurt, MS. Amplon, 
36\:), he derides the title of. Subtle Doctor given by Cowton to 
Duns Scotus, saying: . 

. f. :29va: "Putet igitur quod totUUl dictum· istorulll, 
qui bm su.btiWel' putant uova iuv€'llire, non ',est nisi ficti
tiul1l puerile" (62) .. 

According to Pere Mandonnet (63), 'l'homas Sutton probably 
is also the. author of Concordantia dictoTlon 'I'lwrnae. Because 
8.uttClll speak;::; in the first perso'n thiB treatise has wrongly been 
assumed to be a work of Aquinas himself. It is published amongst 
Opuscula Spuria of St Thomas (64) . 

. An~tliel' JiJngli:sh Dominican' Master who wielded ar weighty, 
incisive, and ··e1:Iec.tive pen \vhen' he thought tha.t. thomist princi
plEis should be :i'ssei'ted ot thomist tenets defended,was Robed 
of Orford, who as we have already seen) wro.te the CorrectoriwJr/, 

(59) '.J o7~an)l,is, TFyl;liffe 'De B.en·eif,ic,ta;1 nCQ.}'IlCftipne, ed ... E::::F,Iarris,· Wyc-
lif Soc:e-;;y '1886, p~. 57. . . 

(60) Cited by Pelster, OP. cd., p. 393:. _ .'. ." . 
(6]) ·l\IS. :JIagdalell'"Colh?ge; . Oxford,: 99, f. 180va:: Thii;' ga:lM text h pre

.: serve'd'i\l the Vatican;. Hossianus lat. IX, 121, 1£. 1r-13~v:;.anli.· Todi, 
l\IuniCipallibrary, 12: The Prologue and . the titles"o,f'-tht>se ~llallU

, scripts are editetl:by .Pelster, 01j . cit., pp. 395-400: " 
(:62), Cited·b~:·.Pelster, 'op; ·cit., P. 393.' ....._ 
(63) P. MANDONNET, "Premkrs travaux de pole1l1iql'te·.tl;lOmisM~', Bin). 

S.P.T., ,-;1-, (1913),\ p.: 255; F. -Pelster concIlided Its"a'iithe'ntfcitJ' in 
(;!reg01'icIn!lJn,' IV. G923), ·pp· ... 72-105. . .: .. 

(64) S. Thomae .4.quinatis Opu.sc,ula omnia. genuina 1Hlcnon spuria melia
ris notac debito ordine ·colleci;a., cum et studio P.'Mandciniiet, Paris 
1927, V. pp. 444-74. 
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·'ScicJl(lum". Hobert ha::; been styled b.y Lhe bibliographers "acer
rilllur:; defem;or doctrinae Angelici Doctoris" (65). His main workr:; 
were directed agaiur:;t two falllous l'arir:; Masters, Henry of GhenL 
aud Giler:; of Home-in Bulaeus's word;:; "tUllC tempOl'is celeber
rimi in Academia profe;:;soles" (GO). With these treatises Robert 
contributed greatly to the victory of '1'homism, and ar:; l1'cret ha::; 
rightly pointed out, "son ardeur le lllettait au premier rang der:; 
de£enseurs" (67). 

Henrv of Ghent was <)11e of the l'arisian Masters who were 
consulted"t:r Stephel1 Templer in the condemnation of :rvIarch 
7, 1277 (68). \Vhell 11e was r:;till Bachelor of Arts he commented 
on certain Aristotelian books l(9) , but later he changed his views, 
and looked ask1llce at tile New Learning, ar:; destructive of 
dogma, and not inlmrmollY with St Augustine. HIS chief theolo
gical work is the fifteen Quodlibets (70) dir:;puted at Paris between 
1276 and 1291-2 (71). In these (dllodlibets he attacked various 
thomist tenets, and made a point, whenever he discussed one of 
the condemned articles, of recttlling its condemnation (72). 

In his Canti/'a dicta H enrici de Gandavo, Robed of Orford 

(65) Cf. A. ALTAI\IUHA, Bibliutheca DOlllinicana, p. 69; A. Lusitanus, 
Bibliutheca lJ'ratrlun Pmedicato/'tll/l, p. 216. 

\(6) G. E. BULEAUS, TIistori(l UnivenitatioS Parisiensis, iii, p. 709. 
(67) P. FERET, La, !acllUe de (,lic%gie (Le PM/oS, ii, p. 167. 
(68) QuocUibet Il, q. 9 (ed. Venetiis 1613, p. 60v, in relation to proposi

tion 204, of the syllabus of 1277: "angelum esse in loco per suam 
aetionelll", he says: "in ho(; enim concordabant omnes magisi;ri 
Theologiae (;ongregati SUpfl' hoc, quorum ego e'ram nnus, nnallimi
ter concedentes ... " 

(69) Cf . .JEAN PAULUS, IIeMi de Galld, Essai sur les tendances de "u 
}\Ietaph~':iqtl0, Pari" 19:38, pp. xviii-xix. 

(7'0) "Excellit quid em in suis Qllodlibetis Henricus a Gandavo. Excellit 
S. Thomas praesrtim ill Secnnd{l-Secundae", said the mystic .J 0-

hannes GeJ'son (1363-1429). Qno:,(cl' a:ier Lajarcl, lIis·toire Litteraire 
de la li'raILce, xx. p. 203. 

(71) Cf. P. GLOllIlDU.x:, La litieratul'c qllo,ziibCtique, i, 'pp. 176-199, 
(72) Qllodl. ii, q. 8, p. 55v. concerning the principle of individuation: 

"inter er1'oueos articulo~ nuper ab Episcopo Parisi-ensi damnatos 
est illa positio ... " and {Juodl. ii, Iq. D, p. 59v: "Si enim sic ,esset 
in situ, vel in loco ipsa substantia eius per natullalem rlepellc1entiam 
ad ElitUIll et locum: eeset ratio essencE ipsum in loco, quod erroneum 
est: secundum i<luocl bene dicit Ullt'ts art:culus ab Episcopo damna
fus talis: Quod E-ub~tantiae separatae nusquam sunt secundum sub
sfantiam, error -Est, si intelligatur ita, quod substantia non sit in 
loco" . 
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replied to fourteen of thei5e Quodlibets. Three import:1l1t yues
tions of the::;e replies, preserved at the Vaticall, MS. Vat. lat. 
987, have been printed; they a·re: the question concemillg the 
distinction between esse and essentia bv G:-rabmann (73); the 
question relating to the oneness of "ess~" in Christ by Hoce
dez (U); and a third one on original sin by Martin (75). 

Giles of Rome, who according to the testimony of Willialll 
'I'occo (76) was for three years a pupil or St Thomas, was present 
at the condemnation of 1:377, SLl.il reading for the Mastership in 
lheology. Whilst bachelor he had advanced in hi::; lectures and 
m his writings some thomist tenets which did not please the Bi
shop of Paris, Stephen l'empier, <111d the masters of the Univer
sity of Paris. Giles con::;equently was asked to withdraw these 
propositions, but he not only refused to acquiesce in this demand, 
but the more strongly maintained them (77). For this reason 
G iles was compelled to leave the University. Afterwards, hO\v
ever, the Austin Friar, to obtain the chair of 'rheology in the Uni
yersity of Paris, changed his views ::md became an opponent of 
Aquinas. His strongest criticisms are to be found in his Com
mentary on the first Book of the Sentences. Against these views 
Robert of Orford wrote his Reprobationes dietofUnL Jratris Aegi
dii in I Sententiarnm. 1'he na,me reprobatioilC8 stands for a re
futation set up in literary forlll to restore the sound teaching of 
Aquinas, twisted by Giles of Home. A copy of this treatise is pre-

(73) Cf. )1. GH.AB:\IANN, JJoctrina S .. l'hu1I!ac de d;isti.l!ctione reali 
inter cssenti:aln et e.~sc CIX documcntis i;teditis sa·cCll·li. XIII, ,,"eta 
Hebdomadae Thomisticae, 1924, p. 157-9. 

(74) 

(7'5) 

(76) 

(i7l 

E. HOCEDEZ, S.J., Quaestio de unico esse in Ohristo (Textus et 
documenta, Ulliv. Gregorialla, Series Theologica, 14), 1933, pp. 
9.5-100). 
Cf. R MARTIN, O.P., La contro'verse .sur le Peche Originel all 
debut 'du. XIF e sicole (Spieil€gium Sacrum Lovaniellse, X, 1930, 
pp. 13-19. 
;!cta Sancforuln, die 7 Martii, c. VD, n. 41, p. 670b; "Quidam J.\<1a
igster ]i)remitarulll Frater Aegidius ,qui postmodum fuit Archiepi-
scopus Bituricensi;;, qui tredeeim (?) anuis ist1l111 .:\Iagistrulll audi
yerat". The treclecim is probably a mistake for tribus, i.e. during 
the three year~, of the seeond regency of Aquinas in Paris. 
Cf. H. DENIFLE, O.P., Ohartu.la,·iu1n Universitatis Parisiensis, 
I, n 522. 
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served in 1Iert.on College, Oxford, MS. 276 (78). tTp to theXYU 
Distinction Robed of Orford found 64 points of difference be
tween Aquinas and Giles. He not only refuted the latter when 
St, Thomas was directly attacked, but also when a different inter
pretation is given, such as in the problem: """Whether the quaes
tio quid est presupposes the quaestio quia est", in which thesis 
Giles claims to be interpreting Aristotle and St Augustine. 

It would seem that the Dominican Masters' defensive works 
had a great influence on Giles of Rome since later the Austin 
Master, especially in his Oommentary on the IH Book of the 
Sentences, practically agreed with the Angelic Doctor on every 
debatable question. E. Richeldi, who made a special study on 
this book, has shown that the references made by Giles in this 
work, under scripta communia dicta communia, ut communiter 
dicitur, are always to the tea<;hing of St Thomas, and whole Pfl'O

sages are cited from Aquinas (79). 

(78) 

(79) 

A. VELLA. 

We have transcribed this early XIV century manuscriiJt, a:1J :<,'" 
hope to publish it when any opportunity is offe:"ed to 11~. 
Cf. E. RICHELDI. La Cristologia di Rgidio Romal1o, (\10de"'~, ',w, 
Pontificia Arcivescovile, 1938). 


