
The Datıing
of James of Vıterbo’s Quodlibet

and Godirey ofFontaimnes’ Quodlibet 111

In the Introduction 50 hıs recent edıtıon of James of Vıterbo’s
tirst Quodlıbetal Question, Ypma aSsSıgNS the Augustinlan aster’s
four Quodlıbets LO the 31 As Ypma indıcates there,
he 1S relyıng for the termınus TUO of thıs datıng uUuDON the fact that
James Was promoted LO the rank of Magıster 1ın T’heology WF Parıs
Kaster, 1293 As he also notes, however, thıs datıng o0€S not SYUare
ıth that proposed Dy Lottin for the first LWO Quodlibets of James 2)
Because of references to James 1ın interesting table prepare DYy
aNhONYMOUS admırer of (x0odirey of Kontaıines, Lottin felt constraıned
LO cCorrect Glorieux’s earlher proposal that James’s fırst and second
Quodlibets be dated 1n 1293 and 1294 In that table the ANONYMOUS
author N OTEeSs In SOI11e detaıl pomts of disagreement between Godirey
and other leadıng fıgures of the tıme. According LO thıs table, In
Quodlıbets an Godfrey ould ave efuted James’s Quodlıbet IB
and ıIn Quodlıbet 11 Godirey WOU. ave one the sSamlle ıth respect
LO James’s Quodlıbet But Godfrey’s Quodlıbets aN! ave een
ate: DYy (+orjieux In 1290 and 1291, ıth Quodlıbet 11 fallıng In
1294 Consequently, Lottin concluded that because the dates assıgned
LO Godfrey’s Quodlıbets aD DEa LO be 1U10OTe surely establıshed than
those of James’s Quodlıbets, ıt, would be better to redate the atter’s
1IrS LWwO uodlıbets of 1291 and 1299 respectıvely 3)

1) Jacobi de Vıterbio K.S.AÄ dısputatıo DPrıma de quolibet (Würzburg, 1968),
and %CM Also, SCcC YPMA, La formatıon des professeurs chez les Krmäites de Sarnt-

Augustın de 1256 1354 (Parıs, 1956), 9 9 96 In the note referred LO above, Ypma
cıtes Gutlerrez, De vıta, et scr1ptis Beatıi Jacobi de Viterbilo », Analecta Augustiniana

1937/38), Gutigrrez’s study James has Iso appeared ıith slıght
modifiecation independent monograph, De Tacobı Viterbiensıs K.S.A vela,
onerıbus el doctrına Kome, 1939 In the latter Sec6e 15,

2) Jacobzi Ae Vıterbio K, Dirisputatio Drıma Ae quoliubet, an VI, 1,

9) For LOTTIN SCcC his Psychologie el morale XIIe et s1ecles, 3



of Vıterbo’s Quodisbet and, of Fontaınes’ Quodlubet VIII 34.9

Certaıin problems remaın LO be resolved. Kırst of all, At Ypma
has noted, thıs earher datıng of James’s fırst two Quodlıbets ÖOa  -

hardly hbe reconcıled ıth 1293 A the date for hıs promotıon Aa Magıster.
AL the Sarne tıme, ıf it, 1S indeed the Case that Godifrey WasS referring
to James’s AQuodlıbet 1ın hıs OW. Quodlıbets N! S, an ıf it 18 3, 1s0
true that the latter Ar tO be ate 1ın 1290 > bal 129L. it, would SEEIN

thaft the Augustinlan s fırst Quodlibet should be placed In 1290, 91
the latest. XYet,; for reasON, Lottin SUSDZESTS 1291 the date
of Quodlıbet (As EVEeN he remarks, the 19294. date for Quodlıbet
could be reconcıled ıth 1294 datıng of Godfrey’s Quodlıbet I
ıf ONe 2A55 0U17111€65 that James’s Quodlibet W asSs conducted before (+0d-
frey Quodlıbet 11) 4) We remaın puzzled, therefore, . by LOottlins
proposa of 1291 instead of 1290, ıf Godfrey oes refer LO James’s
Quodlibet In hıs OW Quodlibet Agaın, IR 1t Can be shown that
Godfrey refers LO James’s Quodlıbet eiıther ın hıs Quodlıbet OT

In hıs Quodlıbet Ö, then 1t; would seEeI that Ypma N! GHorieux ATe

incorrect In assıgnıng the former LO 1293, else that Godfrey’s
uodhıbets and/or will ave LO be redated from 1290 and 1291
untıl 1293 OT later 'T’hıs second alternatıve would ralse urther complı-
catıons, SINCE Godfrey’s subsequent (Quodlibets ave een dated
ollows : Quodlıbet I, 1292; 10 1293 : IL, 1294 ; 12, 1295:

153 1296 ; 14, 19207 5) T’he date of 1303 1304 for Godfrey’s
15 would not be affected by such redatıng 6) Of COUISC, ıf Godirey

oe€es not cıte James’s Quodlıbet eıther 1ın hıs OWTI1 Quodlibet OLT

1ın Quodlhlıbet (OT ıIn Juodlıbet 9) then there l be dıfficulty.
Thus, ın the Introduction I9 hıs edıtıon of James’s second Quodhbet,
Ypma appeals LO James’s promotion 1n 1293 tOo suggest that the
ınterrelatıonshıps establıshed (apparently by Lottin) between James
a,N' hıs er1ıtics should be called ınto question 7) OQur fırst task, there-
fore. wıll be LO test the claım of OUI aNONYMOUS table that 1ın ()uod-

(Louvain, 1949), &; I1l. 2‚ 4, (Louvaın, 1954), 869, For (+LORIEUX Scc

hıs La atterature quodlibetique, (Le Saulchoir, 1925), 5 162, 214 Kor
the table SC Hoffmans, « La table des divergences et, innovatıons doetrinales de
Godefroid de Fontaines », Revue neoscolastıque de Phılosophre 1934),

4) LOTTIN, cited iın Il. above.
9) (GLORIEUX, O' CL,,
6) On the date of Quodlibet , OUTL God{frey of Fontaines : the ate of

Quodlibet 15», Francıscan Studies 31 41971),
7) Jacobz de Viterbio K.S.A disputatro secunda de quolibet (Würzburg, 1969), VILI.



350 Wıpnpel
hıbets an Godfrey dıd indeed refer to James’s Quodlibet f
such should to be the Case, possıble resolutions of thıs dıfficulty
wıll then be consıdered.

Godfrey, Quodlubet 6 and James, Quodluıbet
According LO the doectrinal table, In Quodlıbet C I; Godfrey

1S wrıting agalnst James the question of ‚N! dıfference
in angels. More specıfically, the tahbhle states that Godfrey dıstingulshes
between physıcal and logıcal 1n WaYy dıfferent from that
proposed by James In hıs Quodlıbet } 3) Godfrey’s 6
18 dırected LO the question : Utrum essentıa angelı Sal cComnOsıla
GENETE el dıfferentia 9) James’s Quodlıbet L} consıders the 1ssue :
Utrum potentıa TU dıiczt SUMACLUT DET comparatıonem ad EHHE

essentiae mel ad ESSEC actualıs exı1stentriae 10)
In turnıng IM0 Godfrey’s text ONe finds that after dıscussing the

dıfference between logical and natural9 he addresses hımself
LO the question LO how the mınımum prerequisıtes for logıcal

May be sald to be realızed ın angels. He refers to theory
advanced DYy SOMNe according In8. which, ıf 18 to be apphed CO
creatures whose esSSecNCce 15 not composed of matter and form, SOTNeEe

other kınd of composıtion of actualıty and potentialıty must be
introduced LO provıde the requiıred potentaalıty an determinabıhty.
In such sımple Creatures, therefore, ÖONne MUuSt appeal LO composıtıon
between the esSsenNnce and somethıng ıth respect to which ıt IS 1n
potentlalıty. Defenders of thıs 1e W suggest that the angelıc nature
enters into composıtıon ıth 1ts ESSE, 1ts properties, and ıts accıdents.
If the angelıc nature ıtself IS sımple, that which POSSCSSECS such
nature mMa y be saıd to he composıte. Such composıtıon of ıts nature
ıth ıts ESSEC, accıdents, and propertıes wıll suiffıce to gTOouUN composıtıon
of an dıfference In the logical order. nsofar the nature
1s regarde: potentaal wıth respeCct LO ıts ESSEC, accıdents, and PTFODEL-
tıes, the notjon of Can be derıyved therefrom. nsofar the

8) La table350  J. F. Wippel  libets 7 and 8 Godfrey did indeed refer to James’s Quodlibet 1. If  such should prove to be the case, possible resolutions of this difficulty  will then be considered.  Godfrey, Quodlibet 7, and James, Quodlibet I  According to the doctrinal table, in Quodlibet 7, q. 7, Godfrey  is writing against James on the question of genus and difference  in angels. More specifically, the table states that Godfrey distinguishes  between a physical and logical genus in a way different from that  proposed by James in his Quodlibet 1, q. 6 ®). Godfrey’s Q 7, q. 7  is directed to the question: Uirum essentia angeli sit composita ex  genere et differentia ?). James’s Quodlibet 1, q. 6 considers the issue :  Utrum potentia quam dieit genus sumatur per comparationem ad esse  essentiae vel ad esse actualis existentiae 10).  In turning to Godfrey’s text one finds that after discussing the  difference between a logical and a natural genus, he addresses himself  to the question as to how the minimum prerequisites for logical  genus may be said to be realized in angels. He refers to a theory  advanced by some according to which, if genus is to be applied to  creatures whose essence is not composed of matter and form, some  other kind of composition of actuality and potentiality must be  introduced to provide the required potentiality and determinability.  In such simple creatures, therefore, one must appeal to a composition  between the essence and something with respect to which it is in  potentiality. Defenders of this view suggest that the angelic nature  enters into composition with its esse, its properties, and its accidents.  If the angelic nature itself is simple, that which possesses such a  nature may be said to be composite. Such composition of its nature  with its esse, accidents, and properties will suffice to ground composition  of genus and difference in the logical order. Insofar as the nature  is regarded as potential with respect to its esse, accidents, and proper-  ties, the notion of genus can be derived therefrom. Insofar as the  8) «La table ... », p. 429 : « Item, quaestio septima, contra JACOBUM, de com-  paratione generis et differentiae in angelis; de distinctione physici generis et logici  aliter quam JACOBUS, primo quodlibet, quaestione sexta ».  9) Les Philosophes Belges, T. 3: Les quodlibet cinq, six et sept de Godefroid de  Fontaines, ed. M. De Wulf and J. Hoffmans, (Louvain, 1914), p. 349 (PB 3.349).  10) Jacobi de Viterbio O.E.S.A. disputatio prima de quolibet, p. 73.» 429 Item, quaestio septıma, contra JACOBUM, de COTMN-

paratıone gener1s et dıfferentiae ın angelis; de distincetione physici generi1s et, logieci
alıter qUuUam JACOBUS, primo quodlibet, quaestione SeXta

9) Les Philosophes Belges, Les quodlıbet CING, ST el senDt de Hodefroid de
Fontaines, ed. M. De Wulf an Hoffmans, (Louvaiın, 1914), 349 3.349

10) Jacobı de Vıterbiuo K.S.AÄ disputatio Prıma de quolibet,



of Vaiıterbo’s Quodlubet and of Fontaıines’ Quodlubet FF 351

nature S viewed partıcular actualıty 1n gıven degree of nature
N! entity, the notion of dıfference Ca  - be derıved therefrom 11)

Rather than consıder Godfrey’s eriti1c1sm of thıs theory here,
wıll NO turn LO James’s text After havıng observed that that

from which dıfference 18 derıyed 18 really ıdentical wıth that from
which 18 derıved, although they dıffer Jogıcally, James notes
that such 1s tfrue not only in the Case of corporeal creatures (whose
eSSCHNCcEe 18 cComposed of matter and 10orm), but 3, 180 In the Case of
spiırıts 12) Just the notion of and the notion of dıfference
Are taken from the Same corporeal nature insofar ASs 1t 18 eonsıdered

something potential and then something actual (Der modum
notentialıs el DET modum actualıs), LOO AIe an dıfference
derıved from ONe and the sSame spirıtual nature insofar ıt 15 consıdered
under dıfferent aspeCcts, s potential and actual 13) Kven S James
then sıngles out two pomts of distınetion between corporeal an
spirıtual substances.

FKirst, of all, 1n corporeals, 1S derıved from pOotency insofar
somethıng IS sald LO be possıble ıth reference LO 1ts matter In

spirıts, however, 1S taken from POTteENCY insofar somethıng
1s sald to be possıble 1n relatıon LO ıts agent, (+0d Therefore, because
corporeals share ın matter, they Aare sald LO be In the sSamıe natural

Spırıts, whether compared ıth other spirıts OTr wıth corporeal
thıngs, ATe sa1ld LO be In the Jogıical Thıs 15 not to deny
that corporeals mMa y also be deseribed A potential possıble 1n
relatıon LO theır agen S well, an therefore MaYy a 1s0 fall iınto
logical But spirıts ATEe sa1ld LO be potentıal possıble only
ıth reference LO theır effici:ent 9 and therefore presumably fall
into Jogıcal alone rather than into natura|l Q,S ell 14)

Secondly, ın thıngs corporeal that DYy 1e450N of which somethıng
1S sald LO hbe possıble potential, ıts matter, 1S part of the thıng
ıtself. Therefore, iın S Case, sıgnıf1es somethıing Composed

11) 3356 ote ın particular : « Quia nım natura angelıca composıtionem
facıt CUu. &u ESSEC et 108801 Su1s proprietatıbus et accidentibus, 1n angelıs videtur debere
pon1ı n ratıone talıs potentialitatıs, Qqu1a, lıcet; natura in e1s sıt sımplex, habens tamen
naturam, est compositum ; QUAE compositio poterit cCorrespondere composıtlion] seecundum
ratıonem SCHEI'C et, differentiaJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and G, of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIII  351  nature is viewed as a particular actuality in a given degree of nature  and entity, the notion of difference can be derived therefrom 11).  Rather than consider Godfrey’s criticism of this theory here,  we will now turn to James’s text. After having observed that that  from which difference is derived is really identical with that from  which genus is derived, although they differ logically, James notes  that such is true not only in the case of corporeal creatures (whose  essence is composed of matter and form), but also in the case of  spirits !?). Just as the notion of genus and the notion of difference  are taken from the same corporeal nature insofar as it is considered  as something potential and then as something actual (per modum  potentialis et per modum actualis), so too are genus and difference  derived from one and the same spiritual nature insofar as it is considered  under different aspects, as potential and as actual !®). Even so, James  then singles out two points of distinction between corporeal and  spiritual substances.  First of all, in corporeals, genus is derived from potency insofar  as something is said to be possible with reference to its matter. In  spirits, however, genus is taken from potency insofar as something  is said to be possible in relation to its agent, God. Therefore, because  corporeals share in matter, they are said to be in the same natural  genus. Spirits, whether compared with other spirits or with corporeal  things, are said to be in the same logical genus. This is not to deny  that corporeals may also be deseribed as potential or possible in  relation to their agent as well, and therefore may also fall into a  logical genus. But spirits are said to be potential or possible only  with reference to their efficient cause, and therefore presumably fall  into a logical genus alone rather than into a natural genus as well 14).  Secondly, in things corporeal that by reason of which something  is said to be possible or potential, its matter, is part of the thing  itself. Therefore, in this case, genus signifies something composed  1l) PB 3.356. Note in particular : « Quia enim natura angelica compositionem  facit cum suo esse et cum suis proprietatibus et accidentibus, in angelis videtur debere  poni genus ratione talis potentialitatis, quia, licet natura in eis sit simplex, habens tamen  naturam, est compositum ; quae compositio poterit correspondere compositioni secundum  rationem ex genere et differentia ... ».  12) Op. cit., p. 73.  13) Op. cit., p. 74.  14) Zbid.».

12) 02 CYH.,
13) 02 Crt.,
14) 1b1d
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of matter an form. In spirıts, that accordıng LO whıch somethıng
18 s91cd to be possıble, ıts efficı1ent CauUse, 18 not part of the thıng ıtself.
In thıs Casec, therefore, sıgnıf1es sımple nature In relatıonshıp
IN0 God, ıts efficı1ent 15)

So Tar, then, there 18 hlıttle L1ECASNSON LO conclude that Godfrey
18 referring LO James’s LEXT, granted that James’s of cdistin-
guishing between logıcal an natural dıffers somewhat
from that proposed by Godfrey 16) But. then, somewhat arther
In thıs Saın discuss1ıon, James attempts LO <show that even though

1s derıyved prımanrıly an sımplacıter from CSSEC essenthae CSSCNCE,
still, In SeCOoNdary (ex consequentrı), it; INa Y a lso be sa1ld LO be
derıyved from actual ESSC In order to establısh thıs pomt he recalls
that whiıle esSSsSeNCce sıgnıf1es the thıng 1n ıtself, eESSEe bespeaks thıs
Same esSssSeNCce prımanıly, but ın secondary WaY also sıgnıfes those
thıngs LO whıich the eSSeNCce 15 eıther capable ot being con]omed OLT

ıt.h which 1t 1S actually con]omed 17) 'T’hıs 18 because sSunpOSsItS
themselves ımply these thıngs In secondary WaYy Sınce an
Sspecl1es potentaally contaın supposıts, then by ımplicatıon they also
sıgnıfy those thıngs ıth which the esseNnCce of the supposıt 1s 0an

be con]omed. Hence ıt Can be sa1ıd that In SOINe secondary
WaYy sıgn1fe€Ss the PSSEe ıtself whıch IS known A ESSEC actualıis exıstentaae.
In Su then., although 1S taken primarıly {rom ESSeNCE insofar
s 1t; 1S S9a1d LO be potential whether by T1EAaSOCN of ıts matter OL by
reference LO ıts agent, ın SeCONdarYy Sec1N1Se it; 1S also derıved from
eSSeNCceEe insofar A ıt, 18 1n pOotency wıth respect LO that ıth whıch
ıt, eıther 1S OT Can be con]omed 18)

In order LO appreclate James’s 1eW here, anı est ıt, be concluded
LOO readıly that thıs 1S the theory defended DYy Godfrey’s opponen
In Quodlıbet 70 [3 ıt; should be noted that accordıng LO James 1n

15) Tbid.
16) &u 7 3.353-55)
17) 0 CWl., ote 1ın partıcular : « Nam, ut dietum est P-  , essentla

sıgnıf1cat 1psam TE praedicabilem secundum SC; SsSe ecTO dieıt 1psam essentiam
principalıter, et consequentı cdiecit {la quibus essentla est con1ungibilis vel econıuneta
(P 75:109-12 Wor INOTE thıs SC Quodlibet l, 4, and the references cıted ın I1.

18) 02 C2l.; oTe especlally the following EKEt 1deo, lıcetn princıpalıter
sSsumatur essentla, secundum quod dieitur poss1bilıs ratiıone materjae vel ratıone
agent1s, consequentiı tamen sumıtur 1psa essentla, secundum quod dieitur In
potentıa respectLu ıllorum quibus coniung1bilis est vel conıuneta ; secundum Quem
modum essentla dieitur ENSNSEC » (1
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Quodlıbet I 4, esSssSeNnCce and exıstence esse s1gN1fy the Same thıng
accordıng IM0) theır prımary meanıng, but 1n dıfferent WaYys What
esseNnCce s1gnNıf€ES In the abstract, CSSE sıgnıfMes In the conerete. In

secondary meanıng, however, ESSEC, the CONcCTrTete supposıt, ımplıes
1NOTe than CSSCNCE, that 1S, those thıngs ıth whiıich the EeESSEeNCE 18

Can be con]joıned 1n the supposıt 19) Hence, ıf accordıng LO the
diseussion ın Quodlıbet 1 6, mMa y be derıved 1ın secCondary
WaYyY from eSSECINCcE insofar ıt; 1S 1ın potency wıth respect 170 that
ıth which ıt 18 Ca  - be cCon]omed, OT A James a lso phrases 1t,
from that eSSEC whiıich 1s known 5 PSSE actualıs exıstentiae, thıs 1S
because PSSEC understoocd prıimarıly refers to the eSSeNCceEe taken
concretely (OT realızed In the supposıt) an In SECONdaTY WaYy
ımplıes that to hıch the ESSENCE 18 con]omed. So viewed, An realızed
1n the supposıt, eSsSseNCce a y be sa1d In8 be 1n potency LO that ıth
whıch ıt 18 con]jomed. In the lıght of certaın remarTks In Quodlıbet L:

4, ONeE Ma y conclude that thıng"s accıdents would be prıme
instance of that LO whıich the eESSeNCE 1S con]joıned ın the supposıt 20)

19) In 1! 4, James has considered dıtferent OPIN1ONS LO the relationshıp
between ESSNEILICE and PSSE., He then advances V1eW which he ere deseribes probable,
but which aPPCAaIs LO be his 116 As he PUtsS ıt, Quare simılıter PESSEe et essentla
habent a invy1ıcem sicut concretum et, abstractum ; et, ideo, sicut differt econcretum

115[  S abstracto, SIC dıffert ESSe aD essent1Ja (pEAs LO the relationshıp between
the abestract nd the conecrete he Iso observes :353  J. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and &. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  Quodlibet 1, q. 4, essence and existence (esse) signıfy the same thing  according to their primary meaning, but in different ways. What  essence signifies in the abstract, esse signifies ın the concrete. In  a secondary meaning, however, esse, the concrete supposit, implies  more than essence, that is, those things with which the essence is  or can be conjoined in the supposit !®). Hence, if according to the  discussion in Quodlibet 1, q. 6, genus may be derived in a secondary  way from essence insofar as it is in potency with respect to that  with which it is or can be conjoined, or as James also phrases it,  from that esse which is known as : esse actualis existentiae, this ıs  because esse so understood primarily refers to the essence taken  concretely (or as realized in the supposit) and in a secondary way  implies that to which the essence is conjoined. So viewed, as realized  in the supposit, essence may be said to be in potency to that with  which it is conjoined. In the light of certain remarks in Quodlibet 1,  q. 4, one may conclude that a thing’s accidents would be a prime  instance of that to which the essence is conjoined in the supposit ?°).  19) In Q 1, q. 4, James has considered different opinions as to the relationship  between essence and esse. He then advances a view which he here describes as probable,  but which appears to be his own. As he puts it : « Quare similiter esse et essentia se  habent ad invicem sieut concretum et abstractum; et ideo, sicut differt concretum  a suo abstracto, sic differt esse ab essentia » (p. 47:146-48). As to the relationship between  the abstract and the conerete he also observes: « ... diceendum quod abstractum et  coneretum, quantum ad principale significatum, idem significant et idem sunt; quantum  vero ad id quod concretum significat secundario, differt ab abstracto » (p. 48:166-69).  See also : « Cum ... essentia et esse se habeant sicut abstractum et concretum ; quantum  ad principale significatum idem sunt, quantum vero ad secundarium, in Deo quidem  differunt solum secundum rationem, in creaturis autem differunt etiam secundum  rem, ita quod esse significat principaliter ipsam essentiam; ex consequenti autem  omne quod essentiae coniunetum est et sine quo essentia non invenitur nec inveniri  potest in actu» (p. 48:173-79); « Et quia id quod est dicitur ipsum suppositum, ideo  etiam dici potest quod, sicut differt essentia et suppositum habens essentiam, sic differt  essentia et esse. Suppositum autem, licet significet principaliter ipsam essentiam, ex  consequenti tamen significat omnia alia quae sunt essentiae coniuncta » (p. 49:191-95);  « Sic etiam esse et ens principaliter significant essentiam ipsam; ex consequenti autem  alia quae coniunguntur vel coniungi possunt essentiae ... » (p. 49:203-05). On James  and the relationship between essence and esse see M. Grabmann, « Doctrina S. Thomae  de distinetione reali inter essentiam et esse ex documentis ineditis saeculi XIII illus-  tratur », Acta Hebdomadae Thomisticae Romae celebratae 19-25 Novembris 1923 in laudem  S. Thomae Aquinatis (Rome, 1924), pp. 162-76; F. Casado, « El pensamiento filosöfico  del beato Santiago de Viterbo», La Ciudad de Dios 164 (1952), pp. 314-31.  20) See p. 49:188-98.dA1icendum quod abstractum et

cConcretum, quantum Yal princıpale signiıf1catum, idem significant et, idem sunt; quantum
VeTO ad id quod concretum significat secundarIl1o, differt aD abstracto » (D 48:166-69
See Iso Cum353  J. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and &. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  Quodlibet 1, q. 4, essence and existence (esse) signıfy the same thing  according to their primary meaning, but in different ways. What  essence signifies in the abstract, esse signifies ın the concrete. In  a secondary meaning, however, esse, the concrete supposit, implies  more than essence, that is, those things with which the essence is  or can be conjoined in the supposit !®). Hence, if according to the  discussion in Quodlibet 1, q. 6, genus may be derived in a secondary  way from essence insofar as it is in potency with respect to that  with which it is or can be conjoined, or as James also phrases it,  from that esse which is known as : esse actualis existentiae, this ıs  because esse so understood primarily refers to the essence taken  concretely (or as realized in the supposit) and in a secondary way  implies that to which the essence is conjoined. So viewed, as realized  in the supposit, essence may be said to be in potency to that with  which it is conjoined. In the light of certain remarks in Quodlibet 1,  q. 4, one may conclude that a thing’s accidents would be a prime  instance of that to which the essence is conjoined in the supposit ?°).  19) In Q 1, q. 4, James has considered different opinions as to the relationship  between essence and esse. He then advances a view which he here describes as probable,  but which appears to be his own. As he puts it : « Quare similiter esse et essentia se  habent ad invicem sieut concretum et abstractum; et ideo, sicut differt concretum  a suo abstracto, sic differt esse ab essentia » (p. 47:146-48). As to the relationship between  the abstract and the conerete he also observes: « ... diceendum quod abstractum et  coneretum, quantum ad principale significatum, idem significant et idem sunt; quantum  vero ad id quod concretum significat secundario, differt ab abstracto » (p. 48:166-69).  See also : « Cum ... essentia et esse se habeant sicut abstractum et concretum ; quantum  ad principale significatum idem sunt, quantum vero ad secundarium, in Deo quidem  differunt solum secundum rationem, in creaturis autem differunt etiam secundum  rem, ita quod esse significat principaliter ipsam essentiam; ex consequenti autem  omne quod essentiae coniunetum est et sine quo essentia non invenitur nec inveniri  potest in actu» (p. 48:173-79); « Et quia id quod est dicitur ipsum suppositum, ideo  etiam dici potest quod, sicut differt essentia et suppositum habens essentiam, sic differt  essentia et esse. Suppositum autem, licet significet principaliter ipsam essentiam, ex  consequenti tamen significat omnia alia quae sunt essentiae coniuncta » (p. 49:191-95);  « Sic etiam esse et ens principaliter significant essentiam ipsam; ex consequenti autem  alia quae coniunguntur vel coniungi possunt essentiae ... » (p. 49:203-05). On James  and the relationship between essence and esse see M. Grabmann, « Doctrina S. Thomae  de distinetione reali inter essentiam et esse ex documentis ineditis saeculi XIII illus-  tratur », Acta Hebdomadae Thomisticae Romae celebratae 19-25 Novembris 1923 in laudem  S. Thomae Aquinatis (Rome, 1924), pp. 162-76; F. Casado, « El pensamiento filosöfico  del beato Santiago de Viterbo», La Ciudad de Dios 164 (1952), pp. 314-31.  20) See p. 49:188-98.essentla et, Sse habeant sicut abstractum et concretum ; quantum
ad princıpale significatum iıdem sunt, quantum erOo ad secundarium, ıIn Deo quidem
differunt solum secundum ratıonem, ın ecreaturıs autem dıtferunt etiam secundum
Te. ıta quod ssSe signıf1cat princıpalıter 1psam essentiam ; consequentı autem
INNe quod essentlae econıunctum est et, sıne QUO essentla 1NON invenıtur NeC invenirı

potest 1n QCtU » (D 48:173-79) ; Kit, quı1a id quod est dieitur 1psum supposıtum, ideo
etiam diei potest quod, sicut differt essentla et, supposıtum habens essentiam, 81C dıffert
essenti1a et SSe. Supposıtum autem, licet signıficet princıpalıter 1psam essentiam,
consequentı tLamen signıf1cat omnı1a J1ıa QUaC sunt essent.ae conıuncta (De

S1ic etiam SSe et ENSs princıpalıter sıgnıf1cant essent.iam 1PSam ; consequentiı autem
lıa UUa conı1unguntur vel conlung] possunt essentlae353  J. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and &. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  Quodlibet 1, q. 4, essence and existence (esse) signıfy the same thing  according to their primary meaning, but in different ways. What  essence signifies in the abstract, esse signifies ın the concrete. In  a secondary meaning, however, esse, the concrete supposit, implies  more than essence, that is, those things with which the essence is  or can be conjoined in the supposit !®). Hence, if according to the  discussion in Quodlibet 1, q. 6, genus may be derived in a secondary  way from essence insofar as it is in potency with respect to that  with which it is or can be conjoined, or as James also phrases it,  from that esse which is known as : esse actualis existentiae, this ıs  because esse so understood primarily refers to the essence taken  concretely (or as realized in the supposit) and in a secondary way  implies that to which the essence is conjoined. So viewed, as realized  in the supposit, essence may be said to be in potency to that with  which it is conjoined. In the light of certain remarks in Quodlibet 1,  q. 4, one may conclude that a thing’s accidents would be a prime  instance of that to which the essence is conjoined in the supposit ?°).  19) In Q 1, q. 4, James has considered different opinions as to the relationship  between essence and esse. He then advances a view which he here describes as probable,  but which appears to be his own. As he puts it : « Quare similiter esse et essentia se  habent ad invicem sieut concretum et abstractum; et ideo, sicut differt concretum  a suo abstracto, sic differt esse ab essentia » (p. 47:146-48). As to the relationship between  the abstract and the conerete he also observes: « ... diceendum quod abstractum et  coneretum, quantum ad principale significatum, idem significant et idem sunt; quantum  vero ad id quod concretum significat secundario, differt ab abstracto » (p. 48:166-69).  See also : « Cum ... essentia et esse se habeant sicut abstractum et concretum ; quantum  ad principale significatum idem sunt, quantum vero ad secundarium, in Deo quidem  differunt solum secundum rationem, in creaturis autem differunt etiam secundum  rem, ita quod esse significat principaliter ipsam essentiam; ex consequenti autem  omne quod essentiae coniunetum est et sine quo essentia non invenitur nec inveniri  potest in actu» (p. 48:173-79); « Et quia id quod est dicitur ipsum suppositum, ideo  etiam dici potest quod, sicut differt essentia et suppositum habens essentiam, sic differt  essentia et esse. Suppositum autem, licet significet principaliter ipsam essentiam, ex  consequenti tamen significat omnia alia quae sunt essentiae coniuncta » (p. 49:191-95);  « Sic etiam esse et ens principaliter significant essentiam ipsam; ex consequenti autem  alia quae coniunguntur vel coniungi possunt essentiae ... » (p. 49:203-05). On James  and the relationship between essence and esse see M. Grabmann, « Doctrina S. Thomae  de distinetione reali inter essentiam et esse ex documentis ineditis saeculi XIII illus-  tratur », Acta Hebdomadae Thomisticae Romae celebratae 19-25 Novembris 1923 in laudem  S. Thomae Aquinatis (Rome, 1924), pp. 162-76; F. Casado, « El pensamiento filosöfico  del beato Santiago de Viterbo», La Ciudad de Dios 164 (1952), pp. 314-31.  20) See p. 49:188-98.(Pp On ‚James
an the relationship between ESSECNCE and PSSE SC M. Grabmann, Doetrina 'Thomae
de distinetione realı inter essentiam et GNSC documentis ineditis saeculı 3 illus-
tratur Acta Hebdomadae T'homisticae Romae celebratae 19-25 N ovembrıis 1923 un Iaudem

T’homae Aquıinatis (Rome, 1924), Casado, pensamıento ftiılosofıco
de]l beato Santiago de Vıterbo », La (iudad de Dros 164 1952),

20) See 49:188-98



354 Wınpel
As to the relatıonshıp between thıs theory and that attrıbuted

by Godirey ın uodlıbet { to hıs opponent, 1t; 18 true that both
James hımself and Godfrey’s unnamed opponen ATl e attempting to
aCCcount for the possıbılıty of applyıng 1n sOTNe WaYy LO angels
6even though the angelıc esSSeNCce 1s not composed of matter and form.
oth recogn1ze the eed to postulate SOImNe kınd of potentialıty wıthın
the angelıc being LO ground such applıcatıon. Godfrey’s opponen
provıdes for thıs potentaalıty by appealıng LO the composıtıon of

angelıc nature ıth (1) 1ts ESSEC, (2) ıts properties, (3) ıts accıdents.
In refuting thıs theory, however, Godfrey restricts hımself to poten-
tıalıty arısıng in angel from ıts cComposıtıon wıth ıts accıdental
perfections. That resulting from composıtıon ıth ıts EHHE 1S not
agaln explhicıtly referred LO in the refutatıon 21)

James, the other hand, has provıded for the required degree
of potentialıty for 1n bYy notıng that the angel Ma y
be viewed possıble potentaal when it 1s consıdered 1n relatiıonshıp
5o God, ıts efficjient It 18 true that he then refers LO another
kınd of potentaalıty, that whıch would result from the angelıc nature’s
unıon ıth those thıngs wıth hıch ıt, 1S con]joımned 1n the supposıt.
However, thıs latter kınd of potentaalıty 1Ss not cıted tOo 2CCount for
angelıc In such, but for another TeasonN, LO <hOow
that iın SOINe secondary WaYy membersh1p ın pertains LO the
angel by TEeASoN of ıts ESSEC A ell by LEasSON of ıts eEsSSe1NCce As
ave SCCNH, PESSEC A sed In thıs ontext by James refers 1ın 1ts prımary
meanıng LO the esseNnNCce taken concretely As realızed 1n the supposıt,
an ın secondary Way implıes that LO which the ESSEeETI1CceEe OT nature
18 con]jomed.,

G1iven these dıfferences, therefore, N! ın the absence of evıdence
for dırect extual interdependenCy, AT inchned LO question the

of the doctrinal tahble’s suggestion that ın Quodlıbet T
Godfrey has James’s Quodlıbet ( in m1nd.

According to the AaNONYMOUS doctrinal table, Godifrey agaln

21) 3.356-57 In brief, Godfrey ralses LWwO objections. First, that, TOM which
the formality of n (and difference) derives should pertaın the ESSEINCE of the
thing ın question. But angel’s potentialıty ıth respect ı1ts accıdents, and for
that; matter, the accıdents themselves, ArC not of thiıs Ly pe. Secondly, if ere WT

separate substances devoid of accidental perfections, the theory ın question COuUu.
not account for their in 208 But Teedom TOM in an y Iind of
NU 18 prerogatıve which should be granted God alone.



355of Vaıterbo’s Quodlubet and of Fontarnes’ Quodlubet J4

refers to James in Quodlıbet ( In thıs diseussiıon the table
sımply S52 Tes that Godfrey 18 refuting (Hles of Rome the question
of pluralıty of ÜEUO, and that he 185 3180 ere refuting James 22)
No precıse reference tO James IS g1ven. In Quodlıbet { S, Godirey
Talses the followıng question : Is the being €$SE) of a, 11 sempiıternal
thıngs (angels) measured by sıngle measure ® Whıle OUT doectrinal
table 0€Ss not refer LO partıcular question ın James, Eeven

LO hıs quodlıbetal questions, for that matter, ın Quodhbet 1; he
examınes thıs 1ssue : I< there OoNne for a ]] evıternal beings 23) 7
Sınce both James and Godfrey AT of an refer LO varıety
of VIeWsS thıs matter, wıll brıefly sıngle out the dıfferent arg u-
ments an verslons of the negatıve posıtıon they AT exposed
by Godfrey N whıich he er1itie1zes 1n consıderable detaıl In each
of these ases wıll then anek LO determıne whether not ONe

ÖCa  w} establısh cirect reference to and dependence James’s (Juod-
hıbet L

Godirey’s question 9 however, ıth argumen ın favor
of ONe ECAaSuTe AeCvD+DUum for a 11 evıternal beings, based analogy
ıth tıme. Just there IS ONe tıme for a‚ 11 temporal thıngs, LOO
the eESSEC of a,[] evıternals should be measured DYy sıngle 9 that
of the moOost perfect angel, the first evıternal being James a, 180 refers
fO thıs VIeW, both Car the VeELY beginnıng of hıs questlion, and agaln
1ın the COUTSEe of hlıstıng three ma]or OPIN1ONS thıs pomt defended
by Varlous Masters 24) In the latter CONTtEXT, where thıs 1e W IS hısted

the fırst of the three OpIN10NS, the argumen In SUPPOITt of it bears
strıkıng sımılarıty ıth 0)]81% offered DYy T’homas Aqumas 1ın hıs Summa
theologıae, I 10, TT 25) The SAaIne argumentatıon WAS well known

22) 02 0, PE 4920 Item, quaestione OCLAaVa, contra AKGIDIUM, de 'pluralitate
ae6 VOTUNMN. Kt simiılıter contra Et 1bı ota mu bona ».

23) YHor Godfrey, SEE 33 Utrum ESNSECc omnNıuUmM semplternorum SIVe angelo-
TU mensuretur 153868 eNSur&a ». Kor James SC6 O' C88.; 1928:1 « Nono quaerıtur :
utrum e1t; omnıum aevıternorum ÖM

24) YWor Godfrey, Sece 3:364 For James, Sece an! 132:160-133:1
25) hus James wrıtes : « Quidam nNnım dieunt quod, sicut est, tempus

omnıum temporalium, CU1US unıtas accıpıtur unıtate subiect]1, scilıcet prim!ı motus,
S1C etiam es1t A6 V Un omnıum aevıternorum, CUN1US subiectum est primum aevıter-
10008 Et ratıonem inducunt; quia unumquodque mensuratur SIMPLLCLSSIMO 81 genertıs.
Quare et, omn18a aevıterna PECT uNum prımum et, simplicıssımum agevıternum (PP. 132
160-133:165). Compare wıith the following TOM 'T’homas355  J. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and G. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIITI  refers to James in Quodlibet 7, q. 8. In this discussion the table  simply states that Godfrey is refuting Giles of Rome on the question  of a pluralıty of aeva, and that he is also here refuting James ?2%2).  No precise reference to James is given. In Quodlibet 7, q. 8, Godfrey  raises the following question: Is the being (esse) of all sempiternal  things (angels) measured by a single measure? While our doctrinal  table does not refer us to a particular question in James, or even  to his quodlibetal questions, for that matter, in Quodlibet 1, q. 9 he  examines this issue : Is there one aevum for all eviternal beings ?3) ?  Since both James and Godfrey are aware of and refer to a variety  of views on this matter, we will briefly single out the different argu-  ments and versions of the negative position as they are exposed  by Godfrey and which he criticizes in considerable detail. In each  of these cases we will then seek to determine whether or not one  can establish direct reference to and dependence on James’s Quod-  Kbet 1,gı 9  Godfrey’s question opens, however, with an argument in favor  of one measure or aevum for all eviternal beings, based on an analogy  with time. Just as there is one time for all temporal things, so too  the esse of all eviternals should be measured by a single aevum, that  of the most perfect angel, the first eviternal being. James also refers  to this view, both at the very beginning of his question, and again  in the course of listing three major opinions on this point defended  by various Masters ?*). In the latter context, where this view is listed  as the first of the three opinions, the argument in support of it bears  striking similarity with one offered by Thomas Aquinas in his Summa  theologiae, I, q. 10, art. 6 ?®). The same argumentation was well known  22) Op. cit., p. 429 : « Item, quaestione octava, contra AEGIDIUM, de 'pluralitate  aevorum. Et similiter contra JACOBUM. Et ibi nota multa bona ».  23) For Godfrey, see PB 3.364 : « Utrum esse omnium sempiternorum sive angelo-  rum mensuretur una mensura ». For James see op. cit., p. 128:1 : « Nono quaeritur :  utrum sit unum aevum omnium aeviternorum ».  24) For Godfrey, see PB 3:364. For James, see pp. 128:2-4 and 132:160-133:165.  25) Thus James writes: « Quidam enim dicunt quod, sicut est unum tempus  omnium temporalium, cuius unitas accipitur ex unitate subiecti, scilicet primi motus,  sic etiam est unum aevum omnium aeviternorum, cuius subiectum est primum aseviter-  num. Et rationem inducunt; qu1‚'d unmumquodque mensuratur simplicissimo sui generis.  Quare et omnia aeviterna per unum primum et simplicissimum aeviternum » (pp. 132:  160-133:165). Compare with the following from Thomas: « ... oportet dicere quod  sit unum aevum tantum : quia, cum unumquodque mensuretur simplicissimo sui generis,portet dicere quod
sıt un uN aec V umn tantum QuUia, CU/ unumquodque MENSUTELUT 8MPLLCLSSUMO 81 genert8,



356 Wınnel
tOo (AHles of Kome, for ınstance In hıs De IHNECNSUTA angelorum, 26)
Sınce Thomas’s text A well As G(Ales’s work antedate the 1290’s by
Man y ya  9 there 18 eed LO refer Godfrey LO James James
to Godfrey, for that matter, LO 23CCount for theır respectıve famıharıty
ıth thıs argumen 27)

In the sed CONTra of hıs diseussion James presents argument
that challenges thıs analogy between the and tıme. T’he
1S found 1n evıternal beings themselves, whereas tıme 18 not found
1n temporal entıtıes but 1ın that which transcends temporal thıngs.
That which 1S found In temporal thıngs themselves 18 rather quando.
Therefore, ONe mMa y that the 1s LO evıternal beings An

quando LO temporal thıngs, but not A tıme 1S LO temporals. LThere
18 not sıngle quando for a{ 1 temporal thıngs, but Man y quando’s
]ust there ATre mMan y temporal entitijes. T’herefore, accordıng LO
thıs VIeW, there Arle S Man y AEeEV—x+«AX there AIe evıternal beings 28)
James agaın returns 8 thıs 1eW 1n the body of hıs reply, hıstıng
ıt there s the second of the three ma]or schools of thought thıs
1ssue. In the latter ontext he cıtes LWO urther arguments offered
ın ıts Support : ( Hor somethıng to A INCAasSUure, ıt; should be
that which 1S sımplest an that uDOoN whıch the thıngs measured
depend both for theır being an for theır being known. But there

ut dieitur ın Metaphys., oportet quod SSC omnıum gqevıternorum mensuretur SsSe

prımı aevitern], quod Aanto est sımplicıus, quanto PTr1US » (S I! 1 9 Öc) talics
OUT'S, to facılitate COomparıson. Iso ef. Thomas, Quodlibet D, 4, art. Ic For further
discussion of the doctrine of eviıternıty In 'Thomas SE PETER, T’he Doectrine of
"T’homas Aqguinas Regardıng Eviıtermity 2n the ALrONA: Soul and Sepnparated Substances
(Rome, 1964

26) nus G1les wriıtes Quaeritur utrum sıit omnıum gevıternorum356  J. F. Wippel  to Giles of Rome, for instance in his De mensura angelorum, q. 2 ?°).  Since Thomas’s text as well as Giles’s work antedate the 1290’s by  many years, there is no need to refer Godfrey to James or James  to Godfrey, for that matter, to account for their respective familiarity  with this argument ?”).  In the sed contra of his discussion James presents an argument  that challenges this analogy between the aevum and time. The aevum  is found in eviternal beings themselves, whereas time is not found  in temporal entities but in that which transcends temporal things.  That which is found in temporal things themselves is rather quando.  Therefore, one may argue that the aevum is to eviternal beings as  quando to temporal things, but not as time is to temporals. There  is not a single quando for all temporal things, but many quando’s  just as there are many temporal entities. Therefore, according to  this view, there are as many aeva as there are eviternal beings ?8).  James again returns to this view in the body of his reply, listing  it there as the second of the three major schools of thought on this  issue. In the latter context he cites two further arguments offered  in its support : (1) For something to serve as measure, it should be  that which is simplest and that upon which the things measured  depend both for their being and for their being known. But there  ut dicitur in X Metaphys., oportet quod esse omnium aeviternorum mensuretur esse  primi aeviterni, quod tanto est simplicius, quanto prius» (ST I, q. 10, a. 6c). Italics  ours, to facilitate comparison. Also cf. Thomas, Quodlibet 5, q. 4, art. 1c. For further  discussion of the doctrine of eviternity in Thomas see C.J. PETER, T’he Doctrine of  Thomas Aquinas Regarding Eviternity in the Rational Soul and Separated Substances  (Rome, 1964).  26) Thus Giles writes : « Quaeritur utrum sit unum aevum omnium aeviternorum ...  Et videtur quod sic. Quia omnium corporalium est una mensura quae dieitur tempus,  ergo multo magis omnium spiritualium erit una mensura et unum aevum. Nam cum  spiritualia sunt magis quid in actu quam corporalia, magis debent reduci in mensuram  unam ». See A4egidius Romanus de esse et essentia, De mensura angelorum, et De cognitione  angelorum (Venice, 1503), fol. 38Rb-38Va. For an analysis of some other texts in Giles  which touch on this matter see C.J. PETER, Participated Eternity in the Vision of God.  A Study of the Opinion of Thomas Aquinas and His Commentators on the Duration of  the Acts of Glory (Rome, 1964), pp. 110-20.  27) See A. WALz-P. Novarına, (Saint Thomas d’Aquin [Louvain/Paris, 1962]  P- 142), where the Pars prima of the Summa is dated in 1266/67-1268. Glorieux places  Giles’s De mensura angelorum c. 1279. See his Repertoire des maitres en theologie de  Paris au XIII® sitcle II (Paris, 1933), p. 297.  28) Op. cit., p. 128:5-13.Kt videtur quod 31C. Quia omnıum corporalıum est Ul ECeNSUuUTa cdieitur tempus,
ET mMu. magıs omnıum spirıtualium erıt, un ENSUTAa et un um Nam Cu

spirıtualia 8unt magıs quid 1n ctu QUamı corporalia, mag1s debent reduc]ı In INeENSUTaI

uNnam M See Aegıdrus OMANUS de eSSC et essentıa, De THENSUTA angelorum, el De cognıtıone
angelorum (Venice, 1503), fol SRb-38Va FKor analysıs of SOINe er eXTts In (Gles
which OUC. thıs matter Sce6e PETER, Partıcıinpated Eternity un the Vısıon of (7od.

Study of he Ominion of T’homas Aquınas and Hıs (Commentators the Dauration of
the cts of Glory Kome, 1964),

27) See ALZ NOVARINA, (Sarnt OMALS d’ Aquın | Louvaiın/Parıs,
142), where the Pars DYIMAa of the Summa 1s AaTte In1Glorieux places

Giles’s De ENSUTA angelorum 1279 Ssee hıs Remertouwre des maitres theologie Ade
Parıs sıecle 11 (Parıs, 1933), 207

28) 02 CU., 128:5-13
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18 sımplest evıternal being, SInNCe sımpler 0)41% could always be
made Dy (+0d (2 Moreover, there IS evıternal being upOoN which
others depend for theır being and theır being known. Thereifore,
sıngle ÖOa  - A the eEAaSsuTe of a 11 evıternal beiıngs 29)

In the sed CONTTA of hıs question Godirey cıtes argument
accordıng LO whıich One thıng Oan ECAaSUuTe of the being of
another only when the former eXeEeTCISES causalıty ıth respect to
the latter. But SINCE ONe evıternal being o0eSs no%t Cause another,
the argument concludes that the EAaSUuTe of the PSSEC of ONe such
being cannot EASUTeEe of the PESSE of another, In other
WOords, that the of ONne evıternal entity cannot ECAasSsuTe the
being of nother evıternal entity 30) Whiıle there 1S SOI sımılarıty
between thıs reasoning >Ral the second argument cıted by James
In the body of hıs question 1n SUPPOTTt of the 1e W that sıngle

ca  } ecasSsure of SAl evıternal entities, such argument
based ack of causatıon of ONe evıternal DYy nother aD PECAIS to
ave een ell known Dy thıs tıme. Hor instance, OlNlle finds the samıe

argument ıIn LThomas Aqumas, Summa iheologıae, L, 10, TU Ö,
ob] There 1s FeasoN, therefore, LO thınk that Godfirey would
ave had LO depend James for hıs knowledge of ı6

In the body of hıs reply LO thıs question Godfrey refers to
number of objections that might be raısed agalnst the V1IECW that
there 1S ‚0]481 for a ] evıternal beıngs. Hor instance, ıf somethıng
1s tO eEAasufe of other thıngs 1n gıven class, ıt must vırtually
include ın ıtself a{} perfections that miıght possıbly be realızed 1n
that class. But 1f, SOIl hold, INOTI®e perfect separate substance
could always be ecreated DYy God, 1NOTe perfect than an y exıstent
separate substance, ıt; would SCcCEIN that g]ven separate substance
and therefore, sıngle could A ECAasSsUuie for a{ ] evıternal
beings 31) One might ere be remınded of James’s cıtatıon of the
argument accordıng LO hıch that which SEeTVeS An CasSsuffe of others
must be that whıich 1s sımplest an the argument’'s contention that
there 1s sımplest eviternal beıng, SINCE sımpler ONe ÖOa  S always
be ereated by (+0d 32) Again, however, there 18 eed to suggest
that Godfrey TEW hıs argument from James’s Lext Hırst of all, there

29) 09 Cb.,
30) 3.364.
31) 3.365
32) See 356 and above.
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18 SsSO1I1l1le dıfference between the two Godfrey’s opponen argues for
the possıbılıty of ecreatıon of ever INOTe perfect beings, whıle James’s
text refers IM0 the possıbılıty of ever sımpler beings. Moreover, James’s
argumen 1S presented ın INOoTe extended ashıon by Gıiles of Rome
1n hıs De MEeNnSsutTa angelorum, 33) 1f Godfrey’s version of the
argument 1S indeed derıved from ONne based the possıbılıty of
ecreatıon of eVer sımpler beings, he could ]Just ave easıly taken it
from Giles {rom James. (Godfrey’s reply LO thıs objection 1s worth
noting 1n passıng. Kven ıf ıt; should be true that (+0d could always
create INOTeEe perfect separate substance, thıs would not prevent
the of the most perfect actually exıstıng separate substance
f{rom ServViINg ecasure of a 11 other actually exıstıng evıternal
beings 34)

Immediıately thereafter Godirey rephıes LO the objection based
the pomt that the being of ONne evıternal entity oe€es not exercıse
causalıty the being of another. He COUNTeTSs that the causalıty
required ere eed not be restriceted LO the order of efficlenCy. Kor
ONne thıng tOo ecasure another ıt 1S sufficıent that ıt; be sımpler, INOTeEe

perfect, and INOTeEe actual than that which ıt E 1ın that ıt
contaıns wıthın ıtself an ONne that hıch the others POSSECSS 1ın
varyıng degrees an 1n distrıbuted ashıon 35)

33) 02 CH., fol 40Ra-b ote In particular S1 CTrgO vellemus alıquod aevıternum
ratıone SUu4e sımpliciıtatis ONeETE omnıum aliorum, oporteret quod NO.

posset fierı angelus sımpliıcıor e quod dieimus SSEe falsum, lıcet quidam et magI1s
hoc eneant. Nullus nım angelus posset crearı iıta siımplicıter quıid (read quin) posset
ecrearı alıquis sımplicıor358  J. F. Wippel  is some difference between the two. Godfrey’s opponent argues for  the possibility of creation of ever more perfect beings, while James’s  text refers to the possibility of ever simpler beings. Moreover, James’s  argument is presented in more extended fashion by Giles of Rome  in his De mensura angelorum, q. 2 32). I£ Godfrey’s version of the  argument is indeed derived from one based on the possibility of  creation of ever simpler beings, he could just have easily taken it  from Giles as from James. (Godfrey’s reply to this objection is worth  noting in passing. Even if it should be true that God could always  create a more perfect separate substance, this would not prevent  the aevum of the most perfect actually existing separate substance  from serving as measure of all other actually existing eviternal  beings 3%).  Immediately thereafter Godfrey replies to the objection based on  the point that the being of one eviternal entity does not exercise  causality on the being of another. He counters that the causality  required here need not be restrieted to the order of efficiency. For  one thing to measure another it is sufficient that it be simpler, more  perfect, and more actual than that which it measures, in that it  contains within itself and as one that which the others possess in  varying degrees and in distributed fashion 3°).  33) Op. cit., fol. 40Ra-b. Note in particular : « Si ergo vellemus aliquod aeviternum  ratione suae simplicitatis ponere mensuram omnium aliorum, oporteret quod non  posset fieri angelus simplicior eo, quod dieimus esse falsum, licet quidam et magis  hoc teneant. Nullus enim angelus posset creari ita simpliciter quid (read : quin) posset  creari aliquis simplicior ... Ergo si ponimus unum aeviternum mensuram omnium  aliorum aeviternorum ratione simplicitatis, oportet quod ibi sit status quantum ad  simplicitatem, ut quod non possit fieri aeviternum simplicius. Et quia talem statum  non est dare nisi in Deo, quia nullum aeviternum infra Deum est ita simplex, talem  unam mensuram non debemus quaerere citra deum. Non est ergo unum aeviternum  mensura omnium aeviternorum ».  34) PB 3.365.  35) PB 3.365-66 : « Sed videtur aliud obstare, scilicet quod motus  i)rimi mobilis  habet causalitatem super omnes alios motus qui in suo esse ab illo dependent; non  sic autem esse unius aeviterni habet causalitatem super esse alterius. Sed hoc non videtur  impedire, quia non debet intelligi causalitas dicta in genere causae efficientis proprie  dietae solum ; nam sufficit quod illud quod debet esse mensura aliorum sit quid simplicius  et perfectius sive actualius, ita quod virtute contineat quasi unite quicquid alia continent  secundum diversos gradus et divisim, ut patet in albedine respeetu omnium colorum  et tamen non habet causalitatem super illos dieto modo ».  36) PB 3.366.Ergo 81 ponimus uUunNnNUuUum aevıternum omnıum
alorum aevıternorum ratione sımplicıtatis, oportet quod 1bi aıt sStatus quantum ad
sımplicıtatem, ut quod NO  - possıt fıerı aevıternum sımplicıus. Kt qula talem statum
NO.  - est dare nıs1ı In Deo, qula nullum aevıternum inira Deum est iıta simplex, alem
unNnamn NO  - debemus cıtra deum. Non est CTrgO UU aevıternum
eMNSUura omnıum aevıternorum ».

34) 3.365
35) 3.365-66 Sed vıdetur alıiud obstare, scıilıcet quod mMOTtUS primi mobilıis

habet causalıtatem P alios MOtuUus qu1 In Suo SSCc aD illo dependent; 11O.:

81C utem SsSe Uun1ı1us gevıternı habet causalıtatemPSse alterius. Sed hoc NO  - videtur
impedire, qula 110 debet; intelligı causalıtas dieta, 1n SECNETE Causaec efficientis proprie
dietae solum ; ISEN sutfficıt quod illud quod debet SsSSe EeNSUuTrTa aliorum sıit quid sımplicıus
et perfectius S1ve actualius, ıta quod virtute contineat quası unıte quilcquid Hıa continent
secundum 1Versos gradus et divisim, ut pate 1n albedine respectu omnıum colorum
et Lamen 1610}  — habet causalıtatem D' OS dieto modo .

36) 3.366
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Somewhat arther 1n hıs diseuss1ion Godfrey makes the pomt
that hat the eSSEC of somethıng INa y a 180 1LL1LEAaSUTE ıts ura-
tiıon. Sınce there 18 ecertaın order the angels, that whıich
1s the quası-INtFINsS1C eCcasure of the being of the fırst angel Ca  S be
the quası-eXtrinsıc eCcAasSsurTtTe of the being of a ]] other evıternal entities.
H the ESSEC of ONe Can ecasufte that of another, then the of
the fırst ca  - CasSsuTtfe the eCS5SC of the others. Then he observes that
ıf each evıternal entity should en]oy ıts OW. E} the of
0)40% angel would be the eCasSsune of the ACVDA of other angels 36)

Godfrey then refers In9. certaın ONeEeS (alıqur) who concede thıs,
namely, that each evıternal entity has ıts OW.9 and apparently
also, that the of ONe angel wıll be the ecAasuTtTe of the CUÜA

of other angels 37)) Nevertheless, they deny that the of ONe

Can ECAasufe of the being of another angel because the latter
18 not caused DYy the former. Here they maıntaın that ONe

another 1n erms of truth, beıng, an perfection,
but that angel angelıc eıng rather 1n terms
of duratıon. Because of the dıfference between measurıng 1ın erTMsSs
of IU being an perfection, the ONne hand, N! measurıng In
terms of duratıon, the other, they hold that whıle ONne

another and PET SC, the which another
wıll not ecAasurTe the correspondıng er evıternal being, not

eCVEeN DET accıdens 38)
Godfrey rejects S 1eW LWO counts. Fırst of all, he maıntaıns

that ONe cannot In fact eEAasSUuTe another Secondly,
ıf the nature of ONe angel 1s ECASUuTe ıth respect to another, then
the eCcasure of the ESHSEC duratıon of the former Can ecAaSUuTe

of the ESSEC duratıon of the latter In hıs effort to establısh the
fırst point he argues that ecasufe 1s not the easurTe of ecaSsSuTtTe

'Thus OlNlle tıme cannot be sa1ld to be easurTe of another tıme, SINCE
tıme 18 rather the eCAasuTtTe of the motijon of mobiıle entity. So LOO

37) 3.366 Quod concedunt alıquı, negantes Lamen quod unum sıt
EeNSUuUTa SsSe aliecuius alterıus angeli propter defectum causalıtatıs .

38) 3.366-67 « Eit, qul1a secundum alıam ratıonem mensurandıi mensurat
un um omr the found in the edited text| alıud scilicet secundum
ratıonem veritatıs, entitatis et perfection1s e1us, VU autem mensurat angelum
s1ve Sse 1US secundum ratıonem durati]ionıs 1US et lıa est ratıo mensurandı S1C et
S1C, ideo dieıtur quod, licet unum mensuret alıud PET S} NO  - tamen sequıtur
etiam quod PET accıdens INENSUTAaNsS aliud mensuret aevıternum CHNSUTd-.-

tum ab CVO mensurato .
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the Oan only ecasurTe the ESSjEC of evıternal entity, not another
AECVDUNM 39)

Wıthout delayıng urther OVerTrT Godfirey’s diseussıion of the fırst
an second pomts referred LO ın the preceding paragraph, must
rather consıder the possıbılıty that ıt; 15 James LO whom Godfrey
1s ere referring. James holds that there AIe INa y GEUM, even though
ıIn sOINe qualified We Ma y speak of One Moreover, he
ges that ıf ıt; Ca  - be shown that there ATe Man y tımes, then
from 8 pluralıty of tımes OnNne mMa y conclude LO pluralıty of AECUÜA 40)
In brıef, James maıntaıns that wherever there 1s motıon (motus),
there LOO 18 tıme. Thıs applıes not only I0 the fırst motıon an the
fırst mobıle entity, but LO motion In changeable entity.
Just 1n other class of ecasSsurTe ONe mMUusSt dıstingulsh between

intrinsıc eCasSure (whıich 1S the thıng measured an 1s somethıng
absolute, belonging LO the of quantıty), an extrinsıc eCasSsurTe

(which 18 utsıde the thıng measured an 1S named because of
ıts relatiıonshıp tOo the thıng measured), LOO ONne must apply thıs
Samne dıstinetion IM0} tıme, the Casure of duratıon. Kvery motion,
therefore, of changeable thıng has 1ts OW. tıme, whıich 1S ıts
intrıinsıc CcasSsuTe But there 18 also tıme hıch 1S the extrinsıc
ecasurTe of other tımes 41) James argues both from Teason and from
authorıty ın support of thıs theory of pluralıty of tımes 42)

He then maıntaıns that ]Just there AIe Man y tımes, LOO
there Are Man y CUQ 1n 3CCOTd ıth the pluralıty of evıternal entities.
ach 111 be the eCAaSsurTe of gıven evıternal entity, Just
intrinsıc tıme 1s the intrıinsıc eCAaSurTe of g1ven temporal being 43)
However, he refuses LO admıt that there 1s sıngle whıch
SerVes the extrinsıc eCasure of other UEUVA an other evıternal
beings. Hor somethıng LO extrinsıc eCasurTe 1n the order
of duration ıt must SUrPass that hıch ıt 1n duratıon, eiıther
1n fact ell A by nature, 31 least by nature. But evıternal
being en]oys greater duratıon than another, 2 least not by nature
Their duratıon 1s equal regards the future, aM ıf not equal
regards the past, thıs 18 purely incıdental. Hence, the only being

39) 3.367
40) 0 C
41) Pp 133:192-134:208
42) Pp 134:222-136:2;
43) Pp 136:289.137:92'
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that Can extrinsıc eECasuTtTe of other evıternal beings 1s
eternal ONE, (+0d hımself 44) One evıternal (and 1ts aevumMm) ma y be
deser1ibed As eEASUuTe of other evıternals 1n the order of duratıon
only In qualified 9 namely, insofar ONne 18 sımpler than the
others 45)

Comparıson of James’s theory ıth that attrıbuted by Godfrey
LO hıs opponen reveals the followıng. According to each theory,

evıternal being 11 ave ıts OW I '’hıs of ıtself, of COUTITSEC,
would not suffıce LO establısh interdependence between the two
EXTS, SINCe both Godfrey and James refer LO thıs VIEeW and attrıbute
it; to others.

According to Godfrey’s adversary, ONe wıll ECAaSUuTe

another 1n erms of Tu beıng, an perfection. But because the
evıternal being measured by the fırst AEeCVDUNM 0€eSs not ıtself
the being of other evıternals, ıt 1S denıed that the ACUUNMG whıch
the fırst Ca  - 1n an y WaYy eCasufife of the evıternal being
measured DY the second James denıes that there 1S sıngle

which Ca  S A extrinsıc ecasure of other AEeEUvna and other
evıternal beings 1ın the full Thıs 1S because there 18 sıngle
evıternal entity whıich exceeds the others in ermMs of duratıon, 9a1
least not by nature Agaın, there 1Ss sıngle evıternal being whıich
eXeEeTCISES efficıent causalıty ıth respect LO others 4o) It 1S only ın

qualified that ONe evıternal being and therefore ıts
mMa y be deser1ibed ECAaSurTe of other evıternals 1n the order of duratıon,
that 18, insofar A 1t; 1s sımpler. Whıle there 18 sımılarıty between
the LWO theor1es 1ın that Godfrey’s opponen admıts that OlNle

another 1ın terms of truth, beıng, and perfection and James
concedes that ONe other evıternals by en]oyıng
greater sımplicıty, the theorIies dıffer 1n ONne ımportant respect. (+0d-
Irey opponen wıll no0t admıt that the of OLE evıternal being
Can ın an y WaYy, CVEeN DET accıdens, An the eCcasSsuTfe of another
evıternal bewng, whiıle James o0es concede thıs, albeıt in qualified

In refuting the notıon that ONe Cal really eEASUTeEe another,
Godirey attacks the 1e W that ONe tıme Can eCasSsuTtTe another. He
o0eSs not explicıtly attrıbute eiıther thıs 1eW the thesıs of pluralıty

44) 137:294-310,
45)
46) Ssee 138
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of tımes to the adversary ın question ere But because he o0es take

thıs pomnt ın rebutting the suggestion that ONne ACDUNM ca  - CasSsuTe

another, Oone miıght thınk that hıs adversary held SsSOINe such theory.
James oes hold fOor pluralıty of tımes an for the 1eW that the
fırst tıme a 11 other tımes well As other temporal beings.
But for the dıfferences between the LWwWO theorıes indıcated ın the
precediıng paragraph, ONne miıght Sar least SUSpeCTt that Godifrey had
James 1n mınd iın thıs disecussion of pluralıty of tımes. C(hven the
absence of stronger evıdence, however, and 1ın the lıght of the dıfference
between the theorıes to which ave. referred 1n the preceding
paragraph, ıt would be dıfficult LO that Godfrey Was explicıtly
referriıng LO James’s Quodlıbet 1 eıther ere elsewhere 1n hıs
OW. Quodlıbet {

Godfrey, Quodlıbet S, and James, Quodlubet
According to the sSarmne doctrinal table, In Quodlıbet Ö, 2,

Godfrey argues agamst Henry of (+hent that ONe an the sSame thıng
cannot be actıve an passıve. There Godfrey treats of the will, and
also maıntaıns that subject 18 In WaY the efficıent of ıts
accıdents. According LO the table, Godfrey refutes LWwO posıtions here,
ONe of whiıich OUT AaNONYyYMOUS author Judges LO be bene probabıliıs,
an another, attrıbuted LO J: ames 1n hıs fırst Quodlibet, which 1S
styled sSatıs ımprobabılıs 47)

In turnıng IK0) Godfrey’s text ONe oes find hım referring LO
second theory advanced DYy SOMEe, accordıng tO whıich the wıll and
intellect would In SOINeEe WaYy actualıze themselves EeVEN ıth respect
tOo theır fırst aCcts Thıs would be 1n the Case of the wıll because
certaın affectiones ATrTe posıted thereın Dy of hıch ıt; Can actualıze
iıtself ın a3CCOTrd ıth the INanneTr an condıtion of those disposıt1ons
(affectus) which ıt POSSECSSES. So LOO, certaın specl1es (speECLES ab obrecto)
Are postulated 1ın the possıble intellect by of whıch ıt Ma y
actualıize ıtself wıth respect LO gıven object. Moreover, subject
mMay be deser1ibed efficıent ıth respect to 1ts accıdents

47) 02 CW., 430 Item, quaestione secunda, COontra quod nıhıl
1U et ıdem sıt; actırum et passıyum. Et 1D1 multa, de voluntate, ut P de motu
voluntatis signif1catur ; et, quod subiectum nu modo est effectiva Sul accıidentis.
Hoc quaestione secunda et 1D1 contra duas posıtiones, qQquarum prıima est ene probabilıs
et Ha est JACOBI ın priımo quodlibet SUO, satıs ımprobabilıs, arguıt e
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1n ONe 9 though not 1n another. If ıt 1S econsıdered insofar
it 18 somethıng ın act an possessed of ıts fiorm, ıts accıdents naturally
follow from b Therefore, when 1t; 18 consıdered iın erms of ıts actualıty,
ıt, ImMay be sa1d ın SOIMe WaYy LO the efficı1ent ıth reSpeCT
IK0) ıts accıdents. Not S!  9 however, when ıt; 18 viewed only insofar

ıt 18 something 1in potency 48) If by efficjent ave 1n
mınd no% that which C568 but that by of which something
aCcts, then Ma y regard the nature of thıng instrument
(organum of the generatıng and efficıent ıth respect tOo Oose
accıdents that follow {rom its nature. Still such accıdents ATe caused
DYy theır generatıng princıple ın the prımary (prıncıpalaıter),
but derıve 1n SOIMe WaYy from the nature of the subject 49) Thus,
because intellect and ll naturally OW uDON the eSSeNCcE of the
soul an of angel, the esSSeNCce of such entities 1ın SOINe WayYy mMa y
be saıd to efficıent of such POWEIS 5o)

In Quodhbet E: ( James presents theory accordıng LO whıch
there AT certaın affectvones 1n the ll whereby it Ma y be sald to
1ILOVE® ıtself 51) James prefers LO deser1be thıs kınd of self-motion Aas

motion 1ın the order of formal causalıty rather than efficıent causal-
ıty 52) 5  k}  He also notes that ıf such self-motion 18 not self-motion 1ın
the order of efficı1ent causalıty strictly speakıng, stall, ıf ONe wıshes
tOo employ the term eff1c1enNCy 1ın INanlnNer simılar to that whereby

subject 18 saıd to be efficıent of ıts PTrODETI accıdents, such
mMay be one Such accıdents AT sa1ld LO be caused DYy an to flow
from theır subjeect. It 18 because they AT always ın the subject and
follow from it that they Ma y be saıld to be caused by ıt Nonetheless,
theır subject 1s not theır efficıent 1n the striıct Theır
effic1ent 1n the atrıct IS rather that whıch effic1ıently

48) Les Phrlosophes Belges, Le hurtieme quodlibet de (Godefrord de Fontarnes,
ed Hoffmans (Louvain, 1925), 4.25) ote ın partıcular : « Mr secundum
hoc dieitur quod NO  w est inconvenlens mater1am vel subiectum alıquo modo coincidere
CU. efficiente et alıquo modo 110  - coincldere ; qula S1 consideretur subiectum
ut est ıIn potentia, NO  — est efficıens SUOTUIN accıdentıium sed S] consideretur
ut est quid in actu, S1C dıceıtur sSsSe efficiens talınuım acecidentiumJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and &. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  363  in one sense, though not in another. If it is considered insofar as  it is something in act and possessed of its form, its accidents naturally  follow from it. Therefore, when it is considered in terms of its actuality,  it may be said in some way to serve as the efficient cause with respect  to its accidents. Not so, however, when it is viewed only insofar  as it is something in potency *8). If by efficient cause we have in  mind not that which acts but that by means of which something  acts, then we may regard the nature of a thing as an instrument  (organum) of the generating and efficient cause with respect to those  accidents that follow from its nature. Still such accidents are caused  by their generating principle in the primary sense (principaliter),  but derive in some way from the nature of the subject *®). Thus,  because intelleet and will naturally follow upon the essence of the  soul and of an angel, the essence of such entities in some way may  be said to serve as efficient cause of such powers 50).  In Quodlibet 1, q. 7, James presents a theory according to which  there are certain affectiones in the will whereby it may be said to  move itself 51). James prefers to describe this kind of self-motion as  motion in the order of formal causality rather than efficient causal-  ity 5). /He also notes that if such self-motion is not self-motion in  the order of efficient causality strietly speaking, still, i£ one wishes  to employ the term efficiency in a manner similar to that whereby  a subject is said to be efficient cause of its proper accidents, such  may be done. Such accidents are said to be caused by and to flow  from their subject. It is because they are always in the subject and  follow from it that they may be said to be caused by it. Nonetheless,  their subject is not their efficient cause in the strict sense. Their  efficient cause in the strict sense is rather that which efficiently  48) Les Philosophes Belges, T. 4: Le huitieme quodlibet de Godefroid de Fontaines,  ed. J. Hoffmans (Louvain, 1925), p. 25 (PB 4.25). Note in particular : « Et secundum  hoc dieitur quod non est inconveniens materiam vel subiectum aliquo modo coincidere  cum causa efficiente et aliquo modo non coincidere; quia si consideretur subiectum  ut est in potentia, non est causa efficiens suorum accidentium ...; sed si consideretur  ut est quid in actu, sic dicitur esse causa efficiens talium accidentium ... »  49) PB 4.25.  50) PB 4.26.  51) Op. cit., pp. 95:515-96:579. For fuller discussion of these affectiones in the  will and analogous idoneitates in the senses and in the intellect, see pp. 90:370-94:492,  Also see Casado, op. cit. 165 (1953), pp. 132-40; 283-89.  52) Op. cit., p. 95:525-41.49) 4.925

50) 4.26
51) 0n c 95:515-96:579 For fuller diseussion of ese affectıones 1n the

ll and analogous ıdonertates 1n the SEMNSESs an ın the intellect, Sc«cCc 90:370-94:492
Iso SecEe Casado, Cal 165 1953),

52) 02 C4., 05:525-41
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produces the subject. By Causıng it. it also Causes those accıdents
hıch necessarıly follow from ıt 53)

There 1S SsSOIMe sımılarıty, a least, between the theory presented
an rejected by Godfrey, and that defended by James. The 111
1S sa1ld LO actualıze ıtself (Godfrey) IK0) TNOVe®@ itself (James) by
of certaın affectones thereın. According IM0 Godfrey’s adversary,
certaın Sspecl1es Ar postulated In the possıble intellect by of
whiıich 1t; Can actualıze ıtself ıth respect tOo g1ven objects. The sSame

LO be suggested by certaın remarTks In James’s treatment 54)
T’hıs pomt 1S explicıtly developed In Quodlıbet I W2; where James
appeals to the S5amıe general theory LO sShOWw that the intellect
ıtself by of ecertaın anptıtudınes found thereın 55) oth Godfrey’s
adversary N! James admıt that subject a y be deser1bed
efficj1ent of ıts accıdents 1ın SOTINEe qualified WaY, although not
In the prımary 028 strictest

(4ven these sımılarıties, One mıght indeed SUSPECT that Godfrey
18 ere referring LO James’s theory. We AIe nOot CONVINGEd, however,
that the simılarıt]es Are suffıcıently TEL of themselves IN0 establısh
beyond doubt that Godfrey had dıirect ACCGEessS LO James’s Quodlıbet I

and/or 12 HKor instance, there AIle urther prec1s1ons an 1U2NCces

ın James’s exposıtıon not found In Godfrey’s presentatıon. Consıder,
for instance, the Varlous WaYys 1ın whıich the motion of the wıll 1s
deser1bed DYy James 1n ımportant summarızıng Passage 1n (uod-
lıbet I Here he draws analogy ıth the motion of heavy
body Al ae moved by iıtself formally, by ıts generatıng princıple
effıcıently an DET Ö! and by ıtself efficı1ently but only DET accıdens,
insofar ıt the surroundıng medium efficıently an DET SC,

53) 0n CYH., 96:5453-538
54) 0n CW., 03:453-56 Sımiılıter autem et potentla intellectiva est idoneitas

generalis respectu omnıum intelligıbilium, idest; respectu conformationis actualıs ad
omn1a intelligıbılıa. Sed P hanc generalem iıdoneitatem fundantur aÜlıae speclales
secundum diversıtatem intellig1bılıum ».

5:)) Ssee and note especlally Sıicut ig1ıtur voluntas movet
SU1Ss affectionibus, 81C intellectus movet SuU1s aptıtudinibus, et siımiılıter SENSUS.

Et sicut eadem potentlia voluntatis est INOVELNS et mota, et actıva et, Passıva, S1C et
eadem potentia intellecCctus est actıvya et Passıva, et LO VEIIS et mota. Eodem ıtaque
modo et, unıformiter ponendum est alıquid actırum ın omniı]ıbus hulusmodi potentis,
qula 1psa potentla CUINnN SU1s aptıtudinibus, secundum quod nata est perfici PCI ulteriores
aCctus, dieitur possibilıs, secundum VeIr©QO0 quod ad (0N actus mMmoOovet S 1NO.  n quıidem
eifiıCcıenter, sed formalıter, dieitur .
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and thus ıtself DYy removıng obstacle to ıts motıion. So
LOO, the wıll 1S moved DYy ıtself DE an ın the order of formal
causalıty, by (}+0d effic1ently an DET S an {inally, by ıtself eff1-
cıently, but only DET accıdens, insofar A ıt; the intellect DET SC

wıthout which the 111 ıtself would not be moved. Ör, LO speak INOTeEe

properly, 198078  - OVeS hımself DYy of hıs wıll 1n these WaYysSs 56)
Agaın, /e do not fınd aufficıent evidence of dırect erxtual interde-
pendence ere If thıs wWerTe the strongest evıdence that could De
mustered LO ShOW that 1n Quodlıbet Godfrey had direct ACCGEeSsSS

LO James’s Quodlıbet 1} the 1ssue miıght sti11 remaın 1n doubt Sımilar-
iıtıes of the kınd that ave found eTe could be based Godfrey’s
reference LO SOINeE other works, perhaps, 6 VEl oral wrıtten
report A LO what James (OT SOTINE other thınker) had Sald, for instance,
1n ONe of hıs eXerClses Bachelor rather than A Magıster TEGENS.

According LO the doctrinal table, iın Quodlıbet Ö, d Godirey
OD DOSES Henry of (+hent’s VIEWS eternal quıiddıties s we A hıs
WaYy oTf dıistinguishıng between PSSC essentıae and PSSC erxıstentıae based

dıfference between being related IK0) (+0d A exemplar and
As effic1ent ere, LOO, accordıng LO OUT aNONYMOUS author,
Godirey attackes and destroys the posıtion of James ın hıs fırst (Quod-
hıbet 'T’hıs refutatıon of James 1S sa1ld LO take place Car the en
of Godfrey’s dA1iseussıion 1n 57)

Faırly eaTt the end of Quodlıbet S, 5 Godirey refers LO another
unacceptable ANSWeEeI IM®) the question 91 1ssue there whether the
eSSeNCcCeE of ecereature (OT the creature ıtself) 1S rea| thıng (vera Y€S)
before 1t, actually exısts. As the followıng extual COMParISONS wıll
ShowW, erTe 15 strıkıng sımılarıty between Godfrey’s exposıtıon of thıs
partıcular theory an certaın in James’s Quodlıbet L

56) 0 C1., 08:641-49
57) 0 CL,, 430 I1tem, quaestione tertla, contra HENRICUM, de quidditatibus

agetern1ıs OTtlter. Et contra simılıter L11LOTLO quodlıbet, quaestione sSeXTta,
diffuse ; et quaestione praedicta destruilt illam positionem HENKRILOIL, qula distinguilt
SSe essentlae et, ESSc existentiae secundum relatiıones a Deum sub ratıone exemplarıs
et efficıentis. {bı divıdıt SUO modo enNns iın potentiam e actum, et respondet rationıbus
HENBICI omnıbus multum ene. Ibi etiam contra positionem JACOBRBI 1ın prımo
quodlibet SUO argult et ea estrult, fere In fine .
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Godfrey 4.48) James (62:1-63:42
Per praedicta e quod 1010701 Quinto quaerıitur Utrum essent1a
videtur CoNven]ens respOoNns10 a.d creaturae antequam habeat eSSec

1n effectu a1t, eNSs reale366  J. F. Wippel  Godfrey (PB 4.48)  James (62:1-63:42)  Per praedicta patet quod non  Quinto quaeritur : Utrum essentia  videtur conveniens responsio ad  creaturae antequam habeat esse  ın effectu sıt verum ens reale ...  hanc quaestionem : utrum essen-  tia creaturae vel creatura ante-  Deus autem creaturas cognoscit,  quam sit in actu sit vera res,  cognoscendo essentiam suam ...  quando dicitur quod res antequam  Non autem cognosceret alia per  sıt in actu et in sua natura est  essentiam suam, nisi alıquo modo  in Dei scientia dupliciter : uno  essent ın sua essentia. Essentia  modo enim Deus intelligit res ut  vero divina potest dupliciter con-  sunt in eius essentia ut essentia,  siderarl.  Uno modo ut essentia  et::allo:modo ‚ ut! sunt: an ‚eius  est, alio modo ut potentia et causa  essentia ut potentia;  est. Et secundum hanc duplicem  considerationem entia creata du-  pliciter sunt in Dei essentia. Sunt  enim in ipsa ut essentia est, quia  Deus illa est. Et sunt in ipsa ut  est causa et potentia, quia Deus  illa producere et causare potest ...  Et sic etiam dupliciter sunt in  Dei scientia.  In Godfrey’s text we appear to have a concise summary of  James’s theory. As summarized by Godfrey, this view maintains  that prior to its actual creation a thing may be said to be within  the divine knowledge in two ways : 1) insofar as God knows the thing  as within his essence and as identified with it; 2) insofar as God  knows the thing as within the divine essence taken as a power.  James’s text provides us wiıth more details as to this aspect  of his theory. He begins by recalling that God knows creatures by  knowing his essence. But he can know things distinet from himself  by means of his essence only if they are in that essence in some way.  The divine essence itself can be considered in two ways: 1) insofar  as it is an essence ; 2) insofar as it is a power and a cause. Cori‘esponding  to this twofold way in which the divine essence can be considered,  created beings are said to be therein in two ways. 1) They are in the  divine essence taken as essence, because, when viewed in this way,  God may be said to be these things. 2) They are in the divine essence  taken as cause and power, because God can cause and produce them.  Then, in a part of his text which we have not reproduced here,  James notes that God may be said to be such things in a supereminentanc quaestionem : utrum 105
tıa creaturae vel CTEAaLUTra aNTe- Deus a‚uUutem creaturas cognoscıt,
188! s1t, ın aCctu sıt, era I’CS, cCOgNOSCENdO essentji1am SUuamn366  J. F. Wippel  Godfrey (PB 4.48)  James (62:1-63:42)  Per praedicta patet quod non  Quinto quaeritur : Utrum essentia  videtur conveniens responsio ad  creaturae antequam habeat esse  ın effectu sıt verum ens reale ...  hanc quaestionem : utrum essen-  tia creaturae vel creatura ante-  Deus autem creaturas cognoscit,  quam sit in actu sit vera res,  cognoscendo essentiam suam ...  quando dicitur quod res antequam  Non autem cognosceret alia per  sıt in actu et in sua natura est  essentiam suam, nisi alıquo modo  in Dei scientia dupliciter : uno  essent ın sua essentia. Essentia  modo enim Deus intelligit res ut  vero divina potest dupliciter con-  sunt in eius essentia ut essentia,  siderarl.  Uno modo ut essentia  et::allo:modo ‚ ut! sunt: an ‚eius  est, alio modo ut potentia et causa  essentia ut potentia;  est. Et secundum hanc duplicem  considerationem entia creata du-  pliciter sunt in Dei essentia. Sunt  enim in ipsa ut essentia est, quia  Deus illa est. Et sunt in ipsa ut  est causa et potentia, quia Deus  illa producere et causare potest ...  Et sic etiam dupliciter sunt in  Dei scientia.  In Godfrey’s text we appear to have a concise summary of  James’s theory. As summarized by Godfrey, this view maintains  that prior to its actual creation a thing may be said to be within  the divine knowledge in two ways : 1) insofar as God knows the thing  as within his essence and as identified with it; 2) insofar as God  knows the thing as within the divine essence taken as a power.  James’s text provides us wiıth more details as to this aspect  of his theory. He begins by recalling that God knows creatures by  knowing his essence. But he can know things distinet from himself  by means of his essence only if they are in that essence in some way.  The divine essence itself can be considered in two ways: 1) insofar  as it is an essence ; 2) insofar as it is a power and a cause. Cori‘esponding  to this twofold way in which the divine essence can be considered,  created beings are said to be therein in two ways. 1) They are in the  divine essence taken as essence, because, when viewed in this way,  God may be said to be these things. 2) They are in the divine essence  taken as cause and power, because God can cause and produce them.  Then, in a part of his text which we have not reproduced here,  James notes that God may be said to be such things in a supereminentquando Qie1tur quod T’es antequam Non autem COgnosceret alıa pPEeTI
a1t, 1n aCctu et, 1n S11 natura est. essentiam‚ 181 alıquo modo
1n Del secient1a duphieiter : 19881 essent, 1ın SUa essentiaa. Kssentia
modo enım Deus intelligit TeSs ut eIrO dıyına potest duplhicıter CON-
sunt 1ın e1luUs essent.a ut essentia, s1derarı. Uno modo ut essent]a
et alı MOdoO ut sunt 1n e1IuUSs est, 3110 modo ut potentla et
essentı]a ut potentıa est, Kt secundum anc duplicem

consıderationem ent]ja creata du-
plicıter sunt ın Del essent1]a. Sunt
enım 1n 1psa ut essentıa est, qula
Deus HE est. Kt sunt ın 1DSa ut
est, et potentia, qul1a Deus
1la producere et CausSsSare potest366  J. F. Wippel  Godfrey (PB 4.48)  James (62:1-63:42)  Per praedicta patet quod non  Quinto quaeritur : Utrum essentia  videtur conveniens responsio ad  creaturae antequam habeat esse  ın effectu sıt verum ens reale ...  hanc quaestionem : utrum essen-  tia creaturae vel creatura ante-  Deus autem creaturas cognoscit,  quam sit in actu sit vera res,  cognoscendo essentiam suam ...  quando dicitur quod res antequam  Non autem cognosceret alia per  sıt in actu et in sua natura est  essentiam suam, nisi alıquo modo  in Dei scientia dupliciter : uno  essent ın sua essentia. Essentia  modo enim Deus intelligit res ut  vero divina potest dupliciter con-  sunt in eius essentia ut essentia,  siderarl.  Uno modo ut essentia  et::allo:modo ‚ ut! sunt: an ‚eius  est, alio modo ut potentia et causa  essentia ut potentia;  est. Et secundum hanc duplicem  considerationem entia creata du-  pliciter sunt in Dei essentia. Sunt  enim in ipsa ut essentia est, quia  Deus illa est. Et sunt in ipsa ut  est causa et potentia, quia Deus  illa producere et causare potest ...  Et sic etiam dupliciter sunt in  Dei scientia.  In Godfrey’s text we appear to have a concise summary of  James’s theory. As summarized by Godfrey, this view maintains  that prior to its actual creation a thing may be said to be within  the divine knowledge in two ways : 1) insofar as God knows the thing  as within his essence and as identified with it; 2) insofar as God  knows the thing as within the divine essence taken as a power.  James’s text provides us wiıth more details as to this aspect  of his theory. He begins by recalling that God knows creatures by  knowing his essence. But he can know things distinet from himself  by means of his essence only if they are in that essence in some way.  The divine essence itself can be considered in two ways: 1) insofar  as it is an essence ; 2) insofar as it is a power and a cause. Cori‘esponding  to this twofold way in which the divine essence can be considered,  created beings are said to be therein in two ways. 1) They are in the  divine essence taken as essence, because, when viewed in this way,  God may be said to be these things. 2) They are in the divine essence  taken as cause and power, because God can cause and produce them.  Then, in a part of his text which we have not reproduced here,  James notes that God may be said to be such things in a supereminentKt S1IC eti1am dupheiter sunt ın
De1l se1entıa.

In Godfrey’s text WE aD DAa LO ave concl]ıse SUMMaLYy of
James’s theory. As sSummMaTızed by Godfrey, thıs 1e W maıntaılns
that PT10T LO ıts actual ereatıon thıng mMa y be saıd to hbe wıthın
the dıyıne knowledge In LWwoO WaYys insofar s (}A0d knows the thıng

wıthın hıs eSsSeNCce an ıdentifıed wıth 165 2) insofar (z0d
knows the thıng As wıthın the dıyıne Gce taken D

James’s TexXT, provıdes us wıth 11NOoTe detaiıls IM9) thıs aspect
of hıs theory. He begıns by recallıng that (+0d knows creatures DYy
knowing hıs eSSeCcNCceE. But he Ca  w} NOW thıngs cAistinet from hımself
by of hıs eESSECNCcE only ıf they AIe 1ın that esseNCce 1n SOINeEe Way
The dıvıne eSSeEeNCEe ıtself Ca  - be consıdered 1n LWO Ways 1) insofar
A ıt, 1S CSdCNCEC , 2) insofar As ıt; IS OWEI anNnd Corresponding
LO thıs wofold WaYy 1n which the dıyıne essenNnCce Ca  ; be consıdered,
reated beings Are sald K8) be thereıin 1n LWO Ways 1) T’hey AaArTe ın the
dıyıne eSSecNCce taken As CSSCcCHNCEe, Decause, when viewed In thıs WAaY,
(+0d mMa y be sald be these thıngs. 2) T’hey ArTe In the dıyıne eSsSSeMNCceEe

taken As an AA  9 because (+0d Oan Ral produce them
Then, 1n part of hıs text which ave not reproduced here,

James nNnOTes that (+0d ma y be saıld LO be such thıngs ın superemment
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WaY, but he 67  - also them nsofar creatures ATe sa1ld tOo
be ın the diıyıne esseNnNCce ın the fırst WaY, taken precısely CSSCHCE,
they ATe really ıdentical ıth that eSSsSeNCce Vıewed 1ın thıs WaYy the
creature 1ın (+0d IS nothing but the creatıve eESSCNCE, for the eSSeNCcE

such oes not entaiıl an Y relatıon IM9) somethıng other than (+0d
Insofar they AIe viewed In the second WAaY, A in (+0d taken
W and 9 then they Ar e consıdered other than and dıistinet
from (+0d 'To be W and bespeaks relatıonshıp LO SOINe-

thıng that 15 other an distinet 58) 'T ’hıs 1S why James then nOoTtTes
that (+0d knows thıngs 1n both WaYS, that 1S, insofar they AT

1ın the divime eSSCNCE, and ınsofar they ALl ın the dıyıne W
In other WwOorTds, ONne reads ın both eXTS, they AI 1ın the dıvıne
se]ence ın these LWwoO WaYyS. So far, then, Godfrey’s text has presented

ıth sauccınet SUMMALY of James’s LTEeasOoNS for sayıng that SOINE-

thıng mMa y be sald to be iın the dıyıne knowledge In these LWO Ways
Godfrey econtınues by 91VINg selected verbatım cıtatıons from
James’s text

Godfrey 1b1d. James 63:43-61
et pr1mMO modo intellıgere OICca- Kt pr1m0o quıdem modo intelligere

creaturas, est intellıgere e4s utUTras est, intellıgere C645 ut NON

dıistinguuntur Deo, 18168)  H dıstinguuntur aD 1PSO;
secundo autem modo est, intellı- Secundo autem modo intellıgere
SEIC e ut sunt alıae et, distinetae 1DSas, est intellıgere e4s ut sunt
3,.b Ko; S] CTZO accıpıtur CTEGCATLUTA alıne et, dıstinetae ab 1PSOJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and @. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  367  way, but he can also cause them. Insofar as creatures are said to  be in the divine essence in the first way, taken precisely as essence,  they are really identical with that essence. Viewed in this way the  creature in God is nothing but the creative essence, for the essence  as such does not entail any relation to something other than God.  Insofar as they are viewed in the second way, as in God taken as  power and cause, then they are considered as other than and distinct  from God. To be a power and a cause bespeaks a relationship to some-  thing that is other and distinet 5®). This is why James then notes  that God knows things in both ways, that is, insofar as they are  in the divine essence, and insofar as they are in the divine power.  In other words, as one reads in both texts, they are in the divine  science in these two ways. So far, then, Godfrey’s text has presented  us with a succinet summary of James’s reasons for saying that some-  thing may be said to be in the divine knowledge in these two ways.  Godfrey continues by giving us selected verbatim citations from  James’s text.  Godfrey (ibid.)  James (63:43-61)  et primo modo intelligere crea-  Et primo quidem modo intelligere  creaturas, est intelligere eas ut  turas est intelligere eas ut non  distinguuntur a Deo,  non distinguuntur ab ipso;  secundo autem modo est intelli-  Secundo autem modo intelligere  gere eas ut sunt aliae et distinctae  ipsas, est intelligere eas ut sunt  ab Eo; si ergo accipitur creatura  aliae et distinctae ab ipso ... Si  ut non est a Deo distincta, sic  accipitur creatura ut non est a  est res vera simpliciter, quia est  Deo distineta, sic manifestum est  illa divina essentia;  quod est vera res, quia est ipsa  si vero accipiatur creatura ut est  divina essentia ...  a Deo distincta, sic est res aliqua  Si vero accipiatur creatura ut est a  non simpliciter sed cum determi-  Deo distineta, sic habet difficulta-  natione, scilicet ut obiectum cog-  tem quaestio proposita ... Et vi-  niıtum.  detur esse dieendum quod crea-  tura vel essentia creaturae ante-  quam sit in actu, est res aliqua  non simpliciter sed cum determi-  natione, scilicet ut obiectum cog-  nitum.  58) Op. cit., p. 63:31-41.S1
ut NO  e est, Deo dıstineta, SIC accıpıtur ecreatura ut NN 281
est, TE6S era sımplicıter, quı1a est Deo dıistineta, S1C manıfestum est,
ıll dıyına essent]ja quod est, era ICcS, quı1a est, 1psa
31 eTO accıplatur creatura ut est dıyına essent1ia

Deo dıstınceta, SIC Est. TeS alıqua SI eTO0O accıplatur ecreatura ut est
110  ; sımplhıcıter sed CUM determ1- Deo dıstineta, S1C habet dıfficulta-
natıone, scilicet ut obhrectum COS- tem quaest1o proposıtaJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and @. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  367  way, but he can also cause them. Insofar as creatures are said to  be in the divine essence in the first way, taken precisely as essence,  they are really identical with that essence. Viewed in this way the  creature in God is nothing but the creative essence, for the essence  as such does not entail any relation to something other than God.  Insofar as they are viewed in the second way, as in God taken as  power and cause, then they are considered as other than and distinct  from God. To be a power and a cause bespeaks a relationship to some-  thing that is other and distinet 5®). This is why James then notes  that God knows things in both ways, that is, insofar as they are  in the divine essence, and insofar as they are in the divine power.  In other words, as one reads in both texts, they are in the divine  science in these two ways. So far, then, Godfrey’s text has presented  us with a succinet summary of James’s reasons for saying that some-  thing may be said to be in the divine knowledge in these two ways.  Godfrey continues by giving us selected verbatim citations from  James’s text.  Godfrey (ibid.)  James (63:43-61)  et primo modo intelligere crea-  Et primo quidem modo intelligere  creaturas, est intelligere eas ut  turas est intelligere eas ut non  distinguuntur a Deo,  non distinguuntur ab ipso;  secundo autem modo est intelli-  Secundo autem modo intelligere  gere eas ut sunt aliae et distinctae  ipsas, est intelligere eas ut sunt  ab Eo; si ergo accipitur creatura  aliae et distinctae ab ipso ... Si  ut non est a Deo distincta, sic  accipitur creatura ut non est a  est res vera simpliciter, quia est  Deo distineta, sic manifestum est  illa divina essentia;  quod est vera res, quia est ipsa  si vero accipiatur creatura ut est  divina essentia ...  a Deo distincta, sic est res aliqua  Si vero accipiatur creatura ut est a  non simpliciter sed cum determi-  Deo distineta, sic habet difficulta-  natione, scilicet ut obiectum cog-  tem quaestio proposita ... Et vi-  niıtum.  detur esse dieendum quod crea-  tura vel essentia creaturae ante-  quam sit in actu, est res aliqua  non simpliciter sed cum determi-  natione, scilicet ut obiectum cog-  nitum.  58) Op. cit., p. 63:31-41.Wt V1-
nıtum. detur eSSe dıeendum quod CTEA-

Lura vel essentla creaturae ante-
QUaN sıt, In aCctu, est, TeS alıqua
NO  s sımplıcıter sed CUu determ1-
natıone, scılicet ut objıectum COS-
nıtum.

58) 02 Cil., 63:31-41
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'The close parallelısm between these LWO Can hardly

be explaıned otherwıse than by appealıng LO sSOINe kınd of extual
interdependency. The evıdence A N DCAaIs LO indıcate that Godfrey IS
ere cıtıng and 1ın part summarızıng James. James 18 clearly presenting
hıs OW theory an Godfrey 15 Just clearly presenting the theory
of SOINEONE else, theory that he hımself 18 about LO er1tic1Zze. Conse-
quently, the close sımılarıty between the LWwO EeEXTtSs Can hardly be
accounted for by appealıng IN0 SsSOTILeEe thırd SOUTCE, known both LO
Godfrey and LO James, which each would ave cıted hıterally.

G1ıven Godfrey’s penchant for abbrevlatıng the EXTtS of others 59)
ArIe I11OTeEe inclhined LO belleve that ıt, 1S Godfrey hımself who has
carefully summarTızed James here, rather than SOTINe unknown

abbreviator whom Godfrey would merely be quoting. In thıs partıcular
instance, GG(odfrey has cıted James hıterally, but has omıtted SOMNe

eXxplanatory COoMMeNnNtSs that AIle found ıIn James’s text Hor instance,
after observing that for (4+0d LO NOW CTEATUTrES In the fırst WaYy 18
for hım LO understand them s not dıstingulshed from hımself, James
adds the comment that for (+0d LO understand creatures In thıs WaYy
1S nothıng else than for hım LO understand hıs OW perfections eo)
Godirey lıterally reproduces the maın pomt, but omıts the explanatory
comment Then after statıng that for (}40d IM0 NOW creatures iın the
second WaY 18 for hım LO understand them other an dıistinet
from hımself, James agaln adcdds SONeEe explanatory remarTks. He observes
that LO understand creatures In thıs second WaYy IS to understand
them In the PIODEI And he then repeats the general question
1 lssue here, before beginnıng LO make hıs applıcatıon 61) Godfrey

99) See, for instance, Bruce Braswell, « Godirey of Fontaines’ Abridgement of
Boetius of Dacia’s ‘Quaestiones P- lıbrum Topıcorum Aristotelis’ », Mediaeval
Studies 26 1964), Paul Wilpert, Kın Compendium des Jahrhunderts »
M ıttellateinisches Jahrbuch 1965), 165-8 (0 Godfrey’s abridgement of Boetius
of Dacıla’s De aeternıtate mundı) For fuller discussion of Godfrey’s ell known student
notebook SC6 Glorieux, Un recueıl scolaire de (+0defroid de Fontaines Recherches
de theologıe ANCLENNE el medrievale 1931), 37-53 DvIın, La Aoctrıne Ade In provıdence
AMNS les Berıts de Sıger de Brabant (Louvain, 1954), WHor description of
the contents of Godfrey’s philosophical lıbrary In the 1g of the SUTrVIViNg manuscr1ıpts
of the Same SC Duin, « La bibliotheque philosophique de (Jodefroid de Fontaines »,
Kstudios TLulianos (1959), 21-36:;: In the present CAase W e aPPCaL CO ave

interesting ıllustration of Godfrey’s readıness to summarTIıze carefully opposıng
posıtıon before subjecting ıt to erıtiecism.

60) 0 CHl., 63:44-45
61) 0 CY., 63:48-49
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lımıts hımself LO ıteral cıtatıon of the maın pomnt agaln, the statement
that for (+0d LO know creatures 1ın the second WaYy 1Ss for hım LO under-
stand them other and distinet from hımself.

Godfrey then iımmediıately I0 James’s applıcatıon of thıs
theory LO the question a 1sSsuUe. In short, A read 1ın both eXTS,
1f the CTEATLUTE 18 taken something whiıich 1S not dıstınet from God,
then ıt, 111 indeed be real thıng (res VvVETA$A 1n Godfrey, VDEr TesSs In
ames) because it 18 ıdentical ıth that esSecNCeEe ıtself. 1 hıs, ıt, wıll
be recalled, 1S the pomınt under diseussıon here. XO determıne whether

CTEATUTE 1S rea|l thıng Pr1OT to its actual exı1ıstence. But, the LWO
eX contınue, 1f the CTEAaTLUTE 18 taken A somethıng dıstınet from
God, then it 1Ss not real thıng wıthout qualification, but only ıth
thıs specıficatıon, insofar A ıt, IS object of cognıtıion. Agaın,
Godfrey has eliımınated SOINe of explanatory and repetiti0us
nature 62)

Then, although he omıts few nes In whıch James recalls hıs
dıstiınetion between the L wo WaYy>S 1ın whıch somethıng Canı be In the
dıyıne knowledge, Godirey agaln reproduces James’s LEXT, almost
verbatım 63)

Godfrey zO01d. James 64:65-02)
S1 enım Deus cognoscıt creaturas S] Crso Deus cognoscıt cereaturas
antequam sınt et ut sunt a‚ h Jlo antequam sınt, et1am ut sunt aD
alıne et, dıstınctae, 1d autem quod 1PSO alıa2e et dıstinetae, 1d autem

quod intellıgıtur est obıectum COS-intellıgıtur estT obıectum COSN-
tum, quod quıdem oportet alıquıid nıtum, quod quıdem oportet alı-
CSSC, quod enım nullo modo est, qu1d esse Nam quod ullo modo

est. et, Oomnıno nıhıl est, 1ON1910781 intellıgıtur ; manıfestum est.
CIgO quod creatura antequam s1t intelligıtur ; manıfestum est, quod
ın effectu est, alıquıd ut obıectum Creatura, et1am antequam s1t; ın
cognıtum alıud Deo cCOognOoscente, ffectu, est, alıquıid ut obıectum
qula ut S1IC cCOogNnOoscıtur Deo DEr cognıtumJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and @. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  369  limits himself to a literal citation of the main point again, the statement  that for God to know creatures in the second way is for him to under-  stand them as other and as distincet from himself.  Godfrey then immediately moves to James’s application of this  theory to the question at issue. In short, as we read in both texts,  if the creature is taken as something which is not distinet from God,  then it will indeed be a real thing (res vera in Godfrey, vera res in  James) because it is identical with that essence itself. This, it will  be recalled, is the point under discussion here, to determine whether  a creature is a real thing prior to its actual existence. But, the two  texts continue, if the creature is taken as something distinct from  God, then it is not a real thing without qualification, but only with  this specification, insofar as it is an Oobject of cognition. Again,  Godfrey has eliminated some passages of an explanatory and repetitious  nature %2).  Then, although he omits a few lines in which James recalls his  distinetion between the two ways in which something can be in the  divine knowledge, Godfrey again reproduces James’s text, almost  verbatim °%3).  Godfrey (tbid.)  James (64:65-92)  si enim Deus cognoscit creaturas  Si ergo Deus cognoscit creaturas  antequam sint et ut sunt ab illo  antequam sint, etiam ut sunt ab  aliae et distinctae, id autem quod  ipso aliae et distinctae, ıd autem  quod intelligitur est obiectum cog-  intelligitur est obiectum cogni-  tum, quod quidem oportet alıquid  nitum, quod quidem oportet ali-  esse; quod enim nullo modo est,  quid esse. Nam quod nullo modo  est et omnino nihil est, non  non intelligitur; manifestum est  ergo quod creatura antequam sit  intelligitur ; manifestum est quod  in effectu est aliquid ut obiectum  creatura, etiam antequam sit in  cognitum aliud a Deo cognoscente,  effectu, est aliquid ut obiectum  quia ut sic cognoscitur a Deo per  cognitum ... Et secundum hoc di-  suam essentiam ut scilicet essentia  cendum quod in cognitione, qua  causa est ipsius creaturae ;  Deus cognoscit creaturas per suam  essentiam ut causa est, 1psa essen-  tia et est obiectum cognitum et  est ratio cognoscendi effectum,  scilicet creaturam.  62) See JAMES, 0ß. cit., p. 63:54-59.  63) See JAMES, 0p. Cit., pp. 63:61-64:65.Kt secundum hoc d1-
SU am essenti1am ut scıheet essentla ecendum quod iın cognıtione, UUa
AaAUSa est. 1PSIUS cCreaturae ; Deus cCOogNOSCIt creaturas PEI SUuamn

essentiam ut est, 1psa eN-
t1ıa e est obıectum cognıtum et
est, ratıo cCOognNOsScendI effectum,
sciılıcet ereaturam

62) See JAMES, O' CWl., 63:54-59
63) Ssee JAMES, C



370 Wıppel

According LO both EXTS, ıf (+0d 1S sa1ıd LO NOW creatures before
they actually exıst 1ın distinetion from hım, that whıch 18 understood
18 still object of knowledge (obrectum cognıtum). HKor somethıng
to be object of knowledge, however, it must be somethıng (alıquid).
That which 1s In WaYy al a 11 (and 1s absolute nothiıngness, accordıng
LO James’s text cannot be understood. Therefore, it wiıll follow that

creature before ıts OWN aetual exıistence must be somethıng insofar
1t 1s known by (4+0d According LO Godfrey’s vers1on, asuch Ul

be true of ıt, because 1t 1s known by G0d DYy of hıs eSSCHNCE,
insofar hıs ESSENCE 18 viewed Cause of the creature Here Godfrey
has brıefly summarTızed InNnOTe extended diseussion by James where
he explaıns the mode of od’s knowledge of thıngs other than hımself.
By knowıng hıs essenCce not merely eSsSeNCceEe but a 180 ‚67  9 he
knows other thıngs 64) Then, ın Passage whıich ave reproduced
ın OUT text above, James observes that 1n thıs knowledge whereby
(+0d knows creatures by knowıng hıs eSSECNCcE insofar ıt 1s 9
the dıyıne eSsSseNnNCce 18 both the object known N! the 1Te€4250N for knowıing
the effect, namely, the CTEATUTE

At thıs pomint Godfrey cıtes nother sentence from James’s text
and then concludes hıs deser1iption of the theory ıth sSummarızıng
statement

Godfrey (PP 483-49 James 64:92-65: 12)
SCHLDEI autem 1d quod est, ratıo demper auıtem ıd quod est ratıo
cognoscendı alleuus sicut COgNOSCENdI sicut9 exıgıt a l1-
ex1ıgıt alıquıd alıud cognıtum, quı1a qu1d alıud cognıtum ; CU1US ratıo
sicut nıhıl est SUu1 1PS1US, est, qula, sicut nıhıl est, ausa S
SIC nıhıl est ratıo COgNOSceENdI 1PS1US, S1C nıhıl est ratıo CO9NOS-
1psum sicut Krgo CTEATUT2A cend]1 se1psum sıcut
antequam s1t, 1n effectu est realıs Quare Creatura, antequam Sır 1n
LEeS alıqua ut obıectum ; T effectu, es<t, res alıqua ut obhıectum
et1am a,‚h alıquıbus cAie1itur quod cognıtum, et1am ut est Deo alıa
creaturae antequam sınt In effectu et distineta Kt hoc satıs redıt ın
sSunt LTeS ut exemplatae, qul1a idem Ccu ©  9 quod a‚h alıquibus
oportet ıdeam et ideatum, e XeN- die1tur quod creaturae, ante-
plar et; exemplatum eESsSe distineta QUAaNı sınt 1ın effectu, Sunt VeTrT4r®e
CUu dieantur relate. LeS ut exemplatae370  J. F. Wippel  According to both texts, if God is said to know creatures before  they actually exist in distinetion from him, that which is understood  is still an object of knowledge (obiectum cognitum). For something  to be an object of knowledge, however, it must be something (aliquid).  That which is in no way at all (and is absolute nothingness, according  to James’s text) cannot be understood. Therefore, it will follow that  a creature before ıts own actual existence must be something insofar  as it is known by God. According to Godfrey’s version, such will  be true of it because ıt is known by God by means of his essence,  insofar as his essence is viewed as cause of the creature. Here Godfrey  has briefly summarized a more extended discussion by James where  he explains the mode of God’s knowledge of things other than himself.  By knowing his essence not merely as essence but also as cause, he  knows other things %*). Then, in a passage which we have reproduced  in our text above, James observes that in this knowledge whereby  God knows creatures by knowing his essence insofar as it is a cause,  the divine essence is both the object known and the reason for knowing  the effect, namely, the creature.  At this point Godfrey cites another sentence from James’s text  and then concludes his description of the theory with a summarizing  statement.  Godfrey (pp. 48-49)  James (64:92-65:112)  semper. autem id quod est ratio  Semper autem id quod est ratio  cognoscendi alicuius sicut causa  cognoscendi sicut causa, exigit alı-  exigit aliquid aliud cognitum, quia  quid aliud cognitum; cuius ratio  sicut nihil est causa sui ipsius,  est quia, sicut nihil est causa sui  sic nihil est ratio cognoscendi se  ipsius, sic nihil est ratio cognos-  ipsum sicut causa. Ergo creatura  cendi seipsum sicut causa  antequam sit ın effectu est realis  Quare creatura, antequam sit in  res aliqua ut obiectum; prout  effectu, est res aliqua ut obiectum  etiam ab aliquibus dieitur quod  cognitum, etiam ut est a Deo alia  creaturae antequam sint in effectu  et distinceta. Et hoc satis redit in  sunt verae res ut exemplatae, quia  idem cum eo, quod ab aliquibus  oportet ideam et ideatum, exem-  dieitur ;  quod creaturae, ante-  plar et exemplatum esse distincta  quam sint in effectu, sunt verae  cum dicantur relate.  res ut exemplatae ... quia oportet  64) Op. cit., p. 64:70-89.qula oportet

64) 02 C 64:70-89
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1ıdeam et iıdeatum, exemplar et
exemplatum eSSC dıstineta, OCUu
dieantur relatıvae, manıfestum esft,
quod creaturae, antequam habe-
ant esse in effectu, SUNT *6S
ut exemplatae.

According LO OUT LWwoO eXTS, ıf somethıng 18 to the LTEAaSON

for knowıing insofar S iıt 18 viewed s ıt, demands somethıng
else to that whıch 1s known. 'T’hıs 1S because, ]Just A nothıng
Ca  a ıtself, LOO, nothıng Ca  - An the TeE4asON for knowing
ıtself 2 Godfrey’s text ımmedıately draws the conclusıon,
that the CTEATLUTE before ıts actual exıstence 18 st1l]] real thıng insofar

it 18 taken S object. After SOTNeEe urther explanatıons whıich
Godfrey has omıtted from hıs resume, James aTT1Ves ,T the Samne

conclusıon. Hıs text includes the specıficatıon that the CTEALUTE,
before ıts actual exıstence, 18 real ıng insofar Ar ıt, IS taken
known object (of diıvıne knowledge), and S other than anı distinet
from (A0d 'T’hıs final pomnt 1S ere omıtted DYy Godfrey, although ıt
would follow from hıs presentatıon of the theory.

Interestingly enough, both James an Godfrey’s SUMIMary CON-

ect thıs theory of James ıth another, accordıng In8 whıich creatures,
before theır actual exıstence, mMa y be deser1bed true thıngs insofar

they Ar related LO the dıyıne eSsSseNCe an the divıne ıdeas A theır
exemplar Thıs 18 because of the eed 8 dıstıngulsh between
the exemplar and that which depends 1t, An exemplar. Agaın,
although Godfrey’s Text 1s INOTe succınct, the sım1larıty between
the ÜwoOo vers1ons 1S noteworthy ıIn theır COTININON recognıtıon of the
compatıbıilıty of James’s theory wıth hat aD DEAaIS LO be the 1eW
of eNTYy of (+hent 65)

In the hıght of the close parallelısm between James’s presentation
of hıs theory 1n Quodlıbet L, . and Godfrey’s 2CCount of the SA71e

ın Quodlıbet S, D, 1t, would SCceI1 thıs tıme that OUTr aNhONYMMLOUS

65) Wor explıcr identification of thıs V1IEW exposed 1n thıs ontext by James
ıth that of eNTYy of Ghent, SECEC Benes, « Valor ‘Possibilium’ apud T’homam,
Henricum Gandavensem, Llacobum de Viterbio », Diavus T'homas 1927), 350
For Godfirey’s erit1ic1sms of James’s theory, SsSc«Cc As the doetrinal
indicates, the major part of this Quodlibet 8! 3) 1s directed agalınst eNTYy of Ghent
(see ‚I0 57 above). FKor INOTE Godfrey’s eriıtic1sms of Henry thıs pomt, SECE the
monograph Godfrey’s metaphysıcs which Aare presently preparıng for publication.
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doetrinal table 1S PTeC In Quodlıbet S , Godfrey oes indeed
AD PCAT LO NOW J9 mes’s Quodhlıbet The extual sımı1larıty 1s
oTCAL that Godfrey MUST ave had James’s text before hım ın uod-
hıbet S, 5 OL else VeELYy ACCUTATE SUMMMLALYy made by SOI eoOoNne else.
As ave indıcated above, W lean DO the fırst alternatıve. DBut
ıIn eıther event, whether Godirey hımself summarTızed James’s tEeXT,
OL whether he reproduced SUMMaLYy made by another, the 11OTe

ımportant pomt for OUTLTC present rema1ıns. Godirey, 1ın
work which 1s normally dated In 1291 cıtes aCCcount taken from
James’s fırst Quodlıbet, work whiıich 18 generally placed by recent
wrıters In 1293 a{ the earhest.

Siınce ONne Can hardly remaın ontent ıth the suggestion that
Godfrey Was cıtıng yet undelivered an unwrıtten quodlıbetal
question, other alternatıves mMust NO be consıdered. T'wo possıbılıtıes
ımmediately COME LO mınd : 1) Perhaps James’s Quodlıbet W as not
delivered In 1293, but earher. 2) Perhaps Godfrey’s Quodlıbet WasSs

not presented until 1293 OTL later

T’he ate of James’s Quodlubet
Ag ave already ındıcated ın the openıng lınes of thıs study,

Ypma places James’s promotıon A Magıster 1ın theology 91 Parıs
Kaster, 12953 Sınce only Masters ın theology could econduct offie1ja| 1

quodlıbetal debates erTe, it would follow that James’s fırst Quodlıbet
could not be dated pr10Tr LO 1293 Both Ypma an Gutierrez cıte the
recoTrds of the chapter of the Roman provınce of the Augustin1ans,
held ın May, the feast of Pentecost, 1293 According IN0 these
recoTds sızahle gran provıded for James by the Roman PTOVINCEe,
LO SUPPOITt hım iın hıs work an tO meet the arısıng from
hıs recent promotıon Master In theology T Parıs 66) (G(Gutierrez

66) See YPMA, Jacobr de Viterbiuo K.S.AÄA disputatıo DrımMa de quolhbet, an
6 1} Gutierrez, De Tacobi Viterbiensis K.S.A vıla, onerıbus el Adoctrina theologıica
Kome, 1939), WKor the cla SCce Analecta Augustinmana 1907/08),
« Dıffimimus et, Oordinamus et gratiose concedimus quod frater Jacobus de Viterbio,
UPp' factus ei; lıcentiatus doetor ıIn theologia Parısıus, habeat provıncla PTro
ad]utorio0 Sul princıpıu et Su1 studıiı quinquagınta florenos urı. Ita tamen quod hoc
NNO praesentı habeat, medietatem et, alıam medietatem In NNO futuro372  J. F. Wippel  doctrinal table is ccrrect. In Quodlibet 8, q. 3, Godfrey does indeed  appear to know James’s Quodlibet 1. The textual similarıty is so  great that Godfrey must have had James’s text before him in Quod-  libet 8, q. 3, or else a very accurate summary made by someone else.  As we have indicated above, we lean to the first alternative. But  in either event, whether Godfrey himself summarized James’s text,  or whether he reproduced a summary made by another, the more  important point for our present purposes remains. Godfrey, in a  work which is normally dated in 1291, ciıtes an account taken from  James’s first Quodlibet, a work which ıs generally placed by recent  writers in 1293 at the earliest.  Since one can hardly remain content with the suggestion that  Godfrey was citing an as yet undelivered and unwritten quodlibetal  question, other alternatives must now be considered. Two possibilities  immediately come to mind : 1) Perhaps James’s Quodlibet was not  delivered in 1293, but earlier. 2) Perhaps Godfrey’s Quodlibet 8 was  not presented until 1293, or later.  The Date of James’s Quodlibet I  As we have already indicated in the opening lines of this study,  Ypma places James’s promotion as Magister in theology at Paris  c. Easter, 1293. Since only Masters in theology could conduct official  quodlibetal debates there, ıt would follow that James’s first Quodlibet  could not be dated prior to 1293. Both Ypma and Gutierrez cite the  records of the chapter of the Roman province of the Augustinians,  held in May, on the feast of Pentecost, 1293. According to these  records a sizable grant was provided for James by the Roman province,  to support him in his work and to meet the expenses arising from  his recent promotion as Master in theology at Paris %). Gutierrez  66) See Yrma, Jacobi de Viterbio 0.E.S.A. disputatio prima de quolibet, p. v and  n. 1; Gutierrez, De B. Iacobi Viterbiensis 0.E.S.A. vita, operibus et doctrina theologica  (Rome, 1939), p. 15. For the Acta see Analecta Augustiniana 2 (1907/08), pp. 345-46 :  « Diffinimus et ordinamus et gratiose concedimus quod frater Jacobus de Viterbio,  nuper factus et licentiatus doctor in sacra theologia Parisius, habeat a provincia pro  adjutorio sui principii et sui studii quinquaginta florenos auri. Ita tamen quod hoc  anno praesenti habeat medietatem et aliam medietatem in anno futuro ... Haec est  collecta _ imposita ... pro fr. Jacobo de Viterbio, magistro nostro novo, pro provisione  gua annuali, vili flor auri; ... Pro fratre Jacobo de Viterbio, Magistro nostro, pro expensis  promotionis Magisterii sui, hoc anno xxv flor ».Haec est
collecta ımposıta372  J. F. Wippel  doctrinal table is ccrrect. In Quodlibet 8, q. 3, Godfrey does indeed  appear to know James’s Quodlibet 1. The textual similarıty is so  great that Godfrey must have had James’s text before him in Quod-  libet 8, q. 3, or else a very accurate summary made by someone else.  As we have indicated above, we lean to the first alternative. But  in either event, whether Godfrey himself summarized James’s text,  or whether he reproduced a summary made by another, the more  important point for our present purposes remains. Godfrey, in a  work which is normally dated in 1291, ciıtes an account taken from  James’s first Quodlibet, a work which ıs generally placed by recent  writers in 1293 at the earliest.  Since one can hardly remain content with the suggestion that  Godfrey was citing an as yet undelivered and unwritten quodlibetal  question, other alternatives must now be considered. Two possibilities  immediately come to mind : 1) Perhaps James’s Quodlibet was not  delivered in 1293, but earlier. 2) Perhaps Godfrey’s Quodlibet 8 was  not presented until 1293, or later.  The Date of James’s Quodlibet I  As we have already indicated in the opening lines of this study,  Ypma places James’s promotion as Magister in theology at Paris  c. Easter, 1293. Since only Masters in theology could conduct official  quodlibetal debates there, ıt would follow that James’s first Quodlibet  could not be dated prior to 1293. Both Ypma and Gutierrez cite the  records of the chapter of the Roman province of the Augustinians,  held in May, on the feast of Pentecost, 1293. According to these  records a sizable grant was provided for James by the Roman province,  to support him in his work and to meet the expenses arising from  his recent promotion as Master in theology at Paris %). Gutierrez  66) See Yrma, Jacobi de Viterbio 0.E.S.A. disputatio prima de quolibet, p. v and  n. 1; Gutierrez, De B. Iacobi Viterbiensis 0.E.S.A. vita, operibus et doctrina theologica  (Rome, 1939), p. 15. For the Acta see Analecta Augustiniana 2 (1907/08), pp. 345-46 :  « Diffinimus et ordinamus et gratiose concedimus quod frater Jacobus de Viterbio,  nuper factus et licentiatus doctor in sacra theologia Parisius, habeat a provincia pro  adjutorio sui principii et sui studii quinquaginta florenos auri. Ita tamen quod hoc  anno praesenti habeat medietatem et aliam medietatem in anno futuro ... Haec est  collecta _ imposita ... pro fr. Jacobo de Viterbio, magistro nostro novo, pro provisione  gua annuali, vili flor auri; ... Pro fratre Jacobo de Viterbio, Magistro nostro, pro expensis  promotionis Magisterii sui, hoc anno xxv flor ».PTO fr Jacobo de Viterbio, magistro NOSTtTTLO NOVO, PTrO provısıone
1082 ! annualı, 111 flor aurl ; Pro fratre Jacobo de Vıterbilo, Magistro nOostro, PTO eXPeENSIS
promotion1s Vagıster11l Sul, hoc NNO y B flor Ö
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specıf1es that thıs promotıon dıd not take place ear the en! of 1299
but Kaster, 1293, both because thıs Was the tıme get, asıde for
conferring such degrees, aM hecause of the anguage of the Acta
LO whıch ave Just referred : factus el Ihcentratus doctor un

theologıa Parısıus 67) Moreover, should ONe be inchined LO inter-
pret the term VELY broadly A LO refer LO event 1n the
11N0OTe dıstant past, for instance, In 1291 other references 1ın the Acta
of the Order pomt LO the CONTtrAaTY. Thus 1ın September, 129L1. an
agaln, 1n October, 1292, James 18 referred LO Bachelor 68) Conse-
quently, unless these records Are completely mıstaken the question
of James’s PTODEI tıtle during thıs per10d, 1t; wıll follow that he Was

not promoted until after ÖOctober, 1292;, and before May, 12983 Or
1K0) put 1t; 1NOTe conservatıvely, ıt; 11 follow that EeWS of hıs promotion
had not reached the Roman provınce 1n October, 1292, but had
one by Pentecost, 1293

At least part of thıs evıdence, that 1S, the 1293 reference LO
James A Ne  < Master 9 AD PEAaIS LO ave moved (+orjieux LO PIODOSC
1293 A the date for James’s promotıon 69) Presumabily, therefore,
Lottin would ave een of thıs sSamıe evıdence when he suggested
that James’s fırst Quodlıbet be redated In 1291 As ave already

67) 09 Crt., FKor others wh: place James’s promotion 1n 1293 an presumably
therefore hiıs fırst, Quodlıbet ın that Same VCcar Scc Casado, pensamı1ento fılosofico
de]l beato Santiago de Vıterbo », La (iudad de Dios 163 )) 431 ; Scanzıillo,

La prıma quaestio disputata "Je Verbo'’ del codıce U7 1 della Biblioteca dell’ Archigin-
naslo dı Bologna », Asprenas ), 25.926 Ruello ollows Ypma In placıng
James’s Our quodlibetal dısputes ın ın hıs L/’analogie de I8  etre selon Jacques
de Viterbe, Quodlibet 1’ Quaestio 1 », Augustimana 1970), 145, Il.

68) FKor the reference of September, 129L1, SsSc«c Analecta ugustenmand 2 (1907/08),
394 « Pro fratre Jacobo Viterbiens!ı], Baccellarıo parıslens], PrO .NNO praeter1to

et futuro, XVI florenos de ‚UTO . For the reference of Oectober, 1292, C 341
« Pro fratre ‚Jacobo Viterbiens!1, Baccellarıo parıslens], DPTO ordinata provisione, V1l flor }

69) La Ixtterature quodlıbetique de 1260 FORU, 1’ 14 ote that he mistakenly
refers to the Provıncıal chapter of 1293 General chapter of the ÖOrder, an that
he cıtes the followıng Lext from Denifle-Chatelain, Ohartularıum Uneersitatis Parıisıensıs,

I1 (Parıs, 1891), PrO fratre Jacobo de Viterbio magıstro NOSTTO NOVO Ye Then,
according to Glorieux, stal] literally cıting the Chartularıum, the chapter provıded

addıtional 25 lorıins P eXpens1s promot1on1s magisteril Sul hoc annoO », The
Omı1ssion of the between SuUur an hoc of the ast cıtatıon would make ‚VE

stronger the implıcatıon that James had been promoted In that very VCArL., But

punctuated ın the text found ıIn the Analecta Augustinmand, the hoc NTNLO would
refer LO the tıme when the lorıns WeTEe LO be granted rather than LO the tiıme of James’s
promotion. Ssee 16
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SCCH, Lottin regarded the dates of Godfrey’s Quodlıbets 1NOTeEe

surely establıshed than those of James. If Godfrey dıd refer to James’s
fırst Quodlıbet 1n hıs OW Quodlıbets and Ö, and ıf they truly date
from 1290 and 1291 then 1t; 11 follow that James’s Quodlhlıbet
Can be later than 1290 FKor IeCasON, Lottin Was ontent LO
place ıt ın 1291 70) As ave SCCNH, the alleged references by Godirey
1ın hıs Quodlıbet LO James’s Quodlıbet aD PCAaI to be doubtful
(jven the unequ1vocal reference LO James’s Quodlıbet in Godfrey’s
Quodlıbet S, D, however, OUT problem remaılns. Are R8 redate
James’s Quodlıbet and place ıt 1n 1291 1n spıte of the eviıdence
recorded 1ın the Acta OT the Augustinlans for thıs per10d ® Or ATe

LO redate Godfrey’s Quodlıbet 8& In order LO AL SWELI thıs,
must NO attempt LO evaluate the evidence for the latter. Perhaps
then 111 be 1n better posiıtıon LO determiıine which evıdence 1s
Stronger that pomting LO 1291 the date for Godfrey’s Quodlıbet S,

that pomting LO 1293 the date for James’s promotıon and (uod-
hıbet

T’he ate of Godfrey’s Quodlubet
In OTder tOo asSsess . MOoOTeEe accurately the evıdence offered DYy

(+lorieux for the date of 1291 for Quodlıbet S, ll dıstinguısh
between that offered for the termınus TUO and the termınus nıle

TUEM respectively. As regards the termınus TUO, GHlorieux dates
Quodlibet 1ın 1289 for LWO TEaSONS In ONe manuscr1ıpt there 1s
margınal OTte indıcatıng that In Quodlıbet O, F Godfrey 1s refuting
John of Murro. Sınce John dıd not recelve the tıtle of Magıster until
the begınnıng of 1289, Quodhlbet should not be dated PT10T to that
tıme /1) Agaın, (G(GHorieux maıntaılns that Godfrey’s Quodlıbet 1S
poster10r LO Henry of (+hent’s uodlıbet 13 Lottin has offered 11OTe

detaıjled evıdence for thıs same pomnt by showıng that 1ın Quodlıbet O,
7B Godirey hıterally cıtes Passage from Henry of Ghent’s uod-

lıbet IS 11 If Henry’s Quodlibet 13 dates irom Kaster, 1289,
then Godfrey’s Quodlibet cannot be pr10T LO that date 72) Conse-

70) Perhaps he shared OUT doubts about references In Godfrey’s Quodlibet
LO James’s Quodlibet

71) 0 C 150
72) (GLORIEUX, Cu., 150; LOTTIN, Psychologie el morale (Louvaıiın,

1942), IL, Lottin places Godfrey’s Quodlibet at hristmas, 1289
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quently, ıf Godfrey conduected ONe quodlıbetal debate PEr yCarl al
zE tıme, then Godfirey’s Quodlibets an 11l ave IM0) be subsequent
tOo 1289 and 111 fall ıIn 1290 an 1291 respectıvely 73) Kurther evıdence

tOo the termınus TUO has een offered by Lottin ıth respect tOo
Godfrey’s Quodlıbet In Quodlıbet S, 16, he finds Godfrey cıtıng
Henry’s Quodlıbet 14, A Sınce the latter 1S dated 1n December,
1290, the ımplicatıon agaln 18 that Godfirey’s Quodlıbet should be
subsequent LO that date and, therefore, mıght well fall 1n 1291 75)

As regards OUT partıcular problem, Godfrey’s citatıon of James’s
Quodlibet 1n hıs Quodlibet S, the determınatıon of the termınus
nte JUEM 15 L1LLOTIT®E eruc1a|l. One miıght well ıth Glorieux an
Lottin that Godfrey’s Quodhlıbet falls after 1290, but mıght suggest
that there Was interval between uodlıbets and S, and therefore
that Quodhbet W as not del1ıvered until 1293 thereafter. In
attempting tOo determıne the dates for subsequent Quodlıbets, (HMorjieux
cıtes allusıon to the abdieation of Pope Celestine and the CONTtTO-
versies surroundıng the Same ın Godfrey’s Quodlıbet 12, Sınce
the abdıeatıon dates from December 13 1294, he sSUuggeESTS that
Quodlibet 12 be placed 1n 1295 76) Still, ONe miıght wonder, why
not place ıt yCarl LWO later ® In aln y event, he then wrıtes that
Quodlibet 13 1s certaımly PT10T to 1297 In Quodlibet 19, there
1s reference LO legislatıon 1n force SINCE the tıme of Gregory @ whiıich
WasSs modıfıed by Boniıface 111 1ın hıs constitution (ıaum quod
felıcıs of March GE 1298 He refers to Pelzer’s diseussıion of thıs SsSame

pomt. Here, however, ıt should be noted that Pelzer concludes that
Quodlıbet 13 Can be dated later than 1297, whereas (+lorieux
maıntaıns, the strength of the same evıdence, that 1t must be
pr10r LO 1297 77) (+lori1eux finds urther confırmatıon for 1296

73) (GLORIEUX, CH s 150.
74) 02 C 314 an I1.

75) On the dates of Henry Quodlibets SceC (GLORIEUX, O C4., 87-93;
On the date of Quodlibet 14, SECEC Iso SC6 (+ömez Cafifarena, Cronologia de
la Suma de Knrique de Gante POI relacıon SUuSs Quodlibetos», Gregorsanum 1957), 133

76) 02 CH., 150
77) KFor GLORIEUX, Scec C4t., 150. Wor Pelzer SEEC h1ıs (+odefroid de Fontaines.

Les manuserits de Ses Quodlibets cConserves la Vaticane et dans quelques autres

bibliotheques , Revue Neo-Scolastıque de Phirlosophie (1913), 503 Pelzer cıtes
margınal note iın ON manuscr1pt (Vat. 1032 which adverts LO the 116  < legislation.

Hoffmans finds the SsSammlle ın Parıs Ms and notes 1ts ıimportance 1ın enabling Pelzer
LO date Quodlibet 13 later than 1297 See Les Philosophes Belges, 1 A 160.
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datıng 1n SOINe manuscr1pt margınal references 1n Quodlıbet 13,
IN0 James of Vıterbo Sınce he ere holds that James Was probably
conducting quodlıbetal debates ıIn 4-1  9 he SUggESTS that (+0d
frey’s Quodlibet 13 should be placed faırly close LO that tıme, that
1S, ın 1296 Fınally, Glorieux finds splendid confırmatıon for a ]] of
thıs 1f One distrıbutes Godfrey’s Quodlıbets the hasıs of ONe perI
VCAarL, startıng from 1290 the date of Quodlıbet Quodlıbet
311 therefore fall iın 1291; Quodlibet 1ın 1292, Quodlıbet 10 1ın 1293,
Quodlibet 11 1n 1294, Quodlıbet 1: 1n 1295 an therefore after the
abdıcatıon of Celestine A and Quodlıbet 13 11 fall 1n 1296 78)

In evaluatıng the evıdence for 1291 the date of Quodlıbet Ö,
AIe 1N0OTe satısfıed ıth that offered for the termınus TUO than

for the termınus ante QUECWL, There aP PEa LO be a1 least three aSSUMD-
tıons In the Case for the Ftermınus ante TUEM Kırst, because Quodlıbet 2

4, knows of the abdıceatiıon of Celestine and because the latter
dates f{rom December 3, 1294, Godfrey’s diseussıon of the s4ame

should be placed 1ın 1295 Agaın, because Quodlibet 13 appeals
LO legıslatıon which W as modıfıed by Boniıiface I11 1n March, 1298,
Quodlıbet 13 must be pr10r tOo 1297 Fınally, 1 A pomt In hıs Career,
Godfrey’s uodlibets ATre LO be dıstrıbuted the basıs of ONe DEI
yCal 79)

As LO the fırst pomt, ın earher sectıon of hıs book (GHorieux
disecusses the value of allusıons LO CoONteMPOTaTY events 1ın deter-
mınıng dates of quodlıbetal questions. There he LWO rules
of interpretation for the SaArIne Kırst, reference LO partıcular hıstorıcal
event Justifıes ONe 1n concludıng that the quodlıbet 18 poster10r LO
that event. Second, such reference permits ONne LO conclude that
thıs partiıcular Quodlıbet IS the fırst LO be sustaıned by the Master
In question er the event has taken place. In SUPPOIt of the second
rule, he comments that g1ven event loses ıts of actualıte wıthın

YCAar, often EeVCeLN wıthın S1X months. So long A the Master has not
made publıc pronouncement ıth respect LO such event, question

78) 0n CH.,
79) The added pomnt, that Quodlibet should be placed In 1296 because of

suggested references .hereıin to James of Vıterbo, aD PCAaAISs IM0} be partıcularly weak.
There Wäas nothing to prevent 0)6l  D Master TOM referring VIEWS exposed by another
SOINC VCars earlier. Moreover, have already presented evidence indicating that
Godfrey had cıted James 1ın Quodlibet his does not preclude ater reference, C
ın Quadlibet
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relatıng LO ıt mıght ell be raısed by OINlECONEC a hıs tırst subsequent
quodlibetal debate. But thıs 0ccasıon has presented itself, hat
pomt would there be 1ın neglecting IN0 refer LO ıt ‚1 that tıme 2N!
then In domg 1 later quodlıbetal sgess10n ® In addıtıon CO
thıs rather prio0r1 Justiıficatıon of the second rule, GHorieux appeals
to empirıcal evıdence. In GCase where ave certaın evıdence

to the date of partıcular Quodlibet and fınd ONe of ıts questi1ons
treatıng of such known historıcal contemporary event, fınd
that thıs Quodlıbet 1S indeed the fırst IK0) be conducted by the Master
er that event 80)

It would SCCHl, therefore, that Glorieux 1S appealıng LO thıs
second rule 1n datıng Quodlıbet 192 1ın 1295 Because Quodlıbet 12
knows of the abdıcatıon of Celestine In December, 1294, ıt, must
be Godfrey’s fırst quodlıbetal debate eTtr that event, N! therefore
111 lıkely fa ]] 1n 1295 As regards the applıcatıon of Glorieux’s rule
tOo thıs Case, OlNlle mıght gran the rule but suggest that Godfrey CON-

dueted quodlibetal debate for yCcal LWO, thereby placıng
Quodlıbet 19 ın 1296 1297 Kven S!  $ ıf the rule 18 valıd, Quodlıbet 11
could not ave een conduected after December, 1294, SINCE ıt oes
not refer LO Celestine’s abdıiecatıon. Hence, ıf ıt; falls ın 1294, Quodlıbet
Oa  - be later than the academıc yCar 1291-92, accordıng LO (Horijeux’s
thırd assumption, namely, that Godfrey’s Quodlıbets AICc LO be dıstrı-
buted 1 the rate of ONne peI academıc yCal 81)

On the other hand, 0)41% might question the valıdıty of thıs second
rule of interpretatıon. Granted that ıt, 1Ss veLryY hlıkely that such
reference LO cContemporary event ould aD PCal In gıven aster’s
ext quodlıbetal interventıion, must thıs be the case ® Kven ıf (Horieux
has found evıdence of reference LO gıven historical ‚event by

partıcular Master 1ın an Y Quodlibet but hıs fırst after that event,
why aSsSsSumme that such could not happen ® In thıs partıcular Case,

might no0% SsSOMle reference be made by Godirey LO Celestine’s abdıcatıon

80) 09 C8l., sO0-S1 YKor examples of thıs 1na. point, Secc 81, ü

81) Granted that (GGlorieux has assigned Quodlıbets through the basıs

of ON  D for ach calendar VCar, the underlyıng principle applied here 18 really that they
be assigned at the Trate of OIl  D pCI academıc yYCAaL., See the references In 19 @ S85 eI0W an
note that Glorieux himself appeals LO an finds veriıfıcatıon of the principle of 0)41%

quodlibetal debate PCIr academiıc yYCcar iın hıs discussıon of the dates of enTy of Ghent’s

Quodliıbets (0D C4., an I1l,. 2) ote Iso that he assıgns Henry’s Quodlibets
an to different academıc » but LO the sSame calendar VC3AlL, namely, 1286 at

Kaster an Christmas respectively (PP 91-92
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1ın 1296 later, even though the pomt had not een raısed In hıs
quodlıbetal dıspute of It might ave een raılsed 1n 1296 precısely
because 1t Was then being diseussed by another Master other
Masters. Ihus, Glorjieux’s OW. testımonYy, the Same pomt Was

diseussed by Peter of Auvergne 1n 1296, 1n hıs fırst Quodlibet 32)
As regards (+lorieux’s second assumption ın establıshing the

termınus ante JUEM for Quodlibet Ö, ave already indıcated ONe

ımportant dıfference between hıs interpretation an that of Pelzer
ıth respect to the evıdence avaılable ere Because of reference
in Quodhbet 13, LO legıslatıon hıch Was modıfıed by Boniface1
1n March, 1298, Pelzer concluded that Quodliıbet 13 Can be later
than 1297 For Somme reason, (+lorieux concludes that Quodlibet 13
must be pr10T to 1297 83) Here Glorieux LO ave SONC beyond
the evıdence. 'The most that ONe Can safely deduce from E 1s that
Quodlıbet 13 07R  - be later than December, 12900 A Pelzer suggested,

possıbly that ıt, Can be later than Lent, 1298, because of certaın
peri0d of tıme requıred for eEWS of the legislatıon of March 3, 1298,
LO reach Parıs an the fact that Kaster fell Aprıil in 1298 In
an Yy event, ıf Quodlıbet 13 falls wıthın the academıc yCal 7-1  E
whether ın December 1n March, N! 1f ONe concedes Glorieux’s
thırd assumption that Godfrey conducted ONe quodlıbetal debate
DEr academıc yCal GF thıs tıme ın hıs Career, then Quodlıbet could
fa In the academıc yCar w B Whether thıs would allow for
Godfrey’s cıtatıon of James’s Quodlibet ın hıs Quodlıbet remaıns
to be determıned

Thıs leads usS LO (‚Horjeux’s thırd assumptıion In establıshing
the termınus ante TUEM for uodlıbet S, namely, that Godirey conduected
only ONe quodlıbetal dispute per academıc yCar during the ater

of hıs teachıng Career. Wrıting ın 1910, Mandonnet accepted
thıs Oordınary procedure, that 18, that Master conducted quod-
hlıbetal dıspute only ONCeEe each yCar 84) Whıle noting that Masters
had the rıght tOo conduct ÜWwoOo quodlıbetal dısputes PEeI year, (GHorieux

82) O0n Cy., 79, 8 9 an (Parıs, 1935), 375
83) See the references ın note k above. YKor Boniface’s constitution SecECe In ber

Sextus Decretalium Bonifactt Panpae VIII, 1, 6) 3 8 In Friedberg, Corpus Turi8
'ANONLCL I1 (Leipzig,

84) « La cCarrıere scolaıre de Gilles de Rome » Revue des SCLENCES Dhrlosophıques
et theologıques (1910), 494 He cıtes the Casec of Henry of Ghent evidence of the
normal practice.
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observes that accordıng to the avaılable evıdence, VELY few actually
One quodlıbetal debate PeEL academıc yCal WasSs the prevaılıng

practice. The CONLraTYy ecustom (of conductıng two PEeI year whıch
aD PEAIS to ave een operatıve a the vVveELrY beginnıng of the institution
of quodlıbetal debates oes not SEEIN LO ave continued veErYy long.
(HorJieux finds the only examples of LWwO debates 1n gıven yCcar
in Gerard of Abbeville, Thomas Aquınas durıng hıs Parısıan per10d,
perhaps Ranulf of Hombheres, and Godfrey of HKontaılnes durıng
hıs fırst academıc yCar of teachıng 85)

In Su therefore, ONne WAY of placıng Godfrey’s Quodlibet
in Lent, 1293, and of retaınıng (Horjeux’s thırd assumption that
Godfrey econdueceted only ONne quodlıbetal debate DEr academıc A
would be LO challenge hıs fırst and second assumptions. The fırst,
that Quodlıbet Fa 18 LO be placed in 1295 because of ıts reference
LO Celestine’s abdıcatıon, mıght well be questioned. In the absence
of other evıdence ONe might easıly allow for reference to the abdıca-
tıon of December, 1294, ıIn quodlıbetal debate Aas late, perhaps,

December, 1296 If Quodlıbet Ü WelIe placed ın the academıc
VCeal 1296-97, then Quodlibet could be placed 1n the academıc
yCarl 1299203 an therefore 1n Lent, 1293 As LO the second assumptıon,

ave already observed that ıt; 1S far safer LO conclude that Quod-
hlıbet 13 Can be later than the academıc yCal 1297-98 than hold
that 1t; must be pr1O0r LO 1297 Placıng it; 1ın 1297-98 would a1s0 allow
Quodlıbet to be dated 1n 12992-93 We ave already referred to
the evıdence presented by Ypma and (GGJutierrez for James’s promotıon
A Master of theology 1n Parıs Kaster, 1293 If ONne WerTIe LO antıcıpate
thıs date Dy few weeks months an werTe to suggest that James
conducted hıs fırst quodlibetal debate durıng the Lenten Sess10N
of 1293, then Godfrey’s Quodlibet mıght ell fall wıthın the SaIinle

general per10d, Lent, 1293, an still refer to James’s Quodlıbet
'T hıs would, of COUTSC, PTesuPnDOSEC that 1t Was conduected after James’s
quodlıbetal dıspute durıng that SAaAIe Lenten per10d. Thıs resolution
of OUT problem would ımply break of ONne academıc yCcarl 1n whiıich
Godirey econducted quodlıbetal debate Thus ıf Quodlıbet dates
from the academıc yCal 1289-90 (Chrıstmas, 1289), and Quodlıbet
{rom 1292-93, then Quodlıbet 311 fall eıther ınto 1290-91 1291-92,

85) 0n C4l., 1‚ According to Glorieux’s table in Ze Nicolas du Pressoir
conducted quodlibetal debates 1ın December and agaln in Aarc. during the academic
y Car 1273-74 (see 375 an 180 202)
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leavıng the remaınıng academıe yYCarl wıthout (+0dfriıdian Quodlıbet
Such, of COUISEC, 1S quıite possıble.

Concludıing Remarks

10010288& SET10US dıfficulty ollows from the claım by Ypma an
(Autjierrez that James’s promotıon dates from Kaster, 1293 In
another ontext Ypma wrıtes that James became Master of theology
In the spring of N! succeeded (A1les of Rome Magıster VEGENS.
But ıf James’s promotıon took place 91 Kaster, 1293. then, contınues
Ypma; he could not ave succeeded (GCHles Magıster VEGENS untiıl
the beginnıng of the 16557} academıc yCal, that 18, September, 1293
Ypma ere offers thıs A second argument 1n SUpPOIT of hıs content.ion
that GChles eed not ave gıven actıve teachıng 1 the en of the
academıc yCal 1290-91, but COU. ave contınued untiıl the en of
the VCar 1292-93 He SUggESTS that ıt 18 not lıkely that the Augustinlıan
order WOoOu ave eft ıts sıngle chaır of theology RF Parıs unfilled
from 1291 until 1293 86)

Hor OUT 3 the ımportant pomt IS the contention that
James, havıng een promote Kaster, 1293, could not ave begun
actıve teachıng As Master untıl the followıng September an PrESUM-
ably, therei{ore, could not ave econdueceted hıs fırst quodlıbetal
debate until later 1ın 1293 'T’hıs UUl st111 not allow for cıtatıon of
that Same Quodlibet by Godfrey ın Lent of 1293 1n hıs Quodlıbet
In evaluatıng thıs VIeW, ıt should fırst be noted that the evıdence
marshalled by Ypma 1 mMmOost establıshes the DOosshılıty that (Ales
continued IM9) ecture actıvely Master durıng the academıc yCal
1292-93, thereby Jeavıng OPEN the possıbılıty that he dıd not do

87) If he dıd not actıvely ecture durıng that academıc YCalL, there
would ave een Augustinı1an chaır for James to fill

86) La Jormatıon des professeurs chez les Krmaites Ade Sarnt-Augustin (Paris, 1956),
p- 8

87) 0 CW.; 83.84 Ypma first argument rests document TOmM Philip
the Fair of April, 1293, whereıin (+1les 18 SDL referred LO professor Sacre Pagıne, ‚Vemn

though he had een serving Prior General of the Order for INOTEC than yCar by that
tıme. However, Ypma argument here aPPCaIs to D t0O much. FKor he Iso
notes, tWwo documents emanatıng TOM the Bishop of Parıis an! datıng TOM December,
1293, Iso refer LO GCiles Professor In Sacra Pagına. Since ‚VemIl Ypma admıts that
Giles W a not actıvely serving Magister 1ın December, 1293, the earher reference
of April, 1293, does not i that he Was actıvely eXxerclsing that offıce then eiıther.
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As LO the celaım that James Was promoted Kaster, 1293 ıt
wıll be recalled that both Ypma an (Jutierrez cıte the records of
the chapter of the Roman provınce of the Augustinlans, held 1n
May, 1293 whereın reference 1S made LO James’s recent promotion

Master 1n theology al Parıs. As ave also SeceNMN above, Gutierrez
maıntaıns that thıs promotıon dıd not take place ear the en of
1292 but Kaster, 1293, both because thıs Was the tıme get asıde
for conferring such degrees, and because of the reference 1n the Acta
of the Augustinlans LO James’s recent promotion 88) Stall, ıt; would
SEEeIN that the term recent » (nupner factus el lhcentratus doctor)
the term (Magıstro NOVO) could be applıed In May LO Äaster
who had een promoted somewhat earher durıng the S54a Ille academıc
YCalL, that 1S,; 12992-93 89) As LO the other Dart of Gutierrez’s argument,
that Easter Was the tıme get, asıde for conferring such degrees, he
hımself offers evıdence ın sSupport of that s'patement. In tact,
ıt; AD DEAIS that 1t, mMa y ell be challenged.

HKıirst, of all, the Acta of the Augustini1ans refer LO the fact that
James had recently een lieensed ASs doector But he 1S a,1s0 referred
LO there As OUT EW Master » 90) Rashdall wrıtes that the specıal
tıme for conferring hcenses In the theological faculty Was about

Saints’ Day 91) If thıs 1 aCCcurate, then James could be referred

See Y pma, lOcC. C:, an ote Ypma finds urther confırmatıon for hıs posıtion 1ın
references ın the capıtular ‚cts of the Koman province of Augustinlans of 1292, 1293,
and 1294, according which Sum of gold lorıns econtinued be allotted Giles
ın hıs capacıty Master of eology 1n pPrev1ous YCaLs (see 7) In the references
cıted bDy Ypma TOM Analecta A ugustiimand (1907/08), D 324, 341, 346, and 3065,
(Gles 1s respectively referred Ollows Doetore theologıae » (Mav, 1288),
agıstrı nostrı » (September, 1291), Venerabili Doetore fratre Egidio et prıore (+enerali

NOSTtTO (October, 1292), Magistro et (zenerall priore » (May, 1293), Doectore NOStrO »

March, 1294 ere does not C111 LO e : any consıistent pattern of dıifferentiatıon
here between the tıtles Master and Doector. hus 1ın 12588 and agaın ın 12992 ıles 18
referred LO Doetor. Consequently, SiInce 1294 reference LO hım A Doector does not

imply that he then actıvely teachiıng U Parıs, neılither does the 1292 reference
(as Doctor) the 1293 reference (as Master) gaın Ypma argument aPPCAIS LO AA
15016 much.

88) See OUT text above, an note 66
89) See the LEexXt, cited 1n note above.
90) In that SAaINe cıtatıon found ın ote 66 above, ef. AL D' factus et l1ıcentiatus

doetor ıIn theologıa ParisiusJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and &. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIIT  381  As to the claim that James was promoted c. Easter, 1293, it  will be recalled that both Ypma and Guti6errez cite the records of  the chapter of the Roman province of the Augustinians, held in  May, 1293, wherein reference is made to James’s recent promotion  as Master in theology at Paris. As we have also seen above, Gutierrez  maintains that this promotion did not take place near the end of  1292 but c. Easter, 1293, both because this was the time set asiıde  for conferring such degrees, and because of the reference in the Acta  of the Augustinians to James’s recent promotion ®8). Still, it would  seem that the term «recent» (nuper factus et licentiatus doctor) or  the term « new » (Magistro novo) could be applied in May to a Master  who had been promoted somewhat earlier during the same academic  year, that is, 1292-93 8°). As to the other part of Gutierrez’s argument,  that Easter was the time set aside for conferring such degrees, he  himself offers no evidence in support of that statement. In fact,  it appears that it may well be challenged.  First of all, the Acta of the Augustinians refer to the fact that  James had recently been licensed as a doctor. But he is also referred  to there as «our new Master» ®). Rashdall writes that the special  time for conferring licenses in the theological faculty was on or about  Al Saints’ Day *). If this is accurate, then James could be referred  See Ypma, loc. cit., and note 6. Ypma finds further confirmation for his position in  references in the capitular acts of the Roman province of Augustinians of 1292, 1293,  and 1294, according to which a sum of gold florins continued to be allotted to Giles  in his capacity as Master of Theology as in previous years (see n. 7). In the references  cited by Ypma from Analecta Augustiniana 2 (1907/08), pp. 272, 324, 341, 346, and 365,  Giles is respectively referred to as follows: « Doctore sacre: theologiae » (May, 1288),  « Magistri nostri » (September, 1291), « Venerabili Doctore fratre Egidio et priore Generali  nostro » (October, 1292), « Magistro et Generali priore » (May, 1293), « Doctore nostro »  (March, 1294). There does not seem to be:any consistent pattern of differentiation  here between the titles Master and Doctor: Thus in 1288 and again in 1292 Giles is  referred to as Doctor. Consequently, since a 1294 reference to him as Doctor does not  imply that he was then actively teaching at Paris, neither does the 1292 reference  (as Doctor) or the 1293 reference (as Master). Again Ypma’s argument appears to prove  too much.  88) See our text above, pp. 372-73 and note 66.  89) See the text cited in note 66 above.  90) In that same citation as found in note 66 above, cf. : « nuper factus et licentiatus  doctor in sacra theologia Parisius ...»; also : «pro fr. Jacobo de Viterbio, magistro  nostro novo ... »; also : « Pro fratre Jacobo de Viterbio, Magistro nostro, pro expensis  promotionis Magisterii sui ... »  9l) H. RASaDALL, The Universities of Hurope in the Middle Ages, New Ed. by»S also : fr. Jacobo de Viterbio, magı1stro
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38% Wınpel
LO Bachelor 1ın October, 1292, CO ave receıved the heentiate
In November, and could ave incepted Master WF SsSOmMe later
pomt in that Same academıc yCar. As LO the tıme of inceptlion, Lattle
observes that there does not Seen) LO ave een fıxed date for thıs
In fact he Sa ysS the sSAIne both regards the tıme for recelving the
hlicentjate an for incepting Master 92)
M. Powicke an Emden, Vol (Oxford, 1936), 480 ote that Rashdall Iso
speciıf1es that this happened ın A alternate VCAaTrT, that 18, in ' Jubilee yCar.
On thıs Iso SECC Glorieux, Renertorre 1! Ags the following notes TOM Denifle-
Chatelain, (’hartularıum uggest, the Jubilee WeTe6 the odd But conferring
of the icense W as apparentliy not always imıted to these + « Sicut ın facultate
theologiae (cf. ‚D n 763), S1C in facultate mediecinae praesentatio et collatio lıcentlae
communiıter (non semper) annıs imparibus (secundum Gallicanum) fıebant.
Ut n 930 liquet, jam un 30001  ' QUO lıcentiae dabantur, AENUS jubilaeus vocabatur .
See Denifle-Chatelain, OChartularıum Un versitatzis Parısıensıs, il (Parıs, 1891 360,

023, note Iso SEC 220, 763, note « Sieut ın facultatıbus deeretorum et
mediecinae (V. infra n©9 923, nota read 5 ]), S1C et 1ın facultate theologiae ommunıter
annıs ımparıbus lıcentlae dabantur » (ıtalıcs Ours) As In the note cıted TOomM 360,
here Iso W take the commMmunNıter indicate that, such Was not always the Case., Some
of the instances cıtea by Lattle and/or referred to In 1, 92 below Iso indicate that
conferral of the 1cense wWäas not restriceted to the Jubilee * Hence, ‚:ven though
129 W as zl ven VCar rather than od! ONe, an therefore not Jubilee VCQTLT, thıs
regulatıon of itself would not bar ONe TOM suggesting that James could have been
licensed In 12992 rather than 1293

92) Lıittle, Chronological otes the ıfe of Duns Scotus », Englısh 218L07%L-
cal Revieuw 4.7 Y D7S, in In sSupport of thıs he cıtes the following dates TOM
SOINC Dominican Masters of the period : «  « Romeo (of Majorca) Wäas lieensed ıIn 1307,

festum Johannıis Baptiste’ (probably the Nativıty, June) an incepted SOomn

after Miıchaelmas; Herv6®, "licenciatus tempore paschaliı (Kaster iın 1307
fell 26 March); Berengarıus de Landorra, l1censed 26 March 1308; Laurence Brito,
‘Liceneijatus et; ncepit 1309 Mense Februari; Johannes Picardı, lıcensed
November 1310 YKor Little’s authority for this SE Denifle, Quellen ZUTC Gelehrten-
geschichte des Predigerordens » Archiv für Intteratur-und Kırchen-G(Aeschichte des Miittel-
alters (1886), 213 For INOTE recent edıtiıon of thıs SOUTCE SECcEe Kaepelli, Stephanus
de Salaniaco et Bernardus G(Gurdonis. De 'uatuor ın Quzbus Deus Praedicatorum Ordinem
Insıqgnuvit, Monumenta Ordinis Fratrum Praedıcatorum Hıstorıica AD (Rome, 1949

According the Kaepelli edition, Romeo of Majorca wWas lıcensed In 1306
rather than ın Also, Kaepelli indicates, the Webruary, 1309 date for Laurence
Briıto would INeAaL February, 1310 according to the modern WaYy of beginning the yYCar
(0D. CL,, 132, I1. 14) According this SOUTCOC, therefore, Dominican Masters of the
per10d lıcensed ın June, KEaster, In March, ın February, an ın November.
Moreover, Laurence incepted 1n February. If James licensed early In November,
1292, an ncepted shortly hereafter, it; would Seem that he could ave conducted
hıs first Quodlibet 1ın Lent, 1293 Granted that certaın peri10od öf tıme would
between ne’s  2 reception of the hcentijate an his officjal inception Master, apparently



of Vaıterbo’s Quodirbet and of Fontaınes’ Quodlubet IIT 383

In the absence of evıdence LO the CONTrAaTY, therefore, ONe might
PITODOSC the followıng possıbılıty. James mMay ave receıved
hıs 1cense 1n the fa,]] of 1292, perhaps earl All Saıiınts’ Day

Rashdall’s 1e W would ave ıt, and then after aitable per10d
of tıme solemniy incepted An Master. Sınce the tıme per10d between
reception of the lıcense an inception does not AD DGa CO ave een
rıg1dly fıxed, ıt Ma y ave een relatıvely short in James’s Case

According to thıs hypothesıs, James would ave incepted early enough
iın the academıc YCcal 12992-93 to conduct hıs first Quodlıbetal debate
1n Lent, 1293, and therefore, for hıs VIeWS tO ave een known to
Godfrey 1ın hıs Quodlıbet S which would also be placed 1ın Lent,
1293 T'hıs, then, aD PEAIS to be ONe possıble solution for OUFLr problem,
ONne which entaiıls slıght modıficatiıons both fOor the datıng of Godfrey’s
Quodlibet an James’s Quodlıbet Godfrey’s Quodlibet would
NO be redated to fall ın the academıc yCcar 1292-93, probably
1ın Lent, 1293, aN! James’s reception of the lecense and hıs inception
would be early enough ın the academıc yCcar 1292-93 LO enabhle hım
LO ave conducted hıs fırst quodlıbetal dıspute durıng that SamIne

academıc YyCal, agaln INOTeEe hıkely 1ın the Lenten essS10N.

that period did not have LO be VeryY extended. See the ase of Laurence Brito NTterest-
ingly, the references LO James Bachelor In October, 1292, an Master ın May,
1293, recorded in the Augustinlan cla ATrTe interpreted In the WaYy W AaAre proposimg
here In note ın Analecta Augustimmniana 1907-08), 345 Rather than conclude
that James W as promoted KEaster, 1293, the note LEASONS that he Was promoted
1n the beginning of the academic VCar 1292-93, that IS LO SA Y , In Oetober November,
1292

For eXceptions tO the rule diseussed ın 11. Ql above which would restrict the
conferring of licenses tOo the Jubilee odd Secre Johannes Picardı (lıcensed 1n
November, 1310 and Romeo of &a]0rca (licensed ıIn 1306, according LO the Kaepelli
edition). Berengarius de Landorra might T fırst sight appcCar LO be another (licensed
March 2 C} However, Kaster fell April ın 1308 If the Universıty of Paris
then began 1ts calendar VCarl at Kaster (see g Ql for the first cıtation TOmM Denifle-
Chatelain), then March 2 9 1308 by modern reckoning would fall 1n the VeAar 1307 qccord-
ıng the University’s system and therefore in Jubilee VYCar Presumably, the

compiler of this part of the ıst. of Dominican Masters himself began the VCar wıth
March 2 9 thereby placing March 26 ın 1308 according hıs reckonıing. hus he wrıtes
Fr Berengarıus de LandorraJ. of Viterbo’s Quodlibet I and &. of Fontaines’ Quodlibet VIII  383  In the absence of evidence to the contrary, therefore, one might  propose the following as a possibility. James may have received  his license in the fall of 1292, perhaps on or near All Saints’ Day  as Rashdall’s view would have it, and then after a suitable period  of time solemnly incepted as Master. Since the time period between  reception of the license and inception does not appear to have been  rigidly fixed, it may have been relatively short in James’s case.  According to this hypothesis, James would have incepted early enough  in the academic year 1292-93 to conduct his first Quodlibetal debate  in Lent, 1293, and therefore, for his views to have been known to  Godfrey in his Quodlibet 8, which would also be placed in Lent,  1293. This, then, appears to be one possible solution for our problem,  one which entails slight modifications both for the dating of Godfrey’s  Quodlibet 8 and James’s Quodlibet 1. Godfrey’s Quodlibet 8 would  now be redated so as to fall in the academic year 1292-93, probably  in Lent, 1293, and James’s reception of the license and his inception  would be early enough in the academic year 1292-93 to enable him  to have conducted his first quodlibetal dispute during that same  academic year, again more likely in the Lenten session.  that period did not have to be very extended. See the case of Laurence Brito. Interest-  ingly, the references to James as Bachelor in October, 1292, and as Master in May,  1293, as recorded in the Augustinian Acta are interpreted in the way we are proposing  here in a note in Analecta Augustiniana 2 (1907-08), p. 345. Rather than conclude  that James was promoted c. Easter, 1293, the note reasons that he was promoted  in the beginning of the academic year 1292-93, that is to say, in October or November,  1292.  For exceptions to the rule diseussed in n. 91.above which would restrict the  conferring of licenses to the Jubilee (odd) years see: Johannes Picardi (licensed in  November, 1310) and Romeo of Majorca (licensed in 1306, according to the Kaepelli  edition). Berengarius de Landorra might at first sight appear to be another (licensed  March 26, 1308). However, Easter fell on April 14 in 1308. If the University of Paris  then began its calendar year at Easter (see n. 91 for the first citation from Denifle-  Chatelain), then March 26, 1308 by modern reckoning would fall in the year 1307 accord-  ing to the University’s system and therefore in a Jubilee year. Presumably, the  compiler of this part of the list of Dominican Masters himself began the year with  March 25, thereby placing March 26 in 1308 according to his reckoning. Thus he writes :  « Fr. Berengarius de Landorra ... fuit licentiatus in crastino dominice Annuntiationis,  inchoato iam anno eiusdem domini MCCCVIII » (Kaepelli, op. cit., p. 132). For other  apparent exceptions as indicated in this same source see pp. 131-34. Thus, according  to our compiler Raymundus Romani was licensed in 1302 (possibly 1303, see p. 131, n. 9) ;  Guillelmus Petri de Godino in 1304 ; John of Paris in 1304 ; Durandus de sancto Porciano  in 1312; Petrus de Palude and Guiellelmus de Lauduno in June, 1314.fuıt heentiatus in erastıno dominice Annuntilatıionis,

inchoato 1aMmM .NNO eiusdem dominı CCVI11» (Kaepelli, C2l., 132) Hor er
apparen eXceptions indicated in thıs Sa1llc SOUTCE Secc IT’hus, according
to OUT compiler Raymundus Romanı W a licensed In 1302 (possibly 1303, S6 131, 9);
Guillelmus Petri de Godino 1n 1304 ; John of Parıs ın 1304 ; Durandus de sancto Porclano
ın 1312; Petrus de Palude an Guiellelmus de Lauduno In June, 1314



384 Wınmnel
second possıble resolution of OUT problem should also be

mentijoned. Master would normally DIEDAaTE wrıtten versıon of
hıs determıinatıon of gıven quodlıbetal debate. According 1M0) Glorjeux,
thıs would usually take place durıng the followıng yCal 93) Conse-
quently, Godfrey’s Quodlıbet ecould ave een delıvered durıng
the academıc Vecal 12992-93 If James’s Quodlıbet WasS not conducted
untıl December, 1298, Godfrey miıght ave ıncorporated references LO
ıf 1n the final draft of the wrıtten version of hıs OWI) Quodlıbet S,
assumıng of COUTSE@e that thıs fınal draft Was completed after James’s
quodlıbetal dıspute. The posıtıon of the references R9 James 1ın (+0d-
irey s Quodlıbet Ö, o€eSs not mılıtate agaınst thıs possıbılıty,
SINCE they COINE the l of the question anı after fuller diseus-
S10 of the VIEeWS of Henry of Ghent Thus they could easıly ave
een anppended LO the text DF thıs pomnt 1n the fınal version 94) On
the other hand, the logıc of the disecussıion could a 180 account for
the INOVe from consıderatıiıon of Henry’'s theory LO that of James.
Acceptance of thıs solution would st111 entail redatıng Godfrey’s
Quodlibet S, but would permit James’s promotion LO be placed 1ın
the spring of 1293 an hıs Quodlıbet to ave een delıvered 1n
the academıc yYCal 1293-94, preferably ,T the Advent SESSION.

Finally, the possıbılıty that Godfrey retouched sSOIe of hıs
Quodlibets T later pomt In hıs Careelr cannot be completely ruled
9ut 95) Apphicatıon of 8 solution to the present Case WOl permıt

93) La litterature quodlıbetique 1! 53 an 151 Refer£'ing specifically
LO Godfrey (D 151) he notes that hıs Quodlıbets WEeTS put into public ecirculatıon DY
Godfrey hımself indıyıdual basıs, each presumably durıng the VCar following
its orıginal disputation. Quodlibets 5-6 an 119 aPPCar to be eXxceptions, having
een released ın QSrOUPDS of LWO. (“©Horieux here refers LO Pelzer (Godefroid de Fontaines.
Les manuseriıts de SCS quodlibets CONSEervVESCS Ia Vaticane384  J. F. Wippel  A second possible resolution of our problem should also be  mentioned. A Master would normally prepare a written version of  his determination of a given quodlibetal debate. According to Glorieux,  this would usually take place during the following year ®). Conse-  quently, Godfrey’s Quodlibet 8 could have been delivered during  the academic year 1292-93. If James’s Quodlibet 1 was not conducted  until December, 1293, Godfrey might have incorporated references to  it in the final draft of the written version of his own Quodlibet 8,  assuming of course that this final draft was completed after James’s  quodlibetal dispute. The position of the references to James in God-  frey’s Quodlibet 8, q. 3 does not militate against this possibility,  since they come near the end of the question and after a fuller discus-  sion of the views of Henry of Ghent. Thus they could easily have  been appended to the text at this point in the final version %*4). On  the other hand, the logic of the discussion could also account for  the move from a consideration of Henry’s theory to that of James.  Acceptance of this solution would still entail redating Godfrey’s  Quodlibet 8, but would permit James’s promotion to be placed in  the spring of 1293 and his Quodlibet 1 to have been delivered in  the academic year 1293-94, preferably at the Advent session.  Finally, the possibility that Godfrey retouched some of his  Quodlibets at a later point in his career cannot be completely ruled  out °®). Application of this solution to the present case would permit  93) La litterature quodlibetique ..., T. 1, pp. 53 and 151. Refer£ing specifically  to Godfrey (p. 151) he notes that his Quodlibets were put into public circulation by  Godfrey himself on an individual basis, each presumably during the year following  its original disputation. Quodlibets 5-6 and 11-12 appear to be exceptions, having  been released in groups of two. Glorieux here refers to Pelzer : « Godefroid de Fontaines.  Les manuscrits de ses quodlibets conserv6es ä la Vaticane ... », Revue Neo-Scolastique  de Philosophie 20 (1913), pp. 507-08. See also p. 510. For a helpful discussion of the  differences, especially in terms of organization, between the first public version of  a given Quodlibet and its subsequent determination by a Master on some succeeding  day (and hence its ultimate written form) see Glorieux, « Le Quodlibet et ses procedes  redactionnels », Divus Thomas (Piacenza) 42 (1939), pp. 61-93; also, « L’Enseignement  au Moyen Äge. Techniques et m6thodes en usage A la Facult6 de Th6ologie de Paris  au XIII® siecle», Archives d’histoire doctrinale et litt&raire du Moyen Äge 43 (1968),  pP- 128-34.  94) See PB 4.34-48 for a long discussion of and criticism of Henry’s views. Very  near the end of q. 3 Godfrey exposes and criticizes James’s theory (see PB 4.48-50).  95) This would be one way of accounting for verbatim references in Godfrey’s  Quodlibet 1, q. 1l to the bull of Boniface VIII, Detestandae, references which have» Revue N eo-Scolastique
Ae Phıtosophıe ÜE see Iso 510 HKor helpful diseussion of the
differences, especlally ın terms of organızatıon, between the first. publıc version of

gıiven Quodlibet an ıts subsequent determination by Master sSsome succeeding
day (and hence 16tSs ultımate wrıtten form) SCcC Glorieux, Le Quodlibet et Sses proc6des
redactionnels », Divus T’homas (Piacenza) 49 1939), 61-93: also, L’Enseignement
Au Moyen Äge Techniques et eEthodes la Faculte de Theologie de Parıs

siecle », Archives d’hıstorre doctrıinale el Iatterarre du Moyen ÄAge 43 1968),

94) See for Jong discussion of and erıtic1ısm of Henry’s VIeEWS. Very
Nar the en! of Godirey CX DOSES an erıtic1zes James’s theory (see

95) 'T’his would be 116 WaYy of accountıng for verbatim refiferences In Godfrey’s
Quodlibet 1, ‚8 to the bull of Boniface V IL Detestandae, references which have
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ONne LO retaın 1291 the date for Godfrey’s Quodlıbet N 1298
S that for James’s uodlıbet On the other hand, ıt; LO usSs

that the rewrıtıng theory should be accepted In g]ven Oase only
when ere 1s VELY StroNg evıdence for ıt; and only ıth gTea cautıion.
Its unıyersal applıcatıon would ser10usly undermın. the possıbılıty of
establıshıng the termınus TUO of ANY Quodlıbet the basıs of
reference thereın LO external events to other certaınly dated works.
IER applıed IN®) the present sıtuatıon 1t; would iımply rather substantıial
addıtıon LO the or1ginally determined and publıshed version of Quod-
lıbet S,

As LO OUTL preference for al y ONe of these three solutions, the
fırst an second AD PCAal LO be less radıcal A regards the relatiıonshıp
between OUT present version of Quodlıbet S an Godfrey’s
orıgınal publıcatıon of the Samne According to the fırst solution they
would be identical. Accordıng LO the second, thıs would a 1s0 be true,
but there would be greater dısparıty between the orıginal oral deter-
mınatıon an the publıshed version of the Sarmne According IMO) the
thırd solution. however, there would ave een later reworkıng

alread y een noted by Delorme, « Autour un apocryphe scotiste, Le De
DITINCLPLO et Godefroy de Fontaines », La France francıscaıne 1925), 295, 1, 1!
an by Tihon, For el theologıe selon Godefroud de FKFontarnes (Parıs/Bruges, 1966),

20  Z D Delorme’s suggestion that Quodlibet be edated from 1285 untiıl after
the Bull of February, 1299 1300 according LO Delorme) Can hardly be accepted, since
1t; would entail radıcal modifıicatıon of the order of Godfrey’s fırst. Quodlibets.
Hor Godfrey SC° 2.30-3 hıs would Iso be ON  D WaYy of accounting for apparen
references Dy Godirey ın Quodlibet 10, 192 In8. eter of Auvergne’s Quodlibet 1’ Z

pointed 0out by Cannızzo, ‘Quodliıbeta) dı Piıetro d’Auvergne Rıvasta dr fzlosofia
neo-Scolastıca 56 1964), 495, 4977 121 14a ; 57 1965), and notes and eECcause
Godfrey’s Quodlibet 18 usually dated iın 1293 and Peter’s Quodlibet dates irom
1296, Cannızzo SUuggesSts the need for revısıon of the date of odfrey’s Quodlibet 1 9

place ı1ts publication er 1296 (see 497 HS 14a) Although ll LESGETV®O

extended disecussion of thıs problem for another 0CCaslıon, OUTr proposed revislıon of
the date of Quodlibet would result 1ın placıng Quodlıbet ın the academic yCcar
1294-95, not ate enough for Godfrey LO ave then cıted Peter’s Quodlibet However,
ıf ONe WeTe®e to suggest that Godfrey’s Quodlibet 10 dates TOM Lent, 1295, that Peter’s
Quodlibet Wa conduected ın December, 1296, and that for SOINEC 164S0ON Godfrey’s
definıtive preparatıon of Quodlibet for public cireulatıon WwWas delayed until after
that, date, 0)81% could thereby account for the references In question. For the moment

would preier thıs explanatıon poss1bly the theory of ater reworking to anı y
solution which would place Godfrey’s Quodliıbet er the academiıc VCarl 1294-95,
primarıly because it 0es not SCCINMN advısable LO date Quodlıbet 13 ater than the academic
yCar 1297-98
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of the publıshed version. Hence prefer eıther the fırst second
solution. As LO choosing between these LWO, ıt, 18 Aiffieult to decıde.
Sınce datıng Godfrey’s Quodlıbet ın 12992-93 oes violence to
the avaılable evıdence, and SINCE sSee ma]or obstacle agaınst
placıng James’s promotion early 1ın that Same academıc yCal,
presently lean to the first solution the LLOTe lıkely

OHN WIPPEL.


