
On Interpreting Marsıllus’ Use
of &t Augustine

In Iucıd an ell organısed Mulcahy aArg UES that,
CONTTAa Gewirth, Augustine had specıal influent.jal place 1ın the
thought otf Marsılius of Padua 1) 'The argumen IS paınstakıngly
referenced from the Defensor Pacıs an 1s certaınly antıdote LO the
assertion of influence » whenever earher thıinker remıinds
hıstorlan of later ON‘ Nevertheless, Mulcahy’s treatment of the
relatıonshıp between Augustine and Marshus 1s misleadıng LO the
pomt of anachronısm, an hıs maın extual inferences AT invalhıd.

Marsıllus 1S sald IN0 g1veOn Interpreting Marsilius’ Use  of St. Augustine  In a lucid and well organised paper D. G. Mulcahy argues that,  contra Gewirth, Augustine had no special or influential place in the  thought of Marsilius of Padua!). The argument is painstakingly  referenced from the Defensor Pacis and is certainly an antidote to the  assertion of «influence» whenever an earlier thinker reminds an  historian of a later one. Nevertheless, Mulcahy’s treatment of the  relationship between Augustine and Marsilius is misleading to the  point of anachronism, and his main textual inferences are invalid.  Marsilius is said to give a « ... distorted version of Augustine... »  (p- 461) ; to make unwarranted references (p. 462) ; to« bend » or « strain »  quotations from Augustine’s meaning (pp. 464-465); and to distort  Augustine «wholesale» (p. 465). Marsilius’ misuse of Augustine is  stated to contrast with his use of Aristotle whose thought Marsilius  « weaves » into his own (p. 459).  The obvious emotional force of Mulcahy’s terminology creates a  censorious impression, which is persistent enough to appear intentional.  Marsilius should have treated Augustine differently. In the 14th cen-  tury, however, the purposes of citation of a name or document were  to render it concordant with one’s own argument, or to use it as a  means of formulating that argument persuasively. In either case, the  citations were an integral part of polemical argument. The name or  document was not as we understand it a source : that is something  having meaning independent of contemporary concerns that might  be elicited through careful study, and which might as a result throw  light upon the past. The citation was of an authority : that is an inescap-  able name or canon of work that had to be made to speak in an appro-  priate manner if an argument was to carry weight in and for the present.  When Marsilius used Augustine he was citing a widely recognised and  potent Authority in religious and political argument, just as he was  1) D. G. MUuLCAHY, « The Hands of Augustine but the Voice of Marsilius », Augusti-  miana 21, 1971, pp. 457-466. AIl page numbers in the text refer to this article.dıistorted version of Augustine...
(D 461) LO make unwarranted references (p 462) LO bend OT « straın
quotations from Augustine’s meanıng (PP 464-465); an LO dıstort
Augustine «wholesajle » (P 4695). Marsılius" m1suse of Augustine 1s
stated IM0 contrast ıth hıs uUSe of Artıstotle whose thought Marsıhllus
Ea ves into hıs OW (P 459).

'T’he obvıous emotijonal force of Mulcahy’s termınology creates
CENSOTIOUS 1mpresslon, whıch 18 persıistent enough to aD DA intentional.
Marsilius should ave reated Augustine dıfferently. In the 14th GenNn-

LUTY, however, the of cıtatıon of ame document WeTe

LO render 1t concordant ıth one’s OW. argument, to usSe it
of formulatıng that argument persuasıvely. In eıther CasC, the

cıtations WeIC integral part of polemical argument. T'he HA881%

document Was not understand ıt SO0OUTCGE that 1s somethıng
havıng meanıng independent of CONteMPOTATY that mıght
be ehecıted through careful study, an whıich miıght result throw
lıght upOoN the past The cıtatıon Was of authorıty that 1s inescap-
able amne of work that had LO be made LO spea. ın 0_
prlate INalnlner ıf argument W as LO weıght ın and for the present
When Marsılius sed Augustine he Was cıtıng wıdely recognısed and
potent Authorıity 1n religious an polıtical argument, ]Just he Was

MULCAHY, The Hands of Augustine but the Voice of Marsılius » Augustı-
NLANa 21, 1971, 457-466 Al pPage numbers In the text refer LO this article.
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when cıtiıng other Church Fathers the Bıble In general WaY,
Mulcahy testifıes tOo Marsılhius’ akıll 1n cıtıng such SOUTCES )» 457)
and partly of hat miıght MOS sımply be sSummMmMaTIıISsed
AS authority attıtude, opposed to ıts antıthesıs SOUTCe®e attıtude,
Dy suggesting that Marsılius’ use of Augustine 1S eristic. Nevertheless,

approprlate exploratıon of Marsıllus’ use of Augustine plays part
ın hıs argument. Thıs 1s dısappomtıng. 'The vitalıty of authorıty
depended uDOoN sustaıned wıllingness and technıcal abılıty LO select,
quote, x10SS and allude ıth dexterıty. T’he continulty and unıversalıty
of such ventriloquıstic adaptatıon of the past IM®) the en veLYy
dıfferent needs of the present, ıtself speaks of ımportant facet of
medıieval intellectual lıfe it; 18 not only dısappomtıng but a lso Para-
doxıcal that the authorıty attıtude 1s not understood ıts OW. erms
In Mulcahy’s DaPer, ave example of the modern SOUTCe attıtude,
assumıng distance aNnd almıng a the elucıdatıon of author’s 1deas,
being ırrelevantly read into the author’s (Marsılus’) cıtatıon of
authorıity. consıstent adoption of the SOUTCEe attıtude would 1n fact
recOYNISE that LO erıtic1se Marsıllus for faılıng LO USec hıs SOUTCES

competently ÖT honestly, in short LO bend and dıstort them 18 ıIn effect
LO abandon those erıterı1a of elucıdatıon whıich constitute the SOUTCEe

attıtude ıtself. T'he implicatıon of Mulcahy’s stigmatıc vocabulary
1Ss that Marsılus should ave een usıng Augustine SOUTICEe INOTE

Aas 20th CeENTUrCY hıstorl1an than 14th CENTUCY polemicıst. Marsıhus
would probably ave found SOUICES unıntellig1ble an choice between
authorıty an SOUTCGCeE meanıngless. Consequently OnN1y CI-
fic1al readıng Ca  S fıind CONTtLTAaS between Marsılhius’ usSe of Augustine
and Artıstotle (P 458-9)

iEr has een amply evıdenced that Arıstotle, 1ın Moerbeke’s Transla-
tıon, Was frequently quoted elbEr of CONTEXT; apparently mısunderstood ;
dıstorted and mısused DYy Marsıllus 2) KEven CGULSOLY glance at the

Scattered anı pejJoratıve references Are to be found C: In both D’ENTRE-
VES, T’he M edieval Contribution LO Polıtical T’hought, Oxford, 1939, aM ın ERMANN
SEGAL, Marsılius VO.  - Padua Grundfragen der Interpretation )o Academze der Wıss8en-
schaften UNA der Interatur, Historische Kommıissl1on, Historische Forschungen, and 2,
Wiesbaden, Steiner, 1959 LAGARDE, La NALISANCE de l’espriut laique declhın du
Äge, St. Paul-trois-Chäteaux, vols., especlally 1n volume 111 x hıbıits the
attıtude eriticisıng throughout. GEWIRTH, Marsılius of Padua, New York, 1956,
vol. I 9 devotes Appendix LO Marsılius’ INOTeE striking misınterpretations » (p. 432) of
Aristotle, ONe of 1C. 18 shown LO be218  CO. Condren  when citing other Church Fathers or the Bible. In a general way,  Mulcahy testifies to Marsilius’ skill in citing such « sources » (p. 457)  and seems partly aware of what might most simply be summarised  as an authority attitude, as opposed to its antithesis a source attitude,  by suggesting that Marsilius’ use of Augustine is eristic. Nevertheless,  an appropriate exploration of Marsilius’ use of Augustine plays no part  in his argument. This is disappointing. The vitality of authority usage  depended upon a sustained willingness and technical ability to select,  quote, gloss and allude with dexterity. The continuity and universality  of such a ventriloquistic adaptation of the past to the often very  different needs of the present, itself speaks of an important facet of  medieval intellectual life. It is not only disappointing but also para-  doxical that the authority attitude is not understood on its own terms.  In Mulcahy’s paper, we have an example of the modern source attitude,  assuming distance and aiming at the elucidation of an author’s ideas,  being irrelevantly read into the author’s (Marsilius’) citation of an  authority. A consistent adoption of the source attitude would in fact  recognise that to criticise Marsilius for failing to use his sources  competently or honestly, in short to bend and distort them is in effect  to abandon those criteria of elucidation which constitute the source  attitude itself. The implication of Mulcahy’s stigmatic vocabulary  is that Marsilius should have been using Augustine as a source — more  as a 20th century historian than as a 14th century polemicist. Marsilius  would probably have found sources unintelligible and a choice between  authority and source usage meaningless. Consequently only a super-  ficlal reading can find a contrast between Marsilius’ use of Augustine  and Aristotle (p. 458-9).  It has been amply evidenced that Aristotle, in Moerbeke’s transla-  tion, was frequently quoted out of context ; apparently misunderstood ;  distorted and misused by Marsilius ?). Even a cursory glance at the  2) Scattered and pejorative references are to be found e.g., in both A. P. D’ENTRE-  vEs, The Medieval Contribution to Political Thought, Oxford, 1939, and in HERMANN  SEGAL, « Marsilius von Padua : Grundfragen der Interpretation » Academie der Wissen-  schaften und der Literatur, Historische Kommission, Historische Forschungen, Band 2,  Wiesbaden, Steiner, 1959. G. LAGARDE, La naissance de Vl’esprit laique au declin du moyen  äge, St. Paul-trois-Chäteaux, 1934-1946, VI vols., especially in volume III exhibits the  attitude I am eriticising throughout. A. GEWIRTE, Marsilius of Padua, New York, 1956,  vol. II, devotes Appendix A to Marsilius’ more striking « misinterpretations » (p. 432) of  Aristotle, one of which is shown to be « ... precisely the opposite of Aristotle’s meaning »,  übid.precisely the opposıte of Aristotle’s meanıng »
2b1d.
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Defensor reveals adulatory attıtude to the authoritative an dıyıne
Arıstotle, who ONe 0CCcasıon has only LO spea (wıith the volce of
Marsılıus) for question to be ettled 3) Marsılius’ treatment of
Arıstotle has incurred the dıspleasure of SOINe of those who ave
commented ıt ]Just the sımılar, albeit less concentrated an
extensıve usSe of Augustine has inecurred the displeasure of Mulcahy.
Such dısapproval 18 hıstorically iırrelevant. 'To confuse the co-option of
authorıtatıve f1gures 1ın the ame of polıtıcal ıth the inter-
pretatıon of SOUTCES 1ın the PEISUANGE of hıstorıcal understandıng, an
thence to insınuate SOMNe intellectual moral faılıng, 1s not only
trıvıaal, but Iundamentally anachronıstic.

Mulcahy States that althoughMarsilius’ Use of St. Augustine  219  Defensor reveals an adulatory attitude to the authoritative and divine  Aristotle, who on one occasion has only to speak (with the voice of  Marsilius) for a question to be settled 3). Marsilius’ treatment of  Aristotle has incurred the displeasure of some of those who have  commented on it just as the similar, albeit less concentrated and  extensive use of Augustine has incurred the displeasure of Mulcahy.  Such disapproval is historically irrelevant. To confuse the co-option of  authoritative figures in the name of a political cause with the inter-  pretation of sources in the persuance of historical understanding, and  thence to insinuate some intellectual or moral failing, is not only  trivial, but fundamentally anachronistic.  Mulcahy states that although « ... one could not conclude... that  Augustine had no part in shaping Marsilius’ thought...» (p. 466),  it is « significant » that the main issues on which Augustine is cited in  Discourse IT of the Defensor Pacis are « ... anticipated, to say the  least... » ın Discourse I, where Augustine is hardly ever mentioned.  Notwithstanding the qualification, the textual evidence does not  bear the implication that Augustine was of minor, or even negligible  importance for the formation of Marsilius’ thought. That Discourse I  comes first in the written opus does not mean that it takes precedence  in either a logical or a compositional sense. We do not know in what  order the discourses were conceived, written, or how they were re-  worked once drafted. Compositionally, would it be reasonable to  suggest that because the Bible is used relatively infrequently in  Discourse I but with great persistency in Discourse II that it came  to have an importance for Marsilius ? Logically, to put the matter  at its simplest, it is not possible to tell from the taxonomy of the text  whether Discourse I was an ex post facto rationalisation of the themes  and arguments of Discourse IT or whether Discourse IT was an applica-  tion of principles enunciated independently in Discourse I. Augustine’s  absence from Discourse I is a textual fact from which we cannot  infer, or even more loosely insinuate his intellectually subordinate role  in shaping Marsilius’ thought. That the arguments of Discourse I  « anticipated » those of Discourse IT is hardly worth saying if Mulcahy  is referring to textual format. As he sees the anticipations as « signifi-  cant» he is presumably referring to something more than textual  3) Defensor Pacis, I.iv.1-2. Here Aristotle, Politics 1.2.125b.27 is cited and briefly  glossed, after which Marsilius simply writes « Thus having determined (sic itaqua deter-  minata) that the end of the community is living and living well... ».ONe COu not conclude... that
Augustine had part 1n shapıng Mar5ih'us’ thought... » (p 466),
it 1s sıgnıfıcant that the maın 1SSues whiıich Augustine 1s cıted 1n
Dirscourse of the Defensor Pacıs AT antıcıpated, LO Sa y the
least 1ın IDhscourse I! where Augustine 1S hardly EeVeEeTr mentioned.
Notwithstanding the qualification, the extual evıdence 0e8s not
ear the implicatıon that Augustine Was of MINOT, even negligıble
ımportance for the formatıon of Marsılius’ thought. 'T’hat Dhascourse

fırst ın the wrıtten O’PUÜS o0e8s not 1Nean that it; takes precedence
ın either logıcal ÖT composıtiıonal We do not NOW 1ın hat
order the discourses WEeETEe cConcelved, wrıtten, how they WeIe

worked ONCe drafted. Compositionally, would ıt; be reasonable LO
SuUggeSTt that because the Bıble 1s sed relatıvely ınfrequently ın
Discourse but ıth gTrTeAat persistency ın Dascourse that ıt Came
tOo ave ımportance fOr Marsıhlus ® Logically, LO put the matter
a ıts sımplest, ıt 1S not possıble LO tell from the LaX0ONOMY of the text
whether Dhrscourse W as DOST facto ratiıonalısatıon of the themes
an arguments of DIDhscourse whether IDhascourse Was applıca-
tıon of princıples enunc]1ated independently 1n Dascourse Augustine’s
absence from IDhrscourse 1S extual fact from whıich cannot
ınfer, even INOTE loosely insınuate hıs intellectually subordinate role
1ın shapıng Marsılius’ thought. That the arguments of IDhascourse

antıcıpated those of IDhscourse 18 hardly worth Sayıng ıf Mulcahy
1s referring LO extual format. Ag he Sees the antıcıpatıons sıgn1f1-
cant » he 18 presumably referring LO somethıng INOTeEe than extual

3) Defensor Pacis, 1 31V. 12 Here Aristotle, Polıtics 18 cıited an briefly
glossed, atfter 1C. Marsılius Sımply writes hus having determined (S1C ıLaqua deter-
mınata) that the end of the communıty 18 living and living ell »,
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format LO logıc of ereatıon 1n the Defensor and/or LO SOINMe

hıerarchy of influence upon ıts author, whıich A ıt stands, 1S LO
DOosi hoc ET GJO PproPter hoc Antıcıpated, LO Sa y the east » an s1gn1f1-
cant » only LO disgu1ise the fact, surely partly admıtted 1n the
qualification (D 466, cıted above), that he cannot infer from the extual
evıdence the relatıonshıp he WOl hıke IK0) behlieve he has establıshed.

The alleged relatıonshıp 18 couched ın erms of influence. Mulcahy
claıms that Marsılius’ mısuse of Augustine ShOws » (Pp 464) ack of
acqualntance ıth Augustine. In general, Mulcahy conecludes that the
aCcts oTt Marsılıian s1gnıfy lack of anı y « real understandıng
of Augustine » (Pp 465). Marsılius’ of Augustine ugge; not
influence but220  C. Condren  format — to some logic of creation in the Defensor and/or to some  hierarchy of influence upon its author, which as it stands, is to argue  post hoc ergo propter hoc. « Anticipated, to say the least » and « signifi-  cant» serve only to disguise the fact, surely partly admitted in the  qualification (p. 466, cited above), that he cannot infer from the textual  evidence the relationship he would like us to believe he has established.  The alleged relationship is couched in terms of influence. Mulcahy  claims that Marsilius’ misuse of Augustine « shows » (p. 464) a lack of  acquaintance with Augustine. In general, Mulcahy concludes that the  facts of Marsilian usage signify a lack of any «real understanding  of Augustine» (p. 465). Marsilius’ usage of Augustine suggests not  influence but « ... the very contrary » (p. 465). The dying words of the  article reiterate these conclusions, (p. 466) on the basis of what we have  already been told correctly and apparently wiıth some surprise, « In fact,  Marsilius seems hardly concerned with Augustine beyond the use to  which he can put him for his own purposes», (p. 465). Not labouring  that Marsilius’ purposes were his and not ours, it is difficult to know  what to make of Mulcahy’s conclusions.  The only evidence for any sort of relationship between the two  thinkers is that Marsilius makes use of recognisable elements of  Augustine’s work. In this light misinterpretation or misuse do not  admit of an inference of non-influence, let alone « ... the very contrary »  of influence. Assuming for the purposes of argument that influence can  be proved or disproved, it might be suggested that Marsilius, like so  many others, was influenced even though he did not understand : how  accurately did Augustine understand Plato? Even a deliberate distor-  tion admits of the possibility of influence. Given the interpretative  latitude of the medieval practice of authority citation the discrepancies  between Augustinian texts and Marsilius’ citation of them:'in no way  proves the Paduan’s lack of familiarity with Augustine. The reverse  could equally be the case : the effectiveness of the distortion necessary  to co-opt the authority of Augustine might well have depended on  familiarity with his work. Marsilius knew his Moerbeke well enough,  but Aristotle is subjected to « distortion » too.  The question now to be asked is whether the notion of influence is  not more of a hindrance than a help in elucidating the relationship  between Marsilius and Augustine. Relationships couched in the termi-  nology of influence create the illusion of an hypothetical chain of  argument in Marsilius that is affected from the outside by Augustine asthe vVoLy CONtraTY » 465). The dyıng words of the
artıcle reıterate ese conclusıons, (P 466) the basıs of hat ave
already een told correctly and apparently ıth SOINe SUTPTISE, In fact,
Marsıllus hardly concerned ıth Augustine beyond the uUusSe LO
whiıich he Ca  - put hım for hıs OW. PUurpoOSseS », (Pp 465). Not labourıng
that Marsılhus’ werTe hıs and not OUTLS, ıt 18 dıiffieult LO NOW
hat tOo make of Mulcahy’s conclusı10ns.

The only evıdence for an y SOTT of relatıonshıp between the LWwWO
thınkers 18 that Marsılius makes uSe of recognısable elements of
Augustine’s work. In thıs lıght misınterpretation M1ISUSEe do not
admıt of inference of non-ınfluence, let alone220  C. Condren  format — to some logic of creation in the Defensor and/or to some  hierarchy of influence upon its author, which as it stands, is to argue  post hoc ergo propter hoc. « Anticipated, to say the least » and « signifi-  cant» serve only to disguise the fact, surely partly admitted in the  qualification (p. 466, cited above), that he cannot infer from the textual  evidence the relationship he would like us to believe he has established.  The alleged relationship is couched in terms of influence. Mulcahy  claims that Marsilius’ misuse of Augustine « shows » (p. 464) a lack of  acquaintance with Augustine. In general, Mulcahy concludes that the  facts of Marsilian usage signify a lack of any «real understanding  of Augustine» (p. 465). Marsilius’ usage of Augustine suggests not  influence but « ... the very contrary » (p. 465). The dying words of the  article reiterate these conclusions, (p. 466) on the basis of what we have  already been told correctly and apparently wiıth some surprise, « In fact,  Marsilius seems hardly concerned with Augustine beyond the use to  which he can put him for his own purposes», (p. 465). Not labouring  that Marsilius’ purposes were his and not ours, it is difficult to know  what to make of Mulcahy’s conclusions.  The only evidence for any sort of relationship between the two  thinkers is that Marsilius makes use of recognisable elements of  Augustine’s work. In this light misinterpretation or misuse do not  admit of an inference of non-influence, let alone « ... the very contrary »  of influence. Assuming for the purposes of argument that influence can  be proved or disproved, it might be suggested that Marsilius, like so  many others, was influenced even though he did not understand : how  accurately did Augustine understand Plato? Even a deliberate distor-  tion admits of the possibility of influence. Given the interpretative  latitude of the medieval practice of authority citation the discrepancies  between Augustinian texts and Marsilius’ citation of them:'in no way  proves the Paduan’s lack of familiarity with Augustine. The reverse  could equally be the case : the effectiveness of the distortion necessary  to co-opt the authority of Augustine might well have depended on  familiarity with his work. Marsilius knew his Moerbeke well enough,  but Aristotle is subjected to « distortion » too.  The question now to be asked is whether the notion of influence is  not more of a hindrance than a help in elucidating the relationship  between Marsilius and Augustine. Relationships couched in the termi-  nology of influence create the illusion of an hypothetical chain of  argument in Marsilius that is affected from the outside by Augustine asthe VeELY CONtrarYy
of influence. Assuming for the of argument that influence Ca  -

be proved dısproved, it might be suggested that Marsılıus, lıke
INa y others, Was influenced even though he dıd not understand how
accurately dıd Augustine understand Plato ® Kven delıberate dıstor-
tıon admıts of the possıbılıty of influence. (Given the interpretatıve
atıtude of the medıieval practice of authorıty cıtatıon the discrepancıes
between Augustinian eEXTSs and Marsılius" cıtatıon of them':'ın WaYy
PTOVES the Paduan’s lack of famılıarıty ıth Augustine. The TEVEeTSE

could equally be the Case the effectıyeness of the dıstortion NEGCESSALY
to 0-0P the authorıty of Augustine might ell ave depended
famılıarıty ıth hıs work. Marsıhus NeW hıs Moerbeke ell enough,
but Arıstotle 18 subjected LO dıstortion » LOO

T’he question NO to be asked 18 whether the notion of influence 1s
not INOTeEe of hındrance than help ın elucıdatıng the relationshıp
between Marsılus and Augustine. Kelatıonsh1ıps ouched In the term1-
nology of influence create the ıllusıon of hypothetical chaın of
argumen In Marsılius that 18 affected from the outsıde by Augustine
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ECUS machina. It 1S obvıous that wıthout Augustine the Defensor
Pacıs would ave een dıfferent it, 18, however, ımpossıble LO Sa y how
ıt would ave een dıfferent. Put another WAY, influence » cTreAates

grammatıcal confusıon between the actıve an passıve volce 1t, 1s
question of who o0es hat LO whom. It 18 not Augustine who influences,

Marsıllus who 1s influenced DY, 1t; 1s Marsıhus who ses Mulcahy
confuses by provıdıng evıdence of uSße 1ın the vocabulary of influence.
It 1s therefore surely better to talk not of influence uDON, but of usSe DY,
whıch 18 matter that OCa  w 91 eas hbe evıdenced and clearly disecussed.

The notıon of influence urther continulty of ıdentity
1n the ıtems taken by 0)]41% thıinker (Marsılıus) from another (Augustine),
and wıthout such continulty there Ca  S be evıdence of an Y direect
relatıonshıp.

ome continulty 1s admıtted DYy Mulcahy through such eXpresSsIONS
S dıstortion » aN! bendıing », but ıt 18 doubtful ıf thıs continulty
Oan be sald to resıde to an Yy sıgnıfıcant degree ın the ideas thought
of the L WwoOo InNnen (contra Mulcahy 4.64). f iıdeas AI taken AS iıntellectual
rESPONSES LO perceıved problems, constituting thought, then there 1s
WOT. of dıfference between the thought of Marsılius and that of Augus-
tıne 'Thıs 18 a eas the Case 1n that part of Marsılus’ problem, how
LO usSe effect1vely the authorıity of Augustine’s WwOords, ÖT Ose attrıbuted
LO hım If conversely the ıtems of the econtınuous ıdent1ity Are words,
then LO talk ın terms of dıistortion of the Augustinian 1deas expressed
1n them 1S misleadıng ıf not redundant. 'T’hıs 1s 1L1OTe than LO suggest
Vrr briefly that the notion of influence prohıbıts clear diseussiıon of
the relatıonshıp between Augustine and Marsılıus ; ırrespective of
whether assert. ıt ıth (Jewımrth deny it ıth Mulcahy. The whole
PIOCESS m1isconceıved that about whiıch cCannot speak clearly

should PAass OVer 1ın sılence.
(iven ese forma|l dıfficulties ıth the notion of influence DET

ıt, 18 Cas Y LO SsSce why Mulcahy, albeıt for the ICcasONS, Ca  ; POUT
scepticısm specıfically uPDON the allegedly intiuentıjal relatıonshıp be-
tween Augustine an Marsıllus. Mulcahy, however wrıtes not Just of
Marsılius’ famılıarıty ıth words an eXpress10ns, evVven the 1ıdeas of
Augustine but 1n erms of «real» understandıng and genume »
influence (p 466). These ArTe erucı1a| 2,N! potentlally loaded eXpressIONS,
and from the ontext of the argument, although defined, Seceem

LO ımply hıstorıcal, aCcCurate, objective, perhaps eVeNn modern (OT 91
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least modernly acceptable) understandıng of Augustine If thıs 18 the
connotatıon, Ma y ave 31 ese pomts (pp 464-466), not inference
from the « facts», whıich 18 ostens1iıbly the question Mulcahy asks :

So much for the statement of facts The real question 18 hat do the
facts sıgnıfy We mMa y ave instead rhetorıical devıce IN0 dısgulse the
reformulatıon of the value Judgement that Marsıhus should ave
reated Augustine ıth the respect due LO SOUT’CEe and not ıth the
ingenulty approprıate In0) potent authorıty. We aTe back ıth the
paradox of the SOUTCe attıtude being abandoned by being OVerTr

extended Documents must be interpreted ın theır OW. terms and not
ave dıstortingly alıen elements ımported into them but the SOUTCEe

attıtude ıtself 1s alıen ımportatıon into the documentary of the
14th CENTUTY.

1f Marsıhlus 1S Judged an found wantıng (and hat else could ONe

expect) ın the hıght of such anachronıstie attıtudes, then both Marsıhlus
and hıs relatıonshıp LO Augustine ALl 1NSO facto bound to be dıstorted
wholesale

CONAL CONDREN.

At 464222  C. Condren  least modernly acceptable) understanding of Augustine *). If this is the  connotation, we may have at these points (pp. 464-466), not an inference  from the «facts», which is ostensibly the question Mulcahy asks:  « So much for the statement of facts. The real question is what do the  facts signify »- We may have instead a rhetorical device to disguise the  reformulation of the value judgement that Marsilius should have  treated Augustine with the respect due to a source and not with the  ingenuity appropriate to a potent authority. We are back with the  paradox of the source attitude — being abandoned by being over  extended. Documents must be interpreted in their own terms and not  have distortingly alien elements imported into them : but the source  attitude itself is an alien importation into the documentary usage of the  14th century.  If Marsilius is Judged and found wanting (and what else could one  expect) in the light of such anachronistic attitudes, then both Marsilius  and his relationship to Augustine are £pso facto bound to be « distorted  wholesale ».  ConAL ConDREN.  *) At p. 464 « ... shows that he had no real acquaintance with ... » (my italics) may  only mean to refer to the detail of Marsilius’ knowledge, not with the quality of his  understanding. Yet if Augustine and Marsilius held diametrically opposed views on the  Power of the Keys as Mulcahy argues, then in any case, if Marsilius did have a real acquain-  tance with Augustine on the matter, he would not have been so naive as to reveal in  detail Augustine’s views. He would have done what he did with e.g., Aristotle, quote out  of context, as at Discourse I.viii.2; and I.xii.2. Alternatively he might have cited the  obscure or redundant as he cited Aristotle at Discourse, I.xii.4. Even then, on a charitable  reading of real we are in fact shown remarkablv little.shows that he had real acquaıntance ıth222  C. Condren  least modernly acceptable) understanding of Augustine *). If this is the  connotation, we may have at these points (pp. 464-466), not an inference  from the «facts», which is ostensibly the question Mulcahy asks:  « So much for the statement of facts. The real question is what do the  facts signify »- We may have instead a rhetorical device to disguise the  reformulation of the value judgement that Marsilius should have  treated Augustine with the respect due to a source and not with the  ingenuity appropriate to a potent authority. We are back with the  paradox of the source attitude — being abandoned by being over  extended. Documents must be interpreted in their own terms and not  have distortingly alien elements imported into them : but the source  attitude itself is an alien importation into the documentary usage of the  14th century.  If Marsilius is Judged and found wanting (and what else could one  expect) in the light of such anachronistic attitudes, then both Marsilius  and his relationship to Augustine are £pso facto bound to be « distorted  wholesale ».  ConAL ConDREN.  *) At p. 464 « ... shows that he had no real acquaintance with ... » (my italics) may  only mean to refer to the detail of Marsilius’ knowledge, not with the quality of his  understanding. Yet if Augustine and Marsilius held diametrically opposed views on the  Power of the Keys as Mulcahy argues, then in any case, if Marsilius did have a real acquain-  tance with Augustine on the matter, he would not have been so naive as to reveal in  detail Augustine’s views. He would have done what he did with e.g., Aristotle, quote out  of context, as at Discourse I.viii.2; and I.xii.2. Alternatively he might have cited the  obscure or redundant as he cited Aristotle at Discourse, I.xii.4. Even then, on a charitable  reading of real we are in fact shown remarkablv little.(my ıtalics) mMa y
only 116211 LO refer LO the detaiıl of Marsilius’ knowledge, not ıth the quality of his
understanding. Vet if Augustine An Marsılius held diametrically opposed VIeEWS the
Power Keys Mulcahv argues, then ın an y Casc, ıfMarsıilius did have real acquailn-
tance ıth Augustine the matter, he would not have been nalve to reveal 1n
detajl Augustine’s VIeEWS. He would have done hat he ıth © Aristotle, quote out
of context, at Discourse IL.vi.2; an a Alternatively he mM1g have cıted the
obscure redundant he cıted Aristotle AT Ihscourse, 1L.x11.4. Even then, charitable
reading of real Arc 1n fact shown remarkablı little.


