
fourteenth-century Oxford Augustinilan
the existence of God

An AaNONYMOUS Augustinıan composed al Oxford, about 1360,
artıcles dealıng wıth God ese ex1ists in single manuscrI1pt *),

though abrıdgement of the first artıcle Can be found in {tWO other
manuscripts 2). ese manuscrıpts WeIC discovered Dy Zenon Kaluza,
wh has also diıscovered hat 1S known of theır author ©).

The tıtles of the artıcles dIC as ollows

Utrum alıquıd CSSC, fore, ve] fulsse, possıt Deus intelligere contıin-
genter
Utrum alıquam essentiam CSSC sımplicıter necessarı1am catholıco sıt
credendum
Utrum Deum NOn CSSC contradıccıonem inferat manıfestam
Utrum Deus sıt perfect10r infinitis
trum unıca sıt natura necessarlıa ei penıtus independensCF)| S AD SO Utrum tires dıyınas videns clare contingenter
fruatur eisdem, stante Ila Vvisione
Utrum omn1potens Pater Fılılum eft pırıtum Sanctum eternalıter
producı personalıter condiıstinctos

certamn, from Kaluza’s (OXT, that the writer of these artıcles
Was Augustinıan. The of atters ıstıng the artıcles indıcates
thıs 16r SaySs Quidam augustinens1s SuUu  11l1s infra scrıpta Tactat
And 17v Et SIC finıtur Ila quest10 ei dıcta ıllıus augustinensIs.
Another note, indıcating the of the ole manuscrI1pt, and
referring the artıcles above, Says (f. Item tires sistern1ı
questionum quarundum anglıcanarum tractatarum quodam ubtılı
augustinens! ın stud10 Euxontiens!ı. And there 1S wrıtten, the SdaInec

DagcC, referring the of atters of these questi1ons: Item duo
sistern1 continentes mater1as tabulatas contentorum ın trıbus sistern1ıs
predict1s predictı augustinens!Is.

Parıs, Bıbliotheque Natıonale, lat 535, ff 75- 16-1
Bıblıotheque Natıionale, lat 408 3lr-34v) and 16 409 (ff. 60v-66).
Zenon KALUZA, Thomas de C racovie (  roclaw, 6{C..;
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The ‘Euxoniens1” should be °“Oxoniens1’”. As for the date of the
work, it 1S later than 1358, but probably not much later Ihomas
Tadwardıne 15 referred AdS Archbishop of Canterbury, which he
became ın 1349*) And i1ıcholas of Aston 18 referred a4s Mazgıister, and
he rece1ved hıs doctorate in eology al Ox{ford, 1358>)

15 not clear whether the author elonge tOo the Hermits of
St Augustine 0)8 the Canons of St Augustine. 15 much INOIC lıkely that
he elonge the former, however, S1INCE, though both communities had

houses in England in the fourteenth9the ermits WeIC

much INOIC involved ıth unıversıty eaching.
The wrıter 15 frequently called subtilis. And, SINCe do nOLt NOW

h1ıs Nam6cd, and thıs deseription 15 ell earned, a4s SCC,
refer hım dSs 111s

1s propose ere transcerıbe and analyze the 1r of ubtıiılıs’
artıcles : Whether od oe€es not ex1ist ” iımplıes manıfest contradıction
(ff. SIV-88V) Thiıs question, answered affırmatıvely by ılıs, Wäas

sımılarly answered by several of hıs er contemporarıies al Oxford
ave sShown elsewhere that al thıs time in England there Was deep

and wıdespread scepticısm concerning man’s abılıty O NOW physıca)
substances OT NOW Causcs 2} but that Man Yy phılosophers, denyıng 0)8

abandonıing proofs for existence ase: the existence and nature
of the physıcal unıverse, hought they COU that G0d x1isted by
showıng that od 0€s not exist”’ involves contradıction

111S teaches that od o€es nOoTt ex1ist” o€s nOTL iımply
contradıction in Man Yy words;: hıs claım 1s that contradıction Can be
deduced from ıt (1,

Iwo arguments aATIC gıven ShOow that °Go o0€s not ex1ist”” mplıes
contradıction. TIhe first 15 handled briefly, the second al length.

The first 18 thıs since God 1S eing, PCISON admıtting that
God Can not-exist has also admıt that God cannot not-exIist, which
involves contradıction 1)

*) MDEN, Biographical egister of the Unitversit y of Oxford 1500
(Oxford, 1957-59) 245

Ibid., 68
KENNEDY, ““Phılosophical Scepticısm ın England In the Mıd-Fourteenth

Century”, Vivariıum, X XI (1983) D
KENNEDY, *Oxford Philosophers and the Existence of God, 1340-1350°,

Recherches de Theologie anclenne el medievale, (1985) 192-208
ese numbers In rackets, and others that follow, refer sect10ons of the

transcription of artıcle the end of thıs Ihe numberıing 15 not In the manuscrIpt.
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TIhe second ıll OCCUDY us for SOINC time. begıns wıth
St Augustine’s teaching that truth 1S eternal because, ıf truth ceased
be, ıt WOU be true that it ceased tO DE, and hence truth WOU NnOTt Case
tO be kveryone knows that God 1s the fırst, NCCCSSATY, truth 50, ıf G0od
dıd not CXiST. truth WOU tO be; and yel, aAs has Just een explaıned,
it cannot be Hence den1al of existence ea
contradıction 12)

The teaching of Augustine 1s reinforced Dy siımılarnof
St Anselm 13) But both these salnts AIC opposed by the CITONCOUS
wriıter (Falsigraphus) who denıes existence and teaches that all
thıngs and all truths dIC contingent. Falsıgraphus 1S ou fiıctional,
but hıs posıtıon must be answered. Thıs posıtıon 1s that there AIC only
contingent beings, and that therefore contradıction ollows from the
non-ex1istence of an Y eINg; that there dIC only contingent truths, and
hat they dIC noTt irue ın virtue of siıngle unıversal truth If contingent

V, takes place, it Was Imu that it WOU COINC about, but hıs Was
noTt Iru ın virtue of eternal,,truth; ıt Was nNnOL known Dy an
omniscient, eternal, mınd (14)?)

Subtıilıs u  n agamnst Falsıgraphus. FOor,; NCC
takes place, ıt has precıse truth Now, ıt had hat truth 1ıle ıt Was sSt{T1
future. Thus there 15 eternal truth (1D. 16)

But SOIMNC of ubtılıs’ contemporarıies (Moderni) deny the force of
thıs reDutta of Falsıgraphus by makıng dıstıncetion between the truth of

proposiıtion and the of ffaırs accounting for that truth For
example, ıf nothıng existed it WOU be iru that nothıng exıisted, but it
WOU nOoTt be ITru that ““thıngs dIC such that nothıng ex1ists”’ 17)

ılıs, however, thınks that the Moderns AL For ““nothing
ex1ists”’ 18 impossible proposıtion, and from such proposıtion
anythıng ollows Hence ‘“thıngs dIC such that nothıng ex1ists”’ ollows
from ıt 18) Also, the antecedent, ‘““nothıing ex1ists’””, CannoTlt be Irue unless
the CONsequent, “thıngs AIC such that nothıng eX1sts// 1s irue 19)

The Moderns however WOU espond Dy holdıng that hıs CON-

sSequent 1s nOoTt true because 1t 1S contradıctory 20) But 111S
that it ollows valıdly from the antecedent. To deny thıs ea|

The term Jalsigraphus, and ıts meanıng, (0)991° TOM Nıcholas T\  N Sentences,
art 1 ın ENDER, Nicholas Aston: Study IN Oxford Thought after the Black Death
(Xerox Universıity Miıcrofilms: Ann rbor, 499-502
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contradıiction. And 111S shows hat he 18 makıng the SdInllc pomlnt 4S

Augustıine, that, CVECMN ıf nothıng ex1sts, somethıng namely truth)
ex1Ists 21

Havıng shown that there WOU ave be ontologıcal basıs for
‘““nothıing ex1ists”’ eing true, 11l1s discusses the SamIllc problem CON-

cerning future He makes all-ımportan dıistinetion between
“V ıll be true  27 and thıngs AIe such that ll be tru:  27 Though ONe

admıts that the former 1s true, it still has ontologıcal STatus 1s
nothıng, and o€es not ex1ist ın anı y WadY 22) On the other hand, 1Ings
aATI®e such that ıll be true  27 has ontologıical status, Ssince somethıing
must aCCount for the furture truth about

Now, hat for thıs must be ıtself, something other than
OT God, J8 G0od Cannot be sSInce nothıng of ex1ists yel 26) And

ıt cannot be other than OT God, because such COU be
essentı1al coming be; COu COMeEe be GCVen ıf thıs dıd
noTt exIist 27) The then must be God

Rut ONC m1g that G0d cannot be the of comiıing
be SInCe 1s contingent, and what from (God about
necessarıly 24) and 1s changeable (1t be and passcS away),
and what from (10d 1s immutable 253)

However, thıs 111 nOoTL hold because the necessity and
iımmutabılıty of God dIC compatıble wıth the contingency and mutabılıty
of events COUuU ave een eternally irue, for example, that Was

be, and, when ıt Came bDe, thıs Wäas longer LTue, and yvel G0od
remaıned the Sa”amne throughout. God, then, 1s the ontologıca ground of
the truth of future events CSl 40)

But NOWw 1s God the ground of thıs truth? Is ‘““things dIC such that
111l be”, consıdered ontologıically, God Hımself, 0)8 something God wills,

something God knows” 15 nOot (G0d Hımself because God, CON-

1ıdered absolutely, has reference 910)8 actlıon. Nor Can

ıt be somethiıing God wills, fOor COUuU be future SIN, and God o€es not
ll SIN 38) Hence it 1s somethıng (G0d knows 39)

f ONC WEIC take the posıtıon that there 1s of comıing
be, he WOU ave SaYy that contingent future truth, such A4S “V 111
DE . has present ontologıcal sStatus, that it o€es nOoT s1gnıfy things
AYre but only things will be u  111S attrıbutes thıs posıtion alter
Biıllıngham 28) who must be Rıchard Bıllıngham, fellow of Merton
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College, Oxford, from 344 361 He Was regent Master of Arts there
in 1349, and ODiaılıne: hıs achelor of eology degree **).

Like contingent future truths, negatıve truths Can also be saıd not tOo
sıgnıfy ASs things aATIeC If they dıd S  5 it WOU be the part of the subject
OT the predicate. But, if take “Socrates 15 nOoTt ass  27 ASs example,

SE that thıs 1Ss not true because of Socrates, SInCe ıt WOU be Iru even
f Socrates dıdn'’t ex1ist. For similar Teason it 15 nNnOotL ITu! because of anYy
ass hus thıs proposıtion 0€es nOot sıgnıfy ASs thıngs aATe 29)

Another example of proposıtion sa1d to sıgnıfy 4S thıngs AIc 1S
“nothıng 1s causıng””. If A4SSUMmMe that CVECTIY CC4SCS ıts actıon at
the present instant, realıze that instant agO thıngs WeTEC dıfferent;
hence must explaın the dıfferent of ffaırs al thıs instant. If it 1S
created, God has caused ıt, and the assumption 18 contradıcted. If ıt 1S
uncreated, it 1s God:;: but God cCannot change f{from ONC instant tO the
nexXL; ence agaın the assumption 15 contradıcted. hus ““nothing 15
causıng”” s1gniıfies other than thıngs ATIC 30)

Arguments of thıs kınd, 111S states, led 1cholas Aston to Sa Y
that Irue proposıtion sıgnıfies d thıngs aTe äl) 1118 1s
correct in attrıbuting thıs posıtion Nıcholas Aston Was Fellow of
Queen’s College, Ox{ford, from 350 1362, becoming Master of Arts,

Doctor of eology (1358) and hancellor of the Unıiversity 9-
61) He dıed 368 11) He Was ookıng for the SAadIne kınd of proo of

existence Aas 111S accepted, but Aston finally CaImne to the
conclusion that it COu not be sed because iru  'a proposıtions concerning
the past 0)8 the future, Irue negatıve proposıt1ons, and true
proposıtions, do noTt sıgnify a4s thıngs aIec; they aie irue but aTe 19(0)! s
veriıtate rel; res corresponds them #£):

Havıng explaıned these posıtions that certaın 1n of proposıitions
do not sıgnıfy d thıngs AIC, 111Ss NO OPDDOSCS them Hıs convıction 1S

10) EMDEN, CH. 188 hıs posıtıon 15 not be found ın Bıllıngham’s
‚peculum Puerorum De Sensu Composito el DIiviso, publıshed In Studi Medievalıi 3l serle,

(1969), vol IH. 297-397
ll) See Iso ENDER, C: 518
12) Sentences, art. and art. 5 In Bender, CH: 290-291 and 384 John BURIDAN

(c 1 300-c. teaches, LOO, that proposıition dealıng ıth the future the pasil does noft
sıgnıfy thıngs aIc; and adds that negatıve proposıiıtion 0€s not do eıther when the
subject of the proposıtion 15 non-existent. See Sophisms Meaning and Truth, Chap I”
(2) (New Y ork, 86-87



fourteenth-century Oxford Augustinian the exiListence of God 33

that CVETY tirue proposition must signify ASs thıngs AdIC (32), and thıs
applıes CVCIY irue proposition

Subtilıs back hıs contention that there 18 WOr. of
dıfference between the true proposıtion “V ıll ben and ‘““things aATC such
that ıll be’” TIhe former 15 nothing; ıt o0€es nOTt ex1ist in an Y WaY But ıt
1s quıte dıfferent ıth the latter; it has ontologıcal status hus ıt mMust
be really iın miınd, Since it COUu nOTt ex1ist eternally anywhere
else (35) hus God AaCCOU for the present truth of ITu: contingent
proposıtions concerning the future.

Havıng explaiıned that “thiıngs dIC such that ıll be” 15 part of
knowledge, 11l1s indıcates that thıs 18 not ITU! of “Socrates ıll

read’”’ 0)4 °“Plato ıll run  27 though ıt 15 irue of ‘ Antichrist 111 be” He
oes noOot explaın the basıs of the dıistinction ; presumably the truths about
Socrates and ato aIc contingent whıiıle the truth about Antiıchrist 18

because God has revealed it 14-) Subtilıs claıms that “Socrates
ıll Ica O0€s not ex1ist ın an Yy WAaY, but ‘“ Antichrist ıll come’’ oes
Presumabily, then, even ıf the former 1s iın eternally irue, thıs o€es
nNOoTt necessıtate posıting eternal mind; but the eternal truth of the
latter oes TIhe truths ‘“things AIC such that Socrates 15 nOoTt ass  29
“nothing 1S causıng” (ıf it WeIiIC LO be true) WOU also requıre the
existence of eternal mınd 41)

uDUÜl1s NO eals ıth the contention, mentioned earlıer, that
‘““nothing 15 causıng” signiıfies other than as thıngs AT In accord ıth hıs
eachıng that CVEIV iru proposıtion signifies d thıngs AICc, he
sShow that thıs proposition also Can do If (GJ0d alone caused (by
creat1on), and then ceased causıng for instant, ‘““nothıng 1s causıng”
WOU S1gNn1ıfy 4S thıngs aATIC ere WOUuU be eed ACCOUNT for the
change in thıngs from the PrevIOuUs instant, SInCe, 111S sımply states
wıthout explanatıon, there WOU be change (42, 43)

13) alter (1275-c. Iso eaches that CVCIY 3 proposıtıion sıgnıfiıes
things AIC See Jan PINBORG, alter Burleigh the Meanıng of Proposıtion’”, C'lassica

el Mediaevalia, X X VIIII (1967) 394-404
14) hıs 15 the dıstinction made by (GJROSSETESTE ın hıs De Scientia Del

concerning ese sentences *G1 Deus scıt antıchrıstumA fourteenth-century Oxford Augustinian on the existence of God  33  that every true proposition must signify as things are (32), and this  applies to every true necessary proposition (33)*°).  Subtilis comes back to his contention that there is a world of  difference between the true proposition ‘“V will be”” and ““things are such  that V will be”’. The former is nothing; it does not exist in any way. But it  is quite different with the latter; it has an ontological status. Thus it must  be really in God’s mind, since it could not exist eternally anywhere  else (35). Thus God accounts for the present truth of true contingent  propositions concerning the future.  Having explained that ‘“things are such that V will be” is part of  God’s knowledge, Subtilis indicates that this is not true of “Socrates will  read” or “Plato will run”, though it is true of ‘“Antichrist will be””. He  does not explain the basis of the distinction ; presumably the truths about  Socrates and Plato are contingent while the truth about Antichrist is  necessary because God has revealed it!*). Subtilis claims that ““Socrates  will read”” does not exist in any way, but ‘“Antichrist will come” does.  Presumably, then, even if the former is in a sense eternally true, this does  not necessitate positing an eternal mind; but the eternal truth of the  latter does. The truths ‘*things are such that Socrates is not an ass”” or  “nothing is causing” (if it were to be true) would also require the  existence of an eternal mind (41).  Subtilis now deals with the contention, mentioned earlier, that  “nothing is causing” signifies other than as things are. In accord with his  teaching that every true proposition signifies as things are, he wants to  show that this proposition also can do so. If God alone caused (by  creation), and then ceased causing for an instant, ‘nothing is causing”  would signify as things are. There would be no need to account for the  change in things from the previous instant, since, Subtilis simply states  without explanation, there would be no change (42, 43).  13) Walter BURLEIGH (1275-c. 1345) also teaches that every true proposition signifies  as things are. See Jan PINBORG, ‘““Walter Burleigh on the Meaning of Proposition””, Classica  et Mediaevalia, XXVIII (1967) 394-404.  14) This is the distinction made by Robert GROSSETESTE in his De Scientia Dei  concerning these sentences: ‘“Si Deus scit antichristum ... fore, antichristus  „terit. Sed  antecedens est necessarium. Ergo et consequens est necessarium ... Posito per impossibile  quod cursum Socratis cras futurum nunc viderem praesentem, in me statum verum et  necessarium esset me vidisse cursum Socratis futurum. Et tamen cursus Socratis adhuc  esset contingens””. The text is in L. BAUR, ‘Die philosophischen Werke des Robert  Grosseteste”, Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, IX (1912) 145-146.  See this same point in N. KRETZMANN, tr., William of Sherwood’s Treatise on  Syncategorematic Words (Minneapolis, 1968), p. 101, n. 70.fore, antıchristus Tr1ıt Sed
antecedens est necessarıum. Ergo et CONSCGUCNS est necessarıumA fourteenth-century Oxford Augustinian on the existence of God  33  that every true proposition must signify as things are (32), and this  applies to every true necessary proposition (33)*°).  Subtilis comes back to his contention that there is a world of  difference between the true proposition ‘“V will be”” and ““things are such  that V will be”’. The former is nothing; it does not exist in any way. But it  is quite different with the latter; it has an ontological status. Thus it must  be really in God’s mind, since it could not exist eternally anywhere  else (35). Thus God accounts for the present truth of true contingent  propositions concerning the future.  Having explained that ‘“things are such that V will be” is part of  God’s knowledge, Subtilis indicates that this is not true of “Socrates will  read” or “Plato will run”, though it is true of ‘“Antichrist will be””. He  does not explain the basis of the distinction ; presumably the truths about  Socrates and Plato are contingent while the truth about Antichrist is  necessary because God has revealed it!*). Subtilis claims that ““Socrates  will read”” does not exist in any way, but ‘“Antichrist will come” does.  Presumably, then, even if the former is in a sense eternally true, this does  not necessitate positing an eternal mind; but the eternal truth of the  latter does. The truths ‘*things are such that Socrates is not an ass”” or  “nothing is causing” (if it were to be true) would also require the  existence of an eternal mind (41).  Subtilis now deals with the contention, mentioned earlier, that  “nothing is causing” signifies other than as things are. In accord with his  teaching that every true proposition signifies as things are, he wants to  show that this proposition also can do so. If God alone caused (by  creation), and then ceased causing for an instant, ‘nothing is causing”  would signify as things are. There would be no need to account for the  change in things from the previous instant, since, Subtilis simply states  without explanation, there would be no change (42, 43).  13) Walter BURLEIGH (1275-c. 1345) also teaches that every true proposition signifies  as things are. See Jan PINBORG, ‘““Walter Burleigh on the Meaning of Proposition””, Classica  et Mediaevalia, XXVIII (1967) 394-404.  14) This is the distinction made by Robert GROSSETESTE in his De Scientia Dei  concerning these sentences: ‘“Si Deus scit antichristum ... fore, antichristus  „terit. Sed  antecedens est necessarium. Ergo et consequens est necessarium ... Posito per impossibile  quod cursum Socratis cras futurum nunc viderem praesentem, in me statum verum et  necessarium esset me vidisse cursum Socratis futurum. Et tamen cursus Socratis adhuc  esset contingens””. The text is in L. BAUR, ‘Die philosophischen Werke des Robert  Grosseteste”, Beiträge zur Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, IX (1912) 145-146.  See this same point in N. KRETZMANN, tr., William of Sherwood’s Treatise on  Syncategorematic Words (Minneapolis, 1968), p. 101, n. 70.Posıto DCI ımpossıbıle
quod CUTISUM Socratis 14S5 uturum UNC viderem praesentem, In statum CIUM et
necessarıum esse vidisse CUISUMmM Socratis futurum amen CUTISUS Socratıis uCcC
esse‘ contingens’”. TIhe texti 1s in BAUR, ‘*Die phılosophıschen er des Robert
Grosseteste’”, eiträge ZUF Geschichte der Philosophie des Mittelalters, (1912) 145-146
See thıs SdaInc pomnt 1ın K RETZMANN, ef:; William of Sherwood’s T reatise
Syncategorematic Words (Mınneapolıs, 101,
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111s has NO iınıshe' hıs second gu that o€s nOoTt
ex1ist”” eaı contradıction. He egan wıth the argu of
St Augustine and then eiende: it agaılnst Falsıgraphus and the
Moderns Hıs defense WAas the contention that certaın truths aIiec eternally
irue in such WaY d requıre eternal ontologıcal foundatıon. ese
eternal truths s1gnıfy ..  as thıngs are  27 Hence they requıre eternal
groundıng In realıty ; that 1S, they necessıtate eternal mınd.

remaıns for 111S aNsSWeT other objections hıs eachıng that
Go o€s nOoTt exist” ea contradıction. One objection 1s that, if
God o€s noTt exI1st, nothıng exXx1sts, and contradıction ex1ists (2)
Subtilıs’ ADNSWETI 1s sımple denı1al of theu46) No ou he
thıinks that the body of the artıcle has taken Caic of thıs objection.

second objection 1s that o0€s not ex1ist”’ 1S negatıve
proposition, that contradıiction requıres affırmatıve proposıition
also, and that affırmatıve proposıtion cannot follow ormally from
negatıve proposıtıon, and that therefore °Go O€es nOoTt ex1ist”” o€es noTt
ead contradıction (3)

hıs objection has force only ıf od ex1ists” and *God oe€es not
ex1ist” aTe consıdered be contingent proposıitions, SInce 1l1s has
shown, in hıs first In thıs artıcle, that, ıf od ex1ists’’ 1s

proposıtion, o€es nOoTL ex1ist”’ ea contradıction.
Now, SOM logıclans C  ary ıth 111S held that od o€es
NnOTL ex1ist” 1s contingent proposition, ıIn accordance ıth Arıstotle’s
definıtion of ONC, Ssince affırmatıve proposıtion Caln be deduced from ıt

contradıct it (4)
ubtıilıs Ad1SWeETI them 1s hat (G0d 1s eing and hence

°Go! ex1ists” and o€s 19(0)! ex1ist”’ aATeC not contingent propositions,
posıtıon bolstered by the teachıng of Thomas Tadwardıne (D 15

irue that contingent affırmatıve ollows from contingent negatıve,
but from ıiımpossıble negatıve anythıng ollows; thus
affırmatıve ollows from it (7) Therefore °Go! ex1ists”’ ollows from

0€s NnOTL exist”, and contradıction results (8, 47)
1l1s admıts that, de VI VOCIS, °Go0od ex1ists”’ 15 not

proposition. However, it Can be cshown that it the Samne dS

NECCECSSATY eing eX1sts .. and then ıt 1s SCCIHI] be ormally
proposıtion 44)

1r objection Subtilıs’ teachıng 1s that o€s nNOoTt ex1ist”
WOU contradıction only fGod dıffered infinıtely fifrom Hıs NON-

being But, ıf creatures ıliere: only ınıtely from God, they WOU be
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less than perfect, and hence nOoTt be G0d RBut creatures dıffer from NON-

eing only the extient that they dıffer from the non-being of God, since
they WOU nOot exıist ıf G0od dıd not ex1ist. Now, creatures ATC only finıtely
dıstant from non-being. So they ATIC only ınıtely dıfferent from
non-beıing. And, ıf God 18 only ınıtely dıstant from creatures, He 18 only
ınıtely dıstant from non-beıing. So od o€es not ex1ist”’ o€es not

contradıction (9)
Subtilıs’ ANSWEeTI thıs 18 that (J0d 15 infinıtely dıstant from NON-

eing because He contaıns virtually and eminently CVEIYV poss1ible degree
of perfection, and these degrees AT infinıte ın number. And it 1S, besides,
unthınkable that be only ınıtely less perfect than God 48)

1na. objection 15 that there 18 dıstance between God and NON-

eing because the dıistance WOU ave be created ÖT uncreated. f
created, ıt 1s infinıte, and there 18 infinıte C  r 1C 15 impossıble.
If uncreated, ıt 1S God; but God cCannot be between Hımself and
somethıng else 10)

111S sımply denıes that God 1s between Hımself and non-beıing,
wıthout explaınıng urther (49, 50)

Subtilıs therefore has ollowe other Englısh phılosophers Just prıor
hım (Thomas Bradwardıne, Ihomas of Buckıngham, oger of

Nottingham, Nıcholas Aston) in claımıng that °G0od O€s noLt exıist”
involves contradıction

ENNEDY G5
Center fOr Thomistic Studıes

Houston, US

15) See

Followıiıng 1s transcer1ıption of Ms lat of the Bıblıotheque
Natıonale, ff. 85 v-8®%

ARTICLE

8 ÖV trum Deum NON 6ESSC contradıccıonem inferat manıfestam.
uod NON, argultur SIC Deum NO  — CSSC NO  — SSt; igıtur Deum NO  —;

CSSC nullam contradıctiıonem infert. Consequent1a 9 ei antece-
ens hoc quod hec est alsa Deum NON CSSC est Nam sequitur :
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Deum NO  —; CSSC est; igıtur Deus 1NON est Consequens falsum qula hec
sunt contradıcti0: Deum 1NON CSSC est, eft Deum NON 6SSC NON est
Igıtur eic
Secundo SIC Deum NON CSSC nu sequıtur contradıict10; igıtur
eic rgultur antecedens SIC Deum NO  - CSSC sequıtur quod nu
contradıct1o0 est; igıtur. antecedens argultur SIC Deus 1NOoN est;
igitur nı est; et, sicut nı eSE, igitur nu contradıict1o est Igıtur
posıto sequıitur Deus NO  ; CSt; igitur nu contradıct1i1o0 est
Tertio SIC ista negatıve ° Deus 1910)01 est  27 necessarIıe negatıva ESt;
igitur, ista, nu affırmatıva formalıter sequitur; eft imposs1bile est
contradıctionem inferrı sıne affırmativa, quod contradıct10 est
affırmatıone et negatıone s1ıb1 opposıta contradıctorie; igıtur ista
° Deus 1NON est  27 nu sequıtur contradıctio. Consequentla patet, et
ma1ı10r S1C Na ato opposıto ma10TIS, sequıtur quod ista ° Deus 1NON

est  27 NO  — est contradıctorlia iıllıus ° Deus SS  27 CONSCYUCNS falsum
Pro isto artıculo ei alıo0 precedenti, dicıtur quod, PCI 85vV/86r alıcos
modernos 10g1C0S, quod hec ° Deus 1O  — est  27 NO  — est impossı1bılıs.
Persuadent S1IC ista posıta eit admıssa nullum accıdıt contradıiıc-
torıe impossı1ible, quod hec INeEIC negatıva SS et DCI CONSCQUCNS

nullum sequıtur immossı1biıle ; 1gıtur pCT dıffinıtionem possı1bılıs,
primo Priorum *), sequitur quod hec * Deus NO  —_ est  29 NO  —; est
impossI1bılıs. Et ideo CONSeEquenter dicunt quod hec ° Deus est  27 19(0)  —
est necessarIla.
Contra istam responsionem argultur SIC ° Deus est  29 est *) veTrTa

necessarla;: igitur NECCECSSC est Deum CSSC, ei Ila proposıt10 ° Deus
est“  27 qUC DCI COS NO  u est necessarıa sed contingens, sıgnıficat precıise
quod Deus 6SL; 1gitur alıqua proposıt1o0 contingens sıgniıficat precise
sicut NECCSSC est CSSC, CONSCQUCNS absurdum secundum bonam
og1cam Et, quod ° Deus est  27 est*) CIa necessarı1a, super1us est
probatum.
em modo argultur quod ista proposıitio “* Deus NO  —_ est”“.  297 qucC
secundum 6COS est possı1bılıs, sıgniıficat precıise sıcut possı1ıbıle est CSSC,
quod NON videtur evidentiam illıus Opin10n1s dicıtur

admıssa amıssa
rıstotle, Prior Analytics, 1’ 32a 19-21
est Omuttıt

*} est Oomulttıt
Deus Omuıttıt
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quod®) °° JDeus NO  — est sequıtur impossıbıle qula talıs °° JDeus NO  —

est  27 secundum Cantuarıensem T1 De Causa Dei ’) est

PIIMUM iımpossıbıle complexum el SUUuIN opposıtum DIIMUM
complexum
Et tunc ad argumentum (hec °° JDeus 1918)  — est est IMNeEeTIEC

igıtur nu sequıtur affırmatıva et pDCI CONSCQUCNS nu
contradıct10) DTIOo 1StO dıcıtur quod consequenta NO  —; videtur
Nam sımplıcıter impossı1bılı S quodlıbet eit
ultra gimpossıbılı sSeqgu affırmatıva NECESSAaAaIld Nam
impossıbılı sequıtur quodlıbet ıta sequıtur ad quodlı-
bet nde PTOo secunda COMMMUNIL consequentıa (dıcıtur quod ImMeTIe

negatıva 1910)8!Saffırmatıva 1CO quod intellıgı quod
INeTIS® contngent(ı NO  — affırmatıva contiingens ef
hOcC est
Et SIC solvendo evidentiam iıllıus OPIN1ON1S solvıtur argumentum
ertium solut1o alıas ponenda fulsset ıne quest10N1s
Quarto princıpalıter SIC Deus solum finıte NOoN-CesSsSC

ıgıtur ° Deum NON CSSC non®) infert repugnantıam Consequentla
pa pCI hoc quod 1ıdeo potest quelıbe 1910}  = CSSC absque
contradıctione qu1a solum finıte dıstat NON-CSSC ef Consequentı
solum finıte S1b1 NON-CSSC Antecedens SIC tantum
sıbı PTECISC NO  ; SCSSC quantum dıstat NON-CSSC 1g1ıtur eiCc
Mınor SIC tantum DPICCISC dıstat NON-CSSC quantum dıstat

NON-CSSC Del Na hoc quod NO  —; esse Deus sequıtur C 19(0)  —;

CSSC sımplıcıter sed solum finıte dıstat NON-CSSC De1l 1g1ıtur eiCc
Mınor SIC S] pCT solam latıtudınem finıtam ess!| alıquıd

perfectum quamı Deus, NON Deus; 1g1cur solum pCI
latıtudınem finıtam dıistat Deus NON-CsSSC De1i

10 Confirmatur Deus nu mOodo dıstat NO  —; CSSC igıtur eic
Antecedens arguıtur 11a ato 1sta
dıstancıa S1it creata vel SI 33l tunc est Deus 1g1Cur
Deum ei NON-CcsSsSC SS Deus SI creata Cu Ila dıstancıa sıt infinıta

quod alıquod creatum infinıtum
opposıtum quest10N1s u SIC Supponendo quod hoc

negandum
Ihomas Bradwardıne De (’Aausa Del lıb CaD (London 1618 Frankfurt

200 202
NO  3 OMI
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“Deus” sıgnıficet 1UMmM NECCCSSC CSSC, argultur SIC Deus est
NECCECSSC CSSC; igitur NECCCSSC est Deum CSSC, el ultra, igitur impossibile
est Deum 1O  —; CSSC, igitur, S1 quı1s, mediante oblıgatione, concedat
Deum NO  — CSSC, concedit NOn DSSEC quod impossibile est NO  a’ CSSC Et,

hoc quod admittit ”) Deum 19(8)  —; CSSC, Contra CUu sequıtur quod
possı1ıbıle est Deum NO CSSC, igıtur siımul concedere SIC
respondens quod possı1ıbıle est Deum NO  — CSSC et quod impossıbiıle est
Deum NON CSSC, quod est contradıctio.

12 Secundo SIC verıtatem NO  — CSSC contradıctiıonem infert ; ei Deus est
verıtas prıma et necessarla; igiıtur eic Consequentla Et
antecedens DCI beatum Augustinum, secundo Solıilo- 806r/86v qu10-
rum * ©): ubı probat quod impossı1ıbiıle est verıtatem interire vel
occıdere. Argultur SIC verıtas occıdıt ; ıgitur9 scılıcet verıtatem
OCCId1sse ; St; pCI CONSCHUCNS, S1 verıtas occıdıt, verıtas est; el 61
verıtas occıdıt, verıtas NO  —; SSU: igıtur siımul verıtas est eft verıtas NON

CSL; quod est contradıctio.
13 Item, Anselmus, Monologıon et De Veritate **), argult quod alıqua

est verıtas eterna qucC 1NON potest desiınere CSSC 11mMO argult ad
probandam alıquam veriıtatem eternam SIC SCINDCI fuıt quod
alıquıd er1it, ef SCHNDCI erıt VeEIUM quod alıquıd fult; igitur alıca
veritate SCHAPDCI SIC fuıt verum ef ent: et, ultra, ıgıtur alıca verıtas est
eterna Et exponıt istum modum loquendı “semper fulnt quod
alıquıd er1t ” NO  —; qula talıs proposıt1o ‘“alıquid er1t” SCINDCI fult, sed
SCMPCTI fuıt iıta sıcut ista sıgnıficat. Et ıta alıa argult et1am
quod verıitas nedum SCINPCTI erıt seit et1am quod NO  —_ potest NO  — CSSC,
deducens contradıctiıonem hoc quod verıtas NO  — foret Argult SIC
verıtas NO  = erıt; igıtur VeIUM est quod verıtas NOoN ent: et ultra,
igıtur alıca veritate VCIUIMM erıt quod verıtas NOn erit: e PCT
CONSCHUCNS, 1g1itur, S1 verıtas NON ent, verıtas er1t, quod est apud Cu
contradıicetio.

14 Hıc respondet falsıgraphus quı eneret quod Omnı1s natura est
contingens ei quod nu  a est ve]l fuıt necessarla, dicens quodlıbet
SCHMIDCI fuıt ıta quod erit: multa non **) unıca verıitate SIC
SCHALDCI fuerunt sed, secundum dıversıtatem urarum sıbı contın-

quod admıttı amıttit
10) St Augustine, Soliloquia, lıb IL, CaD
ll) St Anselm, Monologion, Cap. 9, De eritate, CaD K 10, 13
12) NON Omuittit
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gefiter succedenti1um, diversıbus verıtatıbus SIC fuerunt, et ıta plures
modiı discend1**) ıta SIC sıt quod erit.

15 Sed contra hoc argultur SIC, medio ver1 notabiıli: tam simplıicıtate ei

unıtate ıta fulnt quod erıt qUuUam simplıcıtate ei unıtate Cu et
fuerıt actualıter existens:;: sed, Cu fuerit actualıter PICSCHS S1IC erıt
quod seme!l eft NOoN plurıes est, et quod un1co modo S1IC est quod
est ; igitur NO  — dıversıs modıs SIC fulnt quod erıt. Mınor ota est, l
malor SIC talıter precıise fuınt futurum qualıter er1lt; igıtur
eic Antecedens argultur ponendo quod ucC sıt futurum. Iunc
SIC talıter funt precıse futurum qualıter precıisse est futurum ; sed

prec1se*) est futurum qualıter erit, Cu iıdem sıt dicere erıt
futurum ei etit: igıtur eic

16 Sed forte concediıtur quod SCMPCI talıter fuınt futurum qualıter
er1t, sed NO  — SCMPCI fu1nt talıter uod fult futurum ” qualıter UuUnCcC

est uod est futurum . Contra, S1 alıo0 15) modo UNC est quod
est futurum qUam prIus funt quod fuınt futurum, igıtur alı0 modo
est futurum qUam fuıt futurum.

17 Sed modernı alıter respondent, negando tales consequentlas:
nı est, igitur SIC est quod nıhıl est; verıtas interut, igitur SIC est

quod verıtas interiut. Negant et1am tales consequentlas: erit, ıgitur
SIC est quod erıt; fult, igıtur S1IC est quod fult

18 Sed Contra istam responsionem argultur PIO Omn1ı 9 prımo,
quod Ila consequentl1a est ona nı est, igiıtur S1IC est quod nı est
Nam impossı1bılı sequıtur quodlıbet er sicut super1us fuıt n_

Su  9 antecedens est simplıicıiter impossı1bıle. Igitur eic
Confirmatur: impossıbıle est SIC CSSC sıcut sıgnıfıcatur DCI antecedens
181 SIC fuerıt sicut sıgnıficatur pCI CONSCYUCNS, igitur eic
Hıc dicerent negando consequentiam ultımam. Nam secundum COS,
ets1 possıbıle 86v/8 /r quod nı NO  —_ possıbıle S1IC
CSSC sicut ista .  nl est  27 sıgnıfıcat. lam hec proposıt10 Jaudıt
repugnantıam, ..  SIC CSSC quod nı est  22 nde dicerent quod oportet
quod impossıbıle sıt S1C NON CSSC sicut antecedens s1ignificat 1S1 iıta

sıcut CONSCQUCNS s1gnıfıcat, ad hoc quod consequentla 1la sıt
ona

21 Contra: pCI hoc NON respondetur; Na impossıbiıle est SIC 1910}  — 6CSSC

13) discendı dıscentis
14) addiıit
15) lhıo alıco
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sıcut PCI antecedens sıgnıfıcatur 181 SIC fuerıit sıcut sıgnificatur DCI
CONSCqUCNS. Igıtur consequentla est ona Antecedens argultur:
Na opposıito dato, ponatur quod SIC NON sıt Ssicut sıgnıficatur DCI
antecedens, CU hoc quod NO  — SIC sıt sicut signıficetur PCI SC-

JI1unc argultur SIC NO  —; SIC est sicut sıgniıficetur pCI istam °nıhıiıl
est.:  27 ei pCTI istam sıgnificatur precıise quod Nı est; igıtur SIC NO  — est
quod nı est Et tunc argultur SIC 19108}  —; SIC est quod nı eSL; igitur
SIC NO  —; est quod nı est Et tunc argultur SIC NO  — SIC est quod nıhıl
est ; igiıtur 1O  —; S1IC est quod NO  — alıquıd est kt, ultra, igıtur SIC est
quod alıquıd est Prima consequentla ne quod 1la incomplexa
convertuntur, °“nıhil” ei ..  non alıquıid”” Et, pPCI posiıtum, secundum
intellectum 1IStOrum, °nıhıl est  Z Igıtur sımul est ““alıquıid est  27 ei
°nıhıiıl est  y} Et ““alıquıid est ei nı est  27 sequıtur ista c&  SIC est quod
Nnı est  77 (amquam imposs!1bılı. Igitur eic Et talıter potest probarı
consequent1a Augustin1, secundo Solıloquiorum (verıtas occıldıt;
igıtur VCIUM verıtatem OCcC1d1sse) 16)
Sed unc Cu ma1l0T1 dılıgentia oportet recıtare evidenclas PIO
evidencıia eU; arguendo contra opınıonem, evidenclas solvere. Evıden-
cC1a probatur qul1a negatur hec consequentla, “V erit; 1gıtur SIC est
quod er1t””. Et, quı1a conceditur hec conclusı1o0 CSSC possıbılıs (“Ct
erit, eft NON SIC est quod erit‘)); est hec (“V fore’”), sumendo

dıstingultur cContra CSSC kEt,; S1 $SV erıt  > nı est NeC alıqualiter,
ei S1 conceditur hec proposıitio de futuro, NO  - de present], c&  SIC est
quod eHnt  D CONSEquUeENLeEr dicere quod L$V fore  I9 est ..  SIC
esse') quod ert”,  ” quod falsum est, 190628 “V fore  9 1ON est
alıqualiter CSSC Igıtur “V fore  29 NO  — est ..  SIC CSSC quod erıt  97

23 Item Sic ponatur quod erıt: ef quod nı quod est 1pS1uUs sıt
Tunc, S1 concedıiıtur hec ..  SIC est quod erit””: argultur S1D SIC est
quod erit; aut igıtur SIC est parte De1l quod erıt, aut SIC est
parte 1PSIUS quod er1t, aut S1IC est alterius quod
erıt S1 priımum, cContra tunc “V fore  79 alıqualıter Deı;
igitur PCI 1ıdem “Sortem CSSC ecturum’ ” et Platonem CSSC Cursurum ”

“V fore  5 CONSCQqUCNS falsum, quıla S1 SOr NUumM g U am
ecturus NeC Pertrus E} staret uCc fore, ve]l CSSC futurum.
Item SIC Qualitercumque De1l est, necessar10o est Sed,
impossı1bıli, HV fore  29 alıqualıiter De!] est Igıtur “V fore SCUu

16) See
17) sSSC Oomuıttıt
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CSSC futurum ” necessar10 est, ei DCI CONSCYHUCNS necessarı1o0 er1ıt. Et
DCI hoc argumentum pOossetl probarı quod nıhıl contingenter ess!

Consequens falsum
25 Item, S1 “V fore  79 ess!| alıqualıiter parte Del1, pCI idem “V esse’’ esse

alıqualiter pa De1 Consequens manıfeste falsum, Na “V esse’”’
mutabiılıter er1t, er qualitercumque De1 est, immutabiılıter est
eft erıt. Igıtur eic
O1 dicıtur secundum membrum dıvisıon1s, scılıcet quod

SIC est quod erit. contra nı 1PS1US GSt; igitur NO  — alıqualıiter
parte est; el: ultra, ıgıtur NO  — S1IC est parte quod er1it ; igitur

eic
27 Nec ertium membrum arl potest. Nam quelıbe alıa ıta

indılfierens est 1psı1 quod, S1 Ila NCC NeC foret 1ICC fulsset, ucC
staret fore.

28 Propter talıa argumenta concedıit agıster Walterus !®) Bıllıngham
quod alıqua proposıiıt10 eciIa sıignificat alıter qUamı est Nam, accepta
talı propositione ‘“ Antıchristus ent  »”;5 dıicıt Cd 6SSC 9 sed,
contra, Ila sıgnıfıcat alıqualiter qualıter NON est; igıtur eic nte-
cedens argult SIC Ila sıgnıficat quod Antichristus erit, eit talıter NO  —

est ..  uod Antichristus erit‘ *  »”a sicut pa DCI argumenta super1us
facta; 1gıtur eic
Consimniuil: argumen(t0o, quod nu propositio negatıva, et1am VCIadA,
sıgnıfıcat sıcut est Nam talıs 8/I1/87V scılıcet est*?) "°SOTr NO  — est
asınus””, et ista NO  — sıgniıficat sicut est Igıtur eadem ratione NeC

alıqua alıa sıgnificat sıcut est Antecedens argultur quoa inorem
quıla ma1lo0r ota est SIC NO  — S1IC est sıcut Ila sıgnıficat ; 1gıtur ]la NON

sıgnıfıcat sıcut est Consequentla et antecedens argultur SIC
Na Oopposıto ato (scılıcet, SIC est sicut Ila s1gniıficat), queritur aut
SIC est Sortis aut aS1INl. Quod NO  - parte Sortis,
argultur SIC S1 igitur NO  - NO  — alıqualiter Sortis: et,
S1 Sortes NO  — staret am CSSC “°Sortes NO  ; est asınus”’
sıcut signıfıcando precıise siıcut UunNC sıgniıficat ; igıtur eic Et DCI
consimıle argumentum potest probarı quod NON S1IC est aS1N1
quod SOr NO  — est aSINUS.

3() Item, ponatur quod in present! instantı desineat Omnıs pCI
remotionem de present1. T1_mc acCc1p10 talem proposıtionem ..  nı

18) Wals
19) est omuttiıt
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causat’”. Iunc 20) SIC hec est VvVera et hec NO  — sıgnıficat sıcut est; igıtur
eic Miınor SIC argultur: hec sıgnıfıcat quod nı Causat, eft NO  —_ SIC
est; ıgıtur eic Et, quod NOn SIC est, argultur: Nam, opposıto dato, S1IC
est quod nı Causal, et NON immediate ante PTreSCNS instans fult:;
CONSCYUCNS falsum, Na causatur SCSSC qualıter NON erat immediate
ante hoc; aut est creatum aut 19(0)  a} creatum ; S1 prımum detur, {unc
concedıiıtur quod est cContra9 S1 secundum, tunc talıter CSSC

est CSSC Del, eft PDCI CONSCYUCHS talıter CSSC fulnt immediıate ante hoc,
quod est cContra datum
Propter ista argumenta concedıiıt agıster Nıcolaus de Aston**)
quod nu proposıit10 necessarla VveTra s1gnificat sıcut est

3° olo igitur conclusıones NCBaAIC est argumenta solvere. In
DI1m1S, NCSO quod alıca proposıiıt10 vera sıgnıficat alıter quam est

Ymo, sicut alıas dix1, impossibiıle est alıcam veram**) propositionem
sıgnıfıcare alıter QqUamı est

33 Nego eti1am quod nu proposıit10 necessarla sıgnıficat sıcut est
Teneo Na quod Omn1s proposıt1o verIa sıgnıficat sicut est
Et tunc ad argumenta, incıpıendo prımo, quando ponıtur quod
erıt et quod nNec“?) V, NECEC alıquıd Sul, 1PS1US sıt Admiıuıtto 24)
Causam, ei Omnı1s “V er1iıt”’ vel;4?) “V fore  29 nı est NC alıqualiter esL,
ei .  SIC CSSC quod er1it”’ est “V iore , S1 S1IC sıt quod erlt; 1gitur eic
Concedıiıtur ma10r, eil negatur MINOT.

35 Unde, in declarando falısıtatem ist1us mi1noTIs, respondebo ad prOoXI1-
INUu argumentum SCQUCNS. rgultur igıtur quod .  SIC CSSC quod
er1it ” NO  — est LSV fore  e “*SIC CSSC quod er1ıt ” est ..  SIC CSSC

quod erıt  > Sed "verum CSSC quod er1it”’ NO  —; est L6V fore  »” Igıtur
eic Mınor argultur SIC “verum CsSSC quod erıt  29 realıter est ıIn Deo,
sed ‘LV fore  27 1910)8! est realıter in Deo, quod “V fore  29 NO  — est

alıqualıter. Igıtur eic alorem ist1us argument! ponıt Augustinus,
Contra Faustum, dicens dıffuse quod ın Deo CSSC ‘“ futurum
fore  I9 eit ““preterıtum fu1sse”, ei NO  — all est CSSC quod

20) Iunc
21) ston Aston
22) omuttıt
23) CC omuittit
24) Admiıtto amıtto
25) erıt  27 vel dr
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futurum erıt vel quod preterıtum füit“%) quam 1ın Deo*). Ex quıbus
patet quod dicereequod .  SIC CSSC quod er1ıt ” est ın Deo, quod
fuılt prımum membrum argument! 1n opposıtum.

36 Sed argultur quod necessarıo0 eft immutabiılıter SIC est quod “V —  27
quod, qualitercumque Del, immutabiılıter ef necessarı10o 6St}

et tunc, DCTI ıdem, de futuro quodlıbet concedendum esse quod
necessarı1o SIC est quod ent; et; DCI CONSCYUCNS, nı contingen-
ter sSS| futurum, CONSCYUCHNS falsum

3° istud dıicıtur negando prımam consequentl1am. Nam, lıcet qualı-
tercumque sıt pa Deı, necessar10o eft inmutabiılıter est, ei .  SIC 6CSSC

quod erıt  9 sıt ıIn Deo, stat quod contingenter SIC scıt “*esse
quod erit‘”, NOoN propiter alıcam contingentiam De1l
poss1ıb:lem, sed propter hoc quod pOssel CSSC, una Cu hoc quod,
postquam SIC fuerı1t eit postea CSSC de- 8/v/88r sierit, NUMYy Ua post
SU1 desıtionem futurum, ita quod SUCCESSIVE iste due proposI-
tiones erunt verifiabiıles, “V er1it ”” ei 66V NUumMquUuam erit”“,  292 NON propter
contingentiam vel mutabılıtatem Deı sed propier hoc quod talıter
poneretur in CSSC eit de DE laberetur in preterıtum Cu negatiıone SUC

futurıtion1ıs postea.
38 kt, S1 (de ..  SIC CSSC quod er vel UOCUMGUC alı0

futuro*®), quUO est In Deo) tirum .  SIC SCSSC quod erit”’ S17

simplıcıter necessarıum, eft absolute Deum CS5SC, vel S1IC Deum ve
fore quıa hoc secundum maxıme videretur quıbusdam CSSC, quod
priımum duarum NO  — potest quıla Na ° Deum esse’”” SIC acceptla ad
creaturam NO  —_ refurtur HOC ad alıquod SIRı ei ..  SIC CSSC ıIn Deo
quod er1it”’ refertur ad V, 1gıtur et6e;) secundum duarum NON potest
Na S1 erıt 1U contingenter futurum, Deus NO  —_ vult

fore; igıtur ..  SIC CSSC quod er1it”’ NON est Deum vele fore. Et PDCI
iıdem argumentum potest ostendı quod, de nu al10 futuro, .  SIC CSSC

quod erit ” est Deum ve fore.
30 nde concedo .  SIC CSSC quod er1it”’ NeC est sımplıcıter NeEC absolute

Deum CSSC, NO6C simplıcıter ei aDSOlute Deum ve fore. elınquıi-
{ur 1g1tur quod ..  SIC CSSC quod er1it”’ est ° Deum intellıgere fore  9
quıla, lıcet NOoN INNC futurum vult Deus fore, INNE futurum
intelligıt Deus fore, quod concedo.

26) fuıt p!
27) St Augustine, Contra Faustum, lıb AAXVI, Cap
28) qU OC lıo0 futuro quodcumque alıum futurum
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nde conformıiıter loquentes 1uxta conclusıiones prımam ei erti1am In
tert10 artıculo recıtatas concederent “?) anc conclusiıonem CSSC

possibılem, "necesse est SIC CSSC quod SOr peccavıt, peccat, et
peccabıt, DeECCatö”, l summe contingens est Sortem SCSSC

CCaturum, PCCCATC, ve]l a  C, peccato TODAaTiur SIC aCC1p10
am consequentiam “° Deus intelligıt Sortem CSSC peccaturum, Cad-
IC, vel aSSC; igıtur Sor peccabıt, peccavıt, vel peccal, peccato” »}

el; 1uxta conclusiıonem tert1am prım1 artıculi, antecedens est NECESSa-

rum, eft CONSCYUCHNS contingens, et DCI CONSCYQUCNS necessarıum est
Deum intellıgere Sortem PCCCAIC, ve] CCCASSC, peCCAlO; 1gıtur,
Cu ° Deum SIC intellıgere” sıt ..  SIC CSSC quod SOr peccabiıt, peccavıt,
vel peccat, peccato’”, sequitur quod NECESSC est S1IC CSSC (Sor SIC
peccavıt, peCccal, ve] peccabıt, peccato); et tunc sequitur superIl1us
Sortem contingenter CSSC eCcaturum, eit est contingens
Sortem DECCATIC vel ASSC, peCCAalLOo; igıtur eic Et, S1 alıquıs
arguet cContra conclusionem SIC (““necesse est S1IC CSSC quod peccat
ete:; igitur Sor necessar1o peCCal, peccabıt, ve]l peccavıt, peccato’),
NCBaAICHM consequentlam.

41 Concedo et1am quod, S1 SOr sıt lecturus, el ato9tunc ..  SIC
CSSC quod Antichristus sıt  9 est ..  SIC CSSC quod SOor ege ef ato
curret ”” Nam,|cum omnıno quoa priımum S1IC Deum intelligere
quod Antichristus erıt est Deum intellıgere quod SOT ege et ato
curret, et 30) Deum SIC intelliıgere quod Antichristus erıt eic est S1IC
CSSC quod Antichristus **) erıt, ut predictis **), NO  —
“Sortem CSSC lecturum ” est “antıchristum CSSC futurum ”, quıla 1CC

#Sörtem?”) CSSC ecturum’ ” NEC °“Platonem CSSC Cursurum ” 34) alıqua-
lıter esL, sed ‘“ Antıiıchristum 6CsSSC futurum’” alıqualiter est Conse-
quenter et1am 1CO quod ..  SIC CSSC quod Sor NO  e} est aSINuUSs vel quod
nı causat ” est Deum intellıgere quod Sor NOoN est aSINUS ve]l quod
nı Causat
Per hoc dicıtur ad argumentum magıistrı alteriıus ın hoc instantı
present!: S1IC est quod nı Causat eft NO  —_ immediate ante instans
PTITESCNS S1IC erat quıd nı Causal; igitur 198010 alıter est qUamı

29) concederent concederet
30) el est

quod repetitur.
32) igitur eic I
33) Sortem SOr
34) Platonem sSSC Antıchriıstum SSC uturum
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inmediate ante hoc fuılt Diıico igıtur quod de V1 VOCIS, umendo
instans PTESCNS PIO instante *>) CorporIis creatl, siıcut credo Cu

accıpere, est impossıbılıs. Et negatur Ila consequentl1a (sıCc est
unc quod nı Causal, eft Nnon immediate ante PITESCNS instans SIC
erat quod nı Causal ; igitur ete.) Nam, posıto quod DCI Nam

horam preterıtam nı preier Deum cCauset (fuıssent multa in
eadem diısposıtione habencıa continue ad PIESCNHNS instans
inclusıve), el quod Deus DCI otam istam horam alias*°)
creaturas quC post SUl1 mutatıonem NO  —; fulssent ad
PTrEeSCNS instans inclusıve mutate ın isto CaSu, una Cu hoc quod
posset CSSC instans alıquod sıne SUl presencıalı Causaslione, otum
antecedens erıt VEeIUIMM ist1us consequentie facte Et CONSCqUCNS
falsum:; 19028 De1 NON alıter qUam inmediate ante

PTESCNS instans fult : 881/88V NC parte (probatur, Na sıt
talıs que/)) unc SS!| alıter qUuUam immediate ante

PTESCHNS instans erat) Et argultur S1IC UnNnCcC alıter est aperte qUam
immediate ante DICSCNS instans erat; igıtur aut quoa: SUUuTN CSSC

quod habuiıt immediıate ante hoc instans aut quoa SUUuIN NON-CSSC;
NonNn prımum qula hOoc est cContira 9 H6C secundum quı1a nı
alıter est quando est qUam quando 1NON fuıt Na opposıto dato,
sequıitur quod alıqualıter fuıt quando NO  — fult; quod est impossI1biıle;
et1am sequıtur inmedıiıate ante hoc PICSCHNS instans NO  —; fult, efi
UNC est; igıtur alıquıd causat NUNGC, quod est contra

43 Sed qula hıc fuınt dubitatıo numquıd possel instans PICSCHS present1a-
lıter CauSare, fiat argumentum de Creatore, ei ıbı nu est dubitatıio.
Et SIC posıto quod Deus DCI istam horam ei

DIO unc nı tunc SIC est quod Deus nı ei immediate
hoc S1IC NON erat quod Deus nı igıtur unc alıter est

quam immediate ante hoc instans PICSCHNS erat Negatur SC-

quent1a
Hırs peractis, sc1iendum quod de V1 VOCIs nu talıs consequentı1a
valet ‘“ ısta proposıit10 est necessarla ; igitur 191 est SIC CSSC sicut
sıgnıfiıcatur pCI eam TODaLtLur SIC hec proposıitio 19(0)  — est NECCESSa-

mar?); igıtur 19(8)  — est ıta sıcut hec proposıt1o sıgnificat ; consequentla

35) instante Omuıttıt
36) alıas alıam
37) quc CU1uUSs
38) necessarlı1a Omıttıt
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est bona; eit antecedens est possıbıle ; igıtur ei CONSCQUCNS. Bt: 61
argultur contra SIC hec proposit10 °° Deus est  27 sıignıficat precıse sıcut
“necesse est esse ‘: ist1us propositi1on1s sententiam homines u_.

nıter intendunt quando inferunt tale CONSCYUCNS , igıtur NECCCSSC est
SIC ESSC sicut hec sıgnıficat): GCum®®) iste due propositiones eundem
habeant“°) intellectum secundum acceptationem Om1-
NUu unNnd conclusio**) de V1 VOCIS alsa est, ei alıa est VeEId,
sicut NOoN valet hec de V1 VOILCIS, loquendo de propositione vocalı vel
scrıpta: ‘“ hec est impossı1ıbıilıs; igitur impossıbıle est ıta CSSC sicut ista
sıgnıfıcat . Nam argultur SIC de eadem proposıitione: hec sıgnıficat
precıse quod Deus eSt; ıgiıtur ita est sıcut ista sıgnificat ; consequentıa
est bona; el antecedens est possibile ; igiıtur et CONSCHUCNS. Intellectus

quCcm homıiınes communiter intendunt est satıs 9 sıcut
pa predicıs.

45 Hıis prem1ssıs, descendo ad solutionem questi1on1s. Et 1C0O quod DaIs
affırmatıva quest10n1s de V1 VOCIS alsa est, sıcut probat prımum
argumentum. Potest habere alıum intellectum solıdum, ut sıt
iste SCIISUS numquıd responsione concedentis Deum NO  —; CSSC

deducı poterit contradictio. Et 1C0O quod SIC 118 dıet1is solutum est

prımum argumentum.
Pro secundo argumento NC£O istam consequentlam : Ila * Deus
NO  — est  27 ve] responsione concedıiıtur Deum 1O  — CSSC, sequıtur
quod nu contradıct10; igiıtur ]la ° Deus: NON est  27 vel
responsione concedıiıtur ° Deum NON esse” nu sequitur cContra-
dicti0.

quartum dicıtur quod infinitum **) infınıte ad NON-CSSC,
el Deus infinıte dıstat NON-CSSC, eit hoc secundum intellectum
qUCIM postea explicabo. De V1 VOCIS, hec est alsa, ei quelıbe
talıs Deus dıstat NON-CESSC Nam sımplıcıter NON-CSSC NOn est Igitur
Deus NOoN dıistat NON-CSSC, ei antecedens pa quı1a hec includıt
contradictionem, ..  on-esse est  27 Sanus intellectus est iste, sicud
diciımus: quod gradus SUMMMUS calıdıtatıs tantum dıstat non-gradu
calıdıtatıs (vel gradu frıgidıtatıs, quod iıdem est) quanta est
latıtudo calıdıtatıs, quod tantam istam latıtudiınem virtualıter
contıinet gradus SUMMMUS Ita Sane 1C1 potest quod Deus tantum

39) CUu nde
40) habeant habent
41) conclus1ıo Oomuttıt
42) vel addiıit
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dıistat non-gradu entitatıs quantum possibilis  43) est alıca atıtudo
CT'! ın perfectione essentialı specıfica, quod talem
latıtudınem virtualıter eft emıinenter continet Deus. kEt, quı1a infinıta
potest NS atıtudo in perfectione essentialı, ıdeo 1C1
potest quod Deus dıstat non-gradu entitatıs, et qualıibe alıa

dıstat Deus, infinıte. intellectum datum ene pa istam
mınorem CSSC inymagınabılem, scilıcet quod alıquıd quod NOoN est
Deus solum pDCI finıtam latıtudınem Deo**) mınus perfectum.
Diıco igıtur quod Deus 1PSO infinıte dıstat non-gradu entitatıs.
Et quando argultur in confirmacıone (1g1tur Deus personalıter
inter selpsum et non-gradum entitat1s) NCZO consequentl1am.
E x 118 respons10 ad questionem el ad argumenta.

43) possı1bılıs possıbıle
44) Deo Deus


