
IHE ONDEMNATION
JOHN KEDINGTON, OSA

One of the best-known inc1ıdents in thıs hıstory of the EnglıshAustin Friars 1Ss the onflhet that developed the m1d-1350s between
the Austıin T1ars the 0)81> hand and Archbishop Rıchard FıtzRalphthe other The detaıls of FıtzRalph’s attack the mendicant orders
In general and the ustins In partiıcular dICc well-known, especlallythanks Katherine Walsh’s study of FıtzRalph.! But ON facet of thıs
conflict has rece1ved lıttle scholarly attention. 1358, the Universityof Oxford condemned certaıin ° Fr1ar John’ for makıng {[WO propos1-t1ons about the property rıghts and tıthes of parıs priests In the COUTSC
of academıc debate 2 hıs inc1ıdent has rarely een connected fo the
dıspute between FıtzRalph and the Austins. But ıt 1s NO clear that the
Frıar Jo  = In question Was In fact the Austıin T1ar Jo  =u Kedington.
Kedington’s condemnatıion throws substantıal 1g how the confhet
between FıtzRalph and the ustins played oOuft al Oxford

Archbishop FıtzRalph and the Debate VvVer Dominium

Before explore Kedington’s condemnatıon, ıt 1s NECCCSSALYfirst discuss the wıder debate Ver dominion that W as OCccurriıng
the m1ıd-fourteenth cCentury. TIhe eory of domiıinıon addresses the
rıghtful ownershı1ıp of property, but also has strong implications for the
rıght exercıse all forms of authorıity, and has consequent V een dıs-
cussed both Dy ega theorIısts interested In property 1SSsuUes and polıt1ı-
cal theorIists interested in Just overnment and the relatiıonshıp of
Church and State.* Domiinıon became ımportant Issue for the INeN-
diıcant VO of pOoVverty, especılally for the Francı1scans, for whom
pOverty WAaSs, al least In eOTY, foundatıonal CONCEepPL. nnocent
agree 18 aCcCcept domiıinıon VeT all Francıscan property, leavıng the fr1-
aAars ıth only sımple USUS, UuUsc of the property, but INanYy found thıs
be vlolatıon of the spırı of the Francıscan Rule.* hıs led 1{8 the

Katherine Walsh, Fourteenth-Century Scholar and Primate: Rıchard FitzralphINn xford, Avi_ıgnon, and Armagh, (Oxford,
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eruption of the Poverty ControversYy, heated debate about whether
hrıst and the Apostles had owned theır OW clothıng, but which had
much deeper implicatiıons for mendicant privileges and property.
the late 136 nNtuUrY, the Augustinan ıles of Rome asserted that PTOPCI
dominıon belongs only to those who state of SraCC, and CON-

sequently the hıghest exerclse of sovereignty and property rıghts
belongs the Pope.”

the S: debate VEr dominıum erupted between Arch-
bıshop Richard FitzRalph of Armagh and the Austın friars.® FitzRalph
circulated hıs De pauperte salvatorI1s, fırst privately al Oxford and then

publıcly, whiıich he accused the mendiıicant orders of abusıng theır
OWS of poverty and humilıty and usurping the pastoral function of the
secular clergy Drawıng the Aegıdıan posıtıion, FitzRalph suggested
that only ose clergy of sound 1ving had rıght the lordshıp of theır

temporalıties fo the privileges of theır order./ Sınce the mendiıcants
orders had sinfully abused theır priviıleges, includıng theır confessional
priviıleges, FiıtzRalph concluded that they had lost theır domiıinıon VeCeI

ose privileges.® He Iso rejected the notion that hrıst and the Apos-
tles had practiced absolute poverty, and therefore denied that the menNn-

dıcant practice of pOVerTtYy W as truly justified.” FitzRalph W as chal-

lenging the mendicant distinction between the ownershı1p and the Usec

of property, ell ASs theiır exerc1ıse of theır privileges, that he W as

exploring both elements of domınıum ıt applıed the mendicants.
FitzRalph attacked the mendicant orders openly in ser1es of

SermMONS he preached, fırst ın Coventry and LNOTC substantıally Lon-
don, Dodington (near Oxford), and Oxford 1356 and 135720 The fr1-
aAIs, led by the Augustinians, responded by accusıng hım of
teachıng, and brought charges of heresy agaınst hım al the Papal cur1a
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In Avıgnon. FıtzRalph retalıated by attackıng the worldliness and
wealth of the friars. By the end of March 1397 the friars had nlıstedthe a1d of Kıng Edward 1608 and FıtzRalph went Avıgnon LO

the debate. In 1360, FıtzRalph dıed before the charges agaınst hım
(and by extension the charges he had raısed agaınst the mendicants)COu be resolved. As CONSCQUCNCE, whiıle the dıspute cooled OoOWN
somewhat, the 1SSUES involved continued 18 surface al Parıs and Oxford
for SOTINEC time.

Dominion and problems ıth confess1ional practice wWeTte NOoTt the
only 1SSUEeS FıtzRalph ralsed. FitzRalph also complaıned about tıthe-
evasıon. Thıs Was partıcular problem In large OWNnS, where wealthymerchants sed varıety of strategıies avo1d payıngz tıthes 1{8 theır
parısh church and theır diocese, and FıtzRalph preache number of
SCIIMONS agaınst thıs practice in Dublın, Drogheda, and London.!!
Whıiıle thıs Was chiefly offense by the lalty, FitzRalph accused the
frıars of granting Cas V absolution tıthe-evaders, and he suggestedthat the friars wWerTrTe leadiıng the alty aStray by encouragıng the
offense 12 On February 26 35 he made thıs chargedel1ıvered In London.

Thıs debate W as by INCcans confined London. FitzRalph Was
the Vicınity of Oxford October 1356, where he preache agaınst the

mendicants at Dodington, and he cırculated De pauperie salvatoris
Oxford al that tıme, and IMaYy CeVvVen ave formally debated the 1SSUEeS the
unıversity. ! FıtzRalph accused the friars of recrulting chıldren Dy INCAanNns
of g1lfts and confess1ion, and thıs charge underlay the unıversity’s decree

1358 that the mendicants wWere NOoLt recruıt from aAM ONS students.1*
By the end of 1337/, Geoffrey Hardeby, the Junior Augustinian regent
MmMaster al Oxford for had debated the OpI1C of dominıum, prob-ably wıth ONC of FıtzRalph’s Supporters, and respondıng 18 FıtzRalphwıth the De Vıta evangelica, hıch Hardeby asserted that lordship Was
ındependent of the meriıt of the holder. !> 1357 Jo  = Kedington WAas
the sen10r Augustinian regentel and he O00 responded 18 FitzRalph.But unlıke Hardeby, FıtzRalph’s provoke condemnation.
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John Kedington
Ihe condemnatıon of John Kedington has frequently een

noticed in passıng, but has attracted almost dırect study, because
the record of the condemnatıon o€es not provıde enough iınformatıon

directly connect ‘Fr1ar John‘’ ıth Jo  S Kedington.!® The record
refers {O hım ‘frater Johannes’ and then leaves blank, and then

Say>S °doctor‘’ followed Dy second Ihe record also note: that
Jo  S made hıs revocatıon the and by the agreement of the

princıpal of hıs cConvent and the other doctors, and the pr10rs of ‘the
saıld order‘, but ıt doesn’t actually SaY hat order W as involved.

But other evidence makes clear that Frıar John W as in fact
John Kedington, the Austın regent master for 1357.18 In that VCAal,
Kedington W as removed from office, dec1ısıon that he appealed
the ourt of Arches wıthout the permiss1ıon of hıs pr10r. TIhe only
SUrV1VINg records for Kedington’s removal AiIcC letter from the
Austın Frlars of Oxford about the atter and record of the

incurred by the Chancellor and Proctors, who had to travel
London to deal ıth the case.1? The events of Kedington’s CASCc

fıt perfectly ıth the known facts in Frıar John’s Casec oth WEeTIC

mendicant regent asters iın theology in 35 4 both gol into rouble
ıth the universıty, both appealed authorities outsıde the unıver-

and both involved the universıty in consıderable legal CEXPCNSC.sıty,
Aubrey Gwynn noticed Kedington s Casce, but thought that Keding-
ton had een removed from offıce make rTOOINMN fOor the incomıing
master Geoffrey Hardeby and made hıs appeal protest hıs

Among those who hav noted the asc in passıng ATC Walsh, Fourteenth-
argare ston, °‘Calm’’s Castles: Poverty, Politics,Century Scholar, 436-7)
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removal .20 However, nothing in those documents SaySs why Ked-
ington Was removed, and the close fıt between the [tWO makes
ıt clear that they aTe the Same inc1ıdent. By combıinıng the Iragmen-Lary records of Frıar John’s condemnation 1ıth the records of Ked-
ington’s appeal the ourt of Arches, Ca  —; reconstruct Keding-ton’s Case In cons1ıderable detaıil, an remarkable Nl of events
CIMCTSCS.

The ven Leading 1Oo the Condemnation

On October 16 1356 FıtzRalph preached hıs fırst at
Dodington, In which he explore 1SsSuUes elated mendicancy and
domiinıon. Another followed al Dodington the 18 and he
preached thırd there November lst ome time before
December 18 hıs Defensio Curatlorum WAas cırculating In Oxford.2!

Karly the wınter term of 1357 Jo  - Kedington presided VeT
theology debate ınvolving dominium SOMME Lorm, and durıng hıs

resolution of the I1ssue (the "determination’ of the debate) he declared
that the mendicant orders had greater rıght 1{8 tıthes than rTreCcCtioOors of
churches dıd He to ave claımed that the ounder of

church had the rıght 18 transfer tıthes the mendicants ıf the
felt that priest of the church exhıbited bad morals.22 In domg thıs, he
W as essentially takıng FıtzRalph’s argument and turnmg ıt back agamsthım, asserting that the mendicants WeTe lıving INOTE Virtuous lıfe
than parısh prlests dıd He also saıd that the kıng had the rıght 18
deprive eccles1astics of eIr lıvings ‘tor bad and dısorderly lıving’,agaln presumably usıng FıtzRalph’s arguments.“ The record also Saysthat he called Oxford "2ymnasium haereticorum). Kedington Was
clearly of strong COonVIictions, and he must ave sed the deter-
miıinatıon launch aggressıve attack the antı-mendicant Darty al
Oxford, denouncing them heretics (and perhaps ASs the 'evıl-Living’seculars who deserved 18 lose theır ıthes)

Word of hıs statements clearly spread, and SOINCONE at the unı-
versity inıtl1ated condemnatıon proceeding. Normally, In formal
condemnatıon proceeding for heresy al Parıs, frıar’s order had the

21 Walsh, Fourteenth-century scholar, 41 RS  s
-  at al least 18 Hothum’’s vers1ion of hat Kedington had sald, reportedletter Cchbısop FiıtzRalph. See notfe below
ICX clericıs et VITIS eccles1asticis male el inordinate viventibus absque inJurlapOoSssess1ones posset auferre’, Munimenta, 209



1rs responsı1bıilıty investigate the atter, and the unıversıty 1101 -

mally only stepped i thıs dıd not happen.““* sımılar procedure
operated al Oxford, SInCe 1323 Wıllıam of Ockham W as invest1-
gated Dy the Franciıscan Proviıncılal Chapter, but ere 15 evidence
that the Austins investigated took actıon agaınst Kedington.*>
nstead, ıt W as Chancellor Hothum and hıs proc(tors for k357, Jo  SE
Joskın and Alexander of Feribrigg, who took actıon, removıng Ked-
ington from hıis office regent master.

At the tıme, StTe W as only OTMC clear precedent (SOo far
KNOW) for the condemnatıon of scholar for academıc heresy by the
unıversıty of Oxford In 13515 the entire eology faculty (naturally
led Dy the chancellor, who W as oS always eology master) COIN-

demned set of propositions by unnamed Franciscan.?® thıs CasC,
ere W as al least ONC, and probably L[WO, formal meetings the 1Ssue.

hıst of propositions Was drawn and then examıned Dy the I1Nas-

ters, who unanımously agreed that the artıcles WeTC inapproprliate.“’
The asters then issued orma condemnatıon.

But 1359 thıs PTrOCCSS W as not followed Although 1ıst of
the condemned proposıtions W as drawn al SOTI1C pomnt, ere 1S
mention made of commıttee investigatıng edington meeting
that ruled the orthodoxy of the ıst. Whıle ıt WOU be unusual for
the chancellor and procto ave proceeded wıthout formally COIMN-

sultıng the rest of the theology faculty, ıt would not ave een
Overextension of the chancellor’s legal authorıty act hıs OW

It that the chancellor and the proctors took offıcıal actıon agaınst
Kedington because hıs order had faıled to However, it 1S extremely
important fo ote that nowhere the SUrVIVINg documents 15 edıing-
ton accused of heresy, susp1c1on of heresy, other grade of CITOL.

He W ds sımply ordered retract h1s statements By hat authorıty the
chancellor issued such order 1S hard SaY, and the whole PTOCCSS
followed in thıs Casc 15 ı1ghly irregular (at least comparıson ıth
er known condemnatıons al Oxford). In hIis appeal, Kedington
emphasızed that he had not been legıtimately cıted formally COIMN-

victed of anythıng

ıllıam ourtenay, “I’he Artıcles Condemned al Oxford Austın T1ars ıIn
1315,‘1n Vıa Augustinl: Augustine In the Later Middle Ages, Renatssance, and Refor-
matıon, ed Oberman and James (Leıden, 5-18, al 9-1  ©

Girard Etzkorn, ‘Ockham at Provincılal Chapter: 1323 Prelude Avı-
?  gnon’, Archivum Francıscanum Historıiıcum (1990), 537-556

ourtenay, ‘ Artıcles Condemned,’ passım.
Ihe SUrV1IVINg document the asc refers them both (erronel)

and heretical (haereticos), the commıttee’s eXaC! verdict 15 unclear.
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Removing Kedington from offiıce Was extireme sStep Lyp-ical CasSC, the accused WOUu ave een instructed ecan! hıs o_
sıtı1ons, but assumıng he dıd S  ’ nothıng WOu happen to hım
TIhe fact that Kedington Was removed only INe that the chan-
cellor ordered hım recant hıs proposıtions, and that Kedingtonefused obey Kedington’s efusal 8 recant m1g ave een ase|
in assertion that hıs posıtion WaAas COrTeECT and therefore should NOoTLt
ave een condemned, ıt m1g ave een based the fact that he
Was 1917011 being accused of heresy CITOT, and Was therefore not oblıged

make revocatıon.

Kedington’s Appeal
In November of 139 Kedington appealed hıs Case {O the ourt

of ST Mary Arches London, the metropolıtan COUTT for the provınce
of Canterbury.“® Universıity regulatıons requıred that he appeal the
chancellor’s dec1ısıon 18 the Congregatıion of Regent Masters, and from
there the Full Congregation before he PUrSuUC appe fo author-
ıty outsıde the University. But the appeal WAas technıcally tuıtorial
appeal, which COu be made by an Y PCISON and dıd not requıre fol-
OoWıIng the regular hıerarchy of ItS, ıt 15 1kely that Kedington
dıd nNnOoL follow the unıversıty s appeals PTOCC5SS but went dırectly to the
metropolıtan court.?? Kedington made hıs appeal agaınst the orders of
T10T John, the head of the Austin house al Oxford, who ater testified
(along ıth Wıllıam, the T1O0Tr Provıncıal of theır Order), that Ked-
ington had een forbidden appeal

tuıtorial appeal W as actually [WO appeals The appel-
lant appeale dırectly (8 the papa: COUTT for resolution of the CasSC, and
appeale the Ourt ofes tOo order ONC-YCATr STay of the actıon
being appealed.*° hus Kedington appeale the unıversiıty’s actıon LO
the papa COUTIT, and asked the ourt of es 1{8 forestall hıs SUS-

pension from TESCNCY untı he had obtaıned papa rulıng the mat-
ter. Normally, the atter W as handled by the archbishop’s Officı1al,
who presıide: Ver the COUIT, but thıs Case Rıchard de Plessy, the

For the Court of St Mary ches, SCC The Medieval Court of Arches, ed Don-
Logan, (Woodbridge, X1i1-XIvi. Our knowledge of thıs phase of the

atter derıves entirely TOmM letter wrıtten by the Augustinıan pri1or provıncılal and
pri10r local for Oxford. Ihıs etter, which contaıns the texfi of the Court of Arches’
biıtion, 15 found in Med. Arch., e

Medieval Court, XXXIX.
Medieval Court, XXX1X-X]I1, xhn-xhv.
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archdeacon of Colchester and dean of Sti Mary Arches London, who
W d the COMMI1SSATY for the archbishop’s Officıal, accepted edington s
appeal (technıcally termed ‘hıbel’) and issued ıbıtatıon, tem-

ar Sstay of actıon and cıtatıon for the nhıbıted officıal ar
According de Plessy’s inhıbıtatıon, hıch be ase‘

Kedington s 1bel, edıngton W d legıtımate doctor of theology
who had ectured praıseworthily untıl the unıversıty officıals removed
hım wıthout Plessy’s letter emphasızes al cons1ıderable length
that the actıon had een taken wıthout due PTFOCCSS and wıthout egıt-
imate cause.?! oUug thıs mMaYy be exaggeratıon edington s
part strengthen hıs CaAsSC, ıt appCAars fo be broadly aCCUTrate Keding-
ton had, far Can SCC, one nothing {O meriıt actual removal
from hıs office, eXcept fo SaYy somethıing that offended the NON-INCI1-

dicants al the unıversıty. Thıs also strengthens the impression that the
chancellor acted wıthout the regent masters, 1C Was al least V1O-
latıon of general precedent, f noTt the actual law

hıs appeal started legal struggle that involved the unıversıty
In consıderable legal expense.*“ Thıs CXÄPCNSC 1S partıally reflected in

ACCOUNLT book for the uniıversıty irom the 1357-58 academıc VYCAL,
1C includes the of the chancellor and proc(tor: when they
went London deal ıth the matter.°> Hothum W as cıted al
al the COUIT ofes and he went ere anuary of 1358, along ıth
both hıs proc(tors; Rıchard, of Lowth Park; John of Lancaster;
and er clerıcs. Hothum brought ıth hım letter from ıllıam, the
Augustinıan T10T7T Provincıal, and T10T John, who insısted that Ked-
ington s Casc had merıt and that they had forbıdden the appeal.

OUr months later, the matter had still not een resolved. In
March of 1358: Jo  S of Hothum Archbishop FıtzRalph al

Avıgnon, askıng hım help the un1ıversıty ıth the problem by
informing the POPC of hat Kedington had done.* He told FıtzRalph
that the bearer of the letter would explaın all the detaıls Presumabily
Hothum had sent representatıve to the curl1a agaınst

41 ..  non legıtime cıtatum, 1OMN COonNVıctum, CC confessum, cogniclone el 1Ur1s
ordine in parte de jure requisıt1s penıtus preterm1ss1s, absque racl1onabılı SCU

legıtımıa UAaACUMUC, ab ff1Cc10 doctoratus SCUu magıster11 hul1usmodiı eXercC1ICI10, CUTdA,
statu eit honore S1IC regendi, docend1 ei legendi:.:, Med. Arch., 173

otam Un1iversıtatem indebite VeXaVIl,; improvıde appellando, dominıs el Mas-
natıbus querelando, el alııs multıplicıbus eXpens1s gravando’, Muniımenta, 710

Med. Arch., (
The letter 15 be found in Sıdney SUSSCX College, Cambrıdge, 64, fo.

126"; Nar Walsh, Fourteenth Century Scholar, 436-7/; ston, ‘Calm’’s Castles,’
50-51 and
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Kedington’s appeal; he must ave hoped that FıtzRalph WOU be
StiTronNg advocate for the unıversity, SInNCe the archbıishop W as already

ıth the Augustinlans. The problem for Hothum Was that
he W ds unable LO compel Kedington make publıc revocatıon
because the frıar had powerful protec({ors, whom he only describes
'magnates of the kıngdom) (magnatıbus de reg2no).

these magnates WeTIC only’but they WeTE clearly
powertul nobles who lıked Kedington’s ideas because they enhanced SCC-
ular authorıty VT theır churches. IThe MOst lıkely candıdate 1S Humphrey
de Bohun, the S1X' earl of ereIOT:! De Bohun W as the most promınent

of the Austins England the 1350s, havıng donated
help them ebunld theır church London: when he diıed 1361, he made
arrangements be urlıe: there, and eft 2700 marks for PTayCrS and
INasses for hıs soul.°> Hıs nephew, 1llıam of Monkland, Was member
of the order. Kedington must ave appealed de OohNun another
of the order d he gol eeper into hıs appeal; such Support INaYy ave dıs-
couraged the ourt of Arches from 1SSsUmNg final verdıct the Matter.

The appeal CannotTt ave dragged out much longer than June of
1358, SInNCe Jo  SE Was being punıshed Dy July, and ıth Jo  z havıng
een forbidden PUTrSUuC the matter, the ourt of Arches probably 1C11-
ere! ıts fınal verdıct In Aprıl May Ihe ourt ofes must ave
ultımately denı1ed Kedington’s appeal, 1C that the m  o_
rar Stay Kedington’s suspens1on W ds lıfted T hıs rulıng dıd 181011
prevent edıngton from pursumg hIıs appeal {O the papa curla, but hıs
academıc punıshment WOU proceed ordered There 1S evıdence
to sShow f Archbishop slıp W ds hımself involved In thıs verdıct, ıf
hıs Officıal al the ourt of Arches made the dec1si0n.

An addıtional complıcatıng factor OTE 1S that Kedington’s
appeal Was viliolatıon of roya. law In 1355 Edward I11 had explıc-
ıtly forbidden appeals irom the chancellor COUTT {O the papa curıa.>6
Ihere 1S clear indıcation that the Crown became involved in the
CasSC, but roya. WOUuU certamly explaın why Kedington’s
appeal the ourt ofes Was ultımately rejected.

The Punishment

edington’s unıshment W ds Dy the proc({tors of the
unıversıty for 1358-59, ıllıam enby and Rıchard OULWO The

Gwynn, English Austın Frıiars,
Med. Arch., 1:349; Kı1ıbre, Scholarly Privileges, 309
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Judgment W as made the of, and ıth the perm1ss1ıon of,
edington’s princıpal, er doctors, presumably of eology, and the
Augustinian prlors. It WOU aAaDPCAL, then, that enby, OU1WO and
probably Hothum determined the seNtTENCE consultatıon ıth the oth-
CI mentiloned. Ihe reference Kedington’s princıpa. 15 puzzlıng,
SINCE the Augustinıians do noTtal ave employe officıal ıth
that tıtle, but it 15 probably reference to John, the pr10r of the Oxford
CONvent

The elements of John’s punıshment eed be cons1ıdered,
because they aATicC unusual wıthın Englısh unıversıtles. edington W as
forced publıcly read statement of apology wrıtten for hım and
paYy fine of 100 shıllıngs, and he W ds arre: from CVCT lecturıng
eology agaın wıthout the perm1ss1ion of the chancellor, the proc(tors,
and all the doctors of eology. recantatıon 15 the fırst recorded
recantatıon al OT! The SAaNıc VCAar unıdentiftied Dominican Was

forced fo read apology for avıng Nnsulte: the arts students urng
sermon.}/ It 1S plausıble that the unıdentified Francıscan whose

proposıtions WEeIC condemned 13 15 had een forced LO read 1CCall-

tatıon, and recantatıon had een standard In condemnatıons al arls
for SOTINIC time, the recantatıon W as entirely typıcal of such atters
The document explhicıtly that John Was read the recantatıon
exactly ıt had een wrıtten for hım, wıthout an Yy changes, addıtıons

deletions.®®
As already note: Jo  SM Was explıcıtly accused of heresy,

undoubtedly because the statements he made WeIC the SOUTCE of cons1d-
erable CONLTOVETSY al the time and FıtzRalph’s Was awaıltıng eCI-
S10N at Avıgnon. The overall Impress1on, however, 1Ss that John eal
d he were heretic, and hıs retraction reads hlıke recantatıon of heresy.

it, he 1S5 forced retract the OpIN1ONS he expressed Ou tıthes and the
depriıvation of eccles1astıics and affırm the CONn(trarYy, and promise

hold ose OpIn10Ns agaln, eıther publıcly privately.”

Muniımenta, A
quod legeret palam eft publıce revocatıonem infrascrıpta, H6t addendo, NC

dımınuendo, NC alıqua verba lerasure | ddo publıco eccles1a Beatae Marıae Vır-
S1INIS Oxonlae’, Munimenta, 209

“‘Reverendi1 domiını ald]stantes el singuli, determinatione quadam, termıno
hyemalı ultımo praeter1to facta, mater1as alıquas determınando tractavı odiıo0sas q U am
plurımıs el dısplicentes, eft praecıpue matrıs NnOsIrae Universıtatis nımıum offens1vas,
de qUO dolens ei aNXIUS fu1 tempore O  - modi1co, VEeIUM PTO 111CO L} satısfacere
cuplens, hac parte de mandato eJjJusdem Uniiversıitatıs venerabiılıs dıcam In scr1pto;
Imprimis, quod istam matrem nNnOstram Unıiyversitatem venerabılem SC1O Catholicam
CSSC, In doctrina Samhna fundatam efi San ac fıde1 protectricem; Item, doctores 1E VEICI-
dos ejusdem SSC catholicos VITrOS dico el affırmo; Item, quod praedictam matrem
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The other punıshments, however, in less COINMON The fine of
100 shıllıngs 15 extremely heavy by the standards of un1ıversityoffenses, and INaYy ave een ımposed help the unıversity make
for the involved In the appeal According to the record of
NSCS, Hothum’s trıp 18 London COst 126 shıllıngs otal, althoughthe record NOoTtes that other business Was conducted thıs trıp, the
fıne roughly Corresponds 18 the unıversity’s travel Ihe fine
1Ss certamly non-standard punıshment, ıth paralle In an Y other
Case ınvolving academıc debate, although Imposing fiıne WAas Justi-f1ed by the rules governing unJust appeals.“*° John, being irlar, WOUu
NOotLt ave een able to pay such fıne, and ıt WOU ave fallen hıs
order make good the payment (or perhaps h1is noble Ssupportershelped hım) No other Case of academıc condemnation al Oxford
involved such punıshment.

Ihe restriction Kedington’s eachıng actıvıty 1S 1kewise
unprecedented. It amounted revocatıon of Kedington’s eachıng1cense. Although Cannot be certaıin, it ADPDCATS that thıs punıshmentruıned John’’s academıc CarCcerT, SINCEe he 1S nNnoTt mentioned In an Yy other
SUrVIVINg document from the unıversıty. It 1S possıble that Kedington,lıke Rıchard Knapwell before hım, eft Oxford for the papa. Cur]la
plea hıs Case K s} he W as presumably unsuccessful. In February of
1392° Augustinian named Jo  z of Kedyngton Was gıven perm1ss1on

NOstram el reverendos doctores eft magıstros, ei praecıpue domınum Cancellarıum
Procuratores plurıes offendi, humiılıus qUO OSSUum ab eisdem ven1am peto una VOCC;
el qula UnıLhnversitatem indebite VeXaVIl,; improvide appellando, domiınıs el INAaS-natıbus querelando, el 115 multiplıcıbus eXpensI1s gravando, 1deo ire ad satısfactiıonem
offero Juxta Vires: Item quıa plures valentes reportaverunt in determinatione PTaC-diıcta d1x1sse, asserulsse, eft determinasse, quod quı1cumque dominı temporales PTO SUÜUl  >
hıbıto absque auctorıtate Ecclesiae possunt alıqua temporalıa Deo eccles11s donata
auferre ab eisdem el perpetuo9 Item, quod decımae Ecclesiae magıs Sunt
debite fratrıbus mendicantıbus qU am rectorıbus el curatıs; Idcırco praedıictas UaCS-tiones de temporalıbus eft decımıs CI1TONCAS el falsas SSC d1co, Carumque contradıcto-
Mas fateor SSC9 el illas quaestiones affırmativas, ef Carum quamlıbet, (amquamMINuUs catholicas NUNCcC el ıIn detestor, NC CdsSs vel alıquam de
caetero alıquo modo sustinebo tacıte vel eXpresse.‘ Mun Ac., 21061

UnJust appeals had been problem for the unıversıty far back 1300,when the unıversity had been forced increase the penaltıes for makıng unjustappeals UnJust appellants WEeIC dıvided into three categorlies based theır net worth,
and scale of fines W ds established that increased ıth the appellant’s wealth. Ihe
wealthiest offenders WEeIC fined shıllıngs. Even g1ven inflatıon, John’s fine Was
vastly y ANN of standard fines. the late 5th century, fines for appeals normallyamounted 2s 35.4d See Munimenta, 73-6, well Hastings Rashdall, Uni-
versities, 136-7, and Med. Arch., 7281 It 15 orth noting that the Crown passed
tatute forbıdding appeals TOM the chancellor’s COUTT the archbishop’s Just few
yCars after thıs ase.
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bDy hıs order travel the Holy Land, and in June of the Samnlle VCAL,
he W d>s assıgned 100 al the Augustinıan house al Grimsby.“!
Assuming thıs 1S the SAaImnec INan the Oxford scholar, he apparently
led long but undıstinguıished ıfe

John’s punıshment W as alrly SCVEIC, ou SC VGT© the
unıversıty could reasonably make agalınst SOTNCOIIC who W as not AaC{IU-

ally heretic (although it short of banıshment from Oxford, the
MOSL SCVCEIC penalty the chancellor COU 1mpose), and ıts everıty
requıres SOIINC explanatıon. In addıtion to Causıng ıt substantıal
CAPCNSC, John had insulted the unıversıty Dy callıng ıt school of
heretics, and the unıversıty clearly consıdered the insult VE Ser1-
OUS matter Ihe 1IrS [WO ıtems in recantatıon amount 118 e_
mMents that the Universıty and the asters ATiC orthodox Catholıcs, PIC-
ceding the INOTC technıcal proposıtions, and thıs order presumably
eflects SOTIIC of the relatıve Ser10usness of Kedington’s
offenses.

Kerby-Fulton that ıt W as thıs insult that tr1g-
gere: the attempt to condemn Kedington, arguıng that ıt raiısed fears
that edington W ds Joachite.*% She also that ıt W as thıs dor
of Joachısm that caused Kedington’s SUPPOITCI'S back aWaY from
hım However, thıs 1S probably readıng LOO much into the Casec Whiıle
Kerby-Fulton makes sStrong Casc that Joachiısm Was eater factor
In Englısh intellectual circles than has prevıously een acknowledged,
the only evidence of oachısm thıs Casec 1S that InsSsu W as °the

of insult traded the debates VCI the heterodoxy of Francıscan
Spirıtuals urthermore, the letter that Hothum and the regent asters
sent LO FıtzRalph mentions Kedington s {WO other statements, but
omıts the insult. the INnSu. had een the thıng that trıggered the entire
condemnatıon, it WOU certamly ave een mentioned. At best,
insult cshould be SCCI1 aggravatıng factor, but it May ell explaın
the general Over-reaction that Hothum demonstrated in thıs CasSsec

IThe mendicants AIicC 1kely ave supported, al eas not

strongly objecte arguments, the impetus for hıs punısh-
ment mMust ave COMC from the secular asters Hıs suggestion that the
mendicant lıfestyle W ds> super10r the secular lıfestyle W ds certamly
offens1ıve, and hıs argumen that mendicants deserved the tiıthes of
churches LNOTC than the TreCtoOrs dıd W ds diırect hrea the seculars,
InNan of whom held benefices the parıs. evel, and most of whom

41 Francıs Roth, SOuUrCes for Hiıstory of the English Austın Frıiars, (Louvaın,
1961, ICDT. TOM Augustiniana ul 9-5

Kerby-Fulton, Books, 137
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undoubtedly hoped for hıgher benefices later 1s also orth NOTL-
ing that Archbishop Islıp, hıimself secular, 1s known LO ave avored
the secular clergy agalnst the friars al least Oone other OCCAasl1on, and
thıs IMaYy ave played factor in the dec1ısion deny Kedington’sappeal.“ Addıtionally, Kedington’s assertion about tıthes must ave
seemed SOMe seculars A4Ss confirmation of FıtzRalph’s charge that the
friars wWere actıvely encouragıng tıthe-evasion. Fınally, the strengt. of
the Kedington aroused Can be Judged Dy the fact that CON-
demnation had taken place al OxfTford for INore than YCAaIrS, despitethe lıvely intellectual 1fe that characterized Oxford In the early- 8
m1d- 3th tury

Given the atmosphere of hostilıty the mendicants, the inten-
Sıty of the complaınts agamlnst them, and the CONLTrOVerSYy swırlıngaround the Augustinians and Archbishop FıtzRalph, it 15 unsurprisingthat Kedington WAas TrTeated harshly for hat Was hardly maJoroffense. Thıs context also helps explaın why hıs super10rs decıded
10 forbıid hıs appeal and TOTe letter undermining hıs Case. They wWere
under g00d deal of al Oxford, and Kedington’s actıons had
evıdently embarrassed them Kedington clearly became lıghtning rod
for antı-mendicant tensions al Ox{fTord, tensions enough that NOT-
mal classroom protections wWerTrTe 1gnored and the mechanısm of ACa-
demic condemnation Was invoked GVn though Kedington Was NOT
accused of formal CITOT heresy.

Kedington and FitzRalph
Kedington’s Case shines 1g HhOWw FıtzRalph’s attacks

the mendiıicants were rece1ved al OxTford It demonstrates that eof-
irey Hardeby W as NOL the only Austin frıar al Oxford LO find
FıtzRalph’s preachıng offensive. Whiıle Hardeby TOTe hıs De Vita
evangelica agaınst FıtzRalph, but dıd noTt publısh ıt al the tiıme, Ked-
ington W as openly opposing FıtzRalph’s teachings in the classroom,
and he resisted the unıversıity ’s efforts sılence hım for several
months. Given that hıs order took actıon agaınst hım for several
months alter the determination, m1g imagıne that the Oqurd

He 1mıted the rıghts of T1ars hear confession and dıscharge pastora. func-
t10ns, OoWwIng COMICETN for secular clergy. See Wılkıns, Concilia, 64’ and °Sımon
Islıp  9 in DNB, He Iso establıshed Canterbury College for secular students
at Ox{ford: Emden, BRUO, 1008
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Austins aft eas acıtly supported edington. The OUufcome of Keding-
ton’s Casec mMaYy ave influenced Harbedy’s dec1ısıon to not publısh
De vıta evangelica; he IMay ave decıded ıt Was not prudent do S

hıs super10rs MaYy ave pressured hım o keep it prıvate avo1d fur-
ther embarrassment the order.

Thıs Casec also shows how popular FıtzRalph’s attacks WEeIC

al OxTford hancellor Hothum’s actıons WeTC ırregular and UuNPpPrece-
dented, and he W as able PEISCVECIC hıs condemnatıon in the face
of hat must ave een substantıal opposıtıon from the magnates who
WeIiIC supporting Kedington. edington s super10rs ordered hım fOo
desıst from hıs tuıtorıial appeal and 9 agalnst the evıdence, that
hıs appeal had merit. Thıs 1s surely evidence that the Austins WEIC

under consıderable al Oxford dısown Kedington and that
Hothumi’s actıons WCIC popular wıth the secular students

Nor W dads thıs purely internal atter for the unıversıty. What
egan complaınt er polıtically-charged determıinatıon spilled
into the Ourt ofes and then 118 the apa. Cuna. ome wıthın the
Englısh nobıilıty embraced Kedington, and the unıversıty became suf-
fıcıently concerned that it sought Ouf FıtzRalph’s assıstance, although
how FıtzRalph responded to Hothum ’’s er 1S unfortunately unknown.

How FıtzRalph reacted fo Hothum ’s letter 1S not the only Out-

standıng question in Kedington’s CasSc It WOU be VE helpful
know INOTC about who W as supporting Kedington, because ıt WOUu
help fo hOowWw far outsıde of Oxford the matter spread. Know-
ıng LLIOTITC about how the Casc Was handled al the ourt of ches, and
the extent {O 1C Archbıshop slıp became involved, WOU also help

understand the polıtical elements of thıs Case Knowing whether
Kedington’s appeal reached the Papal ourt WOU OW SCC

whether hıs NT influenced FıtzRalph’s For the moment,
though, the absence of further documents elated thıs CasSC,
must be Oontent ıth the broad outlınes of the matter Kedington’s
condemnatıon W dsSs clearly ımportant and VC complıcated CasSCc,
arguably OTIC of the most ımportant academıc condemnatıons that AYAAM

happened al Oxford, and ONC that elps gaın better 1e W of the
alIrs of the Englısh Austın frıars in the mı1ıd-fourteenth Tury

TEW ARSEN
Universıty of Wisconsiın-Mılwaukee
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